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‘,-thet persons attribute more personel responsibilitg to indivi-

oot 4 I
, ) \ ) ’ . ’ .,:»u ./I . ey
S -7 - 7 Abstract | :

»)__ F b ! :

Thit dissertetion investigetbd the development of children's

.

ettributions of reeponsibility for both good end ‘bad conmequen-

ces. It was proposed that there is research evidence indicating \

g_duals involved in ects lesding to bsd coneequencee then good ' ones.

R

iy
Kovever, different explenations were coneiderbd Becessary wheh

c A

' young ohildren rather than older childrem ang adults denonstrete

- #uch a‘v.lence-of-consequence~effect Hypotbeees derived from

the relevant attribution theory literature were proposed in the

‘case of older children, whereas the moral Judgnent 1i'terature

!

“was the main eource of hypot&eees perteining to young children.

w"two, five and eight. In both experinents, subjects heerd storses

‘ sequences of high or lov severity, snd were subsequently required

HoreGVer, it was proposed that infornetion regerding parental

-;;dictstes end peer group consensus vould have differentiel and

4a¢e-related effects upon children'e attributions of responsibility.

Two experinents vere condueted with boys and girls in grades.

of fictional children involved in acts leading to good or bad-don-"

i
to indicate attributions of responsibility and subsidiary attri- i
butions om four-point scales. In Experiment 1, actors were sald &@' ‘

L__mito‘heyo performed such nctions in accordance with parental dic- ‘ﬁygu%

’tntes (1. e., the dictate ‘was facilitative) or: despite the paren- ﬁ"‘ﬁf,

tal dictates (i e., the dictate was inhibitory), or no %nforner :

tion as, to parentel dictate was 3iven (co rol) Results e

7
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)
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indicated that control-group children of all 5radee attributed

. more reeponeibility whem consequences vere bad rather than

good (p / .05). Other major findinge include a eignificant

tendency for children of all sradee to attribute co-parable

levels of rebponsibility vhen the parental dict;{e wae facili-

tative to a good consequence and when no euch infornation was

given, with. increaeed responsibility attributed 'henvthe dictate

was facilitative. Thie interaction was eignificant at the .01

level. “Also supported was the prediction that eecond-grade

children--and only second-grade children--eould Judge,actore to-

be less good (p / .05) and allocate less reward.(p / .05) to

aetqpe who perforned good acte deepite'pnrental dictates to the

eontrarj,'compared to actors who conplied with facilitative par-
ental dictates irn performing the same good acts. ' |
Experinent 2 involved similar independent ahd dependent var-
1ables, except that peer consensus rather than parental dictatee
served as the external caueelnenipulation. While the valence
lain etfect of Experinent 1l was replicated (p [ 01), it was

found that coneeneue information in general did not have a potent

|

'effect upon the dependent Variablee for any grade leVel.,'How-

ever, there 'ae evidence that children would attribute more ree-."

poneibility to actors involved in good coneequencee when peer

L 4

coneensus,waseinhibitory to performance o:-the good act than

‘ whenjit was facilitative (p / .05)."Predictions regarding age i

differences on this interaotion'were not supported. '

- _ | w7

'1 v



™
The 5onora1 diucussion focu'ed urgy the' loral judgment-
rosponsibllity attribution rolationch1p~ the rolc of peer con-
aonsns as an 1nf1uonce upon bohnyior 15. an influence upon per=-
’coptivons,of social causality, and pouiblo cegnitive deve“l_op-

mental factors to be coheidered in attribution theory.

i
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Introduction

The purpose.of this diseerta-ion ie to inveetigate age~
related changes in attributions of responsibility. or par¥
ticular concern is the frequently observed tendency for both.
~adults and,children to attribute more personal responsibility

to actors igvoivéd in negative outcomes than in posicive out-
comes. However, it i1s proposed that ehis effect, referred to
'aevthe vslence-of—dutcome effect, bccurs for different reasons
is young snd older childfen.‘ It is suggestee'thaf current
attribution—theoretical terminology can explain t;e phenonenon
‘in older children, whereas\specific aspects or the parent-child
relationship account for the valence-of-outcome effect in young
children. Relevant theoretical and empirical contributions in
the moral judgment literature are discussed with regard to the
latter explenatioh. ﬂhe results of two experiments aimed to-
ward testing hypotheses derived from the present discuesion are
presented:' Finally, implication% of experinental resdlts}for
the understanding of the developnent of attribution processes,

and for attribution theory in general are discuesed

Attributigns of Responsibility and the Valence-of-Outcome Effect

Heider's (1958) original formulations onm attributions of
responsibility spurred considerable‘research effort in'that \
area., Researchers heve been particularly concerned with situa-
tionai factors 1nf1uehcihg the degree to which persons judge

actors responsible for positive as well as negative consequences.
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, di particular Anterest is the frequent obseryation that the
valence of an act's outcone (1. e.,. good or bad) seems to be an
1mportant factor in attributions of personal responsibility by
both children and adults (Schneider & Shaw, 1970 J Shaw & \\
3kolnick 1971; M, Shaw & Reitan, 1969; M. Shaw & Schneider, | \\\
1969 M. Shaw & Sulzer, 1964; Weiner & Peter, 1973). In general, '
more personal responsibility seemg to be attributed to persons
involved in acts leading to negative rather than positive out-
comes, and the former are typically allotted more punishnent

than the latter are rewarded Althougp developnental trends

have not been directly tested, thisg Valence-of-outcone effect
appears to be particularly evident with younger children and to

dininish somewhat with ' age (cf. Schneider & Shaw, 1970; Shaw &

/”‘\

L

Sulzer," 1964, Weiner & Peter, 1973), = o
Although Kelley's extension of attributionvtheory (1967,
_ 1971a) has been applied to attributions of responsibility as
well (e.g., Kelley, l971b; Ross & DiTecco, 1975), attribution '
theorists have not yet- provided .a systematic explanation for the
Valence-of-outcone effect. Kelley (l97lb) suggested the possi-
bility that, when attributions of responsibility are being made
plausible external causes may be more, 1ikely to have a mitigat-
'1ng role in good outcomes tham bad, Kelley emphasized the rol
of consensus infornation as an inportant determinant of internal
versus external attributions of responsibility. He proposed

that 1% there is high consensus (1.e., everyone does 1it), ‘inter-

‘nal attributions will be low. On the other hand, perceived low



!

comsensus should lead to increased attributions of responsibility
to the person. According to Kelley (1971b), the‘probleh with
assigning internal responsibility to am actor for his good acts
is that "goodness" is based on consensus, and is therefore exters- ‘
ally caused. Onm the other hand whem acts have negétive outcones,
low consensue is assuned and high internal responsibility ie,
therefore attributed. Ross and DiTecco (1975) have similarly
enphasiied the role of cdnsensos inforlation in attributions or ,
responsibility, and have proposed that persons are not Judsed
responsible for transgressions which are also c0m.itted by a
great nunber of people. @
Moreover, although it is implied in Kelley's discusJion of -
moral evaluations and attributions of responsibility (lsflb),
. Kelley has not applied his.mqre specific hypothesized fynctions

of external causes to "attributions of responsibility, ife.,

- whether the cause is perceived to be facilitative or inhibitory

(Kelley, l97ls). An external cause that is facilits\ive is ome

that can be assumed to have plausibly.caused an observed\e{{ect

-

“either eolely or in conJunction with causes internal to ‘the \\\\\

sctor. An external inhibitory cause is one that can be assuned
to have‘militated agsinst the occurrence of an effect, as when '
a strong current tbs&rts'thg upstreas progress of a rowboat. . Am -
application of this dﬁ@tinction might provide a. more. systenstic
and comprehensive explanation for the valence-of-outcome effect
than 1is suggested in Kelley's (19?1b) lucid but rather cursory

treatment of attributions of responsibility.‘
N
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A plaueible facilitative external cauqe is preeu-ed -to 1ead

F

to decreeeed attributions of: pereonal reeponeibility, a proceas
'conforming to what Kelley termed the discountins principle. On

the other hand- the augmenting principle refere-to'when there

_exiate a plaueible external inhibitory cause, i.s., one which

1

is im oppoaition to the observed outconel which should therefore
lead to attributions of higher interna) responsibility thqn when
no eucu‘experﬁal cauee:ie‘breeent. Kelley'a (19?1b) discussion
of morsl evaluations leads to the hypothesis that individuals
will assume fecilipefive'external causes (i.e., coneensue infor-

mation) ihen outcomes”are good, evén\yhen no such information is

oxplicitly given. Howe#er, an inhibifory external cause should

befaeeu-ed4when consequences are bad. As tne‘dieCOcnting and .
augmenting principles would therefore be differentially igeokgd,
depending upcn whether the outcoiee ere'positive of cegative,
reepectively, the facilitativeeinhibitory distinction thus has
direct bearing upon the valence-ot-outcome effect,

However, it is unlikely that; where young~children afe con-
cerned the Valence-of-outcome effect can be explained according
to such attributional biases, . since etudiea with children om
attributions of social causality (Smitk, 1975) and physical

—

causality (Shultz et el;, 1975) 1cdicate that children under nine

_ years of aée do not process, external-cause ihfernation'well., It

ren's attributions of responsibility. Thus, it would appear

/ 5,

does not seem likely, therefore,‘that external factors such as

perceived consensus could have mitigating effects om young child;_

T o
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o ' A o : - ) .
: that' although an attributional anplyeis may|be appropriato to

an oxplanation of the Valonco-of-outGOld*effe t in older child-

. ren und adults, a differeqt oxplanatioﬁ may be nocosaary in the

case of young children. It is the moral Judgn nt literature in

gengral and Piaset (1932) in particular where t is oxplanation
A - A
w11l be aought. ‘ o - -

t

)

~ Moral Jgdg!ont ,g d the Vale ence-of-Outcom ffectf" ) .

In his theory of noral dovelopqont Piaget (1932) proposed
that the young ‘child'se basis for moral evaluations 1is not peer
consenaus, but rathor the child's unqualified respect for his
parent'a authority, vhich constitutes his solo source of hio
understanding of right and wrong. Because the young child'
morality was preauned to be extcrnally imposed -upon hinm, and
.therefore as "obJective" as physical reality, he was said to
raspond rigidly and punitively to actions which contradicted
what he perceived as morally "right." However, as the child
becomes more experiemced in soci#d ihteraction &ith his peers{

he is demcribed by Piaget as learning to appreciate the!"sub-

‘Jective" nature of moral obligation. During this second st?ge,

‘termed the morality of cooperation, moral rules serve to recon-

peer group, thengby'bgcoqinsAmore functional to optimal social

imteraction. : ‘.wi

While this particul‘aspect of Piaget's theory has been

criticized for its conﬂbjl‘zl anbiguitips and has not hold up

i

‘cile the ditferiaf P Wectations and points of view of the child's
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well under empirical 1nvestisation (cf. Kohlberg, 1969), it
.'ehould be noted that hc was Justifiably 1mpressed by the child'se
relutively abrupt attachment to the. peer group, ag this expanded ;
social focus 1s undoubtedly a crucial step in the socialization
process (cf Hartup, 1970). For our purpoees, fiagit'e theory
suggests a possible addendum to attributions of responsibility,
at least where young children are concerned., while we may be
correct in describing the older child as makiﬁg his attributions
‘of‘responaiﬁility followiné a causal ;nalyais, eepecidll; a con-
‘sideration of cdnsenaus]information, Piaget's theory and the j
diacussion in the previous section suggest that younger children’
may nét only fail to make such a cQuqal analysis, but to attrib-
ute responéibility to speqific paf@ntal diétates rather thgn—
peer comsensus. o . B /
Relevant to the valence-of-outcoms effect is Plaget's (1932)
proposition that young ?hildren,,because of their response to
parentﬁl authority, have considerably more‘ditficulty in under-
standing good fham Bad_behavioi; He suggested that the &oung
child's concept of gqod is based'on.duty or obiigation, rather
llhn the moré autonomou§,4non-dbligatory‘éoncept of good under-
gto§d~by older children and adults. éimilarly,.ﬂill and Enzle
(Note 1) suggested that paren‘ts_ a;‘eltypically inclined to fbéus
the yéung_child's moralieducatioﬁ around the conceptvof naughti-
ness and the avoldance thereof ‘while the child's understanding

of good behayior is: confused with compliance with parental dic-

i tatos., Baldwin et al. (1971), in a cross-cultural study,



explained their results in a similar fashion. Im that study, a
substantial number of young children judged an obedient child |
as "kinder" than a spoﬁtaneougly.hqlptpl one. Thib was parti-
cularly evident for children in Yucatan, whafe,'the aufhbrs
maintéined, obedience is an 1ntenéeiy socialized value.

Thus, it may be that it is the natuﬁe of child-rearing .
practices aqd not causal inferences whieh 1s the cause of the
VQ;encé-of-outcoﬁe efrect<in young children. More spocificallj,
it may be the young child's differing and speéifié rea@fions to
good amd bad acts which produce the effect. For example, sev-

- eral research reports indicate that young children are consider-

ably influenced by the conséquehces of an act when making judg- '

ments of good to.an-actor; while theyvare much less influenced
by consequences whén'Judging baf behavior (Hill & Enzle, Note 13
Jenson & Hughstén, 1973;_Mcxechnie, 1971). .Jenson and Hughston
(1973) varied good, néutral and bad content acts followed by
‘réward/qf punishpent, and fqund that young children were very
much inclineéd to judge good and neutral content acts according
.to sanctions and-not 1ntent16ns; whereas bad_content.;cts were
ueualiynjudged téibe bad.regardless 6! sandtiqns., Thus‘ it ia

- possible that the yqung-éhild méy not perceive thé‘inherent

- -

"goodness" of another person's behavior before he has 3raeped

the more matyre, non-obligétoryigoncept held by the older child

and adult. He may therefore fail to understand the concept of

intending or trying to commit a good act, and thereby fail to

attribute responsibility for such acts, especlally yﬁeh the out=-

R
I

-y
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comes are relatively mild, On the other hand, as the Jenson and
Hughston (1973) study 4llustrates, children seem to be very
knowledgeable in regard to the meaning of bad behavior. .K‘ R
recent study by Berg-Crose (1975) eupporte this euggeetion. Her
first-grade subjects Judged bad Acts reaulting from obedience to
authority as nevertheless deserving of punishment. These find-'
ings are reminiscent of Piaget's (1932) description of the young
child as a harsh and unforgiving judge of transgressors.

This discussion therefore proposes that the valence-of-out-
"cono effect in young children is a dual function of their failing'-
to consider good intentions (and thus failing to assign reeponeib

billity accordingly) and an over-reaction to bad behavior (and

thus elevating their attributions of respo,nsib:}!.lity‘). Moreover
the discussion above also leads to the prediction that eitenuat-:‘
ing factors should have little or no effect upon the attributions
'Iof responsibility by young children._ This is the case because
such children are not assumed tgpbe making éausal 4nferences but
' _racher responding rigidly to specific characteristice of

situations. -

Statenent of the Problen_,

T A complaint that is sometimes heard is that we are reprimanded
more for our vices tham rewarded for our virtues. While this |
seems Lo be’supported by research evidence, little more than
‘ paeeing explanatory consideration has been given to it. ‘Kelley

(1971b) alone among recent psychologists has discussed the irony.

-9 -
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The problem, Kelley suggested, lies in the fact that prosocial

S"'belmvj.or‘is normally aatu.od to be nom-extrsordinary, i.e.,
that "anyone" would act proqocially,gp”appropf1qt9 eitugtioné,
and thus it 1s the situation and not the person which is res-
ponsibli for the behavior. 'COnvoraely, bad acts do inpliéate
the percoption of uniquonoss and therotoro are seen as caused

" by actors 1gv01Vod. ‘'hese propositiona have recoivod only 4eryﬁ'”
indirect sdppqrt (e.g.. Cunningha- & Kelley, 1975):and have not
yet been diroctly investigated. |

Moreover, an 1nveat15ation 0f the manner in which pqrceivers

weigh the rolative contributions,ot persons versus situatione

when making attributions of responaibility would require apefify-'
ing the facilitat1v§ versus inhibitéry nature of the tituhtional
tau;e. HFor ex&nple,.a prosodialiact performed in the face of
vcons;nsus information at variénco'vith the act*s perforiance may
actually. auglent reaponaibility attributed to the actor, conpared\
to the same act porformed in the abacnco of oonsensue infornation.

' The possibility that the nature of external causes may contri-
bute to the Valence-of-outcono effectlromains untested,: although
1t is 1np11ed in Kelley's theory, discuaned above. For exanple,
Kolloy suggeats that perceivors ‘assume Iacilitative external

‘ causes when attributing rosponaibility for good cons;quencos,
even when no such 1ﬁformation'is glven directly, Conversely,
inhib%tory eitdrnal causes méy be ei‘ilérly assumed 1n'th§ case
of bad outconoq; These dif;é;ences alone should lqad to ditfer-

ences in porcgivda trying on the_part ot'actors, resulting in
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i Cof
f. more 1nterna1 responaibility attributod tor those involved in
nosative consequoucoa. However, as stated abovo, such attribu-
\\\\tional biases are yét to ve onpirically demonstrated.
\\\\\On the other hand, an attribution-theoretical; oxplunation
for the vglonqo-of-oqtcono effect, with lts emphasis upom rather
conplox cognitivc prodbsaea. 15 unlikely to be approprinto in
accounting ror the offoct 1n young children, ospecially 1n~light
of roaOarch indicating an abaenco of relativoly sophisticatod
causal analyses im childrien under nine yoare of age. Resoarch
in tho moral Judgnont literature 1ndicates ‘that it the young
Child's unique underﬁtanding of the concopt of good ( udgments
of which may be arfdcted more by the degree of consoquoncoa than '
intent) and his relatively punitive orientation to bad beharior
which may be causing tho effect, rather than attributional
-‘biaaes. Furthermore, this literatnro 1ndicates that suck Judg-'
ments by young children are 1nfluonced prilarily_by parental
"authority rather -than the ﬁatﬁre of conéeneua ihtorlation; ,Hove'ﬁ
N ev;r,lthese suggestions Have never been directly examined in the
context of nttributions of rosponaibility, and their pertinence
/ to an explanation for the valence-of-outcome effect in young

children thorpforo remains apegulatiVo;~ :

A final_issue goncerns ﬁhéidovelop-ental pattern ét attribu-
tions'of responaibility; Pract1Cally noﬁhiﬂg is known ragarding
the wanner in which the young child gradnally acquires a wore

sophiaticatqd.graap:of aocial cauaality, to where he is perfor--
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135 the‘reletively complex capeel_enalyues demonstrated ,in

leter childhood. For eipnple, it would be instructive to
“aBsess the- approxiaate age at which the child*‘besins to exhibit
the diecounting and augmenting principles end when and how euch
[attributional phenomena are affected by the valence of outcbmes.

‘Sucﬂ‘infornatioﬂfbears upon the 'generasl area of attxibution

theory as well as the specific issues addressed herein.
M;l__wm_m_ﬁmt_ﬁuﬁ

The general procedure 1nvolved aubdecte rendering judgments
'regarding the behavior of story characters 1evo ved 1n sood .;d
bad éoneequences. Two studies were conducted. In Experilent 1,
there were three grades (eecond, fifth and- eishth), two outcome
valences (good and ‘bad), two levels ot coneequences (high and
low), and three types of information regarding external caufes |
(1nh1b1tory, facilitative, no 1nfornatlon). For purpoaes of
expediency, external cause was a betwe;n-eubjects factor, while
‘outcome valence and,putco-e/eeverity ware croeeed within sub-
jects. The ex;ernal cause manipulation for Experiment i con~
sisted of parental dicﬁates. /Thus,va subject in thie experinent
had to nake Judgnente regarding etory characters 1nvolved in

high- and low-severe bad and good acts. Further; story charac-

- v
~...

ters had been ordered tojdo or mat to do all suqh acts, or the

acts 'ere perfo#ned with no informatio resardihg dictates
being given. ‘Therefore, each subject was exposed to a total

of four etories;- All acts were perfqrmed_intentionally by
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atorr characters, . N,

In Experiwent 2, gxndea (socond fitth ‘and eishth), out~
come valence ﬁgood and bad) and severity of outcomes (high and
low) were again vafiod.‘ Also, oxterhui\cauao information (in-
hiojtory, facilitntivo.{no information) 'was varied, but for
Expérincnt 2 this information involved peer consensus rather
than parental dictates. Thue, a subject in this experiment
waa‘éxpéeod to four stories concerning story characters who
performad acte which were in accord with or counter to peer
consQnsus, or nolinfornation regard;ng consensus was given.

Both experiments qutiinad the samé three iajor dependent
Yariablési Atfributad fesponsibility, sanctioning, and diag-~

nosticity. Reaponaibility was defined explicitly to the child

(see Method section). The’ sanctioning measure conaiated of ask-

ing the child to rate the degree to which the actor should ve

rewarded or punished for the act, depending on the valence of

the 6utcone. Finally, diagnosticity:(cf.uBrick-an, Ryai & Worte

man, 19/5) vas‘measu}od by asking the child how much he or she

. would dxpeét’the‘actor to pertorm similar acts in the future.
Diagnosticity followa directly from Kelley's hypothesia that
Y'eyternal attributions genoralize acroea persons and 1nternll
'attributiona across situations (cf Cunninghan & Kelley," 1975)
This distinction has also been made by Brickman, Ryan & Wort-an.
" '(1975). | . |

_These three dependent variabibs were incluﬁed not because

differential predictions were made, but in order to explore the

i
®

]
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rélationships oetweenvthese particular variables. For example,
Shaw and Reitan (1969) reported that, while attributions of
res;onsibility and sanctioning were highly and positively
correlated when outcongs were. negative, subjects were less

inclined to reward pers&ns for good acts'fo} which they had

¢ﬁeen‘neld responsiole. Similarly, while diagnoeticity is an

" important concept in attribuﬂion theory and has received some

empirical conaideration in the context of trust and surveill-
ance (e, LR Strickland, 1956) more fnformation khould be

sought regarding diagnosticity, independently of other attribu-

tions. Also, it was considered,worthwhile to measure develop-

mental trends in diagnosticity, éspecially as it related to the
other dependent variables.

Generally, main effects were expected for each of the four
faétors (valence, séverity, grades, and inhibitory vs, facili-
tative cause) on all dependent meagures, in both the dictate
snd consensus étudies. However, as would follow from the pre-
viﬁzs discussion, significant interactions were also expected.
Tﬂese more specific hypotheses are‘as follows: ’

Experiment 1 (Dictate), First, it was expectod'that grades =
would‘intéract with valence, with the valence-of-outcome effect
being more salient with second-grade children than for fifth-
and eighth-grade children. Grades was also expected to inter-
act with severity of qutcogea, with second-graders attributing
more resbonsibility when outcomes were relétively severe than

would fifth-graders, who in turn were eipected to be more
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influenced by severity than would eighth-grade subjects. Fin-
all&,‘grades was expected to interact with cause (inhibitory vs.
facilitative). While the attributions of second-grade children

g )
were egpected to be affected by poth valence and severity of

outcomes, it was not expected that they would be influenced by
information regarding the facilitative nature of the external
cause in the same lanner’as would eignth-grade children. In
particular, in the inhibitory cause/ good outcome condition
(i.e., where the child is asked to judge an actor who has helpe~
Bomeone despite orders to the contrary from an adult), it was
considered iikely‘thet mani of the eecond-éradere would tend to
see the actor as performing an act of dieobedience and would
W_Judge him harshly. This would follow if, as maintained pre-.
viously, the young child's Cdnde?t of good is confused with
obedience to parents. . ﬁowever, whezlzi:gigxf'cauees are faci- |
litative (i.e., ﬂhe‘child“perforns an act acqordantly’withra
parental dictate) or no such information is given, the Eecond—
graders sheuld tend to gttribute responeibility and to allocate
rewards according to the severity of the outcomes, with the v
faeilitative-cauae situation prqbabl} ylelding the highest re-
ward. ‘In this case,we cannot say that the child is discounting
or augmenting internal respomnsibility, ae would be predicted
from attribution theory for the older children, but'rether is
responding-te specific aspects of situations with littlereyete-
matic consideration of causal information. |

This lack of regard for the caueai‘ianuence of mitigating

a
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factors (in this case, parental dictates) is further illuetrated
Jin the bad-outcome situation. In this case, however, moral judg-
ment research (e.g., Berg-CroesL 1975; Jenson & Hugheton; 1973)
indicates that youngd children may not ope affected by the obed-
ience;disobedience infornation (1.e., information which eerves

as inhipitory and facilitative.cauees for older children), and
degrees of sanctioning and attributed responsibility are expected
to be influenced primarily by eeverity of outconme. ‘

On the other haﬁd, eighth-graders are expected tohbe 1ees
influenced by the valence and severity of outcones than by the
facilitative or inhibitory nature of the external ceuse preced-
ing the act (although this hypothesie will be qualified shortly,
when differences between dictates and consensus are considered).
Fifth-grade children are expected to occupy a relatively inter-
mediate position, although the literature supports the poasibil-
’ 1ty that ‘they may respond more like eighth-graders than like

second—graders. ,

Experiment 2 (Consensus). As in the dictate study, age is

) expected to interact with velence and also with severity of out-
conesﬁ Moreover, age 1is expected‘to interact with the facili;
tative-inhibitory nature of external cause, but not in the same
fashion as in the dictate study. First, consensus is expected
to have little or no effect upon eecond-grade children, eo they
are not expected to respond to the imhibitory cause/good out-

~ come situation as they are expected to in the dictate study.

Here, as in all external-cause conditions, second-grade;children
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are expected tovroepond‘to.the level of consequences. vIn this
study, fifth-grade chil@ren are expecte& to respond more like
second-graders than eighth-graders, and to attribute respon-
eibility according to the eeverity of outcomes. Furthernore,
iinhibitory and facilitative conseneus are expected to be import-
ant factors for eighth-grade children when Judging both bad and -
good acts. For example, it is. expected that the facilitative
conaensus/bad outcome condition will lead to relatively more
discounting (1.8., less reeponsibility will be attributed less
diagnosticity attributed and less aIIOCated sqnctioning) than
when a command serves as the facilitative external cause. Thue,
. it is proposed that consensus is a more plausible external cause
than‘are dictates for older children. .Moreover; as was suggest-
ed earlier, no iﬁTer-ation regarding consensus is expected to
lead to comparable levels of discounting as facilitativeleon-
sensus when eighth-graders judge good outcomes,.-and 'no informa-
tion should compare to inhibitory conseeeus,iﬂen thej judge eed

W

_outconee.

Summary of Hypotheees for Exjerinent 1:

‘1. Valence of outcome,

la. More responsieility,and.diagqoaticity ere”attributed_u
for bad outcomes than for good outcomes.’

1b. This Valence-of-outcoﬁe effect is particularly salient
with second-grade childrem, compared to older children. Al-

though older ¢hildren also demonstrate such an effect, the

1



differences between valences are‘not as extreme as thoge demon-

v

strated by younger children.
2. External cause.t

2a. When children judge actors involved in bad Outcones,
they'attribute less responsibility and diagnoaticity to then,
and allocate them less punishnentv when an external facilitative
cause is present than when the external cause is inhibitory or
when no such infornation is aVailable.

2b., This "discounting" effect is particularly salient in
eighth-grade children, compared to younger children.

f

2c. Whem children judge actors involved in 5ood outcones,
they attribute more responsibility and diagnosticity to then,
and allocate then more reward wher an external inhibitory cause
is present, than when the. external ‘cause is facilitative on
‘when no such infornation is available. |

2d. This "auguenting" effect is particularly salient in ' ,\
eighth-grade children, compared to younger children.

2e, When second-grade children are exposed.to dictate in-
.fornation that is inhibitory to a good outcone, they denonstrate

’decreased attributions of responsibility, and allocate fewer

reWards, than when fo information regarding dictates is avail- &

able. ' \
2f. When second-grade children are ~exposed to dictate infor-~ P

mation’ that is. facilitative to a “good outcone, they denonstrate

increased attributions'of responsibility, and allocate more

rewards, than when no information-regarding dictates is available,
. . ) . \

¥

[



3; Seysrity of outcome. ' ; ) - . .
3a, More responsibilify'and‘diagnosticity are eftributed
when outcomes are relatively severe rather than mild.
3p, Thie severity-of—outco-e effect is particularly sal-

ient with second-graders, and decreases with older children.

s

A‘Su-marz of protheees for Exgeri-ent 2:

All hypothese from Experiment 1, except for 23 and 24, are
‘relevant to Experigent 2,vwi§h the following addendas
La. Second-grade'cﬁildred will show less differentiatidm
" on all dépendent measures according to external-ceusegieforma='
. tion, compared to Experilent 1. |
‘ ub. Eighth-grade'children will show nofe differentiation
on all dependent measures according to external-cause informa-

tion, compared to Experiment 1,
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Experiment 1

4

Method > '

" Subjects and Design. One hundred and seventeen children, 39
trom each of three grades (second, .fifth and eighth) weré re-
cruited from Edaonton Public Schools to participate in this

1 . .
experiment, The particular schools providing subjects were

Yocated in the same general Area.oflthe city, although the elem-

eatary echoole where second and fifth grade children participar

ted were much closger in proximity than was the junior high to

Qeither; All schooles were locate& in middle-class neighoour-
e . | : :

~ hoods consisting of a heterogeneous mixttre of semi;professionale _

‘and skilled laoorers. Parental permieslon was received before
children werefallowed‘ro partieipate. 7

Mean age of second grade children (n = 17 voys, 22 girls)
was '/ years and 8 monthe. .Mean age of titth grade children
{24 boys, 15 5irle) was 10 yeare and 10 months, Mean age of
eighth grade childreb(al boye, 18 girle) was 13 yeare and 11

ndnths.
J

Fron claes lists, children were randomly assigned to one
of three external-cause conditione (%. e., facilitative:,inhibi-
tory and control), Therefore, with two levels of valence (good
and bad) and two levels of severity (high and lov), ‘the over-
all design consisted of a 3 (Gradee) X3 (Cause) X 2 (Valence)
X2 (Severity) factorial design, with repeated measures on the

latter two variables.
’ / [ N

! .

$o.



‘doesn't belong toi them."

20

!

Materials. Four different stories vereAconstructod that
varied valence and se#erityjof outcome., It was considered

important during construction of stimulus stories both to con-

trol for the sevsrity‘of outcomes acroes grades and between

valences. That is, an attempt was made to present stories
{ ‘ .

7

whose outcomes would.in themselves not be perceived as more or

‘less severs by-children of different grades. Moreover, the

valences of such outcomes had to be approxinately equal in
severity; e.g., the good act of highaseverity had to be perceiv-’
ed as compargble in "goodnessﬂ\as the high-severe bad act was
1n “badnoss" Without these precautions'it voold be diffioult
to intsrpret any significant erfects involving soverity ‘and Val-t
ence, or any isteraction involving grades with either,

"To effect such'controls, a pilot study (see. Appendix 1) was
conductod. Thirty children of Pges/sinilar to the target sam-
ple Judged the goodness and badness of 12 outcomes on u—point

Bcales,, Analyses 0f these data allowed the selection of two

Jfgood outcomes (one high and one low in severity) ‘and two bad

outcomes (also of high and low severity) for inclusion in stilr
ulus stories. The selected outcomes were as follows

Good outcone/ high sQVeritz- "§oneone glving all;their'

savinss, which is a lot of money, to poor children."&\\x
Good outcono/ low severity: "SOneone helping a child on

the playground tie their shoes,"

Bad ootoone7 high‘sevgfitxt "Sooéons takihg a bicycle thsx

N
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Bad outcome/ low geverity: "Someone fakins a pencil. that
doesn't belong to them." " | '
- These outcomes were combined with _prefatory pérentel dic-_

tate information (which was either fecilitative or inhibitory

to the outcones) ror subjects receiving the externel-cauee mani-.

pulation.  For control groups, the stories merely consisted of
fict;osal children Berforminé such acts,Jeith no diétatelinfor-
'-ation included, Thus, it was pogsible to construct three types
ot booklets cqntaining etinulus stories, Each pre of book!et
contained all four outco-es (high -~ and low-severe bad and guod
acts) but diﬁfered fron other types cording to the particular

R -]
external cause condition it represented. The general format of

the booklets 1ncluded the presentation of a story (e.g., "Steve's

'mother told Steve not to give asy of his Bavings to poor child=
fen;_'sutfsteve gave all of his eavings,'which was a‘lot'o:
menei, to poor children."),.follewee by fife eepeneent measures .
pefore tﬁejpresentation of the next story. Each dependent mea-
sure occupied one page of the beokiet} and censietedvof a 4=
point scale where the child could 1nd1cn¥e his answer by mark-
ing a c} cie. 'Aéeemplete descriﬁtioe:of'the bookiets, 1nclue-
ing t!!?:xact wo#ding of.all stories and dependenflmeaseres,
appears-in Aﬁpendix 2. S ‘ [,

Major dependent measures. The major’ dependent measures for‘

3Exper1nent 1 consisted’ of questions as to (1) bow responeible
each actor was for their particular outcome, (2) how often the
‘actor performs similar actions (diagnosticity), and {3) how

1

3

!



much the actor éhould‘be rewarded (rof good outcomes) or pun-
ished (for bad outcomes). | . | .
Manipulation chockg.' As a check d‘ the otfoctivenoss of
_ the External Cause -hnipulation, chi;dren were asked how mad
(in the case of bad outcomes) or how hafpy'(for good‘aﬂﬁcomos)
they thought the actors! mothers were when they founé&oui about
the story characters' behavior. It was reasoned that 1f a
mother told her child (e.g.) to steal a bicycle, then she should
subsequently not be angry when the child actually did so. o
Also, as a check Onithe severity manipulgtion, children
Yeré asked to make a moral judgment as to "how good" the actors
were when they were involved 1n[gdo; outcomes, and "hbv bad"
_the bad-outcome actors-were. While the. data provided by this
question were to eerve primarily as a manipulation check 1t
was also expected to also providefsqme additional information
. regarding the moraiggzdgnent-reéponsibility attribution rela-

tionshAb. C::>\J

‘Prbcedure. Subjects were tested in groups of two or three
ip a separate room located 1nrtheir,school. Instructions>in-
'éluded telling the~qhi%dren that they‘would hear some s?ories
about some boys Fhéir own age whong‘tQ another school, and
afterward would be asked some questions about them, It was‘v
'QbeAined tﬁat one of the questions would be how requnsible
the boys were for the things that happen in the stories. At
this point, the expﬁrimeeter‘ﬁook several minutes to ensure

that the subjects understood the concept of responsibility.
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’Specifically,~the experinenter eiplained tnet nif someone 18
responsible for a good or a bad thin; happening, we woulé say
that 1t's his fault that the good or bad thing happened. So
you see, {t can be Bomeone's fault that a good thing happened,
the same way it can be their fault that a bad thins happened.
1f someone is responsible for a bad thing that happened, we
might blane then for it. But’it'tney're"responsible for a good
thing that happened, wo might w:nt to thank them instead."’
Originally, an attempt was made to present thé instructions Gith
a tape recorder, but 1t soon became apparent that some of the
‘younger ‘children were not sufficiently attending to this cru-
cisl stage of the procedure, Therefore, the experinenter pre-
sented the instructions personally with each session. However,
an . attempt was made to nininize experinenter efrects by glving
the exact same instructions and definitions, to all subJects in ﬁ
all grades. Fortunately, it was possible to present .the sub-
' sequent stories and experinental menipulations wlth the tape
recorder, as the children were usually sufficiently interested
in the experi-ent after presentation of the instructions to |
attend to the material.

Following the ‘introduction and the discussion of responsi-'
bility, subjects were shown a sample booklet and told how to
use the scales. SpecitiCally, it was made clear that (e.g.)

. "very respousible" (4) was more responsible than "pretty res-

poneible" (3), which in turn was more responsible than "a

little bit responsible" (2). Even the youngest children demon-

1
H
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strated no apparent difficulty.uuderetanding these distinctions,
The children vere then told that they would hear the etor-

1es on the tape recorder and that they could read the atoriee
ool

" on their booklets while they*were being epoken.. Booklets were

then distributed (Bubjects were, or course, in the same treat-

" ment condition), ** The experinenter than played the first story !
. !
~ (each story was told twice on the tape), eneured that the childd"

ren underetood the etory, then proceeded to play the firet

{ question. The tine interVal between questions was held con-

" stant at seven eeconde. Ench experi-ental session laated

approximately 15 - 20 minutes, ’

v

Upon coupletion of ‘a eession, sub jects were- told that the

’experinenter would come to their classroou after the experiment

R |
was over, to explain more about it dnd to answer their quest-~

ions, It was emphasized that it was very 1-pertant that they
not discusg the experiment with their claesnates until every-

one had participated. . 1

~.
v -
~

Results . T S ‘ N
Data anaixgig. A total of 129 aubjects participatpd in the |

experinent but data for 12 subjectas were randomly excluded in

order to equalize the number of subjects per cell at 13.

While it is unusual for gex to operate as a eigniricant

factor in moral Judgment research (er, Wright, 197ﬂ) 3 a4 prelim-

inary Sex X Grades X Valence analyeie of Variance ) reeponsibil-

ity ecores was performed to ensure that the eubsequ nt analyeee, o

. .



.,eubeequent analyses.

. . . / / [y \ { . .
to be collapsed over the sex variable, would not dbs®ure possibly

A
signifiéant efrects for sex. This unequal-n, unweighted means

"analyeie revealed no main effact for sex or interaction with

grades and/or valence (F'a VA l). While this analysie. of course,
pertains on\\/ attributiona of responaibility,/it should be

noted that sex differences in cell means on all dependent vari-

4

ables rarely. differed more than small amount, and never in a

congistant faghion, donsrquently,.in order to benefit by addi-
. . . ! ! ‘ .
tional statistical power, the sex variaple was collapsed for all

/

External-cauee mani ulation czhth A potential problem with

the credibility of the external-cauae manipulation had been anti«

. cipated._ Specifically, it could be argued that any Yailure to

find predicted or unpredictad significant effects agpording to
parental dictate 1nfornation may - be due to subJecta' failure to
belleve such information, particularly dictates which are’ facili-
tative.of bad outcones and'inhibitory of‘good onee. Therefore,‘

o

the poet—experinental interview for some. randomly chosen snb-

"jents in these latter conditions included informal questions as

!

~ to poeaible explanations the children might have for such’ paLen-

g tal behavior. Subjects of ‘all grades were able to suggest

explanations, although these explanationa thenselves Varied

widely in ¢ edibility. Generally, houever, the legitimacy of.
the racilit ive/ bad outcone dictate was rationalized (e.g.,
"The mother was poor and the boy needed the bicycle to get to

achool"), wng&e ulterior and apparently acceptable motiVations
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weee uedally attributed to mothers who gave the inhidbitory/
good outcome dictate (e.g., "She wanted him to save his ‘money,"
rether-than give 1t ’3!’)‘ Although t!eee 1nfo:-al answers
typically indicated tﬁet subJjects perceived the dictate infor-
mation as credible, it should be added that the more objéctive
data for ettributiozg of anger aed happinees to eothers! to

be deacrieed shortly, also address the issue of the credibility
of the external-cause manipulation. ’

'Separate ahalyees of variance yere performed on "how nadﬁ
dnd "how heppy" the mothers were.eetineted to be., For the first
category, a highly significant main effect for external cause,
F (2 108) =f§9 70, p L .01, indicated that this 1ntorlation had
produced the intended effect for the bad-outco-e storieé Sub-
" jects in the facilitative-cause condition attributed the least
anger to the mother (M = 2.0), while subjecte in the inhibitory-
. cauee/conditio 'attributed the most (M 5_3.38). Overfll, the
. control conditd resulted in scores which did not differ sig-
‘nificantly (M-= 3.18) froe the 1nh1b1torj-cause condition,
according to a Duncan's test of neans, but' this result will be
qualified in tde discussion of the Cause X Severity interaction.

‘Oncthe "how mad" acoree, there was also. a highly signifi-
cant main effect for severity of outcones, F (1 108) = 120.7,.
g [ 01 As would be expected, mothers were Judged to be more
angry Ihen outcomes were relatively severe (4. e., the stolen
_(bic'ycle, M=3.27) rq,ther than mild (i._.e\, the stolen pencil;

= d.44). _Thisg finding also attests to:the e?fZZtivengﬁe of

Wi

! ' ‘ é N
R . ) ,



theieeteritj manipu%etion.

Ae mentioned previously, there was also a significant Cause
X Severity 1nteraction F (2,108) = 17.45, p/ .Ol. The cell
leans for this interaction (see Table 1) 1nd1cated that the
.obtained pattern of results for the cause main effect held par-
ticularly for the high-severity condition. That is, subjects
in the high-severity condition estimated almost identical lev-'
.els of anger in mothers when the dictate had been 1nh1b1tory
and when no dictate information was given, with less anger
attributed in the facilitative;cause condition. In contrast,
subjects in the low—severigy condition did estimate higher
ansbr when the parental dictate had been 1nhibitory, conpared
to no-information (control) s%bjects. .These differences were
significant at the .05 level according to Duncan's multiple

range test on cell means.

TABLE I Tt

Mean Esti-ated Anger of Actor's Mother According to Severity of

gg Bad Ack” and External Cauee (Dictate)

External Cause

-t
2y

Severity | ;.. Facilitative Inhibitory ~ Conmtrol

High

/ 2.13 3.82, - 3,85,
Low ‘ 1.876 2095d : ) 20519

a

Note. Higher means indicate higher attributed anger., .
Means which do not share a common subscript diffen at
the .05 level by the Duncan multiple range test.

- -



28

. N .

4
There was also a significant main effect for grades, F

.

(2,108) = 6.8, p / O1. Seconﬂ-gfadere attributed the most
anger to mothers (M = 3,18) overall,‘while elghth-graders at-
"tributed the least (M = 2.56).. The scores for fifth-graders
(M = 2.82) weré not significantly higher than those of eighth-
graders, but were significantly loéer than thosge of second-
grade subjects .(p / Ol) | ‘

Grades did not interact significantly with external cause;
therefore there is no 1ndication that the cause manipulation
had any differential effect among grades. The complete table
for the amalysis of variancé on t?e "how mad" scores appears
in Appepdix 3, ’

For the '"how happy" scores, the?e was a highly significant
main effect for external cause, F (2,108) = 173.6, p / .01,

'which'indicafes that the cause manipulation had been salient to
the children. Shbjects in the facilitative-cause condition es-
finated the mothers to be hapﬁiest'in response to the good act
M = 3.62), while subjects ;n the 1nh}b1tory;caus§ condition
estimated the mothers to be least hapf? (M =1.36). Subj%ctg
in the cont:ol group est1mé§ed a relatively Aigh degrbe'of‘hap-
piness in the mother§ n = 3.22)!‘bht sighificantly iess‘(p‘[
.05 by the Duncan test) than facil;tative-cauee subjects.

While there was a moderately significant main effect for
| severity, F (l »2108) = 6.31, p / .05, with more happiness attrib—

uted to mothers in the high- than in the low-severe condition

(Hs = 2.83 and 2.63, respectively), there was also a Severity



29

L

X Cauge interaction, F (2,108) = 8.39, p / .01, which indicated
that the severity effect was limited entirely to the no-informa-
tion‘(control) subjects (see Table 2).

The main effect fo; éradee did not reach an acceptable level
of significance, nor were any other interactions éignificant.
The su-mafy of~tpe analysis of "how happy" scores appears in

Appendix 4.
Judgments of Bad. Analysis of variance (see Appendix 5)

revealed that ﬁudgménts of "bad" regarding story characters
were affected by severity, F (1,108) = 42.0, p / .01, and exter-
nal cause, F (2,108) = 4.58, P/ .05. The child who co-nittgd
the high-severe act (stealing a bicycle) received é higher
ﬁbadngss" écore (M = 3.069) than did the child in the low-severity
story‘(M = 3,18). ' The signifiéant external cause main effect
was due .to decreased Judgnenié of badness in the fécilitafi#e-
cause condition (M = 3.23), compared to comtrol auSJects (ﬁ = 3,49)
and~£hcreased badness scores in thé inhibitory-cause condition
(M = 3.59). | |
.Howéver, thése varxablés (éeveritf and external‘%ause) also
yieided a aigﬁiricant 1nte£act;on,.§ (2,108) = 3.92, p / .05.
Cell means for this interaction (see Tahle 3) indicated thaf the
pattern of results for the‘extprnal—cause main bffect was res- |
tricted mainly to the high-severity condition, with 1ittle
differentiation by cause in the loi;severity cbndition. That.is;

only subjects in the high-severity condition Jﬁdged the actor to
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TABLE 2
Mean Estimated Happiness of Actor's Mother According to Sever-

i1ty of dood Act and External Cause

(Dictate)
External Cause
Severity Facilitative i Inhibitory Control
High ' 3.614a 1.31b _ 3.54a
Low ' ; 3.59a : _ 1.41b 2.90c

" Note. Higher neaﬂs 1nd;cat;‘more attributed happiness.
Means which do not share a common subgcript differ at

the .05 level by the Duncam multiple range test.

TABLE 3 o
Mean Judgments of "Bad" According to External Cause (Dictate)

and Severity of Butcomes

., External Cause

L}

‘Severity Facilitative - - Inhibitory Control
High 3,33, 3.95, 3.79,
. . .
Low 3.3, 3.23,, . 3.18,,

Note. Higher means inditate increased judgments of "bad",
Means which do not share a common subscript differ at

the .05 level by the Duncan multiple fange test.



be less bad when the dictate had been facilitative ‘than when it
- hadvbeeq,%nhibitorylor fhen no dictate 1nfpr-at;op was gi%en.
o Subjects in the low-severity conditioﬂ showed norﬁignificant
differentiaxion by external cause. Differences. were ai;nificant
at the .05 level by the Duncan test.
Also, there was a significant Grades X Cause interaction,

F (4,108) = 2.69, p / .05. Between-grades comparisons on cell

moans (see Table 4) indicated that there were significant differ-

f

ences between grades in the facilitative-cause conditiop, but |
ﬁot in the 1nh1b1tory-0guse and control conditions. Therelore,
‘when the parental dictate ﬁas facilitative to the had outcome,
seCond-grad; children Judged the actor more harshly‘than did

fifth-sraders, who in turn Judged the actor more harshly than

atd oighth-grade children ( p8 / .05 by the Duncan test). Within-

grades comparieone 1nd1cated that fifth- and eighth-grade.aub-
Jects, but not second-graders, Judged actors to be also less .
bad in the facilitative-cause condition coupared to the respec—
tive contrpl groups.' There was no evidqnce that thernal-cause
'1nfbrnation had any effect on chond-gradere' Judgments ot
badness. \

. No other main effects or 1nteractions reached signiricance.
Judgments of Good. The analysie of variance on the child-
ren's Judgmgnts of "good" regarding good-outcone actors produced
significant differences for all main effects and most inter- :
actione. First, there was a main eftect tor séverity, F (1, 108)

10.97, p / .01. The actor in the thh—severity condition

.

&
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TABLE 4

i

Mean Judgments of "Bad" According to Grades and External Cause
1 (Dictate)

External Cause

Grades Facilitative Inhibitory " Control

2 ( .3.62; 3.69, 338,
5 : S 35, 3.62, NI
. 8 | | 2.92, 3.46 3.65,

Noté. Higher means 1ndfcate 1ncreasedijudg-ents of "bad".
Means which do not share a common subscript differ at-

~’th; .05 levél by the Duncan multiple range teqt.

received higher "goodnessﬁ scores dvﬁrall (M = 3.61) tﬁan did-
actors in the lov—seierity"etory (M = 3.37). The main effect
for cause, F (2 108) = 5.01, p / Ol indicated that actors in
dinhibitory-caﬁbe conditions were not Judged quite as good (M
3.27) as actors in facilitative-cause (M = 3.67) and control
(M= 3, 53) condiéiona. However, this main effdctAin particularh
will ‘be qualified by the discussion of the Grades X Cause
Interaction, o |

Severity and cause alao interacted, F (2, 108) u,38,'3,[.
.05, This 1nteraction ind1Cated-that the severity main effect
was limited ;argel§ to the qontroi-grOup subjects. However,

B ,
= ,
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further statietical exploration of this interaction was deferred,
as. saverity and cause were also 1nrolved 1n a higher-order inter-
action with‘gnadea. , | ‘ |

The main effect for ;rades, F (2,108) = 4,63, p / .05, 18
qualified b; a'signifiéant Grades X Cause interaction, 2 (4,108)
= 7.54, p / .OL. Cell means for this interaéfion (see Table 5)
1ndi;ated that second-grade subj;ctg judged actérs in the inhi-
bitory-cause condition to be less "good" than did fifthf_and
eighth-grade subJects, thus supporting predictions. Alao 1t

had been predicted that eighth-graders in the tacilitative-cause

| # . TABLES5 . o )

Mean Judgments of "Good" According tg Grades and External Cause

- (Dictate)

- External Cause '

Grade ' Faci}itativ;4 Inhibvitory - Control
2 o 3.;81a e Shy 3.50,
5 o, a8s, ) 3.62, 3.54,
8 33, 3.65, 354,

~

Note, Higher means 1nd1cate 1ncreased Judgnents of "good" ’

Means which do not share a common subscript differ at

* the .05 level by the Duncan multiple range test.

condition would attribute less goodness to actors than would

i
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second- and fifth—grade eubJects,xdue to the dieoounting of res-
ponsibility by eighth-gradere. The Duncan test wasg marginally
significant (p £ .06) for both betwpen-gradee comperiaons, thus

| lending some qualified support for thie prediction. |
A aignificant Grades X Severity X Cauae 1nteraction F
(4,108) = 2, 47, p £ .05, 18 difficult to interpret (see Figure 1.
However, thie:higher-order interaction doee not seem to subetan-
tially qualify the Gradea X Cauae interaction;_ ‘

“ Finally, it should be noted that these results for both bad-
ness and goodness Judgnente indicate that the severity anipula-
tion had the intended effect More i-portantly, however, control
‘group data indicated that severity in both valence conditions was
Judged comparably among grades. Therefore, analyses of the major

dependent variables were performed withmﬂt preJudice.

. Atpributione of Responeibility. Anélyaie of Variancelre-

venled a significant main effect for grades, F (2,108) = 8, 09,
'Lp ya .01, on attributione of responsibility. Fifth—grade irb—
Jects attributed the most responsibility overall (H 3 54),
while second- and eighth-grade subjecte attributed conparable‘
levels of responsibility overall (Ms = 3,11 and 3.12, respec-
tively) ~ There was also a: ‘highly significant main effect for
external cause, F (, 108) 18 46, p / 01. Most responsibility
was attributed when the nature of the parental dictete was inhi-
bitory to the outcome (M 3.62), and least whenm facilitative
'(M = 2, 83) Children receiving no information about parental

-dictatee attributed responsibility enost exactly intermediately

i

'
i
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(M = 3,26). '
' However, despite the highly signi{iggfj\i::::e of the
external cause main effect, this result is qu ‘ng\fgtjrhat
by a significant Cauge X Vg}once interaction, F (2,108) = 5.14,
p/ .01. Cell.leans for this interaction (see Table 6) indi-
cated fhaﬁ, in the bad-dﬁtcone‘condition, children treated no
1nf9rmationlas comparable to an inhibitory cauaé, whereas no

information was comparable to the facilitative~cause informa-

'tion in the good-outcome condition.

TABLE 6
Mean Attributions ?f Respbnsibility According to Valence of

Act and External Cause (Dictate)

!

24

Exterhal Cause
[ 1

‘Valence Facilitative - Inhibitory Control

Good 303, 1352 3.00,

[ . , . C |

Note., Higher means 1ndicate'higher attributions 6! responsibil-
ityo B . ¢
Means which do not share a common aubecript differ at

the .05 level by the Duncan multiple range test.

On the other hand, it had been predicted that grades would

interact with valerice and cause. While thie interaction (see
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Table ?7) was not etatietically eigniricant, specific predic- '
'tiona regarding thie/interaction were eupported by the Duncan
test, In particular, this analysis revealed that the pattern
of the Valenee X Cause inte:ection was déndnstrated mOatraali-
ently by eighth-gradeispbjects. That is, the oldest children
attributed the least reeponaibility for bad outcomes whem there
was a’ facilitative cause present (compared to an inhibitory
cause anq no information), and the most responsibility for
good outcomes in the inhibitory-cause condition (with no infor-
natien and facilitetive~cauee information treatedfapproxilately'

{
the same), To facilitate compreheneion, mean values for these

'comparieond are plotted in Figure 2. '
It had also been predicted that eightﬁ-grade‘eubjecﬁe would
‘diebeunt responsibility for good outcomes when the extereal.
caeae ﬁas facifitative. While.the Duncan .test did not[reach
‘ sighificance, the less conservative t+test for muftipie compari-
sons (considered apprepriate for a priori predictiene) did indi-
cate a signifieanttdifference betWeen-eighth—grede subjects in
the facilitative-cause/good-outcome cell and the combined means
of youhger subjects im the same condition, t (108) = 2,09, p /
.05, one-tailed, -‘ o .
External cause also interacted with the; severity of outc0mee,v
& (2,108) = 7.63, p / .01, Cell means tor this interaction (see
Table 8) indicated that most reeponaibility was, attributed in

the high—aeverity/inhibitory-cause condition, and least in the
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! | _'I‘ABLE'? o |
Mean Attributions of Reaponsibility According to Grades, Val-

énce, and External Cause (Dictate)

=

A

External Caune '

. ‘ | ' ) ' .
Grado . Facilitative Inhibitory control

.Bad Outcome

2 o 2.35a B ?.GZQfE E.S“defs
5, . . 3.jlcdqt8 . '3q928 o .3-7518
8 ' . 2-5u&b | ’ 3.629f8' ! 5.31cderg

Good Qutcome’

!

2 }f;Sbcder‘ - 3 %cdet .2‘85abcd '
2 , _b f j‘g?bcdefs .3'7615' . ?’EEocdefg
. 8 ' 2'65pbc ' "‘3.65ef8 ,Zoszabcd. é

Note. Higher means 1nd1Cato higb@r attributions of responsibil-
//\\ .
i ity. ’ ; . f

N

Mesns which do not shsre a common subgcript difter at

- thek20§ level by the Duncan multiple range test.

[
|

/ . |
high-aevority/racilitativoacauae condition. Intereatinsly, more

reaponsibility WaB attributod in the facilitative~camae cond1~

I

tion when severity was 1ow rather than ht7h whereas the reuain-‘
. ] | g
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ing cause conditions produced the pre&icted severity~c’-out-
come effect, ,

However, the significant Grades X Severity X Cauee inter-
action F (4,108) = 2, 57, p / .05, indicated that this latt
;interaction was evidenced solely by fiftb- and eighth-grad,p' \
children, as aecond-graders did not differentiate their attri---
butions of responsibility according to external cause in the
,low-severiéy condition (see. Figure‘B) The Duncan tqst on
these méans indicated that, in the low-severity condition,
children in all grades apparently treated no informatnon as to_
cause as comparable to facilitative-cause information, whereasjo
only nitth- and eighth-grade children (snd not second-graders)
greatly_increased their attributions of responsibilitx when the
psrental dictate vss inhibitory to the low-geverity ontcome (ps
[ .01), cospared to the respective control-group means, Also, |
vithin-grades comparisons revealed that only second~ and eighth-
'grade children (and not firth-graders) showed increased attribu-
tions of responsibility in the facilitative-cause condition when.
outcomes were low rather than high (ps / .05).
’ The analysis of variance for the msin effects of !alence and
- severity did not approach significance, nor did the renaining
interactions. The summary of the analysis of attribution of
s}bnsibility scores appears in Appendix 7, - § |
Diagnosticity. - Analysis of variance on subjects'{;stinates
of how often story characters demonstrated similar behaviors

revealed a significant main effect for Valence, F 1, 108) = 7.59,
, 1L :

-



TABLE 8
Mean Attributions of Responsibility According to‘Severity of

Outcome and External Cause (Dictate)

Eiternal Cause

Severity Facilitative Inhibitory Control
High 2.73, 3,74, 3.40,
Low .03, | 3,50, 3.13,

3

Note, :Higher means indicate higher gttributione of responsibil-
1ty. v
Means which do not share a common subscript differ at

the .05 level by the Duncan multiple range test.

2.4 .01. Actors performing good acts were generally seen as more

&4kely‘to repeat such behavior (M = 2.60) than were actors who -

N

.did béd\acts (M = 2.38). However, a significant Valence X Sever-

ity interaction, F (1,108) = 5.03, p / .05, indicated that the
effect for Qalence iaseparticularly salient_wheh severity wés
low rather thanm high (see Table 9). \
It had been predicted that grades would interact with extef;
. ,

nal cause, with older children attributing more diagnosticity

with am inhibitory cause. While the overall interaction itself

~did not reach statistical significance, a Duncan test on cell

means did lend partial support for this expectation (see Table
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30).' While elghth-grade subjects in the 1nh1p}tory-cause condi-
tion did not show increased diagnogticity compared to controls,
elghth-grade facilitative-cause eubjegts did attribute Bignifif
cantly less diagnosticity, cAmpared to oighth-gréders-receiviﬂg
no 1nformation regarding external cause, Children in the second-
and fifth-grades did not demonstrate thie apparent diecounting

L

effect,
TABLE 9

Mean Diagnosticity Scorea'Accdrdihg to Valence and Severity of
! N )

Outcomes
@ Severity
'Valence | | High  Low
Bad - l 2.4 2.32
Good 4 2“55bc ‘ 2.‘65c

~Note. Higher means indicate higher attributed diagnosticity.
L Means which do not ehare a tommon aubscript differ at
the .05 level by the Duncan multiplo range test.
{

No other main effécts or interactioﬁs reached significénce.
The summary of the analysis of diagnoaticity scores appears in
Appendix 8. : ,

Allocated Punishment. As in the Judgments of badness, this
analyeia revealed a highly significant main effect for severity,

§:§}4108) = 141.3, p / .0l. As would be expected, the high-A



Ly
severe eforylcﬁaracter was allocated more punishment (M = 3.5)
than was the low-severe character (M = 2.52). Unlike the
analysis of "bad" scores, there was also a main effect for
érades, F (2,108) = 5.14, p / .O1. .Sécond-g:a&e subjects allo-
cate& significantly more punish;ent ovqrhl; (ﬁ;: 3.27) than did
fifth-grade subjects (M = ?.94) And eighth-grade subjects (M = :

2.82; js / .05 by thb.Duncan'test). The difference between

the latter two g}adee did not approach significance,

[

‘TABLE 10

Mean Diagnosticity Scores According to Grades and External Cause

1

(Dictatd)
.
External Cause . .\
‘Grade ' Facilitative . Inhibitory  “Conmtrol
| 1 ’ i
2 267, 2.2, 2.52,
5 2.58,, 2,46, 263,
8 223, 2.(1:1ab N 2.71,

&

Note, Higher means indicate higher attributed diagnosticity.
Meéns which do not share a comndn subscript giffer at
: - the .05 level by the Dumcan multiple range test. _
There was also a signifipaﬁt maln effect for external cause,
F (2,108) = 3.63, p / .05. While least punishment was allocated

overall in the facilitative-cause conditioﬁ,'this main -eMrect 1s

*
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qualified by a éignifieaﬂt éradés X Cause interaction, F (4,108)
= }.22, P [/ .05, Cell means for this 1nferacfion (See Table,1f§
indicated that it waé’mainiy the older-cﬁil&ren, partié@larlx
eigpth-graders, who showed decreased alloéateg punishnept'in the
facilitative-cause condition. As predicted, second-grade sub-
jects d4id not seem to be affécted,byfexternal-dauae 1pfofmation
when allocating Runiahmeqte\for bad acts.

The,suﬁmar& of the anéljgis of variance on punish;ent scores.
appears in Appendix 9. : L o N ' ‘

TABLE 11 | :

Mean ‘Allocated Punishmgnt‘According to Grades and External Cause

(Dictate)
_External Cause
Grade Facilitative . - Inhibitory Control
2 L35, 3,00, 346,
5 2,77, SR 5 E-J g.9zaﬁ‘
8 L 2.270 - . 3.Ol+ab 3'15ab\

Note. Higher meané indicate higherﬁlevélg of’alloéated‘punish- \
ment, | -
Means which do not share a common suBscfipt differ at
the ;OS level by the Duncan @ultiple range test. -

Allocated Reward. Analysis of variance on the ébores repres-~

i \ !

S
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enting the degreelto which-children perceived.the good-outco?e
acters to be deeerving.of rewards (see Abpendi#-lO) revealed a
high;y'significant main effect for outcome sever;ty,’gg(151085
= 41.47.(2'[ .0l. As expected, the high-severe actor (who gave
: his'aavings to poor children) was rated higher in reward-deserv-
ingness (H = 2, 87) than was the low-gevere actor (vho helped ‘a

child with his ehoelaces, M= 2.45). There was also ‘a slgnifi-

cant main effect for cause, F (2,108) = 4.86, p / .01, with sub-

. Jects receiving facilitative-caqee information rating actors

generally more deserving of rewards (M = 2.91) than did sub-
/ l

Jects who received inhibitory-cause informatiom (M = 2.31) or

' .
@

no information (M = 2.46).
!

o TABLE 12

Mean Allocated Reward According to Grades and External Cause

(Dictate)
External Cause
; ] '\ | .
Grade " Facilitative Inhibitory - Control
2 : 3.27,. 2.19.4 ‘ 2;92
> 3.0§ap. . 2412, 2. Sobcd
8 : 2'38bcd‘ 2’62abcd o 1.96d

¢ \

Note; Higher means indicate higher levels of alloCate& rew&rd
‘ o

' Means wpich do not share a common subscript differ at the '

1

.05 level by the Duncan multiple range test.
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However, the main effect for cause ie-qualified by a eigni-
ficant Grades X Cause interaction, F'(2,108) = 2, 91, p Z +05.
 As Table 12 1ndicetee, it was mainly the younger children, espe-
cially eecond-gredere, who showed the 1ncreaeed allocated re-
wards in the facilitatiwe-cauee condition.‘ As predicted, eighth-
grade eubjects perceived eignificantly leee reward-deeervinsneee
-in actors who per formed good acts after being told to do mo (1 e.,
"facilitative-cauee 1nformation) than did-eecond-gradere._ Thie
result coincides with the fipding that eighth-gradere in the
fatilitative-cause condition had aleo Judged actors to be less
"good" than did the yeunger Bubjects, as discussed earlier. On
the other hand, it ehould be noted that this obtained]pattern of
 results for allocated rewhrd also occured in the COntrol (1.e.Y
no-information% condition. Thus, while eighth-grade control
'7eubjecte had'ecored comperably to eecond-grade controls on
Judgments of good, they nevertheless perceived the actors as
lese deserving of rewards than did the eecond~gradere.

The means for the simple effect for grades in the inhibitory-
cause condition were An the predicted directions, with eighth-
grade eubjects scoring highest, but differeﬂcee didbnot‘reach.
acceptable levele of significance by either the Duncan or the
t-test. " | o

When the within-gradee effect for cauee is coneidered the
Duncan test (p / 06) and the t-test (t (108) = 2,09, p / .05,
one- -tailed) 1nd1categ: tendency for eecond-grade subjects to
allocate less reward in the 1nh1bitory-cauee condition than in

!

the-control.condition. This rinding~aleo coincides iﬂth fhe

L
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¢ t

ebtained pattern of results of "good" scores and ‘supports the
-hypotheeie that - children of thie age have a concept of 5ood

behavior that 18 oriented toward obedience.

!

'+ Similarly, in contrast to the results of secend-grade aub-
Jects,'eighth-gradere allocated‘gggg reeard té actors in tte
inhibitory-cause condition than did control subjects, t (108) =
1.89, p / 05, one-tailed, This Tesult was also predicted,

All other main efrects and interaction in this analyeia

!
t

failed to reach: eignificance.
J

! 1
Discussion ) -

The resulte of Experiment ! provide some support for most
of the hypotheses. First, it was found that children not ;o
receiving external-cause*manipulations generally'attributed
more reeponsibility to actors involved in bad outcomes than in
goqd odtcomes, and further that the valence-of-outcoue effect
was eignificantly more salient with the younger children than
with older children. “The prOpOBed explanation for thisg phenom-
‘enon, i.e., that facilitative cauges are normally assumed in
the occurrence.of good outcomee, and inhibitory causes are
assumed in the case of bad outcomes, was supported by the eigni-
1ficant Valence X Cause interaction on attributiona of responei-
bility, | |
However, the diagnoeticit& rosulth'did not support the
'Valence-of-outéone hypotheees;~ In fact, children of all! gradee

rated the good-outcome actors as more likely to repeat einilar

~
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" behaviors than thé bad-outcome actors, This finding is inter-
ésting because, as noted previously, actors wero‘generally held
less responsible for good dutcomes}than {or‘bgd outcomes, at
least by control-grodp subjects, It seeis likely that chiidren
were invoking a priori befiefs that people are 3enerally more
inclined  to perrorm good'acts than bad acts, thus overriding
any thdency for consistency betwoen attgibutions of responsi-
bility and diagnosticity. .

Again, while it was apparent that when children, were judg-
ing good}éctsf no information aé to exte;nal cause was compar-
able 'to fdcilitative-cause information, there was{a slight but -
signifipant tendenc& for eighth-grade subjects to discount still
| more reaponﬁibility than younger subjects whem the external
cause (parentai dfictate) was facilitative to a gdoq outcome. |
This finding is-coﬁgiétent with predictions. -However, cohtrary
to predictions, when'outcémes were‘qu, eighth-grdde:aubjects
did ﬁot seem to discount responsibility more thanléecond;gradérs
when the cause ;as facilitatiye. Both grades showed a marked .
decreaee in attributod responsibility in the facilitative-cause/
bad-outcoma.condibion, compared to their!requctive control
5£oups., Curiously, 1tﬁwaa the fiftpAgrade subjeéta--not the,
second-graders--who attributed moat responsibility ‘(although
still leas than did corntrol-group subJecte) in this condition,

In addition, the expected age differences were atrongly
eupported by data on the remaining dependent measures. Firat

.eishg;;traders attributed less diagnosticity when the parental
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diqtatf wvas facilitative, compared to cbntrols, regardless of
valence of outcome., Second- and fifth-grade subjects dia not
dembnstrate a comparable decreaae in diagnosticity in the faci-
litative-cause copdition. More 1nterest1ng, perhaps, are

scores for mefal Jgdgments and panctioning, Whon outcomes
_wefefbed, there was a stroqg developmental trend toward decr;ased
judgments of bad and allocated punishment with increasing age,
in the facilitative-cause condition, The finding that second-
graders in this condition judged actors more harshly than did
\Q}der children, despite the fact that such actors‘were behaving -
in accordance wiEp parental dictatee, provides avreplicatiee of
results by Berg-Cross (1975). However, why second-graders im
the present study nevertheless attributeq less responsibility

to actors in the éacilita%;ve-cauee/bad-outeeme coﬁdition_ie |
not known, | |

Responses by second-grade children in the facilitative-

cause/good-outcomé condition provide support for the hypotﬁesis
that the CODCOPF of good held by young child:en is based on obed-~
ience, rather than beiig eriehted'tovard a recipient'a feelings
or welfare. SQcond-grade;children actually judged actora to

be more "good" and allocated them more reward when theéy per-
.tormed'good acts in response to a facilitative parental dictate
than when they were 51ven no .seuch information. Curioualy, this -
‘1ncreaee occured despite a nan-significant increase in attribu-

tions of responsibility by these second-graders. Again, there

is little recognizable consistency between second—gradere'

~ attributions/and their morhl Judgments.
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Conu@defipg now the obserJed offectelot an inhibitory exter-
nal cause on attributions of responsibility, it is clqar that
the resultslaupport the predicted fashion in which second-grade
subjects would respond tq a good outcome that 1s counter to an
inhibitory parental dictate. First, only fifth- and eighth- .

grade eubjects showed a~5l; _ricant augncnting of reaponaibility

- im, the 1nhibitor¥4cauf! _‘ one condition,compared to con-//
M _y;z 3 3
trols. Moreover, ingsa, £he and elghth-grade children

&%

also Judged actors -t ﬁi,sood" and allocated thom more

K3 -, )
‘. .
- N . !

reward as.: :ell.° SQcond-grnqg‘chilQren actually judged actors
. in the 1nhib1tory-cauap/good-outcome‘condition to be legs good
and less desorving of reward than did control-group second-
graderg. These latter findings coincide with thoae of second- ~
graders in the fgcilitati#e-cause/good-outcome condition, dis-
cussed previoualy, in their support for the hypothesized bbedi-
ence-oriented concept of: good held by young children. '

The nain unaupported prediction regarding external cause
_was that age would iuteract with 1nhib1tory cauLe on Judgnents
of diagnosticity. ‘Although eighth-graders did per03ive legs
diagnosticity when the parental dictate was facilitative to
~the bad or good outcomse, they did not ahov the predicted in-
creaae 1n diagnosticity when the dictate was 1nh1b1tory.

Finally, hypothesea pertalning to the severity of outcomes
.received only qualitied aupport. The Grades X Severity X Cauao
interaction on attributions of responsibility 1nd1catod‘that
the prodicted eeberity-of~outcouo effect occurred in an incon-

o -
I - ~> X .
/ : PR mﬁﬁ
M »

L
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sistent faaiion'whiqh is difficult to imterpret. Pverall, sec~-
* ond grhders were mosat affe&tod by Eho severity manipulation, as
'their attributione of reapoi:ibility were practically undiffer-
entinted by external cause when severity.was low rather th&n)

" high. E I

The one consistent (although unpredicted) finding was that

v /

children in all 5rados showed increased attributions of respon-‘
eibility W the ekternal cause was facilitative to the low-
severity ;::::;\:izs\Highggaverity outcome. It is possiple that
these children may'have perceived Wess latitudqiof choice in
actors ordered by parents to do high- rather than.low—sefcre

/ .
acts, (thereby leading to relativoly.morg responsibility attribu-

ted in'the latter condition, ! ’

The only other significant findiné/pertaining to outcome .
severity was the Sovority X Valence interaction on Judgnente of.
diagnosti;;.ty.i This iuteraction indicated that the low-severe/
good act‘was given higher diagnostic value than both the low-
severe/bad act and the high-severe/bad-acf. Moreover, the actor ;
performing the lgw-severe}good act (i.e.,.helping a child with
hia shoolaces) was perceived-as ﬁarsinally more‘likely to per-
form other good acts tham was the actor porforming the high-
severe ~good act, This finding coincidos with the result die-
cussed above, that a racilitativo cause was apparently assnned
.in the occurrence of good outcomes, and the further findingvthat
more; responsibility was!attfibuted fben the cause Was'facili;a-
tive to;abibw- rather than a hish-devoro act. It is tempting

. ) : -
& o .

»
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to generalize from this pattern or resulta and suggest that they
aupport{the 1ntu1tive1y plausible hypothesia that good deeds of
low severity appoar more spontameous and are loaa likely to

. arouse suspicion as to ulterior motivoelthan are spod dededs of

a grander scope. Con#or;ely, bad deeds of lessor consequence
may more roadily be attributed to a temporary lapse or moral
Visilance than bad acts of highen magnitude. Thie interaction
o botween'the valence and the severity of acts would seem to
warrant consideration‘in future research, |

! it
I ‘

NN



Experiment 2 ‘ %\
Methad ' / _—
Subjects and design. One hundred apd‘twenty~six ch;ldreh,

42 from each of three grades (second, r;:uh and eighth), parti-

cipated in Expefineﬁt 2. Eighth—grade unbjects were drawn fraom
the game Junior high as tﬁ:t providing subjects for Experiment 1,
whéreas different elementary schools provided second- and fifth-
grade subjects. However, those elelantary scho%ls 'ere in the
same general vicinity as those echools used in the first Experi-

K8nt. Parental permission was received before children were

allowed 'to participate.

Mean age of second-grade chil?ren was 7 years and 7 months.
Meaﬁ‘age'of fifth-grade children was 10 years and 11 months.
Mean age!of eighth~grade children was 13 jeata and 11 months; .
Ages of subjects in each grade for Experiment 2 were therefore
comparable to the ages of subjects in Experiment 1., Sex of sub- -
jects. was evenly divided in all grades. . }

The methoé ror assigning eubjects to conditions and the over-
all deeign,were identical to those of Experiuent 1. |

~Ha§erialg*ggd !rocedure. The same four atories froy Experi-

ment 1 were used in this experineht with one important varia--
A

tion, i.e., the nature of the external cause 1nformation. Faci-

- litative or 1nh1b1tory peer consensus information, réther than

pgrental dictates}‘aerved as the external cguse"han4gu]gtion

‘for Experiment 2, For example, the high-severe bad act performed
Ny & . +

. ) . ) o 3
in the presence of facilitative‘conaensud“!vad:‘
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” "Almost all of the kids in Bobby's school have sometimes taken
oicycles that didn't belong ég them, and kept them for them-
N . .

selves. Bobby took another boy's bicycle and kept it Ior him-

h
self." A'complete description of the stories appears in .

Appendix 11, § - et
The dame major dependent measures from Experiment 1 (respon~
° eibility, diagnosticity, sanctioning) were included and were
worded identiCally.gﬁﬂowever, the manipulation cbeck for Experi-
ment 2 consisgted of a, question as to how many other children in
the respective actore' schools would have performed a similar ::
act, "1f they had the chance." Also, becnuse the analysis of
the moral judgment data in Experiment 1 had denonetrated that.
the severity mahipulation had had its int‘uded effect ;t waa}v
,123' not considered necessary to repeat the "how bad" and "ng goodn
questions in. Experinent 2. Therefore, these questione were
deleted from the bookletsr With these fow exceptions, the
booklets eere identical to ‘those used in Experiment 1. -

L bk L
Finally, the procedure was identiq@l to that followed in - ’,

V-Experiment 1.

<
¥

Lo Results' B ' . p

Eﬁﬁ?ﬁa“* Data. analzsi . One hundred and twenty-eight sﬁbJecte par-
.'% il y ) .

*‘? }icipated in Experimen% 2. Hewever, data for‘}'o second-grade

1

’ jo subjects had to be discarded for, inability by the experinenter

dgﬁg to make inetructions clear:. The final aqalysis therefbre

yielded a 3 (Grades) X 3 (Cause) X 2 (Valence) X 2 (Severity)

4 . . . B .
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factorial design, with repeated measures on the last two varia-
. \ .

bles. However, as Valence was not a factor in the analyses of
scores for allocated punishment and reward, -separate Grades X

Cause X Severity analyses were performed dn these data.

Manipulation checks. _ Analysis of variance on the manipula-

- N :‘ ’:_qn« . s
tion~-check datﬁ (see Appdﬁdix 12) indicated that the consensus
manipulati@ﬁ had be’ﬁn highly salient te%e children, F (2,117)

g .
66179.,249501. Subjects in the facilitative -cause (high con-

,sensus) c%ngftion'estinated the highest prOportion of other
_fchiidren)who would act similarly (M = 2.97), while subjects in

B q’. . ] ,
theginhgtitoryQCause (low consensus)lconditiqn estimated the

o L

.1owestw(M = 1.58). Control (no-intormation) subjects scored

.

intermediately (M = 2.,06).
There was also a main effect for severity, F (1 117) (9‘}i,
2 / .01, which indiCated that more children were estinated to:

perform -low=s evere acts (M = 2.,28) than high-severe acts (M =

2.13). Severity in.sracted significantly with external cause, = .

oL

) ‘
F (2,117) = 5, 74, p Z Olg hich indicated that the main effect

- for. severity was restricted mainly to control-group subjects,

as: subjects receiving consensus }ntbrnation did not differen-
tiate their esgimates by«severity.i'However, severity also
interacted significantly with grades, F (2 117) = lh Ly, p / 01 :

Cell means for thjhkinteraction (Table 13) indicated that eighth-
)}
grgde subjects made lower Cstimetes than did second-graders when

£

severity was high, and higher estilstes than did second-graders

>

when severity was low, These differences are significant at

'.t’ \ ' - o | ) “.k.;-'_-

e LW LA : L : S
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the .05 level by the Duncan test. \

A significant main effect for Valence, F (1, 117) = 6.73,

P l 05, indicated that subjects generally estimated higher

consensus oveérall for good acts (M =.2.32) than for bad ac$§£¢

NI 1
(M= 2, lO) But a hi.fh‘ aignificant Grades X Valence in%r

action, F (2, ll?) = 23, 66, P [ .01, inaicated that this ','a
anna'" effect was denonstrated almost solely by second-grade

subjects., 1In fact, eighth-grade subJects responded almost

i

exactly opposite to second-graders, and estimated thst propor-

tionately more chiIdren would engage in bad acts than good adts

(p / .05 by the Duncan test).

’

x—

There was also a significant Valence X Severity interag&}on,

F Q, 117) = Q,OS 2 /..01. Further ahalysis of this inter-

action revealed that the high-severe/good act (M = 2,32) whi,

1

given higher consensus estimates than the high-severe/bad act

(M = 1,94; P [ .05), but that there was no simple effect for

valence in the low-severity condition Qrs = 2, 25 and 2,34 for
~ .
rad. and good acts, respectively). ’ 'Qa

» Neither the maln effect for grades nor@ifs Grades X Cause

interaction~appr0ached signiricance.

Attributions-of Responsibility. Analysis of Variance (see

Appendix 13) revealed a significant main effect for grades, E

(2,117) = 3 ?9, 2/ .05. s in Experinent 1, fifth-grade sub-

Jects attributed the most responeibility overall (M = 3,60),
|

while eighth-drade subJects attributed the least responsibility

‘overall (M = 5 23) The scores~for second-grade subjects (M

Y



3,40) yeré intermediate, | ' o .

TABLE 13

1

Mean Estimates of Comsensus According to Grades and.séverity

of_odtcones ; ‘

. B : .§Pverity
. | ~
Grade o High " Low o s
.2 . ' .. . v -': 2;; , ‘ 2.1 . » nj‘ . ,-?,“ n
r 33 ab l"'b R
. . _\.’." ; EET N N
2.1 2.32., - vgdoa il
., 4b ' ab v R
8 _ l 90 : 1 2.38a | 55${~ L
: PR St
’ P <P

'Note. Higher'meanb 1ndicate higher estimates of consensus,
| .Means which do not share a common subecript differ at
‘the .05 level by the Duncan multiple rangd.iest

.Unlik; Experiment 1, thefe were significant main effects for
valence, F (1,117) = 10.58, p / .01, and severity, F (1,117) =
11.56,,§“[~.Ol. More r;:§dnsib111§y was attributed to actors
involved in bad acts (M = 3.56) than in good acts (M = 3.27),
and more responsibility was attributed to actors imvolved in’
high-severe acts (M = 3;52) than‘low-severe acts (M = }:31)}

?he Vdigg;zs;,gause»interactiop\for this bqurinent was only
marginally aigniﬁ.?::anf F (2 117) = 2.1;.7,.&_2 .09, Cell means
for this interaction appear 1n Table 14. The Duncan test indif

L

cated that the 315n1t1Cant main effoct for valence was not
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denonstrated in the inhibitory-cauee COndition. ‘Thus, it aﬁpears
that the facilitative-cause and cOntrdl conditions led to a com-’
parable decrease in attributiong of responnibility in the good=- .
outcome condition. Moreover, it‘;hdﬁld Sé'noted.tﬁat“tﬁia p%tt- S
ern of'results fqr the Valencé X Cause interaction genérglly'held
fof all grades (see Table 15). Contra;y to predictioné. th;re is
\no ovidence that eighth-grade sub%ggga would diacount responsi-
. -bility when coneﬂnsus information is facilitative to qither the ‘

gaod .or bad outcome, B .
{ TABLE 14

Mean Attribution of Responsibility According to Valence of Out-

~come and External Cause (Consensus)

External Céuee

e
Valence a : Facilitatory . InhiBitorg | COntrol '*
) ) ‘ o v ' L
Bad A ) 5'563_ ‘ \3.50ab 3 62 -

uths. Higher npans indicate. higher attributions of responsibil-

) t L ‘ T ,
| S,_iyh . ‘?
o r’x‘lﬂe&né which do not share a common subscript differ at ‘

ey

?&e .05 leygiéby the Duncan multiple range test,
. v

. N ..",:4 o . [ .
. 'ﬁ i ' e . ,‘ '? : K2 "v V - i '," /

ere was also a mod%stny lignificant Grades X bause X -~

Severity interaction, F u,,;w) = 2.61, p / .05. Whilo this

B *
v
e Al

R

> I - ’ :
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| TABLE 15 r
Mean Attributions of Respbnsibility According to Valence of oy
fbutcome, Gﬁade,,ggdexteEnal Cause (Consensus)

ey

External Causb

‘ | . : . ' |
Grade - . Facilitative Inhibitory Control

1
4 + Bad Outcome .
o ?" . .
' ]

, \ : 4 R . '
2 ' o 3 Mogpea 2 3eMgpea T 3By
5 . 394 368pa  3:79q
& ‘ 1  3+25gbe | L 3+36 abea 3'461bcd"

Good Qutcome

8 | 2.3, O Blbgy 3025

Note. High#t means indicate higher attributions of responsibil-

ity. o w

Means which do not share a common subscript differ at
the .05 level by the Duncan multiple'ranéeitesf.
1nteraction does not lend 1taelf ‘easily to 1nterpretq€10ns, it.
does 1nd1cate that the nain effoct for sevérity on atéributionn

[l . »

A |
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‘of reeponsibilityWUee notvaelonetreted coneiefeptly by all
gradee-eiternal cause concixioesv(aee Figure 4). Eor examplg;
control-group eéighth-grade children demonstrated a salient
simple effect for eeverity which wag much less evidenced by
- second- and’ fifth-grade controle; This particular finding was
coptrary'to'eipectaﬁiona. ' .
, The_mainyeffeet for ‘cause was not significant, nor were
the remaining interactions, ‘ -
g&éoeticitx Analyeie’of variance en ﬁhow often" scores
(1!0 Appendix 14) revealed a highly significant main effect for )
valence, F (1, 117) = 66.94, P [1 .01, with more diagnosticity
atmributedﬁ&olgood acts (M = ? 82)'than to bad acte (M £ 2.45).

V\‘

HOwever, there was also. a- dﬁﬁhificantverast X Valente inter-
action, F (2,117) = 5,51, P Z .01, .Cell ;;ans for this inter-
action (see Table 16) indicated that the Valence main effect

wis particularly salient with fifth-grade eubJects, although *
~<eimplereffects,for valence were significant for gecond- and

\ w '

eighth-grade subjects as well. ‘

It ha§ been\predicted,thef the.Gradee X Cause interaction‘\
wouldvindicate that eighth75raie subjects in the faciiitative-
éeus: éonditionvweuld p;rceive less diagnoeficity”in actoref
behavior than‘would their no-information counterpargz; Thie
interaction did not approach significance, but as the cell -
.meane indicate (see Figure 5), the differonce between the res-

pee;ivé means are in the .predicted direction.\ A t-test on this

difference provided narginal eupport for the hypothqaie, t (11?)

?
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= 1.60, p / .06, ome-tailed,

TABLE 16

b

Mean Diagnosticity Scores According to Grados and Valonce of

Outcoms - - o
’ i
+» Valence -
Grade . R Bad .. Good
2 e, ., 2.91,
5 Co208, e
8 ) | ' ' 2031‘b-‘ . 2Q60d

\ . . -

Note. Higher means indicate higher attributed diagnostic: :y,
Means which do not share a common subécript differ at

the .05 level by the Duncan multiple range test.

Figure 5 alsc indicates that thero is no aupport ror the
h&pothoaia that eighth-grade subJects in the inhibitory-cause:

condition igpad percoivo more diagnoaticity than wouldtcontrol ¥

&

eighth-graders, : , . i“

There was also a significant Grades X Cause.X Valence X
Severity intpraction,bf (4,117) = 2.45, p / .05, which was

‘uninterpretable. No other effects were significant

1

A;located Punisghment. Analyais of variance on this measure

(see Appendix 15) revealed three aignificant rindings. Firast,

as in Experiment 1, there was a highly aignificant main effect
. - L . { ’
v ‘ . . '
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tor severity, F (1,117) = 246.9, p / .01, wifh more punishment
allocated to the actor involved in the high-severe act (steal-
1n5‘a bicycle; M = 3.?1)';han tge low-severe act (steaiins~a
pencil; M = 2,56). Again, there was also a main .effect for
grades, F (2,117) L19.9?, p/l .Ol..~EIghth#grade subjects allo-
cated least punishment overalll(n = 2.83), while second- and
tifth-grade subjects allocated comparable levels of punishment
(Ms = 3.27 and 3;29, respectively). Howover,va slgnificant
Grades X Severity imteraction, F (2,117) = 5.37, p / .01, indi-
cated thJ%,xhe grades main effect was particularly salient in
thee Iow-éei;re condition, and muéh less 80 in the high-mevere

condition, (see ‘Table 17).
' i
TABLE 17 .

,Megn Allocated Punishment According to G’réd_,ga and Severity of

Qutcome
Severity
Grade o £¥ . Righ \\ . Low
2 : RN VA o t2u7h
5 o 3y 2.83,
8 A 35 2.0,

‘/,

Notp, Higher means indicate hﬂghor levels of &llocated puniah-

I ment,

Means which do notfahare a common qubacript,diffcr at

the '.‘w\rol by the.-Duncan nult"'irple rang'é test.
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While the Grades X Cause imteraction for this messure did
.not ;eaéh aisnificanc‘, the Duncanltost on cell means (see ’
Table 18) again prowides aupport for the hypotheaia that eighth-
srade aubJects would al}oca&o less punishment in the facilita-
tivo-cause condition than would control subjects,
| TABLE 18

Mohn Allocated Punishment According to Grades and External Cause

(Consonaud)
' -/
External Cause
Orade . Facilitative - Imhibitory Control
2 . * ' . ) 3'18&bc 3.21bc 3'430.
5 o ] - 3’29bc . ‘3‘36c ' 34'23‘t}c
8 | ,; 2.574 : 3.04 4 {2.89,

Ay

~ Note,  Higher means indicate higher levels of allocated punish-
ment, ' ;o !
Means which do not share a common subgcript differ at

the .05 level by the Duncan multiple range test.

-

There were no other significant effects in thia analyaia.

!

A;;gc!tod Reward, Analysie of variance on scores for allo-
categ rewnrd for good acts (aee‘Appendix 16) indicated tho’aape
algnificant effects as found for allocated punishment. First,
‘& significant main effect for grades, i (2,117) = 5.32,'} Z 01,

revealed that eighth-grade aubJectsghad allocated least rbiard
. . 3§ - R : .

cot

v
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. , P lsd

overall (M = 2,42), while eecond-graders had allocated the mogt
(M = 3,05). Fifth~grade subjects scored 1nterned1ate1y (M =
2.82), Aleo, the maln effect for severity, ¥ (1,117) = 47, 3,

| P/ fOl, indicated that more reward was allocated for the high-

.
severe act (M = 3,09) than for the lo'-eevere act (M = 2 4y).

The aignificant Grades X Severity interaction, F (2 11?) = 3,51,
P/ .05, did not eubetantﬂelly alter the pattern of either main

effect (mee Table 19).

.

TABLE 19 S

» ' »

"WMean Allocated Reward According to Grides and Severity of Outcome

i

! Severity
Grade = | High 4 © Low
2 , s | 3.503 _— '}'P.SOC
5 . 2.98, o 2.67,
o
8 | 2.79, . 2.05, |

Note. Higher means indicate higher levels of allocated reward
Means which do not share a common eubecript differ at

the .05 level by"the Duncan mpltiple range test,

!

. The predicted Grades X'Cauee interaction did mot approach

-eignificance, nor werse epecific predictione resarding thie inter-

action eupported by further statistical comparieone orf cell
o

means - (see Tuble 20).

A
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TABLE 20 .

Mean Allocated Reward According to Grades and £xternal Cause

7 _ - (Consensus)-
g : : External Cause
Grade < ' Facilitative Inhibitory Control
N . . : /./ \ ‘
2 ‘ 3. oL}ab 3 A }.07&b ',‘ 3.Ol+ab
5 / | -2.82abc . . 3-11'}‘ ‘ 2.50c
8 | 2.32‘c . . 2.36, . - 2057,

- <
O Ed

Py

the.l Higher meane indicate higher levels of allocated rewaxg
Means which do not ehare a common subscript drtfer at

the .05 level by the Duncan multiple range teet.“

. RS

AU;‘,H"““ ) : y
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Again, the Valence-of-outcome effect was obtainednin Experi-

flent 2, with more responsibility attributed to actofe‘involved:

~

in bed,ects than in good acts., However, un&ihg Expe;inent 1,

'A.._

there was no indication that older chudrin would du?natrate '

thie efiect any leee than younger children In f&iﬁ’ ‘the val-

ence main effect in Experinent 2 was ealient in all externul-
causge conditions and for all gradee, ad reached a high level
of atatistical eignificance. SRR . R
Also replioated in this study was the revereal of the val-
ence_main effect on diagnoeticity scores, Actora involved in

good acts were perceived a8 more likely to repeat similar

N\

..

¥
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,): ’ L. " -
behaviore than were bad-outcome actors, deap}te the fact that

the forner were held leee responsible for the 3ood outcomes, p
" Generally, 1t can be seen that the external cause manipu- ¥ ¢
S
lation in this experinent 1, e., conneneue 1nfqrmation, did° - & ‘
i Y

4.

e

not. have a strong erfect upon any of the dependent Varlablee.

F- IR !

However, theére are eono exceptione to this gen!églization.u
» Firet the V.alence X Cauee-interaction on attri

tions of res-
ponsibility, while iteelf only marginally eignifiCant provided .

' ;ome eupport for the hypoth%sis that for good outconee, faci-.“h
litative-cauee informetion and no information would be. treated
comparably, with relatively more reeponeibitity attributed by

eubjecte exposed to coneeuﬁus 1nformatiop which 1e‘inh£bitory¢f

K . <
*

a- ® &/

“ to the good outcomq.‘ On the other*hand, contrary tot redict— .

. G X
ionq& this'apparent "augnenting" responsfbility b dbaecte
XS o ’

ent with eighthqgrade

in the Jatter condition waqhnot more 81
b .

oo children. rIn fact, fumtjer: examination reveaied that these -"'vf”
' predicted differences were tained solely by eecoud- and {iftha"

grade~eubjects, particuggrly t evlatter.'”The poseibility that
younger children were in fact augnenting res‘pnsibility in the
inhibitory-cauee/good:outcome condition. is further eupported by
_data on allocated reward, at_least 1n the case of fifgh-gradera,

who perceived .more reward-deeervingnees in the inhibitory-Cause

% condition than in the control COndition. Thie ‘unexpected patt-

'S

ern of reeulte would seem to suggest that it was fifth-grade
children end not eighth-grédere to whon inhibitory-coneensua

'infornetion eerved ae a salienx external cauee.' . S

\
ca T . ~
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However, 'there ;is gome indication ltha't"eighth-'-‘grade children

.

did behave in the@redicted fashion when the consensus informa~-

o

-
. tio,n was~f ﬁitative. Harsinally leea diasnosticity was attri-

.,;‘ ' i

. buted b h-grade ch‘g\ldren in the facilitative-cause condi-

%« tidn than 16 the control condition regardlesg of 7a1hnc° of

outco]ne. A parnllel dirference in the predj\.qved direction on . .

¥
lt%ions- of »responeib‘ility .d,;l.d not approach eﬂ.gni-i’icance. .
o

. Moreover,,an 1ntereating qpattern of results occurred on econae -

\ ror alloce\&edl pupishnent which wa ;
’ v Ln A ﬁl
ki §
overall than were younger subjects, withingg szgé?» mparisons
revealed that eigshth-sraders, ‘QB only eigﬁth»gr@ders, were yet
. anore disinclined to allocate puniehment in the..f.a.lli‘hative-

v -

cauee condition than were coptrel grpup eighth-ﬁ'&dera.

Q-

' nent in the

,. & “ﬁttributions

-

&

to'ard such actore. In thie light 1 ie umfortunate that

g Althougf eig,hth-grade children Were sig@fﬁémtx}y }.pss punitive

.

74 sistente With p;edictione.’“' h

-

- sonegﬂternative explana-
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e ] !\ .
_or n t hth-giade children in th_e" fac:llitative-cause/bad-

outc/one condition were also Judgng actors to be ‘leae "bad" &%

Pl

The {hypothed!.s that a -oral Judgnent med'iates attributione of

i

e, o vlresﬁ;onsibiy.ty and» sub,gequent sanctioning, which has been |
‘ susgested in %hia theeis, would predict such a dech*ase 1y

Judgnents of bad, “on the other hand,\ the fpparent namnesty" -

Y
5

&
eftect obtained. in ‘he data does not. necessitate a mitigated
A morql Jd‘q.gu}ént Future &*dchh on the role of coneensus 1n1’or—

-
.

mation op c,ﬁldren.a wor ‘)’};ngm.‘g‘% could ehed l11ght on this

Al
T ae

"
“i“” | qubatio‘r\x.} as?‘

~* Finally,. ppedictions regard.j,ng the severity “but?onﬁ

=/

’ iers&not well‘supported@m Wht.le a highly ugnific@ft main
.‘ . Y W

-

d &ef!ﬁe t for severity.on attributio o responaibflity did con- :
.O‘f ng 85.°8 .
} “firm t«he.,.hyp%theeie that ‘more reapohaib{}ity wouId be attrﬁmted .

- . !

Lo

~

"o g for high-qthg for low-aevere acts, th’e Bubsidiary yxpgthesie ‘e
| that thie effact would be more. salient 1q yodnger childwae N

. Y el
- B not supported Also unsuﬁp,orted.@vas the expectation that high- v
R sever,e acts wo»ld lead to hi r' diagno\sticifty. This lack' qf a
L X i, "\E cant nein effect for sever;.ty on diagnostiCity scorbs is 0

e ) A

especially interesting, considering the fact'\ actors were
held uore reapons:l.ble for high-eevere acts than for 1ow-seve€e

cta. It is also notewort}y,-that there was almost a total.

\ ahsence of significant-interactione between severdty and‘exter-
i 4
'R ” nal cauee on all of the dependent Vari,ables, ‘which is 1n aharp

contrast to the\results of Experinent l. . - . L .‘

}\



ility become more 1mterdependent with development, such that

i

" , Generg; gigguegion «

A central purpose of thie theeie wab. to 1nvestigate Kelley 8

.‘

ticularly those propos:l.-

tions pnrtaiqing to attributions of reeponelbility. "The moral

-goodneae of a pereon," wrote Kelley, "is a matter of person

qttributlon and is Judged according to the eame criteria as

s

are used'in other Judgmente of personal caueatiom or responaib-

ity (p. 204)0 A R S

K

Hovever, the. results of both experiments reported here, to-\

gether with -a growing llterature on)ixt -theoretical "biasee"“

»

v

1n attribd&ions of responsibiiitx (cf Shaver, 1975, chp. 7)4”

caution againet an uncr1t1Cal qpplication of 3 the%ry as *pforma-

arfect-laaén ad’ moral Judgments and attributione of reeponsib-lb

' ilﬁ‘;;"To be fair, Kelley himaelt admitted thg& attribution '
5 \
Utheorx&may provide only a’"partial base" for moral Judgments.

It would seen that futuré empirical work on theee 1eeues would

beat aadreee 1tself to epeciryxng what thie "baee" does and’doea

~

-not include, and moreover hov it interacta with affective-

A X
O%Vation‘ syetema in' the '{/r’gguction of mo:\al Judgmente. f ”

-

The problem.;s further comPlicated when“e copsider the

\v‘ -l -

development of responeibility attributions, as in- thia thesie.
One conclusion that, can be derived fairly readily from these i
resulte ie thet moral'Jﬁdgments and attributione of'reaponsib--

' ’
\
1. ]

Al

~£ dral Judgmemts_ggder the

o

'tibn-processin&-oriented as Ku&ley g, to- realms of behavior as.rﬂ

-

. ¥

i)

.,
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Ce hy perceiVere when Judgﬂng _good veqpue bad ecte. Thet is,
, b3 é. ’

.-;f".s:&" .
R . | 73

1

"Judgments of good and bad coincide renarkebiy well with Judg-

| . \
nente;of résponsibility in eighth-grade children, and hardly

!

at all in second-grade children. For example)tonly the latter qd'
1 ' i } .
subjects allocated severe punishments to actors for bad out-

comes for which they were not held reeponeible. \

|
“u

_ Nevertheleee, the pqppoaitione of attribution theory (and
‘ N

éi%atione thereof) were upheld xn ‘a number of eignificant C
fi

.ngs. Perhepa the beqﬁ-eupported hypothesis in thie regard }f

3 b T
" was the predicted main effect Tor valence on attributione of

|
reeponeibility,§a\findin5 which has occurred in previous re-

search but has received little attention. Both experilente,

.

h particularly Experiment . l IPnovided Q‘iaence that the valence-
d € '*‘ Co
pf-outcome effect‘nru funw,o&‘of different aeeumptione mnde

--u

>

s -\»“
3 't

-

.

Y

causee extérnal to the’ actor‘are eeeuned to be facilitative to

AL

- wvl

" the perfornance of good acte, and, inhibitory to the- performance '

R

of bad acts, These different aesuMptione therefore’ lead to
i V¢

increaeed internal reeponeigiiity attributed to ac&gif involved
wﬂin the latter.' L . T,

| The reeults of, Experiﬁént i, compared to those of ﬁxperinent

2" attest to thé relat!ﬁe%} serioué conﬁ&deration thet children_\

give to perceived choice when m ng caueal attributione. In

the bad-outcome condiVion, | en cond-grade eubJecte eeened to

diecount the regponeibility of etory cheractere who performed

b
~such acte after being ordered i do 80, It ie intereeting to ‘

\



s
&

7

Y : . L

' conpare these results to those of Coatanzo, Grunt\ and Brehon

(12713) and Smith (1975), two studies which have indicated that '
Lr.\

. children may not begin‘diecounting the 1ntrinsic notivatiOn of

story—characters who perform relatively ﬁnut,ral actts in the pre~
aance of adult conatraint, until approximately the fourth“gra’de.

Thua,‘ it is poseible that the diecounting princi ] 0 may,, operate

A eooner in the child's life: whebd t.he attribution ﬁivos a morai

LN

evaluation or & reaponsibility gttribuﬁion thuh when the attribu-) .

tion is mora}l neutral in tﬁeahi]rd‘e eyo. It should bo n\ted

that t)@“aebond—grade c)'taldreri An the Shaw an‘a Sulzer (196l+
E

a4

Experinent 1) study also ?attributed loaa reaponsibilLty to story )

' characters invo.lved 1%1}&& outcomes facilitated by an adult .

(Juhtitiod Conmihio vel). Un!ortgnatel;‘ Shaw anct Sulzer~ ._

d\id not report a sta%ie’tical teatﬁ”ﬁis difrerence. <

However, the roaults of Experilent 1 pzrovide furt,her inaight

" 4into the dovolopnmtal pattern of the attributim.n procka, be-

£

.yond ‘the findi,ng that even seconq-gradora will discount inter-

nal rcaponeibility in the proaoncc of an: oxtornai faéilitht:ivo :

B2t
-

|
cause. When the parontal dictate was Ebitor; to the perforn— :

ance of good acts, fifth- and eighth-gradora--!at not aeoond-
[}

Ggradora—-attributod incregged intvernal rosponuibility. Those
findiugs ai'e notably consiatent withjoso.,reported by Shultz

and Homielaon (1975) on children'a percoptiona of . phyaicu caus-

al:},,t‘g..g. In that stndw, ovcn chiLd.rcn in tho younges*. age grouﬁ
(3 - l+ yeara) ide ifiod tacﬁtative cauaes eignifiCantly more

-

oi’ten than inhibito y.causes, 'l!hia was alao the case with the

3



Thue, it 4

. bitory caueee with coaparable~eacceea. apparent

causes. - | n* . _ﬁ&.é wi.e

diagnoeticity.' The reeults qt both e:qpex‘inen 8 indicated that

b.L._ _?"

eigﬁ%hwgraao childrep--and only eighthugreders—-1

P ks

B N i 3

‘diagﬂoaficity etvactions performad in the presenée“of n - extpr-
% '

na facilitabive cnuebh ‘HoweVer, not even eighth-grado children'

%;\7

’perceived gpeateredingn%?ticity for acts performed in the pre-
3 . Q’ v 4. )
‘jaence er a§ inhibitory cauee. a'.tt m,ay vbe that attribution theor-g ‘}}.

vz

iets who hav;fdealt spec}fikally with diagnosticity—like phenom-A i

»ena (e g., Baickian Ryan & wOrtuan,‘l975, Jonea & Davis, 1965,

u!

| ‘Trope & Burnetein, l%ZS) haVé been diecussing sonething that -

emerges in the formal opprationa period of Eidganhe cogq}ﬂlve

R

dev%lopmental hierarchy.. That is, diaé%oeticity is in bf!ect an
inference baeed};n a prior inf;fence (1. e., responsibility), and
_therefore mey reqnire the relatively abstract cognitive deve10p-
ment acquired in ear y adolescence. A co;prehensive thedry of

the deve10pment of attribution ‘processes would have to, take intq
'account the sheer cognitive difficulty involved in makin@ diasnos~ '
. 'tieity jédgﬁents, ae{;ell as. experiential factors which facilitate.
auch interpersonal perceptione.,

An expectation that was not well euppbrted by the experinental
" . » . ' ,J .

- %
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. bad behavior of "other kids", over and above what they were toid

v . » ‘V b ”1:_{,. .
M . v PS ’ . * “'.y-‘
L Ve SR r 8 X3
ﬁw'f I | ¢ \
‘ ' . 1 v ‘ ‘%J

resulta was the | pothesia that conaonaua serves as a potent

t

. external cause 1n attributiona aof roaponaibility (cf. Kelley,

1971b; Ross & DiTocco, 1975). Of courae, 1t is poaaiblo that
3.

"tha children 1nvdlvoq_1n these oxperﬁiﬁnta woro too youqﬁ to

regard consensus information as havins any aigniticanco for

\

social behavior. However, all relevant roeearch nilitatos

against this possibility,, For. oxamplo, conrormity studies with

,4{," N .
children have shown thub conformity to the percoptual Judgnonta
w“ ,

of peere is highest at apprOximately 12 years of age (Coatanro
& Shaw, 1966), or poasibly even. %fungor atill (ct. Berenda,

: 1950) Clearly, the 1nfluent1al effect of peor consensus is

.not strictly an "Qnomgppn.',, - ! ;ﬁff:"

ver is that cohaonaua information vorks

v

What is likely,

1y

moro subtly than has bogn auppoaod by researchers on attrlbu-
tionQ¥heo!&‘ "First, it mdy be extremely difficult, if not iupoa—
sible, to manipulate conaensua e!fectively when aubjegts are

asked to make a uoral evaluation, or any judgment which may

olicit aubjects' "existing beliefa_qbout "what most people do."’

' Thua, tolling childron that,,o g.,iatoaling bicyclea is a

Migee

s ,
common’ occurronco in a atory charqﬁk%p‘a achool nay run counter

'J&LQSarding consengus- which the children bring to the

‘exporinental aitultion. This poasibility 1a supported by the

clanipulation chqck data of Experinont 2, which 1ndidat¢d that
1 .
all children did in: fact maintain beliefs about the good and

by the experimenter,

I L . s
) 1 v ‘ v [
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While there can be little doubt that such factors as the
perceptions and op{pionp;gr the majority cam have powerful
ofroctarbn the conrorn1ty of 1nd1viduals,_1t nevorthelosa
reniina posaible that 1ndiv1dualgq,b not apontanéously regard
consonaua as an 1nportant Oarigblo w;on making a cauanl attri-
bution, A rinding roported rather incidentially by Hilkran éﬁu

ohock-enitting behaviors of individuals participating alono or

\

(1965) is 1natrucu1vo 1n this regard,. Milgram compared the

t

with .two oxporinontal confodoratoa who refused to ahock the

“"1oarner" in tho ubiquitou fBuas-Milsran paradism. As usual,

(\ .
. subJocts participating aldne very frequontly yioldod to the

%y
‘j . A/
\'.'I

experilenter's demand to deliver higp lovole q‘ ahock to the

-

learner. 'However, aubjects who - witnésaod-tho %?tianco ot two

' ’fdllow subjects seldom delivered more than a trivial amount of

L}

shock before similarly rotusing to oboy the oxporinentor.- What
is 1ntoreat1ng about this atudy are the aubsequent verbaliza-
'tidns given by the latter rega;dins tho reasoﬂs for their ovn
defiance, Savcnty-five por conk of’thc defiant . aubjoctc cloarly
1naistod that they would have reruaod the: oxporinontor's douand
/

for higher shock vithout the cohféderatoa' oxanplo. Horoovcr,

only. four of 36 detiant aubjocte adnittod that tho bontodoratoa'\

]

rebellion *had any cauaal roIi 1n thoir own doqiant bohavior.

" The point to be uade f#on thia oxanplo ls that, w&é}o con~
sensus may cauee changoe in 1ndiv1dua1 bohavior. conaonauo infor-
!’tion lay hayo 11ttlo orrect on the gggggg_lggg of causality of .

“individual bohavior. Thia distinction lay bo particularly true
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- A
vy by 0'4 *u; :N :
‘ ﬁjﬁkporinonts utfliztns hypothetical

daations (e.g., atories)

‘.f?{ﬂ'd pap0r~and-poncil goaaﬁrea. On the- _hor haﬂd, it may be

that conaenaus 1n!orihtion could pluy a rolo in attributiona |
} .

Nﬁ_whon 1nd1v1duala ‘are touptod to participato in doviant bohayior
themselves, as was suggested by Ross and DiTecco (1375), or
when they need to rationalize such behavior which ‘they have

\

Q,alrondy committed, These are 1ntoreat1ng possibilities and Vv
doaerving of tuture research conaidaration. o ‘ : 2
. A discuaaion of the dovolopnont of eauaal nttributiona voulf
not be complete without aome conaidaration of the lit,raturo on
' lécus of control, a. poraonalify'dilonnion which has l;ny concepw
tual similarities with attribut%on thqory (ct. Joe, l9?u)

'Briefly, locus -of coatrol&fera to

rnlixel oxpoctancioa
y Yy the aelt (1n§oq@a§a

or are controlled by faotor.uaxtornal Yo tho aolf’(LofcourQ,

LA *bhat* one'é reinrbrcnonta S'xit!‘ollo
. . 4

1966 Rotter, 1966). ~ Such expectancies are proeuned to- bo a

function of One’a 1oarning hietory, such that a porson who haa
4 i ‘i

had considerable oxperionce with reinforcement boing coutingont

on his own behavior would davelop an %gpqptaQEg that futurg; e

rein!orcononta would similarly be: intornally coutrollod whoqg.a /
. ‘/ i
a person whose rointorcolonts i ave not usually boen contingent L

- . ‘

v
on his behavior dbvolopa an‘oxpactancy that future roinrorco-

-

-
<

-onta will nornally bo the reault ot powerful othera. luck and gi

fai'. : ; '3?" ' ' .5~5§‘” "f - PRI . S

-

Raaoarch on the devblopﬁont of 1ntornal vs. extornal vontrol -
. :

has been gonorqlly conaiahent'in,aqsgesting thap the parontc of <
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tion-ofdroaponaibility rola’tionahip inagd

and achigvenent, than the paronte or "externala". (o.s.. Davia
& Phanes, 1969 Katkovsky, Crandall & Good, 1967).  Also im- -

| portant is the finding that the intérnal or:l.ontauou tends to

Qincreaao during middle childhood poaeiblo duo to tho child'a
1ncroaa:l.ng competence in controll:!.ng hi& own outoouo (Bidor. \‘
1961). S ‘ “’ I
’rho link between locus of cont.rol and. mttribuﬂona of /roa-
ppnaibility is providod by the asaumption tﬁat' po%plo proJoct.

tributiona re-

Thia r.aaonins

.'"
’L ) . .
Thua, Sosie (l97l¢) round auppprt for her hypothuia thnt 1ntor—

,.w

!
nal-orionteg' adults would attributo more poraonn roaponaibnity .
to others invalvod in acgidents and would Judgo &homﬂ harshly

th.n would oxternala, while the latter were naro nnfﬁly to anri-

buto the accidonta to bad luu’k. ’ -
No study hu dircctl? oxminod thq lod of;ieontrol/a;tribn'-
&louonhl contoxt
Rouvor. a vgry recent atudy by Karlovac, Feldnan. mgg:lna ud

Ruble (Noto’a) clnnod to provido 1ndiuct aupport tor a donlop-

- -3
1ng poeitivo rolntiqnahip bgtwon 1ntornal locna-or-contbol und

tendonoiu to attri}buto 1ntorna1 eaunnty to othora. Subjoeta .

P

a
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in the Karlovac et al. study &er‘ pro-achoblors{ thind_andL
fourthagradora. and adulta»who made poraon (1ntor9al) va,
entity (oxtornnl) Attributiona of caueality for the atinuluf

)
v.proforoncoa of a turgot poraon. Tho results showed a main

‘offoct for age, with tho adultt,making significantly more ﬁ
‘ pirnon attributione in'all oxpoéinontal conditions than oithor

of the two groups of children, Differences between the latter

grouba woro'apoeitio to some oxporiloital conditioho.'
| ,

Howover, the proqont roaoarch fails’ to provido nupport for
tho hypothesis that poradna attributo more peraonal rqaponaibil-
1ty with 1ncroaains aso. In fact,. both oxpor%apnta y!oldod a
curvilinoar rolationahip botweon age hpd attributcd responsib-

" 1llty, with tirth~5rado aubjecte g}t?igﬁting*ﬁadt 1ﬁtnrnal.roa-_L’ ¢
}ponaibility ovorall qpnparod to aocond~ and eighth-stadarc5ﬁ

3,

The reason for- this dietinct pattorn of - reaulta is unknown.

‘It i difficult to ¢ompare these d.ta to tho Karlovac et al. -
reaulta tor two - rouaona the agoa of subjects dbqpot coincido,'
and the types of attributions requirqd of aubiocts dirror. rut-'

i
ure rasoarch on these 1aeue%,wou1d doﬁvall to conparo dovolop- I
.A * ’ .'\" , ,“"
mental trends in attr;butiong of noral rosponaibiltty w&th R )
trends 1n attribntiona of 1ntornnl vorsua\oxtornal cnunaiity.

To conoludo this discuaaionﬂ 1t 13 qgiropriato to roitorupe st X
that a very ‘fow nusber of; aituationa woro p?ouonted to the - f .
childgon, and sanoral}zg&iona aucgoetod tron tho oxp,rilontn,

;'arc aovoro;y ro.trictod until thid Xosoareh cna be roplicatod | | .

vith new nituations ns.ulad to Opor tiohalizo tho aano/indcpon-_
e . : |

\«\ L ) . . ) 4 LT .
.t B . : LR ) . ' .
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| N . ,
dont variables (hlonc&, aeveri‘ty, cause),.. Moreover, this pre-
¢aution is undoracorad by the probahili‘cy, aIludod to earlier,
'that aoominsly 1rrelovmt detaile of nituationo will sometimes
have npocific and oxtra-theoret:\cal effacts on attruutiona of
) roaponuibility and nord ovaluationa. For oxuplo, one l'irth-,:
. grado boy, boforo he could docido ‘on tho amount of roaponaibil-
‘ 1ty to be attributod tnme bicyclo thier nntod to kndw 1! tho
. -,,.,f;b“ycl‘Q“ a new dne-or o.n old one. |

‘a1 : X
Y ot

‘.
4 P w
/ ; - .
r“ ¢ B R Y € -
. , . .. .
. . e 4 . .



L, Footmotep: .,
| b : S ' '
- The use of "consensug" in this dissertation refers to con- .
, , ) R i
sensus as a basis for normative behavior, and not aa an informa-

tion-processing iarinble used for Va;idatins.caunui*attributiona.
Kelley has uaod consensus in both oontoxta." TGK‘lutt;r"uao of
4 connengue was 1ntroducqe by Kolloy in his ANOVA -odol of uttri-x
bution theory as one of thrae critoria for Judging the v.lidity . Rg
Vot ono'a attributiona (the other two critoria boing the diatinct— Q
Y‘ iveness .of an ov%nt‘ﬁmp ite dqnsiutonoy over time; i{ ‘Kelley, - T
192}) Iu this ¢ tokt high gonsenaua means. that there is . |
'vainilarity 1n roigénao to a atilulua across peraoha, and thore-
foro thorq,muat be- sonething aboﬁt tﬁb stimulus that causos the -
" event. HOWOVOr, in. hia attompt to explnln moral utirihutions, |
Kelley (1971#5 linked consgpaus to Heider's 01958) coneopt of
"ought", which although being an abatract stapdurd, was pro- ?%“
; sunod By Heidorvta be exporiencod by poraonn 75 having ‘an ob?ect- ;.'
tvo rqality which determines indrvidaal bohaw*or.’ Roas and |
,DiTocco (1975) used consonpus 1n a sinilur faahion in thein .

- diucusaion of "oughta as impe#%onal, connonlually-dofinod'A and- —

',,avds." In thia contcxtx oonaenaua‘acquiroa a.dirootly c;. .

-

’:bohaxior. o e |
. Thﬁ difforing rolea of consonaue in noral va.,nonféegaixf;
ﬁ.dttributiona\cnn ‘s 1llustrated by conaidering xollgzﬁ. (19713)
doscript;an of th{_dilemna iﬂvolved in attributins/roaponaibil- ‘,

——

1ty to 1nd1v1duala for 3ood acts. The "normgsiveﬁgconacnlul Co

.
. - e . ,,ﬂ"
- . . ‘ P e’ B . . -' . . e i
L A T S o o co :
L T o 3



(as it 18 used by.Kolloy, 1971b) makes for difficulty in ndsisn-b
ing praiseworthineas to persons who p@rror- good acts th;t gonQ
form to a norm; the norm itself is usually seen as hutfic%ont
cause for the performance of the act, However, the high con-
sensus of thé ANOVA ﬁgdeI‘ uld suggest that peop}e would pro-
bably infer that there was gomething about the object ‘oktho
good act that causes peonlé/to perform the act, rather than
consengus per se., Consensus in this latter context does not
bave«caﬁsal value. ’

The issue seems to be that when there is am evaluative
dimension to the attribution--i.e., whem the goodness-badness
dinensionlis salienﬁ--consensus informatien is transformed from

a method of validating causality to the very basis by which the

~
behavior is to be judged./ ,

which merely equated responsibility for bad acts with blame,
~and resﬁonsibility for good acts with gratitude. Besides seem-
ing too cursory, this latter definition appears to comfound

attributed résponsibility with sanctioning.
: o
3ReIGVant studies which explicitly stated an absence of sex

differences in children's moral Judgments include: Chandler,,
Greenspan and Barembeim, 1973; Gutkin, 1972; Hebble, 1971; Hill
and Enzle, Note 1; Jenson and Hugheton, 1971. Similar examples

from the child-agttribution literature include Baldwin and
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) |
Baldwin, 1970, and Shaw and Sulzer, 1964. Many studies in both
areas included sex as a factqr in the initial design, but did

not mention it again while reporting their results,
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Appendix 1
Pilot Stuady , ij;{
Method . ' o
Su chtg. Thirty children (2i boys and 9 girls) were re-
cruited!:;on an’Ed-oi%on public school. Ages of children
ranged from 6 years, 9 months to 12 years, 2 months, Mean
age overall was 10 years. éhildrep were divided evenly into
tip groups chor&iné to age., Mean age of children in the
younger group waé 8 years, 3 months. Mean as§ of children in .
the oclder group. was 11 years, 8‘ionthe. All clIildren were
white and middle-clags. -
Materials. A totgl of 12 "podsequences" were constructed
for'preéeétation to subjects, Six of the acts involved bad

(antiBOC1a1f#%ehavior and six 1£volved good (prosocial) behav-

1dr, The only ofher criterion for selection was that acts

vary in severity, N Lo \ .

The bad-consequence acts were: , .

1. Someone taking a pencil that doeen't beléng to them,

2. [someone hitting someone else hard on ‘the nose sn ‘making
it vle on purpose, fr | | / /7

. 3. SOmeone.telling a fib to a friepd g0 they won't have to

play with thenm, ' A |

L, Someonebtakihg a bicycle that doesn't Belong to them,

5. Someone knqclun’oneone elge's 'bo,ok‘ out of t‘beirr‘ hand,
on purpose, |

6. Someone telling a fib to the teacher to stay home from

ischooi.

L



Aépondi} 1 (continued) W
The good-éonaoquoneo Acts were: - ' S X
d. sénoono giving someone else dirocé}ona on hoi%{ﬁ”g%t
to the grocery store. » '
2. Someone climbing a tree to Hllﬁ‘;”qyf g
3, Someone” sharing their Jﬁn¢$~utth“§tf  £-J

L. 30-eone helping a child onxig

~

shoes. M g
5. Somgone giving all their savings, which 18 a lot of
néngy, ﬁ?‘poor chiYdren.
6,—Someone helping a child in the park find their pittens.
Be . For purposes of rating the '"badness" of bad acts
an& he'"goodnesa" of é%od acts, two 4-point scales were devised,
For Judgnentélof badness, the scq}e'fangod from (1) "mot bad or
good™, to.(2) "a 1little bit bad", to (3) "pretty bad", to (4)
J'very bad". Similarly, the scale for judgments of gooﬁness
rapged from (1) "hot good or bad", to (2) "a 1ittle bit good",
to (3) "prétty good", to (4) "very good." Accompanying each
eCaie value was-a simple 1llqptratiqn of a face of a devil or
an angel,‘according to the valence of the acts bQins judged,
For badness judgments, values of 2, i and 4 were positively
correlated with the size of the Qevilua horns. These values
for the goodness scale were positively cof%elatéd with the size
of the angel's halo. The face accompanyins value 1 had neither
‘ halo nor horns and was 1dent1cal for both . acales. - These 111us-

trations were 1nc1uded in order to facilitate comprehension of
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Appondix 1 (continnod) B e »;» L

Atho scales by younger childron. v?
Progedure. Each subject was testia individually by a.

fo-ale experimenter, Instructions to the child were a.\\)f’/’

follo's. (

SOnefines people do bad (good) thihga, bdt some
bad (good) things are worse (bettor) than other., and
other thinga people do0 are haruly bad (good) at all,

I anm going to tell you about some things people some-
times do, and I would like you to tell me how bad (good)

You think it is to do these things.

fhe experimenter explained the use of the rating scales
to the child, then procended to read the 1te1' Atter each
item was Tread aloud the child indicated his response by
pointing to the appropriate scale value., Presentation of ba&

and good outcomes were counterbalanced. . 3

Results

The mean and standard deviation for each 1ten was co-puted
separately for younger and older children. Thgso results appear
'in Table 21, Numeration of bad and 5ood acts refers to the num-
eration prosontod‘in the Method section. .

On the basis ot these ;ata, items one and four from the
1tst of bad acts were selected as the mild and sqvere outcomes,

respectively, Two-tailed t-tests indicated that both younger

and oldgg childreh. judged item four to be significantly more
. » ) .
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'

__ Appemdix 1 (contimued) -

severe than item one, ts (13) 4.5, ps / .01, The differ- .

ences bcti«n age groups for both the severe and mild items :
B

.05).

cted as tho.

I W

'di~d not reach atau:tl.cal ugniricanco (ps
For the good-act items, 1tu four was sel v
mild outcome and item five as the severe.. Tyo-tatled t-tests
1nd1catod that both-younger and oldor chi ‘ron Judg.od 1tu
tivo to be significantly more "good" than item four, te (13) | ,
> 3.75, ps / .01. Also, the diftcroncoa between age gaupa
on both the mild and sovoro ngood" items did not rnch statie-
tical significance (Pa>..10). '
There vao a tendoncy for childron of both age groupa, par-
ticularly the ?oungor children, to)rate the uld good act as
sli?htly more severe tho.p the mild bad act, thoroby pugguting'
a possible positive bias on the mild-outcome items. Howenr,
thuc difrorences appr?,achod iny marginal aignificance, lven
with the younger children, t (13) = 2,07, p> 05. Thereforo,

these items wereé retained.
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o ‘ ’ AO«ta by !oungor and Older culdron

[}
-

Hodhn and Btnﬂdaru Dov.‘lnt:lono for Judponta of Bad a.nd Good .

“

.;

< v Y

lq\u‘ngor Children

'01dé# Childrem -

. M pd
| | 1 2,07 .17
Bad . 1

% . 497 "

.M
2,07

3.50

v
.

3

ars

P

) 2 ; i519¢
Aot 3 2.9 ..99"1.],.»:;;. U am 1204
P N T 4 4.00 .oép_
5  2.63 s 2.64 , 135653‘.
6 307 lam 343 646
- 1 3.00 . 784 2.79 . 599 ®
Good ;L2 3.50 .855 - 37469
Aets 3 U3 g6y e 293 .
| 4. 293 .70 - 2.43 . 8537
! 5393 .67 400 w000
P 6 307 - 616 4 2.86 ”.5§5 -



Appendix- g
Descriqfion of Stimui:L Materials

s .
) for Experiment 1 ’

Bad-Qutcome/High-Severée Story

96

Fgcilitative —cause conditfon. "Bobby's mother told Bobby

to take someone else's bicycle and keep it for himself. So

Bobby took another boy'sg bicycle and kept it,"

Inhibitory-causg condition. "Bobby's mother told him

never take bicycles that didn't belong to him. But Bobby
took another boy's blcycle and kept it for himselg."

Control Condition. "Bobby took another boy's bicycle

kept it for himself."

Dependent measures. A. "Afterwards, how responsible

Bobby for the other boy not having the bicycle anymore?"
(1) not at all responsible, (2) a little bit responsible

(3) pretty responsible, (4) very responsible. B. "How b

to

and ) A

was

ad

was‘Bobby for taking the other. boy's bicycle?" (1) not bad at

all, (2) a little bit bad, (3) pretty bad, (4) very bad.

C. "How much sghould Bobby be punished for taking the othe
boy's bicycle?" (1) not punished at all, (2) punighed a

bit, (3) punished pretty much, (4) punished a lot, D.

r
little

"How

Often does Bobby take other things besides bicycles “that don't

belong to him?" (1) not often at all, (2) once in awhile,

(3) pretty often, (4) almost all of the time. E. "Howm

was Bobby's mother when she found out that Bobby had taken

ad

the_
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Appendix 2 (continued)
other boy's bicycle?" (1) not mad at all, ( a little bit

4

mad, (3) pretty mad, (4) very mad.

\

§gd—0utcoie/Low-Sevore Story ‘ -/

Fgcilitgtive-cguge condition, ﬂJohn'a mother told John to

take someone else's pencil and keep it }or himself. So John
took another boy'F pencil and kept {it."

Inhibitory~cause condition., "John's mother told John to

never take pencils that didn't belomng to him. But John took

another boy's pencil and kept it for himself."

Control condition. "John took another boy's pencil and

kept it for himself."

Dependent megsures. A. "Afterwards, how responsible was

John for the 6¥her boy not having the pencil agymore?" (1) notk
at all responsible, (2) a little bit responsible, (3) pretty
résponsible, (4) very responsible. B. "How bad was John of
taking the other boy's pencil?" (1) not bad at all, (2) a'
little bit bad, (3) pretty bad, (4) very bad. C. "How much
should John be punished fo} taking the other boy's pencil?"

(1) nat punighed at all, (2) punished a little bit, (3) pun-
ished pretty much, (4) punished a lot. D. "How often does
John take other thinés beeides.penc115'that don't; belong 'to
him?" (1) ngt often at all, (2) once in awhile,\\ié) pretty
often, (4) almost all of the.time. E. "How mad was John's

mother when she found out tha¥ John had taken another boy's
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Appendix 2 (comtinued):
'pencil?" (1) not mad at all, .(2) a little bit mad, (3) pretty

'Iad,“,(45 very mad.

Good-Outcomeingh-Sovere Story

Fgcilitative-c;uae condition. "Steve's mother told Steve

to xg/all of his savings to poor childr;n. So Steve gave all
‘6f l%s savings, which was a lot of money, to poor chil&ren."
Iagibitorx-éause condition, "Steve's mother tpld Steve
not to give any of his savings to poor children. But Steve
gave all of his sé:ings, which'was aflot;of money, ‘to pogr
. children.” ’ | .
Control conéitioh. ?Steve gave all of hip'aavings, which
waé a lot of mdney,’tq poor children." '

Dependent measures. A. "Afterwards, ‘how responsgible wée

Steve for the poor ghildren having all of his savings?" (1)

not at all responsible, (2) a little bit respdnstble} (%)
pretty'reeponsible,v (4) very responsible., B. '"How good was
Steve for giving his savings.to poor children?h (f3 hot good-

at all, (2) a little bit good,. (3) pretty good, (4) very

good. C. "How mucﬁ should Steve be rewarded for givihg his
savings to poor children?" (i) not rewarded at all, (2) reward-
“ed a littie bit, (3) rewarded.pretty much, (4) rewarded a lot.
'D. "How oftén does Steve help other people in other ways
besides giving them money?" (1) not often at all, (2) once

(%

in awhile,  (3) pretty often, (4) almost all of the time.

e
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-all, (2) a little bit happy?ﬂig? pretty happy, (4) very
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Appendix 2 (continued) ' o ! ] “*
E. "How happy was Steve's mother when she found out that Steve

had given all his savings to pobr children?" .(1) not happy at

N

¢

happy. B ' .

Good-outcome/Low-Severe Story ] g

help younger children tie their shdelaces. SO Andy helped a

little boy on the playground tie hisg shoelaces3" .

) \
Inhibitorx-céuae condition. "Andy's mother told Andy not

to help younger children tie their shoeiaces.' But Andy helped

a 1ittle boy on the playground tie his shoelaces," P

A . . _ |
Control condition., "Andy helped a little boy on the play-~
e -

ground tie his shoelaces." |

_Dépendent measfres. A. "Afterwards, how responsible was

Andy for the little boy having his shoelaces tied?" (1) not
at all responsible, (2) a little bit responsible, (3) pretty
responsible, M) very'r;sponsible_ B.""How good was Andy for

tying the 1ittlg boy's shoelaces?" (1) not good at all, (3)

- a little bit good, (3) pretty good, ‘(4) very good., C. "How

much should Andy be rewardedl{éf tying the 1little boy's shoe-

laces?" (1) not rewarded at all, (2) rewarded a little bif /

(3) rewarded pretty mhch (4) revarded a lot. D, "How often

does Andy help other people in other waye besides tying shoe-

laces?" (1) not often at all, (2) once in awhile, (3) pretty'

l .

/



' o ' 100

Appendix 2 ;(continued) |

QIten, (4) almost all of tﬁe time, E. "How happy was Andy's
_mother when she found out that Andy had helped a little boy-oﬁ_
the playground tie his shoeiécea?" (1) not hgpﬁy at all, (2)

a little bit happy, (3) pretty happy, (4) very happy. :

o !
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- Source

" A: Grades

B: Cause
AxB
Error "
C: Severity
A(x c
BxC
AxBxC

Error

108

108

SN

" Appendix 3

on "How Mad" Jydgments

(Experiment;1)

SS

!

14,91
87.11
2.74
w. 118.31

-

39.39
1.95
13.39

2.05

. 35.23

NS

43,

- 39.
.97
.69

45

56

.68
.10

39

.51
.33

’1

Summary of Analysis of Variance of “Scores

6.80
139.76
.62

"120.70
2.99

- 17.45

1.57

A

<

AS

101

.002
.001

.001
.06
.001



Source
SN .',!,

1
~——

: o

A: Grades

" B: quse
A‘x B

L4

- Error

;C: Severfty
AxC

-BxC
AxBxcC

Error

Appdndix 4

;5 (Experiment 1) »

13

3.26

. 226.33

3.56

70.39

.52

702

38.69

1.63
113,17
.89
.65

2.26

.26
3.00
.25
.36

! 3 R
on "How Happy" Judgments \

&

o

Summary of Aqalysis of Variance oﬂ Séores

8.39

102

A

.09

<.001

.02

A

<.001



Source

A: Grades

B: , Cause

A xB

0
Error

C: Severity

AxC
BxC
AxBxC

Error

Appendix 5

Summary of Analysis of Variance of Scores

e,

"(Experiment 1)

df ss Ms
2 2.03  1.00
2 5.33 sf 2.67
4 6.26 " 1.56

//2
2 287 1.24
4 1.13 28

108 39.54 37

on Judgments of Bad

3.62 |

77

103

<.02

\ <.Q4 '

<.00]

.03

A



 Appendix 6

.

Q

- Summary of Analysis of Variance of Scores

-

‘on Judgments of Good

- | (Experiment 1)

"Source
A: Grades 2 ‘ 5.85
B: Cause T2 6.33
A x B . 4 19.05
Error ’ 108 68.23
C: Severity 1 3.35
AxC | 2 g6
B x C . 2 2.68
AxBxC 4 3.02

Error 108 33.00

&

MS.

2.92

3.17
4.76
.63

3.35
.48
1.34
.75
31

—

]

4.63
5.01
7.54

10.97
1.57
4.38

',2.47‘

<

A

104

.02
.01
.001

.002

.02
.05
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4$\< Appendix 7 ‘
Summary of Analysis of Variahce of Scores

on Attributions of Responsibility

I‘ffﬁggriment 1)
AN

Source daf S MS F 2]
| , -
A: Grades 2 18.90 9.45  8.09 <001 .-
B: Cause 2 43.15 21.57 18.46 <001
A x B 4 4.25 .06 .91
“Error 108 126,19 .17 g
C: Vvalence 1 2.33° 2.33 1.80
-
AxC 2 .50 .25 a9
B.x C 2 13.28 6.64 514 . <01 )
AXBxC 4 7.06 1.77 1.37 |
Error 108, g39.58 " 1.2 '
; . . I ‘
D: Severity -1 .62 62 1.19
AxD 2 ass e 1
B x D 2 7.91 '3.96 7.63 <.Qo1-',
AxBxD - 533 133 287 <.05
Error 108 s6.00 |
'CxD 1 .10
AxCxD 2 | .06

BxCx0D 2 : .48
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Source daf $S MS F p
M

AXxXBxCxD 4 1.00 "L 25 J .55
Error 108 49.12 © .45 | ~
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Appendix 8

.

on Attribution of Diagnosticity

(Experiment 1)

Source df ' SS MS
A: Grades 2 .81 .40
. B: Cause 2 ' 5.40 2.70
AxB 4 . 7.29 1.82
Error 108 Ne.4z | 1.10
| A
C: Valence 1 5.78 5.78
Axc 2 .004 .002
B x 2 90 .45
AxBxC 4 32 . .78
Error 108 82.19 .76
D: 'Severity ]. : .01 .01
CAxD 2 N\ 9
BxD 2 .93 46
AxBxTC 4 2.74 ' .68
Errbr - o108 36.50 .34
Cx0 1 IR V7 S W7
AxCxtC 2 .85 43
BxCxD -

Summary of Analysi; of Variance of Scores

.37
2.46
1.66

7.59

.003

1.03

" <03

2.70
1.37

2.03

5.03
1.48

19

107

<.10

<.0)

<.08

g<.]0.

<.03



108

.39 1.36
.29



Appendix 9

Summary of Apnalysis of Viriance of Scores

Source , daf
A: Grades 2
- /
B! Cause ' 2
AxB 4
Error 108
C: Severity 1
Ax¢C 2.
Bx¢C 2
N

Ax BxC 4
Error . 108

on Allgcated Punishment

(Experiment 1)
¢

sS
8.47
5.98
10.61
88.92

55.54
.23
.72
1.05
42.46

4.24

2.99

2.65
.82

55.54
12
.36
.26
.39

j™m

5.14

3.63

3.22

141.30
.29
91
.67

A

A

109

.01
.03
.02

.00 4



Source

A: Grades
5: Cause
Ax B

Error

C: Severity
A

A x C

B x C

AxBxC

Error:

Appendix 10

Summary of Analysis of Variance of Scores

108

108

on- Allocated Reward

(Experiment 1)

8.
15.
18.

169.

22.

.26

/8

77

.78

.59.

.38

31

4.39

7.65

4.58

1.57 -

22.77
13
.39
.59
.55

(sl

2.79
4.86
2.91

41.47
28
1

1.08

110

<.07
<. 01

<.001
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Appendix 11.
\ - Description of Stimuylus Materials
for Experiment 2

Bad-Outcome/High-Severe Story
o

Facilitative-cause condition. "Almost all of the kids in .

Bobby's school have sometimes taken bicycles that didn't belong
to them, and keptfthem for themselves. Bobby took another boy's
bicycle and kept it for himsélf,"

Inhibitory-cause condition. "Almost none of the kids in

Bobby's school have ever taken bicycles that didn't belong to
them. Bobby took another boy's bicycle and kept it for himself."

Control condition. "Bobby took another boy's bicycle and

kept it for himself.”

Dependent measures., A. "Afterwards, how respongible was

Bdbby for the other boy not having the bicycle anymore?" (1)
not at ail responsible, (2) a little bit responsible, (3)
pretty responsible, (4) very responsible. 'B. "How much shoﬁld
Bobby be punished fof taking the dther boy's bicyele?" (1) not
punished at all, (2) punished a little bit, (32) punished
pretty much, (4) punished a lot. C. "How often does Bobby
take other things besides bicycles that don't bei ng to him?
(lj not often at all, (2) once in awhile, (3) pretty often,
(4) almost all of the time. ‘D. "How many of the kids in Bobby'
" school would have taken the other boy's bicycle if they had the
chance?" (1) almost none of the kids, (2) ,a few of the kids,

(3) most 'of the kids, (4) almost all of the kids,
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Appendix 11 (continued)

Bad-Outcome/Low-Severe Story

Facilitative-cause story. "Almost all o(’the kids in John's
schéol have sometimes taken penéils that didn:t belong to them,
and kept them for themselves. John took another boy's pencil
and kept it for_himself."‘ S

Inhibitory-cause gtory. "Almost none of the kids in John's

school have ever taken pencils that didn't belong to them.
John took another boy's pencil and kept it for himsdlf."
Control condition. "John took another boy's pencil and

|

kept it for himself."

L9

Dependent measures. A. "Afterwards, how responsible was:

John for the other boy not having the pencil‘anymore?ﬂ (1)'not.
'at!all‘resﬁonsible, (2) a little bit responsible, (3) pretty
regsponsible, (4) ver& responsible,. B. ﬁHow much should John
be punished for taking the other boy's pgncil?" (1) not pun-
‘1shed at all, (2) 'punished all-ittle bit, (3) punished pgetty
much, (4) punislied a lot. C. "How often does John take other
things besides pencils that don't bélong to him?" (1) not
~often at a1, (2) once iﬁ»gWhile, (3) pretty often, (4)
' almost all of fhe time. D. "How many of the kids %n John's
school would have taken the other boy;é pencil if they had the
chance?" (1) almost none of the kids, (2) a few of| the kids,

(3) most of the kids, .(4) almost all of the kids,

I

' i
'Good-Outcome/High-Severe Stnry

Facilitative-cause condition. "Almost all of the kids in

R
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Appﬁndix 11 (continued) ) 3 !
Steve's eehool have sometime{éiven all of their savings, which
is a lot of modey, to poor children. Steve gave all of his
savings, which was also a lot of money, to poor Children.".

;Inhibitory-éause condition. "Almost none of the kids in

Steve's school have ever given any of their savings to poor
children. Steve gaVelall of his savings, which was a lot of
money, to poor children." ;

Control Condition. "Steve gave all of his savings, which

-

was a lot of money, to poor children," "

©

Deﬁendent measures. A. "Afterwards, how :responsible was

_Steve for the poor children having all of.his savings?" (1)
not at ali‘reeponsible? (2) a 1little bit respodeible, (3)
prettylresponsible, (%) verw’responsible. iB. "How mucH
should Steve be rewarded for giving his shvings ﬁo poor child—
ren?" (1) not rewarded at all, (2) rewarded a little bit

(3) rewarded pretty much, (4) rewarded a lot, .C. ""How often
does Steve help othe; people 1d'o§her ways,besideslgiﬁing them
money?"- (1) net~often at all, (2) once in awhile,- (3) pretty
often, (b) almost 411 of the time D. "How many of the kids
in Sfeve's school would -have given their savings to poor child-
:ren ir they had the chance?" (1) almost none of thefkids,'

(2) a few of the kids, (3) most of the kids, (4) almost all

of the kids.



114

. Appendix 11 (continued) |

Good-Qutcome/Low-Severe ‘Story

Facilitative-cause condition. "Almost all of the kids in

Andy's school have sometimes helped younggr children tie their ~

shoelaces.. Andy .helpgd, a‘little boy on thesplayground tie his

,

shoelaces."

' Inhibitory-cause condition. "Almost none ofithe kids in. .

Andy's school have ever helped younger children tie their shoe-
laces. Andy helped a 1i£tlelboy on the playground tie his

o )
shoelaces."

Control condition. "Andy'hqlped a little boy on the play-

ground tie his shoelaces."

-~

Dependent measures. A "Afterwards; how responsible was

Andy for the }ittleyboy'having his shoelaces tied?" (i) not ‘at

all re?ponsible; .(2) a little bit responsible, (3) pr?tty resé
ponsible, (4)'ven& responsible.. B. !"How much should Andy be
rewarded for tying the litile boy's shoelaces?" (1) not re- ’ }
warded at all, (2) rewarded a little bit, (3) rewarded pretty
much, -+ (4) rewarded a lot, C, "ﬁow often doeslAhdy help other
peOplelinAothér ways_besidés tying shoelabeg?" (i).not often at

:all, (2) once in éwhile, (3) Pretty'often, (4) almost all of
" the time. D. "How many of the kids in Andy's school would-
have helped the little boy tie his shoelaces 1if they had the
lchance?" (1) almost non;of theﬂkids; 2) a few of the kids,

(3) most of the kids, (4) almost all of the kids. ’ o o

! ) : '
) . . . s
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- Appendix 12

Summary of Analysis of Variance 'of- Scores

on Judgments of Consensus

" (Experiment 2)

!

-
Source | df N | Ms
A: Grades é - i.96 .48L
B: Cause 2 166.86 83.43
A x B 4 3.22 .81
Error - N7 146.16 1.25

f

.C: Valence 1
AxcC 2 22.22 21.11
BxC S 2, 338 1.69
AxBxcC 8627 1.57
Error Y 104.37 89
‘D: Severjty a« 1 3.02, 3.02"
AxD : 2 9.37  4.68
BxD 2 3.73 1.86
AxBxD 4 219 55
" Error 17 . 37.55 .32
| ,
- i o :
CxD ! 3.3 3.34
AxCxD 2 79 . .39

BxCxD 2 .36 .18

A

A

|m

6.73
23.66
1.90

1.76

9.31

14.44
5.74

1.69-

10.08

.55

115

<.001

<.02
<.001

<.01
<.00]
<.01 ‘

<;01



Source
e
D
AxBxCxD

Error

.78

[l

116
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Appendfx 13
Summary of Analysis of Variance of Scores
on Attributiohjs'_of Responsibility -

(Experiment‘ 2)

Source df S SS . Ms E p
A: Grades 2 . 1.46 . 5.73 379 <05
B: Cause ‘I. 2 o a7
AxB 4 1.97 49 .33
Error M7 17689 151
. S / - | | o |
(C: valence 1 ) 10.87 1C.87 10.58 <.002
A x C 2 .98 40 . .48 '
BxC . 2 * .08 254 2.47 . <.08
AxBxC .. 4 3.0 .85 .83
Error. 117 12018 - 1.03
©D: Severity 1 5.79. 579 11.56 <.001
A D ’ 2 . .08 005 .01
BxD 2 BT .47 BT
AxBxD 4 523, /- 131 261 ¢ <.05
Error  | 17 58.54 . .50 |
CxD ' 1 RN R .79 1.80
AxCxD 2 60 .30 .68

BxCxD 2 £ .36 . . .18 ..



{
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Source df s M . FE T p
AxBxCxD 4 ;L2 30 - .69

Error 17 51.54 .44



Appendix 14 | : ,
Summary of Analysis 6f Variance of Scores
on Attributions ofﬁpiagnostiéity

(Experiment 2)

R

Source daf Ss M- E- §d
4
, ‘ - B
“A: Grades 2 2.98 .49 1.9 |
B: Cause 2 2.50 1.25 1.00
AxB 4 . 3.57 89 .71
Error 17 146.62 1.25
o
C: Valence 1 41.72 41.72 66.94 <.001
AxC 2 6.86 3.3 551 <00
BxC 2 2.86 143 2.30
AxBxcC 4 2.90 73 116 ‘
Error 17 | i%i%? .62
D: Severity 1 .05 .05 12
A x.D 2 .
B x D 2
A xBxD cal
Error 117
-
Cxp .o 1
- AxCxD £
BxCxD 2




A
Source \g_( ' SS
AxBxCxD 4 3.59

Error . nr  42.84

120

MS F . p
.90 245 <05
37 |
{
)
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Abpendix 15 -

Summary of Analysis of Variance of Scores

Source

A: Grades
B: Cause
AxB

Error

C: , Severity
AxC

BxC

‘AVX'B x C

Error

+ on Allocated Punishment -

(Experimeht .2)‘_ . ‘
df ss ms F P
2 L 1117 " 5.58 9.97 . <.001
2 1.8l 90 | .62
4 2.67 - 67 1.19
17 . 65.54 .56
1 83.43 . 8343\ 246.90 <.001
2 ©3.63 1.81 5.37 . <.0l
2 32 .16 05 ,
4 87 .22 65
117 39.54 BT ~
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N Appendix 16
Suﬂ#ary-of\ Analysis of Variance of Scores
y on Allocated Reward
(Experiment 2)

- Source df X SS MS F P
A:  Grades 2 17.17 8.58 5.32 ‘o
B: Cause 2 . 1.7 .5g .36
AxB g 5.67 1.42 " .88
Error 117 . 188.71 1.8l
‘ “ \ ’

C: Severity - 1 -  26.68 26.68  47.30 <.001

AxC 7 3.96 1.9 3.51 <.05
: | . o

B x C 2 2.06 | 1.03 e

AxBxC 4 2.30 .58 1.02

Error - 117 66.00 .56
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Appendix 17

123

Intercorrelations of Major Dependent

n =178

Variables of Experiment 1
Bad Qutcomes
Dlagnosticity How Bad Punishment
drade 2
Responsibllity . 00 20" o4
Diagnosticity .14 .14
How Bad .31'~
Grade 5
Responsibllity Lo9™" 59" 39"
I+ % * %
Diagnostlclty «35 .35
How Bad ™t
Grade 8 4
<« * * ““
Responsibility -,02 24 .31
Diagnosticity ’ .01 .05
Héw Bad 2™t
-
*p /.05
%% p /.01 .
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Appendix 17 (continued)
Good OutCOmes_
Dlagnoéticlty How Good Reward
Grade 2
Responsibility -.06 .08 .13
Diagnosticity .20* 28"
How Good NS
| Grade 5
Responsibility 30 28** .15
Diagnostiéity 34 ,29**
, e
How Good < AT
. Grade 8
Responsibility 21" ) R .20
' o * * 3
Diagnosticity .26 .36
: »
How Good .21
*p/.0s 7
* % B‘é ool
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Appendix 18”
; Intercorrelations of Major Dependént

Variables of Experiment 2

/. Bad Qutcomes
) {

Responsibility/ Responsibility/  Punishment/

Grade Punishment - Dlagnosticlty ( Dlagnosticlty
2 J42%* .03 - .15
5 30 -.05 ' .12
8 . .22"% | .01 . T

Good Outcomes

Responaibility/ Responsibility/ Reward/

Grade Reward » Diagnosticity Diagnostlclty
2 a1 .06 27"
5 39"" 3% : 29™"
8 21" | .16 | .49“'
*p/ .05
“# p / .01 )



