If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

ATTRIBUTION OF RESPONSI-
BILITY BY JUVENILE
DELINQUENTS

C. Moan, 1968

Published on demand by
UNIVERSITY MICROFILMS
Xerox Universily Microfilms, Ann Arbor, Michigan, US.4.
University Microfiims Limited, High Wycombe, England

A




RN A

This is an authorized facsimile
and was produced by microfilm-xerography
in 1975 by
Xerox University Microfilms,
Ann Arbor, Michigan,
U.S.A,




o TR et e e L LT e et Lt e e

t'_

Bt oo e it

P
FAN

4

MOAN, Charles Edward, 1940-
: wA'I‘TRIBUT ION OF RESPONSIBILITY BY
JUVENILE DELINQUENTS -

The University of Florida, Ph.D., 1968
Psychology, clinical

St S T

69-10,955

University Microfilms, Inc., Ann Arbor, Michigan

ey e b

e bt




ATTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY
BY JUVENILE DELINQUENTS

By
CHARLES EDWARD MOAN

" A DISSERTATION PRESENTED TO THE GRADUATE COUNCIL OF
THE TNIVEBSITY OF FLORIDA
IN PARTLAL FULFILLMENT OF ‘Tt REQUIREMENTS FOR THE
DEGREE OF LCOCTCB OF PilILOSOFPITY

UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA
1963




i
3
;
e
1
§

Mt emeiien i 5 R

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The writer wishes to express his appreciation for the
guidance and advice given hin by the members of his supervisory
comittee: Dr. Audrey Schumacher, Chairman, Dr. Marvin Shaw,
Dr. Henry Pennypacker, Dr. .Hatry Grater, Dr. Vernon Van de Reit,
and Dr. Donald Avila.

Recognition must also be given to the Greater Kansas
City Mental Health Foundation, Western Missouri Mental Health
Center, Division of the University of Missouri School of Medi~
cine for their presentation of a research grant which enabled
this study to be completed.

Sincere gratitude is extended to Mrs. Betty Curtis,

 Dr. William 0'Connor, and Mr. Waynand Pienaar for their encour-

agement, moral support, and technical assistance in the prepa-

ration of this dissertation.

I
e



N

TABLE

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS . « + "¢ o o o »

LIST OF
LIST OF

GCHAPTER
I.

TABLES . « o + + v » »

FIGGRES . « « « o o « o

INTRODUCTION . .+ . « «

OF CONTENTS

‘

The Perception of Causality .
Attribution of Responsibility

Attribution of Responsibility:

Experimental Investigations

Responsibility (AR)

.

-

Theoretical
of Attribution of

-

-

-

.« o e =

Analysis

The Problem . o« + « o o s ¢ o o s ¢ =
Hypotheses . « « - « + = ¢« o = * =
II. METHOD . . « ¢ ¢ & & P
ITI. BESULTS . . & v » o « » s o o o = = o =
Analysis of Variance . . e e e e e
RHypothesis 1 . « « « &+ « » v v v o e
Hypothesis 2 . « o « « « o &+ = ¢
Hypothesis 3 . . . « « ¢ o o o = =
Hypothesis B . . . « « + o« ..
Hypothesis 5 PRI Y
1V. DISCUSSION . . . . - « » W e e e e e
V. SOMMARY . . .+ - o o « » & o 8 « o & = ¢
APPENDICES
A. AR QUESTIONNAIRE - Form B . = « + = « «
B. AR QUESTIONNAIRE - Form E Response Sheet
C. INSTRUCTIONS . . « « « - » S
D. ARALYSIS OF VARIANdE OF ATTRIBUT

BY CRIME AGAINST PERSON, CRIME AGAINST PROPERTY,

iii

-

-

ION OF RESPONSIBILITY
AND
NON-DELINQUENT GROUPS AS A FUNCTION OF AGE, LEVELS
OF AR, OUICOMES, AND INTENSITIES

PO T

-

Page

18
18

22
32
an
40
40
43
at
46
58

82

86
91

9'7

98




TABLE OF CONTENTS--Continued

APPENDICES--Continued Page
E. SUBJECT RAW DATA . & o v ¢+ o o o o o v s o o o s v o 160

F. DUNCAN'S NEW MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR MEAN DISTRIBUTION
IN FIVE LEVELS OF ATTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY . . . . 103

G. DUNCAN'S NEW MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR MEAN DISTRIBUTION
IN LEVELS OF AR X OUTCOME INTERACTION . . . . « = « + « 104

H. DUNCAN'S NEW MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR MEAN DISTRIBUTION
IN AGE X LEVELS X OUTGOME TREATMENT INTERACTION . . . - 105

1. DUNCAN MULTIPLE RANGE TEST NON-SIGNIFIGANT DIFFERENCES
WITHIN THE AGE X LEVELS OF AR X QUICOME TREATMENT
INTERACTION .o « o « o o« o = s o s o o o » & o = = o= 107

3. DUNCAN'S NEW MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR MEAN DISTRIBUTION
IN LEVELS OF AR X INTENSITY INTERACTION . . . . « - - - 110

K. DUNCAN'S NEW MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR MEAN DISTRIBUTION
IN AGE X LEVELS X INTENSITY TREATMENT INTERACTION . . . 1

L. DUNCAN MULTIPLE RANGE TEST NON-SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
WITHYN THE AGE X LEVELS OF AR X INTENSITY TREATMENT
INTERACTION T T I 113

M. DUNCAN'S NEW MULTTPLE RANGE TEST FOR MEAN DISTRIBUTION
IN OUTCOME X INTENSTEY INTERACTION . . « v » s ¢~ = - 115

N. DUNCAN'S NEW MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR MEAN DISTRIB‘&TIO}&
IN' GROUPS X OUTCOME X INTENSITY INTERACTION . . « « « &« 116

0. DUNCAN MULTIPLE RANGE TEST SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
WITHIN THE GROUP X OUICOME X INTENSITY ‘TREATMENT
INTERACTION « v « o o o o 2 > s » s s 8 & o s o alv = 117

P. DUNCAN'S NEW MULTTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR MEAN DISTRIBUTION
IN LEVELS X OUTCOME X INTENSITY TREATMENT INTERACTION . 118

Q. DUNCAN MULTIPLE RANGE TEST NON-SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENG

WITHIN THE LEVELS OF AR X OUTCOME X INTENSITY TREAT-

MENT INTERAGTION o o v« o v o oo s ov s o= s 2o 120
: REFERENGES « v o o o = o o ot o ot oo s s s snaeses- 122

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH . « o « « = « = » ¢ o o o o o & o = s o = o2 127

g iv




Table

10.

11.

LIST OF TABLES

t Test for Dxfferences Between Means of High and Low

Intensxty OQutcomes + v ¢ v v v v i e e e e e e e

Analysis of Varxance of Attribution of Responsibility
by Crime Against Person, Crime Against Property, and

Non-Delinquent Groups as a Function of Age, Levels of
AR, Outcomes, and Intensities . . o v v o 4 & o o-u .

Subject Raw Data « & v 4 4 4 v 4 4 e v e e e e e e e .

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test for Mean Distribution
in Five Levels of Attribution of Responsibility . . .

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test for Mean Distribution
in Levels of AR x Outcome Interaction . . . . . . . .

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test for Mean Distribution
in Age x Levels x Outcome Treatment Interaction . . .

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test for Mean Distribution
in Levels of AR x Intensity Interaction . . . . . . .

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test for Mean Distribution
in Age x Levels x Intensity Treatment Interaction . .

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test for Mean Distribution .

in Outcome x Intensity Interaction . v . v . & . o & .

Duncan‘s New Multiple Range Test for Mean Dlstrlbutlon

in Groups x Outcome x Intensity Interaction . . . . .

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test for Mean Distribution
in Levels x Outcome x Intensity Treatment Interaction

Page

49

98

100

103

104

105

- 110

111

115

116

118




b L it

e e,

LIST OF FIGURES

Mean AR Scores Across levels of AR . ¢ « « « 0 v « ..

Comparison of Mean AR Scores for Positive and Negative

OQutcomes Across Levels of AR 4 . « ¢ ¢ o o o o v v o

Comparison of Mean AR Scores for Positive and Negative
Outcomes Across levels of AR at Three Ages . . - « « -

Comparison of Mean AR Scores far High and Low Intensity
Dutcomes Across Levels of AR . ¢ « v v v v v o 0 v o -

Comparison of Mean AR Scores for High and Low Intensity
Outcomes Across Levels of AR at Three Ages « . . - « -

Comparison of Mean AR Scores for High and Low Intensity
Outcomes Across Positive and Negative Outcomes and
Crime Against Person, Crime Against Property, and Non-
delinquent Groups  « o « « + o o e o v s> om s s < om e

Comparison of Mean AR Scores for High 2nd Low Intensity

Outcomes Across Levels of AR and Positive and Negative
OULCOMES o « = o o o o o o o o s o ¢ & & o o o = = =«

vi

Page

47

47

48

51

53

55

57




R B |

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The essgntial motivation for the establishment of juvenile
courts in the United States over half a ~antury ago sprang from a
recognition that children differ from adults in responsibility, and
that a more humane attitude should characterize society's dealing
with the youthful violator (Glueck & Glueck, 1950). The original

law of the earliest American juvenile court defined a delinquent as

" a-"child under the age of sixteen years who has violated any law of

the state, <v any city or village ordinance” (Sbulman, 1961, p. 19).
Since that tiiLe, in practice, almost every definition of juvenile
delinquency has assumed a legal aspect whicﬁ is dependent up&n véry—
ing social norms and attitudes of the ?éommunity" and thoée individ-
uals who carry out the legal proceSseS.

Definitions AE juvenile delinquency offered by various inves-
tigators (Glueck & Glueck, 1950; Cloward & Ohlip, 1961; and Wilkins,
1963) stressed that delinguency is characterized by behavior that
violates basic norms of the society, by actg of a kind which, wﬁen
committed by persons beyoﬁd the #tatutory jdvenile court age gf six-
teen years, are punishable as crimes, and by behaviors which are
judged by agents of criminal justice as serious deviations from the

éultutal norms. * An operational definition of juvenile delinquency

vas stated by Kelley and Veldman (1964): delinquents are those
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individuals whose behavior has been determined by law enforcement
officers and/¢or citizens of the community to be in'viol$tion of the
legal code ofvthe state as it applies to individuals designated as
minors, and which lead'to direct juvenile court action. Clinard
(1965) further suggests that a distinction be made between delinquents
who are guilty of crimes against property and those guilty of crime
against person.

In the process of investigation and definition, juvenile
delinquency has been shown to have some relationship to such variables
as inadequate housing, hereditary traits, lack of recreational facil-
ities, and broken homes (Whelan, 1955). However, Eissler (1955) states
that, "Nhether certain behavior is delinquent or not is entirely depend-
ent npon‘the mptivatiﬁn which liés behind that pa-ticular behavior.

No external feature can ever be used as a reliable index of delingquency"
(p.5). This raises the question of the complex psychological factors
which affect a juvenile's "social" and "moral" sense and his ability

to operate within culturally defined limits. A considerable amount of

literature has accumulated stressing a psychological conception of

" juvenile delinquency and describing personality characteristics of

delinquents. The present study will investigate the juvenile delin-
quent’s sénse of responsibility, more specifically his perception and
attribution of personal responsibility in social situations.

The psychological characteristicé of juvenile delinquents will
now be examined, as they are directly related to an understanding of
the delinquent's perception and attribution of responsibility. An

analytic study employing the MMPL (Ball, 1962) revealed that




delinqueﬁts more than non-delinquents wers found to have maladjusted
personalities and that delinquents illustrate amoral, immature, and
rebellious personalities. It was Ehrther found that delinquents more
than non-delinquents were failing in socialization processes. Another
experimental inyescigation (Guay and Blumen, 1963) summarized four
factors characteristic of delinquents: impulsivity, thrill seeking,
interpersonal aégression, and impersonal aggression. Moreover, Cohen
(1955), reviewing the problem of javenile delinquency, concluded that
the delinquent has learned to share the typical‘middle-class achieve-
ment values but comés from a lower socibecoﬁomic background which has
failea to equip‘hiﬁ with the psychological traits and other wmeans which
are necessary for their attainment. Delinquency arisgs, therefore,
when a person's achievement values exceed‘his.aﬁility to meét them,
Cohen hypothesized that such a state would indicéte that to the extent
to which the delinguent's #chieVement values are out of propottipn'to
his abilities and to the extent that such a disproportion reflects iou
éelf-acceptapce, then delinquents would be less self-accepting than
non—delinqueﬁts. However, such a pattern can only be conjectured, due
to the lack of controlled research.

In a carefully constructed and executed criminological research
program, Glueck and Giuweck (1950) found thap juvenile delinquents, on
the whole, perform best on those srbtests of the Wechsler—Bellevue for
which abproach to meaning is by direct physical relationship wigh min- |
imal dependence upon intermediary symbols, while the conceptual general-
ization and abstract thinking of the non-delinquents is thfough the

conventionally accepted symbolic means. Taking a different approach to
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the problem of delinquency, Redl and Wineman (1951), using behavioral
observations, found that the juvenile delinquent iz characterized by
low frustration tolerance--very little frustration is needed to upset
the equilibrium of his ego. Further, tke delinquent was observed as
bhaving difficulty coping with insecurity, anxiety, and fear--the miid-
est fears or anxieties are sufficient to break down his control.
Further, it has been reported (Glueck & Glueck, 1950) that the delin-
quent has difficulty in developing the high degree of flexibility of
adaptation, self—&auagement, self-controls, and suyblimation of primi—
tive tendencies and self-centered desires Aemanded by a complex culture.
To continue, in an early review and synthesis of the literature
on juvenile delinquency, Banay (1948) concluded that there was a rela-
tively high degree of emotional immaturity in the delinquent, stating
that the iqfantile standards of behavio;--emotional immaturity--are
eséentially asocial or antisocial. The delinquent, he added, is
self-centered. A more recent conceptual approach by Matza (1964)
teﬁor;s ghat deliriquency, the acting out of a disorganized or malformed
peisonalgty, arises from, among éthe: factors, the féilure of parents
to adequately sociallzé their children—-délinquency being merely infan-
tile, ptesocialized behavior; Accordingly, thgre is an apparent atten-

uation of the ego culminating in an inability to fathom the realistic

consequences of transgression. Matza concludes that delinquency can

only be permissible when "responsibility,“’the woral biqd ﬁetween the
actor and the legal norms is neutralized. Therefore, the sense of

irresponsibility is the immediate condition of social drift.

’
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A question may be raised at this point as to vhegher the
previously cited psychological characteristics of juvenile delin-
quents are uniformly present when delinquents are segregated accord-
ing to type of crime (crime against person and erime against property) .
Moles (1963) discusses the distinction of delinquents into two such
groups: assaulters and thieves. He found, under experimental condi-
tions, that assaulters more than thieves tended to have a combination
of generalized expectations of deprivation and weakly internalized
standards. Such differences between delinquents coumittiné crimes
against property and those committing crimes against person might be
reflected in differences in their perception and attribution of per-
sonal/social responsibility.

The psychological characteristics and personality descriptions
of juvenife delinquents cited above (relatively lower development of
symbolic abstraction and cognitive processes, egocentrism, and greater
rigidity, emotional immaturity, anxiety, intolerance of frustration and
ambiguity, and implied poor self-acceptance, etc.) are incongruent with
descriptions to be found concerning children who have developed rela-.
tively high degrees of moral judgment, perception of causality, and
responsibility att‘ribution.

Piaget (1932,1948) found that children pass through two stages
in the development of moral judgment: in th‘e first stage only material
damages and not intentionality are considered in making moral judgments,
while in the second stage conduct is judged in terms of intent rather

than objective consequences. He states that egocentrism is, character-

‘isti.c of a relatively low level of development in moral judgment and
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perception of causality. Further, within the theoretical frameworks of
Plaget (1932) and Heider (1958a), a low level of developmen; iﬁ moral
judgment and perception of personal causality is associated with a

low level of development of cognitive processes and’symbolic thought.

- Coqtinuing, Munss (1960) reports that an understanding of
causality involves an attitude of flexibility: the caysally oriented
person is able to suspend judgment until sufficient faciual iniormation

.is avaifﬁble; realizes the consequences of his behavior; and recognizes
alternative ways of solving social problems. Wright (1960,1963) Eound
that the degree of rigidity influenced the atfribution of responsibil-
ity. Individuals who are functionally rigid may be less capable of
changing their original perceptions of respdﬁsibility than other per-
.sons. In a closer éxamination of the personality characteristics of
céus§11y oriented children, Muuss (1959) Eougd that low causally
oriented children (experimentally measured) differed negatively from
high causallyvoriented youngstefs on such indices of gental health as

perceptual and verbal intolerance of ambiguity, anxiety, and anti-

- demorratic attitude, honesty and security. 7The "lows" were found to

be more rigid, final, and judgmental. Further, an individual's self-

.acceptance was Eound by Wright (1960) to be a major determinant of his

attribution of responsibility to self, to others, or to social events.

Socially responsible individuals, according to the research of
Gough, McClosky, and Meehl (1952), are less cynicai, hostile, rebel-
libus, and recalcitrant, more ccmpliant,’toietant, sociable, and

secure in their interrelationships than individuals illustrating a

relatively low degree of social, interpersonal responsibility.
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Several other experimental investigations (Deutsche, 1943; Ojemann,
1858; Ojemann et al., 1955; and Levitt, 1955, 1955a) report that the
development of causal thinking is positively related to maturation,
psychological adjustment, and emotional uéll-—being, but is negatively
related to authéritarianism, rigidity, punitive behavior, and irre-
sponsibility.

It can be seen, therefore, that while the juvenile delinquent
has been desc;-ibed as retarded in the development of symbolic abstrac-
tion, emoticnally immature, egocentric, rigid, anxious, easily Erus-
trated, irpesponsible, impulsive, lacking in self-control, amoral,
punitive, and anti- or a social, the child who has developed adeq‘uate
moral judgment, causal thinking, and responsibility attributio.r\ is‘
charﬁctetized as mature (for age level), secure and responsible in
social relat i:;'mships, able to suspend judgment and weigh factual evi-~
dence, self-accepting, flexible, lacking in puﬁitive behavior, honest,
and able to cope with frustration. Overall, the causally ortented
child i.s‘ ‘seen as :espcasi.bie and psychologically well adjusted and is

.described as Jess cynical, hostile, egocentric, and rebellious than
individuals with a low development of causal tﬁi’nking. Such differ-

.
ences in psychologicai characteristics suggest that the personality
;)E the juvenile delinquent would &emopstrate poor development of causal
perception and respons it_;ility attribution. .

. The present study will investigate the attribution of teépon-
sibi}ity in social, interpersonal situations by jﬁvenile‘ delinquents
and non-delinquepts. Juven‘ile de.l_inqﬁents who have coumitted crimes

against person and ‘those who have committed crimes .against property
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will be compared with each other and with non-delinquent children.
In order to ascertain if the pattern of attributing responsibility
in sociai situations differs with age amoﬁg the three groups, and what,
if present, these differences are, the study will cross three age'
levels.

Basic to a consideration of attributionbo'ﬁ responsibility,
however, is a more detailed review of the theory and findings on the

perception of causality.

The Perception of Causality

Changes in environment are frequently caused by the acts of
persons, in combination with other factors. The ten&ency exists in
man, however, to ascribe the changes entirely to persons. Often.a
momentary situation which, at least in part, deterunines th.e behavior
of a person is disregarded and the behavior is‘ singularly taken as a
maniflestagim of personal characteristics (Heider, 1944). ‘

. . According to Heider (1944), a change in environment gains its

wmeaning from the source to which it is attributed. Here, causal inte-
gration is of major importance in the organization of the social field,
since such i:ntegration( is responsible‘ for the formation of units whic.h

consist of persons and acts and which follow the laws of perceptual

unit formation. Origin and effect, a person‘ and his act, are the inter~

locking parts of a causal unit. The properties of the particular act

may be similar or in contrast to those of the person. Hbreover, in
causal attribution the factor of past experience cannot be separated

from the factor of similarity, because a person once having been the
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origin of aﬁ act takea on its quality. Similarity and proximity
(nearness to the event) favor the attribution of acts to persons, and
the established person-act units make for the assimilation of con-
trast between the parts.

. Zillig (1928) also shows that similarity is a Factor in causal
integration--a bad act being easily connected with a bad person. In
addition, Huang (1931). an& Dunker (1935) point out the importance of
similarity and proximity in phenomenal causality, reporting that if'
two events are similar or near to each other one is likely to be per-
ceived as being the cause of the other. Further, Shaw and Sulzer
(1964) found that when one person attributes responsibility for an
action and its eéfects to another, on the basis of motivational and
situational conditions, he blames that person if the outéorx;e is nega-
tive and praises that person if the outcome is positive.

The perception of causality is fundamental to the act of
attributing responsibility. Pepitone (1958), for example, defines the
attribution of responsibility as the process of identifying the causal
agent for a social action. And, Wright {1960) suggests that the occur-
rence of this phehomenon at the social level is analogous to the causal
intérptetation' of physical bhenomena. For example, Michotte (1963)

manipulated various physical dimensions in order to produce the percep-
tion of "mechanical causality," whiéh'he 'maintains is the basic, innate
Process invo&ved in all causal connection. Earlier, Heider and Simmel
(1944}, in an experiment involving discrete physical events, had sho;m
that the attribution of origin influences the in{:erptet:ation of mo';re-

ments, and that it depends in some cases upon the characteristics of
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the movements themselves, in others upon surrounding objects. The
way in which the "actor's'' movements and motives are judged 13 closely
connected with the attribution of origin. Both Michotte and Heider
and Simmel found that adults often make descriptions of disérete phys~
)§ ical events in terms of intention, fotive, and intetpegsonal factofs.
U4
Piaget (1932,1955) observed similar interpretations in children.
Accouding to Piaget (1947), the adaptation of the mind to the

physical environment passes through the following stages:

1) From the first signs of speech (1-6 to 2 years) in a period
which lasts until age four, a symbolic atd preconceptual thought is
developed.

3 2) Between 4 and 7 to 4 years old, a kind of intuitive thought

is established, distorted by egocentrism, with the viewpoint of the

subject being relative to his own action and not decentralized into
an objective system. ‘ ‘

3) From 7 to 8 until il or ‘12 years, certain concrete mental
operations are organized in the following fashion: the intuited rela-

tions of the system under consideration are at a given moment suddenly

organized. The organization is accomplished first through manipulation

¥

of 6bjects. These children cannot reason with pﬁrely verbal propositions,
as th&ir reasoning about reality consists of an interiorized activity
whinh is additive, multiplicative, and reversible.

#) Formal t?ought is elaborated from 11 or 12 years of age
th:opghout adolescence. The‘child becomes capable of reasoning by pure

assumptions without the necessity of relation to objects or to beliefs

i e e e e b

T .
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of the subject, but by relying upon t.he logical necess ity‘ of the
Vteasoni.ng process itself. '

Piaéec (1948) distinguished two stages of moral judgment in
children, demarcated from each other at approximately seven years of
age. The tendency whi;:h the child has to regard duty and the value

attaching to it as self-subsistent and independent of the mind, as

imposing itself regardless of the circumstances in which the individ-
ual pay £ind himself is that which Piaget (1932) defines as moral

: realism. Since a child takes rules literally and thinks of good only
in terms of obedience, he will at first evaluate his acts not in

accordance with the wotive which has prompted them but in terms of

et R U

their exact conformity with established rulés. Hence, moral realism
induces an objective conception of responsibility; .and, objective

3 responsibility will be seen in its clearest manifestations in the moral

judgment of the child. *Objective responsibility" is the first stage of

moral judgment. I is here that children judge the gravity of a devi-
ant act in terms of the amount of material damages, while they dis-

regard the intentionality of the action. By contrast, during the

et et T

second, or "subjective responsibility,” stage, children judge con-

duct in terms of intent rather than in terms of its ﬁaterial of its

§ material consequences. Piaget (1932) states: that it cannot be denied
that the notion éf objective responsibility diminishes as the child l
grows older. He found seven to be the average age for objective respon-
gibility and nine to be the avérage age for subjective responsibility.
S Sulzer (1964) stands somewhat in opposition to Michotte (1963)

and Piaget (1932,1948,1955), arguing that the identification of causal
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agents for sorlal events requires inferences that are not character-
fstic of perceptions of physical causality. Sulzer pursues these

premises as follows:

In identifying a person as the first cause of an event,
his intentions are of primary importance because they pro-
vide the basis for psycho-logical cognition that the event
originated in him . . . it is likely that these findings
(ibid., Michotte, Heider and Simmel) represent as if inter-
pretations of artificially discrete events which were so
‘constructed that they resembled human interaction. (Pp. 6-7)

This position is in deccord with Heider's (1958a) concept of

equifinality. HWeider distinguishes personal from impersonal causal-

ity. Personal causalify refers to instances in which P causes X inten-
tionally--the action is purposive. This amust necessarily be distin-
guished from other cases in which P is a part of the sequence of events.
Unless intention ties together the cause—effgct relations there cannot
be a true case of personal causality.

Cases of personal causality must be distinguished from effects
which involve persons but not intentions. The latter are more ;bpro—
priately represented as instances of impersonal causality. Eeisoual
causality is characterizéd by equifinality--the invariance of the end
and the variability of the weans. In the case.of personal causality,
the invariant end is due to the person. Since the petson controls the
causal lines émanating fiom himself, he not only is the initial source
of produced change, but he remains the persistent cause. Within a
wide range of.envitohmental conditions, the person may be'thoﬁght of
as the one necessary and sufficient condition for the effect to occur,
for within that wide range the individual changes the wmeans to achieve

the end, the end itself remaining unaltered. However, in the case of
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impersonal causality, a wide range of environmental conditions will lead
to a wide range of effects. Since no one condition bears the respon-
8ibility for the creation of other conditions necessary for a particular
effect, any specific effect of a complex process requires the presence
of a great many specif fc conditions. The more conditions which are
required, the more unlikely it is that the same effect will occur.

Intention is the central factor in‘personal causality--it is
the intention of the person that brings order into the wide variety of
possible action sequences by coordinating them to a final outcome.

Thus , thé‘ question of premeditation becomes important in the decisions
regarding guilt. People, for instance, may be held responsible for
their inteat’ons and .exertions but not so strictly‘foi' their abilities.
Perscnal responsibility, then, varies with the relative contribution of
environmental factors to the action outcome; in general, the more that
external factors afe felt to influence the action, the less the person
is held responsible.

Causal thinking in its relation to other behalviors has received
cons iderable experimental attention. ‘ As early as 1943, Deutsche stated
that maturation an}i innate factors had a determining effect ubon causal
thinking and ;hai training such as is given in public schools is an
important factor dgtemin'mg the causal explanations of children.
Ojemann (1953), having hypothesized that causal thinking is associateé
in humans of 2 given age with psychological adjustment, emotional well-
being, and similar characteristics in conjunction with levitt, Lyle,
and Whiteside (1955) stated that through the approéches that the teacher

makes to the pupil he provi.dés a demonstration from which the pupil
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learns. These experim;.nters found that when children of upper ele~
mentary grades were brought under the influence of trained causally
oriented teachggs teaching causal content, significant differences
arose between experimental and control gro\;ps in the child's awareness
of the complex multiple cauvsative nature of human behavior and in his
tendencies toward immediate punitiveness--the experimental group show-
ing an increase in causal orientation and a decrease in punitive
behavior.

Continuing, Levitt (1955) hypothesized that in children of
elementary school age an awareness of the dynamic, complex, and var-
iable nature of human motivation was negatively related to rigid,

moralistic punitiveness. His findings state that it could be safely

~ assumed that a child who tends to be judgmentally punitive is inclin-

ing in an unwholesame direction from the point of view of mental
-hygiene. The question was whether or not punitiveness in the child
could be reduced.by means of learning programs designed to bring about
an increase in causal percepticn and orientation.
As a follow-up, Levitt (1955a), investigating the effects of

a causal t;eache;:' training program on authoritarianism and respousibil-
ity in children in their clésses, found that the experimental, causally
trained, classes showed sig;lificantly less authoritarianism and signif-
ican‘tly mofe responsibility than the controls. It was concluded that
such results were a function of the training of the teacher in a
"causal" approach to the classroom.

' An extensive program of research into the perception of causal-

ity was also conducted by Muuss (1959,1959a,1960,1960a,1961). He (1959)
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states that a causal orientation toward one."s_s environment involves an
understanding of the lawfulness of cause~effect relationships as well
as an awarenesé of the probabilistic nature of knowledge. In a social
environment, a causal approach implies a recognition of the dynamic
compléxity of the motivations of humans and an awareness of anteeeden.ts
and co‘ns;:quents ‘of pehavior. In an investigation of the causal orienta-
tion of children to their environment, Muuss (1959) found that high
causally oriented children, as defined by social and physical causal
tests, differed frc ' low causally oriented children on such indices of
mental health as a perceptual intolerance of ambiguity scale, an aﬁxiety
scale, a scale of children's antidemocratic attitude, honesty, and on
observational measures of security. Utilizing the same subject.s, Muus's
(1959a) found the "highs" to differ significantly from the "lows" i;\
that the former made fewer guesses and ngsed later if confronted with
perceptually ambiguous stimuli. The guesses made by the highs were in
the nature of hypotheses or h.unches, while the guesses of the lows

vere more rigid, final, and judgmental.

Consequently d;afining causality, Muyuss (1960) étates that it is
an unde{:st:andi.ng and appreciation of the dynamic, com‘plex, and inter-
acting nature of the' forces that operate in human behavior. Caysality
invalves an atti:t:ude of flexibility, of seeing‘things from the point of
‘)iew of others. A‘caus‘ally oriented individual is capable of suspend-
ing judgnent until sufficient factual information is available; further-
more, he realizes that his behavior has consequences and that alterna'xte

methods are available for the 'solution of social probléms.
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Muyuss (1960) continued his experimental investigations by
gtudying the extent to which fifth and sixth grade subjects who had
been exposed to a causal leayning progrém for one and two years would
diffét from control subjects’who had no such training. He found that
participation in the experimental learning program deéigﬁed to develop
an understanding of the causal nature of human behavior did increase
the knowledge of social causality, and that the understanding of the
dynamic nature of human behavior increased in proportion to time spent
in the experimental learning program. Training in causality'se:ved

to increase tolerance of ambifuity, to increase democratic attitude,

~ and to decrease punitiveness. In a follow-up study (1960a) Muuss

found that, as a result of such tfaining, éausally oriented subjects
showed more security an’d less "anxiety than did the non-trained control
subjects.

In 1961, Muuss posed the question of whether those subjects
who had participated in a learning program primarily designed'tp
develop a mofe thorough Qnderséanding of social causality and human
motivation would also develop a thorough understanding of the factors
th#t operate in the physical world and that help to explain natural
phenomena. Therefore, he compéred those subjects E:o& £ifth and
sixtﬁ grade classes who had had training in a causally oriented learn-
ing program in tesﬁect to their mean scores on meésurements of sécial
and physical causality with a group of non-trained contto}s to heter-
aine the transfer effect of a learning program designed to develop an

understanding and appreciation of the motives of human behavior and
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allow the following generalizations:

1) The learning program has a transfer effect for fifth
and sixth graders on an understanding of the causes
of common eévents and phenomena in the physical world

and an awareness of the probabilistic nature of
knowledge.

2) The transfer effect differs for grade level:. Fifth
grade experimental subjects have a better understand-
ing of the factors that produce a common event. than
their control subjects. Sixth graders have a better
understanding of the probabilistic nature of knowl-
edge than their respective controls. ‘

3) Measures of physical causality have a higher corre-
lation with 1Q than measures of social causality.

4) There is a tendency for experimental subjects to
obtain lower correlations between the measures of
causality and IQ than is the case for controls.
It appears that the learning program increases a

subject's understanding of social and physical
causality.

5) There is a developmental increase in the understanding
of causality from fifth to sixth grade for controls.

As has been seen from the research cited (ngitone, 1958;

of causality is fundamental to the act of att:ib{xting responsibility.
The process of identifying the causal factor/s or agent/s of a social
action is.basic to the attribution of responsibility for the outcome
of that action. Thus, havix;g reviewed the theory and findings on the

perception of causality it is appropriate at this point to turn to an

examination of attribution of responsibility.

17

an awareness of fictors operating in social situations. The findings

Wright, 1960; Michotte, 1963; Heider and Simmel, 1944) the perception °
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Attribution of Responsibility”

‘The literature on responsibility attribution is not extensive
‘and ther; is a need at the present for conceptual clarification of the
construct "responsibility" and of the process of attribution itself.
There appears to be some general agreement among those who use thé
term that attribution of responéibility involves the designation of
one or more persons as the primary origin of a specific event (X) which
has occurred in the interpersonal 1life space. In spite of this common-
ality, prior studies using attribution of responsibiiity have been
somewhat at variance as to precise definition. Pepitone'(1958) has
limited responsibility attribution to the process of designating a
caysal source of action. Wright (1960,1963), in agreement with Pepitone,
adds the willingness of the observer to open the causal agent to ;anc—
tion. The investigation carried out by Sulzer (1964) appears to beér
out both of these factors. Kronstadt (1965), citipg the work of
Sulzer (196Q5 and Heider (1963), adopted the following definition of
attribution of responsibility: . .
Attribution of responsibility is regarded as consisting

of two primary factors: (1) the perception of a causal source

of action and (2) the designation of, or willingness to open

the source(s) to sanction, i.e., praise or punishment (Wright,

1963). Designation of responsibility in a social situation

can be regarded as an operational definition of an observer's
Perception of causality for that situvatian. (Pp. 2-3)

Attribution of Responsibility:
Theoretical Analysis

It is apparent from the writings of Piaget (1932,19&3,1955) that

he holds that the moral value of an action outcome, as well as the

responsibility for having produced it, may be decided in terms of the
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amount of damage it represents (objective responsibility) or in terms
of the actor's intentions and motives (subjective responsibility).
Accordingly, adults typically make these judgments on the basis of
motive, while most chiidren, under the age of nine or so, show an

almost total reliance upon outcome intensity. However, Bandura and

McDonald (1963), on the basis of experimental findings, state that

objective and subjective statements exist together rather than as suec-

cessiye developmental stages. They report that subjective morality

increases gradually with age, but that there was no substantiation for

"a theory of demarcated stages. In contrast, Boehm (1963) states that

apparently a particular stage of social or emotional growth must be
reached before each type of moral problem can be successfully evaluated.
She 'foimd, in agreement with Piaget, "'stages" of maral development.
The'a'ge at which the subject attained a new stage, however, varied with
"the type of prtsblen and Qi.t_h the mental and cultural level of the sub-
ject. .Shaw and Sulzer (196“); along the same. lines, report experimental '
support for their hypothesis that children make littie differen;iation
v.ith respect to‘attribu:ion of envirohmen‘tal and person_al réquns ibil-
ity and that differentiation is a gradual proééss whiéh becomes more
distinet with age. '

Sxpl‘icit statements of theoretical relevance to responsibility
attribgtion have been set forth by Pepitone (1958) and Heider (1958).
Pepitone proposes a tri—dimensim;al theory of social causali.t:y' in ‘which
"Responéibility" is but one dimension, conceptually distinct from
"Intentionality™ and "Justifiabi.lity."; The dimension of Responsibility

is primatily concerned with the identification of the causal agent for
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a social finterpersonal) act. The intentionality dimen;ion focuses
upon the positive or negative aspects of the motivation of the agent.
'Uustifiability refers to whether the act violates certain ethical
standards--the extent to which an act is in agreement with logical

and/or social norms.

Heider (1958a) extended his earlier naive analysis of causality

to include Qg%sonal responsibility, which he conceptualized as a cog-
vnized link between the person and the f£inal outcome. Intention is
the critical factor determining the intimacy of the link. Generaliz-
ing_from his distinction between personal and impersonal causality,
Heider maintains that responsibility for an outcome may be attributed
to the person, to thé environment, or to both. The enviroﬁment con-
sists oftall impersonal factors which could be perceived as faciliﬁat—
ing or inhibiting the production of a given outcome, e.g., '"luck,”
task difficulty, coercion, social influsnce and norms, or even fate
or "Suéreme Being." Thus, responsibility for a given ;utgome is not
necessarily attributed solely to a.personél origin. Heider conceptual-
izes that: |
" Personal responsibility then varies with the relativé contri-
bution of environmental factors to the action outcome; in
general, the more they are felt to influence the action, the
less the person is held responsible. (1958a, p. 113)
~$u1zer (1964) asserts that an important implication of t&is assertion
is that it is légitimate to ask questions about the QEEEEE of per-
ceiv;d ;espohsibility in an event.
Heider (1958) dra;ing on the writings of Stern (1923), Fauconnet

(1928), and Piaget (1932,1948) outlired five "levels" ‘in which attri-

butiqn‘to the person decreases as attribution to the environment
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increases. Heider assumed the existence of underlying cognitive proc-

esses which determine attribution, beginhing with the most’primitive
and progressing to the most sophisticated level.  These levels have
_ been labelled, explicated and restated by Shaw and Sulzer (1984)

as follows:

Level I: Global Association: The person is held responsible for

and effect that he is connected with in any way. In
-Piaget's (1955) terms, responsibility at this most prim-
itive stage is determined by syncretistic, pseudocausal

o reasoning rather than by consideration of objective

; causal connections. Thus, a person may be blamed for
harmful acts committed by his friends.

Level II: Extended Commission: The person is held responsxble for
any effect that he produced by his actions, even though
he definitely could not have foreseen the consequences
of his actions. As in Piaget's (1932) "objective respon-
sibility" the person is judged according to what he does

- but not according to his wmotives.

Level III: Careless Commission: The person is held responsible for
any foreseeable effect fhap he produced by his actions
even though the effect was not a part of his goals or
intentions. He is held responsible for the lack of
restraint that a wider cognitive field would have pro-
duced.

level IV: Purposive Commission: The person is held responsxble for
any effect that he produced by his actions, foreseeing
the outcome and intending to produce the effect. This
corresponds ‘roughly to Piaget's "subjective responsibil-
ity" in which motives are the central issue.

Level V: - Justified Commission: The person is held only partly
responsible for any effect that he had intentionally
produced if the circumstances were such that most per-
sons would have felt and acted &5 he did. That is,
responsibility for the act is at least shared by the
coercive environment.
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Sulzer (196&) comments that Heider apparently intended these

"levels" to be déscriptivé of developméntal stages, replacing or sup-

Plemengihg Piaget's theory of the development of causal thinking.

Sulzer further suggests that these levels may also be viewed as

e A

descriptions of the information which is sufficient for attributing
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degrees of social responsibility at varying levels of sophistication.

He found, experimentally,b that responsibility attribution increases to
a maximum at Level IV, where intention is clearly indicated, thereafter
decreasing slightly at Level V, where environmental factors are favor-

able and conducive to a particular social act.

8

Experimental Investigations of Attribution
of Responsibility (AR)

Despite the existence of a considerable body of literature con-
cerning the perception of causality, comparatively little research has
been desighed and executed which has direct relevance to the attribu-
tion of responsibility. The development of a broadly accepted method-
ological approach has not progressed far and reflects the fact that
the topic has'only‘tecentiy’been entertained by experimental psychology.

The only instruments to date which have been developed in a

‘Systematic way for the specific purpose of studying AR are the Social.

Interaction Series (SIS) devised by Wright (1960) and a set of short

Stories representing Heider's "levels in responsibility attribution™

reported by Shaw and Sulzer (1964). The SIS consists of a set of 36
line drawings which depict man-woman, boy-woman, boy-man, and man-man
interactions in successive stages of positive and negatlve outcone

events. Suitable Eor both individual and group admmlstr:atmn, the

- 8IS obtains measures of both the direction and amount of AR. The

Levels in Responsibility Attribution Stories of Shaw and Sulzer portray
4 series of social events involving some central character for whom
responsibility ratings in a specified situation are obtained. This

instrument has an additional advantage in that the use of stories has
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been extensively émployed in developmental studies of moral judgment
and causal pérception and several experiments concerning AR. Relevant
findings have been reported by Piaget (1932,1948,1955), H;rrawer (1934),
Cuber and Pell (1941), Seeman (1947), Levitt (1955), Diggory (1962),
Johnson (1962), Bandura and McDonald (1963), Béehm (1963), Sulzer,
Nikols, Blum and Brant (1963), Sulzer and Shaw (1963), Shaw and Sulzer
(1964), Sulzer (1964), and Kroastadt (1965). This methodology (short
stories) has been adopted for the present study.

Factors such as social status, justification, and intention of
the agent have been demonstrated empirically to be determinants in fhé
attribution of responsibility. In an early invesﬁigation, Seeman (1947)
using a "moral evaluations questionnaire" designed by Cuber and Pell

(1941), found that Negroes were considered to be less responsible or

less "wrong" than their white counterparts when they were described as

engaging in identical "amoral" bebavior. The experimental findings of

Thibaut and Riecken (1955) clearly indicate that individuals are more
likely to perceive the causal locus for compli;nce as "internal" (own
- force) for high-status persons and as "externél" (induced force) for
low-status persons. Pepitone and Sherberg (1957) sgmmarize that
despite a general tendency for bad acts, to be attributed to bad motives,
that the more well-intentioned a threat (in this case punishment) the
legs the loss of attractiveness in the person who threéténs. In other
words, the attractiveness of a person who threatens or punishes v;ties
with the goodness of intentions behind the threat or punishment.
Jones and de Charms (1958) stated that persons acting on the basis of

existing social norms (justifying conditions) were held less responsible
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for the commitment of negative acts than those performing the same act

outside the bounds of the accepted norm. Pepitcne (1958) concludes

e

4 that higher status leads to greater internalization of responsibility,
3 )

f a greater attribution of positive intention, and a greater tendency to
kS

perceive the acts of a high 'status person as justified. Wright (1963)

reported that the pressure of the group influences the perception of
o .

respongibility in a social situation. He found that subjects responded

to fictitious norms set by the experimenter regarding responsibility
for an act. Even though the subjects conformed tb these norms, they
continued to attribute ﬁore respoﬁsibility to the active person in a
dyad and to the other person (as opposed to a person with whom they
had identified).

‘ Sulzer (1964) stated that since AR concerns social (inter-
pérsonal) eQen;s it is likely that final judgments as to attribution
are not based solely upon perceived causal relationships but are sub-
ject to the influence of the perceived degree of intention as well as

favorableness and unfavorableness of outcome. Once a judgment has

been wade that another person is responsible for a given outcome he

becomes open to sanction. ‘At such a point, the attributor may »r may

not apply objectively appropriate sanctions. It was assumed that the

i et o e

primary determinants in the final judgmental processes included:

e

% perceived characteristics of the agent, interpersonal relations between
fé

the attributor and the agent, history and personality characteristics

l'x“
‘g’iuell as the perceived quality (positive or negative), and intensity of
il

of the attributor, aspects of the current social environment, as

the outcome for which the agent is held responsible. Sulzer's
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experimental findings indicate that AR and sanction assignment are
affected differently by causal structure and outcome characteristics.
The assigument of appropriate sanctions was found to be more sttongiy
affected by outcome (positive or negative) chéracteri.stics‘ than by

causal structure, although there was a complex relationship between

these two variables. Shaw and Sulzer (1964) and Kronstadt (1965)

found that greater mean amounts of AR were obtained for negative than

for positive outcome events.

Shaw and Sulzer (1964) executed a study which partially sup-
ported their hypothesis that children would show relatively less dif-

ferentiation than adults with regard to attribution of personal and

environmental responsibility. It was found that children showed more

attribution than adults at the Global Association and Extended Cou-
miss ion Levels, and less than adults at the Careless, Purposive, and
Justified Commission Levels (corresponding to Heider's Levels I, II,
I1I, IV, and V, respectively). It was further found tha‘t negative
outcomes resulted_'in greater AR thap did positive ou:tcomes at higher
levels, with no difference between outcomes at the Global Association
and Extended Commission Levels. Children were generally less willing
te attribute responsibility when the' actor was presumably an adult,
It was suggwtéd that children are apparently mﬁre "objective” when

»

adult actors and activities are concerned, but are more "subjective"

in evaluating peers. Wright (1960) found that individuals are more

prone to attribute, and to attribute to a greater degree, to author-

ities than to peers.
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The experimental results of Shaw and Sulzer (1964) and Sulzer

(1964) indicate that causal structure, »* represented in Heider's

Levels, is the main determinant of attribution of responsibility.

However, it was also found that such attribution is influenced by other
variables, such as the perceived quality and /ntensity of the outcome
for which tesponsibility‘is attributed. Piaget (1932,1948), in his
assessment of the development of moral judgmeﬁt, varied outcome inten-

‘ é sity (amount of involved danger), but dealt only with negative outcomes.
‘ E From this research, Piaget concluded that the amount of punishment con-
gidered appropriate for a given act is determined by the actor's

A motives rather than by outcome intensity, in children of age ten or

over. However, Piaget likewise assumed that outcome intensity was

e

a potent determinant of sanctioning behavior when he made an attempt

i i i

to explain the origin of "objective responsibility.”

In studies explicitly designed to evaluate the role of out-
come in responsibility attribution (Wright, 1960,1963; Shaw and Sulzer,

1964) it was outcome quality (positive and negative) ratlier than out-

come intensity which was investigated. In his first experiment,

Wright (1960) obtained significant outcome effects only in a second

order interaction, whi&e in a replication (1963) he'produced a signif-

it icant main effect attributable to outcome quality. In 1964; Shaw and
{

Sulzer reported significant outcome effects in an experiment concerned
3 :

. With children's activities, but a replication using adult activities
ifailed to confirm these results. Sulzer (1964) stated that the materials
i

*

ki

used by Wright and Shaw and Sulzer contained relatively mild outcomes.
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Sulzer anticipated that this weakness could be overcome Lf both qual-
ity and intensity were varied.

Sulzer, defining outcome intensity as the degree of favorable-
ness or unfavorableness of the action outcome, predicted and feund
that there was a positive relationship between outcome ihtensity ﬁnd
AR, mean AR increasing significantly as a positive function of outcome
intensity. Although the interaction between éutcome intensity and
quality failed to achieve significance, the‘ trend was as predicted,
i.e., increasing differences between positive and negative outcomes as
intensity increased. When analyzing Levels of AR x Inténsity x Quality
large differences were found favoring negative ou,tcom.es which occurred
at Levels III and V, revealing a positive relationship between AR ar;d
outcome intensity. ‘An overall finding was that the actor was pér—
ceived as more responsible for high intensity negative outcomes,
regardless of the level.

In a further sophistication of their findings, Sulzer and Shaw
(1963) sumnarized two Sroad classes of relevant variables. One
includes features of the stimulus: the agent being evaluated, the
action outcome, and the causal structure which perceptually relates
the agent to the outcome. ;I‘he other class of variables consists of
the characteristics of the subject himself (the attributor), includ-

v

ing such factors as age, sex, education level, sociocultural background,

and a host of personality and response traits.

"Several studies relate attribution patterns to personality

. characteristics of the person attributing. Gough, McClosky, and Meehl

L (1952) attempted to develop a scale which would order individuals
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according to their social responsib:iity. This scale was found to be
sufficiently reliable for group use and interpretation. The scale was
administered to a group of high scﬂool students, a university sorority
and fraternity. ~Tﬁe trends found showed the most responsible students
to be less cynical and hostile, more co@pliant and acquiescent, more
télérant, more sociable, less rebellious and recalcitrant, less per-
plexed and anxious, more secure in their relations to ;he outer world,
more intelligent, more successful in academic work, and more liberal
and.open-minded on general social issues. Wright (1960), furthermore,
concluded that attribution. of responsibility to self or others or
social events is determined by such personality characteristics of the
attributor as self-acceptance and the degree of rigidity with which
he conceived of himself. Wright found that maladjusted persons are
more variable in their pattern of AR and more extreme in their'attri-
bution.

Continuing, Wright (1950,1963,1964) reports that field depend-
ence (the ability to separate figure from ground) was found to influ-
ence the direction and amount of responsibility attribution, while
psychological adjustment influences willingness to attribute. He
_(1963) states that, “Unwillingness to attribute responsibility is
akin to impunitiveness in the aggression models aﬁd may underlie this
latter behayior" (p.131). He adds: V

« « « Such p;rsonality characteristics as self—accéptance .
and functional rigidity may be expected to produce differ-
ences in willingness to attribute. Persons who are more
self-acceptant than other petsons may be more capable to

"calling a spade a spade" and placing responsibility where
they feel it belongs, or they may feel less necessity to
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attribute ;esbonsibility at all. Persons who are function-

ally rigid may be less capable than other persons of chang-

ing their original perception of responsibility in the face

of contradictory information and become unwilling to attrib-

ute at all.
Furthermore, the effects of criticism were found to influence both the
willingnes; to attribute and the amount of responsibility attributed to
others. Individuals attributed twice the responsibility when they were
eriticized than when they were praised (Wright, 1964).

Thus, it is seen that various psychological characteristics of
the inqividual attributing responsibility, factors of the social setting
and conéitions under which he attributes, and the nature of the event
to which he is attributing influence his causal perception and respon-
sibility attribution.

The literature on the psychological characteristics'of juvenile
delinquents, the perception of causality, and the attribution of
responsibility have been reviewed. Kext, the attribution of respon-’

sibility by juvenile delinquents, the subject of the present investi-

gation will be considered.

The Problem

juvenile delinqhents have’begn describeé i“dthe litgrature
(Glueck & Glueck, 1950; Bail, 1962; Quay and Blumen, 1963; Cohen, 1955;
Redl and Wine;an, 1951; Banay, 1948; Matza, 1964; and Mo;es, 1963) as
imnature, egoceﬁtric; relatively teiardeﬂ in thé development of sym-
bolié abstraction and cognitive processes, irresponsible, and anti-
sﬁcial. Even within thé'group thej»have beén found to have persoﬁal—
ity differences related to the type of crime committed. Such char-

' acteristies of delinquents are in striking contrast with descriptions
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of children who have devei‘oped normal perception of causality, moral

j‘udgment, and respons ibility attribution. These children are tep.orted

to be mature (for age level), flexible, able to control behavior,
socially secure, able to cope.with ‘frustrat;ion, and are less hostile
and rebellious than individuals with & low level of causallorientation
{Piaget, 1932,1948; Deutsche, 1943; Ojemann, 1958; Ojemann et al., 3
1955; Levitt, 1955,1955a; Gough et al., 1952; Wright, 1960,1963; Muuss,
1959; and Heider, 1958a). ‘Genetally, the jutvenile delinquent has been
described as - emotionally maladjusted, due to various factors, while
the causaliy oriented child has been viewed as relatively well adjusted.

Thus the question arises as to the nature of causal perception

and the attribution of respojns ibility by juvenile delinquents in social
situ_zttion§ as compared to non-delinquents who do r;ot obviously present
.personality disturbances which interfere with the development of attribu-
tion oE‘respons ib):.li.ty. The ‘present stud} will investigéte the attri-

"“'bution of responsibility by juvenile delinquents, both crime against

person and crime agains t"pfoperty offenders, as compared to non-
delinquent children. A juvenile delinquent will here be defined as an
individual who has been committed by the j.uvenile court ‘to a State
. correctional school. '

As the previous research (Piaget, 1932; Heid;at, 1958a; and
Shaw aqdi Sulz'er, 1964) reported that the d;avelopment of ;ausal per-
ceptioﬁ and ~ce§pons ibility attribution are dependent upon age, matur-
aticnal sfages; and parallel increasing sophistication of the cogni-

tive processes, a question also arose as to whether the delinquents

would differ from the non-delinquents in responsibility attribution
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when compared across ages; and, if present, would such differences.

become more obvious as age increased. Therefore, subjects for this

study were selected at three ages: 12, 14, and 16.

It is to be noted that Heider (1958) outlined five levels of
responsibility attribution, assuming the existence af underlying
cognitive processes which determined the attribution, prggress ing from

the most primitive to the most sophisticated level. Shaw and Sulzer

(1964) interbreted these "levels” as representative of different matur-
ational stages, replacing or supplementing Piaget's theéry of the devel-

opment of causal thinking. The present investigation will compare the

attribution of responsibility by the crime against person, crime
against pfopetty, and noti-delinquent groups, at the three ages, across
“the Eive lev‘els of attribution of responsibility to see whether dif-
ferences appear between the groups in the frequency of .atttibutio;x to

these levels, thus reflecting differences in maturation, cognitive

processes, and causal perception.

Previous research in attribution of responsibility (Wright,

1960; 1960,'1963: Sulzer, 1964; Shaw and Sulzer, 1964; and Kronstadt,

_—

1965) also indicated that variables other than causal strkuctute, as
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represented in Heider's levels influenced the aétribution of respon-
sibility. These variables were the perceive‘d quality (positive or
negative) and intensity (high or low degree.of favorableness or

unfavorableness) of the outcome for whichk responsibility was attrib-

uted.

Sulzer (1964), employing Heider's lavels, reported an overall
finding that more responsibility wus attributed to high intensity

tegative outcomes, regardless of the level.

As outcome quality and

g i e b e s R

o




kY]

intensity were found to affect attribution of }esponsLbilicy, the
issue arises as to whether attribution by the two groups of juvenile
delinquents at the three ages would Se influenced by these variables
in a manner different from non-delinquents, when compared across the
five levels of attribution of responsibility. Further, would differ-
ences in responsibility attribution'appear beuweén the crime aginst

person and the crime against property groups?

Specific hypotheseé concerning the attribution of responsibil-

ity by the two clésses of delinquents as compared to the non-delinquents
follow:

Hypotheses

1.

EOUERERER S

Across all three groups there will be a linear development

(increase) in responsibility attribution with age:

(a) non-delinquent and crime against person groups will differ

in their rates of development of the tendency to attribute
responsibility;

(b) non—delihquent and crime against property groups will

differ in their rates of development of the tendency to
attribute responsibility.

vy

2. There will bé a differential amount of the attribution of

.

responsibility, across age levels, between the non-delinquent and the

two delinquent groups across the five levels of responsibility
attribution:

e s R
b b o b S

.

(a) although there will be an increase in the attribution of
responsibility across Levels of AR in both the non-
delinquent and the crime against person groups, the mag-

nitude of these increases will differ between the two
groups;
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(b) although there will be increases in the attribution of
responsibility across Levels of AR in both the non-
deliriquent and crime against property groups, the mag-
nitude of these increases will differ between the

two groups.

3.

B
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Both the non-delinquent and the delinquent groups, across
age levels.and levels of respcnsibility, will attribute a differential

amount of responsibility for positive and negative outcomes:

e

L imiriei

(a) non-delinquent and crime against person groups will differ

on the magnitude of the difference between positive and
negative outcomes;

(») non-delinquent and crime against prdperty groups will

differ on the magnitude of the difference between positive
and negative outcomes.

g

4. Non-delinquent, crime aéainst person, and crime against

" st e e

property groups, across levels of age and responsibility, will attrib-

ute a differential amount .of responsibility for high and low intensity
outcomes :

(a) non-delinquent and crime against person groups will differ

in the magnitude of the difference between high and low
intens ity outcomes;

i e

(b) non-delinquent and crime against §roperty gremios will

differ in the magnitude of the difference berween high
and low intensity outcomes.

5. Non-delinquent, crime against person, and crime against

i e e i

property groups will attribute a differential amount of responsibility

for high and low intensity outcomes across Ages, levels of AR, and

Positive and Negative outcomes.
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CHAPTER I1
‘METHOD

Subjects. Seventy-two white male Florida residents, equally
" divided into three age groups (12, 14, and 16 years) were the subjects
‘ofythe present investigation. Forty-eight of the boys (1€ at each age

level) represented two experimental delinquent populations: 'a) 24

males committed to correctiocnal institutions as a result of crime
! ) B . [l o . )
against property (e.g., burglary, larceny, forgery, auto-theft, vandal-

ism, robbery, breaking and entering, excluding such acts as arson and

e

e e AR

demolition) and (b) 24 males committed as a result of crime against

i S el

person (e.g., a‘ssault, bé';ter'y, mgovetnablé, and' incérrigible, exclud-
ing such acts as rape :;nd murder).. These subjéctg. were‘selected' froﬁ
boys at the Dade County Chi,{dren's Home and Training 'School,. tﬁe Florida
School Eor Boys at Okeechobee, and the Florida School, fc.:r‘ Boys at
Mariana. No d.elin'quent<subjeclt in eithef 'of{ the experi.fnental groups
had 'been inétitutionalizeg for a period of greater than six or less
than one month.

The 24 remaining subjgcts (8 of each age level) were non-
delinquent boys selected as control subjeéts ‘Erom eleméntary, junior
and senior high schools in Dade, Pinellas and Palm Beach Counties.

These three counties were chosen as the source of non-delinquent sub-

jects for comparison to the delinquent youths as they are broad,

. Tepresentative population centers which commit juveniies to the
T ) ¢
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aforementioned institutions. One of the instisutions sampled is
exclusively & Dade County organization. Pinellas aﬁd Palm Beach
Counties commit juvenile delinquents to the two remaining correc-
tional schools. Tk.\e 24 boys classified as non-delinquent had had no
contact with the juvenile court or with peace officers due to deviant
so;:ial behavior and norie had a record of having ever been a panagerﬂen;
problem in his respective schools.

All of the 72 subjects in the present study had the normal -

s .

number cf years in s'cf\.';)d'l for their age level, two parental figures in
the home,.were“within an IQ ;'ange of 90-11(;, and were compatablefi'n '
socioeconomic status (slightly below the national average).

Materials, " The abbreviated forms of the Wechsler Intelligence

Scale for Children (WISC) (Yudin, 1966} and the Wechsler Adult Intel-

ligence Scale (WAIS) (Satz and Mogel, 1962) were émployed to ascertain

the IQ's of the individual members of the 12- and l4-year and the 16-

year-age groups, res'pecti.vely. The Yudin form ,of the WISC has a .97

correlation with the Full Scale IQ of the Wechsler test and the Satz

.and Mogel form of the WAIS correlates .99 with the Full Scale Wechsler.

V The North-Hatt (1947) .evaluation scale for jobs and occupatiecns
was emplo{yedkas a soq,i.oec.driomic weasure, rating and assigning scores
to. the tyi)es of employment of the parents of the éubjects in order to
assure matéhihg by sécial class. This scale ‘takes into consideration

two chief factors of job prestige in the assignment of any score to

] an-occupation: .degree of specialized training and‘degree of r}espon-l

ibili.ty for publi;: w.eléare'. Scoring on the scale éllbws a t_naximu_m~

;rating of 96 points and a minimum rating of 33 points, with an aver-

age score of 69.8.
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Form E (Appendix A) of ¢he Attribution of Responsibility
Que’stionﬁaire (Shaw and Sulzer, 1965) was employed to investigate
tespons_i.bility attribution in all subjects. This form consists of
eight stories at ‘each o§ five levels of responsibility attribution.
Four stories at each level are "high'" in outcome intensity and the
remaining four are "Kow."' The high and low outcome intensity stories
are divided equally into positive (favorable) and negative (unfavorable)
outcomes at each of the five Levels of AR. This set oE‘stories has been
validated across age, from first grade elerﬁeni:ar:y school students to
col;ggt:;niors, and has b;zé; éomd to be consistently and highly réli—
able. A multi-name variation (:)f the original Form E AR Questionnaire
stories, which all had the same central character--Perry--was ‘employed.
An \mpubl‘ished investigation by Shaw and Sulzer found a correlation of
98 between the multi-name and the Perry forms of the AR ‘Questionnaire.
The Form E Response Sheet and Instructions (Shaﬁ and Sulzer, 1965) are
also jpcluded in the Appendix (B and C).

Procedure. At each of the ‘three correctional institutions the
cumulative record Eolder of every committed delinquent in residence
was made available. Those not meeting the age criteria (12, 14, and
16) were eliminated. The remaining delinquents were theﬁ divided into
two groups defined by the type of act which resulted in ;heir com~
wittal: 1) crime against property and (2) crime agains.t person.
Subjects then were chosen from these two populations who met the
criteria ‘of réce, number of years in school, presence of two parental
figurgs in ‘the home, and length of instit:ution.alizati.on. As much
Socioec?nal;ic information as was available concerning the family of

each delinquent wzs recorded for later comparison of subjects.
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All subjects meeting the selective cri.t'eria up to that point
weré then told before the administration of any test or queéciénnaire
that the experimenter had no connection of an); sort with the institu-
tion andv that no individual concerned in any capacity with the insti-
tution would be peruitted access to any test results or responses.
Each subject was then administered the WISC or WAIS, depending upon
age. ‘Every boy' was tested individually by the expeérimenter in a quiet
room, testing tequi.rin; approximately 30 minutes. Only those delin-
quents falling within the IQ range of 90-110 were 'retained for furtbker
investigation. Following the administration of the irdtelligence tt;.St,
the AR‘ Questionnaire - Form E was admi.n.i.st‘e;:ed to each §ubject indi-
vidu‘axlly, again requiring apprm_imat’é‘lygio minutes. Th‘e‘ delinquent
subject was told that some short stories 'wo;xld be read to him and that
it would bé his task to decide whether and to what degree the identi-
fied actor was r'ésponsible Eor vhaL happéxed in the story. ' 'i‘he
instructions .(.Appendi.x C) were catefuliy read to each bay, with the
term "respor;sibi.lity" being appropriately defined. The illv;lstrated

‘% response sheet (Appendix B) and sharpened pancils were given ‘to the
subject and the manner of recording of the response was described and
demonstrated BeEote the story was téad. The subject was instructed
to deciée, after hearing the stor;, first if the actor were respon-
¢ -sible for the outcome and then to record a juagment by circling "Yes"

1 or "No." If "Yes" were circled, then an "X" was to be placed in one

§°f_ the five boxes of descending size and order to indicate the degree

;of responsibility attributed to the actor.
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Each story was read aloud twice by the experimenter,
Following the reading of the instructions and the commencement of

the reading of the stories to the subject, any question on the part

of the subject was responded to by si.lnply reading the story again.

. For the selection of control (non-delinquent) subjects, the

Dade, Pinellas, and Palm Beach County Boards of Public Instruction
suggested schools which would be appropriate sources from which to

select subjects, their recommendations taking into consideration

general socioeconomic conditions of the neighborhoods from which

each school drew its student body. The administrations also tock

into account the areas from which they had a relatively high inci-

dence of reported juvenile behavioral management problems.

The guidance counselor at each school, using office files,

selected white males at the ages of 12, 14, and 16 who had no record
of delinquent or behavioral management problems and whom the counselor,

on the basis of previously recorded IQ estimates and scholastic abil-

i e O
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ity test scores, considered to be within the IQ range of 90-110.
The birth date of the pupil, number of years in school, and informa-

tion about the parental domestic and occupational situations were
also noted.

et et
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Those students who appeared on this initial screening to be
most similar to the delinquent subjects on all of the conditions pre-
viously described were selected fogintelligence testing. The parents

of each child chosen to serve as a contyol subject were then con-

: T L i s T AR

tacted by letter or by telephone in order to secure their consent for

participation of their son in the present investigation.
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Following the reception of parental approval, each boy was
administered the WISC or WAlS (appropriate to age) and the AR Ques-

tionnaire - Form E under the conditions of administration that ex-

isted for the delinquent subjects. Those non-delinquent students

whose IQ was found not té be w.itk;in the éhos'en range were then’
eliminated. ‘

Those students in the public school group who most clearly
and closely matched the delinquent subjects on IQ and the North-Hatt
gscale score, as well as age, race, years in school, and parental fig-
ures in the home, were selected as a comparison group to the two
delinquent groups. .

The crime against property group was found to have a medn
10 of 103.38; the crime against person group de;nonstrated a mean
-1Q of 102.78; and the mean IQ of the non-delinquent group was 10%.37.
Théte was no statistically significant di.EEerencé between the groups
on the basis of intelligence as measured by the WISC and WAIS.

The North-Hatt (1947) scale, used as a socioceconomic measure
iﬁ matching the three defined groups, determined the mean scores of
the crime against property, crime against person, and ron-delinquent

groups to be 62.79, 62.42, and 63.38, respectively. There was no

" statistically significant difference in socioeconomic status between

the groups as measured by this scale.
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CHAPTER IIX
RESULTS

An analysis of variance was used to'binvestig'ate thé attribu-
tion of responsibility by the two delinquent (experimental) and the
non-delinquent (control) populaticas at the three age levels. The
analysis, a vepeated measures over three factors design (Winer, 1962)
was employed so as to examine responsibility attribution across five
levels, where events were of positive or negative outcome and wetl;a
high or low in outcome intensity. Where significant main effects and
interactions were found, multiple t and studentized t comparisons
were made in order to determine the origin of the differences in the

variance.

Analysis of Variance

The analysis of variance (Appendix D) was made using the
raw scores (-Append.’.x E) of the Attribution of Responsibi.lity Ques-
ticohaire.  Appendix D contains a summary of the statistical analy-
8is, revealing the contribution of the main treatment effects, and
treatment interactions.

‘ The results indicate that the Age and Group . ain effects
did not contribute, to any significant degreé, to the wera}l var-
iance, Howev.er, it was found that the Levels of AR and the Inten-
51’-{’-)' \;ariables were statistically significant at <.01 level, indi-
lc“ting the presence of significant differences in responsibility

40
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attribution to the five Levels of AR and to high or low outcome
Intensity. Moreover, several treatmenf interaction effects were sta-
tistically significant at < .01 level: Lev.els of AR x Qutcome (pos-
itive or negative), Age x Levels of AR x Intens ity (high or low),
Outcome x Intensity, and Levels of AR x Outcome x Intensity. These
results demonstrate. respectively:

(a) respéns ibility attribution differed significantly across
Levels of AR between positive and negative Outcomes,

(b) attribution differed significantly between Ages across
Levels of AR between positive and negative Outcomes,

(¢) a significant difference in attribution of responsibil-
ity exists between Ages across Levels of AR between
high and low outcome Iptensity;

(@) attribution of responsibility significantly differed
i:etveen.high and low Intensity across positive and .
negative Outcomes,

(e) a significant difference in responsibility attribution
is present between Outcomes across Levels of AR between
Intensitiezs.

The treatment interact}:ionveﬁfects of Levels of AR x Intensity
and of Groups x Outgane x Intensity were significant at <.05 1level,
demonstrating, tespeétively:

(a) responsibility attribution differed significantly between

high and low Intensity across Levels of AR,

(b) attribution of responsibility was significantly different

between Groups and across Outcomes between Intensities.




i
i
|
i
4
i
i

L e

42

These initial siesnificant results raised questions as to the
location or origin of the mean variations found. Duncan's multiple
range tests (Edwards, 1963) were used to analyze multiple mean var-
iations within the significant treatment and treatment interaction
effects, with the exception of the Intensity treatment effect, where
a t test for the difference between two means (high intensity/léw
intensity) was required. The results of these analyses will be dis-

cussed in detail in relation to the appropriate hypothesis.

To be noted is the fact that with the exception of the results
cited, none of the main treatment effects or treatment interactions
contributed significantly to the overall variance found in the data
of the present investigation of the attribution of responsibility.

The results, therefore, are generally in disaccérd with tke hypotheses
upon which the present investigation and analysis were based.
Considering the applicability of the results of the analyses to

the experimental hypotheses the following findings are noteworthy:

Hypothesis 1

It was hypothesized that across all three groups there would
be a linear development (increase) in responsibility attribution with
age: ‘

(a) non-delinquent and crime against pefson groups would
differ in their rates of the development of the tendency
to attribute responsibility,

(b) non-delinquent and crime against property groups would

differ in their rates of development of the tendency to

attribute responsibility.
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The analysis of vatriance lndicated.that there was no significant dif-
ference between the non-delinquent and crime against person or between
the non-delinquent and crime against property groups in their rates of
the development of the tendency to attribute reﬁponsibility. Further,

no significant increase in responsibility attribution with age was

found across Groups.

Hypothesis 2

It was hypothesized that there would be a differential amount
of responsibility attributed across age levels, between the non-
delinquent and the two delinquent groups across the five Levels of AR:'

(a) although there would be an increase in the attribution
across Levels of AR in both the non-delinquent and the
crime against person groups, the magnitude of these
iﬁcre;ses would differ between the two groups,

(b) although there would be increases in the attribution
across Levels of AR in both the non-delinquent and the
crime against property groups, the mégnitude of these
increases would differ between the two groups.

The results of the analysis indicated that some treatment effects

contributed to the variance within subjects. Appendix D reveals

that the Levels of AR treatment effect was significant at the .01

level (F[4,252)=609.81). Such a result indicated the presence of

2 significant difference in responsibility attribution across five
Levels of AR.
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A‘consequent analysis as to the origin of the mean variation
is summarized in Appendix F. Duncan's multiple range test revealed
the sxgnxficant mean differences between the five levels of AR.
Significant dxffetences were Eound between all adjacent levels and
. each Level was found to be significantly different from every other
Level. Figure 1 represents these results in graphic form. It should
be noted, in'Figute 1, that the subjects. of the present investigatiog,
as a whole, demonstrated a linear increase in the attribution of respon-

sibility through Level 1V, followed by a decline in Level V.

The results of these analyses are, therefore, in partial sup-

port of the present hypothesis.

Hy,.cthesis 3
Hypothetically it was thought that both the non-delinquent and

delinquent groups, across Age levels and Levels of AR, would attribute

a differential amount of responsibility for positive and negative

Outcomes:
(a) non-delinquent and crime against person groups would

differ on the magnitude of the difference between positive

and negative Outcomes,
_ (b) non-delinquent and crime against property groups would

differ on the magnitude of the difference between positive

and negative Outcomes.
There was no support for the consideration that the attribution
of responsibility for positive or negative Outcomes by both the non-

delanuent and the delinquent groups would be significantly different

T e bR e 5 el e
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‘across Ag;a levels and Levels of AR. Further, reither section (a) nor (b)
of this hypothesis received support from the results of the analysis,
indicating that the positive or negative Outcome of an evgﬁt did not
result in significant differential attribution of responsibility between
non-delinquents and delinquents who committed crimes against person or
against property, as measured i)y the Actribution of Responsibility

Questionnaire.

However, the analysis revealed that Levels of AR x Outcome and

Age x levels of AR x Outcome were significant at the .0l level

(F(4,252)=124.38; and F[8,252]=2.69, respectively), indicating that

RS

attribution of responsibility to positive and negative Outcomes across

Levels of AR differed significantly and that responsibility attribution

to positive and negative Outcomes differed significantly across the

Levels of AR between the three Age groups. Such results are in partial
i

support of the basic premise of the present hypothésis.
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The subsequent analyses as to the origin of mean variations

are summarized in Appendices G and H. Duncan's multiple range test

revealed the intricate effect of the Levels of AR x Outcome treatment

in the attribution of responsibility were found between positive ang

}
i 1
i . . . .
{7} interaction upon mean variation (Appendix G). Significant differences
o3 .
|
M
i negative Outcomes both within and between all Levels of AR (adjacent

R

and distant), with the exception of the following:

e 17

1. no significant difference between positive and negative

outcames within Level I,

2. no significant difference between Level II positive out-

i s ek A
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come and Level III positive outcome,
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3. no.significant difference between Levei 11 positive outcome

and Level V negative outcome,

4. no significant difference between level 11I positive outcome

and Level V negative outcome.
Figure 2 represents these results graphically, denoting the comparison
of the mean AR scores for positive and negative Outcomes across the five
Levels of AR.

The conplex effect of the Age x Levels of AR x Outcome treatment
interaction upon mean variation was also revealed by a Duncan multiple
range test (Appendix G). Significant differences in the attribution of.
responsibility to positive and negative Outcomes across the five Levels
of AR by three Ages were found within and between Ages, within and
between Levels (adjacent and distant), and within and between Outcomes,
with numerous eéxceptions. The exceptions, non-significant diffe::ences,
are listed in Appendix I for closer examination by tte reader. With
the exception of this list, a‘ll other interactious of Age x Levels of
AR x Cutcome were significantly different from one another. .

Figure 3 illustrates these results graphically, denot;ing the
. camparison of m;aan AR scores for positive and negative Outcomes across

the five Levels of AR for the three Age groups. .

't Bypothesis 4

It was hypothesized that non-delinquent, crime against person,

! and crime against property groups, across Ages and Levels of AR, would
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(a) non-delinquent and crime against person groups would
differ in the magnitude of the difference between high
and low .IntenSi.ty outcomes,

(b) non-delinquent and crime against piioperty groups would
differ in.the magnitude of the difference between high
and low Inﬁensity outcomes.

The results of the analysis indicate that no sifnificant dif-
ference was found bétween the non-delinquent, crime against person, and
crime against property groups in the magnitude of a difference of
responsibility attribution to high and low In-‘iénsity outcomes or a
tendency to differentiall}; attribute responsibility to high and low

Intensity outcomes across Ages and Levels of AR.

|
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In partial support of the present hypothesis, however, a sig-
nificant difference at the .01 level, was found in the amount of
responsibility attributed to high and low Intensity outccmes.' At

test (Table 1) for the difference between two mean variations indicated

i it s e

that the subjects, as a whole, attributed responsibility significantly
more to high Intensity outcomes than to low Intensity cutcomes
(t 719 = 3.63, p<.0l).
TABLE 1
t TEST FOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS
OF HIGH AND 1O0W INTENSITY OUTCOMES

Intensity n m t
High 720 6.9472 3.63
Low ' 720 6.5847

Significant: p<.0l.
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It was also found that Levels of AR x Intensity and Age x
Levels of AR x Intensity treatment f{nteractions were significant at the
.05 (F{4,252]=3.33) and .01 (F[8,252]=3.91) levels,v respectively. This
indicates that attribution of responsibility to high and low Inténsity
outcomes across Levels of AR differed significantly and that respon-
sibility attribution to high and low Intensity outcomes was signif-
icantly different across the Levels of AR between the three Age groups.
Such results partially support the predictions made.

Consequent analyses as to the origin of mean variations of
. these interactions are summarized in Appendices J and K. Duncan's
multiple range test was employed to find the significant mean differ-
ences of the Levels x Intensity interaction (Appendix J). No signif-
icant difference was found in the amount of attribution of responsibil-
ity to high or low Intensity outcomes within Levels I, II, III, or 1IV.
‘A gignificant difference was found, however, within Level V in the
amount of responsibility attributed to high or low Intensity, rore
respgnsibility béing attributed to high Intensity othomes. Further,
significaht.differenées.uere found between all other possible inter-
actions of.the five Levels of AR aqd hggh énd low Intensity outcomes,
indicating that between all Levels of AR (adjaceht'and éistant)
attribution to high and/or low Intensity outcomes diffgred signifo
icantly, Figure & graphicallj illustrates these résulés, showing ghe
Compatisén of mean AR scores for high and low Intensity outcomes
across the five Levels of AR.

Appendix K illustrates the origin of the mean variafions of the

Age x Levels of AR x Intensity interaction, as revelaed by a Duncan
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Levels of AR

Comparison of Mean AR Scores for tligh and Low

Intensity Outcomes Across Levels of AR

Figure 4.

O stk

.




52

multiple range test. Attribution of responsibility to high and low
‘Lntcnsity outcomes across the five levels of AR by three Agés was
found to be significantly different within and between Ages, within
and between Levels of AR, and within and between Intensities, with
a large number of exceptiéns. These exceptions are found listed in
Appendix L, where the reader may examine them more closely.

It should be noted that significant differences existed in
the attribution of responsibility to high or low intensity outcomes
between all adjacent Levels of AR both within and between Ages.

Figure 5 shows the comparison of mean AR scores for high and
low Intensity outcomes across the five Levels of AR for the three Age

groups.

Hypothesis S

It was hypothesized that non-delinquent, crime against person,
and crime against property groups \;ould attribute a differential
amount of responsibility for high and low Intensity outcomes, across
Ages, Levels of AR, and positive and negative OuﬁcomeS.

The results of the present analysis clearly indicate that no
sig:ni.Ei.cant differences were found to support this hypothesis.

It was found, in partial suppé)rt, howevet:, that the treatment‘
interaction of Outcome x Intensity was significant at the .01 level
(F[1,63]=26.85), indicating the presence of a significant difference
in the attribution of responsibility to high. and low Intensities across

Positive and negative Outcomes. .A subsequent analysis as to the origin

of mean variations (Duncan's multiple range test) is summarized in

el
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Appendix M. Significant differences were found only between Positive-

4
b

Low and Positive-High, Negative-Low, and Negative-High interactions.

Ppsitive-ﬂigh, Negative-Low, and Negéti.ve—liigh were not differentially
significant from one another.

Further, it was found that the Groups x Outcome x Intensity.
t!'ea.tmer‘xt interaction was significant at the .05 level (F[2,63]=3.12).
Such a result points out the presence of a significant difference in

responsibility attribution to high and low Intensities beiween posi-

tiva"‘a-hd negative Outcomes across the three Groups. Duncan's multiple
"range test, summarized in Appendix K revealed the effect of the Gfoups
x Outcmé x Intensity treatment interaction upon méan variations.
it. cman be seer‘1 that Signi.ficavt differences existed mainly between the
means for positive-low -outcomes across Greups and oghgt Groups x
Outcome x Intensity iniera'ction means and between negative-low outcom;z
means of t;he control (non-delinquent) group and other: G x O x I inter-
actiorll‘means. Tﬁe significant difEEetences found by the range test are
listed for inspection in Appendix O.

Figure 5 presents the wean variations within *the Groups x
Outcome x Intensity interaction in a graphic form.

Final partial support of the present hy'po'thesis is ‘the Levels
x Outcame x Intensity treatment interaction uhick.\ is significant at
the .01 level (F[4,252]=26.85). This indicates that the attribution
of responsibility was significantly different to high a“f] low Inten-
8ity cutcomes across Levels of AR and positive and negative Outcomes.
A multiple range test (Appénglix P) rev&ale& the siénificant mean

differences. Significant differences in the attribution to high and low
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{ntensity outcomes across the Levels of AR and positive and negative
‘oqtcumes were found within and between Levels of AR, within and between
Outcomes, and within and between Intensities, with numero;s exceptibns.
The non-significant differences are presented for examination in
Appendix Q. It should be noted that significant differences were found
in the attribution of responsibility to high and low intensity o;tcomes
between all adjacent Levels of AR between Outcomes.

Figure 7'graphically illustrates the comparison of the mean AR
scores for high and low Intensity outcomes across Levels of AR and
positive-negative Outcomes. v

Overéll; the findings of the analysis of the present investiga-
tion do not support the predictions made. . Partial support, however,

was found for some of the hypotheses, suggesting trends in the attribu-

tion of responsibility in the manners predicted.
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CHAPTER 1V
DISCUSSION

Juvenile delinquents have been described as immature, impulsive,
irresponsible, egocentric and antisocial individuals who are relativély
retarded in their development of symbolic thinking and abstract cogni-
tive processes. Such psychological characteristics are in opposition
to those Yhich are ascribed to children who have adequately developed
moral judgment, causal perception, and attribution of responsibility.
These children are found to be relatively mature, flexible, able tp
control their impulses, socially secure, and less hostile and rebellious
than individuals with‘a low level of develqpment of causal orientation.
These differences in personality and psycholoéical characteristics
between the juvenile delinquent and the causally oriented child, in
relation to social judgment, perception, and responsibility, led to

the expectation in the present study that wi.lerences would exist

between two delinquent groups, crime against person and crime against

brOperty offenders, and a non-delinquent group in' the development of
att;ibutionyof responsibility.

However, cont:i: iy to prediction, no significant differences
were -found in the attrioution of responsibility between non-delinquent,
crime again;t person, and.crime against property groups. .Rather than

supporting previous reports, it appears that if personality deviations

58
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and psychological maladjustments characterize the juvenile delinquents
selected for this investigation, then these deviations and maladjust-
. ments did not influence the development of the attribution of respon-

sibility in a negative manner when compared to non-delinquent subjects.

In other words, the characteristics attributed to juvenile delinquents Sy

and reported to be incongruent with the development of causal ‘thinking
and responsibili.t& attribution did not contribute significantly to the
establishment of differences between the non-delinquént, crime against
person, and crime against property groups as measured by the AR Question-
naire.

The present findirngs, therefore, take issue with the observa-
tional, conceptual; and ope;:ational definitions and descriptions of
delinquent behavior and persoﬁality. The characteristics so frequently
ascribed t;) the delinquent were not influential in his performance to
a degree sufficient to reveal differences in the attribution of respon-
sibility between the delinquents and the non-delinquents. More pre-
cise experimental irvestigation and measurement of the delinquent
personality, as compared to the non—delinquent, are needed before reli-
able comparisons in respoansibility attribution can be made and valid
conclusions can be drawn. A study should be done where the personal-
.ity characteristics and responsibility attribution by juvenile delin-
quents are measured in the same subjects.

However, it is possible ‘that the psychological characteristics
of the delinquent associated with relatively low levels of motal,judg-
TWent, perce’pt-:ion of causality, and attribution of responsibility did

not have the degree of influence upon responsibility attribution
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hypothesized due to the fact that in the present study delinquents
"who had committed crimes of an excessive or "hard core" nature
reflecting a relatively high degree of emotional disturbance were

eliminated fron the sample. This limitation may have reduced the

personality maladjustments of the selected sample to a level which N

made it, as a whole, less socially deviant than the delinquents . {‘

described in the majority of studies. Future investigations might

wish to relax this restriction so that a wider latitude of person-

ality deviations might become available for study and their contri-
bution, if any, to differences in the development of responsibility
attribution might be examined. - e
It should also be noted in .speaking of differences between
delinquent and non-delinquent youths that Cohen (1955) talked of the
delinquer'\t from a lov;r socioeconomic background and that Shaw and : o
Sulzer (1965) and Boehm (1963) found socioeconomic and sociocultural
factors to influence responsibility attribution and moral judgment. 4
In the pre,sent study all groups were matched by means of a s.oé:i.o- z
economic measure, controlling out the yatiance in attribution of

responsibility due to socioeconomic influwence. Further, Wright (1963)

and Shaw and Sulzer (1965) pointed out that IQ is also a factor which

influences the attribution of responsibility; but, all of the groups
of the present investigation were closely matched in intelligence,
again controlling the amount of variance in responsibility attribu-

tion between the groups. The overall effect of socioeconomic and

intellectual matching of the delinquent and non-delinquent groups

vas to make them more similar, reducing sources of difference between
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them. It would be‘of interest for further research, also, to broaden
the IQ and socioeconomic ranges so that if their effects do influence
responsibility attribution(they would become more obvious, measurable,
and interpretable.

-Since the pattern of responding did not differ between groups,
és‘predicted, the question arises as to whether or not the effects of
institutionalization altered the response patterns of the delinquents
such that they did not appear different from the non-delinquents iﬁ
responsibility attribution. It is possibly that the period of insti-
tugionaliza;ion offered the delinquent the structure and guidance which
allqwed him to reduce his anxieties and tensions and to increase his
social 'stability. While it is doubtful to the preseﬁt iﬁvestigator
that institutional effects would be so pssitively pervasive, such a
consideration is not ruled out. If the effects are, in fact, suffi-
cient in degree and strength, then it would demonstraté that, indeed,
the pegception oEvresponsibility by delinéuents can be altered by
institutionalizing them for a period no longer than six months. A
foliou-hp study would be needed, however, after the delinquent is
released to see if the effects were purely within the institutional
regime or if there would be a carryover to life. in the comﬁunity.

Moreover, in viewing the absence .of differences between the groups,

another possibility might be examined. Perhaps the delinquent

responded in a manner which he felt would "please" the examiner or

which he felt would not jeopardize his position in the institution.

If so, then it becomes important to recognize that the delinquent

‘could perceive and attribute responsibility as non-delinquents do,
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regardless of any personality deviations or maturational difficulties.
From this, it could be assumed that under certain situational or
motivational conditions delinquents show no sigﬁiﬁtcant differences

from nonmaélinquénts in responsibility attribution. This raises the
question of th; difference in the delinquent between knowing, or
"perceiving;" and acting. The present selected group of delinqﬁents
appear capable of perceiving causality and of attributing responsibil-
ity but perhaps incapable of controlling their own intentions ér behavior.
Further investigation of these conditions would certainly be warranted.

The crime against person and crimé against éropérty delinquent ‘
groups were also found not to differ significantly from one a;other in‘
responsibility attribution. This may be postulated to be due to the
considerations previously brought out in regard to the campariso;s of
the non-delinquent with the delinquent groups. It isvalso possible,
however, that the choice of the object of the crime (property or
person) may be due to situational or environmental circumstangés rather
gﬁaﬁ to critical differences in personalities (;xtreme offénses ex- -
cluded). '

Finally, the possibility exists that the measurement scale
itSelf (AR Questionnairei was not sensitive to differences of attribu-
iion of responsibilit; related to personality deviations and as such
failed to distinguish between the threé groups.

The age of an individual attributing tesponsibility had been
found in prévioﬁs research to be a variable which inleences that

attribution. Shaw and Sulzer (1968) found that children are rela-

tively undifferentiated with respect to attribution of environmental
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and personal responsibility. Such differentiation, they report,
becomes more clearly distinct with age. Further, Sulzer (1964)
commented that Heider's five "levels™ of tesponsibi.'lity were descrip-
tive of developm;antal stages, a reflection of .the devglop(nént of
causal thinking. These "levels" of attribution of tesponsibili&y,

it was- reported (Shaw and Sulzer, 1964) represented different levels
of maturation.

Moreover, Boehm (1963}, agreeiné that stages of moral develop-
ment exist, stated that a particular stage of social or anotionai
growth must be reached before each type of moral problem can be suc-
cessfully evaluatéd, adding that the 'ggg: at which a subject attainéd
a new stage varied with the type of problem. In centrast, however,
Bandura and McDonald (1963) stated that obj'ective and subjective
statements (as defined by Piaget) exist together rather than as suc:
cessive demarcated stages. In fact, t;.hey repert finding no e.xperx-
mental substantiation for a theory of demarcated stages.

The subjects of kthe present investigation were not found to
differ significantly in their attribution of respomsibility or in
their perception of causality, as it is reflected by tesponsibillity

attribution, at three different ages (12, 14, and 16). Such a result

-is initially congruent with the report of Bandura and McDonald (1963)

and in contrast to the reports of Piaget (1932,1948), Shaw and Sulzer

© (1964), Sulzer and Shaw (1965), Sulzer (1964); and Boehm (1963). It

shoild be noted, however, that Shaw and Sulzer did refer to Heider's
levels of responsibility as _developmental or maturational stages.

In this sense, the ages of 12 through 16 sampled might be viewed as
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"adolescence,” & growth or maturational stage which is more remarkable

for its similarities and continuities in social and emotional growth

" than for its differences between the years within this period. Per-

haps the physiological, emotional, and social influences which impinge
_upon the adolescent from age 12 to 16 are relatively consistent
throughout this period rather than demonstrating significant differ-
ential effects upon behavior at various‘years within this age rgnge;
Such consistency and lack of differentiation by age might then be ‘
reflected in causal perception and responsibility attribut;on by the
adolescent in a manﬂet similar to that found in the present study.
This investigation, however, cannot rule out the statements of
Piaget (1922,1948) that children pass throﬁgh successive stages in the
development of causal pérception and moral judgment. However, Piaget.
(1932) had suggested that ages 7 and 9 represented the average ages for
objective and subjective responsibility, respectively. Thé present
study was prevented, operationally, from tapping these young age
levels. The factor of "institutionalization" of the delinquént sub-
jects, although intended to control variztion due to type of juridical
disposition, prevented the sampling of children under age 12 who had
committed delinquent acts but who, due to their age, were not placed

in juvenile institutions. Future studies might broaden the definition

of delinquency so as to include lower age samples and thus test

Piaget's assumptions. Further, ages might be grouped by ranges;
reflecting certain developmental periods (e.f., 6-10, 12-16, 18-22),
in order to ascertain whether or not differences in responsibility

attribution might occur between "ranges" of growth and development
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rather than between certain years chiefly characteristic of a single
maturation level.

In considering the absence of significant differences in the
attribution of respomsibility by subjects at the three age levels in
tl{is study, a question is raised in‘telatim to the measurement scale
itself. Perhaps the AR Questionnaire is not sensitive in detecting
differences between ages closely related within a maturational level

but might detect differences between such levels, especially in the

‘eamparison of earlier and later stages of growth. Further experimen-

tation could cast light on this.
The research previously cited describing the personality and

psychological disposition of the delinquent and its incongruity with

the development of causal perception and the attribution of respon-

sibility also led to the expectation that the characteristics of the

delinquent Qould retard his development of responsibility attribution
and would result-in sign‘ificant differences from non-delinquents across
the three ages in requnﬁibility attribAu.t:_im.' Further, as d‘ié"ferences
in the personality characteristics of those who commit crimes agailnst
person and those whc; caﬁmit crimes agains?: ptc:perty‘ were also f;apoi'téd,
differences .i.n the attribution of tﬁpalsibi],i.ty were'expe;:tedl to
appear between these two fielin.quent samples across ages. Moi‘e suc-
cinctly, the more pervasive the lack of the development of an adequaté
social personality, the more retarded the development of tvt.\e tendency
to attribute reéspons ibi;ity was expected to be across ages. However,
crime.against person, crime against property, and non-deli:nqqents in

the present investigation were not found to differ significantly in

ok
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their attribution of responsibility at or across any of the three age
levels as measured by the AR Questionnaire: Therefore, if delinquents
do indeed differ from non-delinquents in their emotional, cognitive,
and siocial maturation as many studies indicate it is not reflected in
their development of responsibility attribution within the age range.
studied. '

. To continue, as has been previously discussed, Heider's five
levels of responsibility have been interpreted ;s levels of maturation
or developmental stages based upon cognitive processes which determined
attribution of responsibility from the most primitive to the most
sophisticated ledel. These Eiveilevels, distinguished érum one another
in causal structure, were employed in the present study, as measured
by the AR Questionnaire. It was expected that, due to the personality
and psychological characteristics already mentioned, the crime against
person, crime against property, and non-delinquent groups would differ
in their frequency of attribution of responsibility across the five
levels of AR, with differences becoming increasingly larger tge higher~
(more sophisticated in causal structure) the Level. Further, it was
expected that these differences would demonstrate themselves across

the three ages of the groups, differences in attribution across the
five Levels of AR by tle delinquent and non-delinquent groups increas-
ing uith age--a reflection of maturation. In short, héwever, no such
diffgrences were found.b Such a result may again be viewed in terms of
lack of sufficient influence by the psychological characteristic$
attributed to delinquents upon reéponsibility gttfibution and the like-

lihood that the three ages selected reflect only one maturational level
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or developmental stage. However, care should be taken not to assume
that because there are no significant differences betwcen the delin-
quent and non-delinquent groups across ages and Levels of AR and that
because the delinquent is apparently‘ capable of perceiving responsi-
bility and social outcomes that he would necessarily act in accord-
ance with his perceptions. The intentions and consequent behavior
of the delinquent may differ from the non-delinquent even if his
causal perception and attribution of tesponsibil'ity do not.

1f, hc.mever, group and age distinctions are disregarded, ch;.n’
it was found that the subjects as a whole attributed responsibility
with significant difference to each of the five Levels of AR, with
attribution linearly increasing to a maximum at lLevel IV (Purposive
Cou;mission), where intention is clearly indicated, thereafter decreas-
ing at lLevel V, where environmental factors are favorable and con-
ducive to a particular act. Such a result is in direct support of
the findings of Sulzer (196%) and Shaw and Sql:ﬂer (1964, 1965), with
the increasing attribution at higher Levels of AR reflecting .:;\ move-
ment from the more primi_tive;_ to thg more .sophisticated levels of ca‘usa-l

perception and responsibility attribution. The present finding sug-

. gests that adolescence is a relatively "sophisticated" maturational

stage which distinguishes causality and responsibility primarily by

evaluating the intentions (motivations) of the causal agent. Further,
it can be seen that the measuring  instrument is reliable, as in pre-
vious studies, in distinguishing differences between Levels of AR in

linear increase of the attribution of responsibility.
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The absences of differences between groups and ages in respon-
sibility attribution across Levels of AR further indicates the need
for intensive investigation of the appropriate parameters of attribu-

tion of responsibility in various groups distinguished by personality

deviations and in various ages reflecting developmental stages.

Trperimentation might also shed light on the nature and process by

. which perceptions of causality and responsibility are translated into
actions.

While it has been reported (Shaw and Sulzer, 1964; and Sulzer,
.. 1964) that causal structuke, as ' represented in Heider's levels, is thé
wain determinant of attribution of responsibility, it has also been
foumd that such attributibn is influenced by other variables. Sulzer

(1964) stated that since responsibility attribution concerns social

- (interpersonal) events'it is likely that final judgments as to attribu-
tion are not based solely upon perceived causal refationsh{ps but are

also subject to the influence of the perceived degree of intention as

well as fa§orab1enéss or unfavorableﬁess of the outcome.  Once é judg-~
ment has been made that another person is responsible for a given
outcome he becomes open to sanction (praise or punishment). Sulzer,
therefore, assumed th;t perceived quality (positivé or negative) of
outcome for which the individual is held fesponsibie is a primary

determinant in the £inal judgmental process involved in responsibil.

ity attribution. Sulzéf's experimentai findings indicated that
attribution of responsibility and sanction assignment are affected

differently by causal structure and outcome characteristics. Greater

Bean amounts of responsibility attribution were obtained for negative
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than for positive outcome events, indicating that the subjects attrib-
uted responsibility more wheh events resulted in unpleasant rather
than pleasant outcomes (Shaw and Sulzer, igsu). Kronstadt (1965) and
Wright (1960,1963) also found outcome quality (positive or negative)
to have a significant influence upon responsibility attribution.

The question arises, therefore, as to whether attribution of
responsibility by the crime against peréon,and crime against property
delinquent groups at three ages would be influenced by outcome quality
in a manner.diffetent from the non—delinqﬁent group across the five
Levéls of AR; and, further, whethét~éiféérences would appear between
the two delinquent groups themselves. However, the subjects of the
present experiment, regardless of group and age classification, were
not found toAdiEEet significantly in their attribution of responsibil-
ity to social situations having positive or negative outcomes at any
of the five Levels of AR. This indicates that the subjects; regardless
of group, d;d not significantly differentiate between positive or

negative outcoine main effects. Such findings do not lend support to

- those of previous research in which outcome quality was found to affect

attribution of responsibility. In the present investigation, the

‘ quality'of the outcome had. a negligible influence upon responsibility

attribution, especially in view of the finding that the non-delinquent
group, as well as the two delinquent-éroups, did not differentiate
significantly between positive and megative outcéme quality.

Suc§ results raiée further question as to the nature of the
effect of‘outcame quality upon responsibility attribution. Wright

(1960) initially obtained significant outcome effects only in a second-
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order interaction. Shaw and Sulzer (1964) reported significant out-
come effects in an experiment concerned with children’s activities
but not in an experiment concerned'wf,th adult activities.  Further,
although Shaw and Sulzer found negative outcomes to result in greater
responsibility attribution than positive outcomes, the difference
occurred only at the higher leveis (III, IV, and V) in interaction
with the intensity of the outcome. Thus, the influence' of positive
or negative outcome quality upon attribution of responsibility appears
to have been inconsistent and somewhiat unstable. ‘
Similar variations of the effects of outccume quality are also
evident in the present study. For example, significant differences
welre found in the attribution by all subjects (fe'gardless of ége) to
positive and neg;tive out;ames across the five Levels of AR, suggest-
ing the presence ofkscme influence of outcome quality upon attribution
to the agent producing positive or negative‘ outcomes at various Levels.

. The differences in attribution to positive and negative outcomes were
B «

found within all Levels of AR e;ﬁcept Level I (Global Association).

The absence of a difference in attribution within Level I suggests
that the quality of an' outcome does not influence attribution to events
which are primitive in their level of causal strueture. The largest
" difference in attribution to positive or negative outcomes was found
at Level IIi (Careless Cqmmi.ssion). Significantly more responsibility
was attributed to negative than to positive é‘utcanes within this Level,
indicating that an individual is held more resp'ons.i.l:;ie for the outcome

of ‘an event which was foreseeable but not necessarily intended when .

that outcome is unfavorable rather than favorable:
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The differences in attribution to positive or megative outcomes
were found to be greatest, however, between the five Levels of AR (both

ad jacent and distant), suggesting that these diffetences, though not

Sk, -

s : ’ ’ & interpretable in and of themselves, are dependent upon the Level of AR

and its causal structure. This would indicate that while outcome qual-

ity may have some effect upon responsibility attribution this effect

depends primarily upon the causal structure sii‘thi.n a ‘barticular Level.

Furthermore, as it has been 'seen that there was no overall significant

difference in responsibility attribution by the subjects as a whole to
positive or negative outcomes, it must be considered here that the dif-
ferences found in attribution to positive or negative outcomes across

Levels of AR are primarily due to the influence of the significant

differences found between the five Levels of AR themselves. Moreover, o 4

it was observed in this study that as differences between Levels of AR

increased the differences in attribution to positive and negative out-
comes between the Levels also anreased. In other vo:ds, there gen-~
erally appeared to be a linear increase in attribution of responsibil- L
ity to positive and negative outcomes through Level IV, followed by a :
decrease ,in'Level V. Thus, the influence of outcome quality upon
tesponsibilit;' attribution appears to be a function of the particular
I.ew;'el of AR, or, more exactly, the S'OphistAica.tion of the causal struc-
‘ture within a given level of AR. This may explain the absence of dif-
ferences betwéen‘the delinqueﬁt a;\d non-delinquent gl.:oups in attribu-
tion of responsibility to outcome quality; as no differences had bet;.n
fmxﬁd between the kgtoupsv Ln their attribution across the five Levels

of AR,
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It was also found in the present study that when outcome qual-
ity is cambined with age and Levels of AR that responsibility at;tibu—
tion to positive and negative outcomes differs significantly, these
differences varying considerably across ages, Levels of AR; and out-
come quality. The most consistent differences in resgonsibility
attribution to positive and negative outcomes across ages and Levels
of AR also occurred between Levels (adjacent and distant). These
interactions, however, cannot be clearly interpreted. Nevertheless,
in view of the previously rlloted absence of significant differences in
the attribution of responsibility between ages or between positive
and negative quality (or in the combination of the two), the signif-
icant differenzes Eour;d when age, outcome quality, and Levels of AR
interact wou . appear to be primarily due to and dépendent upon the
differences between the Levels of AR and their éausal structure.

This further emphasizes the conclusion.kthat causal structure is the
prixﬁaty determinant cf responsibility attribu;ion and that the influ—
ence of ouécome quality is a function of the causal structure 'vithi.n
a given Level of AR.

A.nother va‘riable Eouﬁd in previbus research (Sulzer, 1964;
Shaw and Sulzer, 1964) to influence the Ei.na'\l judgmental process
involved in attribution of responsibility is the intensity (high or
low) of an outcome for which an agent is held responsible. Intensity
is defined as the degree of favorableness or unfavorablenéss oé an
act';ion outcome (Sulzer, 1964). .

Outcome intensity was varied by Piaget (1932,1948) early m

his assessment of the development of moral judgment. Dealing with

i
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negative outcomes only, he found outcome intensity to be a potent
determinant of sanctioning behavior at the level of "objective respon-
sibility," but that at age 10 or over the amount of punishment con-
sidered appropriate for a given act was determined by the actor's
motives rather than by outéome intensity. Sulzer (1964) predicted and
found a ﬁbsitive relationship between outcome intensity and respon-
sibility attribution—;mean attribution of responsibility increased
significantly as a positive function of outcome intensity. However,
an interaction'between outcome intensity and outcome quality failed

to achieve significance, though the trend was as predicted--increas-

ing differences between positive and negaiive outcomes as intensity

increased. An overall finding by Sulzer was that the agent was per-

ceived as more responsible for high intensity negative outcomes
regardless of the Level §E AR. As these reports indicate that outcome
intensify plays an.important role in the determination of responsibil-
ity attribution the issue arose as to whether differences would appear
in the effect of high and low cutcome intensity upon attribution of
regponsibility across the five levels-of AR by the crime against
pefsom, crime againgt property, and non-delinquent groups at the
three different ages. '
In the present study, ho;ever, no sigmificant differences were
found in attributicn of responsilbiility to high and low inteasity out-
comes by the three groups at ages 12, 14 and lé actoss the five Levels
of AR, This indicates that outcome intensity is not a poteat deter;
winant of responsibility attribution in delinquent and non-éelinque?t

adolescents across Levels of AR. Further, this finding again points
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out the ai:smce of differences between crime against person, srime
against property, and non-delinquents at the three ages in their
causal perception and attribution of responsibility. Such'a conclu-.
sion is additionally confirmed by the finding that there were no
significant differences between groups or between ages in respons i-
bility attributicn to high and low intensity outcomes. However, while
‘the absence of differences betwezn the three ages in attribution of
responsibility to high and low outcome intensities in no way supports
the experimental prediction it is not in conflict with Piaget's (193%Z,
1948) conclusion that at age 10 and over the amount of punishment
considered appropriate for a given ac.t was determined by the actor's
motives rather than by outcome intensity. The limitation of ages in
the present study does not make it possible to further examine Piaget's
concepts concerning outcome intensity.

To continue, in basic agreement with the research of Sulzer
(1964), where a positive relat.ionship was found b(;.t:ucen degree of
outco;ne i.ntensit& and attribution of responsibility, the subjects .oE
the present experiment, as a whole, attributed significantly more
responsibility to high than to low intensity outcomes. This indicates
‘that the higher the degree oE‘ perceived Eavorabili’ty or unfavorability
of an outcome the more the influence of the outcome upon attribution
of responsibility and, therefore, the more frequently responsibility
was attributed. Such a result, however, also points out once again
the absence of differences between delinquent and.non-delinquent
groups and between the different ages of these groups in atttibut‘ion

of responsibility.

o
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Outcome intensity was also found in the present study to
influence responsibility attribution across the five Levels of AK.

Only within Level V (Justified Commission), where responsibility for

an act is at least shared by a coercive environment did responsibil-

ity attribution differ significantly between outcomes of high and low
intensity. This result suggests that the subjects, regardless of age
or group classification, responded to high intensity outcomes differ-
entlf from 16# only when environmental‘factors came into pléy, éharing
with the agent in responsibility for the outcome of a given act.
However,»éignificaﬁt.diffgrences in responsibility attribution to high
and low intensity outcomes,‘though not meariingful in and of theﬁselves,
were found between all Levéls (adjacent and distant).' As it has been
seen that intensity was not a primary de£erminant of responsibility
attribution within Levels (except for level V), it is felt that that
significant differences in attribution to high and low intensity out-
comes. between Levels are also éue to and dependent upon the strength
of the differerizns found between the Levels of AR. 1In other words,
the ciegree of in'Elueﬁce of outcome irtensity is a direct function of
the‘caugal structure within the levels.

' In additiéh to the effects of outc;me intenéity upon'regpcn—
sibility attribution just reviewed and discussed, it was also found
in the présent study tha% attribution to high or low intensity out-

comes was significantly'different between the three age groupé across

the five Levels of AR. Such differences, however, were not consistent

"and were found to vary considerably within and between ages, Levels of




e fo a5

76

AR, and outcome intensities. Outcome intensity was found to signif-
icantly influence responsibility attribution only at Level II (Justi-

fied Commission) and Level V (Extended Commission) between 12-year-olds

and 16-year-olds.

More frequent responding by 16-year-olds to low intensity and

by 12-year-olds to high {ntensity outcomes at Level II reflects upon
the previous raports of Piaget (1932,1948). He found a greater
influence of outcome intensity at the "objective responsibility" stage

of moral judgment. Level II is similar to the concept of objective

responsibility--where a person is judged according to what he does
but not according to his motives. The 1l6-year-olds at Level II may B
be demonstrating more cantion and deliberation in their attribution

of fesponsibility, not being as overtly influenced by the degree of s s

i AH

favorableness or unfavorableness of an outcome as the 12-year-olds
appear to be when and where intention and motivation are not clear.

This is further reflected by the fact that, where greater sophistica-

tion ‘is needed to perceive and interpret the intention involved in

.the responsibility for events which is shared by both the agent and

, : ) % " the environment (Level V), 16-year-olds attribute significantly more
% responsibility than do 12-year-olds to high intensity outcomes.

% ‘ . Purther examination of this result indicates that the only
13
;

- consistent differences in the attribution of'fesponsibility to ‘high

. . + . and low intensity outcomes by the different age groups occurred
s % between Levels of AR.' As attribution to Levels of AR increased,

differences in attribution to intensity across ages increased. The

significant. differences Eound,;thetefore,'were both due to -and
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dependent upon the &ifferénqes existing between ‘the five Levels of AR.
This again emphasizes the !.n;nortar‘\ce of causal structure in the deter-
mination of responsibility attribution. ‘

Confinuing. it has been reported previously that attribution
of responsibility is atfected by the psycho‘logical characteristics of
the attributo:", age, the quality of the outcome of an event, and the’
intensity of that outcome. It was expected, therefore, that crime
against person, crime against property, and non-delinquent groups
would attribute a d?'.fferentiél amount of responsibility across three
ages and five Levels of AR to positive and negative outcomes of high
and low intensity. No significant differences were found, however,
indicati.ng that under the conditions of the present study, the three
' groups did not differ significantly in their perception of causal}.ty
and attribution of responsibility across the variables measured.

Such a result suggests, conclusivel}, that juveni.le delinquents
of either cl.assification are similar to non-delinquent; at ages 12, 14,
and 16 in responsibility attribution and that it is not the ability to
pe;:'ceive causality or responsibility under the varying conditions of ,
causal structure and outcome but the transiation of such into behavior
and physical actions 'which distinguishes the juven;’.’le delinéuent £rom
the non-delinquent. If the delinquent is able to pgrceive causa.lity'v
and attribute responsibility in a manner not significantly different
fran the non-delinquent, then the deviant behavior of the juvenile
deli.néuent must be the 'éroduct of something other than a lack or ‘
retardation of the development of soc¢ial perception and resbo‘nsibi.lity.

?utyure research should address itself to the identification of the
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nature of the 'change" from perception to behavior which results in
the delinquent{s socially deviant behavior and under what conditions
such changes are likely to occur. Perhaps it is the the juvenile
"" 'delinquent's intentions or motivations rather than a lack of under-
standing or failure in perception which are responsible for his deviant
behavior.
While the present expeétation was not supported by the experi-
mental findings, some results related to the overall prediction did
reveal the presence of significant differences in the attribution of
gesponsibility. These differences will be discussed briefly.
Responsibility was attributed by the subjects, regardless of
. group classification, significantly less frequently to agents pfoduc-
ing or connected with events of low degree of favorableness of out-
come. No other significant differences #ppeared in*attribution to
positive and negative outcomes of high and low intensity. It should
be noted, however, that'favorable outcomes of high intensity received,
summafily; the largest amount of tesbonsibility attribution. These
findiﬁgs are not consistené‘uith‘the trends reported by Sulzer (1964)
that increasing differencgs would occur between positive and negative
odtéomes as intensity incréased; in favor of negative outcomes’. the
only battern of responsibility attribution evidenced.by the present
gubiécts was to judge individuals who produced outcomes of a low degreé
of Eavorabiéﬁés;'to be sigﬁlficantly.less tesponéible for thdse out-
comes than if the quaiity-intensity combinations were otherwise.
. Basically concordant with this conclusion is the finding that,

when respongibility was attributed by the crime against person, crime

i
3
‘
K
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against property, and non-delinquent groups to positive and regative

outcomes of hi.gh or low intensity, outcomes of a low degree of favor-

ableness received, to a significant degree, the least amount of

attribution regardless of group. There was no other consistent rela-

tionship between groups, outcome quality and intenmsity. It would

appear, therefore, particularly in view of the fact that significant

differences in responsibility attribution were not founad between i

groups or between outcome qualities, either singly or in ccmbinat;ién,
that outcome intens i..ty is the primary determinant of attribution when
the different groups respond tc outcome qualities of high or low inten- A
‘'sity. PFurther, there was some indication, though mot significant, in
both this and the previous finding that responsil;iiity attribution et

becames more frequent as intensity increases, regardless of groups or

outcome quality. This points out a positive relationship between

e SO M RAETE

attribution of respdnsibility and outcome quality.

However, it should be noted that non-delinquents attributing

responsibility to unfavorable outcomes of low intemsity attained the R

|
|

highest mean frequency of attribution. This may reflect relatively
less influence of the degree of unfavorableness as opposed to the

N * . . i
negative quality itself upon responsibility attribation by non- 7

delinquents. However, it should also be recognized that this inter- R

action did not differ significantly from others baving high intens 1'._ty' By

outcanes, both positive and negative. Therefore, it is assumed that

}{.{ the particular combination of groups, outcome gqualities, aud inten-

sities led. to its significantly grester reception of attributed

responsibility. ' . -




e

80

Finally, tbe primary influehce of causal structure upon respon=
sibility attridbution is once more pointed out by the finding that sig-
nificant differences in éttribution of tesponsibili.ty to high and low
intensity outcomes of favorable or unfavorable\quality occurred mainly
between ‘all adjacent Levels of AR, Further, unlike previous research
(Sulzer, 1964), where more responsibility was foupnd to be attributed
to high intensity negative outcomes, regardless of Level of AR, a
tx:e'xmd can be ncted in the presen¢ investigation for more responsibil- ‘
ity to be attributed to high intensity positive outcomes both within
‘a’nd between Levels of AR. From this, it can be seen that outcome qual-
ity, though not the primary determinant, wher in combination with

Levels of AR and outcome intensity, does contribute to significant

‘differences in responsibility attribution.

Moreover, previously di.sc‘nssed findings had sugg,e.;ted that
Levels of AR is the primary ‘determ’in.ant of réspcnsibility atttiﬁ\ktion,
that positive and negat‘i.ve o'ut:comes, not found to be s'iénif'icant“ly
different Qver;all, were variable in their influence when interacting
with other etfects, and that, while high and low inténsiéy_ outcomes
were found to be significantly diéferent in their influence upon
attribution of ‘tespon.sib‘i,lity, intensity had a greéater eftect thz;n
outcome quality but a lesser cEfeect than Levels of AR upon responsibil-

ity attribution. Therefore, it is felt that, while significant dif-

ferences were found between high and low intensity outcomes across

positive and negative qualities and levels of AR, these differences
are a result of the combination of the three effects. However, while

all three effects contribute to the significant differences, it is
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again concluded that the major influence upon attribution is causal
structure within the Five Levels of AR, and that it is the differences
between the Levels which allew for the appearance 6£-the relative

inf luence ;E outcome intensity and quality when these three effects
interact with one another.

Thus, it was seen that there were no significant differences
between the three groups across all variables measured as predicted.
This indicates that, under the conditions of the present study, there
were no significant differences found between the two types of delin-
quents and non-delinquents in their perception of causality and

attribution of responsibility across ages, intensity, outcome quality,

and Levels of Responsibility.

el e b
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‘ " CHAPTER V

S

) . - SUMMARY

It has been shown in the literature that juvenile delinquents
v were distinguished frum other juveniles by develupmental retardation
and psychological disturbances which were incongtuoﬁs {.lith the char-

: acteristics of youngsters showing an adequate development of the per-~

i ception nf causality and attribution of responsibility. ’ ‘
In th:e present-investigation juvenile delinquents of t&o

! classifications, crime against person and crime agéi.nst proberty,’ were

: i ’? matched across several variables (age, education, socioeconomic status,
- : : 1Q, and two parental figures in the home) with non-delinquents. At

three ages, 12, 14 and 16, the groups were compared in their attribu-

tion of responsibility to outcomes of social interactions. Eive levels

of attribution were eémployed, prongressing from the more primitive to
the more sophisticated levels of causal perception and responsibility
attribution. The social events at each level had positive (favorable)

and negative (unfavorable) outcomes which were of high or low intensity

(degree of favorableness or unfavorableness).

4
¢l
y
i

It was predicted that delinquents would differ from non-
: ] . delinquents in their manner and frequency of attribution because of
. their personality deviances eited in the literature. Further, the

two types of delinquents were e)épect.ed to differ from each other in
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responsibility attribution as a result of the type of crime committed

| and research which suggested basic differences in their psychological

make-up.

i
4
1
%
¥
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No differencgs were found between any of the grdups, indicating

that, under the conditions of the present investigation, delinquents
(of either classifkcation) were able to perceive causality éﬁd to -
attribute responsibility with né significant difference from the non-
, delinquents. If, indeed, delinquents are able to-attr;bute responsi-
bility in a manner not unlike non-delinquent;, tgen it is apparegt‘
that they are not retarded in their development of causal‘pe;cepgion

: : - ) and attribution of responsibility and that personality or psycholog- ' i

i ical disturbances, if present at all to a significant degree, can be
overcome by the delinquent under a given ﬁet of circumstances. There-
fore, if the delinquent can perceive and attribute responsibility as
accurately as. a non-delinquent, it suggests that developmental or
Ppsychological retardaticn in this area are not factors which promote
. the delinyuent behavior. The set of circumstances Qithin which the
; v delinquent finds himself operating may possibly be a more potent

determinant of the deviant behavior.

ot e

In addition, in the present study no differences were found
in the attribution of responsibility between the ages of 12, 14, and

16. This suggésts that at one develépmental stage, adolescence,

3 ‘causal perception and responsibility attribution had reached a rela-
tively stable level--a prnduct of the similarities rather than the

differences of buys at ages within the adolescent period.

g g b T
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The five levels of attribution of responsibility were found
to be reliable as reported in previousAiiterature. There was An
increase in the frequency of attribution through Level IV, with a
slight dgcrease at Level V, where individugl and environment share
respogéibility for the outcome. .

Pogitive and negative outéomes were not found to significantly
influence responsibility atttibutioq; but, high intensity outc;ﬁes
were significantiy'more often attributed t;sponsibility than outcomes
of low intensity by all subjects. This. indicates that evehfs hkigh in
_degree of favorableness or unéa&orablene§§ influence attribution of
responsibility by all groups, regardlessyéf age. or levels.

Future research should consider broaéening the age range to
include maturational stages other thaun adolescence in order to ascertain
if differences then appear in attribution of responsibility betseen ‘
delinquents and non-delinquents. Further, the inclusion of the delin-
quent who commits the extreme.iy grave crime agéinst person or crime
against property might then exhibit the influence of psycholégical
disturbance upon responsibiiity attribution. Certainly, a need is
recognized for a thorough experinzncal investigation oé the persqnal?ty
of the juvenile delinquent,‘the conditions under which thay pernonalit}

affects his causal perception and responsibility attribution, and how

the delinquent translates such into socially deviant behavior.
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APPENDIX A

AR QUESTIONNAIRE - Form E

1. Perry was watching a house that was burning down. As he watched,
a small child appeared at a window and called for help. Most of
the people there thought that there was so much fire that no one
should go into the house. Perry ran in and pulled the child to
safety: Is Perry responsible for saving the child's life?

2. One day several of Tom's classmates were playing by the lake.
Tom was not with them. They found a fishing rod in the bushes
and broke it into pieces. Is Tom responsible fotr the fishing
rod being broken?

3. Alan carried a bucket of water to the yard so that he could wash
the family car. Then he went back to get the soap. A thirsty
bird flew down and got a drink of water from the bucket. Is
Alan responsible for the bird getting a drink of water?

A man grabbed Bill by the shirt collar and threatened to hurt
him if he did not splash mud on an old man who was walking by.
Bill splashed the mud on the old man's best shoes. 1Is Bill
responisible for the old man's best shoes getting mud on them?

&

5. Mike woke up in thé middle of the night and saw that the house
next door was on fire. Heé'was frightened and woke up his father
to ask him if he could slee¢p in his parent's room. His father
ran to the house and saved two old people who were trapped in
the burning house. Is Mike responsible for saving the two old
people? )

6. Jerry called a boy and asked him to come over to his house to
see his birthday presents. On the way to Jerry's house the boy
was struck by a car and was killed. Is Jerry responsible for
the boy's death?

7. One day when Jim was absent from school some of the boys in his
class helped a lady pull weeds from her garden. Is Jim respon-
sible for the weeds being pulled from the garden?

8. Ricky was helping his father unload some rocks from a truck. One
of the rocks he threw missed the pile and crashed through the win-
dow of a nearby building. Is Ricky responsible for the broken
window? .

86
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A littie boy was lost in a large cave. Everyone was afraid to
go in the cave because they might get lost too. A much bigger
boy told Alex that he would knock his head off if he did not
go hunt for the lost boy. Alex went into the cave, found the
boy and brought him to safety. Is Alex responsibile for saving
the little boy's life?

Ed put poison into a coca cola and gave it to another boy.
The boy drank the coke and died from the poison.: Is Ed respon-
sible for the boy's death?’ :

After 'si’xppet, Phil put some meat scraps into the garbage can
which had no lid. A hungry dog came along and ate the meat scraps,
Is Phil responsible for the hungry dog getting some food?

Larry was cutting the grass in front of his house. A rock got
into the mower and was thrown across the yard. It broke a window
in the house next door. Is larry-responsible for the broken
window?

Willie had been playing with classmates in a tree. While he was
home for lunch, some of the boys decided to kill another boy.
They pushed him out of the tree and his neck was broken. Is
Willie responsible for the boy gétting’'a broken neck?

John saw a boy building a block tower. John threw a ball at the
tower and knocked it down. Is John responsible for the tower
being knocked down? :

One day it was raining very hard. A man told Pete that he would
whip him if he did not take an umbrella to a woman getting out
of a car in the rain. Pete took the umbrella to the woman and
she was able to get in out of the rain without getting wet.

Is Pete responsible for the woman not getting wet?

One day when Charles was at the dentist's office, the boys in his
class went swimming. While there, they zaved a little boy from
drowning. 1Is Charles responsible for saving the little boy's
life?

Stewart had an old bicycle which had no brakes. He told his
sister to ride it to the store several blocks away. When she
came to a busy street, she could not stop the bicycle and

ran into the path of a car and was killed. Is Stewart respon-
sible for his sister's death?

Keith saw someocne's coat on the floor and picked it 'up so that
it would not get dirty. Is Keith responsible for the coat not
getting dirty? : - .
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19. A small child had fallen intc a swimming pool and was drowning.
Greg did not know that the child was in the pool, but just at
that time he was draining the pool so that he could clean it.
The water ran out quickly and the child's life was saved.

Is Greg responsible for saving the child’'s life? '

20. Another boy tried o kill Chuck with a large knife. Chuck grabbed
the knife and stabbed the other boy to death to keep from being
killed himself. Is Chuck responsible for the boy's death?

21. Curtis was fishing when he saw a boy drowning in the river.
Curtis could not swim, but he fought his way out to the boy
and pulled him out. Is Curtis responsible for saving the
boy's life? -

22. Joe was absent from school the day that his class lost the

- relay race. Is Joe responsible for his class losing the
relay race?

23. While Terry was cleaning the garage, he found som: oid shoes.
He put them on the trash pile. The garbage man found them and
‘kept them for himself. 1Is Terry responsible for the man
getting some shoes? '

24. A man was twisting David's arm so much that it hurt. He ordered
David to break a store window. David broke the window. Is
David responsible for the window being broken?

25. Tom was taking his little sister to school. She started to step
into a busy street, but Tom wanted to look into a store window
so he pulled her back. This kept his sister from being hit by
a speeding car. Is Tom responsible for saving his sister’s life?

26. Sam told some people about a short-cut to the next town. They
took the short-cut, but as they were crossing a river the bridge
broke. ‘iheir car fell into the.river and the people were drowned.

$am responsible for the people drowning?

27. Mark was at home in bed the day his class won the baseball game.
Is Mark responsible for winning the baseball game?

. 28. Nathan was at a party. When the cookies were passed, Nathan took

five. There were not enough to go around . .d one of the boys
got none. Is Nathan responsible for the boy not getting any
cookies? .

.29, A small chiid had.crawied into the pasture with a very mean bull

that had gored several people to death.. The little boy's brother,
who was bigger than Edward, picked up a club and told Edward that
he would beat him to death if he did not go into the pasture and
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save the child. Edward dashed in front of the angry bull and
pulled the child to safety. Is Edward responsible for saving
the child?

30. Tim was playing with another boy. He decided to kill the other
boy so he stabbed him to death with a knife that he had been
playing with. Is Tim responsible for the boy's death? N

31. Dan had tickets to the movies, but he could not go. He left the
tickets on the hall table. His sister found thé tickets and
-went to the movies. 1Is Dan responsible for his sister getting
free tickets?

32. Carl was coming through the door into a restaurant. Just as he
opened the door, a waitress was passing with a tray of dishes.
The door struck her arm, causing her to drop the tray and break
the dishes. Is Carl responsible for the dishes being broken?

33. One day after Frank had gone home from school, some other boys
in his class stabbed a child to death. Is Frank responsible
for the child being killed?

34. George threw some broken glass into a man's driveway so that
he would get a flat tire. The man drove in and got a flat tire.
Is George responsible for the man getting a flat tire?

35. Hank's mother said that she would whip him if he did not cut
the grass. Hank cut the grass, and the lawn looked very nice.
Is Hank responsible for the lawn looking nice?

36. One day after Jack had gone home from school, the boys in his
class pulled a small child from the path of a speeding auto-
mcyile. Is Jack responsible for saving the child's life?

'37. Ken was playiﬁg with some bricks on the roof of his father's

garage. When he was tired of playing with the bricks., he began
tossing them down to the sidewalk. A woman coming down the
gidewalk was struck on the head and killed by one of the falling
bricks. Is Ken responsible for the woman's death?

38. While he was on his way to the park, Matthew found a newspaper.
When he got to the park, he gave it to an old man who was sitting
on a park bench. Is Matthew responsible for the old man getting
a free newspaper?

'39. Paul was making telephone calls to several of his friends.
When the phone rang in one home he called, it awakened a man
who was sleeping near a broken gas stove. If he had not
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awakened, the leakin

€ 2a3 would have killed him,
responsible for the

man waking up in tige to escap

picked wp a rock, hit the map
on the head, ang killed him. 1Is Richard responsible for
killing the wan?
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APPENDIX C

INSTRUCTIONS

I am going to read some short stories about a boy.
I will read each story twice to be sure that you understand.
After I read each story the second time, I will ask you if
you think that the boy is responsible for what happened in
that story. If a person is responsible for something, that

means that we might blame him for it or that we might thank
him for it.

I will ask you whether you think that the boy is respon-
sible for what happened in each of the stories. If you think
that the boy is responsible circle "YES" on your answer sheet.
If you think that the boy is NOT responsible.for what happened,
circle the "NO" on your answer sheet.

If you.circle "YES" then check one of the boxes to show
how imuch responsible you think the boy is for what happened.
If you think he is VERY responsible, put an "X" in the big-
gest box on your answer sheet. If you think hé is less
responsible, then put an "X" in one of the SMALLER boxes.
The less responsible you believe the boy to be, the smaller
the box you check. (Demonstrate with the placard.) See . . .
you put the "X" here if he is very responsible and here or
here if less responsible . . . and in this small box if you
think he is only a little responsible.

REMEMBER - put an "X" ia one of these boxes to show how
much you think the boy is respensible only if you circled

"YES." If you circled "NO" that is all that you do for
that one.

Ars there any questions? If you do not understand some-
thing, tell me now, because I will not be able tc answer
questiong once we get started.
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APPENDIX D

TABLE 2

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF ATTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY
BY CRIME AGAINST PERSON, CRIME AGAINST PROPERTY,
AND NON-DELINQUENT GROUPS AS A FUNCTION OF AGE,
LEVELS OF AR, OUTCOMES, AND INTENSITIES

) . N = 72)
-
Sou‘rce df SS M3 F
Between Subjects 71 986.27
Group 2 18.67 9.34 .06
5 Age » . 2 1.10 0.55 .003
Groups x Age 4 45.04 11.26 .08
Subjects w. Groups _ 63 921.46 14.63
{error (a)]

Within Subjects ' ]_3_68_ 20643 .55
Levels of AR 4 13123.21 3280.80 609.81
Groups x Levels 8 52.37 6.55 1.22
Age x Levels 8 s4.01 6.75  1.25

: Groups x Age x Levels 16 103.67 6.48 1.?0
Levels x Subjects w. Groups 252 1354.86 5.38

[error (b)] )
Outcome (Pos-Neg) 1 30.92 30.92 ° 3.59
Groups x Outcome 2 2.2, 1l.12 .01
Age x Outcome 2 6.32 3.16 .04
4 31.48 7.87 .09

Groups x Age x Outcome

Outcome x Subjects w. Groups 63 542.99 8.62
fecror (e)} .

- Intensity (Hi-Lo) 1 47.30 ‘ 47.30 13.95
P Groups x Intensity 2 -~ 12.82 6.41  1.89
b Age x Intensity . 2 17.63 8.82  2.60
‘ Groups x Age x Intensity 4 31,33 7.83 2.31
Groups x Age x Intensity 4 31.33 7.83 2.31 "
Intensity x Subjects w. Groups 63 213.28 3.39

‘ > [error (d)]
98
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Source df S8 3 F P
Levels x Outcome 4 1671.67 437.92 124.38 **
Groups x Tevels x Outcome 8 50.03 6.25 1.86
Age x Levels x Outcome ‘8 72.43 9.05  2.69 **
Groups x /fige x Levels x

" Outcone 16 69.77 4.36 1.30

Levels x "itcome Subjects

w. Groups 252 846.43 3.36

[error (e)]
Levels x Intensity 4 34.28 8.57 3.33 >
Groups x Levels x Intemsity 8 20.51 2.56 <10 '
Age x Levels x Intensity 8 80.34 10.04 3.91 Ak
Groups x Age x Levels x

Intensity 16 52.79 3.30 1.28
Levels x Intensity Subjects

w. Groups 252 646.03 2.57

[error (£)] )
Outcome x Intensity 1 87.52 87.52 26.85 **
Groups x Uutcome x Intensity 2 20.35 10.18 3.12 *
Age x Outcome x Intensity 2 6.52 3.23 .29
Groups x Age x Outcome x .

Intensity 4 12.12 3.03 .93
Outcome x Intensity Subjects ‘

w. Groups 63 205.04 3.26

[error ()] .
Levels x Outcome x Intensity 4 290.32 72.58 26.85 **
Groups x Levels x Outcome .

x Intensity 8 40.19 5.02 1.68
Age x Levels x Outcome

x Intensity 8 24.76 3.09 1.04
Groups x Age x Levels x .

Wtcome x Intensity 16 37.09 2.32 .78
Levels x Outcome x Intensity '

Subjects w. Groups 252 751.05 2.98

[error (h)] .
Total 1439 21629.82

** p<.01.

*p <.05.




APPLENDIX E

TABLE 3

SUBJECT RAW DATA

Levels of Attribution of AR

Pos Neg
Lo

v
Neg
Hi_ Lo

Pos
Hi

II1
Neg
Hi Lo

Pos
Hi

g
2|
£~
Ll
-l
Q
=
2]
B
x
Q
-~
o
2\
-
ol
Q
-
o
-
E2
sS
23y

dnoag

[T B IR A B W )
OO NN~ NN
e~ A NN
N O N~
W INK OISO
o 3NN
Nt O3 NN
OO OO
DO VWOVOVY VY
['- 37 RV V- TRV RV IV RV
- JAV- IRV V- RV RV Y]
‘cwwwvwwovwww
W OOMmOT o0
HV VNV
~ 3 OOVwYwo
~ O WO WOw oW
[P-3Y- JRV- R V-V 7 NV R ]
W NS NG N
WO VYWY YN
O NV WO WY
~N e~ O WO N
OO NO NN
el Ealelala s
O N NN~
WM NN O
Mg ~InO NO
R ek Ealaks Ralal
R N W Y- RV
-t o )
O MmO O
WOVWOMH~INNm
— o ot e e
e e I e e B ]
el et
Ll B B B s B B
L I I A e B I ]
-t O et
O rmi ol v

L I B B e B

SN NnON~D

~
—

Il e Rl Rl R
Mt O Nt
N O NN
VOO o~

nNnngter 3N O
N0
WO NITIN
LRl LA - g R S

W0 0000w
OO OO e OO0
W OO0 CO O
O WO OO OO

OO 0O 0Ot
W WO~ O 030
O O 0N OO W00
D OO N OO 0O

— O O OO OO0
DO WO N
O M O N0 Wt
OOV

VWOt
T IS
nNnwraFro
3O OO

NN O~
Ll Ra s R 2]
Ll s I B L B i B

Ot e et e et

[ o B I B B B ]
e R Y. ]
O NN NN
MO FNAD N

et
e B R e I e )
e R R I W ]

R I I N N

P el el ek
vt e v et b et e
e e e e R ]

e R I R R N

NN OND

=

-

2114 5454
1242 4344

2244 1222
2244

5611 6666
6666 6666

1314 1111

4212

1111
1111

1111

1

43xedoag 3suredy swrag
1 TYLORL83dX3

1111

1222

1111

o~ -t
NN
0~ o
T nin
E LI
O o~
ninm
T~ e
o0
[T =T QY]
[T- 3 V-]
v v v
00N
- V-]
n e~ o
w0 N0
[T
o nm
o g n
L-JEC = 4
nt o
m N
m e
E o)
NI
NN
—4 o~ -
~ -t
3 o
— -y
o Nt
M o~m
—~ o~
L I
N o~ o~
e~ -
o~ o~
~ -
=
—
™ 3 n
0
-t

6666 66¢6¢6
66 62 6666
6665 6666

2414 2444

1246 5666
3556 6566

1616 1136
2422 1231
6635 2445,

1111

100




iR LA LAY

- "TABLE 3--Continued

Levels of Attribution of AR

I1

Neg
Lo

vl
b=od
=3
[
Q
Qo foed
>
Q
[
-+
o
= -
=
-
ARE
o
[s]
O fd
Q
-
o3
2]
£ el
P
-
e,
Q
(o)
L o
C
2y fod
. b
Q
d
)
2]
A ool
puod

Hi lo

Pos

Ne,
H{ Lo

Pos
Hi Lo

N o~
-
o
o=
NN
N o
NN
23N
\O W0 O
O 0o
O 00
L -
N ~n
O~ "N
(Y- V-]
O N0
L2l <)
n O 0
0O w0
0O 0
o o~
~ o~
I o n
T N
—- - =
W00
e
~
—~ o~
-~
O O 0
N WO N
) o~
— -
—
— e =
~
-~
- -
— o -
~oNm

1111 6641

1641

~ e et
NN~
0
0

1141 16
4615
5625

2111 6666
6665 6666

6 666 6666

1245

2626 66Uu45

6411 1311
_ 1141
4336 2221

6611

1161
1111
1111

1

i11
1111

1111
1

4
5
]

12

N~ Pl N P NN
o o NN WO =N NN
o N ol N H NN O N
3~ om0 N
doe | ~nnrwonng
Lol & =SV N~ NN
N [ —=wKwwoNInN
w MmN Rg~ 0N
w 0 P- V- IR WV JV- IV RV
o | odvboINnww
o © [Y-JRV-IRY. V. VRV IV ]
Fo -] W OO 0w WY
O 2t [FRJNC - SRRV JES Y]
o o O ®mOwow
-} WO ww
w 9 TRV T RV- R . I
-] I - - R - RV -
g |amngAannon
ww | FgMnnnNnVOoNNON
a0 = UL IR B I i - S 4
-] NN OO
—~ o~ N A0~
(-] N MO N
- - R N N WA
.

vy o~ NN o Nt Ny
] NN
a4 ~ O NN
~ - U e e O N
"y o~ N W~ O Nt
wd = T ON—O N0
0w F V00O N~
0 o~ NN~ 0O NO N
- ety
- e e
et et \Q P
— o~ D N
- P
— - Ll e B B B B )
- - —_ ot D O e e
- AU et
~ @ “Nm O ©

A
-

uosiag 3suledy auwri)
I1 TVINSWIY3dXd

6666 66¢6¢6

1111
6
5

6
1
6666 4311

6434
5
1

5545

1666 6666
6616 6666
1661 6666
5666 66¢66
6655 6666
6666 66¢6©6
6665 6666
5662 6666

1411 5416
1111 6666
1116 5661
5644 6664
2666 666

1111
1166
1164
1112

1361

1415
1111
1111
6 6.4 3

4646

1111
1111
1111

1
1
1
1111

1

1

1
1611
1111

-y

16

1111
1111

6555 6544
2323 6422

Lahe6 2262

4155 4665
2225 4543

1111
4432 2244

1625
3313

1111

111
111
1111

1
1

1234 6456

1133

1111

8

101




102
..o.2116$1u2 E Bl S G I MmN NnITNNNM
wn NNhmHAgtmtn foaNSNNONn [ naN~nD
.N."m. mMnonmnNn |[nnavNmam |[onnoneos
~ NN N FINONOMH NI Nnmome~od
QP enaa noenzrNssr | mnantanm
w 36245324.5635#3““ TVt N O S
| i n..."m. M FToontr |NMOenwTrILo FNIFNnm ST
L . . gongvworn]lvnonnnagsn ]l nngtingtasn
' .m6666666‘6 VOVOVWVWOOVYWVWY | ©W'0WYWYWYWYWVY
i vy VOOWVWOOVWY | VWOOVOOVWWOWOY | WOWVOWOVWYWOVWOWY
§ “mv“m. Cowwrowwowlvwovwowow | vovooove
. WOLOLWOVLOOWL | WOVOOVWOWY | VOV VVY
~ .m556:4656,5 WoLvwONWVWLL | VNVOYINLY
: o W00 Wwo 0N L-RV-RE T - CVwwVewINnnNY
Dn.vi VOOVOOVOWVWWOY | VOLVCNVOVOWOVOWY | CVOWVWVOWYWOYOWYY
i H.;\,6666666 CWOWOOLOWOWY | OOWYWOOWOWYWY
‘ ! . :
K gl oowwvooo fNNoOLVINY | ONINWY VNN O
L i WWwwVwwVwwwwww [NnMMnonnow [ FNNVONnoN
[ Mi VVwwwowwOVww [VCNVIVINVN [NFVINA®ON
.m MH = chmwrgnnzr lonstsnts ooz oon
.m .MI .w 513v15.u.1b. ooy N N FFTNNMOTON
B =4 2 @« [ IRT- I WO W B I R W RO R I N E R VI B
nnm m %.m T AFONN® W =i NNm “4.6622.34
\ = [l BT AL - B~ S B, ) gt N L N AN W 2 W W o)
” = .
<
m “ Kl Balal lal R N Vi P N Y
: 8 L wL WrHNFTNFHOG NG ~TNNTIIOaTNOOAM
i . L ] =N Wy r = NN ™ NN NN N
, Nt .W...v.. 1= 21.,112112 e e M e R i e R e o O e N N
i :
: a .mlllk.6121 SN Nm N NNV TO
m N NN -t ot o N SN 1511#23“
%i FrnvvovoaNNn]naoNnnd g onnnnin
i Flingmrmngzam fommamo~o nmeoNOO O,
W B
v Qm L B B B B R B B I L I B B I B B B ] L B B R I N B
! o P e L e e R I I R e i
- - et e i e e ]
ﬂ 4 .S, L N M NI R ) 1111.1111.11111111
! ! DO..L e R R R R N IllLllll et
W ol [P O e ) -
i gg memginoro lrNmFnoro [ Nantnono
a3y o 3 R
dno1s juanburap-uoN
dNo¥d TOHINCO




APPENDIX F

TABLE 4

DUNCAN'S NEW MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR MEAN DISTRIBUTION
IN FIVE LEVELS OF ATTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY

Shortest
Levels I 11 v IIL v Significant
. Range
Means 2.20  5.26  6.98  8.07 11.32 .01
2.20 3.06% 4,78% S.87F 9.12% .51
5.26 1.72%  2.81%  6.06% .53
6.98 1.09*  a.34% .55
8.07 3.25¢ .56

*p<.01
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APPENDIX G

TABLE 5

DUNCAN'S NEW MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR MEAN DISTRIBUTION
IN LEVELS OF AR X OUTCOME - INTERACTION

— Shortest
P IIN VN II1P I1p VP ITIN 1VP IVN  Significant
- Range 1
2.24 4,35 6,08 6.09 6.17 7.88 10,05 10,72 11,92 01

.07 2.18% 3,91% 3,92% 4,00% 5;71* 7.88% 8.55% 9,75% .55
2.11% 3.84*% 3.85% 3.93% 5.64* 7.81*% B.48% 9.68% «57
1.73% 1.74% 1.82*% 3.53% 5.,70% 6,37% 7.57% .59

.01 .09 1.80*% 3.97% 4., 64* 5.84* «60

.08 1.79*% 3.96* 4.63% 5.83% «61

71K * * *
Levels x Outcome 1.71‘_ 3.88 Q.SS. 5.75 61

7.88 1IN = I.Neg IP = = I-Pos - 2.17% -2.84% L,04* .62
. TIIN = II-Neg IIP = II-Pos , I
10,05 = IIIN 1IIP 7% 1.87% .63
IVN ve
10,72 WN , VP ] 1,20 .63
*p <,01

%01
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TABLE 6

DUNCAN'S NEW MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR MEAN DISTRIBUTION
IN AGE X LEVELS X OUTCOME TREATMENT INTERACTION

e SRR RN

AxLxO 16IN 16IP 12IP 1I4IN 12IN . 14IP 16IIN 14IIN 12TIN 12YN  14IIP - 12IIIP 14VN  14IIIP 161IP 16I1IP
Means 2.02 2.10 2.21 2.23 2,25 2.40 4,29 4,35 4.42 5,35 5.88 5.88 5.90 6.06 6.31 6.33
2.02 .08 .19 .21 .23 .28 2.27% 2.33% 2.40% 3.33% 3.86% 3.86% 3.86% 4.04% 4.20% 4.31%
2.10 110 L1300 .15 L300 2.19% . 2.25%  2,32%  3,25% 0 3,7g8% 3,78%  3.80%  3,96% 4.21% 4.23%
2.21 .02 .04 .19 2.08% 2,14% 2,21 3,14% 3,67* 3.67% 3.69% 3.85%* 4.10% 4,12*
2.23 .02 .17 7 2.06% 2.12% 2,19% 3,12% 3.65% 3.65% 3.67% 3.83% 4.08% 4,10
2,25 .15 2,04% 2,10% 2.17% 3,10% 3.63* 3.63% 3.65% 3.81* 4.06% 4,08*%
2.40 1.89% 1.95% 2,02% 2,95% 3.48% 3,48% 3.50% 3.66% 3.91% 3.93%
4,29 .06 L2130 1,06  1.59% - 1.,59%  1.61% 1.,77% 2,02% 2,04%
‘4,35 .07 1,00 1,53% 1,53%  1.55% 1,71% 1,96% 1,98%
4,42 .93 1.46%  1.46%  1.48% 1.64% - 1.89% 1.91%
5.35 .53 +e53 .55 71 .96 .98
5,88 .00 .02 .18 A3 .45
5.88 .02 .18 W43 45
5.90 .16 W41 43
6.06 +25 .27
6.31 .02
6.33
6.33
6.98
7.77 .
7.83
8.02
9.60
9.79
10.42
10.60
10.75
11.15
11.83
i1.96

¥p<.01




e e b A S A L

TABLE 6--Continued

%X | YT

—_——
12IIP 16VN  16VP 12VP 14VP  14IIN 16IIIN 12IVP .16IVP 12IIIN 14IVP 16IVN 14IVN 12IVN 31gni§§§:nc
6.33 6.98 7.77 7.7 8.02 9.60 9.79 10.42° 10.60 10.75 11.15 11.93 - 11,96 11.96 Ranges .01

4.31% 4.90% S5.75% S5.5:% 6.00%  7.58% 7.77% 8.40* 8.58% §8,73* 9.13% 9.81% 9.94% 9 94% .95
4.,23*% 4.88% 5,67% 5,.73%* 5,92% 7.50% 7.69*% 8.32% 8.50% 8.65*% 9.05* 9.73* 9.86%  9.86* .99
4.12% 4.77% 5,56 5.62* 5.81% 7.59* 7.58% 8.21* B8,39% B8,54* 8.94% 9,62 9.75% 9,.75% 1.01
4,10 4,.75% 5,54% 5,60 5,79% 7.37* 7.56% 8.19% 8 .37% §,52% 8.92*% 9,60 9,73% 9, 73*% 1.03
4,08% 4,73% S5.52% S5.58% 5,77% 7.35% 7 .. 5u* 8.17% 8,35 8,50*% 8.90% 9.58*% 9.71% 9.,71% 1.05
3.93*% 4,58% 5.,37% 5.43% 5,62% 7.20% 7.39% 8.02% 8,20 8.35*% 8.75% 9.43% 9.56% 9_56* 1.06
2.04% 2.69% 3.48*% 3,54% 3,73% 5.,31% 5.50% 6,12*% 6.31% 6.46* 6.86% 7.54* 7.67% 7.67% 1.08
1.98% 2.63% 3.42%x 3.48*% 3,67% 5,25% 5.44% 6.07% 6.25% - 6,40% 6.80% 7.u48*%7 7.61% 7.61% 1.08
1.91% 2,.56% 3,35% 3.41* 3.60% §5,18% 5.37% 6.00% 6.18% 6.,33*% 6.73% 7.41% 7.54% 7, 54% 1.09
.98 1.63% 2.,42% 2.48*% 2,67% 4.,25% 4,40 5.07% 5,25% 5.,40% 5.80% 6.48% 6.61% 6.61% 1.10
A5 1.10 1.89% . 1,95% 2,14*% 3,72% = 3,91* 4,54% 4.72% L 87% 5.27% 5.95% §.08% 6.08*% 1.11
45 1.10 1.89%  1.95% 2.14% 3,72% 3.91* 4,54% 4, 72% 4. 37% 5.27% 5,95% §£.08% 6.08*% . 1.11
43 1.08 1.87% 1,95% 2.12% 3,70* 3.89% 4,52% 4,70 4 .85*% 5.25% 5,93*% §,06% 6.06% 1.12
.27 L92  1.71% 1,77%  1,96% .3.54% 3,73 4,36% 4,54% L4,69% 5,09% 5,77% 5.90% 5,90% 1.13
.02 .67 1.46% 1,52% 1,71% 3.29%  3.ug 4,11% 4,29% 4,44% 4 ,8U% . 5,52% 5 65 5 65% 1.13
.00 .65 l.44% 1,50 1,69% 3,27* 3.46* 4,09% 4,27% 4, 42% 4,82% 5,50% 5,63% 5.63% 1.13
+65 l.y%  1,50% 1,69% 3,27+ J.46% 4.00% 4,27% 4, 42% 4.82% 5.,50% 5,63* 5,63% 1.14
.79 .85 1,04 2,62% 2.81% J.44%  3,62% 3,77 4,17% L.85% 4,98% 4,98% 1.14
.06 .25 1,83% . 2,02% 2,65% 2,83% 2,98% . 3,38% 4,06% U4, l9% U4,19% 1.15
D19 1.77% 1,96 2,59% 2,77% 2,92% 3,32% 4.00% 4,13% 4 13% 1.15
1.58%  1,77% 2.40% 2,58% 2,73%  3,13% 3.81% 3,04% 3,04% 1.15
.19 . .82 1.00 1,15 1.55% 2.23% 2.36% 2.36% 1.16
.63 .81 .96 1.36% 2,04% 2,17% 2.17% 1.16
.18 .33 L73  1.41% 1.54%  1,54% 1.17
.15 ..55 1.23%  1.26% 1.36*% 1.17
40 1.08 1.21* 1.21* 1.17

.68 .81 .81 1.18 =

.13 .13 1.18 Ll
. .00 1.19




APPENDIX 1

DUNCAN MULTIPLE RANGE TEST NON-SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES
WITHIN THE AGE X LEVELS OF AR X
OUTCOME TREATMENT INTERACTION

No significant differences were found between positive and negative

outcomes within Level I age 12, Levels I or IV age 14, or Levels 1

or V age 16.

No significant difference between positive and negative outcomes

within Levels between Ages were found for:

(a) age 12 Lewel I positive vs. age 14 Level I negative

(b) 12-I-neg. ws. W-I-pos
(c) 12-IV-neg vs. 14-IV-pos

(d) 16-I-pos vs. l4-I-neg

(e) 16-I-neg vs. 14-I-pos
(£) 16-V-neg vs. 12-V-pos
(g) 16-V-neg vs. 14-V-pos

No significant difference between positive and negative outcomes

between Levels within Ages were found for:

(a) 12-IV-pos vs. 12-III-neg
(b) 12-V-neg vs. 12-1II-pos
(c) 12-V-peg vs. 12-II-pos
(d) 14-V-neg vs. 14-IIl-pos

(e) 16-II-pos vs. 16-V-neg
(£) 16-III-pos vs. 16-V-neg
(g) 16-III-neg vs. 16-IV-pos

No significant difference between positive and negative outcomes

between Levels between Ages were found for:

(a) 12-II-pos vs. 16-V-neg
12-III-pos vs. 14-V-neg

(b
(e)
(d)
(e)
(£)

12-V-neg vs. 14

12-V-neg vs. 14-II1-pos
12-ITI-neg vs. 14-IV-pos

12-V-neg vs. 16

-II-pos

-II-pos

(h) 12-V-neg vs. 16-III-pos
(1) 14-III-pos vs. 16-V-neg
(j) 14-III-neg vs. 12-IV-pos
(k) 14-III-neg vs. 16~IV-pos
(1) 14-V-neg vs. 16-II-pos
(m) 14-V-neg vs. 16-III-pos

(o) 16-IV-pos vs. 12-III-neg ~

No significant differences between positive and negative outcomes

attributed to adjacent Levels of AR within Ages were found for:

(a) 12-IV-.pos vs. 12-I1I-neg

(b) 16-III-neg vs. 16-IV-pos
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6.

9.

10.

108

No Significant differences between positive and negative outcomes
at adjacent Levels of AR between Ages were found for:

(a) 12-III-neg vs. 14-IV-pos (e) l4-1II-neg vs. 16-1IV-pos
(b) 14-IIl-neg vs. 12-IV-pos (d) 16-11I-neg vs., 12-IV-pos
(e) 16-IV-pos vs. 12-III-neg

No significant differences were found between positive and negative

nutcomes between distant Levels of AR within Ages in the following:

{a) 14-V-neg vs. 12-11I-pos (d) 14-V-neg vs. 14-I1I-pos
(b) 12-V-neg vs. 12-II-pos (e) 16-TI-pos vs. 16-V-neg
(e¢) 14-TII-pos vs. 1l4-V-neg (£) 16-1II-pos vs. 16-V-neg

’

No significant differences between positive and negative outromes

between distant Levels of AR between Ages were found for:

(a) 12-1I-pos vs. 16-V-neg (£) 12~-V-neg vs. 16-III-pos
(b) 12-III-pos vs. l4-V-neg (g) 14-III-pos vs. 16-V-neg
(c) 12-V-neg vs. l4-II-pos (h) 14-V-neg vs. 16-II-pos
(d) 12-V-neg vs. l4-III-pos (i) 14-V-neg vs. 16-I1I-pos
(e) 12-V-neg vs. 16-II-pos (3) 14-V-neg vs. 12-II-pos

(k) 16~IV-pos vs. 12-1II-neg
No significant differences were found in the attribution to positive

outcomes within Levels of AR between Ages in the following:

(a) 12-I-pos vs. 1l4-I-pos (g) W-IV vs. 12-1V_

(b) 12-I1I vs. 14-III : ¢h) 16-I vs. 12-1 '
(e) 12-V vs. 14-V (i) 16-1 vs. 14~1

(d) 14-II vs. 16-1I (3) 16-1I vs. 12-II

(e) 14-I1 vs. 12-1I (k) 16-IV vs. 14-IV

(E) 14-IIT vs. 16-TIT (1) 16-V vs. 12=V’

No significant differences in the attribution to negatiﬁe outcomes

within Levels of AR between Ages were found for:

(a) 12-V-neg vs. 14-V-neg (h) 16-I vs. 14-1

(b) 12-I vs. 14-I . (i) 16-I vs. 12-I

(c) 12-1II vs. 14-III (3) 16-I1 vs. 12-1I
(d) 14-1II vs. 14-II (k) 16~II vs. 14-1I
(e) 14-1I1I vs. 16-1II1 (1) 16-III vs. 12-IIL
(£) 14-IV vs. 12-1V (m) 16-%V v, 12-1V
(g) 14-V vs. 16-V (n) 16-3V vs. 14-L%
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11.

12.

“(e) 14-I1 vs. 16-II1

No significant differences in positive outcomes between Levels

of AR between ages were found for:

(a) 12-11I-pos vs. 16-II-pos (d) 14-11I1 vs, 16-1I
(b) 14-IT vs. 12-III (e) 14-111 vs. 12-1I1

(£) 16-I1I vs, 12-1I
No significant differences in nega:ive outcomes between Levels

of AR between Ages were found Juowt

(a) 14-II vs. 12-V

.

(b) 16-1II vs. 12-V

1C9



APPENDIX J

TABLE 7

DUNCAN'S NEW MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR MEAN DISTRIBUTION
IN LEVELS OF AR X INTENSITY INTERACTION

) . Shortest
LxI IL IH IIL IIH VL VH IIIH IIIL VL IVH Significant

. . Ranga
Means 2.14 2,26 5,05 5,46 6.53 7.42  8.06 8.08 11,10 11.54 .01

;
i
i

2,14 L1200 2.91%  3,32%  4,39% 5.28% 5,92% 5,04k B8,96% 9.40% 47
2,26 2.79% 3,20F 4.27% 5,16% 5.80% 5.82% 8.84% 9,28% .49 y
5.05 | L1 1.48% 2,37%  3,01% 3.03% 6.05% 6.49% - 51 :
5.46 1.07% 1.96% 2.60% 2.62% 5.64% 6.08% .52 :
6.53 C LB9% 1,53% 1,55% 4,57% 5,01* 53
7.42 .  Levels x Intensity L6U%  .66% 3.68% 4.12% .53

8.06 IL = I-Low IH= I-High .02 3.04% 3.48% 54 ‘

IIL IIH C

8.08 IYIL v IITH _ 3.02% 3.46% 54 "
) L L IVH .

11.10 VL VH ) L4 .55

*p<,01

o1t
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APPENDIX K

TABLE 8

DUNCAN'S NEW MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR MEAN DISTRIBUTION
IN AGE X LEVELS X INTENSITY TREATMENT INTERACTION

AxlxI. 16IL 14IL -12IH 16IH 12IL 14IH 12ITL I4IIL 16EIH 1ISIIH 16IIL 12ITH 12VL ~ 14VL _ 12VH ~ 16VL

Means - 2.00 2.06. 2.10 2.13 2.35 2.56 4.73 4.75 4.88 . 5.48 S5.73  6.02 6.35 6.40 6.83 6.85
2.00 .06 .10 .13 .35 .56 2.73% 2.75% 2,88% 3,48% 3,73% 4,02% 4,35% 4.40% 4.83% 4 ,85%
2.06 08 .07 .29 (50 2.67% 2.69% 2.82% 3.42% 3.67% 3.96% L.20% 4.34% 4.77% 4,79%
2.10 .03 .25 .46 2.63% 2,.65% 2.78% 3.38% 3,63% 3.92% 14,25% 4,30% 4,73% 4,75%
2.13 W22 .43 2.60% 2.62% 2,75% 3.35% 3,60% 3.89% 4,22% L,27% 4,70% 4. 72%
2.35 .21 2,38%  2,40% 2,53% 3,13% 3.38% 3.67% 4.00% 4.05% 4,48% 4, S0%
2.56 2.17%  2,19%  2.32%  2.92% 3.17% 3.46% 3,69% 3.84*% 4,27% 4, 29%
4,73 .02 .15 .75 1.00% 1.29%  1.62% 1.67% 2.10% 2,12*%
4,75 .13 .73 L98% 1.27% -1,60* 1.65% 2.08% 2.10%
4.88 L6085 1.la%  1.47%  1.52%  1.95%  1,97*
5.48 .25 .54 ,87- .92 1.35% 1.37%
5,73 29,62 W67 1.10% 1,12%
6.02 .33 .38 .81 .83
6.35 .05 .48 .50
640 - 43 45
6.83 .02
6.85
7.52
7.71
7.81 R
7.85
7.90
7.96

8.42

8.67

10.90

11.04

11.33

11.38

11,54

*p< .01 i




Table 8--Continued

e e SHOIEGBE

14VH  16IITH IWIIIH I4IXIL 16VH  12I1IL  16IIIL 12IIIH 16IVL 12IVL 12IVH 14IVL 16IVH I4IVH gyorieyonne
7.%2 -7.71 .7.81 . 7.8% 7,90 ' 7.96 8.4z 8,67 10,90 11.04 11,33 11,38 11.54 11.73 - Ranges .0l
5.52% 5,71*  5,81% 5.,85%° 5.90% 5,96% 6.h2% 6.67%  B,90% 9,04% 9,33% 9,38% 9.54u% 9,73 »84
7 S.46% 5,65 5,75% . 5.,79%*  5.84% "5,90% 6,36% 6,61% - 8.84% 8,98% 9.27% 9.32%. 9.48B% 9,67% .87
B 5,42% 5,61% 5,71  5.75% 5,80% 5.86% 6,32% . 6.57%  8.80% B,94* 9.23% 9,28% O.Lu* 9,63% 90
3.20% 5.58% 5.68% 5,72 5.77% 5,83%  £.29%  6.54%  B.77% 8.91% 9.20% 9.25% 9.41% 9.60% .92
5.17% 5,36% 5.46%* 5,50 5.55% 5,6l% 6.07% 6,32*  8.55% B8.69% 8.98% 9,03* 9.19* 9.38* .93
4,96% - 5.15% 5,25%  5,20%  5,34% 5,40k 5.86F 6,11%  8,3u* 8.48% 8.77% 8.82% B8.98% 9,17* .94
2.79% 2.98%. 3,08% - 3.12% 3,17 3,23%* 3,69% - 3.94*  6.17% 6.31% 6.60* 6.65% 6.81% 7.00% .95
.2.77% 2.96% 3.06% 3.10* 3.15% 3.21% 3.67% 3.92%*  6.15% 6.297 6.58% 6.63* 6.79% 6.98% .96
2,64% 2.83*%° 2,93k  2,97%  3,02% 3.08% 3,54% 3,79%  6.02% 6.16% 6.45% 6.50% 6.66% 6.85* .97
2,048% 72,23%  2033% 2,37 2,42% 2.48% 2,04k 3.19%  5.42% 5,56 5.85% 5,90% 6.06% 6.25* .97
1.79% 1.98% - 2,08% -~ 2.12% 2.17% 2,23% 2.69% 2,94 = 5.17% 5.31% 5.60% 5.65% 5.81% 6.00* .98
1.50% 1.69* | 1.79%  1.83%  1.88% 1,94%  2,40% 2,65%  L4.88% 5,02 S5.31% 5.36% S5.52¢ S5.71* .99
© 1.17% 1.36%. . 1.46%  1,50%  1.55% 1,61% 2,07%  2,32%  4.55% 4,69% 4,98% 5,03% 5,19% 5,38% .99
-1.12%  1.31% 1.1 1.45%  1,50%  1,56%  2,02%  2.27% - 4.50% 4.64% 4,93% 4,98%  5,1u% 5. 33% 1.00
<69 .88 .98 1.02% 1,07% "1,13%  1,59%  1.84%  4.07% 4.21% 4.50% 4.55% L4.71% 4,90% 1.00
.67 - .86 .96 1,00% " 1,05% 1.11* 1,57% 1.82%  4,05% 4.19% 4.48%* 4,53% 4. 69% L,88* 1.00
.19 .29 .33 .38 .44 .90 1.15%  3.38% 3.52% 3.81% 3.86% 4,02+ 4.21% 1.01-
.10 4 19 .25 .71 +96  -3,19% 3,33% 3.62% 3.67% 3.83% 4.02% 1.01
.04 .09 .15 .61 86 3.09% 3.23* 3,52% 3,57% 3.73% 3,02 1.01
. 05+ .11 .57 .82 3.05% 3,19* 3.48% 3.53% 3,69%. 3.88% 1.02
.06 .52 77 3,00% 3.14% 3.43% 3.48* 3.64% 3,83 1,02
’ ' 46 71 2,94% 3,08% 3,37% 3,42% 3,58% 3,77% 1.02
- 25 2.48% 2,62% 2.91% 2,96% 3,12% 3,31% 1.03
2.23% 2,37% 2.66% 2.71% 2.87* 3,06% 1.03
J4 43 48 .64 .83 - 1,03
.29 .34 .50 .69 1.04
- .05 - .21 .40 1.04
, .16 .35 © 1.05
. .19

1.05

(AR
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APPENDIX L

DUNCAN MULTIPLE RANGE TEST NON-SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES

WITHIN THE AGE X LEVELS OF AR X

INTENSITY TREATMENT INTERACTION
No significant differences were fournd between high and low intensity
outcomes within Levels I, III, IV, and V at age 12, within lLevels I,
II, II1I, and IV at age 14, or within Levels I, II, III, or IV at
age i&.
No significant difference between high and low {ntensity outcomes
within Levels of AR between Ages were found for:

(a) age 12 level T low vs. age 14 Level I high

(b) 12-II-1 vs. 16-II-h (n) 14-IIXI-h vs. 16-1II-1
(e) 12-II-1 vs. 14-1I-h (o) 14-III-1 vs. 12-I1I-h
(d) 12-V-h vs. 16-V-1 (p) 4-1Iv-1 vs. 16-IV-h
(e) 12-IV-1 vs. 16-IV-h (q) 16-I-1 vs. 12-I-h

(£) 12-Iv-1 vs. W-IV-h (r) 16-I-1 vs. 14-I-h

(g) 12-IV-h vs. 14-IV-1 (s) 16-I-h vs. 12-1I-1

(h) 14-I-1 vs. 16-I-h (t) 16-1I-1 vs. 12-1I-h
(i) 14-I-1 vs. 12-1-h (u) 16-V-1 vs. 14-V-h

(3) 1W-II-1 vs. 16-II h (v) 16-1II-h vs. W-I1I-1
(k) 14-II-h vs. 16-II-1 (w) 16-III-h vs., 12-III-1
(1) 14-V-1 vs. 12-V-h (x) 16-III-1 vs. 12-III-h
(m) 14-III-h vs. 12-III-1 (y) 16-IV-1 vs. 12-IV-h

(2) 16-IV-1 vs. 14-IV-h

* No significant difference between high and low intensity outcomes

.

between Levels of AR within Ages were found for:

(a) 12-II-h vs. 12-V-1 (c¢) 14-V-h vs. 18-III-1
(b) 14-II-h vs. 14-V-1 (d) 16-V-1 vs. 16-I1I-h
€e) 16-V-h vs. 16-1II-1

No significant difference between high and low intensity outcaomes
between Levels of AR between Ages were found for:

(e) 14-V-h vs. 12-III-1

(£) 14-III-1 vs. 16-V-h

(g) 16-V-1 vs. 14-III-h
(h) 16-V-h vs. 12-III-1

(a) 12-II-h vs. 14-V-1
(b) 12-TI-h vs. 12-V-1
(¢) 14-1I-h vs. 12-V-1
(d) 14-V-h vs. 16-I1I-1

113
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5. No significant differences were found between high and low intensity

e e S e s L |

outcomes between distant Levels of AR within Ages in the following:

= . : : : (a) 14-II-h vs, 12-V-1 (e) 14-V-h vs. 14-III-1
T 2 (b) 14-II-k vs, 14-v-1 (d) 16-V-h vs. 16-III-1
: . ; 2 fe) 16-V-1 vs. 16-I1I-h

e . ‘I 6. No significant differences between high and low intensity outcomes

between distant Levels of AR between Ages were found for:

(a) 12-1I-h vs. 14-V-1 (e) 14-V-h vs, 12-1I1I-1
(b) 14-V-h vs. 16-III-1 (£) 14-1I1-1 vs. 16-V-h
(c) 12-II-h vs. 16-V-1 ’ (g) 16-V-1 vs. 14-I1I-h
(d) 14-II-h vs. 12-V-1 (h) 16-V-h vs. 12-III-1

7. No significant difEerences were found 'in the attribution to high

intensity outcomes within Levels of AR between Ages in the following:

(a) 12-1I-h vs. 1l4-I-h (&) 14-V-h vs. 16-V-h

(b) 12-I-h vs. 16-I-h (h) 14-II1-h vs. 12-III-h
(e) 12-V-h vs. 14-V-h (i) 16~I-h vs. l4-I-h

(d) 12-IV-h vs. 4-IV-h (j) 16-1I-h vs. 14-II-h
(e) 12-IV-h vs. 16-1V-h (k) 16-III-h vs, 14-III-h
(£) i4-II-h vs. 12-II-h (1) 16-1II-h vs. 12-ITI-h

T : G (m) 16-IV-h vs. 4-IV-h

8. No significant differences in the attribution to low intensity ou:-
comes within levels of AR between Ages were found for:

(a) 12-1I-1 vs. -TI-1 (g) 14-v-1 vs. 16-V-1

- (b) 12-v-1 vs. 14-Vpl (h) 4-III-1 vs. 12-ITI-1
S ’ b (c) 12-V-1 vs., 16-V-1 (i) W4-III-1 vs. 16-I1I-1
L § (d) 12-III-1 vs. 16-III-1 . (3) 16-I-1 vs. 14-I-1

(e) 12-1V-1 vs. 14-1V-1 ) (k) 16-I-1 vs. 12-I-1

(£) 18-I-1 vs. 12-1-1 (1) 16-1IV-1 vs. 12-1IV-1

(m) 16-~IV-1 vs. 14-IV-1

9. No significant differences in high intensity outcomes between Levels

of AR between Ages were found for:

(a) 12-V-h vs. 16-III-h (e¢) 14-V-h vs. 16-1L-h
(b) 12-V-h vs. 14-III-h (d) 14-III-h vs. 16-V-h
(e) 16-V-h vs. 12-III-h

10.  No significant differences in low intensity outcomes were found

between Levels of AR between Ages for:

(a) 16-1I-1 vs. 12-V-1 (b) 16-1I-1 vs. 14-V-1
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APPENDIX M

TABLE 9

DUNCAN'S NEW MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR MEAN DISTRIBUTION
IN OUTCOME X INTENSITY INTERACTION

* OxI PL NH NL PH Shortest Significant
Range
Means 6.19 6.8% 6,98 7.05 .01
6.19 .66* . 79% .86% .38
PL = Pos-Low
6.85 .13 .20 .39 NH = Neg-High
NL = Neg-Low
6.98 .07 .80 PH = Pos-High




APPENDIX N

TABLE 10

DUNCAN*S NEW MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR MEAN DISTRIBUTION

IN GROUPS X OUTCOME X XNTENSITY INTERACTICN

; . . Shortest
Gx(xI E2PL  CPL EIPL E2NL EINL EIPH  E2NH CNH EINH E2PYH CPH CNL Significant
‘ ) . . Range
Meuans 5.93 6.24 6.0 6.75 6.80 6.81 6.81 6.87 6.87 7.13 7.20 7.38 .05 .01
5.93 .31 47 LB2%Kk - g7k BRFK 88Kk Qukk QUkk ) 0%k ], 27%% ] Li5kk 48 64
6.24 (16 JSIX  LS6%  L57%. (57K L63% L63% 89Kk 96%* 1 14%% 51 .67
6.40 35 40 21 41 47 M7 A LA B 1oL L T L4 «52 .69
6.75 .05 - 05 .06 .12 .12 .38 45 B X .53 .70
6.80 .01 .01 .07 .07 <33 40 .58%% 54 .71
6.81 .00 «06 .06 .32 .39 o57% «55 72
6.81 «06 .06 .32 «39 57% «56 «73
Groups x Outcome x Inteneity
6.87 - .00 .26 .33 «51 +56 73
ElPL=Exper.l Pos-Low E}=Crime against Person - :
6.87 ElPH=Exper.l Pos-High E2-Crime against Property .26 .33 .51 57 .74
EINL=Exper.l Neg-Low C-Non-Delinquent :
7.13 E1NH=Exper.l Neg-Low .07 .25 57 .74
E2=Exper. 2
7.20 C =Control .18
*kp< ,01. *p<05,

9t




APPENDIX O

DUNCAN MULTIPLE RANGE TEST SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WITHIN
THE GROUP X OUTCOME X INTENSITY TREATMENT INTERACTION

1. Significant differences were found between Control (non-delinquent)-

negative-low and:

(a) Experimental 1 (crime against person)- negative-low

(b) Exper. l-pos-low

(c) Exper. l-pos-high

(d) Exper. 2 (crime against property)-pos-low

(e) Exper. 2-neg-low

(f) Exper. 2-neg-high o
(g) Control-pos-low

Significant differences were found between Exper. l-pos-low and:

(a) Exper. 2-pos-high (b) Control-pos-high
‘ (c) Control-neg-low

Significant differences were found between Exper. 2-pos-low and:

(a) Exper. 2—neg—fcw (e) Control-neg-high

(b) Exper. l-neg-low (£) Exper. l-neg-high
(¢) Exper. l-pos-high (g) Exper. 2-pos-high
(d) Exper. 2-neg-high (h) Control-pos-high

(i) Control-neg-low

Significant differences were found between Control-pos-low and:

(a) Exper. 2-neg-low (e) Control-neg-high,
(b) Exper. l-neg-low (£) Exper. 2-pos-high
{c) Exper. l-pos-high (g) Exper. l-neg-high
(d) Exper. 2-neg-high (h) Control-pos-high

(i) Control-neg-low




TABLE 11

DUNCAN'S NEW MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR MEAN DISTRIBUTION IN ®
- LEVELS X OUTCOME X INTENSITY TREATMENT -INTERACTION
LxOxI IPL  INL ¥4  IPH - IINH IIPL IINL VNL T1IIPL TIIIPH - VNH 1IPH  VPL  VPH IIINH IIINL
Means 2,11 2,17 2,17 -2,36 3.43 - 4,86 5,28 5.49 6.08 6.10 5.67 7.49 7,% 8,17 10.03 10.07
' 2.1 06 .06 .25 1,32% 2,75% 3,17% 3,38% 3,97% 3,99% 4,86% 5,38% S.47% 6,06 7,92% 7,96

2.17 ' L000 L19 1,26% 2,69% 3,11% 3,32% 3,91% 3,93% 4,50% §.32% S.u41% 6,000 7.86% 7,90% -
2.17 19 1.26% 2,69% 3,11% 3.32% 3.91% 3.93% 4,50% 5,32% S.41% 6,00 7,.86% 7.90%
2.36 1,07% 2,50 2,02% 3,13% 3,72% 3, 7U4% 4. 3)% S, 13% §5,22%° §.81% 7,674 7.71% ‘
3.43 1.43% 1.85% 2.06% 2.65% 2.87% 3.2u4% 4.06% L4,15% 4. 74%  6.60% 6.64% :
4.86 42 .63 1.22%  1.20%  1,81% 2.63% 2.72% 3.31%* . 5.17* 5.21%
5.28 ‘ .21 .50 .82 1.39% 2.21% 2.30% 2.89% 4.75% 4.79*
5.49 .59 61 - 1.18% 2.00% 2.09% 2.68% < 4.54% 4, 58%
6.08 ) .02 .59 1.41% 1.50% 2.09% 3.35% 3 99
6.10 ) .57 1.39% 1.u8% 2.97% 3.93% 3.97%
6.67 .82 L91%  1.50%  3.36% 3.40%
7.49 .09 - .68 2.54%  2.58%
7.58 .59 2.04%  2.40%
8.17 1.86% 1.90%
10.03 " i .04
10.07 o

10.32

11.13 - . i
11.89 . : i
*p < .01 i ‘ ’ - {
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TABLE 11--Continued

Shortest

IVPL IVPH IVNL IVNH Significant

10.32 11,13 -11.89 11.94 Ranges .0l
8.21% 9.02% 9.78% 9.,83% . .73
. B.1S* B.96% 9,72% 9,77% .76
8.15* 8.,96% 9.72% 9,77* .78
7.96% 8,77% 9,53* 9,58% .80
6.89% 7,70% B.u6% B.SI¥ .81
5.46% 6.27* 7,03% 7,08% .82
5.04% 5,85% 6.61% 6,66% .83
4.83% 5.64% 6,40% 6,85% .83
hoay*  5,05% 5,81 5,86% 84
4,22% 5,03% 5,79% 5, 84% .85
3.65% 4.46% 5,22% 5.27% .85
2.83%  3,64% 4, 40% 4,45k .86
2.74% 3,55% 4.31% 4, 36* .86
'2.15%  2,96% 3.72% 3,77% .87
.29 1.10% 1.86% 1.91% .87
.25 1.06% 1.82% 1.87* .87
.81 1.57% 1.62% " .88
.76 .81 .88
.05 .88

611




APPENDIX Q

DUNCAN MULTIPLE RANGE TEST NON-SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WITHIN THE
LEVELS OF AR X OUTCOME X INTENSITY TREATMENT INTERACTION

1. Wo significant differences were found between high and low intensity

outcomeés within Levels of AR and within Outcomes for:

(a) I-pos-low vs. I-pos-high (d) V-pos-low vs. V-pos-high
(b) III-pos-low vs. III-pos-high (e) I-neg-low vs. I-neg-high
{c) IV-pos~low vs. IV-pos-high (£} IIl-neg-high vs. III-neg-low

(g) IV-neg-low vs. IV-neg-high

2. Ro significant differences were found between high and low Intensity

.

outcomes within Levels of AR between Outcomes for: i

(a) I-pos-low vs. I-neg~high (b) I-neg-low vs. I-pos-high
: (e¢) IV-pos-high vs. IV-neg-low

3. Ro si-.i.ficant difference was found between high and low Intensity

AT k cutcomes between Levels of AR within Outcomes for:

oo

(a) II-pos-high vs. V-pos-low
1 4. Ko significant difference was found between high and low Intensity
outcomes between Levels of AR between Outcomes for:

(a) II-neg-low vs. III-pos-high (c¢) ITX-pos-low vs. V-neg-high
(b) ilI-neg-high vs. IV-pos-low (d) V-neg-low vs. III-pos-high

5. Bo significént difference was found between high and low intensity
outcomes at adjacent Levels of AR between Outcomes for:
(a) II-neg-low vs. III-pos-high (b) LII-neg-high vs. IV-pos-low
6. Ko significant differences were found between high and low Intensity
~outcames between distant Levels of AR within Outcome for:

(a) II-pos-high vs. V-pos-low

‘ 120
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7. No significant differences were found between high and low Intensity
outcomes between distant Levels of AR ‘between Outcomes for:

(a) III-pos-low vs. V-neg-high (b) V-neg-high vs. III-pos-high

8. No significant differences were found in the attribution to high

Intensity outcomes within Levels of AR between Outcomes for:

(a) T-neg-high vs. I-pos-high (b) IV-pos-high vs. IV-neg-high
9. No‘significant differences were found in the attribution to low
Intensity outcomes within levels of AR between Outcomes for:

(a) I-pos-low vs. I-neg-low (b) II-pos-low vs. II-neg-low

10. Mosignificant difference was found in high Intensity outcomes between

Levels of AR between Outcomes for:

(a) III-pos-high vs. V-neg-high  (b) V-neg-high vs. IT-pos-kigh

111, No significant differences in low Intensity outcomes between Lavels

of AR between Outcomes were found for:

(a) II-pos-low vs. V-neg-low (c) III-neg-low vs. IV-pos-low
(b) II-neg-low vs. ILI-pos-low (d) V-neg-low vs. III-pos-low __

SRR
.
.
.
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