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Human judgment o f  wrongdoing is a  p o t e n t i a l  meeting ground f o r  s o c i o l o g i c s l  

models of norms and psychological  models of cogn i t i on .  The p re sen t  paper d i s -  

c u s s e s  t h e  theory of human r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgments t h a t  has  dominated psychology 

s i n c e  Jean P iage t  and expands on t h a t  theory from a  s o c i o l o g i c a l  pe r spec t ive .  

We o f f e r  an a l t e r n a t i v e  model, a rgu ing  t h a t  judgments of r e s p o n s i h i l i t y  a r e  

f u n c t i o n s  of both  t h e  deeds  an  a c t o r  performs and the  s o c i a l  expec ta t ions  of 

o t h e r s  f o r  t h e  a c t o r .  S o c i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  expec ta t ions ,  s o c i a l  r o l e s .  

should  t h e r e f o r e  p l ay  a  c r u c i a l  r o l e  i n  t h e  judgment O F  wrongdoing. Roles 

should s e r v e  a s  normative c o n t e x t s  t h a t  determine how o t h e r  informat ion i n  

weighed and used. We i d e n t i f y  two dimensions of r o l e s  t h a t  may be de t e rminan t s  

o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgments: t he  h i e ra rchy  and t h e  s o l i d a r i t y  of t he  a c t o r -  

v i c t i m  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  We r e p o r t  r e s u l t s  from a  survey i n  which exper imental ly  

v a r i e d  v i g n e t t e s  included cons ide ra t ion  of r o l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  ns  w e l l  a s  t r a d i -  

t i o n a l  psychological  f a c t o r s  (such a s  t h e  a c t o r ' s  mental s t a t e ) .  The s tudy  

r e p l i c a t e d  r e s u l t s  known s i n c e  P iage t ,  po in t ing  t o  t h e  importance oE an a c t o r ' s  

mental  s t a t e  when a d u l t s j u d g e r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  comparison t o  t h e  r e l o t i v c l y  

t r i v i a l  r o l e  of t h e  a c t ' s  consequences. But t h e  f i n d i n g s  a l s o  showed t h a t  

r o l e s  a l t e r  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and judgment of wrongdoing, i nc lud ing  t h e  use  

of informat ion about  mental s t a t e .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  tlie normative model f o r  

judgment of persons  i n  a u t h o r i t y  over  v i c t i m s  d i f f e r e d  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  from t h e  

model f o r  judgment of persons  who were equa l s  w i th  t l i e i r  v i c t ims .  The r e s u l t s  

i n d i c a t e ,  a s  p red ic t ed ,  t h a t  no model of how h u m a n s j u d g e r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i s  

complete wi thout  cons ide ra t ion  of s o c i a l  r o l e s  and t h e i r  normative demands. 
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I TllE EFFECT OF ROI,ES AND DEeDS ON RESPONSIBILITY JUDGMENTS: 

1 TllE NORFIATIVE STRUCTURE OF WRONGDOING 

Respons ib i l i t y  f o r  wrongdoing, a  key ca t egory  of human norms, is a  c e n t r a l  

i s s u e  i n  both  group s o c i a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n  and i n d i v i d u a l  s o c i a l  l i f e .  Permeating 

a l l  l e g a l  systems, t h e  concept  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  has  l ong  concerned ph i lo sophe r s .  

S o c i o l o g i s t s  have s i m i l a r l y  l ong  been convinced t h a t  human judgment of wrong- 

doing may be a  key i s s u e  i n  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l .  But we s t i l l  do no t  know how such 

Judgments a r e  made. Th i s  paper,  a f t e r  reviewing r e l e v a n t  t h e o r i e s  of such 

judgments, w i l l  formulate  a  s o c i o l o g i c a l  framework t o  examine norms about  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  and w i l l  then t e s t  t h i s  framework e m p i r i c a l l y .  

Desp i t e  i t s  importance, r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i t s e l f  has  on ly  r e c e n t l y  become an  

i s s t ~ e  f o r  s tudy  i n  t h r e e  f i e l d s :  l e g a l  anthropology,  sociology of law, and 

a t t r  l bu t ion  t l ~ e o r y  i n  s o c l a l  psychology. Legal a n t h r o p o l o g i s t s  have concen- 

t r a t e d  upon t h e  s o c i a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n  of groups t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  p rocess  of respon- 

s t h i l  i  t y  a t t r i b u t i o n  (e.g.,  Gluckman. 1967; L leve l l en  and Hoebel, 1949; Nader. 

1969) .  I.egnl s o c i o l o g i s t s  have focused on s t a t u s  d i f f e r e n c e s  between a c t o r s  

and on t h e  e f f e c t  of bu reauc ra t i c  o rgan iza t ion  on d i s p u t e  s e t t l e m e n t  (e.g.. 

Cmcrson. 1969; Nonet. 1969: Rosa, 1970) .  Socia l  p s y c l ~ o l o g i s t s  have s t u d i e d  

r c s p o n s i h i l i t y  Judgments a s  c o g n i t i v e  p rocesses ,  c o n c e n t r a t i n g  on i n d i v i d u a l  

d i f f e r e n c e s  nmorig ohse rve r s  o r  on gene ra l  models of how p e r c e i v e r s  p roces s  

Lnformntlon nbout deeds  observed ( e .g . ,  t l d d e r ,  1958; Shaw and Su lze r ,  1964; 

Shaver,  1970). 111 s t r m ,  l e g a l  nn t l i ropo log i s t s  and s o c i o l o g i s t s  have focused on 

o r g n n i z a t - l o ~ ~ n l  de t e rminan t s  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  wh i l e  s o c i a l  p sycho log i s t s  have 

conce~ i t rn t ed  on pe rcep t ions  of i n d i v i d u a l  deeds .  Our approach merges t h e s e  

a l t e r n a t i v e  f o c i  i n t o  a  s i n g l e  scheme which makes e x p l i c i t  what is o f t e n  

Impl Jc i t  Ln discussions of norms: t h e  no t ion  that norms a s  r u l e s  o r  s t anda rds  

a r e  c a r r i e d  i n  peop le ' s  hands. We focus  on what determines  judgments 

by i n d i v i d u a l  respondents  who a s s e s s  i d e a l - t y p i c a l  i n s t a n c e s  of wrong- 

doing.  Our goa l  is t o  b r ing  s o c i o l o g i c a l  concepts  i n t o  models of cogn i t i on  

about  wrongdoing. 

! . . - . . - . - . 
Our b a s i c  premise i s  t h a t  r o l e  e x p e c t a t i o n s  s e r v e  a s  normative c o n t e x t s  .. ' ' , . 

w i t h i n  which people  judge t h e  a c t i o n s  of themselves and o t h e r s .  Psychological  

I s t u d i e s  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgments have, by focus ing  on t h e  
i 

a c t i o n s  of i s o l a t e d  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  d iscounted t h e  p o t e n t i a l  importnnce of 
I 

1 
s o c i a l  e x p e c t a t i o n s  a s  de t e rminan t s  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  wrongdoing. S ince  

t h e s e  s t u d i e s  r e s t  on what have been claimed t o  be u n i v e r s a l  laws f o r  such 

judgments, i t  is  important  t o  examine t h e  c e n t r a l  t h e o r e t i c a l  t r a d i t i o n  

i n  psychology be fo re  tu rn ing  t o  how s o c i o l o g i c a l  i n s i g h t s  can y i e l d  n  

s t i l l  more gene ra l  model. 

F r i t z  Heider (1958). perhaps  t h e  foremost t h e o r e t i c i a n  i n  t h i s  a r ea .  

b u i l t  upon t h e  work of Jean P iage t  (1965119323) t o  produce a  developmental 

model of f i v g  l e v e l s  i n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgments.' At t h e  Associa t ion 

l e v e l ,  a  person merely a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  an  event  may be held  r e s p o n s i b l e  

f o r  i t .  At t h e  Commission l e v e l  a  person may be held  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  any 

. e f f e c t  caused,  whether o r  no t  i t  is i n t e n t i o n a l  o r  f o r e s e e a b l e  by t h e  a c t o r .  

At t h e  F o r e s e e a b i l i t y  l e v e l  a  person is held  r e spons ib l e  f o r  any e f f e c t  

t h a t  could have been fo re seen ,  even i f  i t  was not  in tended.  A t  t h e  

I n t e n t i o n a l i t y l e v e l ,  on ly  f u l l y  in tended a c t s  a r e  grounds f o r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

1 
And a t  t h e  J u s t i f i a b i l i t y  l e v e l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  even i n t e n t i o n a l  a c t s  may 

be reduced by t h e  presence of environmental  j u s t i f i c a t i o n s  o r  excuses .  

Heider ' s  proposed l e v e l s  a r e  a  u s e f u l  p l a c e  t o  begin  a  d i s c u s s i o n  oE 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgments. Yet one should n o t e  t h a t  t h e  l e v e l s ,  a l t l ~ o u g h  
'a 

t hey  a r e  l a i d  o u t  a s  i f  on a  continuum, do not  a l l  add res s  t h e  same * 
cons ide ra t ions .  The second, t h i r d ,  and f o u r t h  l e v e l s  b a s i c a l l y  speak t o  t h e  



a c t o r ' s  mental s t a t e  i n  r e l s t j o n  t o  s given a c t .  The f i r s t  and f i f t h  

add res s  o t h e r  cons ide ra t ions .  The f i r s t .  Assocja t ion,  is concerned wi th  

Lhe r o l e r e l a t i o n s  between a  person being judged and some o t h e r  person who 

octr la l ly  commits t h e  a c t .  The f i f t h .  J u s t i f i a b i l i t y ,  i s  concerned wi th  

v s r i o l ~ s  s l t u s t i o n a l  c i rcumatsnces  which may a l t e r  a  judgment based s o l e l y  

upon an a c t o r ' s  mental s t a t e .  Thus wh i l e  t h e  f i v e  l e v e l s  may comprise a  

continuum i n  some developmental s ense  ( i . e . ,  c h i l d r e n  may i n  a  g e n e r a l  

way move through t h e s e  s t a g e s  a s  t h e i r  moral judgment matures) ,  t hey  a r e  

no t  l e v e l s  i n  t h e  conceptual  s ense  t h a t  a  h ighe r  l e v e l  means t h e r e  is more 

of something. To compare I n t e n t i o n a l i t y  and Justifiability, f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  

i s  t o  compare mental s t a t e  t o  a hos t  of s i t u a t i o n a l  excuses .  A more 

s o c i o l o g i c a l  approach would argue t h a t  t o  understand r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgments 

we must cons ide r  st l e a s t  two d i s t i n c t  f a c t o r s :  what an a c t o r  did, and t h e  

s o c i a l  cxpec ta t iona  of o t h e r s  f o r  what t h e  a c t o r  should  have done.2 What 

:III a c t o r  "did" may he approximated by t r a d i t i o n a l  psychological  v a r i a b l e s  

s u c l ~  a s  t h e  a c t o r ' s  i n t e n t i o n  and t h e  a c t ' s  consequences. But i n  o r d e r  

t o  know how an obse rve r  w i l l  judge t h a t  deed,  one a l s o  needs t o  know what 

was expected of t h e  a c t o r .  

S o c i a l  expec ta t ions  may be considered a t  s e v e r a l  l e v e l s .  At t h e  most 

nbs t rnc t  l eve l  a r e  g e n e r s l e x p e c t a t i o n s ,  norms which tend t o  apply  t o  a l l  

i n d t v i d u a l s  ( e .g . ,  r u l e s  a g a i n s t  homicide) o r  a r e  so  gene ra l  t h a t  t hey  may 

appear  t o  apply  t o  a l l  a c t o r s  (such a s  t h e  r u l e s  f o r  s a f e  d r i v i n g  t h a t  a l l  

d r i v e r s  a r e  supposed t o  know). A t  t h e  o t h e r  extreme a r e  p a r t i c u l a r i s t i c  

Features  o f  s i t u a t i o n s  t h a t  can a l t e r  our  view of what one should have done. 

and indeed of what one d id  i n  f a c t  do. These "contextual"  f e a t u r e s  can 

l n c l t ~ d e  nspec t s  of t h e  a c t o r ' s  biography (such a s  how he o r  s h e  has  a c t e d  

i n  t h e  pns t )  o r  i n p u t s  t h a t  t h i r d  p a r t i e s  br jng t o  a  s i t u a t i o n  (such a s  

persunsion a t t empt s ,  or t lers ,  o r  coe rc ion ) .  A t  a  middle  l e v e l  a r e  expec ta t ions  

Ll~at  a r e  differentiated by s o c i a l  p o s i t i o n .  These a r e  s o c i a l  r o l e s .  

A more s o c i o l o g i c a l l y  informed model of human r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgments 

must t h e r e f o r e  a t t empt  t o  s p e c i f y  which r o l e s  may produce d i f f e r e n t i a l  

expec ta t ions ,  and how t h e s e  i n  t u r n  l e a d  t o  d i f f e r e n t  a t t r i b u t i o n s  of 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  Roles, however, can be analyzed i n t o  a  bewilder ing 

v a r i e t y  of c a t e g o r i e s  and according t o  a  wide v a r i e t y  of p e r s p e c t i v e s  

(e.g..  Biddle  and Thomas, 1966; S s r b i n  and Al len,  1968). Are t h e r e  any 

d i f f e r e n c e s  among r o l e s  t h a t  a r e  g e n e r a l l y  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  a  model of 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgments? We b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  a t  l e a s t  two such 

d i f f e r e n c e s :  t h o s e  based on t h e  dimensions of h i e r a r c h y  and s o l i d a r i t y .  

We s h a l l  b r i e f l y  examine evidence of relatedlinguisticdistinctions, a s  

i n d i c a t o r s  of t h e  everyday importance of t h e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s  among r o l e s ;  

l e g a l  r u l e s ,  a s  i n d i c a t o r s  of how r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and sanc t ion ing  judgments 

may be formal ly  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  a long t h e s e  dimensions; and s o c i o l o g i c a l  

t h e o r i e s  themselves ,  a s  i n d i c a t o r s  t h a t  informed obse rve r s  of s o c i a l  

s t r u c t u r e  f i n d  t h e s e  t o  be u s e f u l  d i s t i n c t i o n s  among r o l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  

L i n g u i s t i c  d i s t i n c t i o n s  based on r o l e  p o s i t i o n s  provide st l e a s t  

prima f a c i e  ev idence  of t h e  importance of c e r t a i n  s o c i a l  c a t e g o r i e s  t o  

humans. I n  t h i s  regard Brown (1965) has  argued t h a t  t h e r e  a r e ,  c ros s -  

c u l t u r e l l y ,  two fundamental dimensions t o  norms of add res s  (words and 

t i t l e s  people  u se  i n  speaking t o  one ano the r ) .  The dimension of h i e ra rchy  

between i n d i v i d u a l s  i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  r u l e s  involving t h e  s u p e r i o r i t y  of one 

speake r  t o   noth her.^ And t h e  dimension of s o l i d a r i t y  is  r e f l e c t e d  i n  r u l e s  

involving t h e  pe r sona l  c lo seness  of speakers .  As Brown n o t e s ,  t h e r e  have 

been f a s c i n a t i n g  h i s t o r i c a l  changes i n  such r u l e s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  form 

o f  s h i f t s  toward equa l  and c l o s e  forms (e.g.,  "comrade") a s  a r e s u l t  of 

i n d u s t r i a l i z a t i o n  and r evo lu t ion .  It remains t h e  c a s e ,  however t h a t  modern 

languages  r e v e a l  a  f u l l  range of u s e  of t h e  two dimensions of ~ddres s - - f rom 
'l 

t h e  Japanese m u l t i p l e  l e v e l s  of through t h e  complex i t i e s  of 



p o l i t e l y  jugg1.ing t h e  French and o r  t h e  German & and e, t o  t h e  

n i c l t i e s  of " f i r s t  naming" ve r sus  more formal  t i t l e s  i n  Engl ish .  The f a c t  

t h a t  people u s e  t h e s e  l i n g u i s t i c  dimensions d a i l y  sugges t s  they may base  

c e r t a i n  socia l .  expec ta t ions  on t h e  d i s t i n c t j o n s  they draw. 

The law inco rpora t e s  h i e ra rchy  i n  formal d e c i s i o n s  about  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

Legally subord ina t e  and s u p e r i o r  p o s i t i o n s  a r e  f r e q u e n t l y  t r e a t e d  d i f f e r e n t l y  

from equa l  ones. Both m i l i t a r y  and c i v i l  law hold s u p e r i o r s  r e s p o n s i b l e  

f o r  a c t i o n s  conducted a t  low l e v e l s  of i n t e n t i o n a l i t y .  V ica r ious  l i a b i l i t y  

( I l e ide r ' s  a s s o c i a t i o n  l e v e l )  and s t r i c t  l i a b i l i t y  ( I l e ide r ' s  commission l e v e l )  

r u l e s  a r e  t y p i c a l l y  employed a g a i n s t  corporations, employers,  g e n e r a l s ,  

pa ren t s  and pres idents- -not  a g a i n s t  ave rage  c i t i z e n s  who wrong t h e i r  equa l s .  
5 

I,lkcwlse, s ~ ~ l ) o r d l n a t e s  a r e  sometimes provided wi th  de fenses  when a c t i n g  on t h e  

b a s i s  of s u p e r i o r  o r d e r s  ( c . i .  D ins t e in ,  1971) .  

Imw a l s o  a f f o r d s  s o l i d a r i t y  some r ecogn i t i on .  Sometimes t h i s  i s  i n  t h e  

form of nonrecogni t ion:  o f f e n s e s  may be ignored o r  t r e a t e d  l e n i e n t l y  i f  

committed by one person c l o s e l y  t i e d  t o  ano the r .6  For example, r apes  o r  

a s s u l t s  may not  be  recognized between husband and wjfe .  On t h e  c i v i l  s i d e ,  

t h e r e  113s been a  p a r a l l e l  l e g a l  h e s i t a t i o n  t o  r ecogn ize  t o r t s  between members 

of a  family .  The primary j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  t h i s  r e l u c t a n c e  has  been t h a t  

l l t i g n t i o n  would des t roy  t h e  harmony of t h e  h o ~ ~ s e h o l d . ~  For both c r i m i n a l  

and c i v i l  i s s u e s ,  people  WIIO a r e  c l o s e l y  t i e d  may themselves r ecogn ize  t h e  

corrosgve n n t r ~ r e  o f  t h e  formal  l e g a l  p roces s  and avoid  l e g a l  involvement 

where p o s s i b l e  (e .g . ,  I l a c a ~ ~ l a y ,  1963). And procedures  i n  p l a c e s  such a s  

family cour t  o f t e n  t r y .  wit11 varying deg rees  of succes s ,  t o  r e s t r u c t u r e  

t l ~ e  l e g n l  p roces s  t o  accommodatethe n a t u r e  of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between those  

who a r e  c l o s e l y  t i e d .  

Fl.nnl.l.y, soc io log i . s t s  would ag ree  t h a t  h i e ra rchy  is important .  Whether 

one speaks  In terms of power o r  a u t h o r i t y ,  l ~ i e r a r c h y  is seen a s  a  fundamental 

dimension i n  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  (e.8..  Blau, 1964, Dahrendorf.  1959; 

Weber. 1947; Wesolowski. 1962). Hierarchy v e r s u s  e q u a l i t y  is an  obvious  

p rope r ty  of r o l e s ,  a s  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between pa ren t - ch i ld  o r  worker- 

employer dyads and p a i r s  of s i b l i n g s ,  f r i e n d s  o r  co-workers would sugges t .  

But h i e ra rchy  a l o n e  does  no t  account  f o r  a l l  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between 

t h e s e  dyads. When we compare pa ren t - ch i ld  t o  worker-employer, o r  b ro the r -  

s i s t e r  t o  two co-workers (o r  even more extremely t o  buye r - se l l e r ) ,  a  second 

dimension emerges. Th i s  dimension is  r e l a t e d  t o  Brown's no t ion  of s o l i d a r i t y .  
' 

Because s o  many s o c i o l o g i s t s  have used t h i s  so l ida r i t yd imens ion  t h e r e  is  no one 

l a b e l  t o  d e s c r i b e  i t .  For example, t h e  movement from pre-modern t o  modern 

s o c i e t y  has  been v a r i o u s l y  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  a s  a  movement from Gemeinscl~af t  t o  

G e s e l l s h a f t  (Tr6nnies, 1957) ;  from t r a d i t i o n a l  t o  r a t i o n a l - b u r e a u c r a t i c  

a u t h o r i t y  (Weber. 1947); and from law based on s t a t u s  t o  low r e s t i n g  on 

c o n t r a c t  (Maine, 1963) .  Anthropologis ts  s i m i l a r l y  d i s t i n g u i s h  between 

peasan t  l i f e  i n  mu l t ip l ex  r e l a t i o n s  and t h e  change engendered by s cash  

economy (e .g . ,  Nader, 1969; Wolf, 1969) .  I n  Parsonisn (1951) terms one can speak 

of a  movement from asc r ibed  t o  achieved s t a t u s e s ;  from p a r t i c u l a r i s t i c  t o  

u n i v e r s a l i s t i c  r e l a t i o n s ;  and from d i f f u s e  t o  s p e c i f i c  o b l i g a t i o n s .  

-.While such concep t s  may be used t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  t ypes  of s o c i e t i e s ,  

they a r e  a l s o  p o t e n t i a l l y  r e l e v a n t  t o  desc r ib ing  r o l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

modern soc i e t i e s - - such  a s  i n  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  parent-chi ld  from'worker-employer 

r e l a t i o n s .  A f i n a l  s a l i e n t  example of a  r e l e v a n t  d i s t i n c t i o n  between modern 

r o l e  r e l a t i o n s  is Blau 's  (1964) d i s c u s s i o n  of i n t r i n s i c  v e r s u s  e x t r i n s i c  

exchanges. I n t r i n s i c  exchanges a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  l i k e l y  i n  t h e  kinds  of r e l a t i o n s  

t h a t  a n t h r o p o l o g i s t s  might c a l l  mu l t ip l ex  o r  Parsonians  might c a l l  particularistic 

and d i f f u s e .  Thus many d i f f e r e n t  s o c i a l  s c i e n t i f i c  terms appear  t o  top t h e  

l i n g u i s t i c  d i s t i n c t i o n  between s o l i d a r y  and non-sol idary r e l a t i o n s .  From t h e  $ 

viewpoint of modern s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e ,  each r e l a t e s  t o  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  

g p e  of t i e  between i n d i v i d u a l s .  



For convenience i n  r e l a t i n g  our  terms t o  l e g a l  thought ,  we s h a l l  

summarize t h i s  second dimension of s o c i a l  l i f e  by us ing  Maine's (1963) 

c o n t r a s t  between s t a t u s  and c o n t r a c t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  Maine's o r i g i n a l  

d i s t i n c t i o n  focused on l e g a l  o rgan iza t lon  and particularly' on proper ty .  

We use  t h e  s t a t u s - c o n t r a c t  d i s t i n c t i o n  more broadly ,  r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  f u l l  

range of i n t e r a c t i o n  lnvolving bonded group members ( s t a t u s )  ve r sus  

individuals f r e e l y  ag ree ing  t o  an exchange ( c o n t r a c t ) .  I n  s ta tus-based 

r e l n t i o n s h i p s  s o c i a l  t i e s  a r e  more ex tens ive ,  permanent, u n a l t e r a b l e ,  and 

i n d i v i d u a l l y  unique. The p a r t i e s  s h a r e  a  c o l l e c t i v e  i d e n t i t y  (e.g.,  family)  

based on t h e  bond of t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  In  c o n t r a c t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  t h e  

t i e s  e r e  more l i m i t e d ,  temporary, vo lun ta ry ,  and in t e rchangeab le .  

The d i s t i n c t i o n  between s t a t u s  and c o n t r a c t  r e l a t i o n s  can,  of cou r se ,  

be c ros s -cu t  by t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between h i e ra rchy  and e q u a l i t y .  I n  t h e  

con tex t  of ongoing r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  t h e  h i e ra rchy  involved is g e n e r a l l y  one 

of a u t h o r i t y  r a t h e r  than shee r  power. I n  most extreme form, then ,  f o u r  

i d e a l - t y p i c a l  r o l e  r e l s t i o n s  can be  explored a s  p o t e n t i a l  de t e rminan t s  of 

t h e  judgment of wrongdoing. 
8 

In  sum, humn judgment of wrongdoing is  an a r e a  where we might expect  

g e n e r a l  s o c i a l  norms t o  e x i s t .  We have argued t h a t  t h e s e  norms should 

inco rpora t e  e lements  r e l e t e d  t o  an a c t o r ' s  deed and e lements  r e l a t e d  t o  

s o c i a l  expec ta t ions  f o r  what t h e  a c t o r  should have done. S ince  a  primary 

corlcern f o r  s o c i o l o g i s t s  should  be r o l e - d j f f e r e n t i a t e d  expec ta t ions ,  we 

i d e n t i f i e d  two primary dimensions of s o c i a l  r o l e  r e l a t i o n s  t h a t  dese rve  

a t t e n t i o n  a s  p o t e n t i a l  i n f l u e n c e s  on assessments  of wrongdoing: h i e ra rchy  

and s o l i d a r i t y .  These dimensions pervade language, law, and s o c i o l o g i c a l  

t heo ry  i t s e l [ .  I n  t h e  p re sen t  paper we exp lo re  t h e  e f f e c t  of t h e s e  r o l e  

r e l a t i o n s  on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgments, both a s  d i r e c t  de t e rminan t s  of 

responsibility and a s  normative c o n t e x t s  t h a t  may a l t e r  t h e  meaning o r  impact 

of t h e  deed-re la ted v a r i a b l e s  gene ra l ly  s t u d i e d  by psyc l~o log i s t s :  t h e  a c t o r ' s  

mental  s t a t e  and t h e  a c t ' s  consequence. Both "main e f f e c t s "  of r o l e  and 

" i n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t s "  between r o l e s  and deeds  may prove important .  In  

a d d i t i o n ,  we examine t h e  impact of two c o n t e x t u a l  v a r i a b l e s  t h a t  may a f f e c t  

expec ta t ibns :  t h e  presence o f  a  p a s t  p a t t e r n  of bad o r  good behavior  by nn 

a c t o r  and t h e  presence o r  absence of i n f l u e n c e  from ano the r  person on t h e  a c t o r .  

These c o n t e x t u a l  f e a t u r e s  of a c t i o n  s t and  i n  an  in t e rmed ia t e  p o s i t i o n  between 

f e a t u r e s  o f  t h e  a c t  i t s e l f  and f e a t u r e s  of t h e  r o l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  

p a r t i e s  involved. As wi th  mental  s t a t e  and consequences, t h e  i s s u e s  f o r  

t h e s e  c o n t e x t u a l  v a r i a b l e s  a r e  t h e i r  d i r e c t  impact on judged r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

and t h e i r  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  d i f f e r e n t i a l  impact i n  d i f f e r e n t  r o l e  con tex t s .  

I n  t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  we ob ta ined  judgments of h y p o t h e t i c a l  s t o r i e s  

concerning wrongdoing t o  a s s e s s  t h e  impact of r o l e s  and deeds  on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

S ince  P iage t  (1965[1932]),  such s t r a t e g i e s  have been used i n  psychology t o  

a s c e r t a i n  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of c o g n i t i o n  about  wrongdoing. We a l s o  embedded 

exper imental  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  t h e s e  s t o r i e s ,  which were then adminis tered t o  a  

random sample survey of a d u l t s .  This  t a c t i c ,  s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  r e c e n t l y  used 

by Rossi  and co l l eagues  ( e .g . ,  Alvesand Rossi ,  1978; J s s s o  and Rossi ,  1977) ,  

combines t h e  exper iment ' s  advantage of c l e a r e r  c a u s a l  i n f e r e n c e  wi th  t h e  

s u r v e y ' s  advantage of wider g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y .  

The Study 

The d a t a  come from a  p r o b a b i l i t y  sample survey of t h e  D e t r o i t  S.M.S.A. 

i n  t h e  s p r i n g  and sumner o f  1977 (Ns678). Data f o r  t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  r ep re -  

sented approximately  ha l f  of t h e  one-hour i n t e r v i e w  schedu le  f o r  t h e  1977 

D e t r o i t  Area s tudy,  p l u s  supplemental  informat ion from a  mailback quest ion-  

n a i r e  r e tu rned  by approximately  ha l f  of t h e  respondents  (N-349). 
T 

I 



Each s u b j e c t  heard s i x  v i g n e t t e s  concerning some wrongdoing. Each 

v i g n e t t e  was i t s e l f  an  experiment.  Vers ions  of each s t o r y  were randomly 

ass igned t o  s u b j e c t s ,  and i n  a d d i t i o n  t h e  o r d e r  of p r e s e n t a t i o n  of s t o r i e s  

was va r i ed  acco rd ing  t o  a  La t in  Square des ign  to  c o n t r o l  f o r  p o s s i b l e  o r d e r  

e f f e c t s .  Af t e r  hea r ing  one ve r s ion  of a  g iven s t o r y ,  each respondent  was 

asked a  s e r i e s  of ques t ions .  These included t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of t he  a c t o r  

f o r  wllat happened, asked on an  11-point  s c a l e  from O=not a t  a l l  r e s p o n s i b l e  

t o  10=f11lly r e spons ib l e ;  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  s anc t ion ;  manipula t ion checks  on 

the  exper imental ly  m a n i p ~ ~ l a t e d  va r i ab le s :  and an open-ended ques t ion  a sk ing  

t h e  r e s p o ~ ~ d e n t l s  pe rcep t ion  of t h e  most important  determinant  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

Design. The two r o l e  r e l a t t o n s l ~ i p  dimens Ions, h i e ra rchy  and s o l i d a r i t y ,  

were inco rpora t ed  i n  fou r  v i g n e t t e s  des igned t o  r e p r e s e n t  each of t h e  f o u r  

i dea l - typ ica l  combinations. A l l  respondents  a l s o  heard two s t o r i e s  i n  which 

t h e r e  was no p r i o r  r e l a t l o n s h i p  between t h e  p a r t i e s ,  one an  automobi le  

acc iden t  and t h e  o t h e r  an armed robbery. These were in t roduced t o  examine 

t h e  e f f e c t  of deed-re la ted v ~ r i a b l e s  i n  t h e  absence of r o l e  ties.'' F ina l ly ,  

t h e  s u b j e c t s  were given a  mailback q u e s t i o n n a i r e  con ta in ing  an  a d d i t i o n a l  

t en  s t o r i e s .  These included both a d d i t i o n a l  examples of r o l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

and o t h e r  more s p e c i a l i z e d  top ic s .  The p re sen t  paper c o n c e n t r a t e s  on t h e  

fou r  co re  s t o r i e s  i n  t h e  main in terview.  It a l s o  b r i e f l y  p r e s e n t s  d a t a  

from t l ~ e  automobi le  acc iden t  and armed robbery cases ;  and i t  ends wi th  d a t a  

from one matlback s t o r y  i n  which r o l e  r e l o t i n n s h i p s  were va r i ed  i n  a  s i n g l e  

s e t t i n g .  

Tlle des ign of t h e  fou r  c o r e  s t o r i e s  is sr~mmartzed i n  Table  1. The 

c a p i t a l i z e d  l a b e l s  i n d i c a t e  t h e  r o l e  p a i r s  chosen f o r  each type of 

r e l n t i o ~ i s l i i p .  To exemplify wrongdoing between s t a t u s  equa l s ,  we p re sen ted  

a  s t o r y  o f  a  f i g h t  Ln whlch one of a  p a i r  of 10-year-old twins  a t t a c k s  and 

harms t h e  o t h e r ;  f o r  t h a t  between a c t o r  and v i c t i m  i n  a  s t a t u s  o u t h o r i t y  

r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  an  i n c i d e n t  i n  which a  mother harms he r  c h i l d  wh i l e  

responding t o  a  c ry ing  i n c i d e n t ;  f o r  t h a t  between c o n t r a c t u a l  equa l s ,  t h e  

s e l l i n g  of a  d e f e c t i v e  c a r  t o  a  customer; and f o r  t h a t  between those  having 

a  c o n t r a c t u a l  a u t h o r i t y  t i e . an  i n j u r y  t o  a  worker caused by an assembly 

l i n e  s u p e r v i s o r ' s  d i s r e g a r d  of s a f e t y  p recau t ions .  Within each s t o r y  

fou r  v a r i a b l e s  - mental s t a t e ,  consequences, p a s t  p a t t e r n ,  and o t h e r ' s  

i n f l u e n c e  - were v a r i e d  dichotomously. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
I n s e r t  Table  1 about  h e r e  

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Deed v a r i a b l e s ,  con tex tua l  v a r i a b l e s ,  and hypothesea. Below we d i s c u s s  

i n i t i a l  p r e d i c t i o n s  f o r  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of deed-re la ted and con tex tua l  

v a r i a b l e s  t o  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgments. I n  t h e  i n t e r e s t  of b r e v i t y  we p re sen t  

t h e  exper imental  v a r i a t i o n s  end hypotheses  i n  r e l a t i v e l y  a b s t r a c t  terms. 

F u l l  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of a l l  s t o r i e s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  upon r eques t .  

Hypotheses 1-2. S ince  mental s t a t e  i s  g e n e r a l l y  seen a s  a  c e n t r a l  

element i n  a d u l t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgments, we expected respondents  t o  a s s i g n  

more r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  neg l igen t  a c t s  than t o  a c c i d e n t a l  ones ,  and more 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  i n t e n t i o n a l  a c t s  than t o  n e g l i g e n t  ones .  These t h r e e  

c a t e g o r i e s  of a c t s  correspond t o  t h e  t h r e e  Heider ian l e v e l s  t h a t  i nvo lve  

mental s t a t e :  Commission, F o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  and I n t e n t i o n a l i t y .  The dichotomous 

v a r i a t i o n s  i n  ou r  s t o r i e s  r ep resen ted  ad jacen t  p a i r s  among t h e s e  l e v e l s .  In  
r, 

c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  s e r i o u s n e s s  o f  an a c t ' s  consequence should bear  l i t t l e  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  a d u l t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgments i f  we a r e  t o  b e l i e v e  t h e  

developmental l i t e r a t u r e  (e.g.,  P i age t ,  1965 [1932]) .  Yet an  ex tens ive  

s o c i a l  psychological  l i t e r a t u r e  has  explored t h e  p o s s i b l e  impact of 



consequence s e v e r i t y  on a d u l t  judgments of a c c i d e n t s ,  w i th  inconc lus ive  

r e s u l t s  (e .g . ,  s e e  reviews by Fishbein  and Ajzen, 1973; Vidmar and Crinklaw, 

1974). We concloded t h a t  i t  was worthwhile t o  examine t h e  p o t e n t i a l  

e f f e c t  of conseqoence s e v e r i t y  i n  a  random sample of a d u l t s ,  u s ing  both  

acc iden ta l  and non-accidenta l  occu r rences .  Any conclus ion would bb more 

d e f i n i t i v e  than could be t h e  c a s e  wi th  c o l l e g e  s u b j e c t  poo l s  and s t i m u l i  

r e s t r i c t e d  t o  acc iden t s .  1f an e f f e c t  was found, we expected t h a t  h ighe r  

consequence s e v e r i t y  would i n c r e a s e  a t t r i b u t e d  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  
11 

IJ~o theses  3-4. The f i r s t  con tex tua l  v a r i a b l e ,  p a s t  p a t t e r n  of behavior .  

p o t e n t j o l l y  a l t e r s  pe rcep t ions  of t h e  a c t  committed. It t a p s  Ke l l ey ' s  

(1967. 1973) t l ~ e o r e t i c a l  no t ions  of consis te l rcy v e r s u s  d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s  

informat ion,  such t h a t  p a s t  behavior  can be e i t h e r  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  a  c u r r e n t  

hod a c t  ( n ~ ~ g g e s t i n g  causes  J n t e r n a l  t o  t h e  a c t o r )  o r  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  a  

c u r r e n t  bad a c t  ( sugges t ing  something d i s t i n c t j v e  about  t h e  s t imu lus  t o  

wliicli t h e  a c t o r  responds) .  We a n t i c i p a t e d ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  bad p a s t  behavior  

would produce g r e a t e r  a t t r i b u t e d  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  than good p a s t  behavior .  

l n  a d d i t l o n ,  we expected t h a t  p a s t  behavior  and c u r r e n t  i n t e n t  would i n t e r a c t  

w i t 1 1  one ano the r .  For example, a  bad p a s t  p a t t e r n  might coun te rac t  

informat ion ahout  low i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  i n  a  c u r r e n t  i n c i d e n t .  

*yothesis  5. The second con tex tua l  v a r i a b l e ,  i n f l u e n c e  from ano the r  

person,  provides  an e x t e r n a l  cause  f o r  an a c t o r ' s  behavior  when i t  is p r e s e n t .  

Itowever, t h e  impact of t h i s  i n f l u e n c e  should vary depending upon t h e  

r e ln t ions l i i p  of t h e  a c t o r  t o  t h e  o t h e r .  For t h i s  manipula t ion,  we in t roduced 

another  person i n f l ~ ~ e n c i n ~  t h e  a c t o r  i n  h a l f  of t h e  v e r s i o n s ;  t h e  o t h e r  ha l f  

of t l ic t ime jn f lucnce  was no t  mentioned. Note t h a t  t h i s  means t h e r e  were 

p o t e n t i a l l y  t h r e e  p a r t i e s  t o  a  deed--an a c t o r ,  a  v i c t i m ,  and ano the r  p a r t y  

i n f l u e t ~ c i n g  tile a c t o r .   or s i m p l i c i t y  we made a l l  r e l a t i o n s l l l p s  i n  a  g iven  

s t o r y  be  of t h e  same type. Thus i f  an  ac to r -v i c t im  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was 

c o n t r a c t u a l  and equa l ,  s o  was t h e  ac to r -o the r  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  Th i s  s t r a t e g y  

a l s o  made i t  p o s s i b l e  t o  view a c t o r s  i n  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  s t o r i e s  a s  s imul taneously  

s u p e r i o r s  (vis-a-vis  t h e  v i c t im)  and subord ina t e s  (v i s - a -v i s  t h e  o t h e r ) .  12  

We p red ic t ed  t h a t  i n i t i a t i v e  from a  s u p e r i o r  would reduce an a c t o r ' s  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  more than  pe r suas ion  from an equa l ,  and t h a t  any main 

e f f e c t  of o t h e r ' s  i n f l u e n c e  on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  would p r imar i ly  r e f l e c t  t h e  

i n f l u e n c e  of s u p e r i o r s .  

Manipula t ion checks. These i tems were c r u c i a l  f o r  determining whether 

t h e  exper imental  manipula t ions  were i n  f a c t  perceived by respondents  a s  

in tended.  For checking t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  among mental s t a t e ,  two such i tems 

were needed f o r  a l l  s t o r i e s ,  a s  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between a c c i d e n t a l  and 

neg l igen t  a c t s  i s  n o t  t h e  same a s  t h a t  between n e g l i g e n t  and purposive  a c t s .  

One 11-point  i tem asked t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  a c t o r  "d idn ' t  mean to" o r  

d i d  "on purpose" t h e  a c t  i n  ques t ion .  A second dichotomous item asked whether 

t h e  a c t o r  "could have avoided" t h e  a c t  o r  not .  The f i r s t  i tem j s  an i n t e n t i o n  

check, t h e  second a  negl igence check. 

S ince  t h e  mental s t a t e  manipula t ion was nlways dichotomous, t h e  

a p p r o p r i a t e  manipula t ion check depended upon which l e v e l s  of mental  s t a t e  

were presented.  When t h e  i s s u e  was acc iden t  ve r sus  neg l igence ,  we expected 

t h e  "could have avoided" i tem t o  be t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  manipula t ion check and 

tlie "on purpose" i tem t o  show a  r e l a t i v e l y  cons t an t  "d idn ' t  mean to" response.  

Conversely, when t h e  i s s u e  was neg l igence  v e r s u s  i n t e n t ,  we expected t h e  

"on purpose" i tem t o  be  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  comparison and t h e  "could have avoided" 

ques t ion  t o  show a  r e l a t i v e l y  cons t an t  "could" response.  Thus t h e  p a t t e r n  

of responses  t o  t h e s e  d i f f e r e n t  i tems was expected t o  shed l i g h t  on d i f f e r e n t  

bases  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a t  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  of involvement of mental s t a t e .  * 



The manipula t ion checks f o r  consequence s e v e r i t y  and p a s t  p a t t e r n  of 

behavior  were more s t r a ig l l t fo rward .  The manipula t ion of consequences used 

two l e v e l s  of s e r iousness  which p r e t e s t s  showed t o  he s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  

4n each s t o r y ;  t h e  manlprlLation was checked wi th  on L1-point i tem going 

from O="not a t  a l l  s e r i o l ~ s "  t o  lO="extremely se r jous . "  Again us ing  p r e t e s t s  

t o  ensu re  a p p r o p r i a t e  v a r i a b i l i t y ,  p a s t  h e l ~ a v j o r  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  misdeed was 

desc r ibed  a s  e i t h e r  good o r  bnd. That manipula t ion was checked wi th  a  

dichotomous i tem ask ing  whether t h e  a c t o r ' s  deed was o r  was no t  p r e d i c t a b l e  

bascd on t h e  informat ion given.  
13  

The f J n a l  mnnjpulatcd v a r i a b l e ,  i n f l u e n c e  from ano the r ,  had no a p p r o p r i a t e  

mnnipulntion check gtven t h a t  i n f luence  was miss ing i n  h a l f  of t h e  v e r s i o n s  

of each s t o r y  and p re sen t  i n  t h e  o t h e r  h a l f .  We d i d ,  however. a s k f o l l o w -  

up q w a t  i o r ~ s  nbout t h e  r e l a t i v e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of t h e  a c t o r  and o t h e r  i n  t hose  

v s r . ; l o ~ ~ s  wl~s re  in f luence  was in t roduced.  

Role e f f e c t s :  Informal  p r e d i c t i o n s .  Our has i c  argument i s  t h a t  r o l e s ,  a s  

normative con tex t s ,  should  $ l e e r  t h e  impact of deed-re la ted and c o n t e x t u a l  

v a r i n h l a s  on r e s p o n s t b i l i t y  judgments. However, g iven t h e  s t o r i e s  s e l e c t e d  and 

t h e  l n t e r a c t t o n  e f f e c t s  a n t i c i p a t e d ,  c e r t a i n  main e f f e c t s  of r o l e s  apppeared 

p l a u s i b l e  i n  t h i s  d a t a  s e t .  F i r s t ,  o t h e r  t h lngs  being equal .  one would expect  

a  person i n  a u t h o r i t y  over  n  v i c t i m  t o  be more r e spons ib l e  f o r  wrongdoing than 

n  pcrson of equa l  s t a t n s .  We a rgue  theo re t l ca lLy  t h a t  s u p e r i o r s  a r e  held  

t o  n t r l c t e r  morn1 and l e g a l  s t anda rds  hecause a u t h o r t t y  c a r r i e s  w i th  i t  g r e a t e r  

obl fgn t lons  ( s e e  l l a m i l k o n , 1 9 7 ~ ) ? ~ ~  I n c o n t r a s t  t o  o rd ina ry  a c t o r s ,  a u t h o r i t i e s  

may he held r e spons ib l e  f o r  even t s  when i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  is complete ly  absen t ,  

a s  l n  v i c a r i o u s  and s t r i c t  l i a b i l i t y  r u l e s .  They may a l s o  be held  r e s p o n s i b l e  

accordjng t o  morc s t r i c t  j n t e r p r c t a t i o n s  of a  g iven fiet of r u l e s .  For example, 

s tnndardn of negl igence may be more s t r i c t  f o r  n l ~ t l i o r i t i e s  than they o the rwi se  

wo111.d ' l ~ e .  In general.; supc r Jo r s  a r e  being judged nccording t o  a  combination of mental 

s t a t e  and d i f f u s e  r o l e  o b l i g a t i o n s  and t l ~ u s  should be  more r e spons ib l e  than 

equa l s  f o r  an a c t i o n  of any 'g iven  degree  of purposiveness .  

' 
In  terms of t h e  usua l  s o c i a l  psychological  way of viewing r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

judgments, t h e  Heider ian l e v e l s ,  t h i s  produces a  methodological  d i f f i c u l t y :  

The "same" mental s t a t e  l e v e l s  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  should= produce t h e  same outcome i n  

a u t h o r i t a t i v e  and equa l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  Thus how one manipula tes  mental s t a t e  

becomes an  i s s u e  i n  comparing a u t h o r i t i e s  and equa l s .  Our o r i g i n a l  o b j e c t i v e  

f o r  t h e  f o u r  c o r e  s t o r i e s  was t o  manipula te  mental s t a t e  between neg l igence  

and i n t e n t i o n a l i t y .  However, p r e t e s t s  i n d i c a t e d  no apprec i ab le  va r i ance  i n  

r e s p o n s i b l i t y  i n  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  s t o r i e s  un le s s  we va r i ed  mental s t a t e  around lower 

l e v e l s .  (As ou r  model sugges t s ,  a c t o r s  i n  s u p e r i o r  p o s i t i o n s  were i n v a r i a b l y  

being ass igned top  l e v e l s  of r e s p o n s b i l i t y  f o r  i n t e n t i o n a l  a c t s ,  wh i l c  equa l  

a c t o r s  were no t . )  Thus we s e t t l e d  on v a r i a t i o n s  between c a r e l e s s n e s s  and 

i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  f o r  t h e  equa l  s t o r i e s  and between a c c i d e n t s  wi th  some c a r e l e s s n e s s  

ve r sus  c l e a r  i n d i c a t i o n s  of r eck le s sness  f o r  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  s t o r i e s .  14 

Therefore ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  c o n t r o l  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  l e v e l s  of mental s t a t e  

between s t o r i e s ,  ana lyses  involving formal  and informal  p r e d i c t i o n s  about  

a u t h o r i t y  v e r s u s  e q u a l i t y  w i l l  u s e  techniques  designed t o  c o n t r o l  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  

i n  perceived purposiveness  of t h e  a c t s  dep ic t ed .  

Moreover, a s  was noted i n  Hypothesis 5, a u t h o r i t a t i v e  a c t o r s  were a l s o  

desc r ibed  a s  being themselves under t h e  in f luence  of a  s u p e r i o r  i n  ha l f  of 

t h e  s t o r i e s .  This  i n t e rmed ia t e  p o s i t i o n  can confuse  t h e  impact of an a c t o r ' s  

a u t h o r i t y  on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  Thus we would expect  any pure  e f f e c t  of 

a u t h o r i t y  ve r sus  e q u a l i t y  t o  appear  i n  v i g n e t t e s  where in f luence  from ano the r  

was absen t .  

It was a l s o  p l a u s i b l e  t o  expect  a  s t a t u s - c o n t r a c t  e f f e c t  because 

of t h e  s t o r i e s  chosen. These s t o r i e s  were s e l e c t e d  t o  r ep resen t  a s  close1.y 

a s  p o s s i b l e  t h e  usua l  s i t u a t i o n s  of wrongdoing i n  t h e  r e l e v a n t  s e t t i n g s .  
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i 
, . . .  . .  . .  

In s t a t u i  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  we f e l t ,  i t  is  o f t e n  t h e  c a s e  t h a t  t he - " i c t im  is 
.. . l 

! i n  some way involved o r  jmpl icated.  . T h i s  lnvolvemcnt can even 'follow simply 
. 

from t h e  presumption of extcnded i n t e r a c t i o n  and gene ra l i zed  exchangea. rhat  j 
c h a r a c t e r i z e  those  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  The i n c i d e n t s  we dep ic t ed  followed t h i s  

1 5  
p s t t c r n .  Thus l e s s  r e s p o l l s i b i l i t y  should  be  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  a c t o r  i n  

t h e s e  s t a t u s  s t o r i e s ,  s i n c e t h e  v i c t i m ' s  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  would reduce t h e  

o c t o r ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  llad we dep ic t ed  complete ly  unmotivated wrongdoing 

in  SUCII s t o r i e s ,  however, we would have expected r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  be  judged 

more seve re ly  i n  t h e  s t a t u s  s t o r i e s .  
11 

TJIUS t h e  g e n e r a l  model ar~ggested a  possible e f f e c t  f o r  a u t h o r i t y  v e r s u s  e q u a l i t y ,  1 
I 

The i n t e r a c t i o n s  of r o l e s  and deeds. We expected t h a t  t h e  r o l e  dimensions 

would c r c a t e  normative c o n t e x t s  f o r  t h e  use of t h r e c  kinds  of informat ion:  

16  mentnl s t a t e ,  p a s t  p a t t e r n  of behavior ,  and j t l f lc~ence from ano the r .  

S t a t j s t i c a l l y .  t l ~ l s  normative e f f e c t  would appear  a s  i n t e r a c t i o n s  between 

Lhe cxpcr lmental  v a r j a b l e s  and t h e  r o l e  typology. 

wl~lcli i n  t h e  p re sen t  des ign would be p a r t l y  masked by t h e  presence of i n f l u e n c e  

from n n o t l ~ c r .  We a l s o  a n t i c i p a t e d  a  p o s s i b l e  e f f e c t  f o r  s t a t u s  v e r s u s  c o n t r a c t  

& p o t h e s i s  6., We hypo t l~cs i zed  t h a t  t h e  impact of mental s t a t e  on 

rcspcrisS.ht1ity would be a f f e c t e d  by both  t h e  s o l i d a r i t y  and t h e  h i e ra rchy  

I 

r r l  t h e  r e l a t l o n s h l p .  Concerning s o l i d a r i t y ,  s t a t u s  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a r e  

chn rac t e r i zed  by t h e  ~ a r t i e s '  having g r e a t e r  knowledge of each o t h e r ' s  p a s t  

and g r e a t e r  concern wi th  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p ' s  f u t u r e .  Th i s  should  l e a d  par- 

t Lcipants i n  such s i t u a t i o n s  t o  t ake  a  more s u b j e c t i v e  o r i e n t a t i o n  t o  o t h e r s '  

deeds ,  pe rce iv ing  and us ing  mental s t a t e  informat ion more. We be l i eved  t h a t  

t h i s  te~idcncy would be s t rong  enough t h a t  even our  respondents ,  r e a c t i n g  a @  

hesL v l c a r l o t ~ s l y  t o  t h e  a c t ,  would weigh mc~ l ra l  s t a t e  more heav i ly  i n  s t a t u s  

bccat~ne of t h e  1mpl.icit v i c t i m  involvement i n  t h e  s t a t u s  i n c i d e n t s .  

16  

than i n  c o n t r a c t  s t o r i e s  because of t h e i r  s o c i a l  knowledge of t h e  con ten t  of 

such t i e s .  The gene ra l  hypothesis  is  t h a t  o u t a i d e  obse rve r s  a s  we l l  a s  

p a r t i c i p a n t s  judge deeds  between those  c l o s e l y  t i e d  more s u b j e c t i v e l y  than 

deeds  betveen those  more l o o s e l y  t i e d .  

Hypothesis  7-8. The impact of a u t h o r i t y  on t h e  use  of m e n t a l x i t a t e  

informat ion is t h e o r e t i c a l l y  more complex. both  i n  g e n e r a l  and i n  t h e  s p e c i f i c  

examples used here .  As was noted above, a u t h o r i t i e s  a r e  p o t e n t i a l l y  held  

r e s p o n s i b l e  a t  q u i t e  low l e v e l s  of involvement of mental s t a t e  because of 

t h e i r  r o l e  o b l i g a t i o n s .  Equals a r e  no t  held  r e spons ib l e ,  o r  a r e  held  l e s s  

r e spons ib l e ,  because t h e i r  wrongdoing is judged more heav i ly  on t h e  b a s i s  

of t h e i r  purposiveness  o r  negl igence.  T h i s  imp l i e s  an  i n t e r a c t i o n  between 

mental s t a t e  and h i e ra rchy :  Mental s t a t e  informat ion should have a  g r e a t e r  

impact on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  equa l s  than f o r  a u t h o r i t i e s .  However, t h i s  

p r e d i c t i o n  is confounded by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  informat ion about  mental s t a t e  can 

p o t e n t i a l l y  be  used t o  a s s e s s  t h e  n a t u r e  of a  s u p e r i o r ' s  u n f u l f i l l e d  r o l e  

o b l i g a t i o n s  a s  we l l  a s  t o  a s s e s s  mental  involvement pe r  sea1' Thus f o r  

s u p e r i o r s  we hypothesize  t h a t  mental s t a t e  informat ion may a l t e r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

e i t h e r  i n d i r e c t l y , b y  a f f e c t i n g  judged purposiveness  o r  a v o i d a b i l i t y ,  o r  

d i r e c t l y ,  by a f f e c t i n g  judgments of unmet o b l i g a t i o n s .  For equa l s ,  i n  

c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  on ly  e f f e c t  of mental s t a t e  informat ion should be through i t s  

impact on mental  s t a t e  judgments; and, a s  hypothesized above, t h i s  d i r e c t  

e f f e c t  should  be l a r g e r  than t h a t  f o r  a u t h o r i t i e s .  

Hypothesis 9. This  model of an a u t h o r i t y ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  flowing from 

mental s t a t e  informat ion p l u s  d i f f u s e  r o l e  o b l i g a t i o n s  imp l i e s  a  f i n a l  

hypo thes i s  r ega rd ing  h i e ra rchy .  D i f f e rences  between t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of 

an a u t h o r i t y  and an  equal  a c t o r  should  be g r e a t e s t  a t  lower Heider ian l e v e l s  of 

involvement of mental s t a t e ,  where a u t h o r i t i e s  a r e  being held  r e spons ib l e  t o o  9 

s u b s t a n t i a l l y  g r e a t e r  degree  tllan a r e  equals .  The gapbetween a u t l ~ o r l t y  and equal  



R!lnllld he g r c n t e s t  wl~ere  n s s o c i a t l o n  wi th  an a c t  o r  commmission of t h a t  a c t  a r e  

lnvolvcd. Given t h e  presumed Importance o f  mental s t n t e  i n  a d u l t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

j~~dp.mcnts ,  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of a u t h o r i t y  and cqna l  should  be more s i m i l a r  

f o r  ncg l Igcn t  n c t s .  And a s  a c t i o n  becomes marc r l e a r l y  i n t e n t i o n a l ,  

j t~dgnlents should converge toward f u l l  r e s p o n s l b i l i t y  f o r  both  a u t h o r i t y  and 

eq t~n l  . 

I lypo t l~es i s  10. As t h e  d i scuss ion  of  solidarity and mental s t a t e  s u g g e s t s ,  

s t a t u s  r e l a t i o n s  involve g r e a t e r  emphasis on and awareness of p a s t  p a t t e r n s  

o f  bcllavior.  We thus  expected t h a t  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  p a s t  p a t t e r n ,  l i k e  

v n r i a t i o n s  i n  mental s t n t e .  would have g r e a t c r  Jmpsct i n  s t a t u s  t han  i r ~  

c o n t r a c t  s t o r i e s .  

IIypothesis 11. One obvious  expec ta t ion  about  t h e  e f f e c t  of r o l e  r e l a t i o n s  - 
on o t h e r ' s  influence has  a l r eady  been noted i n  Hypothesis 5: i n f l u e n c e  from 

equa l s  shonld reduce an a c t o r ' s  r e s p o n s i h l l i t y  l e s s  than does  i n f l u e n c e  

from s u p e r i o r s .  Cross-cut t ing t h i s ,  however, is  an  e x p e c t a t i o n  of somewhat 

g r e a t e r  s u b t l e t y .  Because s t a t u s  r e l a t i o n s  invo lve  an ongoing t i e  of mutual 

o b l i g a t i o n ,  one ' s  s r ~ p e r i o r  i n  a  s t a t u s  r e l a t i o n s l i i p  should have l e s s  c o e r c i v e  

c o n t r o l .  rlius t h e  impact of a n o t h e r ' s  i n f l u e n c e  should be  s t r o n g e s t  i n  

n n t h o r l t y  c o n t r a c t  s e t t i n g s ,  weaker i n  a u t h o r i t y  s t a t u s  s e t t i n g s ,  and 

weokcst i n  s e t t i n g s  of e q t ~ a l i t y  between a c t o r  and ano the r .  In f luence  from 

nnotlier parson should not l ~ a v e  a  u n i t a r y  e f f e c t  on an a c t o r ' s  

r c s p o n s i b i l l t y  f o r  wrongdoing. The o t h e r  pe r son ' s  r o l e  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  

a c t o r  provides  n  key p l cce  of i n t e r p r e t i v :  Informat inn.  

In  sunanary, t h e  modcl of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  norms a s  involving both  r o l e s  

and deeds suagroted an e n ~ p i r i c a l  des ign t o  t e s t  f o r  e f f e c t s  of deeds ,  e f f e c t s  

of r o l e  dlmensions tllemsel.res, and e f f e c t s  of i n t e r a c t i o n s  between r o l e s  

and deeds .  The i n t e r a c t i o n s  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  no t  ion t h a t  r o l e s  

s e r v e  a s  normative con tex t s ,  a l t e r i n g  t h e  impact of var iabl .es  p rev ious ly  

s t u d i e d  i n  i s o l a t i o n .  

Data Analysis  and Resu l t s  

Ana lys i s  Procedures. The i n i t i a l  procedure  f o r  t h e  c o r e  s t o r i e s  

i nvo lves  a  somewhat unusual  a n a l y s i s  of va r i ance .  The design c o n s i s t s  of 

f o u r  between-subjects f a c t o r s  ( i n t e n t ,  consequence, p a s t  p a t t e r n ,  and 

o t h e r ' s  i n f luence )  and two wi th in - sub jec t s  f a c t o r s  ( r e l a t i o n s h i p  I ~ i e r a r c h y  

and s o l i d a r i t y ) ,  a l l  v a r i e d  dichotomously. Each respondent t hus  heard fou r  

s i x t y - f o u r t h s  of a  f u l l y  r epea ted  des ign .  Because higher-order  i n t e r a c t i o n s  

of t h e  between-subjects f a c t o r s  a r e  confounded wi th  t h e  wi th in - sub jec t s  

f a c t o r s  i n  such a  des ign ,  we d i d  no t  u se  a  conven t iona l  mixed model anova. 

I n s t e a d ,  we f i r s t  c r e a t e d  an extended d a t a  f i l e  t h a t  t r e a t e d  each response a s  

independent.  Second, we c rea t ed  f o u r  a r t i f i c i a l  between-subjects d a t a  s e t s  

by randomly s e l e c t i n g  one answer from cnch respondent w i th in  t h e  c o n e t r a i n t  

t h a t  a l l  f o u r  s t o r i e s  were a s s igned  t o  one of t h e  d a t a  s e t s .  This  produced 

fou r  quasi-independent r e p l i c a t i o n s  of t h e  s tudy  a s  a f u l l y  between-subjects 

des ign.  Then we analyzed each d a t a  s e t  a s  a  z6 des ign  and examined t h e  

c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  cons i s t ency  a c r o s s  t h e  fou r  r e p l i c a t i o n s  p l u s  t h e  extended 

f i l e  a n a l y s i s .  Th i s  procedure  improves on t h a t  c u r r e n t l y  i n  u se  by Rossi  

and co l l eagues  f o r  exper iments  i n  surveys  (e .g . ,  Alves and Rossi ,  1978; 

Nock and Rossi ,  1978) because we were a b l e  t o  produce a  d i s c r e t e  number 

of f u l l  r e p l i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e  des ign  where they were no t .  

Since  t h e  experiment was conducted i n  t h e  f i e l d  and refipondents g iven  

s imple  random assignment t o  cond i t i ons ,  c e l l  n's were s l i g h t l y  unequal.  A l l  

ana lyses  of va r i ance  r epor t ed  a c t u a l l y  used c o n t r a s t  coded dummy v a r i a b l e  

r e g r e s s i o n  t o  produce a  t r u e  l e a s t  squa res  s o l u t i o n .  
T 

Manipulation checks. The r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between t h e  exper imental  v a r i a t i o n s  

and t h e  manipula t ion check items s e r v e  t o  demonstra te  t h a t  any absence of 



e f f c c ~  i n  t h e  d a t a  JR not  n  r e s u l t  of a  fa l ler1  manipula t ion.  I n  a d d i t i o n .  

we dlcl no t  expect  t h e  manipttlatlons t o  a f f e c t  j u s t  " t h e i r  va r i ab l e"  and no 

ot l icr .  Tlie concepts  involved-- purposiveness ,  s e r iousness ,  a v o i d a b i l i t y ,  

and p r e d i c t n h i l i t y - -  a r e  no t  or thogonal  concep t s ,  though ou r  manipula t ions  

of t h e i r  corresponding exper imental  manipula t jons  were. Exp lo ra t ions  i n t o  

liow t l icse  i tems i n t e r r e l a t e  can suggest  how t h e  concepts  a r e  i n  f a c t  l i nked  

by tlic reopondcnts themselves. 'Pl~llq Table  2 p r e s e n t s  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

betwccn cach m n ~ l i ~ u l a t i o n  nnd a l l  manipula t ion check i tems by s t o r y .  

___________________-------------------------- 
Insert Table  2 ahout  h e r e  

___________________-------------------------- 

Tnblc 2 cnn be summarlzcd simply Jn one sensc :  a l l  manipula t ions  worked. 

T l ~ e  c f f c c t s  of n  given manipula t ion were always significant on t h e  r e l e v a n t  mani- 

p l l l :~t lon check, and i n  almost a l l  c a s e s  t hosc  e l f c c t s  were s u b s t a n t i a l l y  s t r o n g e r  

than t h e  e f f e c t  of any o t h e r  manipul.ati.on on t l ia t  i tem. But a s  expected,  t h e  

i . ~ ~ t e r r e l n t i o n s l i i p s  prove i n t e r e s t i n g .  The most important  i nvo lve  t h e  two 

c l ~ e c k s  f o r  mental s t a t e  arid t h e  r e l a t i o n  of Jn t en t ion  and p a s t  p a t t e r n .  

The i n t e n t  manipula t ion s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t c d  purposiveness  i n  a l l  

s t o r l e s ,  but a f f e c t e d  a v o i d a b i l i t y  on ly  i n  t h e  h i e r a r c h i c a l  s t o r i e s .  This  

p a t t e r n  r e f l . ec t s  respolldents '  s t r o n g  tendency t o  say t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t  was 

avo idab le  i n  t h e  equa l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  s t o r i e s , c o n f i r m i n g  our  p r i o r i  assessment 

tl lnt t l ~ o s c  s t o r i e s  were cons t ruc t ed  around h ighe r  average l e v e l s  of t h e  

mentnl s t a t e  v a r i a b l e .  Mental s t a t e  and p a s t  p a t t e r n ,  i n  t u r n ,  a r e  l i nked .  

A bad p e s t  p a t t e r n  of bellavior always produced a  h ighe r  r a t e d  purposiveness ;  

I ~ l g h e r  mnnipulated t n t e n t i o n n l i t y  a l s o  produced judgments t h a t  t h e  deed was 

morc p r e d i c t a b l e .  (The l a t t e r  e f f e c t  was s i g n i f i c a n t  only  i n  t h e  h i e r a r c h i c a l  

s t o r i c s ,  but t h e  lnck  of s i g n i f i c a n c e  i n  t h e  o t h e r  s t o r i e s  may r e f l e c t  t h e  

l ~ i g h e r  o v e r a l l  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  por t rayed r a t h e r  than any e f f e c t  of r o l e  

r e l a t i o n s l ~ i p  pe r  s e . )  Such rcs111ts conform c l o s e l y  t o  common sense .  

. . . .~ Prev ious ly  "bad apples"  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  b e  perceived a s  meaning t o  be r o t t e n  
, . ' A .  ;; i::'.. . . 

when they  a c t  badly  aga in ;  and more i n t e n t i o n a l  a c t i o n  i s  l i k e l y  t o  be 

i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  morep red ic t ab le .  Respondents appeared t o  impose t h e  s o r t  of 

cons i s t ency  on behavior  t h a t  Ke l l ey ' s  (1967, 1973) a t t r i b u t i o n a l  approach 

would p r e d i c t .  O v e r a l l ,  t h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  manipula t ion checks  were both  

methodological ly  s a t i s f y i n g  and sugges t ive  of t h e  ways i n  which t h e  concep t s  

may i n t e r r e l a t e .  These i n t e r r e l a t i o n s  might provide h i n t s  f o r  f u r t h e r  r e sea rch  

i n  t h e  g e n e r a l  a r e a  of c a u s a l  a t t r i b u t i o n  p rocesses .  
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Overa l l  a n a l y s i s  of v a r i a n c e  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a t t r i b u t i o n .  Resu l t s  

f o r  t h e  o v e r a l l  a n a l y s i s  and t h e  fou r  quasi-independent r e p l i c a t i o n s  a r e  

p re sen ted  i n  Table  3. For t h e  extended f i l e  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  F t e s t s ,  s i g n i f i c a n c e  

--- 
l e v e l s ,  and ~ % s t a n d a r d i z e d  c o e f f i c i e n t s  a r e  r epo r t ed  f o r  a l l  r e s u l t s  s i g n i f i c a n t  

a t  t h e  conven t iona l  pn.05 l e v e l  i n  t h e  s a t u r a t e d  model.19 For t h e  r e p l i c a t i o n s ,  

t h e  corresponding c o e f f i c i e n t s  a r e  presented.  A l l  c o e f f i c i e n t s  o r e  c o n t r a s t  

coded t o  r e f l e c t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between themean and t h c  "high" c e l l s .  They 

should be doubled t o  o b t a i n  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between high and low c e l l s  on t h e  

11-point s c a l e  f o r  t h e  dependent v a r i a b l e .  

............................................ 
I n s e r t  Table  3  about  h e r e  

............................................ 

Since  t h e  ques t ion  of t h e  t r u e  e f f e c t  of r o l e s  on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  r e q u i r e s  

some s p e c i a l  account ing f o r  t h e  i s s u e  of d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  purposiveness ,  we 

tu rn  f i r s t  t o  a  summary of t h e  main e f f e c t s  of t h e  deed-re la ted and con tex tua l  

v a r i a b l e s .  A l l  r e s u l t s  a r e  s t r a igh t fo rward .  Mental s t a t e  had a  powerful 

main e f f e c t  on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s s igned ,  a s  suggested by Nypothesis  1 a s  we l l  

a s  a l l  psychological  and l e g a l  t h e o r i e s .  Grea t e r  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  produced 

g r e a t e r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  Se r iousness  of consequences had a  sma l l  e f f e c t  on , 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgments, but  t h e  e f f e c t  is u n s t a b l e  a c r o s s  r e p l i c a t i o n s .  The 

d i r e c t i o n  of t h i s  u n s t a b l e  e f f e c t ,  a s  expected i n  Hypothesis 2 ,  is  t h a t  more 



sevc rc  conseqrlcnces produced h ighe r  r e s p o n s i h i l i t y .  P a s t  p a t t e r n  of bad 

ve r sus  good bellavior had a  s i z e a b l e  e f f e c t  on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  w i th  bad p a s t  

bc l~av io r  l ead ing  t o  g r e a t e r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  p red ic t ed  i n  Hypothesis 3. 

FLnally, i n f l u e n c e  from ano the r  had a  small hut s t a b l e  main e f f e c t  on 

responsl  b i l i t y ,  s11c11 t h a t  t h e  a c t o r  was lef is  responsible when under i n f luence  

from another .  A s  noted in  l lypothesis  5 ,  we expected t h i s  main e f f e c t  t o  be 

smal l  i F  i t  e x i s t e d  a t  a l l ,  g iven predicted d j f f e r e n c e a  between equa l  and 

a u t h o r i t a t i v e  tnEluencc. 

Table  3 a l s o  sl~ows what appear  t o  he dramat ic  e f f e c t s  of both  r o l e  

dlmensjons. These main e f f e c t s  i n d i c a t e  more r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignment i n  

covcrncl  L ! I ~ I I  i n  s t a t u s  s l t u n t i o n s  and more Ln equa l  than i n  

a ~ t l ~ o r l t a t i v c  s l t u a t l o n s .  Taken t o g e t h e r ,  t h e s e  npparent  e f f e c t s  a r e  more 

thon d o l ~ b l e  t h e  c f f c c t  of manjpulated mental s t a t e .  However, a s  

indicated ahove, examining e f f e c t s  of r o l e  dimensions r e q u i r e s  t ak ing  account  of 

hot11 t h e  presence ve r sus  absence of a n o t h e r ' s  i n f l u e n c e  and t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  

l n t e ~ ~ t i o ~ ~ a l i t y  i n ,  t l ~ e  s t o r i e s  p re sen ted .  Figure  I p r e s e n t s  pa th  models 

predLctLng t o  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  w i th  o t h e r ' s  i n f l u e n c e  p re sen t  v e r s u s  o t h e r ' s  

l n f l ~ l e n c e  absen t .  The path  models i nc lude  t h e  exogenous v a r i a b l e s  mental 

s t a t e ,  h l .crnrc l~y,  nlid so l . i da r i t y ;  and t h e  endogenous v a r i a b l e s  "on purpose" and 

"nvoldnbJ1 Lty" ns  c o n t r o l s  For percelverl m a ~ t a l  involvement of t h e  ac to r . l ga   his 

co11Lrg11 s t r a t e g y  i.s a  cot~sc.rvatj .ve one, a s  L t  removes from t h e  d i r e c t  e f f c c t s  

of r o l c s  any a spcc t  of " r o l e s  themselves" t h a t  lead t o  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  i n f e r r e d  

mclllnl s t a t e  a s  11cl1 a s  removil~g c o n f o ~ ~ n d i n g  duc t o  d i f f e r e n t  mental s t a t e  

mnn Lp111.at tons. The modc1.s excl.ude t h e  i n t e r a c t  Lon between r o l e  dimensions 

bccnune j t  was u n s t a b l e  a c r o s s  t h e  quasi-independent r e p l i c a t i o n s .  Models were 

run 111 t l ~ c  extended f i l e  a s  we l l  a s  i n  t l ~ e  r e p l i c a t i o n  f i l e s .  For s i m p l i c i t y ,  

t h e  r;ttlge of path  c o e f f l c l e n t s  from t h e  rep1 l c a t i o n s  is summarized i n  pa ren theses  

I,elnw 1 . 1 1 ~  coeff  i c l e n t s  f o r  t h e  ove ra l l  anal y s l s .  

I n s e r t  F i eu re  1 about  h e r e  

............................................ 

Figure  l a  shows t h a t  s o l i d a r i t y  continued t o  have a  s l z e a b l e  and s t a b l e  

d i r e c t  e f f e c t  on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  when o t h e r ' s  i n f l u e n c e  was absen t .  As i n  t h e  

i n i t i a l  a n a l y s i s ,  more r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  was a s s igned  i n  c o n t r a c t  s i t u a t i o n s  

than  i n  s t a t u s  s i t u a t i o n s ,  con f i rmingour  informal  expec ta t ions .  Hierarchy 

had a  sma l l e r  and l e s s  s t a b l e  d i r e c t  e f f e c t ,  bu t  i n  t h e  g e n e r a l l y  expected 

d i r e c t i o n :  A u t h o r i t i e s  were more r e spons ib l e  t han  equa l  a c t o r s  w i th  purposiveness  
. .- . 

c o n t r o l l e d  and i n f l u e n c e  from ano the r  on t h e  a c t o r  e l imina ted .  

As expected,  F igu re  l b  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h a t  ' inf luence from ano the r  s e r v e s  

t o  muddy t h e  wa te r s  of both r o l e e f f e c t a .  The s t a t u s - c o n t r a c t  d i r e c t  e f f e c t ,  

though s t i l l  s ign i f i can t ,was reduced .  As we s h a l l  s e e  below, t h i s  r e s u l t s  

from t h e  p red ic t ed  impact of o t h e r ' s  i n f luence ,  which reduces  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

more i n  c o n t r a c t  s t o r i e s  than i n  s t a t u s  s t o r i e s .  And t h e  au rhor i ty -equa l  

e f f e c t  was reversed: t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  of o t h e r ' s  i n f l u e n c e  depressed t h e  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of a u t h o r i t i e s  s l i g h t l y  below t h a t  of equa l s .  Thus t h e  

a u t h o r i t y  who i s  a l s o  a  subord ina t e  l o s e s  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  edge t h a t  our  

model suggested and ou r  d a t a  confirmed i n  Figure  l a .  
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The o v e r a l l  impact of t h e  r o l e  v a r i a t i o n s  thus  proves  t o  be s i z e a b l e  

and c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  g e n e r a l  expec ta t ions .  S i z e  comparisons wit11 d i r e c t  o r  

i n d i r e c t  e f f e c t  of mental s t a t e  on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a r e  unwarranted, however, 

f o r  a  number of c o n f l i c t i n g  reasons .  F i r s t ,  mental s t a t e  was no t  i t s e l f  

va r i ed  a c r o s s  a l l  t h e  p o a s i b l e  Heider ian l e v e l a ,  but  only  dicliotomoualy i n  

any given s t o r y .  Second, t h e  s t r a t e g y  of c o n t r o l l i n g  f o r  perceived 

mental s t a t e  is, a s  noted above, a  conse rva t ive  one t h a t  may remove an 

unknown component of " t rue"  mental s t a t e  d i f f e r e n c e  produced by r o l e s  

themselves: F i n a l l y ,  a s  suggested i n  l lypothesis  8. t h e  d i r e c t  path  from 

mental s t a t e  t o  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  is  an i n a p p r o p r i a t e i n d i c a t o r o f  m e n t a l a t a t e  per  s e .  



I n t e r a c t i o n  e f f c c t s .  We had p r e d i c t e d  i n t e r a c t i o n s  between m e n t a l  s t a t e  

ancl p a s t  p a t t e r n ,  s o l i d a r i t y ,  and h i e r a r c h y ;  between p a s t  p a t t e r n  and s o l i d a r i t y ;  

and hctween o t h e r ' s  i n f l r ~ e n c e  and b o t h  r o l e  d imens ions .  As t h e  o v e r a l l  

a n a l y s t s  i n  T a b l e  3 i n d i c a t e s ,  o n l y  some of  t h e s e  e x p e c t a t i o n s  were  conf i rmed.  

IJc s l ~ a l l  r l i s c i ~ s s  t h e  r e s t r l t s  i n  o r d e r  of  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  i m p o r t a n c e  o f  

t h e  i s s u e s ,  t r e a t i n g  t h e  m e n t a l  s t a t e - r o l e  i n t e r a c t i o n s  f i r s t ,  fo l lowed by t h e  

o t h e r ' s  l n f l u c n c e - r o l e  i n t e r a c t i o n s ,  and c o n c l u d i n g  w i t h  t h e  p a s t  p a t t e r n  

1111 e r n c t  Lono. 

Tn l l y p o t l ~ e s i s  6 we a r g l ~ c d  t h a t  mental  s t a t e  shorlld p r o v e  more i m p o r t a n t  

L I I  s t a t u s  r e l a t i o n s l ~ i p s  t h a n  I n  c o n t r a c t  o n e s .  Although t h e r e  was n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  

I n L e r a c t i o n  between mental  s t a t e  and s o l l d a r t t y ,  t h e r e  was a  s m a l l  three-way 

1 1 1 t c r n c t l o n  of  melltal s t a t e ,  s o l i d a r i t y ,  and consequences .  T h i s  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  

w l ~ l c h  was of  modest magnitt lde and r e l a t i v e l y  ~ ~ n s t a b l e  a c r o s s  r e p l i c a t i o n s ,  i s  
I 

p r e s e n t e d  i n  T a b l e  4.' T e s t s  f o r  t h e  m e n t a l  s t a t e - s o l i d a r i t y  i n t e r a c t i o n  show I 

L l ~ a t  whcn consequences  were  s e v e r e ,  v a r i a t l o ~ i  In m e n t a l  s t a t e  had a  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  I 
& r e n t e r  e f l e c t  on r e s p o n s ~ . b i l l t y  I n  s t a t u s  s t o r i e s .  T h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  which is  

c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  o r i g i n a l  h y p o t h e s i s ,  d i d  n o t  h o l d  when consequences  a r e  m i l d .  

Tlre d a t a  t h u s  I.mpLy t h a t  when t h i n g s  t u r n  o u t  badly  nnd p e o p l e  s e a r c h  f o r  a n  I 
explanation, t h e y  n r e  morc l i k c l y  t o  t u r n  t o  m e n t a l  s t n t e  i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  s t a t u s  I. 
r c l a t  1011sl1lp.s. The r e l a t l o ~ r s t ~ l p .  however,  I s  m ~ ~ c l r  weaker t h a n  we had p r e d i c t e d .  1 

------------------------------------------- 
insert Tab1.e 4 a b o u t  h e r e  

The predicLcd r e l a t l o ~ r s h t p s  of  mental  s t n t e  and l ~ i e r a r c h y  were more complex. 

T a b l e  5 p r e s e n t s  t h e  means f o r  b o t h  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and p u r p o s i v e n e s s  judgments 

by l e v e l s  of  manta1 s t a t c  and h i e r a r c h y .  1,ooking f i r s t  a t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a l o n e ,  

T:rble 5 e x p l a i ~ ~ s  t h e  s i g n l f i c n ~ i t  m e n t a l  s t a t e - l ~ i c r a r c h y  i n t e r a c t i o n  from 

T a b l e  3. Changes from low t o  I11gh l e v e l s  o f  m a n i p u l a t e d  m e n t a l  s t a t e  made more 

r a t i n g s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  d i f f e r e n c e  o c c u r r e d  i n  t h e  f a c e  of  

a n  o p p o s i t e  p a t t e r n  f o r  judged p u r p o s i v e n e s s .  D i f f e r e n c e s  i n  p u r p o s l v e n c s s  

from low t o  h i g h  l e v e l s  of  m e n t a l  s t a t e  were  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  s m a l l e r  f o r  t h e  

a u t h o r i t a t i v e  s t o r i e s .  (From a  s e p a r a t e  a n a l y s i s  of  v a r i a n c e  on p u r p o s i v e n e s s .  

F ( 1 ,  2605) f o r  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n = 4 . 3 9 ,  p.04.) These  r e s u l t s  l n d i c a t e  t h a t  - 

r e s p o n d e n t s  were  q u i t e  a t t e n t i v e  t o  s m a l l  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  menta l  s t a t e  when t h e y  

o c c u r r e d  f o r  a u t h o r i t i e s ,  more a t t e n t i v e  t h a n  f o r  l a r g e r  changes  whcn t h e  

a c t o r  and v i c t i m  were  e q u a l s ,  i n  a p p a r e n t  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  t o  I l y p o t h e s i s  7 .  

........................................ 
I n s e r t  T a b l e  5 a b o u t  h e r e  

....................................... 

H y p o t h e s i s  8 s u g g e s t e d ,  however,  t h a t  m e n t a l  s t a t e  i n f o r m a t i o n  c a n  have  

two u s e s .  It c a n  d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t  judgments of  a n  a c t o r ' s  m e n t a l  i t tvo lvement ,  

b u t  i t  c a n  a l s o  b e  r e l e v a n t  t o  a s s e s s i n g  an  a c t o r ' s  o b l i g a t i o n s .  F i g u r e  2 

t h e r e f o r e  p r e s e n t s  t h e  p a t h  models f o r  t h e  d i r e c t  and i n d i r e c t  e f f c c t s  of  

m e n t a l  s t a t e  s e p a r a t e l y  f o r  a u t h o r i t i e s  and  e q u a l s .  ( R e s u l t s  a r e  c o l l a p s e d  

a c r o s s  t h e  o t h e r ' s  i n f l u e n c e  v a r i a b l e  b e c a u s e  i t  d i d  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a l t e r  

t h e  p a t t e r n s  shown3 The f i g u r e  i n d i c a t e s  c l e a r l y  t h a t  f o r  e q u a l  a c t o r s ,  

m e n t a l  s t a t e  i n f o r m a t i o n  was i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  o r  a v o i d a b i l i t y ;  

and m e n t a l  s t a t e  had a  powerfu l  e f f e c t  o n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t h r o u g h  i t s  e f f e c t  on 

t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s .  The i n d i r e c t  e f f e c t s  of  m e n t a l  s t a t e  were  s i m i l a r  f o r  

a u t h o r i t i e s ,  c o n t r a r y  t o  I l y p o t h e s i s  7. But t h e r e  was a l s o  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i r e c t  

p a t h  from m e n t a l  s t a t e  t o  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  a u t h o r i t i e s ,  a  p a t h  t h a t  we 

i n t e r p r e t  i n  t e r m s  of  a u t h o r i t i e s '  o b l i g a t i o n s  of  a t t e n t i o n  s n d  f o r e s i g h t .  Thus 

H y p o t h e s i s  8 i s  c o n f i r m e d ,  i n  t h a t  u s e  of  m e n t a l  s t a t e  i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  j u d g i n g  

a u t h o r i t i e s  is something  "more" t h a n  p r e v i o u s  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  models s u g g e s t .  

We a r g u e  t h a t  t h e  "more" r e f l e c t s  t h e  d i f f u s e  o b l i g a t i o n s  o f  t h e  a t l t h o r i t y ' s  r o l e .  

.* 
d i f f e r e n c e  i n  n t ~ t l ~ o r l  t a t i v e  t l ~ a ~ r  e q u a l  r e l a t i o n s .  The c o r r e s p o n d i n g  p u r p o s i v e n e s s  



---------------------------------- 
I n s e r t  F i g u r e  2 nhout  h e r e  

I l y p o t l ~ c s i s  9 nrgued t h a t  t h e  d i f f c r c n c e s  between a u t h o r i t i e s  and  o t h e r  

a c t o r s  a r e  a t  t h c i r  maximum a t  low l e v e l s  of involvement  of  m e n t a l  s t a t e ,  

and t l ln t  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of  a u t h o r i t i e s  and e q u a l s  t e n d  t o  c o n v e r g e  

wl~cn a c t  l.on i.8 f u l l y  i n t e n t i o n a l .  Give11 t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  o u r  m a n i p u l a t i o n s  

of mcntnl. s t a t e  f o r  a u t h o r i t i e s  and equi1.s. a n  a d e q u a t e  t e s t  of  t h i s  

I ~ y l ) o t h e s i s  must ~ r s e  r e s p o n d e n t s '  own perceptions of how p u r p o s i v e  t h e  

a c t l o t i s  wcre.  Thus Tnhle  6 shows t h e  e f f e c t s  of h i e r a r c h y  and m e n t a l  s t a t e  

on responsibility s t r a t i f i e d  by l e v e l s  of p e r c e i v e d  p u r p o s i v e n e s s .  Judged 

p ~ ~ r p o s i v e n e s s  was d i v i d e d  f o r  c o n v e n i e n c e  i n t o  c a t e g o r i e s  l a b e l e d  h e r e  a s  

a c c l d e n t n l ,  c a r e l e s s ,  and i n t e n t i o n a l  a c t s .  R e s u l t s  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  s e p a r a t e l y  

f o r  c o n d i t i o n s  where o t h e r ' s  i n f l u e n c e  was a b s e n t  and p r e s e n t  t o  c l a r i f y  

I  n t e r p r e t a t i o n s .  

I n s e r t  T a b l e  6 a b o u t  h e r e  

----------------------------------- 

Rentrl ts  f o r  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  w i t h  o t l ~ c r ' s  I n f l u e n c e  a b s e n t  c l e a r l y  show 

t h e  p r c d l c t e d  p a t t c r n .  Whcn a n  a c t i o n  was judged a s  a c c i d e n t a l ,  a u t h o r i t i e s  

wcrc s l g n l f i c n n t l y  nlorc responsible t h a n  e q u a l s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  now-fami l ia r  

t n t c r n c t l o n  nppenrcd s u c l ~  t h a t  change  i n  l e v e l  of m e n t a l  s t a t e  had a  

s l g ~ ~ i f l c n n t  c f f e c t  t o r  a u t l ~ o r i  t  l e s ,  b u t  n o t  f o r  e q u a l s ,  w i t h  p e r c e i v e d  

p ~ ~ r p o s t v e n c s s  c o n t r o l l e d .  When t l ie  a c t l o n  was judgcd a s  c a r e l e s s ,  a u t h o r i t i e s  

wcrc ognin  s i g n l f i c a n t . l y  more r e s p o n s i b l e  tliari e q u a l s .  The i n t e r a c t i o n ,  though 

s t  I1 l v i s ~ ~ a l  l y  e v i d e n t ,  was no l o n g e r  s j g n i f  i c n n t .  F i n a l l y ,  when a c t i o n  was 

Judger! a s  i n t e n ~ L o ~ i n l ,  no d l f f e r e ~ i c c s  werc s i g n i f i c a n t  -- judgments of 

a t ~ t l ~ o r  l  t i c s  and e q ~ l n l s  I ~ a d  converged .  

Even wl.tI~ t h e  c o n f o ~ ~ n d i . n g  p r e s e n c e  o f  i n f l u e n c e  from a n o t h e r  p a r t y ,  

t h e  r l g l ~ t  nLdc of T a b l e  6 shows t h e  samc i n t e r a c t i o n  of  h i e r a r c h y  and m e n t a l  

s t a t e  f o r  a c t s  judged a s  e i t h e r  a c c i d e n t a l  o r  c a r e l e s s .  Remaining s i g n i f i c a n t  

e f f e c t s  of  m e n t a l  s t a t e  i t s e l f  i n  t h e s e  s u b t a b l e s  a r e  f u n c t i o n s  of t l i e  

i n t e r a c t i o n s .  Al though t h e  main e f f e c t s  o f  h i e r a r c h y  i t s e l f  a r e  n e u t r a l i z e d  

o r  r e v e r s e d  by t h e  p r e s e n c e  of  a n o t h e r ' z  i n f l u e n c e  ( a s  F i g u r e  1 had a l r e a d y  

d e m o n s t r a t e d ) ,  two p o i n t s  a r e  s t r i k i n g .  F i r s t ,  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n s  remain .  

Second, t h e  models f o r  a u t h o r i t i e s  and e q u a l s  a g a i n  c o n v e r g e  i n  t h e  s u b t a b l e  

f o r  a c t i o n  p e r c e i v e d  a s  i n t e n t i o n a l .  Thus H y p o t h e s i s  9 i s  c l e a r l y  conf i rmed.  

The n o r m a t i v e  models  of  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  a u t h o r i t i e s  and e q u a l s  c o n v e r g e  

t o  l i n e a r  "main e f f e c t s "  o n l y  when p u r p o s i v e  a c t i o n  is i n v o l v e d .  

As t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  r e s u l t s  s o  f a r  h a s  a l r e a d y  a n t i c i p a t e d ,  t l i e  

i n t e r a c t i o n  of  o t h e r ' s  i n f l u e n c e  w i t h  h i e r a r c h y  was s u b s t a n t i a l  and c o n s i s t e n t  

w i t h  H y p o t h e s i s  5. The means f o r  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n t e r a c t i o n .  f i r e t  shown 

i n  T a b l e  3, a r e  p r e s e n t e d  i n  T a b l e  7. I n f l u e n c e  from a n o t h e r  had a  g r e a t e r  

impact  on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  s e t t i n g s  (where t l ie o t h e r  was a n  

a u t h o r i t y )  t h a n  i n  e q u a l  s e t t i n g s  (where t h e  o t h e r  was a n  e q u a l ) .  I n  a d d i t i o n .  

H y p o t h e s i s  I1 s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  t h e  impact  of  a u t h o r i t y  s h o u l d  b e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

s t r o n g  i n  c o n t r a c t  s e t t i n g s .  Al though t h e  c o n t r a c t - s t a t u s  d i f f e r e n c e  was n o t  

l a r g e  enough t o  produce  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  three-way i n t e r a c t i o n ,  r e s u l t s  were 

indeed  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  h y p o t h e s i s .  The impact  of  a n o t h e r ' s  i n f l u e n c e  

was o n l y  m a r g i n a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  t h e  s t n t u s  s t o r y  ( . 1 0 < ~ < . 0 5 ) ,  wl i i le  i t  

was h i g h l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  t h e  c o n t r a c t  s t o r y  (p<.001) .  Thus i n f l u e n c e  from 

a n o t h e r  proved t o  have  f i n e l y  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  e f f e c t  on a n  a c t o r ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  

a s  p r e d i c t e d ,  depending  on t h e  t y p e  of  r o l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i n v o l v e d .  

................................... 
I n s e r t  T a b l e  7 a b o u t  h e r e  

................................... 

The f i n a l  p r e d i c t e d  i n t e r a c t i o n s  i n v o l v e d  p a s t  p a t t e r n  of  b e h n v i o r .  

H y p o t h e s i s  1 0 ,  which had argued f o r  nn i n t e r a c t i o n  between p a s t  p a t t e r n  nnd 
' 

s o l i d a r i t y  of  t h e  r o l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  was s i m p l y  d i s c o n f i r m e d .  l lypot l ies i s  4, 
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whicl~ argued t h a t  p a s t  p a t t e r n  and mental s t a t e  should i n t e r a c t ,  received 

some i n d i r e c t  suppor t .  Although t h e r e  was no s i g n i f i c n n t  i n t e r a c t i o n  i n  

t h e  o v c r n l l  ana lyses  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  i t  is  noteworthy t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t s  

f o r  manipr~lot ion checks  presented i n  Table  2 d i d  show e f f e c t s  of p a s t  p a t t e r n  

OII  perccivcd purposiveness .  Th i s  suggested a  l i n k  between those  concepts  

111 t h e  eyes  of respondenls .  Tnspired by t h e  ana lyses  i n  F igu re  2 (where 

a u t l ~ o r i t i e s  and equa l s  d i f f e r e d  i n  t h e  d i r e c t  e f f e c t  of mental s t a t e  on 

r c s p o n s l h i l i t y ) ,  we t l ~ e r e f o r e  conducted p a r a l l e l  path  models f o r  t h e  d i r e c t  

and I n d l r c c t  e f f e c t s  of pas t  p n t t e r n  on r e s p o n s j b i l i t y  w i th  purposiveness  and 

a v o l ~ l a l ~ l l  1t.y c o n t r n l l e d .  We aga in  co l l apsed  a c r o s s  o t h e r ' s  i n f luence  

b c a c ~ ~ s c  IL d id  noL n l t e r  t h e  p a t t e r n  of r e s r ~ l t s .  The outcome, summarized 

i n  Fljiurc 3, j s  Instructive. For equa l  actor.; ,  t h e r e  was no e f f e c t  of a  p a s t  

p a t t e r n  of be l~nv io r  011 r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o t h e r  than through its e f f e c t  on 

percclved mental s taLe.  For a u t h o r i t i e s ,  i n  c o n t r a s t ,  t h e r e  was a  s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i r e c t  e f f e c t  oC p a s t  p a t t e r n  on r e s p o n s j b l l l t y .  These r e s u l t s  aga in  i n d i c a t e  

L l ~ a t  Ll~e normative models of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  n ~ ~ t h o r i t i e s  and equa l s  a r e  

r l l f f e r c n t .  For a u t h o r i t i e s ,  a  p a s t  p a t t e r n  of behavior  is something o t h e r  than 

a  c l t ~ e  t o  t h e  mental s t a t e  of t h e  a c t o r ;  f o r  equa l s ,  i t  i s  no t .  

-------------------------------- 
I n s e r t  Figurc  3 about  h e r e  

................................ 

S~~mn~ary  of bas i c  r e s u l . .  The f i n d l n g s  s o  f a r  have g e n e r a l l y  supported 

t l ~ c  proposed model of how a d u l t s  judge r e s p o n s i h i l  i t y  f o r  w r o n g d o ~ n g . ~ ~  I t  

is a  ma t t e r  oC more than those  v a r i a b l e s ,  i n t e n t  and consequences, s o  long 

s t ~ ~ d l e d  by p s y c l ~ o l o g i s t s .  Respons ib i l i t y  i s  i n s t ead  a  ma t t e r  of r o l e  

expcct.ations a s  we l l  a s  phys i ca l  a c t i o n s .  Tlle r o l e  r e l a t i o n s  in t roduced i n t o  

our vignettes produced boll1 s l z e a b l e  main c f f ecLs  on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgments 

and t l ~ c o r e t l c a l l y  Important and s i z e a h l e  I n t e r a c t i o n s  wi th  t r a d i t i o n a l  

decd-rc lnted var inl i lcs .  N c i t l ~ c r  an a c t o r ' s  mrntal s t a t c ,  nor t h e  a c t o r ' s  p a s t  p a t t e r n  

of behavior ,  nor t h e  p o s s i b l e  presence of i n f luence  from a  t h i r d  p a r t y ,  

can be considered a s  de t e rminan t s  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  i s o l a t i o n  from t h e  

kind of r o l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  involved. I n  gene ra l ,  t h e  most s t r i k i n g  f i n d i n g s  

concerned t h e  normative s t r u c t u r e  of wrongdoing f o r  a u t h o r i t i e s  ve r sus  equa l s .  

The judgment of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  a u t h o r i t i e s  was d i f f e r e n t  i n  ways c o n s i s t e n t  

w i th  p r e d i c t i o n s  based on those  a u t h o r i t i e s '  r o l e  o b l i g a t i o n s .  

Subs id i a ry  Resu l t s  and Threa t s  t o  In fe rence  

Despi te  t h e  g e n e r a l  con f i rma t ion  of t h e  model of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgments, 

two s u b s i d i a r y  ana lyses  and one major t h r e a t  t o  v a l i d i t y  remain t o  be oddressed.  

A f i r s t  s u b s i d i a r y  a n a l y s i s  concerns  t h e  o t h e r  s t o r i e s  presented t o  respondents .  

t h e  more t r a d i t i o n a l  a u t o  a c c i d e n t s  and cr ime s t o r y .  The s t anda rd  v a r i a b l e s  

of mental  s t a t e  and consequences were a l s o  manipulated t h e r e ,  and t h e  

psycho log i s t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  s a lvag ing  consequence s e v e r i t y  ss a n  i s s u e  i n  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  might wonder whether s i t u a t i o n s  where no p r i o r  r o l e s  a r e  

involved o r e  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  "home" f o r  t h e  s tudy of consequences. A second 

s u b s i d i a r y  a n a l y s i s ,  i n  l i g h t  of t h e  importance of au tho r i ty -equa l  d i f f e r e n c e s  

observed,  concerns  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of t h e  t h i r d  pa r ty  who inf luenced t h e  

a c t o r .  I f  a u t h o r i t i e s  and equa l s  i n  f a c t  d i f f e r  i n  t h e  ways we have suggested,  

then r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  o t h e r ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a r e  a  f a s c i n a t i n g  p a r t  of t h e  

puzz le ,  g iven t h a t  t h e  t h i r d  p a r t i e s  were themselves e i t h e r  a u t h o r i t i e s  o r  

equa l s .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  major t h r e a t  t o  v a l i d  i n fe rence  concerns  t l ~ e  l i m i t a t i o n  

of t h e  main in t e rv i ew t o  s i n g l e  s t o r i e s  of each r o l e  type.  Th i s  l i m i t a t i o n  

is most important  where p r e d i c t i o n s  involved d i f f e r e n c e s  between Ind iv idua l  

s t o r i e s ,  a s  t hey  d i d  f o r  o t h e r ' s  i n f luence ;  i t  is l e s s  important  wl~ere  p r e d i c t i o n s  

involved p a i r s  of s t o r i e s  v e r s u s  o t h e r  p a i r s ,  a s  was o the rwi se  always t h e  caae .  

Below we s h a l l  p re sen t  r e s u l t s  from a  s t o r y  included i n  t h e  mailbnck q u e s t i o n n a i r e  

t h a t  va r i ed  r o l e  r e l a t i o n s  between a c t o r  and o t h e r  i n  a  s i n g l e  s e t t i n g ,  providing ' ' 

a  s t r i n g e n t  t e s t  f o r t h e v a l i d i t y  of our  c o n ~ l u s i o n s  about  o t l ~ e r ' s  In f luence .  



Other s t o r i e s  p re sen ted .  A s  was noted e a r l i e r ,  t h e  crime s t o r y  included 

variations i n  t h e  a c t o r ' s  mental s t a t e ,  t he  a c t ' s  consequences, and t h e  a c t o r ' s  

pas t  p a t t e r n  o f  behovlor .  Two a u t o  a c c i d e n t s  were presented:  i n  one, t h e  t h r e e  

v a r i a b l e s  of mental s t a t e ,  consequences, and p a s t  p a t t e r n  were v a r i e d ;  i n  t h e  o t h e r ,  

t h e  a c t o r ' s  s o c i a l  s t a t u s  replaced p a s t  p a t t e r n .  For p re sen t  purposes ,  t h e  r e s u l t s  

from t h e s e  v i g n e t t e s  can he presented i n  b r i e f  v e r h a l  summary. Mental s t a t e  had a  

s ip ,n l f i cnn t  e f f e c t  on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  both a u t o  acc iden t s .  P a s t  p a t t e r n ,  where 

i t  was inc luded ,  a l s o  a f f e c t e d  r e s p o n s i b i l t t y ,  but  more weakly than mental  s t a t e .  

111s a c t o r ' s  s o c t a l  s t a t u s  l~ad  no e f f e c t s  exccpt  f o r  I n t e r a c t i o n s  wi th  mental s t a t e  

and conserlucnccs t h a t  turned ou t  t o  be complex and dependent on t h e  respondent ' s  

sex.  Consequence s e v e r i t y  pe r  s e  a f f e c t e d  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  n e i t h e r  s t o r y .  In  t h e  

crime s t o r y ,  somewhat s r ~ r p r i s t n g l y ,  only  p a s t  p a t t e r n  (presence o r  absence of a 

p r l o r  record)  a f f e c t e d  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a t  a l l .  The l a c k  of r e s u l t s  f o r  mental s t a t e  

may pe r l~aps  be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  a  c e i l i n g  e f f e c t ,  g lven t h a t  most respondents  r a t e d  

the  cr lmlnal  a s  f u l l y  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  deed.  The o v e r a l l  p a t t e r n  of r e s u l t s  

a c r o l s  t h e s e  s t o r i e s ,  t hen ,  v i r t u a l l y  m i r r o r s  t h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  s t o r i e s  i nvo lv ing  

r o l e  r e l a t i o n s .  In tlie absence of r o l e  r e l a t i o n s ,  a s  i n  t h e i r  presence,  mental  

s t a t e  is t h e  most important  element o f  deeds ,  Collowed by t h e  a c t o r ' s  p a s t  p a t t e r n  

of h c l ~ a v l o r .  Consequence s e v e r i t y  i s  of n e g l i g i b l e  importance i r r e s p e c t i v e  of 

t l ~ o  s e t t l n g .  

Rcspons ib f l l t y  of t l ie i n f luenc ing  othey.  Two follow-up ques t ions  asked about  - 
Ll~c r e spons lb i l  l t y  oC t h e  o t h e r  when o t h e r ' s  Inf tuence was p re sen t .  We f i r s t  asked 

rc:zpondents w l ~ e t l ~ c r  t h e  o t h e r  person had any r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  what happened; and 

I F  s o ,  whether i t  was Less t l ~ a n  t h e  a c t o r ' s ,  e q u a l ,  more than t h e  a c t o r ' s ,  o r  a l l  

o f  t11e r c s p o n s i h i l l t y  Involved.  We then cons l ruc t ed  a  composite v a r i a b l e  ranging 

from ono (none) t o  f i v e  ( a l l ) ,  f o r  t h e  r e s p o n s l b l l i t y  of t h e  o t h e r  person r e l a t i v e  

t o  t h e  a c t o r .  Analyoes of  va r i ance  were then conducted on t h i s  v a r i a b l e  u s ing  

t h e  remaining z5 s a t u r a t e d  model (omi t t i ng  o t h e r ' s  i n f l u e n c e  and its i n t e r a c t i o n s ,  

of course ,  because t h e  i tem was only  asked when i n f l u e n c e  was p r e s e n t ) .  The 

r e s u l t s  f o r  tlie only  s i g n i f i c a n t  and s t a b l e  e f f e c t s  a r e  presented i n  Table  8. 

I n s e r t  Table  8 about  h e r e  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

There were two c l e a r l y  observable  main e f f e c t s  of r o l e  r e l a t i o n s  on t h e  

o t h e r ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  Others  who were i n  c o n t r a c t  r e l a t i o n s  were more responsl-  

b l e  than o t h e r s  i n  s t a t u s  r e l a t i o n s ,  and o t h e r s  who were a u t h o r i t i e s  w e r e s u b s t a n t i a l l y  

more r e spons ib l e  than o t h e r s  who were equa l s .  These r e s u l t s  a r e  m i r r o r s  of tlie 

p rev ious ly  noted e f f e c t s  of o t h e r ' s  i n f l u e n c e  on t h e  a c t o r  involved.  The fou r  means 

a l s o  l i n e d  up i n  p e r f e c t  t h e o r e t i c a l  o r d e r ,  w i th  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  a  s t a t u s  equa l  

lowest ,  followed by r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  a  c o n t r a c t  equa l ,  followed by a  s t a t u s  autho-  

r i t y ,  and wi th  top  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  a  c o n t r a c t  a u t h o r i t y .  The gaps between t h e s e  

means were unequal,  however, producing a  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t  a s  w e l l .  

The absence of any e f f e c t  of t h e  a c t o r ' s  own mental s t a t e  i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

s t r i k i n g  given i t s  r o l e  i n  t h e  main ana lyses .  I t  would seem p l a u s i b l e  t h a t  an 

a c t o r  who meant t o  perform a  misdeed would r e t a i n  more r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  even i f  t h a t  

misdeed was i n i t i a t e d  by ano the r .  Respondents '  r e a c t i o n s  a r e  conflruent,  however, 

wi th  a  major theory of t h e  r o l e  of causai-ion i n  t h e  law t h a t  d e r i v e s  from phi loso-  

p h i c a l  o rd ina ry  language a n a l y s i s  (Hart and  ono ore, 1959). According t o  t h a t  approach, 

humans tend t o  push c a u s a l  cha ins  back t o  a  vo lun ta ry  human a c t o r  who i n i t i a t e s  a  

deed. These r e s u l t s  simply confirm t h a t  i n  pushing back t h e  cousol  cha in ,  o r d e r s  

from a  s u p e r i o r  a r e  more c l e a r l y  i n i t i a t o r y  than persuasion from an equal :  and 

i n f l u e n c e  from someone s o c i a l l y  d i s t a n t  is more c l e a r l y  i n i t i a t o r y  than in f luence  

from ano the r  who i s  c l o s e  t o  t h e  a c t o r .  The ques t ions  respondents  were answering 

T 



I l ~ e r c  wcrc about t h e  s t a r t i n g  po in t  of t h e  causal  cha in ,  and t h e r e f o r e  t h e  a c t o r ' s  

I own mcntal Involvement was indeed i r r e l e v a n t .  

Such r e s u l t s  a r e  s ~ ~ g g e s t i v c  of a  deeper conceptual  po in t  about  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

j~~c lgn~on t s .  I t  is q u i t e  p l a u s i b l e  f o r  an  a c t o r  L O  be " f u l l y  r e spons ib l e"  

n t  t h e  enme t imc t h a t  another  pa r ty  in f luenc ing  the  a c t o r  is more r e spons ib l e  f o r  

what I~nppcned. Tlic f l r s t  qr~est i .on d e a l s  wi th  tlie H . a h i l i t y  of a  person f o r  s anc t -  

.lot,s: t l ~ c  second,  with t h e  r e l . a t l ve  liability of another  f o r  p o t e n t i a l l y  g r e a t e r  

s anc t ions .  l lcre t h e  p a t t e r n  of r e s u l t s  f o r  . t h e  a c t o r ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  coupled wi th  

t l ~ o s c  f o r  tlrc L~if luencing o t h e r ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  sugges t s  t h a t  respondents  were 

l m p l i c l t l y  u s ing  a  "200%" r u l e  r a t h e r  t han  a  "100%" r u l e  i n  concep tua l i z ing  respon- 

s i b i l i t y  i t s c l f .  Given t h e  l ~ h l q r ~ i t o ~ ~ s  presence of human c a u s a l  cha ins  i n  modern I 
h u r e a i ~ c r n t i c  s t a t e s ,  t he  q r ~ c s t i o n  of l~ow humans judge a b s o l u t e  v e r s u s  r e l a t i v e  

r e s p o n s l h i l i t y  f o r  wrongdoing i s  c l e a r l y  one worthy of f u r t h e r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  

Meeting t h e  t h r e a t  t o  i n f e r e n c e :  Role r e l a t i o n s  i n  a  s i n g l e  s t o r y .  Although I 
t lmc pressures prevented ollr u s ing  more than s i x  v i g n e t t e s  i n  t h e  main in s t rumen t ,  

1 

rgc wcrc sensitive t o  the  p o s s i h l e  c la im t h a t  somc r e s u l t s  r e f l e c t e d  i d i o s y n c r a t i c  

c l emcr~ t s  i n  t h e  s t o r l e s  c l~oscn  ra t l icr  than " t r ~ ~ e "  e f f e c t s  of r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  The 

most v ~ ~ l n c r a h l e  r e s u l t  concerned t h e  d i f f e r e n t  e f t e c t s  of a u t h o r i t a t i v e  t h i r d  p a r t i e s  

i n  s t a t u s  and c o n t r a c t  r e l a t l o ~ i s ,  both hecausc t h e  p r e d i c t i o n  involved comparing 

l s n l a t c d  s t o r l e s  and hecause t h e  s t a t u s  a ~ ~ t l ~ o r i t y  i n  t h e  main ins t rument  was a  hus- 

hand (wl~o some ohse rve r s  might p l a ~ ~ s i b l y  f e e l  was not  an a u t h o r i t y  over  a  w i fe ;  

s c c  foo tno te  1 2 ) .  Therefore  we Included onc s t o r y  I n  t h e  mailback ins t rument  i n  

wlilcl~ r o l e  relations betwecn a c t o r  and o t h e r  were va r i ed  i n  a  s i n g l e  s e t t i n g .  S ince  

tlic mailhack was r e tu rned  hy on ly  about  ha l f  nf t h e  survey respondents ,  we cannot 

makc L I I C  snmc clnlms t o  g e n e r n l i z a h i l i t y  t h a t  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t h e  c o r e  s t o r i e s .  
22 

Ilowcvcr, ~l .ve11 t h a t  tllc mallback sample is  sti.l.1. cnnslclerably more r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  

of an a d l ~ l t  p o p ~ ~ l a t i o n  than i s  c h a r n c t e r i s t f c  of rc l .a ted psycl io logical  r e sea rch ,  

we f e l t  t h a t  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  v i g n e t t e  could provide key support  -- o r  d i sconf i rma t ion  

-- f o r  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  arguments.  

The v i g n e t t e  involved a  man who i n f e c t e d  some i n f a n t s  i n  s h o s p i t a l  where he  

worked by s t a y i n g  on t h e  job  wh i l e  ill. The exper imental  m?nipula t ions  included tlie 

a c t o r ' s  mental s t a t e  p l u s  t h r e e  v a r i a b l e s  r e l a t e d  t o  a n o t h e r ' s  i n f luence .  These 

v a r i a b l e s  were t h e  o t h e r ' s  h i e ra rchy  (coworker o r  s u p e r v i s o r ) ,  s o l i d a r i t y  (was s 

f r i e n d l f r i e n d s h i p  no t  mentioned), and e x e r t i o n  of c o n t r o l  ( ~ u ~ g e s t e d l g o t  angry and 

t o l d  t h e  a c t o r  t o  s t a y  on t h e  job ) .  Note t h a t  s o l i d a r i t y  is q u i t e  a  weak manipula- 

t i o n  i n  t h i s  s t o r y ,  such t h a t  i f  i t s  r e s u l t s  r e p l i c a t e d  those  from t h e  main des ign 

we would be q u i t e  con f iden t  t h a t  no i d i o s y n c r a c t i c  i n t e r p r e t a t j o n s  had produced 

t h e  i n i t i a l  r e s u l t s .  

Table  9 p r e s e n t s  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s  from a  2& a n a l y s i s  of va r i ance  f o r  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s s igned  t o  t h e  a c t o r .  Three of t h e  fou r  main e f f e c t s  were s i g n i f i -  

cha t .  Although mental s t a t e  had no apprec i ab le  e f f e c t ,  an examination of tile mani- 

p u l a t i o n  checks revealed no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between cond i t i ons ,  i n d i c a t i n g  

t h a t  mental s t a t e  was not  s u c c e s s f u l l y  manipulated i n  t h e  s t o r y .  Thus t h e  f a i l u r e  

of mental s t a t e  t o  a f f e c t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  does no t  c o n t r a d i c t  c a r l l e r  f i n d i n g s  a b o t ~ t  

t h e  importance of t h a t  v a r i a b l e .  A 1 1  o t h e r  main e f f e c t s  were a s  expected.  The 

a c t o r  was l e s s  r e spons ib l e  when t h e  o t h e r  person was a  s u p e r v i s o r ,  when t h e  o t h e r  

person was no t  a  f r i e n d ,  and when t h e  o t h e r  person go t  angry r a t h e r  than suggested 

t h a t  he  s t a y .  We expected i n f l u e n c e  from an  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  o t h e r  t o  reduce respon- 

s i b i l i t y  more because t h e  r o l e  r e l a t i o n s  t u r n  even a  sugges t ion  i n t o  a  d i r e c t i v e .  

S i m i l a r l y ,  we expected t h a t  i n  a  f r i e n d s h i p  ( i . e . ,  s t a t u s )  r e l a t i o n  t h e  worker would 

have more c o u n t e r v a i l i n g  in f luence  on t h e  o t h e r ,  and hence r e t a i n  more r e s p o n s i b i l -  

i t y ,  than i n  t h e  absence o f  f r i e n d s h i p .  F i n a l l y ,  tlie e x e r t i o n  of angry con t ro l  by 

ano the r  more c l e a r l y  provides  an e x t e r n a l  cause  f o r  t h e  behavior ,  s voluntary  human 

f u r t h e r  back i n  t h e  causa l  chain .  
T 
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A s  Table  9 i n d i c a t e s ,  t h e r e  were a l s o  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t s  between 

l ~ l c r a r c h y  and c o n t r o l  and between h i e r a r c l ~ ~  and s o l i d a r i t y .  The means f o r  t h e s e  

t n t c r n c t l o n s  appear i n  Table  103 and l o b .  Prom t h e  f i r s t  i n t e r a c t i o n  we s e e  t h a t  

t h e  colltrol exe r t ed  hy t h e  o t h e r  made l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  an equa l  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  

but morc d l f c e r c n c e  i n  an a u t h o r i t a t i v e  one. This  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e  gene ra l  

p a t t e r n  t11aL i n f l u e n c e  from on equal  i s  simply discounted i n  a t t r i b u t i n g  respon- 

s i h i l l t y ,  however t h a t  i n f l u e n c e  i s  c lo thed .  I t  adds t o  our  p i c t u r e  of a u t h o r i t y  

t h c  point  t h a t  s t r o n g l y  worded d i r e c t i v e s  have more impact,  presumably because they 

more c len; ly  remove c n i ~ s a l  agency from t h e  a c t o r .  Thesecond i n t e r a c t i o n s h o w s t h a t  t h e  

prcscnce of s o l  l d a r i  t y  made e s s e n t i a l l y  no t lJ Fference i n  equa l  r e l a t i o n s ,  but  has  

a  l a r g e  cffecL I n  a u t l ~ o r i t a t i v e  r e l a t i o n s .  An a u t h o r i t y  whowasa l so  a  f r i e n d  had 

s u h s t n n t l a l l y  l e s s  impact on an a c t o r ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  This  i n t e r a c t i o n  r e p l i c a t e s  

w i t l ~ i n  a  q t l ~ g l e  v l g n e t t e  t l ~ c  p a t t e r n  found In  t h e  main ins t rument  f o r  a u t h o r i t i e s  

ncross  s tn t r l s  and c o n t r a c t  s t o r i e s ,  and l ends  conf idence t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t  from t h e  

mat11 i n s t r ~ ~ m c n t  i s  indeed o  r e s u l t  of t h e  r o l e  r e l a t i o n s  themselves r a t h e r  t han  

i d l o s y n c r n t i c  e lements .  

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
I n s e r t  Tahle  1 0  about  he re .  

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Clvcn t h e  f a i l u r e  of t h e  mental s t a t e  mnnjpula t ion i n  t h i s  v i g n e t t e  we were 

rlnable t o  examine t h e  mental s t a t e - r o l e  i n t e r a c t i o n s  found i n  t h e  main ana lyses .  

We dl11 f i n d ,  I~owcver, t h a t  t h e  h i e ra rchy  v a r i n h l e  ( supe rv i so r  v e r s u s  coworker) had 

a  s ign l f i . can t  e f f e c t  on t h e  "on purpose" mani.pulation check ( r = . 4 3 , ~ < . 0 0 0 1 ) .  The 

a c t o r  wns seen a s  a c t i n g  l e s s  purposively  wl~en Influenced by a  boss  t han  by a  co- 

worker. As t l ~ e  "on purpose" v a r i a b l e  i n  t u rn  c o r r e l n t e d  wi th  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

judgments i n  t h i s  s t o r y ,  In f luence  from au tho r l  t y  p o r t l y  a f f e c t e d  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

through a l t e r i n g  t h e  perceived mental s t a t e  of t h e  a c t o r .  Yet t h e  impact of 

a u t h o r i t y  was not sole ly  due t o  i t s  e f f e c t  on purposiveness .  A path  model 

i nc lud ing  a l l  t h r e e  r o l e - r e l a t e d  v a r i a b l e s  a s  exogenous v a r i a b l e s ,  purposiveness  

a s  endogenous, and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  t h e  dependent v a r i a b l e ,  showed t h a t  t h e  

e f f e c t s  of a l l  t h r e e  exogenous v a r i a b l e s  were e s s e n t i a l l y  unchanged and sti l l  

s i g n i f i c a n t  a s  d i r e c t  paths .  . T h i s  r e s u l t  sugges t s  t h a t  i n f l u e n c e  from an 

a u t h o r i t y  has  two e f f e c t s :  i t  a l t e r s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  by modifying pe rcep t ions  

of t h e  a c t o r ' s  mental s t a t e ,  but  i t  a l s o  a f f e c t s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  by reducing 

t h e  a c t o r ' s  r o l e  o b l i g a t i o n  t o  avoid  misdeeds. Thus t h e  a u t h o r i t y - a c t o r  l i n k  

he re  shows i n t r u i g i n g  p a r a l l e l s  wi th  r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  au tho r i ty -v i c t im  l i n k  

i n  t h e  main a n l y s i s .  In  b o t h ' c a s e s  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t h a t  devolves  on t h e  

a c t o r  is a  func t ion  of both  perceived mental s t a t e  and r o l e  o b l i g a t i o n s  

themselves. 

Conclusions and Suggest ions  f o r  Fu r the r  Researcl~ 

il 
Psycho log i s t s  s i n c e  Jean Pinget  have had what is claimed t o  be a  un ive r sa l  

I model f o r  t h e  human judgment of wrongdoing. Yet t h a t  model i gnores  t h e  s o c i a l  

1 s e t t i n g  of a c t i o n  i n  ' favor  of focus  on t h e  deed i t s e l f - -  i n  p a r t l c u l a r ,  on 

t h e  a c t o r ' s  i n t e n t  and t h e  a c t ' s  consequences. From a  s o c i o l o g i c a l  viewpoint, 

i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  wrongdoing should be o  func t ion  of t h e  s o c i a l  

expec ta t ions  held  f o r  t h e  a c t o r  a s  we l l  a s  t h e  deed performed. These s o c l a l  

expec ta t ions  inc lude  gene ra l i zed  norms f o r  behavlor ,  particularistic considera-  

t i o n s  a r i s i n g  i n  any given s i t u a t i o n ,  and s o c i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  expec ta t ions :  

s o c i a l  r o l e s .  We have argued t h a t  language,  law, and s o c i o l o ~ i c a l  t l ~ e o r y  each 

i n c o r p o r a t e  two fundamental dimensions of s o c i a l  r o l e s  t h a t  may govern responsi-  

b i l i t y  judgments. These dimensions a r e  t h e  h i e ra rchy  of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  - T 



wllctlicr I t  i s  bctr~eerr equa l s  o r  an a u t h o r i t y  and s l rbordinate  - and t h e  s o l i d a r i t y  

o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  - whether i t  i s  between tlrnse bonded by a  s o l i d a r y  s t a t u s  

o r  l inked hy an i m p l i c i t  o r  e x p l i c i t  c o n t r a c t .  Thc p re sen t  paper c o n s t i t u t e d  

a  f i r s t  empir ical  examination of whether r o l e s  a s  well a s  deeds  a r e  c r u c i a l  t o  

r~nders tandlng human r e s p o n s t b i l i t y  judgments. 

Tllc d a t a  s e t ,  a  random sample of t h e  D e t r o i t  S . H . S . A . ,  included responses  

t o  cxpcr lmcntal ly  va r i ed  v i g n e t t e s  about  h.rongdoing i n  everyday l i f e ,  a s  w e l l  a s  

tlre morc formal l ega l  situations of a u t o  nccir lents  and crime. We included v a r i -  

a l l n n s  in tl lc deed performed, tlre t r a d i t i o n a l  pqychological  v a r i a b l e s  of a c t o r ' s  

mental s t a t e  and a c t ' s  consequences; v a r i a t i o n s  jn con tex tua l  a s p e c t s  of t h e  

<lce,l, t h e  a c t o r ' s  pas t  p a t t e r n  of behavior  and t h e  presence of i n f l u e n c e  from 

n n o t l ~ e r  p a r t y ;  and v a r i a t i o n s  i n  t h e  two r o l e  dimensions of h i e ra rchy  and 

so l  l dn r l  t y .  H ~ j s t  of our e x p e c t a t i o n s  about t h c  e f f e c t s  of deed-re la ted v a r i a -  

t i o n s ,  oE r o l e  dfmensions, and t h e  in teract !ons  of t h e  two were confirmed. 

T l ~ c  way ~leccla a f f e c t  j ~ ~ d g m c n t s  of wrongdoi.ng appears  c l e a r - c u t  i n  t h e  

p re sen t  d a t a .  blental s t a t e  o f  t h e  a c t o r  wn.; a  c r i t i c a l l y  important  determinant  

of r c s p o n s i b j l l t y .  The a c t o r ' s  p a s t  p a t t e r n  O F  behavior  was a  s u b s t a n t i a l ,  bu t  

l c s s  Important,  determinant .  A s  p r i o r  developmental d a t a  suggested,  s e v e r i t y  of 

an a c t i o n ' s  consequences had a  t r i v i a l  e f f e c t  on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgments i n  ou r  

ro l e - r e l i t c r l  s t o r l e s ,  and no e f f e c t  on judging e i t h e r  a u t o  a c c i d e n t s  o r  crime 

v l~ :ne t t cn .  F i n a l l y .  i n f l u e n c e  from ano the r  person on t h e  a c t o r  had a  sma l l  

ovc rn l l  e f f e c t  on t h e  a c t o r ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  A s  we p r e d l c t e d ,  however, t h e  

meantnfi and impact of influence from ano the r  dcpendecl on t h e  r o l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

h c t w c c ~ ~  t h e  p a r t i e s  involved.  

Ne argue t h a t  r o l e s  a r c  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  normative c o n t e x t s  f o r  i n t e r p r e t i n g  

a c t i o n s .  nut thcy may have d i r e c t  impact on judgments of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  a s  we l l  

ar; a l t c r lnp ,  t h e  meaning o r  use of deed-re la ted informat ion.  We found main e f f e c t s  

of both  r o l e  dimensions, such tlrnt a u t h o r i t i e s  were held  more r e spons ib l e  than 

equa l s  and persons  i n  c o n t r a c t u a l  r e l a t i o n s  t o  t h e i r  v i c t i m s  more r e spons ib l e  

than those  i n  s t a t u s  r e l a t i o n s .  The e f f e c t  of s o l i d a r i t y  on r e s p o n s i b l i t y  was 

p a r t i c u l a r l y  p o t e n t ,  bu t  we b e l i e v e  t h a t  i t  is due t o  ou r  a t tempt  t o  p re sen t  

" typ ica l "  i n s t a n c e s  of wrongdoing i n  t h e  r o l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  involved.  Tlre 

v ic t ims i n  ou r  a t a t u s r e l a t i o n s h i p  v i g n e t t e s  were t o  some e x t e n t  impl icated i n  

t h e  o n s e t  of t h e  a c t o r ' s  deed,  a s  is  probably t y p i c a l  of wrongdoing between 

those  c l o s e l y  t i e d .  Chi ld  abuse r s ,  w i fe  abuse r s ,  b u l l i e s ,  and t h e  l i k e  o f t e n  

have excuses  t h a t  i nvo lve  t h e  v i c t i m ' s  deeds .  Completely unmotivated o r  unpro- 

voked wrongdoing i n  s o l i d a r y  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  i n  c o n t r a s t ,  would probably evoke 

more s e v e r e  r e s p o n s i b l i t y  judgments and s a n c t i o n s  than those  meted ou t  t o  

a c t o r s  i n  c o n t r a c t u a l  r e l a t i o n s .  Thus t h e  "main e f f e c t s "  of r o l e  t i e s  on 

judgments of wrongdoing a r e  s t i l l  a t  i s s u e .  Fu r the r  examination of norms 

about wrongdoing i n  s t a t u s  r e l a t i o n s  is e s p e c i a l l y  impor t an t ,  

We expected both  r o l e  dimensions t o  i n t e r a c t  wi th  deed-re la ted v a r i a b l e s  i n  

determining r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  We were d i sappo in t ed  i n  t h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  s o l i d a r j t y  

dimension. Only weak evidence emerged t h a t  t h e  kind of t i e  between p a r t i c i p a n t s  

a f f e c t e d  use  of deed-re la ted in fo rma t ion ,  a l though t h a t  evidence involved t h e  

t h e o r e t i c a l l y  c r u c i a l  v a r i a b l e  of t h e  a c t o r ' s  mental  s t a t e .  I i i e r a rc l~y ,  however, 

a l t e r e d  t h e  impact of a l l  t h e  important  deed-re la ted v a r i a b l e s .  Tlre d a t a  support  

ou r  arguments t h a t  a u t h o r i t i e s  and equa l s  a r e  no t  judged by tlre same normative 

model of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  wrongdoing. Being an au t l i o r i t y  c r e a t e s  a n e t  of 

heightened expec ta t ions  about  one 's  behavior  and thus  e s t ab l in l i e s  o b l i g a t i o n s  

over  and above t h e  g e n e r a l  s o c i a l  o b l i g a t i o n s  not  t o  a c t  c a r e l e s s l y  nor t o  i n t en -  

t i o n a l l y  cause  harm. 

Th i s  s e t  of heightened e x p e c t a t i o n s  f o r  a u t h o r i t l e s  had neve ra l  e f f e c t s  i n  

t h e  p re sen t  d a t a .  F i r s t ,  a u t h o r i t i e s  were more r e spons ib l e  than equa l s  f o r  ac t iong)  

of a  g iven degree  of purposiveness .  Second, mentnl s t a t e  informat ion had a  



g r c a t c r  impact or1 Jr~dgrncntr; of m ~ t l r o r i t i c s  than on judgments of equa l s .  Th i s  

c f f c c t .  Irowever, must bc r ~ ~ l d c r s t o o d  i n  l i g h t  of t h e  complex normative r o l e  of 

mcnt-11 s l a t e  Informat ion i n  eva lua t ing  a u t l ~ o r i t l e s .  Elentnl s t a t e ' s  impact on 

tlic r c s p o ~ i s i b i l i t y  o f  cqrlal a c t o r s  can be  l ~ n d e r ~ t o o d  simply a s  impar t ing inform- 

ntlori  n l ~ o u t  Llie a c t o r ' s  purpose and t h e  deed ' s  o v o i d a b i l i t y .  I t s  e f f e c t  is 

e n t i  r c l y  deed - re l a t ed .  But Eor o r ~ t h o r i  t i e s ,  mental s t a t e  informat ion a f f e c t s  

r c s p o n s i b l l l t y  hoth hy a l t e r i n g  pe rcep t ions  of p r~ rpos iveness  o r  a v o i d a b i l i t y  

anrl by d J r c c l l y  affecting t h e  a c t o r ' s  r c s p o ~ i s t b i l i t y .  We i n t e r p r e t  t h i s  d i r e c t  

c f f c c t  ns evldcncc tlrnt n u ~ l r o r l t i e s  have d l f f t ~ s c  r o l e  o b l i g a t i o n s  t h a t  i nc lude  

obl Ign~ lo l rq  Lo hc a t t e n t i v e  t o  t h e  s l t ~ ~ a t l o n  and t o  safeguard t h e  we l f a re  o f  

s ~ ~ l ) o r d l n : ~ ~ c s .  17ul f  I1 lment of s u c l ~  obl ip ,a t Ions  I s  mcaqured i n  p a r t  by t h e  autho-  

r l t y ' s  mental s l a t e  wl~crr Llre deed occurred.  I'htr<l, t h e s e  o b l i g a t i o n s  invo lve  

l e s s  t l ~ n n  In t en t inna l  ac t lo l l .  Where a c t i o n s  were judged a s  purposive  t h e  

- rlormnt lve  naxlel:; f o r  autlinri  t  l e a  and eqrtals converged t o  one based on purposi -  

vcness nl one. 

A I I  a c l o r ' n  p a s t  p a t t e r n  of bclravior,  l i k e  Ills o r  he r  mental  s t a t e ,  r ep re -  

::enled n  c l u e  t o  a  deed ' s  p ~ ~ r p o s i v e n c s s  o r  a v o l d a h i l i t y  when respondents  judged 

cq~rnl  actors;. Tor a r ~ t l ~ o r l t l e s ,  p a s t  p a t t e r n  had an e f f e c t  on r e s p o n s i b l i t y  over  

and nhovc I t s  Impact t l~ror~glr  t h e  purposiveness  nrld a v o i d a b i l i t y  v a r i a b l e s .  We 

np,aln l ~ ~ f c r  t l la t  thin r e f l e c t s  t l ie n u t h o r i t y ' s  r o l e  o b l i g a t i o n s ,  and a  bad p a s t  

p:iltern of bc l~nv ln r  s c n s l t i z c s  ohse rve r s  t l ia t  o l ) l i gn t ions  have no t  been met. 

I:lnnlly. In f luence  from anotlrer person I~ad  no impact on t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

o f  crl~lal a c t o r s .  T t  had a  l a r g e  impact f o r  a ~ r t l r o r i t l e s  i n  c o n t r a c t u a l  r e l a t i o n s  

:~nd n  smnl lcr  one f o r  a u t l r o r i t i c s  i n  s t a t u s  r e l a t i o n s ,  a s  we had p red ic t ed .  

Clvcn tlre Importance o f  c l ~ a l n s  of command In bo rcnuc ra t i c ,  p o l i t i c a l ,  and m i l i t a r y  

I ~ I c r n r c l i l e s .  f u r t h c r  exp lo rn t ion  of how tlie r e s p o n s l b i l i t y  of a u t h o r i t i e s  is 

Suggest ions  f o r  f u r t h e r  r e sea rch .  Seve ra l  important  s t e p s  remain undone i n  

t h e  p re sen t  work. For reasons  of b r e v i t y ,  we have concen t r a t ed  on judgments of 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  wrongdoing. But tlie s a n c t i o n s  t l ia t  respondents  wished t o  

employ a r e  ano the r  a s p e c t  of how humans a s s e s s  wrongdoing; a  paper on t h a t  t o p i c  

i s  i n  p repa ra t ion .  We have a l s o  spoken of "humans" and of "norms" a s  i f  t h c  

humans a r e  u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  and t h e  norms u n i v e r s a l .  Yet a s  any s o c i o l o g i s t  

o r  an th ropo log i s t  would r ep ly ,  perhaps  t h e  normotive s t r u c t u r e  of wrongdoing is 

d i f f e r e n t  f o r  some demograpic groups o r  f o r  some o t h e r  c u l t u r e s .  Within t l l i s  

s o c i e t y ,  i t  i s  important  t o  exp lo re  p o s s i b l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between male and female 

judgments of wrongdoing, f o r  r e c e n t  p sycho log ica l  r e sea rch  sugges t s  t h a t  t l ie 

"male model" r e f l e c t e d  i n  some c u r r e n t  t h e o r i e s  may no t  apply  t o  females (e .g . ,  

Gi l lLgan,  1978; Hoffman, 1975; Sampson, 1978). I t  appears  equa l ly  important  t o  

s ea rch  f o r  s o c i a l  c l a s s  o r  r a c e  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  g iven  evidence t h a t  d ive rgen t  

I 
I s o c i a l i z a t i o n  p r a c t i c e s  a c r o s s  c l a s s e s  and r a c e s  l ead  t o  d i f f e r e n t  models of 

m o r a l i t y  ( e .g . ,  Kerckhoff,  1973; Kohn. 1969). I n  t h e  p re sen t  paper we wished 

t o  a sk  whether t h e r e  was any b e n e f i t  t o  be ob ta ined  from a  roles-and-deeds model 

I of judging wrongdoing; i n  a  f u t u r e  pape r ,  we w i l l  a sk  wlietl~er a l l  p a r t s  of t h a t  
I 

i model hold a c r o s s  important  s o c i a l  c a t e g o r i e s .  

(j 

I A f i n a l  b a r r i e r  i s  c u l t u r e  i t s e l f .  We have explored judgments of wrong- 

i doing i n  a  coun t ry  t h a t  is f d e o l o g l c a l l y  i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c  wi th  regard t n  wrong- 

doing.  To f i n d  e f f e c t s  of r o l e  r e l a t i o n s  on r e s p o n s l b i l i t y  i n  s u c l ~  a  c u l t u r e  

I is t o  f i n d  them i n  a  p l a c e  where t h e  deck fs probably s t acked  i n  f avor  of cleed- 

r e l a t e d  o r  con tex tua l  v a r i a b l e s .  We argue g e n e r a l l y  t h a t  knowledge of r o l e s  and 

knowledge of deeds  a r e  both  c r u c i a l  t o  judging wrongdoing i n  fi c u l t u r e s ,  though 

c u l t u r e s  may d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  emphasize e i t h e r  a c t o r s '  deeds o r  t h e i r  r o l e  oh l ign -  

t i o n s .  Thus we have co l l abo ra t ed  with a  group of Japanese  s c h o l a r s  t o  r e p l i c a t e  
T 

( l l n~ ln i s l~ed  by t h e  i n t c r v e ~ i t t o n  o f  "higher  t r ( r s "  i s  a  key a r e a  f o r  f u r t h e r  s tudy .  



the I)nslc Iletrnit study in Yokol~nma and Kanazawn. .Japan.23 Reports on those data 

sets will al.30 he fortl~cotning; we expect tllem to shnw greater emphasis on role 

relations as normative prlr~clples Ln more ohligntion-orlented Japan. 

Reyot~rl tl~csc ongoing efforts, a varlcty of research opportunities are avail- 

able Lo soctal scientists interested in a more romprehenslve model of how humans 

judge wtoiigdolng. Eletliodologlcnlly, we and otliers should move beyond the limited 

.;Llmull prcscntc(l in tlils study, to find ortt wl~ctlier other role relationships 

Llint nn~l~t to ytcld tlic samc rcsnl~s actually do so. Investigating roles that 

nrc InLcr~ncdlaLc on either tlic liierarcl~y or solidarity dimension is a further 

step. Conccl)t~~:~lly, explorlng tlie tensions in solidary relations where the 

vlcLlm is not imp1 lraled and explorlng in cleptli hnw h~~mnns judge wrongdoing in 

~11alnn of ar~tl~ortty ore Important tasks to whlcl~ we have already alluded. What 

wc I~ope t o  I~nve ql~own 1s tl~nt no mndel of how h~tmans judge wrongdoing can be 

cnml~letc wlthnu~ considering role cxpertations and thelr effects. But we have 

I>cn~tn, n ~ ) l  endc~l. the Invest igatlon of those effects. 

Rroadcr Lniplicntions. If, as it now appears, role expectations play a 

f~nirlnmcnt:~I part In tlre judgment of wrongdojng, they may also have practical 

jmpltcntlotis for snnctioninp, practices. Host ohvlously, many aspects of the 

lcjinl proce!;,;, from jury trials to legfslntive and administrative rule making, 

may I J ~  Influenced by ft~ller consideration of role expectations. Our culture's 

JnLerprctlve ideology of wrongdoing usually rests on what we have called deed- 

rclntcd or contexri~nl factors. Tl~ns the legal model has basically assumed a 

"normal situation" which is contractual and equal. Yet results indicate that 

tl~ls "normal sitr~ntion" is not uniformly transferrable to other role relation- 

sI11ps. IIIC prcqcnce of hierarcliy and tlie presence of status ties fundamentally 

alter rcsponsiblllty judgments. 

All of us are generally aware of this problem, as when we feel. that the law 

does a poor job of settling domestic disputes, or when we feel that bureaucratic 

rules fail to pin responsibility on anyone. But'it is important to move 

beyond this general sense of unease to work toward a deeper understanding of how 

rules and legal institutions function (or should function) when confronting 

different role relationships. 

Finally, at a more theoretical level, studying the impact of roles on 

judgments of wrongdoing should provide a better understanding of roles themselves. 

A role is, ultimately, a set of expectations based upon certain obligations. 

To study the process of holding individuals to account when obligations ore 

breached is to study roles, role boundaries, and the ways in wliicli they mesh to 

form the horizontal and vertical web of society itself. 



I .  In The Moral Judgment of t h e  Ch i ld ,  P i age t  argued t h a t  c h i l d r e n  s h i f t  from 

empl~asis  on t h e  o b j e c t i v e  conqequences of a c t i o n  a s  a  determinant  of i t s  

wrot~p,fulncss t o  emphasis on t h e  a c t o r ' s  s u h j c c t i v e  i n t e n t .  Within psychology, 

moral development has hecome an a r e a  r i c h  i n  r e sea rch  end con t rove r sy  s i n c e  

Pingct  ( s ee ,  c .g . ,  Kohlherg, 1969; Lickona, 1976). For p re sen t  purposes ,  

however, t h c  lmportnncc of PJagc t ' s  c o n t r i b n t i o n  i s  t h a t  i t  cen te red  t h e o r i z i n g  

about  r e s p o n s l b j l i t y  nrotu~d t h e  hoped-for r ~ n i v e r s a l s  of judgments of a c t o r s '  

i n t e n t i o n  and a c t i o n q '  consequences. Research fol lowing from He ide r ' s  (1958) 

elaboration npon P lagc t  has  emphasized r i t h c r  t h e  development of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

j~rrlgrnents i n  c h i l d r e n  ( e .g . .  Sliaw and Sn lzec ,  1964; H a r r i s ,  1977; Fincham and 

.laspars,  forthcoming) o r  a d n l t  judgments of r c s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  a c c i d e n t s ,  w i th  

primary conccrn f o r  Lhc c f l c c t  of s c v e r l t y  of consequences ( e .g . ,  Wa l s t e r ,  

2966; Slr:~vcr, 1970; AkkeJ i n ,  Oakley, and Elynntt, 1979). 

2.  Othcr r ccen t  critiques have begun t o  addres s  t h e  i s s u e s  of whether t h e r e  i s  

a  s l r i g l c  contlnnnm involved and whether t h e r e  is  even a  s i n g l e  under lying 

conccpl o f  r ~ s p o ~ ~ s t b i l i t y  ( e .g . ,  Fishbein  and Ajzen, 1973; Vidmar and 

Critrklaw, 1974: llarvey and Rule. 1978). Yet t h e s e  c r i t i q u e s ,  s ave  t h a t  of 

llnrvcy and Rule, ltavc s ~ i l l  focused on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  a r i s i n g  from t h e  

dccds commltt.cd hy an a c t o r .  llarvey and Rule have begun t o  a rgue  t h a t  

r c spons ih l l  l t y  19 a !nnLLer of "ouglrt6" a s  well a s  a c t i o n s  i n  a  manner s i m i l a r  

t o  Ilnntllton (1978); hut  they have no t  addressed t h e  i s s u e  of whether "oughts" 

a r c  s o c l n l l y  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  by r o l e  positions o r  o t h e r  f a c t o r s .  

3. [n d l a c i ~ s s t n g  t l ~ c  dimcr~sion t h a t  we a c e  c a l l i n g  I t ierarchy,  Brown a c t u a l l y  

n scs  t h e  tcrm s t n t u s .  What he means by s t a t u s ,  however, is c l e a r l y  a u t h o r i t y -  

cqttality-snbnrdinaLion; and we p r e f e r  t o  r e s e r v e  t h e  term s t a t u s  f o r  a  d i f f e r e n t  

d i s t i n c t i o n  d1scur.scd I~cLow. 

4. This  i s  no t  t o  sugges t  t h a t  Japanese  a r e  i n s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e  i s s u e  of s o l i d a r i t y ,  

but  merely t o  emphasize t h a t  t h e i r  language is  r i c h  i n  terms Eor h i e ra rchy .  

As an  example of t h e i r  u se  of s o l i d a r i t y  informat ion,  t h e  Japanese  use  fou r  

ve rbs  t h a t  t r a n s l a t e  i n t o  t h e  Engl ish  ve rb  " to  give ."  These fou r  verbs  

r e f l e c t  both t h e  h i e ra rchy  of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between g i v e r  and r e c e i v e r  and 

t h e i r  pe r sona l  c lo seness  o r  d i s t a n c e .  G i f t  g iv ing  is an  extremely important  

a s p e c t  of Japanese  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s .  

5. For example, s t r i c t  l i a b i l i t y  s t anda rds  have been adopted a g n i n s t  employers 

i n  t h e  a r e a  of workman's i n j u r i e s  and a g a i n s t  manufacturers  and r e t a i l e r s  i n  

t h e  a r e a  of l i a b i l i t y  f o r  p roduc t s  t h a t  c o n t a i n  d e f e c t s .  In  g e n e r a l ,  t h e  c i v i l  

du ty  people  have t o  each o t h e r  is  i n  p a r t  determined by t h e  power and lo r  

a u t h o r i t y  t hey  have over  each o t h e r  ( s e e  Green, 1930) .  A s  Marshal l  Slrapo 

n o t e s  i n  a  r e c e n t  work, " ana lys i s  based on power provides  a most s a t i s f a c t o r y  

framework f o r  t o r t  ques t ions  of du ty ,  .." (1977 :x i i i ) .  For him power means 

d i f f e r e n t  ways i n  which people  e x e r c i s e  c o n t r o l  of o t h e r s '  d e s t i n y  i n  

p a r t i c u l a r  t r a n s a c t i o n s  o r  c i rcumstances .  

6. A r e c e n t  s o c i o l o g i c a l  con t rove r sy  has  concerned p o t e n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  hetween 

c r i m i n a l  o f f e n s e s  among a s s o c i a t e s  ve r sus  s t r a n g e r s  (e .g . ,  Black, 1976, 1979; 

Got t f redson and Hindelang, 1979, a , b ) .  Both s i d e s  of t h e  controversy a'gree, 

however, t h a t  l e g a l  process ing o f  o f f e n s e s  w i th in  t h e  bounds of family  o r  
i 

f r i e n d s h i p  may n o t  occur  because p a r t i c i p a n t s  themselves do no t  s e e  i t  a s  

a  ma t t e r  f o r  t h e  law. 

7. To c i t e  a  qua in t  v e r s i o n  of t h i s  l e g a l  concern,  t h e  judge i n  t h e  o l d  c a s e  of 

R i t t e r  v. R i t t e r  (31  Pa. 396 (1958)) argued:  "The flames which litigation 

would k i n d l e  on t h e  domest ic  hea r th  would consume i n  an i n s t a n t  t h e  con juga l  

bond, and b r ing  on a  new e r a  indeed -- an e r a  of u n i v e r s a l  d i s c o r d ,  of 

u n c h a s t i t y ,  of bas t a rdy ,  of d i s s o l u t e n e s s ,  of v io l ence ,  c r u e l t y ,  and murders." 

More r e c e n t  c a s e s  involving in t r a - f ami ly  t o r t s  have adopted a  much more open 9 



posture .  o f t e n  on t h e  theory t h a t  s e r i o u s  t o r t s  themselves e f f e c t i v e l y  

d i s s o l v e  t h e  conjugal  bond, and tllus t h e r e  i s  nothing l e f t  f o r  t h e  l e g a l  

process  t o  des t roy .  

8.  We s l ~ o u l d  emphasize t h a t  we conceive  of both h i e ra rchy  and s o l i d a r i t y  a s  

dtmcnsions r a t h e r  tllnn dichotomies;  we a r e  simply examining i d e a l - t y p i c a l  

extremes i n  t h e  p re sen t  s tudy  i n  o r d e r  t o  determine t h e  u s e f u l n e s s  of t h e  

d t m ~ n s i o n s .  A nr~mber of s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  wo111d obviously  be in t e rmed ia t e  

betwecr~ t h e  ones  we llave looked a t  on one o r  both dimensions. The 

t eac l~c r - s tuden t  t i e ,  f o r  example. is probably in t e rmed ia t e  i n  s o l i d a r i t y  

t l ~ r o u g l ~ o u t  t h e  l i f e  c y c l e  and changes in  i t s  r i g i d i t y  of h i e ra rchy  wi th  

tl le s t u d e n t ' s  age .  

The o v e r a l l  typology t h a t  r e s u l t s  is  most c l o s e l y  s i m i l a r  

t o  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  made by P e t e r  n lau (1964) i n  Exchange and Power i n  

Soc la l  L i f e .  Blau d i s t i n g u i s h e d  between s i t u a t i o n s  of i n t r i n s i c  v e r s u s  -- 
c x t r i i ~ s i c  exchange and between r e c i p r o c a l  v e r s u s  u n i l a t e r a l  t r a n s a c t i o n s .  

Tn speaking of h i e r a r c l ~ y  and t i e s  In s t ead  of power and exchange, we hope 

t o  s~~bsr lme R l a ~ l ' s  d J s t i n c t i o n s  and add a s l t g l ~ t l y  d i f f e r e n t  emphasis.  

, Obviously, a  I ~ l e r a r c h y  of a u t h o r i t y  ve r sus  a  s i t u a t i o n  of e q u a l i t y  i s  

s l m t l n r  t o  what Blau c a l l e d  power ve r sus  exchange. Fu r the r ,  what we c a l l  

n  c o n t r a c t  r e t a t t o n s h i p  i s  l i k e l y  t o  be c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by e x t r i n s i c  exchange, 

In w l ~ i c l ~  p a r t i e s  s e e  e a c l ~  o t h e r  a s  meoris toward ends. A s t a t u s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

is  l l k e l y  t o  be c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by i n t r i n s i c  exchange, i n  which t h e  p a r t i e s  

va lue  t h e  cxcl~ange i t s e l f .  Dyadic exchange may be a p t l y  cha rac t e r i zed  by 

B l n ~ l ' s  I ahc l s .  Respons ib i l i t y ,  however. i s  a d i f f e r e n t  s to ry .  The 

a l l o c a t i o n  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  fundamentally r c s t s  on t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of t h i r d  

p n r t i c s :  o t h e r  people wl~ose e x p l i c i t  o r  i m p l i c i t  expec ta t ions  he lp  t o  

dcf111c t l ~ e  obl Iga t ions  of t h e  a c t o r s .  For example. t o  be  an  a u t h o r i t y  you 

need n  suhordtnate-- hut  yo11 a l s o  need some o t h e r  person o r  persons  who 

d e f i n e  you a s  t h e  a u t h o r i t y ,  i f  on ly  t o  en fo rce  s a n c t i o n s  when c a l l e d  f o r .  

Thus Blau 's  d i s t i n c t i o n s  embody much o f  t h e  s o c i a l  psychological  con ten t  

of t h e  r e l a t i o n s  we a r e  cons ide r ing .  The d i s t i n c t i o n s  we suggest  h e r e  a r e  

an  a t t empt  t o  b e t t e r  c a p t u r e  t h e  s o c i a l  enforcement of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

9. We a l s o  s p l i t  t h e  in t e rv i ew t ime of t h e  D.A.S. w i th  ano the r  p r o j e c t  concerned 

wi th  a t t i t ude -behav io r  cons i s t ency .  The i r  p a r t ,  a p p r o x i m t e l y  20 minutes '  

worth of m a t e r i a l  on t e l e v i s i o n  watching p re fe rences ,  preceded our  own. 

Although a  few of t h e i r  i tems d e a l t  w i th  " p o l i c e  and crime" shows, and one 

i tem asked whether t h e r e  was too much v io l ence  on T.V., we s e r i o u s l y  doubt 

t h a t  t h e s e  ques t ions  would have any s e n s i t i z i n g  e f f e c t .  g lven t h a t  they were 

enbedded i n  a  t o t a l  of 49 i tems r e l a t e d  t o  T.V. Fu r the r ,  any such e f f e c t  

would presumably be s t r o n g e s t  f o r  t h e  i n i t i a l  s t o r y  heard,  and ou r  La t in  

Square des ign  ensured t h a t  each s t o r y  would be heard f i r s t  an approximately  

equa l  number of t imes .  

10. I n  n e i t h e r  t h e  c r ime  no r  t h e  acc iden t  d i d  we vary o t h e r ' s  i n f luence ,  a s  t h a t  

would r e p r e s e n t  on ly  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  l e s s  i n t e r e s t i n g  c a s e  of coe rc ion .  

I n  t h e  cr ime s t o r y ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  we va r i ed  mental s t a t e ,  consequences, end 

p a s t  p a t t e r n  of behavior .  Two a u t o  a c c i d e n t s  were a c t u a l l y  used,  a l t e r n a t e d  

i n  t h e  computer gene ra t ion  of q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  s o  t h a t f i ' s  f o r  t h e  two were 

approximately  equal .  One a c c i d e n t  examined t h e  s t anda rd  v a r i a b l e s  of mental  

s t a t e ,  consequences, and p a s t  p a t t e r n .  In  t h e  o t h e r  a c c i d e n t ,  we r ep laced  

p a s t  p a t t e r n  wi th  v a r i a t i o n  i n  t h e  s o c i a l  s t a t u s  of t h e  a c t o r .  Th i s  was 

done i n  p a r t  because t h e  b a s i c  des ign was t o  be r e p l i c a t e d  by a  group of 

Japanese co l l eagues  on a  Yokohama a r e a  sample, and both r e sea rch  groups 

were i n t e r e s t e d  i n  exp lo r ing  t h e  e f f e c t s  of a c t o r s '  gene ra l  s o c i a l  s t a t u s  

on r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  judgments. 

11. Although consequence s e v e r i t y  might no t  have a  powerful impact on 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  wrongdoing, a s  p rev ious  r e sea rch  sugges t s ,  l e g a l  t heo ry  

and p r a c t i c e  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  it may have a  more po ten t  impact on punishment 



c l ~ o i c e s .  The p re sen t  des jgn a l lows  u s  t o  examine e f f e c t s  of a l l  v a r i a b l e s  on 

p ~ ~ n i s l ~ m c n t  a s  wcl l  a s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  although space  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  

prcclude d i scuss ion  of punishment i n  t h e  p re sen t  paper.  

12. In t h e  equa l  s t a t u s  s t o r y ,  where a  twin harmed h i s  b ro the r ,  t h e  o t h e r  

p a r t j c i p a n t  was a  f r i e n d ;  i n  t h e  e q l ~ a l  c o n t r a c t  s t o r y ,  where a  salesman 

so ld  n  customcr a  d e f e c t i v e  c a r ,  t h e  o t t ~ c r  was a  f e l l o w  salesman; i n  t h e  

a u t h o r i t y  s t a t u s  s t o r y ,  wlrcre a  mother harmed her  c h i l d ,  t h e  o t h e r  was 

t h c  f a t h e r ;  and i n  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  c o n t r a c t  s t o r y ,  where a  foreman's d i s r e g a r d  

Fnr f iafe ty  Led t o  a  worker 's i n j u r y ,  t h e  o t h e r  was t h e  foreman's boss. Note 

t h a t  i t  mlght he argued t h a t  a  huobnnd-wife r e l n t i o n  is a c t u a l l y  a  

symmetrical. one i n  t h i s  c u l t u r e .  llowevcr, i t  is ques t ionab le  t h e  e x t e n t  

t o  wl~lch t h i s  is t r u e  a c r o s s  a l l  c l a s s  and s u h c l ~ l t r r r a l  boundriea. In  a d d i t i o n .  

t h e  s tudy was a l s o  being conducted i n  Japan,  and even tua l  comparisons 

hctwccn views of sex r o l e s  i n  t h e  two c o u n t r i e s  were of i n t e r e s t  t o  t h e  

two c o l l a b o r n t i n g  r e sea rch  teams. We s h a l t  p re sen t  f u r t h e r  d a t a  below 

from an ndd i t i ona l  s t o r y  t o  b o l s t e r  argument? i n v o l i i n g  s t a t u s  a u t h o r i t y  

ve r sus  c o n t r a c t  a u t h o r i t y  i n  l i g h t  of p o s s i b l e  c r i t i q u e s  t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  

a r c  d r ~ c  t o  n  wenk man ip r~ la t ion  of a r ~ t h o r l t y  In  t h e  s t a t u s  s e t t i n g .  

13. Tt would nppear tl lnt a  more n a t u r a l  m3nipulntjon check f o r  a  good ve r sus  bad 

p a s t  p a t t e r n  of heh7vior wo111d be a  ques t ion  t h a t  asked how l i k e l y  t h e  

a c t o r  vas  t o  do a  s i m i l a r  a c t  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  Ilowever, t h e  answer t o  such 

a  q ~ ~ c s t i o l i  is  confounded by t h e  p o s s i b l e  e f f e c t s  of s a n c t i o n s  on f u t u r e  

a c t i o n .  In  tl ic cr ime s t o r y ,  f o r  example, t h e  a c t o r  might n o t  r e p e a t  a  

had a c t i o n  becnuse jmprisonmcnt would prcvcnt  h i s  doing so. Even i n  t h e  

l e s s  extreme r o l e  r e l a t i o n  s t o r i e s .  s anc t ionq  might s e r v e  e i t h e r  t o  t each  

t h e  o f f c n d c r  o r  t o  prevent  t h e  o f f ende r  from a c t i n g  s i m i l a r l y  aga in .  Thus 

t h e  most nppropr in t e  mnnlpula t ion check appeared t o  be a n  i tem t h a t  asked 

f o r  a  Rayestnn- l lkc  p r i o r  p r o b a b i l i t y  of t h e  act ion--  i . e . ,  whether it 

was p r c d i c t a h l e  o r  not  p r e d l c t a h l c  gtvcn what was known about  t h e  a c t o r .  

13a. As has  been noted i n  a  p r i o r  paper (Hamilton, 1978) ,  we wish t o  s t r e s s  

t h a t  s t r i ngency  i n  s t anda rds  of l i a b i l i t y  i s  not  n e c e s s a r i l y  accompanied 

by a c t u a l  s t r i ngency  i n  s anc t ion ing .  Although a u t h o r i t i e s  may be 

normat ively  bound t o  higher ,  obl igat ion-based s t anda rds ,  t h e r e  i s  an 

excape-hatch involved i n  such s t anda rds .  J u s t  a s  i t  may be d i f f i c u l t  

t o  s ay  when they have been met, i t  is correspondingly  d i f f i c ~ ~ l t  t o  say 

when they have been s e r i o u s l y  v i o l a t e d .  A u t h o r i t a t i v e  jobs  may be 

accompanied by a  g r e a t  expansion i n  autonomously c o n t r o l l e d  time, i n  

t h e  sense  of t ime be fo re  one is c a l l e d  on t h e  c a r p e t  f o r  nonperformance. 

Fu r the r ,  such jobs  a r e  accompanied by d i f f u s e ,  occupant-control led  

boundar ies  between work time and "time o f f . "  F i n a l l y ,  t he  s t anda rds  

themselves may be i n h e r e n t l y  s l i p p e r y  ones  of a  mora l i t y  of a s p t r a t i o n  

( F u l l e r ,  1964), such t h a t  we a r e  more comfor table  i n  p r a i s i n g  c l e a r  

achievement than i n  blaming f a i l u r e .  What a u t h o r i t a t i v e  r o l e s  t hus  

gua ran tee  is increased freedom of a c t i o n  r a t h e r  t han  improved behavior 

by a c t o r s .  

14. Note t h a t  we have thus  pu l l ed  a p a r t  two concepts  t h a t  a r e  combined i n  

He ide r ' s  no t ion  of t h e  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  l e v e l  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a t t r i b u t i o n .  

Th i s  p u l l i n g  a p a r t  i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of l e g a l  handl ing of neg l igence ,  

however, i n  t h a t  s imple  negl igence is  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from rcck le s sness  i n  

a  v a r i e t y  of s e t t i n g s .  Recklessness  shades  over  i n t o  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  i n  

l e g a l  r u l e s ,  a s  w e l l ,  such t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between p re sen t ing  r e c k l e s s  

a c t s  f o r  a u t h o r i t i e s  and i n t e n t i o n a l  a c t s  f o r  equa l s  is  probably no t  a s  

g r e a t  a s  i t  might seem. Legal r u l e s  such a s  fe lony murder s t a t u t e s ,  f o r  

example, r e s t  on t h e  r e c k l e s s n e s s  of engaging i n  a  f e lony  t h a t  might l ead  

t o  l o s s  of 1 i f e . f o r  t h e  v i c t im .  Har t  (1968) d l s c u s s e s  t h i s  i s s u e  i n  terms 

of t h e  concept  of ob l ique  in t en t ion - -  obviously  a  ph i lo soph ica l  cousin  of 

T 
s imple  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y .  



15. The v i c t im ' s  involvement i n  each of t h e s e  s t o r i e s  might be  of i n t e r e s t  i n  

e v n l t ~ a t i n g  r e s u l t s .  I n  t h e  equa l  s t a t ~ ~ s  s t o r y ,  t h e  b r o t h e r s  were p l ay ing  

baseba l l  w i th  a  f r i e n d .  E i t h e r  B i l l y ,  t h e  p r o t a g o n i s t ,  o r  t h e  f r i e n d  

(when o t l ~ e r ' s  i n f l u e n c e  vns  in t rod l~ced)  decided t h a t  i t  was B i l l y ' s  t u r n  

a t  ba t .  B i l l y  grabhcd t h e  ba t  and t h e  b ro the r s  began f i g h t i n g .  The 

b r o t l ~ c r  was then h i t  w i th  t h e  b a t ;  t h e  h i t  was desc r ibed  a s  a c c i d e n t a l  

i n  t h e  low i n t e n t i o n  cond i t i ons .  B i l l y  llad e i t l l e r  o f t e n  o r  r a r e l y  g o t t e n  

i n t o  f l g h t s  be fo re .  I n  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  qtnt r ts  s t o r y ,  a  four-year-old 

clrild was c ry ing  and wouldn't  s l e e p .  The c h i l d ' s  mother e i t h e r  went i n  

t o  q r ~ l e t  him o r  was t o l d  by t h e  f a t l ~ e r  t o  do s o  (when o t h e r ' s  i n f l u e n c e  

was in t roduced) .  The c h i l d  e i t h e r  s t rugg led  in  her  arms and s l i pped .  

I ~ i t t i n ~  a  c h a i r  (low i n t e n t i o n )  o r  was shoved i n t o  t h e  c h a i r  (h igh  i n t e n t i o n ) .  

111 e i t h e r  ca se ,  t h e  c h i l d  was h u r t  on t h e  c h a i r .  The mother was desc r ibed  

a s  e i t l ~ e r  f r equen t ly  o r  r a r e l y  g e t t i n g  angry a t  he r  c h i l d .  Thus i n  both  

s t o r i e s  t h e  v i c t im  played some r o l e  i n  i n t t i a t i n g  t h e  a c t o r ' s  deed, a l t hough  

only  t o  a  degree  t h a t  we E e l t  was r e a l i s t i c  i n  i n t roduc ing  s t o r i e s  about  

I n t r a - f a m i l i a l  harmdoing. 

16. We had no f i rm  p red ic t ione  about  i n t e r a c t i o n s  of consequences s e v e r i t y  

wit11 t h e  r o l e  dimensions, a s  p r i o r  r e s u l t s  f o r  consequence s e v e r i t y  

fit~ggestcd t h a t  i t  might p l ay  on ly  n  weak r o l e  i n  determining r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

I f  d l f f e r e n t i a l  e fCcc t s  were t o  emergc, we f e l t  t h a t  they would most 

p lnus lb ly  invo lve  more emphaois on consequences i n  t h e  non-role  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

s e t t l ~ l g s  of t h e  a u t o  acc iden t  and cr lme s t o r i e s .  

17. Po r t  o f  an a u t h o r i t y ' s  r o l e  o b l t g a t i o r ~ ,  f o r  example, might be t o  e x e r c i s e  

a  l ~ i a l ~  dcgrece  of f o r e s i g h t  i n  ove r see ing  even t s  o r  t h e  a c t i o n s  of o t h e r s .  

Evldcncc t h a t  t h e  a c t o r  d i d  no t  e x e r c i s e  f o r e s i g h t  i s  t h u s  in fo rma t ive  

regarding both t h e  a u t h o r i t y ' s  mental s taLe per  s e  and t h e  a u t h o r i t y ' s  

f.li111t-e Lo I lve up Lo r o l c  demnnds. 

18. Two somewhat weaker t r e n d s  a r e  ev iden t  f o r  consequence s e v e r i t y  and o t h e r ' s  

i n f luence .  Most s t r i k i n g l y ,  h ighe r  l e v e l s  of mental s t a t e  always produced 

pe rcep t ions  o f  g r e a t e r  consequence seve r i ty ,  sugges t ing  t h a t  more i n t e n t i o n a l  

a c t i o n s  l e a d s  t o  a  g l o b a l  eva lua t ion  of t h e  event  a s  worse. There was a l s o  

a  weaker t r end  f o r  consequences o f g r e a t e r  s e v e r i t y  t o  be judged a s  more 

avo idab le  (though on ly  i n  t hose  s t o r i e s  where a v o i d a b i l i t y  was r a t e d  a s  

q u i t e  h igh) .  O the r ' s  i n f luence ,  which had no manipula t ion check of i t s  

own, had d i f f u s e  but  c o n s i s t e n t  e f f e c t s  on t h e  checks  f o r  t h e  o t h e r  items. 

I f  i n f l u e n c e  from ano the r  was p r e s e n t ,  t h e  a c t i o n  tended t o  be eva lua t ed  

a s  l e s s  purposive ,  and l e s s  p r e d i c t a b l e .  

19.  The conven t iona l  a n a l y s i s  s t r a t e g y f o r  anovades igns  i s  t o  use  t h e  C u l l y s a t u r a t e d  

model. We a l s o  repeated t h e  ana lyses  u s ing  on ly  those  e f f e c t s  t h a t  were 

s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  a n a l y s i s  and found e s s e n t i a l l y  i d e n t i c a l  

c o e f f i c i e n t s .  (Given t h a t  c e l l  n's were unequal ,  i t  was p o s s i b l e  t h a t  

r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  s a t u r a t e d  and unsa tu ra t ed  models would d i f f e r ,  i n d i c a t i n g  

t h a t  some r e s u l t s  were confounded by uneven d i s t r i b u t i o n  of c a s e s  among 

c e r t a i n  c e l l s . )  

19a.  Note t h a t  t h e  "Avold" v s r l a b l e  i s  dlc l~otomous,  and t h e r e f o r e  t e c h n i c a l l y  

should no t  be used a s  an  endogamous v a r i a b l e .  Ilowever, use of "Purpose" 

a lone  would l ead  t o  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  conc lus ions  r ega rd ing  t h e  use of mental 

s t a t e  informat ion given the  d i f f e r e n c e s  between s t o r i e s  f o r  equa l s  nnd 

a u t h o r i t i e s .  Therefore  we chose  t o  i nc lude  both  manipula t ion checks  n s  

a  b e t t e r  r e f l e c t i o n  of t h e  t r u e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i n  t hese  dn ta .  I n  a d d l t i o n ,  

i n  t h e s e  f i g u r e s  we have omit ted the  two-headed arrow between t h e  Purpose 

and Avoid v a r i a b l e s  t o  s imp l i fy  r ead ing  the  models, a s  t h a t  arrow i s  

t h e o r e t i c a l l y  u n i n t e r e s t i n g .  The c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  LWO is on ly  .25, 

s o  t h a t  m u l t j c o l l i n e a r i t y  does  not  t h r e a t e n  any conclus lona drawn. 
9 

20. The d i r e c t  path  from mental s t a t e  w i th  purposiveness  nnd a v o i d a b i l i t y  c o n t r o l l e d  



n ~ l g l ~ t  secm t o  b e ' a n  rxld e n t t t y .  We ~ 1 1 n l J  shnw below, however,  t h a t  i t  r e s u l t s  

From e x p e c t e d  d i f f e r e n c e s  between s t o r i e s  w i t h  e q u a l  and  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  

a c t o r s .  

21. T a b l e  3  a l s o  i n d i c a t e d  f o u r  o t h e r  s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s :  a n  i n t e r a c t i o n  

of  h i e r a r c h y  and s o l i d a r i t y ;  a  three-way i n t e r a c t i o n  o f  consequences ,  

o t h e r ' s  i n f l u e n c e  and h i e r a r c h y ;  and o n e  foc~r-way and o n e  five-way 

i n t e r a c t i o n .  A l l  of  t h e s e  e f f e c t s  were  s m a l l  and u n s t a b l e  a c r o s s  

r e p l i c a t i o n s  a s  w e l l  a s  b e i n g  u n p r e d i c t e d .  They c a n ,  t h e r f o r e ,  s a f e l y  

bc i g n o r e d .  They s e r v e  t o  i l l u s t r a t e  t h a t  u s e  of  m u l t i p l e  o b s e r v a t i o n s  

from r e s p o n d e n t s  w i t h o u t  a  c o n t r o l  s t r a t e g y  s u c h  a s  t h e  r e p l i c a t i o n  o n e  

used h c r c  c a n  produce  r e s u l t s  t h a t  wouLd n o t  p r o v e  t o  b e  s t a b l e  a c r o s s  

s t u d i e s .  

22.  A s  o n e  would e x p e c t ,  t h e  m a i l b a c k  r e s p o n d e n t s  were  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more 

l  i k c l y  t o  be whl te .  f e m a l e ,  and h i g h l y  e d u c a t e d  t h a n  was t h e  o v e r a l l  

snmplc.  They a r e  t h u s  more s i m i l a r  b o t h  t o  s u r v e y  q u o t a  s a m p l e s  and t o  

t h c  c o l l c g c  s u b j e c t  p o o l s  o f  o t h e r  s t u d i e s  t h a n  a r e  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  t a k e n  

a s  a  whole.  Yet m a i l b a c k  r e s p o n d e n t s  d i d  n o t  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from 

n o n r c s p o n d e n t s  i n  t h e i r  r e a c t i o n s  t o  t h e  s t o r i e s  i n  t h e  main d e s i g n ,  and 

s o  t h c i r  answers  t o  t h e  m a i l b a c k  s t o r y  a r e  n o t  l i k e l y  t o  d i f f e r  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  

from t h o s c  t h a t  would be produced by t h e  whole sample.  I n f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  

r s l~olc  sample.  o f  c o u r s e ,  i s  n e v e r t h e l e s s  unwarranted .  

23. 'Tl~c p r o j e c t  110s i n v o l v e d  c o l l a b o r a r l o n  w i t h  an  i n t e r d i s c i p l i n a r y  team o f  

.Jnpnncsc . ;cholars  s i n c e  t h e  f a l l  o f  1976. I n i t i a l  p l a n s  f o r  t h e  D.A.S. were  

mndc a f t e r  c o n s u l t n t i o n  w i t h  P r o f e s s o r  Yoko Ilosoi and i t e m s  were developed 

w l t l ~  fccdh;~ck  Crom h e r  and P r o f e s s o r ?  Z e n s ~ t k e  l s l ~ i m u r a  and Kazuhiko Tokoro.  

I ) ~ ~ r l n r :  t h e  c o u r s e  o f  p l n n n l n g  t h e  Yokol~nmn s t u d y ,  t h e  J a p a n e s e  g r o u p  expanded 

L O  I n c l ~ t c l e  P r o f e s s o r s  Nozomu M a t s u h a r a ,  Nohrll~o Tomita ,  and Tsuyochi  Kato ,  

nlld Dr. l l a r ~ l o  N l s l r i e ~ t r a .  T l ~ c  J a p a n e s e  r e s e n r c h  g r o u p ' s  p l a n s  f o r  t h e  Kanazawa 

: ; L I I ~ ~ ,  In t u r n .  wcre made a f t e r  c o n s u l t a t i o t l  wltl l  u s .  
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T a b l e  1 

Summary o f  t h e  s t u d y  d e s i g n .  

E q u a l i t y  

H i e r a r c h y  
between 

Actor-Victim 

A u t h o r i t y  

S o l i d a r i t y  between Actor -Vic t im 

S t a t u s  
R e l a t i o n s h i p  

C o n t r a c t  
Rela t i o n s h i p  

WINS 

V a r i a t i o n s  i n :  

Menta l  S t a t e  
Consequences 
P a s t  P a t t e r n  
O t h e r ' s  I n f l u e n c e  

MOTHER-CHILD 

V a r i a t i o n s  i n :  

Mental  S t a t e  
Consequences 
P a s t  P a t t e r n  
O t h e r ' s  I n f l u e n c e  

SELLER-BUYER 

V a r i a t i o n s  i n :  

Mental  S t a t e  
Consequences 
P a s t  P n t t e r n  
O t h e r ' s  I n i l u e l ~ c c  

BOSS-WORKER 

V a r i a t i o n s  i n :  

Mental  S t a t e  
Consequences 
P a s t  P a t t e r n  
O t h e r ' s  I n f l u e n c e  



TABLE 2 (continued) 

Mental State Past Pattern Consequences Otl~er'a lnfluencc 
Ef Fccts of expcrlmentol manJ pulnttons OII rnariiprllnt Ion checks by story .a 

D )  !%qUol /status 
Purposiveness 

Mental State Post Pattern Consequences Other's Influence 
-- 

- 8.00~ - 2 .8lc .05 - .15 

.30 .I1 - .OO .01 

Avoidability 

x2 
Y 

Predictability 

x2 
Y 

1'rodlctnbl.l lty 

x 2 
Seriousness 

t - - 2.88 - 3.53d -7.46e -1.96 

r .ll .14 .28 .08 
Ser ln~~sness 

t - 
Mental State Past Pattern Consequences Otl~er's Influence 

Purposiveness 

t - 
r 

Avoidability 

x 

Mental State Past Pattern Consequences Other's Influence 

Y 
Predictability 

x 
Y 

Seriousness 

...,, , .:.. ,-... < &-,+ > ,-. -,; .,?:: PT-------'---. , ..- .,.,,., ..... . I .  . a , . . .  * , .. .. -----, 
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Table 3 

6 
..Analysis of va r iance  f o r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y :  Summary o f ' s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s  from sa tu ra ted  (2 ) model f o r  

extended f i l e  p lus  c o e f f i c i e n t s  from quasi-independent r e p l i ~ a t i o n s . ~  

Ef fec t  

Mental S t a t e  (M) 

Consequences (C) 

Pas t  P a t t e r n  (P) 

Other 's  Inf luence (0) 

Hierarchy (HI 

S o l i d a r i t y  (S) 

W x H  

O x H  

H x S  

M x C x S  

c x o x s  

C X P X H X S  

C x P x O x H x S  

Extended F i l e  Replicat ions:  Unstandardized Coef f ic ien t s  
Uns tandardized 

d . f .  F c o e f f i c i e n t  1 2 3 4 

1 127 Se .63 .70 -39 .77 .61 

1 5.7 .13 .01 .03 .30 .22 
b 

1 2 8 . 0 ~  .30 .27 .51 .21 .28 

1 7.6' -.I5 -.I3 -.I2 -.I2 -.22 

1 72.ze -.48 -.45 -.51 -.46 -.52 

1 162 .ae .72 .77 .77 .84 .44 

1 13. 6* -.21 -.22 -.21 - . I3  -.25 

1 13.9 .21 .02 .12 .40 .32 
d 

1 7.7C -.I6 -.09 -.25 -.05 -.L4 

1 6 . 0 ~  - -14 -.I6 .04 -.I8 -.I5 

1 4 . 0 ~  -.I1 - .05 -.09 -.21 -.04 

1 5.bb .13 .01 .16 .16 .09 

1 4 . 1  .11 .21 .25 -.I3 .11 b 

Error 2551 

Grand Mean = 8.29 (Responsibi l i ty  v a r i a b l e  recoded t o  1-  m- 11 from 0 - t o -  10 o r i g i n a l  s c a l e  f o r  
computational convenience.) 

a)  The independent v a r i a b l e s  ve re  entered a s  the  fo l lov ing  contrast-coded e f f e c t s :  Mental S ta te ,  lov-high; 
Consequences, mild-severe; Pas t  Pa t t e rn ,  good-bad; Other 's  Influence, absent-present; Hierarchy, equal- 
au thor i ty ;  and So l ida r i ty ,  s t a tus -con t rac t .  The unstandardized c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  these main e f f e c t s  and 
a l l  i n t e r a c t i o n s  compare means a g a i n s t  "high" c e l l s .  Thus they should be doubled i n  s i z e  t o  ob ta in  the 
o v e r a l l  e f f e c t  f o r  each var iab le .  

b) p  5.05 
c )  P c . O l  
d )  p I .001  
e )  p5 .0001  



T a b l e  5 

T a b l e  4  

I n t e r a c t i o n  of m e n t a l  s t a t e ,  s o l i d a r i t y ,  and consequences :  E f f e c t s  o n  
n t t r i b r ~ t e d  r c s p o n s l b l l l t y  i n  e x t e n d e d  f i l e  a n a l y ~ i s . ~  

Consequences : 

tl l  l d  S e v e r e  

Elental  S t a t c  

n l l r " r L t y  C o n t r n c t  1 ~ ~ 1 -  9.57 1 8 . 6 4  1-1 
(334) (327) (325) (324) 

Elental. S t a t e - S o l i d n r  l t y  i n t c r n c t i o n ,  mi1.d c o ~ i s e ~ ~ i e n c e s :  

F( l .1308)  = . 4 4 ,  11.s. 

l l c ~ ~ t a l  StnLe-Sol. ideri . ty i n t c r n c t i o n ,  s e v e r c  coljscqlrenccs: 

F( l . . l298)  - 8 . 8 0 ,  = .003. 

a )  C c l l s  c o n t a i n  mcnn s c o r e  f o r  responsibility, r a n g i n g  from 1 ( n o t  a t  a l l  
r e ~ p o n s l b l e )  t o  I1 ( f u l l y  r e s p o n s i b l e ) ;  i t  was r r s c a l e d  from o r i g i n a l  
0-to-10 s c a l e  f o r  c o m p u t n t i o ~ ~ a l  convenience .  C e l l  2's a r e  p r e s e n t e d  
i n  p n r e n t l ~ e s e s  helow means. 

I n t e r a c t i o n  of  m e n t a l  s t a t e  and h i e r a r c h y :  E f f e c t s  on a t t r i b u t e d  r e s p o n s L b i l i t y  
(Resp.) and p u r p o s i v e n e s s  ( P u r p . )  i n  e x t e n d e d  f i l e  a n a l y s i s . '  

Menta l  S t a t e  

5 .98  
Equal 

(660) (654) 

Low High 

Resp Purp  

2 .59  
Unequal 

(661) (666)  

Resp Purp  

H i e r a r c h y  

a) C e l l s  c o n t a i n  means f o r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  r a n g i n g  from '1 ( n o t  a t  a l l  
r e s p o n s i b l e )  t o  11 ( f u l l y  r e s p o n s i b l e ) ;  and f o r  p u r p o s i v e n e s s ,  r a n g i n g  
from l ( d i d n l t  mean t o )  t o  11 ( d i d  o n  p u r p o s e ) .  Both v a r i a b l e s  were 
r e s c a l e d  from o r i g i n a l  0-to-10 s c a l e s  f o r  c o m p u t a t ~ o n a l  convenience .  
N's f o r  b o t h  v a r i a b l e s  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  i n  parentheses below means. 

1 

~ e s p  Purp  R e v  Purp I 



Table  6  
Table  6  ( con ' t )  

EfCccts of mcntal s t a t e  and hierarchy on r c s p o n s l b i l i t y  s t r a t i f i e d  by respondent ' s  
j~rdgr.mcr~t of p t~ rpos ivencss  and by f nf lucncc  from ano the r  p a r t y  .a 

C) Intended Acts  (Purposiveness  from 8-10 on 11-point s c a l e )  

I A) Accidenta l  Acts (Purposlvcncss  fronr 0-2 on 11-point s c a l e )  

l n f  l t ~ c n c e  frcm 2 t h e r  
Absent 

In f luence  from o t h e r  
F re sen t  

In f luence  from o t h e r  
Absent 

In f luence  from o t h e r  
P re sen t  

Hierarchy Hierarchy 

Au thor i t  Equal Au thor i t  

Mental (113) (25) Mental Eicr~tal 
S t a t e  

l l l a r i ~ r c l ~ y  01) :  F(1 ,532) = 6.83,  c .05 Ilierarr:hy (H): F(1.562) = .01, n . s .  

Elc~rtal. S t a t e  ( E l ) :  F(1,532) = . 8 4 ,  n . s .  t l c ;~ t a l  S t a t e  (M): F(1,562) * 4.39. < .05 

I I  x El: P(1.,532) = 7.73, ,p -01. t l  x El: F(1.,562) = 4.37, < . . 0 5  

n) Carcl.css Acts ( ~ ~ ~ r ~ o s i . v c n e s s  from 3-7 on 1.1.-point s c a l e )  

a )  C e l l s  c o n t a i n  mean s c o r e  f o r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  ranging from 1 (no t  a t  a l l  r e spons ib l e )  
t o l l  ( f u l l y  r e spons ib l e ) ;  i t  was r e sca l ed  from o r i g i n a l  0-to-10 s c a l e  f o r  
conpu ta t iona l  convenience. C e l l  ~ ' s  a r e  p re sen ted  i n  pa ren theses  below means. 

111f luencc from otlrcr 
Abscn t 

In f luence  from o t h e r  

- Presen t  

Hierarchy 

Low 
Mental 
SLnte 

11 1.gh 

Mental 
S t n t c  

llfglr 

I I  x El: P(1.,340) = 1 . 4 R .  11.s. H x El: F(1,336) = 5.67, < .05 



T a b l e  8  
T a b l e  7 

I n t e r a c t i o n  o f  o t h e r ' s  i n f l u e n c e  and h i e r a r c h y  i n  ex tended f i l e  a n a l y ~ i s . ~  

o t h e r ' s  11if l u c n c e  

Absent P r e s e n t  

Erl~tnl 
8 . 8 3  

(651) (655) 

a )  C e l l  ntenns a r c  f o r  t h e  dependent  v a r i a b l e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  recoded t o  
I-to-LI s c a l e .  N ' s  a r c  p r e s e n t e d  I n  p a r e n t h e s e s  below means. 

Means f o r  v a r i a b l e s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t i n g  r e l a t i v e  r e s p o n s i b i l . i t y  o f  o c t o r  
and o t h e r  i n  e x t e n d e d  f i l e  a n a l y s i s . a  

Equal  A u t h o r i t y  

R e s u l t s  of  anova 

H i e r a r c h y  (11) : F(1,1263) = 137.2 ,  1 < .0001 

S o l i d a r i t y  ( S ) :  F(1,1263) = 4 2 . 3 ,  ~ < . 0 0 0 1  

s t a t u s  

S o l i d a r i t y  

C o n t r a c t  

a )  R e l a t i v e  r e s p o n s i b i l i r y  w a s ' a  c o m p o s i t e  v a r i a b l e  s c o r e d  from 1 ( o t h e r  n o t  
a t  a l l  r e s p o n s i b l e )  t o  5 ( o t h e r  c o m p l e t e l y  r e s p o n s i b l e ) .  C e l l s  c o n t a i n  
means f o r  t h i s  v a r i d b l e  w i t h 9 ' s  i n  p a r e n t h e s e s  below. 

'''O 
(321) 

2 .60  
(327) 

2 .96  
(328) 

3.04 
(319) 



Table  9  

Table  1 0  
Summary of s i g n l i i c a n t  r e s u l t s  from 2' a n a l y s j s  of va r i ance  f o r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
i n  a  mnllhnck s t o r y  where ac to r -o the r  r o l e  r e l a t j o n s  were ~ a r i e d . ~  

I n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t s  f o r  mailback s t o r y  where r o l e  r e l a t i o n s  of a c t o r  and 
o t h e r  were 'varied.' 

EECect d . f .  F Unstandarized C o e f f i c i e n t  

S o l i d a r i t y  (S )  1 7. gc -.47 

l l ierarchy (11) 1 ~ 7 . 4 ~  -1.55 

Control  (c) 1 8 .  oC -.4 7 

S x 11 1 6.1 h  .41 

I1 x C 1 6 . 6  
h 

.34 

Error  333 

A. Hierarchy-Control I n t e r a c t i o n  

Hierarchy 

Au thor i t  
Crond tlean = 7.05 

Suggested 

Control  n) blain c f i c c ~ s  included 111 t l ie model were t lenta l  S t a t e ,  low-high; S o l i d a r i t y ,  
oL11cr pa r ty  was s t a t u s - c o n t r a c t ;  l l ierarc l iy ,  o t h e r  was equa l - au tho r i ty ;  
and Control ,  o t h e r  suggested- told .  R e ~ p o n s f b i l i t y  was recoded t o  1-to-11 
s c a l e  from o r l g i n o l  0-to-10 v a r i n h l e .  E f f e c t s  wcre c o n t r a s t  coded t o  r e f l e c t  
tlle d i f f e r e n c e  between means and "high" c e l l s ,  and thus  should be doubled 
t o  r e f l e c t  t h e  o v e r a l l  e f f e c t  of each v a r i a b l e .  

Told 

B. H ie ra rchy-So l ida r i t y  I n t e r a c t i o n  

Hierarchy 

Au thor i t  

(100) 
S t a t u s  

S o l i d a r i t y  

Contract  

a )  C e l l s  con ta in  mean r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  s c o r e  on 1-to-11 s c a l e  and n's i n  
pa ren theses  below means. 

. , , ._ _ _ _. . .. . I . _ . _ " . - . - - _  ..__ _- I . .  ,,- I.... .r . , 



Figure 1' 

A. Other Absent 

I ' lgure 1. I l i r ec t  nnd i n d i r e c t  c f f c c t s  of mental s t a t e ,  s o l i d a r i t y , a n d  
lilcrarcliy OII  r e s p o n s i h i l l t y  at:Lrihutlon wi th  o t h e r ' s  i n f l u e n c e  absen t  
V C ~ S I I O  p r e sen t .  

I:I.gurc 2 .  D l r cc t  and i n d i r e c t  ef f c c t s  of a c t o r ' s  manipulated mental  s t a t e  
on rcspons4.hill  t y  of. equa l s  v e r s u s  a r ~ t l ~ o r i t i e s .  

l'lgurc 3.  I l l r cc t  nrid i n d i r e c t  ef Fects  of a c l o r  ' s  p a s t  p a t t e r n  of behavior  
OII  r c s p o ~ ~ s l  h i  11 t y  of equa l s  ve r sus  aut l lor l  t l c s .  

B. Other Present 



I 
F i g u r e  1  cori t  Lnl~ed Figure 2' 

a )  V n r i a h l e s  wcre  coded a s  f o l l o w s :  Menta l  S t n l c ,  1.0~-Aigli ;  S o l i d a r i t y .  S t a t u s -  

Cor i t rac t  : Ili e rnre l ry ,  E q u a l - A u t h o r i t y ;  P u r p o s e ,  " d i d n ' t  mean t o - d i d  on  purpose ;  

A v o l d n h i l l t y ,  " c o ~ r l d  n o t  have  avoided-could  hnvc avoided" ;  R e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  

"VIOL n t  a l l  r e s p o n s i b l e - f u l l y  r e s p o n s i b l e . "  S t a n d a r d i z e d  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  

c x t e n d c d  f i l e  a n a l y s i s  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  above  e a c h  a r r o w ;  a l l  were  s i g n i f i c a n t  

a t  t lre p <  .05 l c v e l  o r  b e t t e r .  The low and 11Igli c o e f f i c i e n t s  from t h e  f o u r  

< l t ~ n s l - l n d e p e r i ~ l c r ~ t  r e p l l c n t i o n s  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  hclow e a c h  l i n e  i n  p a r e n t h e s e s .  

Hierarchy : Equal .03 (n. s.) .798 . - -  

Purpose . 4 0  

Mental State a Responsibility 1 
-Avoidability 4 

Hierarchy: Authority . I  3 .76 5 

a)  V a r i a b l e s  were  coded a s  f o l l o w s :  Menta l  S t a t e ,  Low-lligh; P u r p o s e ,  " d l d n ' t  mean t o -  

d i d  o n  purpose" ;  A v o i d a b i l i t y ,  "could n o t  h a v e  avoided-could  have  avoided" ;  Respo~i -  

s i b i l i t y ,  "no t  a t  a l l  r e s p o n s i h l e - f u l l y  r e s p o n s i b l e . "  S tandnrd iaec l  c o c f f l c i e n t s  

from t h e  e x t e n d e d  f i l e  a n a l y s i s  n r e  p r e s e n t e d  w i t h  i n d l c n t l o n s  wlrcrc t h e y  a r e  n o t  

s i g n i f i c a n t .  



Figure 3' 

~ierarchy : Equal .Ol ( n . ~ .  .799 

Post Pattern 
%Avoidability 

Hierarchy: Authority 

Past Pattern Responsibility 
\Avoidability .33 

:I) V.II  ial,lca; wcrc coded a s  f o l l o w s :  Past  P a t t e r n .  Good-Bad; Purpose,  "didn' t  mean t o -  

did o l ~  p ~ ~ r p o s c " ;  A v o i d a h ~ l i t y .  "coulrl n o t  have avoided-could  have avoided"; Respon- 

s i l r l l l t y ,  "not a t  a l l  r e s p o ~ i s l h l r - f u l l y  r c s p o n q l h l e . "  Standardized c o e f f i c i e n t s  from 

Llle c x t e ~ i ~ l c d  F l l e  a n a l y s i s  a r e  p r e s e n t e d ,  wit11 i n r l i r a t i o n s  where they  a r e  n o t  s i g n i -  
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