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ABSTRACT 

The definition of the situation is important to 

observers in everyday social interaction. From the identity 

of the social actor, the observer attempts to fill in 

details about the situation. From this "going beyond the 

information given", the observer defines the situation. The 

definition then allows the observer to make predictions 

about the social actor and the situation. Going beyond the 

information given is referred to as a situational construal 

(Dunning 1989). The individual forms a concrete image of the 

situation, resolving ambiguities through construals. 

However, a still unanswered question has remained: What 

determines the construals? In this study, affect and 

construals are linked together. Through the identity of the 

actor, affect can be linked to expectations, which are used 

to fill in information. Affect control theory is one theory 

linking affect to other elements of the situation, such as 

the relationships between identity, behavior and emotion. 

The observer has stored knowledge linking identities with 

affective meanings that generate role behaviors in specific 

situations, associating identity with specific behavioral 

expectations. Emotion displays assist the observer in 

inferring the identities of social actors. One specific 

situation in which affect and construals are evident is the 
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criminal situation. The criminal situation has ambiguities 

for which decisions must be made by various observers 

throughout the criminal justice process. In this study, 

affect control theory's application to the criminal justice 

system focuses on inferences made during a probation 

officer's presentence report, specifically the recommended 

sentence. Probation officers and undergraduate students 

respond to vignettes of a criminal situation. In Study 1, 

undergraduates, after reading a presentence report with 

criminal and victim statements, assign punishment and answer 

questions regarding the criminal case. Study 2 replicates 

Study 1 with probation officers. Study 3 further tests the 

influence of knowledge structures on construals. Results 

demonstrate a link between identity and construals. Results 

answer questions about how the probation officer resolves 

ambiguities in reaching a recommended sentence. The 

influence of various knowledge structures is also 

demonstrated. The cognitive process model applied to the 

probation officers and the students can be generalized to 

observers of other situations. One explanation of 

situational construal is demonstrated. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Importance of Dissertation Focus 

The definition of the situation is important in 

everyday social interaction. It is an important element in 

determining behavior in social situations (Goffman 1959), 

and is therefore central to many sociological theories. For 

example, it is a focus of the symbolic interaction 

perspective (Stryker 1977; Stryker and Statham 1985) in 

discussing the dual influences of social structure and 

individual agency. However, there has not been much 

empirical research focusing on the determinants of the 

definition of the situation. Sociological discussion of the 

situation definition usually revolves around the effects of 

such definitions upon social actors' and their behaviors. 

In addition, the importance of the definition of the 

situation to observers of an interaction has been ignored. 

The noninteractant, the observer, also finds the definition 

of the situation important, especially when required to make 

some judgment regarding the situation. For example, a parent 

punishes a child for his/her behavior towards another child. 

How the parent defines the situation influences the level of 

punishment chosen for the child. The parent's inferences 

about the child are made from the information given, 

influencing how the situation is defined. In turn, this 



definition influences the judgment of punishment. Decision 

makers throughout society are observers of situations, who 

make decisions based on their definition of the situation. 

12 

The role of an observer as a situation definer is 

especially important when we consider that the information 

available to an observer is often much less complete 

information than that available to the interactants 

themselves. Thus, the observer is forced to go beyond the 

information given by filling in missing details. Situational 

construals refer to cognitive processes in which an observer 

makes inferences about a situation without complete 

information (Dunning 1986, 1989; Nisbett and Ross 1991; Ross 

1987; Griffin et al. 1990). In this cognitive process, 

information is retrieved from long term memory in order to 

construct a specific, detailed account of a situation in the 

present working memory (Barsalou 1987; Griffin and Ross 

1991). The observer, forming a complete, concrete image of 

the situation, resolves ambiguities. The observer defines 

the situation allowing him/her to then make judgments 

(Bruner 1957; Nisbett and Ross 1980) . 

One important unanswered question in research 

regarding situation construals has been: What predicts or 

determines these construals? Schachter and Singer's early 

work (1962) sets the stage for the importance of construal 

processes in social perceptions. Their experiments created 
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situations in which subjects made inferences about the 

situation, beyond the information available to them (Ross 

1987). This work brought attention to the importance of the 

situational construal, yet a theoretical explanation for 

predicting how construals form has not been successfully 

explored. 

Explanation of Construals Through Affect Control 

In an attempt to answer this question, I focus on 

affect control theory, a theory that has considerable 

potential for linking elements of a situation to construals. 

I emphasize the theory's cues that affective dynamics 

provide for defining situations, specifically identity. 

Affect control theory links affect to the situation. 

Micro sociological theories have attempted to explain the 

relations between identity, role, behavior and emotion in 

social interactions, often concentrating on one'or two of 

these elements. Affect control theory incorporates all of 

these relationships (Heise 1979; Smith-Lovin & Heise 1988) . 

In affect control theory, emotions, identities, 

behaviors, modifiers and roles each have social meanings. 

These meanings based on the three dimensions are shared 

across groups, providing important cultural information 

(Osgood 1957: Smith-Lovin 1991). Heise and MacKinnon (1987) 

emphasize the importance of affective processes in 
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understanding situations. For example, emotion displays 

assist the observer in inferring the character of the 

actions and actors in ambiguous situations (Smith-Lovin 

1990). The observer can infer the actor's identity from 

emotional reactions. This identity influences the inferences 

and judgments about the situation. Thus, Affect Control 

Theory can attempt to give one answer to the question: What 

predicts or determines situational construals? 

Application to Criminal Situation 

Affect control theory's explanation of construals can 

be applied to any situation in which judgments must be made 

about an ambiguous situation. The influence of knowledge 

structures can also be applied to such situations. One 

specific situation in which affect, construals and knowledge 

structures come together in inherently ambiguous situations 

is the criminal situation. Past research demonstrates that 

the criminal situation is ideal for answering questions 

through affect. For example, past construal research has 

linked construals with sentencing (Dunning 1986, 1989). Past 

affect control theory research has explored the link between 

emotiori displays and sentencing (Robinson et al. 1994; 

Smith-Lovin and Tsoudis 1994). 

This dissertation specifically focuses on the probation 

officer's presentence report, and the recommended sentence 
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contained within it. Probation officers devote most time to 

investigating the offender's circumstances. They receive and 

control the information about the case. The probation 

officer examines each criminal case in order to recommend a 

sentence to the judge. Judges receive information as it is 

perceived by the probation officers. It is very likely that 

the judge will follow the probation officer's recommended 

sentence. 

Thus, it is evident that the probation officers' 

decision making process is a crucial part of the criminal 

justice system. Criminal justice research has not fully 

explored the probation officer's decision making process. 

Research with regards to probation officers focuses on 

knowledge structures, specifically description studies of 

how the beliefs of probation officers differ from those of 

the layperson (Stalans and Lurigio 1990; Spencer 1988; 

Stalans and Diamond 1990). The basic processes through which 

these knowledge structures might affect decision making have 

not been explored. 

Furthermore, the process of sentence recomm~ndation is 

also important to study because of the lack of consensus in 

punishment. Similar cases do not always have similar 

recommended punishments (Von Hirsch 1981). This lack of 

consensus results in uncertainty and disparity in the 

criminal justice system. The uncertainty of specific 
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sanctions for specific crimes decreases the deterrent goal 

of punishment, since the public is no longer aware of the 

certainty of punishment for a specific crime (Cromwell et al 

1985). These differences in sentences for similar crimes 

raise questions about the other goals of punishment as well

the rehabilitation goal and the retribution goal. 

Focusing on situational construals of probation 

officers may give us theoretical explanations of disparity 

in the criminal justice system. A basic understanding of the 

potential sources of previously unexplained variation in 

decision making would both contribute to basic theoretical 

understanding of such processes and allow a more intelligent 

debate about the desirability of such influences. 

Use of Experimental Method 

In order to study situational construals, knowledge 

structures and affect, I have chosen the experimental 

method. Researchers have criticized the experimental method 

(Mook 1983; Greenberg and Folger 1988; Aronson et al. 1985) 

for generalizing from college students to the population, 

the artificiality of the setting and the triviality of 

manipulations and measurements. Generalizability is fairly 

well established for the processes explored in this study 

(Smith-Lovin 1987; Smith et al. 1994; Smith and Douglass 

1992). As stated, the process of affect control is similar 



17 

across all groups (Heise 1979; Smith-Lovin and Heise 1988) . 

The manipulations and measures used in this experiment have 

been successfully implemented in past research (Robinson et 

al. 1994; Smith-Lovin and Tsoudis 1994). 

Critics of the experimental method have forgotten to 

focus on the many strengths of the experimental method 

testing hypotheses. In using the experimental method, I am 

able to randomly assign subjects to conditions and to hold 

constant the subjects' environment (Campbell and Stanley 

1963). Variables I am specifically interested in, for 

example the emotion displays that influence identity 

inferences, are easily manipulated and conditions easily 

compared. 

I am able to test hypotheses about variations in 

knowledge structure by controlling the knowledge of the 

subjects. This allows me to look at knowledge structure 

variations more closely as manipulated variables instead of 

as covariates. Furthermore, I use the advantages of the 

experimental method (e.g. the manipulation of variables) for 

studying the "real world" of probation officers. This 

comparison of student subjects with real probation officers 

allows me to further expand on the generalizability of 

affect control theory. 

I attempt to answer two important questions in this 

dissertation: (1) Does emotion and its effects on identity 
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inferences influence situational construals? and (2) How do 

knowledge structures influence construals? The studies here 

will add to sociological research on the definition of the 

situation by linking it to two important sources: inferences 

made from emotion displays and previously existing knowledge 

structures. Observer's decision making, specifically in the 

criminal justice system, will be studied by linking them to 

basic microsociological theory. The strengths of the 

experimental method will be brought to bear on understanding 

a process that is central to an important policy issue. 
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DEFINITION OF THE SITUATION 

Interactants and the Definition of the Situation 

Lewin's principle of situationism describes behavior as 

a function of the situation (Ross and Nisbett 1991). 

According to Lewin, the definition of the social situation 

creates the acting out and prevention of specific behaviors. 

The situation's definition constrains the individual's 

behavior. Individuals have the tendency to behave within the 

situation, but an individual migrating from one situation to 

another different situation behaves very differently. If the 

individual defines the situation as a party, the individual 

might sing and dance. If the situation is defined as a study 

group, the individual will probably not sing and dance. 

He/she will discuss academic information instead. 

Interactants must define the situation similarly at the 

same time for effective interaction. If three of four 

roommates define the situation as study group and the fourth 

roommate defines the situation as party, problems arise. The 

three roommates study for a course while the fourth roommate 

dances to loud music, attempting to socialize with the other 

three roommates. This fourth roommate inhibits the other 

roommates from accomplishing their studying goals, 

disturbing their concentration. The three roommates ignore 

the fourth roommate, who is not getting any of the attention 



or friendliness associated with a party situation. The 

"study group" and the "party" fail in accomplishing 

interactional goals because of the absence of a shared 

definition. The study group defines the "party" roommate's 

behavior as inappropriate, while the "party" roommate 

defines the study group's behavior as inappropriate 

according to his/her definition of the situation. Such 

interactional failures give rise to the question, what 

influences how the situation is defined? 

Definition of the Situation: All Social Structure? 

20 

Sociologists' explanation of situation definitions and 

social interactions has varied from a structuralist focus to 

one of an individual focus. For example, structural 

functionalism perceives society as a blueprint with clearly 

defined expectations in clearly defined situations (Stryker 

and Statham 1985). In contrast, other sociologists argue 

that sociology must include the actor's motivation in 

explaining interactions (Weber 1946) . 

This dissertation assumes the symbolic interaction 

perspective-- the influence of both the social structure and 

the individual. Stryker and Statham (1985) discuss the 

reciprocity between the social structure and the individual, 

in other words, the social structure and individual 

constrain each other. Individuals improvise within social 



structural constraints. The social structure controls 

interaction through institutionalized role expectations. 
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Individuals share behavioral expectations from social 

interaction; roles develop in the process of their enactment 

(Heise 1969; Stryker 1977). Furthermore, behavior is a 

result of the interchange between actors in a situation 

(Heise 1969). Symbols give individuals meanings derived from 

the social structure. These meanings are not exactly the 

same between individuals but similar enough for interaction 

to occur. Actors negotiate social reality in course of 

social interaction; however, social structural constraints 

influence what can be negotiated. The culture specifies what 

is significant in interactions. The situation must be 

defined in order to organize the interactants' behaviors. 

Definitions can continuously be reconstructed in 

interactions (Stryker and Statham 1985) 

An individual differentiates one situation from an 

other situation based on the attributes of the situation and 

the information the individual brings with him/her to the 

situation. The attributes of the situation include the 

physical setting, the props, and the social actors' 

behaviors. For example, an individual differentiates between 

a funeral and a party by the physical setting (cemetery vs. 

restaurant), the different props (corpse in coffin vs. 

drinks and music) and the behaviors (crying vs. singing, 
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dancing). The individual's attribution of the physical 

setting to a specific situation is influenced by the social 

structure. 

The information the individual brings in with him/her 

in defining the situation is also very important. This 

information varies depending on the individual's prior 

experiences, culture and socialization. Holyoak and Gordon 

(1984) describe how prior knowledge is learned in two ways: 

(1). Knowledge is explicitly taught; and (2). Knowledge is 

learned incidentally in the course of social interactions. 

The individual generates meanings regarding situations 

and behaviors based on social structural constraints. For 

example, individuals construct behaviors based on the social 

structure within which they act, even to the point of 

slightly changing the structure within which they act 

(Stryker and Statham 1985). Goffman (1961) emphasizes this 

in differentiating a role from a role performance. A role is 

seen as the building block from the structure (Stryker and 

Statham 1985) from which the individual creates the role 

performance. Social actors construct action both 

individually and cooperatively in the structure which 

organizes the social behavior. From social interactions with 

in the social structure, the individual takes on meanings of 

situations and behaviors. These meanings may seem variable; 

however, stability exists within the social interactions 



(Stryker and Statham 1985). When an individual defines a 

situation, he/she brings in these meanings, this prior 

information, to the situation. 

Knowledge Structures 
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How do individuals use this prior information to 

interact in a specifically defined situation? Interactants 

implement many tools in defining the situation. One 

important class of tools used by interactants is knowledge 

structures. Knowledge structures include scripts, schema and 

beliefs an individual possesses. These knowledge structures 

make up a significant part of an individual's knowledge 

about the world, assisting the individual to recognize 

events (Flavell and Ross 1981). I discuss other tools later 

on in the chapter with regards to the observer of the 

situation. 

Scripts 

Scripts, one type of knowledge structure influence 

social actors' behaviors in a situation. A script is defined 

as an embodying knowledge of stereotyped event sequences 

(Abelson 1981). Scripts describe appropriate sequences in a 

situation (Schank and Abelson 1977). These cultural 

knowledge structures (Pryor and Day 1985) about specific 

situations contain information about the events that will 

occur in a situation, the order of those events, the actors 
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involved and the goals to be attained. 

Individuals learn some scripts which have event 

sequence properties and other scripts which lack the event 

sequencing properties. When there is a sequence in a script, 

the individual associates prior and consequent events. This 

learned association is meaningful in that there is a causal 

element between "script" events. One event influences the 

occurrence of an other event. 

Fararo and Skvoretz (1984) extend the idea of scripts 

and sequences with their "production systems." Production is 

a specific type of sequence of behaviors performed by the 

individual in a specific role. For example, the waitress 

role is composed of greeting the customer, handing the menu, 

taking the order, bringing the food, et cetera. According to 

Fararo and Skvoretz, structures of social actions in a 

situation are systems of production rules. The actions 

between the customer and the waiter/waitress are systems of 

production rules. The customer performs a specific sequence 

of behaviors. The waiter/waitress performs a specific 

sequence of behaviors. The behavior of an actor depends on 

the other actor's behavior. The roles of customer and 

waiter/waitress include these production rules. For example, 

a customer gets the menu from the waitress before he/she can 

order. 

Similarly to symbolic interaction, the extension of the 



25 

script is also generative. Actors realize the production 

rules of the situation through cognitive mappings. However, 

the actor may not realize the complete structure of the 

social actions. For example, a "new" waitress not familiar 

with the complete script of waitressing, generates 

production rules. According to Fararo and Skvoretz (1987), 

the waitress activates social action in the situation 

through cognitive maps of the situation and the other 

interactants. 

The actor's knowledge, important for production 

systems, activates a program rule. This knowledge, also 

known as symbol structures, influences the actor's ability 

to produce certain actions in certain situations. In order 

for the customer to activate the program rule for the role 

of customer, he/she must have knowledge-states. The customer 

must link the situation of restaurant with the program rules 

of customer and waiter/waitress. Knowledge about the actions 

in the restaurant situation allow the customer to behave in 

the role of customer in the restaurant situation. The actor 

internalizes the production rules in order for effective 

interaction to occur in specific situations. 

However, not all scripts possess a sequence of events. 

When there is no sequence present in the script, it does not 

contain information in a specific order. A bundle of 

expectations, organized around the attributes of people 
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(Cantor and Mischel 1977) do not possess causal element. The 

expectations infer potential occurrences, not definite 

events in a specific sequence. 

Interactants with similar definitions of the same 

situation implement similar scripts. Interactants need a 

similar knowledge base for their interactions, not 

necessarily exactly the same scripts. Since the scripts for 

effective interaction are similar but not necessarily exact, 

interactants negotiate minimally. However, if the scripts 

possess no similarity or if there are no scripts, 

interactants would have to negotiate constantly for each 

behavior in every situation. Interaction would be more 

complicated. Thus, these II understood II scripts between 

individuals give some stability to the interaction. The 

interactants, able to predict what will happen next in the 

situation, possess a common understanding of the 

interaction. 

Dissimilar scripts for the same situation result in 

confusion. One interactant expects different behaviors than 

the other interactant. In other words, one interactant 

behaves inappropriately according to the other interactant. 

Event sequencing does not exist. One interactant cannot 

predict the behavior of the other interact ant , making 

communication difficult if not impossible. Interactants from 

two distinct cultures commonly face this problem in 



communication. This is similar to Goffman's (1959) working 

consensus regarding social interactions. 

Schema 
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Schema theory explains how knowledge is represented and 

implemented in various situations. All knowledge is packed 

into units called schemata (Rumelhart 1984). These schemata 

represent our knowledge about many concepts, for example, 

situations, behaviors, objects, sequence events, identities. 

This includes the attributes of the concept and the 

relations among attributes (Fiske and Taylor 1991). The 

processing of information involves taking in this knowledge 

and storing it for later retrieval (Taylor and Crocker 

1981). Schemata provide the social actor with hypotheses 

about the new situation allowing him/her to interpret and 

gather schema-related information in order to understand the 

new stimuli. Schank and Abelson (1977) explain schemata as 

the basis for activating expectations and behaviors, 

allowing us to understand our world (Fiske and Taylor 1991) . 

In order to understand the world, persons and 

situations first have to be classified as filling a specific 

schema (Fiske and Taylor 1991). The actor .commonly uses 

three classes of social schema: the person schema, the role 

schema and the event schema (Taylor and Crocker 1981) . 

The person schema is a prototypic conception of a 

specific type of person, such as an "aggressor." It focuses 
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on the goals and traits of a person. An aggressor prototype 

would consist of specific traits associated with an 

aggressor, such as being powerful, active and violent. 

The role schema is specific for particular roles, such 

as occupational or social roles. Just as a role is the 

behavioral expectations for an individual in a particular 

position, a role schema is the organized knowledge about 

those expected behaviors (Fiske and Taylor 1991). The social 

role schema of husband consists of stereotypic conceptions 

regarding the behaviors of a husband. Similarly to person 

schema, role schema also influence the interactant's 

understanding of schema-relevant information. 

Event schema describes the expected sequence of events 

in situations (Fiske and Taylor 1991). For example, the 

event schema exists for what happens at a party or meeting. 

These schemata point out the sequences of behaviors in the 

specific situation and also organize the expectations 

regarding a likely sequence of events. These event schemata, 

like person and role schemata guide the interactant's 

inferences about the situation. 

A schema not only contains the meaning of a concept but 

also holds information about the related concepts and types 

of people. Let's take for example the role schema for the 

concept mother. The meaning of mother may include nice, 

good, caring, nurturing, sweet and disciplinarian. The 
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mother's networks include the children and teachers. The 

mother cares about her child in specific situations. The 

mother punishes the child when the child engages in an 

inappropriate behavior. The mother discusses the child's 

progress with the teachers. These are typical situations for 

the concept of mother. 

Person schemata also hold information about the network 

of interrelations that are normally held by the concept. The 

person schema of "aggressor" is interrelated with a specific 

network of people, including other aggressors. The aggressor 

probably interacts with other aggressors similar to 

him/herself. 

An event schema, similar to the person schema and role 

schema also holds network information. For example, the 

event of marriage is associated with other events. These 

other events include a honeymoon, birth of a child, and 

celebration of an anniversary. 

The acquisition of prior knowledge is important for 

these schema categories. Prior knowledge shapes schemata, 

thus shaping what is perceived by the interactants of a 

situation. Where is this prior knowledge for scripts and 

schemata obtained? There are many factors influencing the 

acquisition of prior knowledge, for example, culture, 

socialization, experience. 

One specific way in which knowledge develops is from 
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the individual's encounters. For example, scripts can be 

acquired from experience (Flavell and Ross 1991) in two 

possible manners--participation and/or observation. Through 

participation, an individual learns the behaviors for the 

situation. For example, as a student, an individual learns 

about classroom situations by experiencing behaviors 

appropriate in classrooms. Through observation of other 

students, the student also learns what is and is not 

appropriate behavior for the classrooms. For example, the 

individual learns about the classroom by going to school. 

Similarly to scripts, individuals easily learn schemata 

from experience as well (Fiske and Taylor 1991). The 

knowledge from experience is generalized into a schema and 

becomes more abstract. The more experience the individual 

has in a specific situation, the more details in the schema 

regarding that situation. From this experience, schemata 

develop into more complex and richer schemata. The more 

experiences the individual has had, the more accurate these 

schemata should be. This well-developed knowledge should be 

a fair representation of reality fitting the situation quite 

well. However, experience is not the only source of 

knowledge. Later on in the chapter, I discuss variations in 

knowledge structures between individuals. 

Knowledge structures can change. This change occurs 

either because they inaccurately fit with situations or as a 
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result of the individual acquiring new information. 

For example, schemata can change via three distinct 

processes: the bookkeeping model, the conversion model, and 

the subtyping model (Fiske and Taylor 1991). The bookkeeping 

model describes schema change as a slow process occurring in 

small steps as new discrepant information is presented to 

the individual. The conversion model agrees that schema 

change can occur rapidly, if there is sufficient 

disconfirmation. The subtyping model explains schema change 

as subcategories developing in the schema from 

disconfirmations. Research demonstrates that the subtyping 

model is the strongest in explaining the process of schema 

change (Fiske and Taylor 1991; Weber and Crocker 1983) . 

Some schemata change more easily than others; in other 

words, some are more easily disconfirmed than others. Some 

schemata are logically disconfirmable in which the observer 

finds it easier to specify which instances of a situation 

are inconsistent with a schema. A schema that is not 

logically disconfirmable provides more leeway for instances 

that are consistent with it. Schemata not only vary as to 

their logical disconfirmability, but they also vary in their 

practical disconfirmability. Practical disconfirmability 

refers to how likely an actor will find discrepant instances 

in any given situation. Finally schemata can also change 

when alternative schema are available for the actor to use 
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in understanding the situation. 

Observers and The Definition of the Situation 

Most of sociological research focuses on the social 

actor. The noninteractant, the observer, also finds the 

definition of the situation important. An observer makes a 

judgment regarding a specific situation based on how he or 

she defines the specific situation. For example, a parent 

punishes a child for his/her behavior towards another child. 

How the parent defines the situation influences the level of 

punishment chosen for the child. Inferences about the child 

are made from the information given, influencing how the 

situation is defined. For example, the judgment of 

punishment varies depending on the situation being defined 

as an accident or an intentional plan. If the situation is 

defined as an accident, the parent gives a more lenient 

punishment. If the situation is defined as an intentional 

plan, the parent gives a much harsher punishment. The 

specific definition of the situation influences the child's 

punishment. 

Perception of the same behavior in a specific situation 

differs depending on the perceiver. Social actors and 

observers may disagree on what is going on in the situation. 

Actors attribute their behavior to situational causes while 

observers of the same situation attribute the actor's 
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behavior to dispositional qualities (Nisbett 1973). The 

actor interprets his/her behavior as a result of a 

situation, a response to a situation. The observer, on the 

other hand, sees the behavior as a result of the actor's 

trait or quality, perceiving the actor's behavior as a 

manifestation of the actor (Nisbett 1973). A trait inherent 

in the social actor causes the behavior. For example, a 

mother spanks her child. The mother states that her behavior 

is a response to the situation-her child would not stop 

throwing things. With regard to the same situation, the 

observer states that the mother's behavior is result of a 

trait; she is impatient and violent. 

Why does the observer perceive the behavior 

differently? The amount of information available to the 

observer influences the observer's perceptions. Information 

varies for the actor and the observer. The actor also knows 

about his/her behavior in similar situations. The mother 

knows if she has hit her child in a similar situation. The 

mother has more complete information regarding her 

interactions with her child. The actor knows about his/her 

behavior in a dissimilar situation. The mother knows if she 

has hit her child when the child is not throwing things. The 

mother knows if she hits other people other than her child. 

The mother has knowledge about her traits as well, knowing 

if she is impatient or if she is violent. 
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The actor has perspective in action while the observer 

has a perspective of action. Each perspective carries a 

different kind of knowledge than the other. The mother 

engages in the action, thus, she has more complete 

information. The observer less likely to have all of this 

knowledge about the mother's experiences only has the 

information that is available to him/her. There is a 

definite difference in information level. Due to the more 

information the actor has, he/she more likely interprets 

his/her behavior in situational terms. The actor perceives 

his/her behavior as a response to situational cues. Due to 

the availability of less information for the observer, the 

observer more likely attributes the actor's behavior to 

traits or qualities. The behavior is more likely to 

explained as a result of the actor's traits (Nisbett et al. 

1973) . 

The observer's attribution to dispositional qualities 

leads to behavioral predictions about the actor. Since the 

observer explains the actor's behavior as a result of 

traits, these same traits will be used to predict similar 

behaviors in the future. The observer infers that the actor 

has a disposition to behave in the future similarly to the 

behavior just observed (Nisbett 1973). The observer feels 

confident that he/she can predict the actor's future 

behaviors due to a dispositional quality. For example, the 
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observer might believe that the mother's impatience will 

result in her hitting her child or even other individuals in 

the future. This same belief leads to postdictions about 

similar behaviors in the past. 

Going Beyond the Information: Situational Construal 

Situational construals refer to cognitive processes in 

which an observer makes inferences about a situation without 

complete information (Dunning 1986, 1989; Nisbett and Ross 

1991; Ross 1987; Griffin et al. 1990). In this cognitive 

process, the observer retrieves information from long term 

memory in order to construct information about a situation 

in the present working memory (Barsalou 1987; Griffin and 

Ross 1991). The individual forms a complete, concrete image 

of the interaction during the situation, resolving 

ambiguities. 

According to Dunning (1989), the observer, an active 

perceiver, is faced with ambiguities and must resolve many 

(Nisbett and Ross 1980). The observer treats the definition 

of the situation as given information; however, the observer 

also actively creates it (Dunning, 1989). He/she makes 

educated guesses about events that cannot be observed 

directly, details that are unknown to him/her (Bruner 1975; 

Griffin, Dunning & Ross 1990). The observer defines the 

situation allowing him/her to then make judgments (Bruner 
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1957; Nisbett and Ross 1980). 

The observer infers the identity of the social actor 

through the actor's behaviors. From this inferred identity, 

the observer attempts to fill in details about the 

situation, defining the situation. Now the observer further 

makes predictions about the social actor and the situation. 

Two aspects of the construal process have been 

differentiated- categorization and the resolution of 

ambiguity (Nisbett and Ross 1991). These two aspects of the 

construal process give a more concrete definition of the 

situation. Categorization is the process by which the 

observer decides that an object or event belongs to a 

specific category (Eiser 1990). The observer decides on the 

category he/she is observing. For example, the observer 

decides that the social actor is in a specific identity. A 

mother, the observer of a fight between her child and an 

other child, may assign the identity of "bully" to her 

child. From this decision regarding the child's identity, 

expectations develop. The mother expects her child to engage 

in inappropriate rude behaviors. The mother blames the child 

for any negative behaviors that occur with another child. 

The observer searches for relevant categories or 

interpretive schemata when presented with new information 

(Eiser 1990). The interpretation of any new stimulus 

information depends on the categories the observer already 
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uses. For example, a mother may not have the category of 

"bully" to assign to her child. The only relevant categories 

she may have are "child" and "delinquent." Different 

expectations develop than in the previous example in which 

the category is "bully." The category of "delinquent" 

results in very different expectations. The child not only 

engages in negative behaviors with the other child, but 

illegal behaviors as well. These expectations include much 

more negative behaviors than expectations of a "bully." 

The resolution of ambiguity includes not only filling 

in the gaps of missing information, but a reinterpretation 

of information incongruent with any existing categories in 

the observer's mind. The mother fills in the gaps regarding 

her child's fight with an other child. Based on the identity 

of "bully", she defines the situation as an activation by 

her "bully" child. The mother reinterprets the situation to 

resolve the ambiguities. For example, her child states that 

the other child hit him/her first. The identity of "bully" 

assigned to the child influences a reinterpretation again 

that her child must have provoked the other child in some 

manner. 

Three types of inferences result through the construal 

process. Consider, for example the Menendez murders in which 

two brothers shot both of their parents. In order to define 

the situation from an observer's perspective a number of 



questions need to be asked. First, the observer makes 

assumptions about the objective features of the situation 

(Dunning 1989) by questioning the behaviors which occurred 

between the parents and the children. Second, the observer 

makes inferences about the causal structure of the event 
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(Pennington and Hastie 1986; Read 1987; Dunning 1989) by 

questioning the intentionality of the shootings, the events 

surrounding the shootings and the affective state of the 

boys in the aftermath of the shootings. Third, the observer 

uses information from the questions to define the meaning of 

the situation. Different answers to these questions can 

produce very different definitions of the situation. For 

example, the observer could define the situation as an 

unnecessary cruel act by two spoiled brats or an unfortunate 

compulsion created by parental abuse. 

This dissertation will address what predicts or 

determines these situational construals which are then used 

to define the situation. What predicts or determines these 

construals has remained an important unanswered question. 

Tools of Construal 

To aid the basic questioning processes described above, 

observers use a variety of strategic and structural "tools 

of construal" to define the situation (Nisbett and Ross 

1991). Many of the "tools" are similar to strategies used by 
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social actors in situations. Strategies include "heuristics" 

and "rules of conversation." Cognitive or knowledge 

structures include schemata (discussed above), scripts 

(discussed above) and beliefs (Nisbett and Ross 1980). 

Through these "tools", the observer understands and judges a 

situation with heightened ease, speed and subjective 

confidence (Nisbett and Ross 1991). 

Cognitive heuristics, one type of strategy, focus on 

how social perceivers make choices when they are faced with 

uncertain information. When a judgment has to be made on the 

basis of ambiguous information, the observer relies on 

"rules of thumb" or decision making strategies (Biser 1990) . 

There are various kinds of cognitive heuristics. 

Representativeness heuristics focus on probability 

(Fiske and Taylor 1991). They predict the likelihood of some 

state of affairs based on the information about some other 

state of affairs (Nisbett and Ross 1980). For example, a 

professor has information regarding a student's behavior 

during social activities. This information includes that the 

student drinks heavily and focuses constantly on fun. From 

this information, the professor infers a low likelihood that 

the student will receive an A in his/her course. The 

professor takes the available information about the student 

during the social activity (one state of affairs) and 

predicts the likelihood of the actor receiving an A (an 
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other state of affairs) . 

Representativeness heuristics also include the 

likelihood that a given object or event belongs to a 

particular category, based on the object or event's specific 

characteristics (Eiser 1990). If the object's 

characteristics are highly similar (representative of) to 

other members of a given category, the observer judges the 

object as likely belonging to that category. 

For example, a professor contemplates a judgment on a 

student's likelihood of cheating. Within the "cheater" 

category in the professor's mind, students are typically 

sneaky and lazy. The professor knows that the offender is 

sneaky and lazy. Based on these traits, the professor places 

the student in the category of cheater and may even extend 

his/her judgment to include the student's future cheating

related behaviors. 

Another cognitive heuristic, the availability 

heuristic, also facilitates the understanding of a new 

stimulus. The observer estimates the likelihood of an object 

or event based on previous experience and memory. When 

examples are easily accessible from memory, there is a 

higher probability estimate for the event. Consider our 

friend, the professor. If the professor experiences many 

cheating incidents with students throughout his/her career 

and most of these cheaters are lazy and sneaky, the 
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professor will estimate the likelihood of a cheating 

incident from the number of lazy and sneaky students in 

his/her class. From his/her past experiences with cheaters, 

the professor predicts a high likelihood of cheating given a 

high number of students similar in characteristics to 

cheaters in his/her past experiences with cheaters. 

Observers also make judgments through the use of 

knowledge structures. As stated earlier, social actors 

associate specific scripts with specific situations. 

Observers use scripts as well. Specifically, observers use 

scripts when "filling in" information. The observer infers 

an actor's identity and based on this identity, the observer 

associates a script with that actor's behaviors. 

For example, a professor hears all the information 

regarding an alleged cheating incident. He/she defines the 

situation using concrete information and "filled in" 

information. The concrete information may consist of two 

exams with the same answers. The professor needs to define 

the situation: Is it a cheating incident or a mere 

coincidence? Information is "filled in" to solve the 

ambiguity. The professor knows that two students in question 

constantly participate in class and come to office hours to 

discuss ideas from the lectures. The professor thus assigns 

them the identities "good students", associating them with 

the typical good student script. The professor might develop 
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a specific, vivid account to explain the similarity between 

the tests. Good students do not cheat, but may intensively 

study with other students, hence the similarity of the 

tests. The professor defines the situation as a mere 

coincidence by filling in missing information about the 

alleged cheating incident. In this example, the script 

solves the ambiguities of the situation. The professor can 

now make any necessary judgments regarding the situation. 

The knowledge structure of beliefs held by the observer 

also influences judgments about the situation. The observer 

holds beliefs about him/herself, peers and the social world 

(Ross 1987), which in turn influence construals and causal 

explanations of events in the situation. 

Assume for a moment that the observer believes in a 

"just" equity world; that is, that one gets what one 

deserves according to their efforts, skills and abilities. 

If the observer's information about the individual's 

situation contradicts the just world belief, then the 

observer will somehow reconceptualize what has happened to 

the individual (Kerr and Kurtz 1977). This belief can 

influence situational construals. 

For example, the observer is an automobile insurance 

agent judging the responsibility of a driver for an 

automobile accident. The agent infers an identity for the 

driver from the information about the situation. The just 
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world belief would also lead one to argue that the driver 

deserves and is responsible for the accident. Moreover, the 

driver's inferred identity becomes more negative to the 

degree it is based on this belief- even being identified as 

negligent and careless. The observer places less 

responsibility and blame on the other driver. 

Thus, the situation is more likely to be defined as 

somewhat provoked by the one driver with the negative 

identity than the one with the positive identity. It is not 

an accident without blame anymore. This definition of the 

situation leads to judgments of a harsh punishment for one 

driver and the insurance agent decides that the driver's 

premium should be increased. In a very decisive way, the 

beliefs of the observer (the insurance agent) influence 

situational construals, which in turn influence the 

observer's decisions. 

Earlier in the chapter, schema theory explains how 

social actors use knowledge in order to interact in specific 

situations. The observer of a situation similarly uses 

schemata in defining the situation. 

The observer makes inferences about others through 

schemata (Rumelhart 1984). Through observation of an 

individual's characteristics, specific schemata are 

activated via the observer's identification of the observed 

person as part of a cognitive category. In turn the observer 



makes predictions about the observed's behaviors and 

motives. Numerous interpretations may explain the 

individual's behavior; however, the observer uses the 

schemata giving a more satisfactory explanation of the 

behavior as the correct explanation. 
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Research demonstrates that individuals rely heavily on 

visual and physical cues in social perception (Fiske and 

Taylor 1991). Many schemata are cued by physical features, 

such as visible traits, emotions and appearance. Visible 

traits are powerful in cuing specific person schema. If the 

trait is visible there is more agreement between the 

situation and the person schema. For example, physically 

visual anger could cue the category for a specific 

aggressor. 

When an observer encounters a new event, schemata are 

implemented to understand the situation and to develop 

predictions about the actors and future events in that 

context. The observer identifies the situation quickly 

through schemata, evaluating how well the observed situation 

corresponds to his/her schema for the same situation. 

When information is missing about the situation, person 

schemata are used to fill in more information about the 

social actor's personality. Role schemata fill in 

information about behaviors. Event schemata are used to fill 

in information about the sequences of the actor's behaviors. 
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Furthermore, schemata are confidently used to make 

inferences about unobserved events. Not all parts of the 

situation are necessarily known by the observer. However, 

the observer may still assume a specific schema gives a 

satisfactory explanation of the situation. All of the 

information does not have to be known for the observer to 

find an explanation of the situation. When the satisfactory 

schema is chosen, the observer fills in information beyond 

observation. 

The information forms a concrete situational construal 

of the situation. This developed definition of the situation 

is important for the observer. It is especially important 

when the observer needs to make some sort of decision based 

on how the situation is defined. For example, a social 

worker needs to decide upon a social program for his/her 

client. The social worker, the observer, has to define the 

client's situation. What actually has been happening to the 

client? Is someone specifically causing it? Is it a 

situation that has been repeating over time? These 

ambiguities need to be resolved in order to make sense of 

the situation and to make a decision. The decision of a 

social program can now be made. 

Through the use of various "tools of construal 

process", inferences are made about the causal factors 

involved in the situation and inferences about the social 
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actor's future behaviors and past behaviors in other 

situations. 

Variations in "Tools of the Construal Process" 
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"Tools of the construal process" may vary between 

observers. For example, knowledge structures are not the 

same between all observers, resulting in different schema 

chosen. The availability of these "tools of the construal 

process" can be influenced by numerous factors. Some 

important factors influencing the availability of these 

tools include personal experience, culture, socialization, 

and education (Nisbett and Ross 1980; Nelson 1981). Factors 

such as culture, socialization, and education constrain an 

individual's personal experiences. 

Nelson (1981) argues the importance of experience in 

acquiring script information. Scripts are obtained through 

participation or observation. An individual either gets 

information by actual participating with others or by 

watching others. For example, a student going to school for 

the first time gets information about the script for 

student. This information can be obtained by actually being 

in the classroom, attempting to participate as a student or 

by watching other students. 

Obviously information of scripts obtained through 
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experience is constrained by other factors such as culture. 

Nelson (1981) describes script knowledge obtained through 

experience as cultural knowledge that allows individuals 

within the same culture to interact effectively with each 

other. Knowledge about scripts is knowledge about the 

culture itself. Individuals within the same culture share 

scripts. For example, an individual in the US obtaining 

information about the script elementary school teacher does 

not include in his/her script "teacher hitting students." If 

the same individual was in a culture where teachers do hit 

students, this information would be included in his/her 

script. 

Nisbett and Ross (1980) combine the importance of 

experience and culture in acquisition of knowledge 

structures and heuristics. For example, many individuals use 

the knowledge structure of the dispositional view in 

explaining causes of behavior. According to Nisbett and 

Ross, the US culture socializes individuals to believe in 

dispositional causes of behavior over situational. Their 

experiences, influenced by the culture, teach them that 

behavior is due to dispositional not situational factors. 

Nisbett and Ross (1980) take this explanation of 

knowledge structure variation a step further in 

differentiating between the culture and the subculture. 

Individuals within the same culture share scripts and 
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schemata. However, the development of a subculture creates 

new knowledge structures specific to the subculture. 

Individuals within the subculture have acquisition to these 

knowledge structures. For example, a police officer 

interacts in a professional subculture which gives him/her 

the availability to scripts not available to the layperson. 

The police officer obtains different information regarding 

criminals and criminal behavior than the layperson. This 

information results in different scripts for criminals and 

criminal behavior. 

These variations in "tools" such as knowledge 

structures result in different perceptions of the situation. 

For example, the availability of a schema influences its 

application (Higgins et al. 1977). Respondents asked to read 

information about a young man evaluated him on various 

dimensions. Before reading about the young man, respondents 

were exposed to either positive adjectives (adventurous, 

self-confident, independent, persistent) or negative 

adjectives (e.g. reckless, conceited, aloof, stubborn). 

Exposure to these adjectives influenced the respondents' 

evaluations of the young man. Respondents exposed to 

positive adjectives perceived the young man more positively 

than those exposed to negative adjectives. 

How does the variation in knowledge structures 

influence construals? Do some knowledge structures have a 
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stronger influence than others? This dissertation will focus 

on the variation of knowledge structures and their influence 

on construals. 

A Still Unanswered Question 

As previously stated, this dissertation will address an 

important unanswered question: What predicts or determines 

construals? Schachter and Singer's early work (1962) sets 

the stage for the importance of construal processes in 

social perceptions. Their experiments created situations in 

which subjects made inferences about the situation, beyond 

the information available to them (Ross 1987). This work 

brought attention to the importance of the situational 

construal, yet a theoretical explanation for predicting how 

construals form has not been successfully explored. 

Social scientists have pondered the social and 

cognitive processes that cause construals (Ross 1987). The 

role of the individual's unique life history in defining 

social reality has been used as an explanation of construal 

formation (Ross 1987; Thomas 1928). Psychological social 

psychologists of the subjectivist tradition focused on prior 

knowledge, expectations, needs and wishes used by 

individuals in assigning meaning to situations (Griffin and 

Ross 1991). Qne specific explanation was the influence of 

the individual's stable traits and attitudes on the meaning 



50 

of the situation (Nisbett and Ross 1980; Ross and Nisbett 

1988). Research has shown that an individual's traits weakly 

explain meanings given to situations (Dunning 1989) . 

Dunning (1989) attempted to explain construal formation 

through attitudes and stereotypes. Dunning explored the 

relationship between death penalty attitudes and construals 

of a murder case. He analyzed the correlation between 

attitudes and sentencing decisions concluding that a 

correlation of .34 offered only a weak explanation. The 

correlation between prior death penalty attitudes and 

severity of construals of the murder situation was .10; an 

even weaker explanation. However, a strong correlation of 

.56 existed between construals and the sentencing decision. 

The idea that attitudes would be related to construals 

received no support. 

Dunning further tested the idea that construals develop 

from stable and general stereotypes that individuals hold 

about specific identities and behaviors. For example, he 

tested the relationship between construals of a murder case 

and stereotypes about murders and murderers. Observers' 

stereotypes do not predict situational construals. 

Cognitive psychologists also focused on theories, 

beliefs and expectations that perceivers use to resolve 

ambiguity, fill in the gaps, and perceive predictability 

(Nisbett and Ross 1980). According to Ross (1987), 
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psychologists' most consistent contribution has been the 

emphasis of knowledge "packages", "schema" and "scripts." 

For example, Abelson (1976, 1981) focused on scripts as 

filling in gaps of information. Abelson argued that the 

script's ability to fill in information is the script's test 

of power (Abelson 1981) . 

Rumelhart contributed to the literature on situational 

construal through his emphasis on organizing knowledge 

through dynamic schemata and "knowledge packages" (Rumelhart 

1975). According to Rumelhart, the function of schemata is 

to define the structure of the situation to be understood. 

Rumelhart specifically focused on the situation in a story. 

Individuals encountering stories use schemata to organize 

the story, to complete the story. The individual actively 

selects schemata to account for the situation in order to 

understand it. If the schemata give a good account of the 

situation, then the individual understands the situation. If 

the schemata do not give a good account of the situation, 

the situation is less comprehensible. If the situation 

becomes distorted in the attempt to understand it through 

schemata, the individual reconstructs the situation to fit 

his/her existing schemata. The individual fits the situation 

in the available schemata (Rumelhart 1975). Reconstruction 

occurs by either adding new information to the situation to 

make it fit with the available schemata or by deleting 



information to decrease any disagreement between the 

situation and the available schemata. Thus, Rumelhart 

explains the resolving of ambiguities in the situation 

through the use of schemata. 
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These various areas of research attempt to explain what 

is occurring with the situational construal. However, there 

has been no adequate theory that explains why particular 

schemata are selected or how particular schemata are 

selected. These attempts do not successfully predict 

situational construals. What influences these construals? I 

now turn to a theory that has considerable potential for 

linking elements of a situation to construals. The emphasis 

will be on the cues that affective dynamics provide for 

defining situations. 
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AFFECT AND CONSTRUALS 

Link Between Affect and Construals 

In the previous chapter, I discussed how "tools of 

construals" fill in information, defining the situation. 

What influences which of these tools the observer uses? 

Which tools are used to assist him/her in defining the 

situation? How can we explain how construals form? I propose 

a link between affect and situational construals. 

Past research on affect focuses on explanations of 

likelihood judgments of the situation (Heise and MacKinnon 

1987). The observer perceives the likelihood of the 

situation based on the actor's identities and behaviors in 

the specific situation. For example, do the identities and 

behaviors "fit" with the definition of the situation? Are 

they expected in this specific situation? The observer 

perceives the likelihood of the situation to occur based on 

answers to questions like these. However, even with the 

factors of identity and behavior, much of the variance of 

the likelihood judgment is still unexplained. 

Heise and MacKinnon (1987) analyzed 515 situations to 

investigate if the perceived likelihood of the situation is 

partly due to affective processes. Affective dimensions 

include evaluation, potency, and activity (to be further 

discussed.) Identities and behaviors evaluated on these 



three dimensions influence the observer's judgment of the 

situation. 
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These likelihood judgments imply expectations about the 

situation. An observer predicting high likelihood of a 

situation occurring implies that the behaviors and 

identities are associated with the specific situation. In 

other words, the behaviors and identities "fit" the 

situation; they are expected in the situation. An observer 

predicting a low likelihood for a situation does not expect 

the behaviors and identities to occur in the situation. 

Heise and MacKinnon (1987) explain how affect and 

expectations are linked together. A social actor displays 

some emotion after engaging in a behavior; for example, a 

man after tripping a child displays happiness. The observer 

reacts to the actor's emotion display with the mentioned 

affective reactions: evaluation, potency, activity. The 

observer sees the man as bad (evaluation), powerful 

(potency) and loud (activity). From these affective 

dimensions, the observer predicts expectations for this 

social actor. For example, the man is expected to trip the 

children in the future and probably engage in other evil 

behaviors. Developing from emotion displays, observers' 

affective reactions predict expectations about social 

actors. Emotions displays allow inferences about actors that 

have expectations attached to them (Robinson et al. 1994). 
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In this example, the observer infers a negative 

identity from the man's emotion. If the same man displays 

sadness after tripping the child, the observer makes 

different inferences about the actor's identity. For 

example, the emotion of sadness tells the observer that the 

man is not such a bad person. The observer sees the man as 

nice (evaluation), feeling badly about what actually 

happened. Inferences about the actor's identity are linked 

with expectations associated with this identity. Since the 

actor feels badly and genuinely apologizes, he may not want 

to engage in this behavior again. 

These inferences influence the observer's definition of 

the situation. The observer defines the situation as an 

accident. The observer of the happy man defines the 

situation differently, perhaps as intentional. Expectations 

about social actors develop from affective reactions. 

These expectations also determine which scripts will be 

used to fill in needed detail. For example, the sad man 

displays remorse after tripping the child. As stated, the 

observer infers that the man is not a bad, evil person. The 

identity given to the man is positive; he is a man who does 

not continuously trip children. This positive identity given 

to the man influences the scripts used to fill in the 

details of the situation. The script associated with a 

positive actor associates positive expected behaviors for a 
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man with a positive identity. The information filled in may 

include details that the child was running around; someone 

else was drawing the man's attention away from the child. 

If the observer defines the situation with the happy 

man, a different script is used resulting in a different 

definition. The identity given to the happy man is more 

negative and associates the actor with negative behaviors. 

The script includes negative expected behaviors. Perhaps the 

happy man was looking for the child in order to trip him/her 

or he planned to stick his foot out in order to trip the 

child. The situation is defined as intentional. The 

observer's affective dimensions link the actor with a 

specific script, thus defining the situation. 

Emotions not only assist in linking affect with 

expectations in defining the situation. Emotions further 

transmit information regarding significant social and moral 

understandings (Lutz and White 1986; White 1990), going even 

further than just being labels for how individuals feel. The 

emotion of the social actor signifies the actor's judgments 

about his/her own behavior, the actor's interpretation of 

his/her behavior. An actor feels sad after engaging in a 

negative behavior, for example, the man who trips a child 

feels sad. This sad emotion is not only how the actor feels 

but also the actor's judgment of his/her behavior. The actor 

judges his tripping the child as a bad, inappropriate 



behavior. If the man displays happiness after tripping the 

child, the emotion of happiness is more than just how the 

actor feels. It is the actor's judgment of his behavior as 

amusing, less likely to be seen as inappropriate. The 

actor's judgment of his/her behavior further gives an 

observer information about the actor's identity. 
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An individual who is the object of a behavior also 

transmits information about understandings through his/her 

emotion after the behavior. For example, the child feels sad 

after the man tripped him/her. The child judges the actor's 

behavior as a bad behavior. If the child displays happiness 

after being tripped by the man, perhaps the child judges the 

behavior as fun and entertaining. This judgment by the 

object of the behavior further gives the observer 

information about the object's identity. 

White (1990) argues that the emotion of anger transmits 

information regarding judgments about a social actor's 

violations. When an individual is angry at a social actor, 

the emotion of anger signifies that the actor's behavior is 

interpreted as a violation. The father of the tripped child 

displays anger at the social actor and his/her behavior. 

This anger signifies that the actor has violated social 

rules, specifically upon the father's child. The actor's 

behavior is a nasty act upon an undeserving child. Thus, 

emotions give the observer information about the social 
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actor and object of the behavior. 

Abelson (1981) looks at the relationship between 

scripts and emotions. Emotions such as anger, guilt, 

jealousy are coherent. Individuals understand what each 

emotion means. Individuals associate certain images with 

each emotion, creating a set of inferences (Abelson 1981) . 

Thus, scripts might be organized around the emotion of the 

social actor. For example, the roommate is sad for crashing 

her roommate's car. The emotion of sad influences the script 

that the observer uses for the situation. If the roommate is 

happy for crashing her roommate's car, then a different 

script is associated with the emotion of happy. Even though 

the event, the roommate crashed her roommate's car, is the 

same, the scripts chosen are different based on the actor's 

emotion display. As previously stated, the script chosen 

defines the situation for the observer in more detail. 

Emotions assist in transmitting information about the 

social actor's identity. Through identity of the actor, 

affect can be linked to expectations and scripts. These 

expectations are used to fill in information, completing the 

definition of the situation. Thus, a theory of affect can 

predict how some construals will form. 

Affect Control Theory 
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Introduction to Affect Control Theory 

Affect control theory links affect to the situation. 

Micro sociological theories have attempted to explain the 

relations between identity, role, behavior and emotion in 

social interactions, often concentrating on one or two of 

these elements. Affect control theory incorporates all of 

these relationships (Heise 1979; Smith-Lovin & Heise 1988). 

Each situation, also known as an event, is composed of 

an actor, the behavior of the actor, and an object of the 

behavior. The actor and object, both individuals, each have 

an identity, which can also include a modifier. For example, 

an actor can have the identity of student with a modifier of 

good resulting in the identity of good student. The actor 

and object can each display an emotion. 

In affect control theory, emotions, identities, 

behaviors, modifiers and roles each have social meanings. 

These meanings are generative. Individuals generate them 

from the culture (Smith-Lovin and Heise 1988; Heise 1969) . 

For example, an individual generates roles from the culture. 

These generated role expectations are appropriate to the 

institutional context. However, they also vary appropriately 

with circumstances, being created by specific events (Smith

Lovin and Heise 1988). Generated interactions are sensible 

enough to indicate role processes. Feelings about identities 

and behaviors develop in a manner that the functional 
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demands of roles are met. This occurs as individuals 

interact confirming meanings of self and others in a social 

institution (Smith-Lovin 1988). Situational variation does 

occur with regard to behaviors. This is parallel to the 

previous discussion on symbolic interaction and individual 

agency vs. social structure. 

Identities, behaviors, emotions and modifiers are 

measured on a semantic differential scale on three 

dimensions: Evaluation(E), Potency(p) and Activity (A) . The 

evaluation dimension has "good-nice" and "bad-awful" as the 

opposite ends of the semantic differential. The potency 

dimension has "big-powerful" and "little-powerless." The 

activity dimension consists of "fast-young-Ioud" and ""slow

old-quiet" (MacKinnon 1994). These three dimensions of 

affective meaning are measured on a scale of -4.0 to +4.0 

(Osgood 1957, 1975). 0 is "neutral"; -1(+1) "slightly", -

2(+2) "quite", -3(+3) extremely, -4(+4) infinitely 

(MacKinnon 1994). The following is a representation of the 

scale for evaluation, potency and activity. 

Evaluation -4 bad _________ good, nice +4 

Potency 

Activity 

-4 powerless _________ powerful +4 

-4 inactive, quiet _________ active,noisy+4 

Respondents are asked to rate identities, behaviors, 



and emotions based on the above EPA scales. Averages of 

these respondents' ratings are taken and used as the EPA 

ratings for these elements in studies and analyses. 
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For example, the average EPA ratings for the identity mother 

are 2.33 (evaluation), 1.90 (potency) and .04 (activity). 

These ratings are gathered from respondents asked to 

evaluate the concept mother on the three dimensions. Mother 

is rated on average as between quite and extremely good, 

between slightly and quite powerful, and between neutral and 

quite fast. The dimensions for mother may vary if the 

respondents have more information, for example, the behavior 

the mother engaged in or the object of the behavior. 

According to affect control theory, identities, 

emotions and behaviors are parallel to each other on these 

three dimensions (Heise 1979). EPA ratings for an identity 

and the behavior expected for an identity are similar to 

each other. For example, an individual with a positive 

identity engages in positive behaviors. Good people engage 

in good acts. Both the identity and the behavior are 

positive on evaluation. A mother, high on evaluation engages 

in caring and encouraging, behaviors high on evaluation. An 

individual with a negative identity engages in negative 

behaviors. Bad people engage in bad behaviors. A criminal, 

negative on evaluation, engages in stealing and lying, 

behaviors negative on evaluation. This is referred to as the 
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balance principle (Heise 1979). 

According to Smith-Lovin (1991), affect control theory 

focuses on these three dimensions of evaluation, potency and 

activity for the following reasons. 

1. These three dimensions characterize many elements of 

a situation, for example, identities, behaviors, emotions, 

modifiers. All of these elements can be rated on evaluation, 

potency and activity. 

2. The meanings measured on these three dimensions are 

shared across groups, providing important cultural 

information. 

Osgood et al. (1957, 1969, 1975) demonstrate that the 

three dimensions are universal dimensions of meaning. All 

groups rate meanings on dimensions of evaluation, potency 

and activity. However, individuals share meanings on these 

three dimensions within the same group. This group can be a 

culture or subculture differentiating itself from an other 

group by norms, rules and fundamental feelings (Heise 1969) . 

A group can be an ethnic culture sharing similar meanings. 

For example, the Japanese share similar EPA ratings for the 

identity of mother (Smith et al. 1994). Subcultures within a 

larger culture are also groups sharing similar meaning. For 

example, Southerners in the United States are a subculture 

distinct from Northerners in the United States. Southerners, 

having their own distinct norms and rules, share the meaning 
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for the identities lady and gentleman on these three 

dimensions. This meaning differs from the Northerners' 

shared meanings of lady and gentleman. There is agreement 

across individuals in the group with regard to the affective 

meanings associated with identities, behaviors and emotions 

(Gordon et al. 1963; Heise 1966). 

3. The dimensions are parallel to other important 

concepts, for example, status, expressivity and power. 

Kemper's (1978) work explains the importance of these 

concepts. 

4. Use 'of these dimensions allows measurements of 

respondents' reactions to events on these three dimensions. 

Qualitative elements of the situation are linked to 

quantitative processes of affect control. This link is 

accomplished through data collection and a computer program, 

INTERACT. 

Affect control theory is formalized through 

mathematical models used to simulate cognitive processes. 

These simulations are done through a microcomputer 

interactive program called INTERACT (MacKinnon 1994). The 

formal structure of affect control theory is incorporated 

into this computer program, predicting impression-changes 

and behavioral reactions (Smith-Lovin 1991). The program's 

mathematical equations demonstrate impression changes on the 

three dimensions of evaluation, potency and activity. The 
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program translates verbal descriptions of an event into 

numerical values through mathematical equations. These 

mathematical equations give event predictions quantitatively 

(EPA ratings) and verbally (EPA ratings are linked with 

verbal labels for behaviors and identities. 

For example, the verbal label of doctor is translated 

into a quantitative value of 1.72 (evaluation), 1.84 

(potency), -.29 (activity). The doctor identity is 

associated with expected behaviors, for example cure, heal, 

aid and support. INTERACT gives quantitative ratings for 

these behaviors associated with doctor: cure (2.12, 2.34, -

.07), heal (2.09, 2.19, -.26), aid (2.00, 2.03, .09) and 

support (1.64, 2.20, .17). Similarly to the doctor's 

identity, the behaviors expected of the doctor are also 

positive on evaluation, positive on power and close to 

neutral on activity. INTERACT predicts an individual in the 

identity of doctor to engage in behaviors similar in EPA 

ratings. In other words, identity and behavior are balanced. 

Definition of the Situation 

The definition of the situation is significant in 

affect control theory. It is an essential part of 

establishing the framework for the affective process 

(MacKinnon 1994). In order for actors to interact, t{~y must 

have some sort of sense of each other. When an actor enters 
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a situation, he/she sees him/herself and the other actors in 

specific identities. These identities are based on how the 

situation is defined using cues from the physical setting. 

For example, the actor enters a room filled with tables, 

chairs, menus, and food. This situation is defined as a 

restaurant, supporting the identities of waiter/waitress and 

customer. The cognitive categories the actor brings with 

him/her are retrieved resulting in assignment of identities, 

decreasing confusion. The definition of the situation gives 

the restricted domain of cognitive elements to be used in 

constructing events (Heise 1988) determining which cognitive 

categories are salient. In other words, it narrows down 

which categories are necessary for the specific situation. 

Information is registered about the setting and organized 

(Heider 1958) . 

Some situations are ambiguous. In these situations, 

behaviors can be used to define the situation. For example, 

in a dorm lounge, two situations are possible in that same 

setting- a social gathering or a study group. Through 

behaviors of college students, the situation can be defined. 

If students are reading quietly, the situation is a study 

group. If the students laugh and eat snacks, it is then 

defined as a social gathering. The observer uses the same 

cognitive processes to define the situation as the actor 

does. 
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Once the situation is defined, the observer reacts to 

the behaviors and identities in the situation. Cultural 

meanings regarding identities and behaviors are stored 

information as cognitive categories. These cognitive 

categories are linked to EPA meanings. For example, the 

actor's identity is student. The observer has a category of 

what a "student" should be like, including EPA meanings 

(1.35, -.12, 2.10). The identity of student is positive on 

evaluation, close to neutral on power and positive on 

activity. Included in this category are also specific roles 

associated with this specific identity. For example, a 

student studies and goes to class. Using this information, 

the observer can form an impression about the actor in the 

situation. Is the student in the situation similar to the 

student of the cognitive category? 

If the actor's identity is not appropriate for the 

situ~tion, the observer attempts to explain what is 

occurring in the situation. If the student does not open 

books nor study the material, the observer seeks some sort 

of explanation for this. The observer redefines the 

situation. For example, the observer enters a situation, 

defining it as study group. The actors are given identities 

of students. As the observer watches the situation, the 

actors' identities do not fit the cultural meaning of 

students. They are in the identities of party goers. The 
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observer uses the liveliness and lack of seriousness in the 

actors' demeanor to redefine the situation as party. The 

identities of the actors as party goers now fit the 

situation of party. The identities of the actors as party 

goers does not fit the situation of study group. Through 

redefinition, the identities now fit the definition of the 

situation. The definition of the situation is significant in 

affect control theory; it determines identities assigned to 

the actors. These identities are linked with specific roles 

defined as appropriate for the identities, resulting in 

interaction between actors. The situation also determines 

specific emotional response, influencing inferences about 

specific identities. 

Fundamental Sentiments and Transient Impressions 

Shared meanings associated with particular identities, 

behaviors and emotions are referred to as "fundamental 

sentiments" in the theory (Heise 1979). These shared 

meanings are measured on the three dimensions of evaluation, 

potency and activity. For example, the fundamental sentiment 

of mother is 2.33 (evaluation), 1.90 (potency), .04 

(activity). A mother is a good, nice person. This meaning of 

mother is shared throughout the culture, with general 

agreement among individuals on the meaning of mother. 

The meanings associated with particular identities, 
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behaviors and emotions in a specific interaction are 

"transient impressions" (Heise 1979). This meaning occurs in 

a specific event at a specific time. Similar to fundamental 

sentiments, transient impressions are also measured on the 

three dimensions of evaluation, potency and activity. For 

example, in the specific situation of mother beats child, 

the transient impression of mother is bad, somewhat potent 

and very lively person. This meaning of mother in this 

specific situation of mother beats child is different from 

the fundamental sentiment of mother. 

When the fundamental sentiments and the transient 

impressions differ, there is deflection, defined as the sum 

of squared differences between the "fundamental sentiments" 

and "transient impressions" on the three dimensions of 

affective meaning. When there is deflection, an attempt is 

made to decrease it in order to balance the identity with 

the behavior. There is a large deflection between the 

fundamental sentiment of mother and the transient impression 

of mother in the event described. The observer expecting a 

nice, good mother unexpectedly sees a harsh, negative 

mother. This deflection results in an attempt to decrease 

the amount of deflection. The observer needs to somehow 

explain the harsh, negative mother in an attempt to bring 

her identity closer to the good, nice mother. The actor, the 

mother, also may attempt to decrease deflection. 
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The actor can decrease deflection by engaging in a new 

event occurring after the event of deflection (Heise 1979). 

The actor, due to high deflection from the previous event, 

engages in a new behavior more similar to his/her identity. 

For example, the mother sharing the meaning of mother as a 

good, nice person interacts with the child in a new event. 

In this new event, she is loving and caring. This decreases 

the deflection between the identity of mother who beat her 

child (transient impression) and the identity of mother 

shared by the culture (fundamental sentiment of mother). The 

fundamental sentiment, the shared meaning of mother is 

restored. 

The observer can also decrease deflection through 

construction of an event occurring before the event of 

deflection. This construction is in the observer's mind in 

attempt to explain and decrease the deflection. The observer 

creates an event that occurred before the observed event of 

mother beats child. For example, the event may be that the 

child threw a tantrum seriously hurting another child. The 

construction of this event gives an explanation of why 

mother beats child, an explanation of the deflection. This 

created prior event includes deflection. The event that 

occurred can be explained as an event following an other 

event in order to decrease deflection. This decreases 

deflection for the observed event by explaining it as an 
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event to decrease previous deflection. Information is filled 

in about an unobserved, earlier event. This filling in of 

missing information is similar to situational construals. 

The observer attempts to decrease deflection, to understand 

the situation by filling in missing details. 

Redefinition is an alternative mode for decreasing 

deflection when the construction of new events fails (Heise 

1979). For example, a mother charged with abusing her child 

stands before a judge for the punishment of the crime. The 

judge's meaning of mother is a caring, giving, nonviolent 

person; a very positive identity. This positive identity 

with a negative behavior, abuse, causes great deflection for 

the judge. In order to develop some type of explanation of 

what actually happened, the judge may redefine the situation 

as an accident or perhaps even a framing. This redefinition 

of the situation (in this case, the definition of the 

behavior) decreases the deflection for the observer. 

The identity of th~ actor can also be reconceptualized. 

In the example, mother beats child, the behavior beats is 

rated as -1.27 (evaluation), 1.42 (potency), .37 (activity). 

This behavior is negative. According to the balance 

principle, negative identities engage in negative behaviors. 

Thus, in order to decrease deflection, the identity of the 

mother can become reconceptualized as a negative identity, 

for example, an abuser. The mother is viewed and accepted as 
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a negative person. She is someone who does not fit into the 

culture's fundamental sentiment. The fundamental sentiment 

of herself is a negative identity. A disturbing act has 

occurred and one way to explain it is to change the identity 

of the mother. She is now identified as an evildoer. The 

fundamental sentiment of her identity is -2.89 (evaluation), 

1.14 (potency), .94 (activity). 

The observer could instead of reconceptualizing the 

mother's identity, reconceptualize the identity of the 

child. The fundamental sentiment of child is 1.94 

(evaluation), -1.10 (potency), 2.52 (activity). The child is 

not seen as a harmless, calm child but a pure devil. The 

child is given a more negative fundamental sentiment of 

-2.68 (evaluation), 1.72 (potency), 1.05 (activity). This 

new fundamental sentiment explains why the mother beats 

him/her. It gives an explanation for the situation, thus, 

decreasing the deflection. However, the actor's identity is 

more likely to be changed than the object's identity (Heise 

1988). This is similar to the discussion in the previous 

chapter regarding the observer's attribution of the 

situation to dispositional qualities, for example the 

actor's traits. The observer uses these qualities to explain 

the situation. Affect control theory makes a similar 

prediction. The observer explains the situation through the 

conceptualization of the actor's identity. The object, more 



of a situational explanation of the actor's behaviors, is 

less likely to be reconceptualized. 

Emotions and Affect Control 
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The definition of the situation evokes affective 

associations carried in identities (Smith-Lovin and Heise 

1991). Affect control theory describes how emotion and 

emotion display are related to identity and behavior, 

providing signals about the maintenance of social meanings 

in events (Smith-Lovin 1990). Emotion serves as a signal of 

disconfirmation or confirmation of the actor's identity 

(Smith-Lovin 1990; Heise 1989). Emotions are categorized on 

the same three dimensions as identities and behaviors: 

Evaluation, Potency and Activity. Ratings for these three 

dimensions are taken from INTERACT, ratings gathered from 

studies. Emotions can be categorized as positive and 

negative emotions based on Evaluation ratings. Positive 

emotions include happy (1.50, .89, 1.33) and excited (1.53, 

.91, 1.42). Negative emotions include sad (-1.09, -.98, -

.91) and angry (-.83, .25, .71). These are the fundamental 

sentiments of these emotions based on respondents' ratings 

and INTERACT. 

Emotions indicate either confirmation or 

disconfirmation of the actor's identity after a behavior. 

For example, positive emotions indicate confirmation of a 
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positive identity after a positive behavior. For example, a 

man is happy (positive emotion) after giving money to a 

charity (positive behavior). This confirms that the man 

operates in a positive identity, consistent with the balance 

principle. According to INTERACT, the man has the identity 

of a friend with the EPA ratings of 3.48, 1.20, .26. 

A negative emotion after the same positive behavior 

indicates that the man usually operates in a negative 

identity. If the man is sad or angry (negative emotion) 

after giving to the charity (positive behavior), he may be a 

hypocrite. His identity in this specific interaction, his 

transient impression is measured as -1.92, -.61, .29. 

Perhaps he engages in the behavior of giving to charity due 

to force by tax laws or other circumstances. 

Emotions indicate confirmation of identities after 

negative behaviors as well. A negative emotion indicates 

deflection from a positive identity after a negative 

behavior (Robinson et al. 1994). A man is sad (negative 

emotion) after hitting another car (negative behavior). This 

event is a deflection from the man's usual positive 

identity. He feels badly because he is a good person. A 

positive emotion after a negative behavior would indicate a 

very negative identity for the actor. A man is happy 

(positive emotion) after hitting an other car (negative 

behavior). This man has a negative identity; he is cruel and 
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evil. 

The actor's identity whether negative or positive is 

associated with specific behavioral expectations. If the 

behavior is typical for the identity, an observer will 

predict that the actor has engaged in this behavior in the 

past and will continue to engage in the behavior in the 

future. The observer holds the actor responsible for this 

behavior since it is typical for him/her. The behavior 

confirms the identity of the actor. The actor may have a 

negative identity, thus engaging in a negative behavior. The 

actor of a positive identity typically engages in a positive 

behavior. 

The emotion of the actor confirms if the behavior is 

typical for the actor. An actor engaging in a negative 

behavior displays a positive emotion. This emotion confirms 

that the behavior is typical for the actor and causes no 

deflection (or even a positive deflection). An actor 

engaging in a positive behavior displays a positive emotion. 

This behavior, typical for the actor, is perceived as 

intentional. The actor is responsible for this behavior. 

This behavior is linked with his/her identity. The actor has 

engaged in similar behaviors in the past and will continue 

to engage in similar behaviors in the future. 

If the behavior is atypical of the actor (i.e., 

disconfirming of his identity), there is less of a chance 
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that the actor will continue to engage in the behavior in 

the future. For example, an actor displays a negative 

emotion after a negative behavior. The behavior disconfirms 

the identity of the actor. The actor is seen in a more 

positive identity. The negative behavior is atypical for the 

actor. The actor is not as responsible for the behavior. It 

is more likely to be attributed to accidental or situational 

causes. The situation is defined differently. 

The actor's identity and behavioral expectations holds 

for neutral or positive objects of behavior. If the object 

is extremely negative, for example, these associations for 

the actor may change. 

The emotion display of the object can influence 

inferences about the situation (Robinson et al. 1994). A 

negative emotion displayed by the object after a negative 

behavior shows that the object is operating in a positive 

identity. A child is sad after being hit by the mother. The 

negative behavior towards the object caused downward 

deflection. This downward deflection shows that the object 

did not "deserve" the bad treatment. The object is not 

responsible for what happened. Hurting a nice person will 

lead to a more negative identity of the social actor. 

If the object expresses a positive emotion display 

after a negative behavior this fact indicates that the 

negative act was confirmation of a negative identity (or 



even better than the object deserved). The child is happy 

after the mother hits the child. The object may be 

responsible for what happened. If the object has some 

responsibility for the negative behavior, then the actor's 

identity is seen as less negative. There is less 

responsibility placed on the actor and more on the object. 
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Emotion displays assist the observer in inferring the 

character of the actions and actors in ambiguous situations 

(Smith-Lovin 1990). The observer can infer the actor's 

identity from emotional reactions. Furthermore, emotions of 

the actor and object influence the inferences and judgments 

about the situation. Inferences regarding the identity of 

the actor and object are made. These identities are linked 

to expectations for the actor and object. Knowledge 

structures, for example schemata are used to fill in 

information based on the inferred identities. The actor and 

object are expected to engage in certain behaviors based on 

the inferred identities. 

Furthermore, as previously mentioned, observers also 

infer previous events to explain the situation. The 

situation is then defined by the observer based on these 

inferences. Judgments are then made about the defined 

situation. Thus, Affect Control Theory can give one answer 

to the question: What predicts or determines the construals? 
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Generalizability of Affect Control Theory 

The processing of this affective information in 

defining the situation is similar across different groups-

cultures and subcultures even though meanings may differ 

across different groups (Smith-Lovin 1987; MacKinnon 1983) . 

Members of the Japanese culture and the American culture 

differ in meanings for the same situations, behaviors and 

identities (Smith et al. 1994). For example, the behavior 

"kill" differs in meaning; the EPA ratings are not similar. 

For the Japanese, "kill" refers to a much more evil behavior 

in contrast to Americans' ratings of "kill"; in other words, 

a more negative evaluation rating on the EPA scale. The same 

identities also receive different EPA ratings. For example, 

Americans rate the identity husband on EPA dimensions as 

2.27, 1.36, .93. The fundamental sentiment ratings are 

higher on evaluation, lower on potency and higher on 

activity than the Japanese rating of husband which is 1.12, 

1.40, -1.00. Different identity evaluations result in 

different behavioral expectations for these identities. 

According to the balance principle, these different EPA 

ratings of husband result in different behavioral 

expectations for husband. For example, an American would 

expect a husband to engage in more "good, nice" behaviors 

than a Japanese would expect of a husband. The Japanese 

would expect more "powerful" behaviors than Americans would 
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expect from a husband. 

These different identities with different expectations 

result in different definitions of the same situation. For 

example, a husband engages in "infinitely" good, nice 

behaviors. An American observer would evaluate this as 

appropriate, defining the situation as a husband interacting 

in expected behaviors. A Japanese observer having a less 

positive evaluation of husband may define the behaviors as 

inappropriate. The situation may be defined as unrealistic; 

perhaps the husband will be redefined as "wimpy" husband. 

Even though the meanings are different in these two 

cultures, the cognitive process is still the same. Both 

cultures associate identities with behaviors. Both cultures 

define the situation based on identities and behaviors. 

According to Smith et al. (1994), impression formation 

equations are the same between the two cultures. The link 

between social structure and social cognition is similar. 

Smith-Lovin and Heise (1988) compared data from college 

students in two American Universities, high school students 

in Ireland and Egyptian and Lebanese students studying in 

the United States. Each data set included ratings of actors 

in events. Results indicated that the most significant 

variables affecting the actor's evaluation after an event 

are similar across different cultures. These variables 

included the evaluation of the actor's identity, the 



evaluation of the actor's behavior and the consistency of 

the behavior. 
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Similar to the Smith et ale (1994) and Smith-Lovin and 

Heise (1988) results regarding different cultures, the 

cognitive process is the same between groups within the same 

culture. However, similarly to variation in meanings across 

cultures such as the Japanese and American, meanings can 

vary between groups with in the same culture. There is 

agreement across social strata in affective meanings 

associated with identities, behaviors and emotions within 

the US culture (Gordon et ale 1963; Smith-Lovin 1991) . 

However, there are exceptions in which meanings vary in the 

US culture. One exception is when subcultures develop unique 

meanings for identities central to the group (Smith-Lovin 

1991). This is evident in a study about homosexual 

identities in the gay church (Smith-Lovin and Douglass 

1992). Another exception is when a professional subculture 

develops distinguishing itself from the lay culture (Smith

Lovin 1991). For example, within the professional subculture 

of law enforcement, meanings for identities are different 

than the layperson's meanings for the same identities (Heise 

1979) . 

Difference in meanings between the professional and 

layperson is a result of the differences in the subculture. 

The subculture gives the professional different knowledge 
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structures, beliefs, information regarding the same 

identities, thus, resulting in different meanings. Knowledge 

structures vary between these two groups. As previously 

discussed, this variation in knowledge structures can result 

in different definitions of the situation. In turn, 

observers vary in decisions regarding a situation based on 

these different knowledge structures. 

For example, two different groups are laypersons and 

professionals within a treatment program. The layperson is 

the average citizen, perhaps a family member of the client 

seeking treatment. The professional is the therapist 

deciding the type of treatment for the client. In many 

treatment programs, both the therapist (the professional) 

and the family member (the layperson) make decisions 

regarding the client's treatment based on the client's 

situation. For example, the client leaves the house for 

three days till the police locate him/her admitting him/her 

to the treatment center for assistance. A decision needs to 

be made regarding the extent of the treatment necessary 

based on the situation. 

The therapist and family member both define the 

situation in order to decide what the appropriate treatment 

is. However, the definition of the situation may differ due 

to the difference in knowledge structures. Both use identity 

and identity inferences in filling in missing information. 
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However, the different knowledge structures associated with 

the client's identity result in different definitions. The 

therapist's professional subculture, more direct experience 

with other clients and the treatment program result in 

different schemata to be used in filling in information. The 

family member will rely on outside information about 

treatment centers and information about the client. The 

therapist views the client in the identity of manic 

depressive. The therapist's knowledge of a manic depressive 

triggers a person schema which includes characteristics of 

depression and irrationality. The therapist's knowledge 

defines the situation common for the client and likely to 

repeat itself. The therapist recommends indefinite inpatient 

treatment. 

The family member, not part of the professional 

subculture has different knowledge structures; thus, he/she 

sees the same client in the identity of retired man. 

However, different schema are triggered. The family member 

triggers a person schema which includes traits of being 

tired. The family member decides that treatment is not 

necessary; the situation is just a temporary 

misunderstanding. 

Variations in knowledge structures influence the 

definition of the situation. The cognitive process linking 

affect and construals is the same. Identity through 
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affective displays is important in explaining construals. 

However, the definition of the same situation may differ 

between layperson and professional due to the different 

knowledge structures. These knowledge structures result in 

different meanings for the same identities. Nonetheless, 

whether layperson or professional, the observer fills in 

information from the inferred identity of the social actor. 

The identity of the actor influences situational construals. 

A situation with ambiguities can be used to test the 

first focus of the dissertation: the affect control 

explanation of situational construals, the "filling in" of 

information. A situation including laypersons and 

professionals can be used to test the second focus: the 

influences of different knowledge structures and the 

consistency of the cognitive process across these two 

groups. One interesting situation involving ambiguities, 

laypersons and professionals is the criminal situation. 

The next chapter discusses the criminal situation and 

its ambiguities with regards to recommending a sentence for 

the guilty offender. 
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APPLICATION TO THE CRIMINAL SITUATION 

As stated, the two foci of this dissertation are (1) 

the link between affect and construals and (2) the influence 

of different knowledge structures on construals. Explaining 

construals through affect control theory can be applied to a 

variety of situations. The influence of knowledge structures 

can also be applied to various situations. One specific 

situation in which affect, construals and knowledge 

structures are evident is the criminal situation. 

In a criminal case, information regarding the 

situation is presented, including information about the 

specific crime and the offender. Information about the 

criminal situation includes evidence, witnesses, victims and 

accounts of the event. Information about the offender 

includes his/her characteristics, prior record and his/her 

version of the crime. Based on all of this information, 

various observers through out the criminal justice process 

make decisions. 

For example, a police officer decides upon an arrest 

based on information presented to him/her about the criminal 

situation. This information includes previous criminal 

record, type of offense, seriousness of offense, and the 

relationship between the victim and offender (Blumstein et 

ale 1983). Police officers decide whether to caution or 



84 

arrest alleged offenders based on previous criminal record 

and type of offense (Landau and Nathan 1983). Other evidence 

demonstrates that police are also influenced by the 

seriousness of the crime and the victim's willingness to 

testify (Lafree 1981). 

After a police officer makes an arrest, the jury or 

judge decides on the verdict based on information about the 

criminal situation and the offender. The probation officer 

recommends the type and amount of punishment for a guilty 

individual based on the information about the situation and 

the offender. Similarly to the police officer, these other 

decision makers throughout the criminal justice system 

implement information presented to them in order to make a 

decision. This dissertation focuses on the probation 

officer's presentence report, specifically the recommended 

sentence. 

Unfortunately, information presented to a probation 

officer is not necessarily complete information. The 

criminal situation is filled with ambiguities. A lot of the 

information may be unknown or intentionally hidden. The 

probation officer may not have a victim's account of what 

happened because the victim is dead. A probation officer may 

not know about the offender's past behaviors because the 

offender has been lucky in not getting arrested. From the 

information presented, the probation officer needs to make 
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decisions such as recommending punishment for the offender. 

The probation officer makes inferences to resolve some of 

these ambiguities; in other words, the probation officer 

needs to fill in information. The probation officer might 

infer what occurred with the victim in the specific criminal 

event. The probation officer's specific knowledge structures 

also influence punishment decisions regarding the criminal 

situation. 

The criminal situation is one filled with concrete 

information along with many ambiguities. Furthermore, the 

decision makers in the criminal justice system vary on their 

knowledge structures, beliefs about crime and the criminal 

justice system. Thus, the criminal situation is appropriate 

in applying predictions linking affect with construals and 

predictions. of knowledge structure influences. 

Past Construal Research 

Past construal research and affect control research 

have used the criminal situation to study these inferential 

processes. Pennington and Hasties' (1986) research on jury 

decision making gave evidence that construals of the crime 

influence the verdict of guilt or innocence of the criminal. 

Student jurors, after listening to testimony, organized 

trial evidence into a coherent story. They added the 

criminal's intentions. When evidence was unknown or 
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inconsistent, respondents altered the evidence to make the 

story "fit" into a proper narrative. The features of these 

stories predicted student jurors' decisions better than 

formal models of evidence (Pennington and Hasties 1986) . 

story construction included expectations about humans; for 

example, knowledge that human action is motivated by goals 

(Pennington and Hasties 1993). Subjects constructed stories 

from the world knowledge and beliefs about the social world. 

Events were organized based on this knowledge and the 

subjects' perception of it. Knowledge structures, 

specifically beliefs influenced the construction of the 

criminal situation resulting in some type of punishment for 

the offender. 

In Finkel and Handel's (1989) research on jurors' 

decisions of insanity in criminal court cases, the focus of 

the study was to explain what factors are relevant for 

jurors in reaching their verdict. Mock jurors decided four 

insanity cases without any instructions, by using their best 

judgment. After deciding upon a verdict, each juror 

explained the reasons for his/her decisions. Results 

demonstrated that the jurors' constructs of insanity are not 

simplistic but complex. Mock jurors gave multiple reasons 

for their verdicts resulting from multiple constructs. 

Jurors used schema categorizations to help understand the 

case and decide upon a verdict. These categorizations 
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included the capacity or incapacity to make responsible 

choices, impaired or unimpaired awareness, distorted or 

clear thinking, evil or no evil motive, others or no others 

at fault, and could or could not control behavior. Jurors 

gave reasons for their verdict, reflecting the schema 

categories used in explaining the criminal situation. These 

categories were quite relevant to the juror's verdict of the 

criminal case. 

Past construal research also linked construals with 

sentencing. Dunning's (1989) research on situational 

construals demonstrated that the more harsh and brutal the 

construal about the situation, the harsher the punishment 

for the criminal. For example, the more cruel and 

premeditated a criminal's behavior was defined, the harsher 

the punishment for the criminal. The more negatively the 

criminal was viewed, the harsher the punishment for the 

criminal. Variations in construals explained differences in 

punishment for the criminal. Dunning (1989) developed his 

construal measures from open-ended questions about 

undergraduate student subjects' assumptions about the crime. 

He then analyzed open-ended answers through content 

analysis, resulting in formation of construal measurements. 

They therefore represented quantitative measures of the 

qualitative judgments that observers make about a criminal 

situation. 
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Roberts, Sargent and Chan (1993) conducted a study on 

jurors construals in the verdict selection process. Finkel 

and Handel (1989) found that juror's construals of the 

offender's responsibility of the crime are different between 

different verdicts. Roberts and Golding (1991) also found 

different levels on construal variables based on the verdict 

decision. Roberts, Sargent and Chan (1993) expanded on the 

results from the previously mentioned two studies. 

Undergraduate students judged a case of a highly psychotic 

defendant charged with murder. The researchers concluded 

that construing and verdict selection are bound together as 

a cognitive-attributional process. 

Casper and Benedict (1993) hypothesized that the 

effects of outcome information will be indirect on juror's 

judgments, that there will be mediation by inferences made 

from construction of the evidence. Respondents evaluated the 

liability of police officers alleged to have conducted an 

illegal search. Results showed the influence of various 

factors in the juror's decision making process, including 

outcome information, jurors' attitudes and the seriousness 

of the crime. For example, outcome information regarding a 

police search influenced the juror. This held true even if 

the judge told the juror to ignore that information. 

Attitudes of the juror included a collection of beliefs 

about the criminal justice system and beliefs regarding 
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criminal behavior. These beliefs led to inferences regarding 

the guilt or innocence of the alleged offender. The increase 

in seriousness of the crime decreased any sympathies the 

juror may have for the alleged offender. In order for juries 

to make the verdict decision, knowledge structures were 

created. These knowledge structures aided in the decision 

making process by mediating between the mentioned factors 

and the final decision. 

Thus, it is evident that construals do influence 

recommended punishment of a criminal at least for the 

subjects used in these studies. What determines construals 

of the criminal situation has remained unanswered. Dunning 

(1989) attempted to explain construals through death penalty 

attitudes, general stereotypes of criminals and from 

construals of other criminal cases. These attempts did not 

successfully predict specific construal formations. What 

influences construals? 

Past Affect Control Research 

Past affect control research indicated that affective 

processes may play an important role in decision making. 

This research explored the link between emotion displays and 

sentencing. Robinson, Smith-llovin and Tsoudis (1994) 

supported affect control theory predictions relating 

criminal's emotion display to character assessments. They 
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had subjects read a criminal's statement that includes 

nonverbal emotional expression cues. The emotion display of 

the perpetrator during his statement affected juror's 

character assessment of the alleged criminal. 

A display of negative emotion by the alleged criminal 

led to a more positive evaluation of the criminal by student 

respondents (Robinson et al. 1994). From this emotion 

display, the observers inferred that the alleged criminal 

was sorry and remorseful for his crime, an atypical behavior 

for the alleged criminal. The undergraduate subjects 

predicted that "sad" alleged criminals are less likely to 

engage in future criminal behavior. They also recommended 

shorter sentences for the "sad", remorseful perpetrators. 

An emotion display of neutrality communicated that the 

behavior is typical, not deflecting the alleged criminal's 

fundamental identity. The mock juror predicted that the 

alleged criminal, negative without remorse, possesses a 

strong likelihood of future engagement in criminal activity. 

Thus, Robinson et al. (1994) found that the emotion of the 

criminal affects the respondents' inferences regarding the 

criminal and his behavior. In turn, the length of punishment 

awarded by the mock juror was affected. 

Smith-Lovin and Tsoudis (1994) predicted influences of 

both the criminal's emotion display and the victim's emotion 

display. Transcripts of the criminal and victim statements 
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explored empathy as a mediating factor between emotion 

displays and the punishment for the criminal. The sentence 

recommended by undergraduate subjects was directly 

influenced by empathy for the criminal, by perceptions of 

the criminal and by the victim's emotion display. The study 

replicated results found in Robinson et ale (1994) and adds 

new insights about the victim's role in punishment. 

This past research gives evidence that emotion displays 

influence the degree of punishment that undergraduate 

subjects believe is appropriate for a criminal. It 

demonstrates that affect control theory can be applied to 

the criminal situation. 

Thus, past research on construals and affect control 

theory demonstrate that the sentencing process is influenced 

by construals and affect. The ambiguities involved in the 

criminal situation are appropriate for the first focus of 

this dissertation-- the link between construal and affect. 

In order to better understand the sentencing process, 

background information is necessary. This will assist in 

understanding the important criteria involved in 

recommending a sentence and to explore the second focus of 

this dissertation-- the influence of different knowledge 

structures on construals. 

The Sentencing Process 
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In the present sentencing process, probation officers 

often recommend punishment to a judge. When an alleged 

criminal is found guilty or pleads guilty in the judicial 

process, the sentencing procedure occurs. An offender faces 

various types of sentences such as incarceration, probation, 

restitution and community service (Cromwell et al. 1985). 

Incarceration is the confinement of the offender in either a 

prison or jail where the offender serves the court-imposed 

sentence. Offenders sentenced to less than a year are 

usually confined in a jail; those who are sentenced to more 

than a year are confined to a prison. The sentence of 

probation places the offender under supervision by a 

probation agency. The offender must follow specified rules 

of behavior in order to avoid confinement. The sentence of 

probation is the most widely used sentence in the United 

States system (Cromwell et al. 1985). More recently, the 

restitution sentence has been important in the criminal 

justice system whereby the offender is forced by law to 

provide some financial payment to the victim for his/her 

losses. Community service, often part of the probation 

sentence, requires that the offender provide a specific 

number of hours in public service. These are the available 

punishments for a guilty offender. 

There are many reasons for these criminal punishments. 

The primary goals of punishment include utilitarian ones 
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such as rehabilitation, incapacitation and deterrence 

(Blumstein et al. 1983). Rehabilitation of the offender is 

to "cure" the offender from any propensities to engage in 

future criminal behavior. This is done by providing 

economic, psychological, and/or socialization assistance to 

the offender (Cromwell et al. 1985). The incapacitation of 

the offender decreases the offender's opportunity for future 

criminal behavior, separating the offender from the 

community. The deterrence of offenders and others through 

fear of punishment is also a goal (Blumstein et al. 1983). 

The punishment of criminal behavior makes the public and the 

offender aware of the certainty and severity of punishment 

for such behaviors (Cromwell et al. 1985). It sets an 

example for what can happen as a result of criminal 

behavior. Along with the utilitarian goals is the general 

retributive goal; the goal of just deserts. The guilty 

offender deserves to be punished for the harm caused. A 

sanction of some sort is necessary, representing the 

society's disapproval for the behavior without necessarily 

being concerned about prevention of the behavior. 

These goals of punishment cause conflict throughout the 

criminal process (Blumstein et al. 1983). Beliefs about 

sentencing reflect these goals of punishment, specifically 

beliefs of legal authorities in the criminal justice system 

(Cromwell et al. 1985). For example, one probation officer 
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may view the purpose of punishment as rehabilitative. 

Another probation officer with a similar case views 

punishment as just deserts. This conflict in goals results 

in different punishments for similar cases. For example, 

consider a case involving offenders who have stolen a 

parked automobile. The rehabilitative goal results in a 

prediction of how long it will take the offender to be 

"cured" in some type of counseling. This prediction may be a 

couple of years for any offender. The just deserts goal 

results in a punishment deserved for the harm. This 

punishment may be less than the rehabilitative due to the 

small amount of actual harm. Lack of consensus on sentencing 

goals results in different punishments for similar crimes 

(Cromwell et al. 1985.) 

This lack of consensus results in uncertainty and 

disparity in the criminal justice system. The uncertainty of 

specific sanctions for specific crimes decreases the 

deterrent goal of punishment. The public is no longer aware 

of the certainty of punishment for a specific crime 

(Cromwell et al. 1985). Disparity in the severity of 

punishment also affects the deterrent goal as well. 

Differences in the length and duration of sentences for 

similar crimes question the other goals as well- the 

rehabilitation goal and the retribution goal. 

The sentencing reforms of the seventies have attempted 



95 

to solve some disparity issues with those in the power of 

sentencing. The power of sentencing may vary across 

jurisdictions and across times, limited in some cases by 

mandatory sentencing laws, et cetera. For most 

jurisdictions, probation officers and judges take part in 

sentencing a guilty party (Blumstein et ale 1983). The 

sentencing reforms through an administrative approach set 

guidelines for judges and probation officers. These 

guidelines focus on the duration and kind of punishment for 

each crime type with adjustments made for seriousness and 

prior criminal record. The statutory approach of the 

sentencing reforms set mandatory terms for specific crimes 

(Cromwell et ale 1985), an attempt to decrease disparity and 

discretion between judges and probation officers. 

Judges and probation officers are both involved in the 

sentencing decisions. Probation officers devote most time to 

investigating the offender's circumstances. They receive and 

control the information about the case. The probation 

officer examines each criminal case in order to recommend a 

sentence to the judge. Judges receive information as it is 

perceived by the probation officers. It is very likely that 

the judge will follow the probation officer's recommended 

sentence. Thus, a probation officer, the decision maker, 

takes all factors into consideration in order to recommend a 

sentence for a specific guilty criminal. 
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Presentence Investigation and Report 

The probation officer decides on a punishment based on 

the pre sentencing investigation, which contains information 

about the criminal act and the offender. This investigation 

is considered one of the most significant contributions of 

the probation department to the administration of criminal 

justice (Cromwell et al. 1985). According to the American 

Bar Association Standards, criminal justice court systems 

must have the resources to allow for a complete presentence 

investigation for each offender and a written report of the 

investigation (Cromwell et al. 1985). The information is 

obtained through interviews with the offender, with other 

significant persons, documents relevant to the situation 

such as psychiatric reports and statements from social 

workers and teachers (Cromwell et al. 1985). 

The offender interview, the most important part of the 

data gathering, usually occurs after the police 

interrogation. The probation officer gathers information 

from the offender's verbal and nonverbal communication. The 

probation officer is responsive to nonverbal behaviors that 

"tell" the true story (Cromwell et al. 1985). The probation 

officer includes actual verbal quotations from the offender 

and an interpretation of the nonverbal information. When all 

of this information is gathered, the presentence report is 

the final step in the presentencing investigation (Spencer 



1988), providing the court with information of a rational 

sentencing decision (Cromwell et ale 1985). 
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According to the Presentence Investigation Report, a 

guide for preparing presentence reports, the report serves 

various functions in the criminal justice system (Cromwell 

et ale 1985). First, the report assists the court in setting 

the appropriate sentence for the offender. 'For example, the 

presentencing report assists the judge in charge of the 

case. The judge gets information about the presentence 

investigation findings and the probation officer's 

sentencing recommendation. The judge reviews the report 

usually following the probation officer's sentencing 

recommendation. Parole officers use reports to gather 

information about offenders with regard to consideration of 

parole. The parole officer in supervising the offender uses 

the information from the report. Correctional facilities 

such as prisons classify the offenders through presentencing 

reports. 

The presentence report usually has several sections, 

each one factual, precise and succinct (Cromwell et ale 

1985). Each section includes only information that is 

relevant in helping the court understand the individual and 

the circumstances of the crime. The length of the report 

depends on the seriousness of the crime. Due to the greater 

consequences for a more serious crime, the probation officer 
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needs a greater range of information (Cromwell et al. 1985). 

The decision maker needs more information regarding a 

violent crime than for a property crime. 

The first section contains various organizational 

identifiers, for example, the defendant's name, social 

security number, case number and offense classification. The 

second section includes a formal summary of the information 

obtained in the investigation, including the prior record, 

employment history, educational history, finances, problems 

with drugs and the defendant's version of the crime (Spencer 

1988). The third section, the summary, significantly 

influences the offender's future, being used by judges 

during the final disposition of the case. According to the 

Probation's Policy and Procedures Manual (Spencer 1988), the 

summary section is the most important part of the 

presentence report. This section summarizes most significant 

facts of the case, including the probation officer's 

analysis of the case. 

Criteria Used in Recommending a Sentence 

The probation officer recommends a sentence in the 

presentence report based on four criteria. Studies show a 

range of variables that are determinants of the sentencing 

process (Blumstein et al. 1983). Four criteria, applied to 

all levels of the criminal justice system include attributes 
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about the alleged offense and attributes about the alleged 

offender. The offense attributes include seriousness of the 

offense, victim-offender relationship and quality of 

evidence. The offender attribute, one of the most important 

is prior criminal record. These four criteria influence the 

recommended sentence. 

These criteria are applied to information about the 

criminal situation. The information used by the probation 

officer can be concrete information; for example, the prior 

record of the offender. Prior record often is one of the 

most important variables in explaining punishment assigned 

to the offender (Welch et ale 1984). It is used in a 

discretionary manner at several stages, including the 

presentencing report and assignment of sentencing. In 

general, as the prior record increases, the sentence 

increases (Tiffany et ale 1975; Welch et ale 1984). 

Horan, Myers and Farnworth (1982) hypothesized that 

offenders with prior records are treated differently than 

those who have no prior record. Results demonstrate that the 

prior record does condition the stages of the justice 

process. The prior record influences the effect of other 

variables in determining the sentence for the offender. 

The prior record, a representation of the offender's 

past behaviors, tells the observer about past criminal 

behaviors. From these past behaviors, the observer makes 
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inferences about the offender. For example, from a prior 

record of an attempted murder, a rape and a robbery at gun 

point, the observer infers that the offender is a very cruel 

individual who continuously engages in criminal acts. From 

this record, the observer goes on to infer the offender's 

future behaviors- that the offender will continue to engage 

in these criminal behaviors. Offender's prior criminal 

record emerges as one key determinant for a sentence 

(Blumstein et al. 1983). A prior record leads to inferences 

of a more negative identity for the offender. The current 

criminal offense is seen as typical for the criminal, 

leading to a harsher punishment. 

The prior relationship between victim and offender is 

concrete information presented that also affects the 

sentencing process (Black 1976). The more intimate the 

victim-offender relationship, the less harsh the sentence 

for the offender. For example, an offender hurting a 

stranger will receive a harsher sentence than an offender 

hurting a friend, parent or lover. There is a perception of 

more blame and responsibility on a criminal when there is 

less intimacy (e.g. stranger-stranger relationship). When 

there is more intimacy between the offender and the victim, 

there is less blame on the offender. For example, a wife 

shoots her husband resulting in his death. The relationship 

between the two spouses influences the blame placed on the 
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wife. Did the spouse provoke her? Was he responsible in 

causing the murder? Was he abusing her? However, if the same 

wife walks up to a complete stranger and shoots him, there 

is more blame placed on her. The lack of intimacy between 

her and the stranger takes away any possible blame/ 

responsibility from the stranger, the victim. Thus, the 

relationship between offender and victim is important in the 

criminal justice process. 

Quality of evidence also effects the sentence. Evidence 

of premeditation will influence the strength of the 

evidence, thus, influencing the sentence. The stronger the 

quality of evidence linking the offender to the alleged 

crime, the harsher the punishment. If there are witnesses 

placing the criminal at the scene of the crime, there is 

less question about what happened and why. With concrete 

information, there is less ambiguity about the criminal 

situation. The identity of the alleged criminal is defined 

through this concrete information. 

Seriousness of the crime is an other legal factor 

relevant in the criminal justice system. Seriousness of the 

crime includes harm to the victim, use of a weapon, victim's 

role and the offender's role as principal or accessory 

(Blumstein et al. 1983). All of these factors influence how 

seriously the crime is viewed by the observer. When the 

crime involved is serious, the tension between crime control 
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and due process interests is heightened (Casper and Benedict 

1993), in contrast to a less serious or trivial crime. The 

more serious crime (e.g.,a murder or a rape) is defined as 

more cruel and unforgiving. The trivial crime (e.g., 

shoplifting) is less likely to have hurt innocent people. 

Thus, the more serious the crime, the harsher the punishment 

for the offender. 

Past research demonstrates that decisions for verdict 

and sentencing are influenced by information about crime 

seriousness (Casper and Benedict 1993). A study by Walster 

(1966) gives evidence that the more serious the consequences 

of the criminal behavior, the more responsibility placed on 

the individual who could possibly be held responsible for 

it. For example, an armed robbery results in a victim with a 

head injury in the hospital for a few days. A similar armed 

robbery resulting with a dead victim is seen differently. 

The criminal situation is more serious due to the different 

consequence, death over injury. This seriousness places more 

responsibility on the criminal for the behavior. 

Even with a focus on these four criteria, disparity 

exists between cases. Cases with similar attributes are 

sentenced differently. The most commonly cited examples 

include judges within the same jurisdiction and across 

jurisdictions (Blumstein et al. 1983). Two thirds of the 

variance in sentence outcomes still remains unexplained. 
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What else is influencing these sentence outcomes? Blumstein 

(1983) cites remorse as one explanation of disparity. For 

example, there are two identical cases but one offender 

expresses remorse for the crime, resulting in different 

sentences between the two cases. The offender without 

remorse receives the harsher punishment. The high incidence 

of disparity raises questions about cognitive processes. 

How Probation Officers "Fill In" Information 

Based on earlier theoretical arguments, I suggest that 

the criminal situation is a situation of ambiguity. The 

information used by the probation officer is not all 

concrete information; it can also be "filled in" 

information. Decisions with regard to these criteria need to 

be made; however, not all information is necessarily 

presented to the probation officer. The probation officer 

still needs to define the criminal situation in order to 

still make decisions. The probation officer fills in 

"missing information" in order to use the four criteria for 

the sentencing decision. The "filling in" of information may 

vary across similar cases. The situation may be defined 

differently through "filled in" information with regard to 

two similar cases. For example, two criminal court cases may 

consist of the same offense (a rape), have the same victim

offender relationship (stranger-stranger), have good 
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evidence (2 witnesses for both) and prior criminal record 

(both offenders having no prior record). However, the 

sentencing for these two criminal cases may vary perhaps due 

to differences in "filled in" information. 

Construals assist the probation officer in making a 

decision with regard to the four determinants. In other 

words, the probation officer's perceptions about the cases 

differ. These construals differ due to differences in 

emotion displays and perceptions of the criminal identity 

and victim identity. For example, an emotion display of 

sadness will influence inferences regarding the alleged 

criminal's identity and behaviors. The identity inferred 

influences the blame given to the alleged criminal for the 

crime and inferences about prior behavior. Thus, the 

probation officer also uses "filled in" information in 

defining the criminal situation. This probation officer 

resolves ambiguities which, in turn, lead to a recommended 

sentence. 

There are times when the probation officer has more 

concrete information than other times. The more concrete 

information the probation officer has, the fewer ambiguities 

there are to resolve. The concrete information defines the 

identity of the criminal and the situation as well. For 

example, concrete information of a prior record is presented 

to the probation officer during the presentence 
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investigation. This prior record establishes the identity of 

the criminal and less ambiguity regarding the criminal's 

past behaviors. The observer infers a more negative identity 

with expectations regarding behaviors. In cases where 

concrete information such as prior record is evident, affect 

will have less of an influence. Through this concrete 

information, the observer establishes the identity of the 

criminal such that a display of affect will have less of an 

influence on judgments about the offender. 

The link between identity and construals is evident. 

However, is there variation on these construals due to 

variations in knowledge structures? 

Variations in Knowledge Structures-

Layperson vs. Professional 

Throughout the criminal justice system, there are 

professional subcultures differentiating professionals from 

the layperson. These professionals have the availability of 

information and knowledge not available to the layperson. 

This information creates knowledge structures different from 

the layperson, influencing the professionals' decision 

making. 

In the criminal justice process, both laypersons and 

professionals make decisions regarding the offenders. As 

stated the judge and probation officers make decisions 
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regarding verdicts and sentences. However, in some 

situations, the jury composed of laypersons decides the fate 

of the alleged offender. As previously explained, studies 

have found the cognitive and affective process of affect 

control to be similar for all individuals including 

professionals and laypersons. However, the knowledge 

structures, specifically the beliefs between the two groups 

differ. Each group implements different knowledge structures 

in their "tools" of construals. 

The knowledge structures the professionals use are 

different from the laypersons (Spencer 1988; Stalans and 

Lurigio 1990). Experience and culture, previously discussed, 

explain the difference in knowledge structures between a 

probation officer and a layperson. 

The probation officer has more experiences with the 

criminal justice system than the juror (Stalans and Lurigio 

1990). These experiences create the knowledge structures 

that guide the probation officers' decision making. Schemata 

about different events, persons and systems (court, prisons) 

form through experience. A schema about a crime differs 

between the probation officer and the layperson. 

In addition to experiences, Stalans and Lurigio (1990) 

state that socialization in a culture and ideologies are 

important in creating coherent knowledge structures. These 

knowledge structures, in turn, guide decision making. 
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Probation officers acquire knowledge structures in the 

professional subculture, specifically through socialization 

in the subculture. Laypersons, who do not have knowledge 

structures acquired through the subculture, rely on 

information from media sources. Ideologies are different for 

those exposed to the subculture in contrast to those who are 

not exposed to the subculture. Thus, knowledge structures 

vary between probation officers and the laypersons. 

For example, perceptions of criminal events vary based 

on differences in knowledge structures. Stalans and Lurigio 

(1990) focus on burglary characteristics. Impressions differ 

regarding the harm done and the recidivism risk. The 

experience with the criminal event influences how 

professionals and laypersons construct impressions. 

Laypersons more likely indicate that the typical burglar 

carried a weapon and had a more severe prior record. 

Probation officers' constant contact with offenders causes 

them to be more realistic about the harm done and the 

recidivism risk. They have more detailed information about 

offenders and offenses. The layperson's lack of contact 

bases their impressions on indirect sources such as the 

media and conversation. Since the media focuses on the most 

rare cases, the laypersons beliefs are not realistic. The 

end result is a different evaluation based on these 

different knowledge structures. The probation officer, quite 
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knowledgeable about judicial sentencing, has a separate 

knowledge structure for crimes and judicial sentencing. The 

layperson, not observing sentencing everyday is less likely 

to have a separate knowledge structure for sentencing. The 

different information between layperson and professional 

results in different decisions. 

Beliefs about the causes of crime also differ between 

the probation officers and laypersons (Stalans and Lurigio 

1990). For example, laypersons more likely believe 

dispositional causes such as laziness and greed. Probation 

officers more likely believe social causes such as family 

problems, parental neglect and failure in the school system. 

Carroll's (1978) research also demonstrates that attributing 

internal causes of crime leads to more negative evaluations 

of the criminal, higher ratings of severity, higher ratings 

of responsibility and longer prison terms. Cases receiving 

the most lenient decisions have the lowest proportion of 

internal explanations. If the environment explains the 

criminal event, the observer more likely favors the 

criminal. The experts have specific knowledge that the 

laypersons lack (Carroll 1978). Different beliefs about the 

causes of crime result in different images of the situation, 

thus different punishments. 

Different beliefs regarding criminal sentencing are 

also evident (Stalans and Lurigio 1990). Probation officers 
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rely on their own sentencing preferences, the goals 

sentences should achieve and their knowledge about judicial 

sentencing. The probation officer has knowledge of the court 

system through observation everyday, characterizing the 

court system as harsh (Stalans and Lurigio 1990). Laypersons 

lack direct contact of the court system in forming their own 

sentencing preferences. Experience influences the knowledge 

regarding the criminal justice system. Specific knowledge 

structures regarding judicial sentencing, more accessible 

for probation officers result in different schema chosen in 

understanding the criminal situation. Probation officers 

implement schema containing "expert" knowledge. This 

difference in the schema chosen influences sentencing. 

Professionals also possess protocols, influencing the 

content in their reports and their decisions (Spencer 1988) . 

One important protocol implemented is typologies of 

defendants and sentences. These typologies, shared between 

judges and probation officers, set informal guidelines for 

the officers. Probation officers selectively use the 

background knowledge they have to complete their reports, 

including knowledge of the court system. Legal codes 

influence the report, for example, statutes which require 

that sentencing is to be derived from offender and offense 

characteristics. This background knowledge, a source for 

constructing the situation, assists the probation officer in 



constructing the criminal situation (Waegel 1984). The 

layperson does not have similar background knowledge. 
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A study on probation officers' schemata of offenders 

demonstrates differences in schema due to experience, thus 

differentiating between the layperson and the professional 

(Lurigio and Carroll 1985). Probation officers without 

experience are more similar to the layperson than probation 

officers with experience. These schemata develop from 

officers' prior experiences, including knowledge about the 

behaviors and traits of various offenders. Probation 

officers were interviewed about categories used in 

differentiating amongst cases. A high proportion of schemata 

were shared between officers that included information about 

criminal behavior, social histories, attributions, treatment 

and supervisory strategies. The more experienced probation 

officers had more detailed knowledge than the less 

experienced officers. In the second part of the study, 

probation officers and clerical staff sorted information 

into case categories. The probation officers consistently 

replicated their schemata, while the clerical staff did not. 

The schema detail depended on the individual's experiences 

in the professional subculture. Furthermore, the study 

demonstrated that the schemata knowledge did influence the 

probation officers decisions. Both probation officers and 

clerical staff used schemata; however, the difference in 



knowledge resulted in a different sentencing for the same 

situation. 
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A Canadian study on the public's beliefs about the 

criminal justice system (Doobs and Roberts 1984) 

demonstrated that the public's perceptions about criminals 

and crimes were quite far from the government's statistics. 

The public overestimates the amount of violent crime and the 

rate of violent crime recidivism. The layperson believed 

that murder rates increase due to lack of a death penalty. 

Furthermore, the misperception existed that sentencing is 

too lenient for these great numbers of violent crimes and 

high rates of recidivism. After measuring the beliefs of the 

public, Doobs and Roberts (1984) presented respondents with 

a manslaughter case. When little information is given about 

the case, allowing the respondents to construe information, 

eighty percent stated that the punishment is too lenient. 

The layperson's belief that the justice system is too 

lenient influenced this response. When all of the case 

details are given to the respondents, leaving little room 

for construals, fifty five percent judged the punishment as 

too lenient. In this case, there was less opportunity for 

the layperson belief to be used in filling in information. 

The beliefs influencing the construals, led to different 

judgments about the punishment. Probation officers had 

information on the more objective statistics on crime and 



criminals, thus, different beliefs than the public. The 

knowledge structures, different between the layperson and 

the professional resulted in different definitions of the 

same situation. 
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Stalans and Diamond (1990) suggest that education 

influences the differences in knowledge structures. If the 

layperson was educated about typical court cases, his/her 

perceptions about criminals and crime would be different. 

Furthermore, if laypersons had more information about 

criminals and crime, they would perceive court cases 

similarly to the professionals. 

The cognitive process for laypersons and professionals 

is the same; however, the knowledge structures differ. As 

stated, the process of affect control is the same for 

layperson and professionals. The professionals and 

laypersons link situations, identities and behaviors 

similarly. Both groups use knowledge structures to assist in 

construals. However, the knowledge structures are different 

between the layperson and the professional, resulting in 

different definitions of the same situation. The construals 

formed differ between the two groups, resulting in different 

recommended punishments. 

Dimensions of Knowledge Structures 

This past research on knowledge structures between the 
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layperson and professional summarizes three different 

dimensions of knowledge structures: individual vs. 

situational explanations of crime, beliefs about the 

criminal justice system and characteristics of crime. Each 

of these dimensions can be explored at two levels, the 

"layperson" belief and the "professional" belief. The 

following are examples of beliefs in each of these levels 

for the three dimensions. 

Dimension: Individual vs. Situational Explanation 

"Layperson" 

Crime is committed because the offender is lazy. 

Crime is committed because the offender is greedy. 

"Professional" 

Crime is committed because the offender has family 

problems. 

Crime is committed because the offender was failed by 

the school system. 

Dimension: Beliefs about the Criminal Justice System 

"Layperson" 

Crime is committed because the court system fails. 

The criminal justice system is lenient in sentencing. 

Prisons are effective in decreasing crime. 

The death penalty would decrease crime. 
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Harsher sentences would decrease crime. 

"Professional" 

The criminal justice system works reasonably well the 

way it is now. 

The criminal justice system is harsh in sentencing. 

Prisons are not effective in decreasing crime. 

Harsher sentences do not decrease crime. 

Dimension: Characteristics of Crime 

"Layperson" 

Most crimes are serious crimes like murder and rape. 

Most murders are planned and intentional. 

Crimes involve skill. 

"Professional" 

Most murders are crimes of passion, not planned. 

Most crimes are petty for example thefts under $50. 

Crime does not involve skill, it is ordinary. 

As previously stated, the first focus is the link 

between identity and construals. Past research demonstrates 

that different knowledge structures, specifically beliefs 

influence how the criminal situation is defined. 

Different dimensions of these knowledge structures are 

associated in the identity-construal link. Once the identity 

is inferred from the present information, specific schema 
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are chosen to fill in information. The specific schema 

chosen will be based on the knowledge structures, in turn, 

influencing construals. The individual vs. situational 

explanation of crime is more closely linked to identity than 

the other construals. It focuses on the degree of criminal 

responsibility for the criminal situation. The layperson 

dimension gives a dispositional explanation for the crime, 

placing blame and responsibility on the criminal. The 

situational dimension takes away responsibility, blaming 

other factors for the crime. This dimension will have a 

strong influence on construals. 

The criminal justice system dimension is not directly 

linked to the identity of the criminal. It is more directly 

linked to affect the level of punishment. For example, the 

"layperson" belief that the criminal justice system is 

lenient and not working results in the layperson trying to 

solve the crime problem. The "layperson" focuses on a 

harsher punishment. The "professional" belief realizes the 

effectiveness of the criminal justice system, thus less 

likely to focus on harsh punishments. 

The decision maker's beliefs may include all 

"professional" dimensions or all "layperson" dimensions. 

This reinforces the decision maker's view on crime. The 

decision maker may have knowledge dimensions varying between 

the "professional" and the "layperson." When the dimensions 



vary, there is more discrepancy. Reinforcement will 

strengthen the influence of beliefs on construals. 

Discrepancy will weaken the influence. 
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This second focus of the dissertation tests the effects 

of these dimensions on construals. These dimensions 

correspond to the beliefs of laypersons and professionals in 

the criminal justice system. Knowledge structures will 

influence construals and recommended sentences. 

The next three chapters give detailed hypotheses and 

results regarding the two foci: (1). the link between affect 

and construals through identity and (2). the influence of 

knowledge structures on construals. The relationships 

between affect, construals, knowledge structures and 

recommended sentences are predicted and tested. 
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STUDY 1 

As previously stated, this dissertation has two foci: 

1) the link between affect and construals through identity 

and 2) the influence of knowledge structures on construals. 

Study 1 concentrates on the first focus. Earlier studies 

have established importance of the definition and use of 

construals to "fill in" information when a situation is 

ambiguous. However, an explanation of situational construals 

has been lacking in this earlier research. Study 1 

specifically looks at the link between affect and construals 

through identity. The link between affect and construals 

gives a foundation for an explanation of construals. 

Specifically, predictions regarding emotions, identity and 

behaviors from affect control theory help answer the main 

question of the dissertation: what predicts or determines 

these construals? 

Hypotheses have been developed using affect control 

theory as a basis for an explanation. These hypotheses are 

to be tested in a criminal justice context in an 

experimental setting. The situation to be defined is the 

criminal situation. The actor and object in this situation 

are the offender and the victim. The observer is a layperson 

from the population of students at the University of Arizona 

who is asked to role-play a probation officer in making a 
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sentence recommendation. The observer's inferences about the 

criminal's identity are the main factor hypothesized to 

predict construals. These inferences are influenced by 

affect and more concrete information that the observer may 

have about the criminal (for example, prior record) . 

Hypotheses 

Figure 1 summarizes the hypothesized relationships 

derived from affect control theory with regard to 

construals. The relationships predicted by each hypothesis 

are noted on the figure. 

Hypothesis 1: Emotion displays influence identity 

inferences. The sadder the criminal and victim appear, the 

more positively their identities will be viewed. 

Affect control theory predicts the link between emotion 

displays and identity. Past research gives evidence that 

identity can be manipulated through emotional displays 

(Robinson et al. 1994). A sad criminal results in a more 

positive criminal identity than a relaxed criminal. A sad 

victim results in a more positive victim identity than a 

relaxed victim. 

Hypothesis 2: The victim's identity influences inferences 

about the criminal's identity. The more positively the 

victim is viewed, the more negatively the criminal is 
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viewed. 

The victim's identity, influenced by the victim's 

emotion display, affects the identity of the criminal. For 

example, a victim seen less positively is held partially 

responsible for the behaviors. This "blaming the victim" 

phenomenon reduces some of the responsibility for the crime 

placed on the criminal, thus leading to the inference of a 

more positive criminal identity. A victim seen more 

positively is less likely to be given responsibility for the 

crime. This positive victim is not blamed for the behavior; 

thus, more responsibility is placed on the criminal. The 

observer infers a more negative identity for the criminal. 

Hypothesis 3: Identities assigned to the criminal influence 

the information filled in to define the situation. The more 

positively the criminal is viewed, the more lenient the 

information filled in about the situation. 

The criminal's identity, influenced by the victim's 

identity and the criminal's emotion display, affects the 

definition of the situation. Information is filled in 

through the expectations and scripts associated with the 

criminal's identity. The more negative the criminal's 

identity, the harsher the construals. For example, the 

criminal situation will be defined as more premeditated, 

more cruel based on the criminal's identity. 



Hypothesis 4: The presence of information about a prior 

record forms a more negative identity of criminal. 
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Past sentencing research demonstrates that prior record 

is an important variable influencing what the decision maker 

infers about the criminal (Blumstein 1983). Prior record 

associates the criminal with past behaviors and future 

expected behaviors. This association implies that the 

criminal typically engages in criminal behaviors, thus 

creating a negative identity. The prior record gives 

concrete information about the criminal. 

Hypothesis 5: Affect has less influence when information 

such as prior record is available. The more concrete the 

information about prior record, the less the influence of 

affect on the criminal's identity. 

As stated, information such as prior record gives a 

more complete, concrete image of the criminal's identity. 

There is less ambiguity regarding the criminal's identity; 

thus, affect is used less to infer the criminal's identity. 

Hypothesis 6: The definition of the criminal situation 

influences the recommended sentence. The more harsh the 

information filled in about the situation, the more harsh 

the recommended sentence. 

Dunning's (1986, 1989) past research demonstrates that 



121 

construals influence the punishment for the criminal. Thus, 

this study should replicate his findings, showing that the 

definition of the criminal situation influences the 

recommended sentence. 

Method 

Design 

The experiment implements a 2 (criminal emotion: sad, 

neutral) x 2 (victim emotion: sad, neutral) x 2 (given 

information: prior record, no prior record) factorial 

design. 

Conditions 

Criminal Victim Prior 

condition 

1 Sad Sad Yes 

2 Sad Sad No 

3 Sad Relaxed Yes 

4 Sad Relaxed No 

5 Relaxed Relaxed Yes 

6 Relaxed Relaxed No 

7 Relaxed Sad Yes 

8 Relaxed Sad No 

Subjects 

Undergraduate students from the University of Arizona, 

recruited from sociology courses are paid ten dollars to 

participate in the study. There are a total of 152 subjects; 



19 in each condition. 

Stimuli 

122 

Appendix A presents a complete set of the stimuli 

presented to the subjects, including the recruitment flyer, 

instructions, questionnaire and debriefing. The students are 

asked to role play probation officers reacting to an actual 

situation as part of their job. Subjects are presented with 

a presentence report of a criminal case, where the offender 

has been found guilty. The presentence report includes the 

offender's name, social security number, address, marital 

status, citizenship, and age. This information is the same 

for all conditions. The prior record varies between 

conditions; it is either PRIOR RECORD: NONE or PRIOR RECORD: 

AUTO THEFT 1987. 

Along with this information is the official version of 

the case, the defendant's statement and the victim's 

statement. The official version remains the same in every 

condition. The statements vary the emotion display of the 

victim and the criminal. The emotion display is either a 

display of sadness or relaxation/unconcern, communicated 

through emotion cues that are embedded in the statements. 

For example, in the sad criminal condition, cues such as 

crying, frowning, and looking down are embedded throughout 

the criminal's statement. For the emotion of 

relaxed/unconcerned, emotion cues such as leaning back, 
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looking straight are used throughout the statement. These 

emotion cues give the subject the nonverbal behaviors of the 

criminal's and victim's emotion displays. In order to make 

these emotion cues more believable, the experimenter in the 

directions states that the statements are transcribed from 

videotape and that he/she should try to picture the criminal 

and victim while they were being videotaped. 

Subjects are instructed to read the information 

presented and answer the questions. This report is similar 

to the actual summary report given to Arizona probation 

officers. The account of the crime has been used previously 

by Dunning (1989) to study construals of criminal events, 

but the statement of the criminal was altered to give 

subjects' information about emotional reactions of the 

alleged criminal. The victim statement of the crime with 

embedded emotional cues is developed for this study, based 

on the description of the crime provided by Dunning (1989). 

Again, emotion cues are embedded to manipulate impressions 

of the victim's emotional response to the criminal 

situation. After reading the summary sheet and the two 

statements, each participant answers a questionnaire about 

recommended sentences, identity inferences and construals. 

The questionnaire is further described in the measurement 

section. Then a background questionnaire is filled out 

asking the subjects' information about their 
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knowledge/beliefs with regard to the criminal justice 

system. 

Measurements 

First, an open ended question asks the subjects to tell 

the story of what happened in their own words without 

looking back at the transcripts. The recommended punishment 

is chosen immediately after the open ended question. This is 

done in order to prevent any of the other questions from 

affecting the recommended punishment. 1 The subject is given 

the same three choices as real probation officers: a prison 

sentence, probation and/or financial restitution. The 

subject can choose all of these as punishment or any 

combination of them. The subject also chooses the amount of 

punishment in each of the three categories. The subject then 

answers a question regarding the degree of the punishment 

ranging from "not at all harsh" to "extremely harsh" on an 

11 point Likert scale ranging from 0 to 10. 

A series of questions then follow with regards to the 

criminal, the victim and the crime. These questions are also 

measured on eleven point Likert scales ranging from 0 to 10. 

lThis study predicts the causal direction that 
construals influence sentencing. Since information regarding 
construals and sentencing is obtained from subjects at the 
same point in time, I cannot rule out the possibility that 
sentencing influences construals. However, I have strong 
theoretical reasons for my prediction, which is also 
supported by Dunning (1986, 1989). 



The scale endpoints are IInot at all ll to lIextremely.1I The 

questions regarding the subjects' personal impressions of 

the criminal and victim have been previously been used 

(Smith-Lovin 1991; Robinson et ale (1994); Smith-Lovin & 

Tsoudis (1993)). 
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For example, the criminal's identity is measured 

through questions such as IIwhat type of person is the 

offender? II , IIhow likely is it that the offender will 

continue to engage in the behavior he spoke about ll and lito 

what extent was the off·ender to blame for the action? II The 

victim's identity is measured through similar questions: 

IIwhat type of person is the victim?II, lito what extent do you 

feel compassionate for the victim ll and lito what extent is 

the victim to blame for the action?1I The response categories 

range from IInot at all ll to lIextremelyll (for example, IInot at 

all good, nice ll to lIextremely good, nice ll ). 

Questions about the crime measure the four criteria 

used in criminal justice decision making- seriousness of 

offense (how serious was the crime?), victim-offender 

relationship (how intimate is the victim-offender 

relationship), prior record (how likely is it that the 

offender has engaged in similar crimes) and quality of 

evidence (how strong is this evidence for this crime 

conviction?) These questions are measured on an 11 point 

Likert scale ranging from not at all to very (for example, 
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"not at all serious" to "very serious") . 

The construal measures are taken from Dunning (1989). 

The construals refer to the situation-- the alleged 

criminal, the victim and the alleged crime. The construals 

are pairs of depictions with regard to the case. One 

statement in each pair is "negative"- it defines the alleged 

crime in a harsh manner. The other statement in the pair is 

more "positive"-it describes the alleged crime on a lighter 

note. For each pair, there is a ten point scale between the 

two statements. The scale ranges from complete agreement 

with the more negative/harsh statement to complete agreement 

with the more positive/lenient statement. One example of a 

construal is as follows: 

Harsh (Negative) Lenient 

(Positive) 

xxxxxxxxxx The crime was cool, 

calculated and well 

thought out in advance 

The offender hurt 

the victim in the 

heat of the moment 

Seven construals are given to subjects on one page (see 

Appendix A.) Manipulation checks are included in the 

questionnaire. An example of a manipulation check question 

is "In your opinion, how sad/unhappy was the criminal?" The 

response categories range from "not at all sad/unhappy" to 

"extremely sad/unhappy." 

At the end, subjects are asked some questions about 
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themselves in a background questionnaire. They are asked 

their race, age and sex. They are also asked in open ended 

questions the importance of various factors in influencing 

sentence recommendations (for example, prior record, 

criminal's emotion, victim's prior record, victim's emotion 

and victim's suffering) . 

Subjects then rate their knowledge about the criminal 

justice system, causes of criminal behavior and 

characteristics of crimes. These three categories of beliefs 

are taken from past research on the influence of the 

layperson's beliefs on sentencing (Stalans and Lurigio 1990; 

Spencer 1988). These questions are listed on the last page 

of the questionnaire, measured on an 11 point Likert scale 

from strongly agree to strongly disagree. 

Subjects are then debriefed about the study. 

Results 

An initial ANOVA analysis testing the effect of emotion 

displays and prior record on the dependent variables 

demonstrates no significant interactions of these variables 

with gender. Therefore, male and female subjects are 

combined for all of the following analyses. 

Manipulation Checks 

To check whether manipulated emotion displays affected 

subjects' perceptions of the criminal's and victim's 
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emotions as intended, Table 1 and Table 2 present 

conditional mean ratings, F values and standard errors for 

the perceived emotions of the criminal and victim. Subjects 

with transcripts depicting a sad criminal perceive a 

significantly more sad criminal than transcripts depicting a 

relaxed criminal (F=17.41, p<.OOOl). Subjects with 

transcripts depicting a sad victim perceive a significantly 

more sad victim than transcripts depicting a relaxed victim 

(F=28.06, p<.OOOl). These manipulation checks demonstrate 

that the manipulated emotion displays have the desired 

effect on the subject's perceptions of the interactants' 

emotions. 

Table 3 presents mean ratings, standard errors and F 

values for the perceived prior record, testing the 

manipulated information of prior record. Subjects with 

concrete information of an auto theft prior record perceive 

the criminal engaging in criminal behaviors in the past 

significantly different than subjects with information of no 

prior record (F=3.64, p<.OOl). This manipulation check shows 

that the manipulated information of prior record has the 

desired effect on the subject's perception of the convicted 

criminal's prior behavior. 

Statistical Model 

The statistical model is a standardized path analysis 

of the relationships between criminal emotion display, 
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victim emotion display, criminal's identity, victim's 

identity, prior record, construals, recommended sentencing 

and an interaction between criminal's emotion and prior 

record. The criminal and victim emotional distress and the 

level of concrete information (prior record) are the 

manipulated measures. 

Scaling of Measures 

The criminal's identity is a scale adding the responses 

to the questions "what type of person is the offender?" and 

"how likely is it that the offender will continue to engage 

in the behavior he spoke about?" As previously explained, 

these questions are measured on 11 point Likert scales 

ranging from 0 to 10. 

The victim's identity is a similar measure adding the 

two variables: "what type of person is the victim?" and "how 

likely is it that the victim will continue to engage in the 

behavior he spoke about?" 

Seven measures are added to construct the construal 

variable: the premeditation of the crime, the threat of the 

criminal, the criminal's understanding of his behavior, the 

threat of the victim, the cruelty of the crime, the past 

crimes of the criminal, and the criminal's calmness or 



hysteria after the crime (see Appendix A) .2 

The recommended punishment is a scale adding the 

following measures: the number of years in prison 

recommended, the number of years on probation recommended 

and whether financial restitution is recommended. 

The items added together to create the scales are 

positively correlated. Table 4 gives the correlations 

between the items added together for each scale. The 
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correlation between the criminal identity items is .39, and 

.39 for the victim identity items. The construal 

correlations range from .25 to .57. 

Path Model 

The hypothesized model in Figure 1 is tested with a 

path analysis. Figure 2 shows the standardized estimates for 

the significant direct effects of emotion displays, prior 

record, identities, the interaction and construals with 

noted significance. Table 5 shows estimates for significant 

and nonsignificant effects, standard errors, R2 values and 

levels of significance. 

The criminal's emotion display significantly influences 

2Previous discussions of construals imply that 
construals have multiple dimensions. However, a principal 
components analysis shows that a single underlying dimension 
of harshness underlies all seven measures here. The first 
principal component has an eigenvalue of 2.72, while the 
second, third, fourth, etc. components have eigenvalues of 
1.01, .92, .75, .62, .56, .42 respectively. 
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the criminal's identity (p<.Ol), replicating results from 

Robinson et ale (1994). The more sad the criminal, the more 

positive his identity. The victim's emotion display 

significantly influences the victim's identity (p<.Ol). The 

more sad the victim, the more positive the victim's 

identity. 

The focus of this study, the link between the 

criminal's identity and construals is strongly supported. 

The criminal's identity significantly influences construals 

(p<.OOOl). The more positive the criminal's identity, the 

more lenient the construals. For example, the more positive 

the criminal's identity, the more the subject infers that 

the crime was less planned and less intentional. The more 

positive the criminal's identity, the more the subject fills 

in information that the criminal felt awful after the crime. 

The more positive the criminal's identity, the more the 

subject fills in information that the crime is less 

atrocious and less gruesome. The focus of the dissertation, 

the link between affect and construals through identity, is 

supported. 

Prior record significantly influences (p<.OOOl) the 

criminal's identity. The stronger the prior record, the less 

positive the criminal's identity. Concrete information about 

the criminal forms a negative identity. 

There are several unpredicted results. One unpredicted 
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result is that the victim's identity significantly (p<.Ol) 

influences the construals. This unpredicted result is found 

through an exploratory analysis. The more positive the 

victim's identity, the less lenient the construals about the 

criminal situation. Affect control theory's prediction that 

the victim's identity influences the criminal's identity is 

not significant. Therefore, the victim's identity seems to 

operate directly on construals, rather than being mediated 

by inferences about the criminal's identity. 

Furthermore, the interaction between the criminal's 

emotion and prior record does not significantly influence 

the criminal's identity as predicted. The emotion displays 

have as much effect on identity inferences, when there is 

specific information as when there is no such information. 

Below, I summarize the results and their implications for 

the hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1 

Emotion displays influence identity inferences. 

Figure 2 shows the significant influence of emotion 

displays on identity inferences. The more sad the criminal, 

the more positive the criminal's identity (p<.Ol). The more 

sad the victim,the more positive the victim's identity 

(p<.Ol). 

Hypothesis 2 

The victim's identity influences inferences about the 
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criminal's identity. 

The victim's identity does not influence construals 

indirectly through the criminal's identity as predicted. 

Instead the victim's identity directly influences construals 

(p<.Ol). The more positive the victim's identity, the less 

lenient the construals. For example, the more positive the 

victim, the crime is seen as more cruel and intentional. 

Hypothesis 3 

Identities assigned to the criminal influence the 

information filled in to define the situation. 

Figure 2 shows the significant influence of criminal's 

identity (p<.OOOl) on construals. The more positive the 

criminal, the more lenient the construals. For example, the 

crime is seen as less intentional and cruel when the 

criminal's identity is more positive. 

Hypothesis 4 

Information about a prior record forms a more negative 

identity of criminal. 

A Bonferroni test is used to test for a significant 

difference between the criminal's identity for subjects with 

no prior record information and for subjects with prior 

record information. Table 6 presents the means for the 

inferred criminal identity. The identity is significantly 

different (F=3.64, p<.Ol) between the subjects with no prior 

record and those with prior record information. Subjects 



with no prior record information infer the criminal's 

identity to be more positive than subjects with concrete 

information about prior record. Figure 2 also shows that 

prior record significantly influences (p<.OOOl) the 

criminal's identity, even when controlling for other 

factors. The stronger the prior record, the less positive 

the criminal's identity. 

Hypothesis 5 
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Affect has less of an influence when information such 

as prior record is available. 

The prediction that affect has less of an influence 

when there is a prior record is a predicted statistical 

interaction effect. The analysis shows no significant 

interaction between the criminal's emotion and the 

criminal's identity. 

As an exploratory analysis I went further and looked at 

potential interactions for all manipulated variables in the 

same statistical model. I tested the interactions between 

the following manipulated variables: victim emotion and 

prior record, criminal emotion and victim emotion, criminal 

emotion, victim emotion and prior record. None of these 

interactions were found to be significant. 

Hypothesis 6 

The definition of the criminal situation (situational 

construal) influences the recommended sentence. 
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Figure 2 shows a significant relationship between 

construals and the recommended sentence. Dunning's (1989) 

work linking construals and sentencing is replicated. 

Construals influence the level of punishment for the 

criminal (p<.OOOl). The more lenient the construals, the 

more lenient the punishment. For example, information filled 

in depicting the crime as less atrocious and gruesome, the 

less severe the recommended punishment for the criminal. The 

more awful the criminal is inferred to have felt, the less 

severe the recommended punishment. 

In summary, the influence of emotion display on 

identity is supported, replicating Robinson et al. (1994). 

Dunning's (1989) research on the influence of construals on 

sentencing is also supported. The prediction of the victim's 

identity affecting inferences about the criminal's identity 

is not supported. Victim's identity influences construals 

directly. Prior record forms a concrete negative identity of 

the criminal; however, it does not decrease the influence of 

affect. The focus of the dissertation, the influence of the 

criminal's identity on construals, is supported. 
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REPLICATION OF STUDY 1 ON PROBATION OFFICERS 

Studies regarding affect control theory's 

generalizability across cultures demonstrate that the 

cognitive and affective processes are similar across 

different groups of people. However, research demonstrates 

that probation officers, professionals in the field of 

criminal justice differ from the layperson in their 

knowledge structures (Stalans and Lurigio 1990; Spencer 

1988; Lurigio and Carroll 1985; Doobs and Roberts 1984) . 

Many researchers would argue that a layperson, a student in 

this study, differs in decision making in contrast to a 

probation officer. For example, the probation officer's 

knowledge about the system and the layperson's lack of 

knowledge would result in different recommended sentences. 

Study 1 is replicated in order to test the 

generalizability of affect control theory between the 

professional (the probation officer) and the layperson (the 

student). The process is predicted to be similar across 

groups. Nonetheless, the association of affect, identity, 

construals and sentencing is predicted to be the same. 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses summarize the implications of 

previous research for the similarity between probation 

officers and students. 
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Hypothesis 1 

The process is the same for the probation officers. 

According to affect control theory, the cognitive and 

affective processes are the same for all individuals, 

whether they are an expert or a layperson. The probation 

officers will link emotion displays, identity, construals 

and sentencing in the same manner as the students. Figure 1 

should hold for probation officers. 

Hypothesis 2 

The probation officers and students will differ in 

knowledge structures. 

Past research demonstrates that the probation officer, 

the expert, significantly differs from the layperson (in 

this study, students) regarding knowledge structures about 

crime and the criminal justice system. 

Hypothesis 3 

The difference in knowledge structures for students and 

probation officers will result in different identity 

inferences. 

These different knowledge structures result in 

different scripts associated with the criminal. Thus, these 

knowledge structures influence the criminal's identity. 

Method 

Subjects 

Probation officers from Pima County are used as 
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respondents for a replication of study 1. There are a total 

of 24 probation officers who answered the questionnaire, 3 

in each condition. 

Stimuli 

The same questionnaire as in Study 1 is given to the 

probation officers. The only variation is two questions 

added on to the last page: 1. How long have you been 

involved in sentencing recommendations? and 2. Please list 

your duties as a probation officer. See Appendix B for the 

additional questions and the cover letter given with the 

questionnaire to the probation officers. 

Measurements 

The same measurements are used as in Study 1. 

Results 

Hypothesis 1 

The cognitive process is the same for the probation 

officer. 

Statistical Model 

Due to the limited number of probation officer 

respondents, an analysis including the probation officer 

questionnaires must be considered an exploratory analysis. 

The student data set is combined with the probation 

officer data set. A dummy variable is created; STUDENT=O, 

PROBATION OFFICER=l. The same statistical model as explained 

in Study 1 is run in a data set including both students and 
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probation officers. Then the model is run with the addition 

of the dummy variable interacted with each of the 

independent variables. Table 7 shows the variables in the 

regression equations for the full and reduced models. The R2 

for the model without the interactions will be compared to 

the R2 for the model with the interactions. 

Table 8 shows the R2 values for the two models and the 

tests of significance. The R2 for the dependent variables 

slightly increases with the addition of the new interaction 

variables. Tests of significance show that the addition of 

the interactions does not significantly change the model. 

The interaction terms are not significant in the models for 

sentencing, construals and the criminal's identity--the 

focus of this dissertation. 3 

Probation officers' answers to open ended questions 

give supporting evidence of the similar cognitive process 

linking affect and construals. These open ended questions 

ask probation officers which various factors influence 

sentence recommendations. For example, probation officers 

answer the following when asked if the criminal's emotion 

after the crime influences sentencing: "lack of remorse 

3Results of the statistical model with the probation officers 
generally show signs in the same direction as in the model with the 
students. In the model estimated for student respondents, there are 
six significant variables. In the model estimated for probation 
officers, four of these variables are in the same direction. 



140 

supports a cold calculation of intent", "if claiming crime 

is accidental, they should feel remorse and anguish", 

"criminal's emotion gives insight into motivation for the 

crime to occur", "it shows awareness of right/wrong." These 

examples show the influence of affect on construals and 

sentencing. For example, the criminal's emotion is used to 

fill in information regarding the intent of the crime. 

Probation officers also state that the criminal's emotion 

affects the sentence recommended. 

Examples of answers to the question if prior record 

influences the recommended sentence are: "it is a very good 

measure of predicting future behavior", "past behavior is 

the best indicator of future behavior" and "repeat offenders 

should be punished more." Prior record is a factor commonly 

used by probation officers. From these examples, it is 

evident that prior record is linked with inferring the 

criminal's identity. It is also used in deciding the 

recommended sentence. 

When asked about the influence of the victim's emotion 

and prior record in influencing sentence, some common 

answers are: "if the victim is damaged, there is more 

punishment", "victim's emotion is used to mitigate or 

aggravate the sentence; it is also an indicator of the 

extent of the victim's input into the offense", "the 

victim's prior may show the offender's thought process; he 
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may have seen victim as a threat", "victim's prior shows 

possible contribution to the offense." These examples 

support affect control theory's predictions regarding the 

influence of the victim's identity in defining the criminal 

situation. Inferences about the victim influence the 

responsibility placed on the criminal, thus influencing how 

the criminal situation is defined. 

These examples only illustrate some factors which 

probation officers note as important in the presentencing 

process. These comments are consistent with the hypotheses 

regarding the affect-construal link. 

Hypothesis 2 

The probation officers and students will differ in 

knowledge structures. 

Bonferroni tests are used to test for significant 

differences between the probation officers' knowledge 

structures and the students' knowledge structures. Table 9 

presents the means, standard errors and F values for the 

eight measures of beliefs about the criminal justice system 

and crime (see Appendix A). Significant differences exist 

for the beliefs regarding the offender's laziness (F=6.03, 

p<.02) and beliefs regarding the leniency of the criminal 

justice system (F=26.07, p<.OOOl). There are no significant 

differences between the means for the other knowledge 

structures. 
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Hypothesis 3 

The difference in knowledge structures will influence 

inferences about the criminal's identity. 

Statistical Model 

The same model as explained in Study 1 is run with the 

addition of the two significant knowledge structures from 

the bonferroni test: criminal's laziness and leniency of the 

criminal justice system. First the model is run with the 

student data and then the combined student-probation officer 

data. The model is ,also run with interaction terms in the 

student-probation officer model. These interaction terms are 

the student-prob~tion officer dummy variable (explained in 

hypothesis 1) interacting with the knowledge structures. 

Path Model 

Figure 3 shows the significant standardized estimates 

including the two knowledge structures explained above for 

the data set with the student subjects only. Table 10 shows 

the estimates for significant and nonsignificant effects, 

standard errors, R2 and p values. The significant links 

between emotions, identity, construals and sentencing are 

similar to the results in Study 1. Knowledge regarding the 

criminal's laziness is not significant. Knowledge regarding 

the leniency of the criminal justice system significantly 

influences the criminal's identity (p<.Ol). The more harsh 
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the respondent believes the criminal justice system to be, 

the more positive the criminal's identity. Variations in 

this knowledge structure significantly influence the 

criminal's identity. 

R2 Comparisons 

The path model is run with student-probation officer 

data. Then interaction terms are created with the dummy 

variable (created in hypothesis 1) and the knowledge 

structures, individual vs. situational explanation of crime 

and the leniency of the criminal justice system. Table 11 

shows the variables in the regression equations for the 

full and reduced models. 

The R2 for the dependent variables in the path model 

including the interactions are compared with those of the 

path model without the interactions. Table 12 shows the R2 

values for the two models and the tests of significance. The 

R2 for the dependent variables slightly increases with the 

addition of the new interaction variables. 

Tests of significance show that the addition of the 

interactions significantly increases the R2 for the 

criminal's identity and the victim's identity. The 

significant difference for the criminal's identity shows 

that the interaction between the dummy variable and the 

knowledge structures adds to the model. The interaction 
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between the dummy variable and the leniency of the justice 

system is significant in the model for the criminal's 

identity (p<.Ol). The knowledge structure regarding the 

leniency of the criminal justice system significantly 

influences the criminal's identity; however, the influence 

is different depending on if the respondent is a student or 

a probation officer. When the respondent is a probation 

officer, the criminal justice dimension has less of an 

influence on the criminal's identity. 

In summary, the cognitive process is the same for 

students and probation officers. However, there is variation 

in knowledge structures between the two groups, specifically 

variation in the leniency of the criminal justice system and 

the offender's laziness. For students and probation 

officers, the leniency of the criminal justice system 

influences the criminal's identity. However, when the 

respondent is a probation officer, the leniency of the 

criminal justice system has less of an influence. 
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STUDY 2 

From the research presented, it is evident that 

variations in knowledge structures result in different 

outcomes for criminal cases. For example, beliefs influence 

how the criminal situation is defined. Past research 

specifically focusing on probation officers and laypeople 

demonstrates strong evidence that the two groups differ in 

their beliefs (Stalans and Lurigio 1990; Spencer 1988) . 

Through this research, three dimensions of knowledge 

structures are significant: situational vs. individual 

explanation of crime, crime characteristics and beliefs 

about the criminal justice system. The replication of study 

1 with the probation officers demonstrates the influence of 

knowledge structures on identity inferences. 

Study 2 further explores the influences of variations 

in knowledge structures on identities, construal and 

sentencing using the experimental method and undergraduate 

subjects. Specific predictions are made on how these 

knowledge structures will influence the definition of the 

criminal situation and the recommended sentence. In this 

study, knowledge structures are manipulated variables (in 

contrast to the analysis of Study 1, where knowledge 

structures were covariates) . 



Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses focus on variations in the 

three dimensions of knowledge structures. 

Hypothesis 1 
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Different knowledge structures result in different 

construals through the criminal's identity. The more the 

respondent agrees with the "layperson" knowledge, the more 

negatively the criminal is viewed. 

Knowledge structures influence the schema chosen to 

fill in and understand the situation. For example, the 

knowledge structure that the criminal is lazy results in a 

person schema used to fill in information. This person 

schema is of an individual with negative characteristics. 

The schema chosen based on the knowledge structure 

influences how information is filled in about the criminal 

situation. Thus, different knowledge structures result in 

different situational construals. 

Hypothesis 1a: The "layperson" explanation of crime 

will result in more harsh construals than the "professional" 

explanation of crime through inferences made about the 

criminal's identity. The more the respondent agrees with the 

individual explanation of crime over the situational, the 

more negatively the criminal is viewed. 

The person schema used to fill in information is more 

negative when the subject has knowledge of the "layperson" 
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explanation of crime. A "layperson" explanation of crime 

focuses on the criminal's individual traits, such as 

laziness. A "professional" explanation of crime focuses on 

outside factors, such as the school system. The "layperson" 

explanation places more blame and responsibility on the 

criminal, thus making him/her seem more negative. The person 

schema used by the observer is one of a person in a negative 

identity. The person schema based on a situational 

explanation of crime is less negative due to less blame and 

responsibility placed on the criminal. 

Hypothesis 1b: The "layperson" characterization of 

crime as planned and with forethought results in more harsh 

construals than the "professional" characterization of crime 

as spontaneous and unplanned. These effects of knowledge 

structures will also operate through identity formation. 

The more the respondent agrees with the characterization of 

crime as planned, the more negatively the criminal is 

viewed. 

The "layperson" characterization of crime as planned 

and with forethought results places more responsibility on 

the criminal. The crime is seen as intentional. Thus the 

schema used to fill in information is more negative. The 

"professional" characterization places less responsibility 

on the criminal. Thus, the schema used to fill in 

information is less negative. 
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Hypothesis 2 

The individual vs. situational explanation of crime has 

a stronger influence on the criminal's identity, in turn, on 

construals, than the crime characteristics dimension. 

The individual vs. situational explanation of crime 

refers to why the criminal engaged in the behavior. An 

individual explanation includes laziness and greed, while a 

situational explanation includes failure of the school 

system and problems in the f~mily. The explanation of crime 

either places or removes responsibility from the criminal 

for the crime. An individual explanation of the crime places 

the most responsibility on the criminal, thus, the criminal 

would be inferred as more negative. A situational 

explanation blames outside factors for the criminal's 

behavior, thus taking some responsibility away from him. The 

observer views the criminal in a more positive identity 

with a situational explanation of crime than an individual 

explanation of crime. This influence on the criminal's 

identity, then influences the construals of the criminal 

situation. The crime characteristics dimension is not as 

closely linked to the criminal's identity as is the 

individual vs. situational explanation of crime. 

Hypothesis 3 

The criminal justice system knowledge dimension will 

directly affect the level of punishment. The more the 
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respondent agrees that the criminal justice system is 

lenient, the harsher the level of punishment recommended for 

the criminal. 

This dimension is not directly linked to the criminal's 

identity as is, for example, the individual vs. situational 

explanation of crime. The criminal justice dimension refers 

to the observers' knowledge regarding the leniency and 

harshness of the criminal justice system. The "layperson" 

who typically believes that the criminal justice system is 

too lenient will attempt to solve this by assigning a 

harsher punishment. The professional realizing the 

ineffectiveness of the criminal justice system's harshness, 

is less likely to focus on a harsher punishment. This 

dimension is strongly linked to the level of punishment 

recommended for the criminal. 

Hypothesis 4 

In two conditions, all three dimensions are either 

"professional" or "layperson." In the six other conditions, 

there is variation of "layperson" and "professional" 

dimensions. When all of the dimensions are the same level 

("layperson" or "professional"), there will be stronger 

influences on situational construals than when the 

dimensions vary and provide inconsistent information. 

When all of the dimensions are the same level, either 

all "layperson" dimensions or all "professional" dimensions, 
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there is a reinforcement for the decision maker. The 

dimensions are consistent with each other regarding the view 

on crime. Variation of these dimensions results in some 

discrepancy. The dimensions are not consistent with each 

other, resulting in a weaker influence on the construals. 

Method 

Subjects 

Undergraduates are recruited during sociology courses. 

They are not paid for their participation. There are a total 

of 149 subjects. 

Design 

A 2 (individual vs.situational; II layperson II , 

"professional") x 2 (crime characteristics; II layperson II , 

IIprofessional ll ) x 2 (criminal justice system; II layperson II , 

IIprofessional ll ) factorial design is implemented. 

The conditions are: 

Individual Criminal Justice Crime 

Condition vs.Situation System Characteristics 

1 II layperson II II layperson II II layperson II 

2 II layperson II II layperson II "professional" 

3 II layperson II "professional" "professional" 

4 II layperson II "professional" II layperson II 

5 "professional""professional" "professional" 

6 "professional""professional" II layperson II 

7 "professional" II layperson II II layperson II 
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Stimuli 

"professional" "layperson" 
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"professional" 

Subjects are presented with the criminal situation 

description used in condition 6 from Study 1: relaxed 

criminal, relaxed victim, and no prior record. The Study 1 

condition chosen for Study 2 is selected based on the 

results from Study 1, the subjects' ratings of the criminal 

and the crime. A more neutral perception of the criminal and 

crime is preferred. A condition of very negative perceptions 

or very positive perceptions does not allow sufficient 

variation in the dependent variables to allow the effects of 

knowledge structures to be tested. 

In addition to the pre sentencing report, the criminal 

and victim statements and the questionnaire, an information 

sheet with various knowledge structures is also provided. 

See Appendix C for a complete set of stimuli. This 

information sheet is presented before the criminal case. 

Subjects are told that after years of research and studies 

on crime, the Harvard Law Review compiled an analysis and 

has summarized the following. The "research results", 

designed to manipulate knowledge structures, vary by 

condition. For example, one condition is an information 

sheet with all "layperson" dimensions regarding the 

criminal, crime and the criminal justice system. Subjects 

read this information after being convinced that it is 
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factual and credible. The presentation of this information 

will give the subject "knowledge" about crime from either 

the typical layperson or professional perspective. 

Results 

An initial ANOVA analysis testing the influence of 

knowledge structures on identity, construals and sentencing 

demonstrates no significant interactions between these 

variables and gender. Therefore, males and females subjects 

are combined for all of the following analyses. 

Manipulation Checks 

To check whether manipulated "layperson-professional" 

dimensions affect subjects' knowledge about crime and the 

criminal justice system as intended, Table 13 presents 

conditional mean ratings, standard errors and F values for 

the subjects' knowledge. Subjects with information of a 

lenient criminal justice system describe a significantly 

more lenient criminal justice system than subjects with 

information of a harsh criminal justice system (F=7.77, 

p<.Ol). Subjects with information of planned crimes describe 

crimes as significantly more planned and intentional 

(F=4.05, p<.05). Subjects with a situational explanation of 

crime, depicting the criminal as lazy are more likely to 

describe the cause of crime as a trait than subjects with a 

situational explanation of crime. However, the difference in 

means is not significant for the individual-situational 



explanation of crime dimension (F=3.36, p<.07). It is, 

however, in the desired direction. 

Hypothesis 1 

Different knowledge structures result in different 

construals through the criminal's identity. 
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1a: The "layperson" explanation of crime will result in 

more harsh construals than the "professional" explanation of 

crime through the criminal's identity. 

1b: The "layperson" characterization of crime as 

planned and with forethought results in more harsh 

construals than the "professional" characterization of crime 

as spontaneous and unplanned through the criminal's 

identity. 

Statistical Model 

The statistical model estimates standardized path 

coefficients for the relationships of construals, 

sentencing, the criminal's identity and the three 

dimensions: situational-individual explanation of crime, 

crime characteristics of crime and the criminal justice 

system dimensions. The three dimensions are the manipulated 

measures. The identity, construal and sentencing measures 

are the same as in Study 1. 

Figure 4 illustrates the model testing the influence of 

these knowledge structures. The situational-individual 

explanation dimension and the crime characteristics 
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dimension are predicted to influence the criminal's 

identity. The criminal justice system dimension is predicted 

to significantly influence the sentencing. The criminal's 

identity, construals and sentencing are predicted to be 

linked as in Study 1. 

Path Model 

The hypothesized model in Figure 4 is tested with a 

path analysis. Figure 5 shows the standardized estimates for 

the effects of the dimensions on the criminal's identity and 

sentencing with noted significance. Table 14 shows estimates 

for significant and nonsignificant effects, standard errors, 

R2 and p values. 

Results from Study 1 are replicated. The link between 

the criminal's identity and construals is significant 

(p<. 0001) . 

The situational-individual dimension significantly 

influences the criminal's identity (p<.05), thus supporting 

Hypothesis 1a. The more situational the explanation of the 

crime, the more positive the criminal's identity. The more 

individual the explanation of crime, the less positive the 

criminal's identity. 

One surprise finding is the insignificant influence of 

the crime characteristics dimension, failing to support 

Hypothesis lb. The characteristics of crime dimension 
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(planned vs. not planned) does not influence the criminal's 

identity. 

Hypothesis 2 

The individual vs. situational explanation of crime has 

a stronger influence on the criminal's identity, in turn, on 

construals than the crime characteristics dimension. 

The standardized estimates in the Figure 5 path model 

shows that the individual vs. situational explanation of 

crime is the only significant influence on the criminal's 

identity (p<.05). The other dimension does not significantly 

influence the criminal's identity. 

In order to see if the effect of the individual vs. 

situational dimension is different than the crime 

characteristics dimension, a test of significance is 

necessary. In the path model, the individual vs. situational 

dimension and the crime characteristics dimension are tested 

as effects on the criminal's identity. A variable is created 

adding the two dimension variables. A model is then run with 

this variable for the effect on the criminal's identity. 

Table 15 shows the variables for the regression equations 

for the two models. An R2 comparison is done between the two 

models. Table 16 shows the R2 scores for the two models and 

the test of significance. The two models are not 

significantly different from each other. Thus, the 



156 

individual vs. situational dimension does not have a 

significantly stronger influence on the criminal's identity. 

Hypothesis 3 

The criminal justice system dimension directly affects 

the level of punishment. 

The path model (figure 5) demonstrates no significant 

influence of the criminal justice system dimension on the 

recommended sentencing. 

Hypothesis 4 

In two conditions, all three dimensions are either 

"professional" or "layperson." In the other six conditions, 

there is variation between "layperson" and "professional" 

dimensions. When all of the dimensions are the same level 

("layperson" or "professional"), there will be stronger 

influences on construals than when the dimensions vary. 

Conditions 1 and 5 have all three dimensions the same. 

Condition 1 has all three layperson dimensions. Condition 5 

has all three professional dimensions. I predict an 

interaction that when subjects are in condition 1 or 5, the 

effects of knowledge structures will be stronger. A dummy 

variable is created categorizing the conditions. One 

category includes conditions 1 and 5 and the other category 

includes all other conditions. I construct interaction terms 

between beliefs and the created dummy variable. 

I test this interaction by running the hypothesized 



model in Figure 4 including the interaction terms. The 

interaction terms are not significant. 
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In summary, the link between the criminal's identity 

and construals, and construals and sentencing are replicated 

as in study 1. The individual vs. situational explanation of 

crime is the only dimension influencing the criminal's 

identity. However, there is no difference in the strength of 

the influence from the crime characteristics dimension. The 

criminal justice dimension does not influence sentencing. 



CONCLUSIONS 

As previously stated, researchers have debated the 

answer to the question: what determines situational 

construals? The main focus of this dissertation is an 

attempt to give one answer to this question. In linking 

affect with construals through identity, one construal 

explanation is supported. 
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According to the results in Study 1, the criminal's 

emotion significantly influences respondents perceptions of 

the criminal's identity, replicating Robinson et al. (1994). 

The construals significantly influence sentencing, 

replicating Dunning's (1989) results. 

Most importantly, the results support the main 

hypothesis: identity inferences explain construals. 

Inferences regarding the criminal's identity are important 

in how ambiguities are resolved in order to define the 

situation. Inferring a more positive identity, respondents 

fill in the details in their definition of the situation 

with less harsh construals. On the other hand, inferring a 

more negative identity, respondents fill in details with 

more harsh construals. This significant support for the 

importance of criminal's identity focuses our attention on 

the factors that may be important in forming situational 

identity conceptions. In Study 1, emotion display creates 
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variation in the criminal's identity. The more sad the 

criminal, the more positive his identity. Prior record also 

creates variation for the criminal's identity, with concrete 

information about the prior record resulting in a more 

negative identity. Both emotion displays and prior record 

are two significant factors influencing the criminal's 

identity which ends up influencing the recommended sentence. 

These results bring into question the two models of how 

the legal system works: 1. a system of applied rules or 2. a 

social system of social perceptions. The central role of 

identity supports the model of the system of social 

perceptions, pointing to afective factors which may also be 

important influences on inferences of the criminal's 

identity. For example, Black (1976) discusses differential 

treatment based on social categories and social integration. 

Research shows that arrest and even punishment vary by these 

factors. Social categories may be an important variable in 

defining the situated identities. For example, ethnicity 

and/or race of the criminal may result in different 

inferences about the criminal's identity, thus, different 

situational construals which lead to different recommended 

punishments. A study varying such social categories would 

allow exploration of such factors. If such ideas were 

supported, differential treatment based on social categories 

in the criminal justice system would have a theoretical 
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explanation that would allow it to be integrated with other 

processes influencing sentencing. 

The strong influence of prior record in Study 1 raises 

questions of the effect of prior record in the sentencing 

process. Is sentencing a punishment for the one crime the 

criminal has been found guilty for or is it a punishment for 

the person that the criminal has become (his or her 

identity)? How this policy question is answered depends on 

the goals of punishment. If the purpose is just deserts, 

then prior record is inappropriately being used. The 

criminal is not being punished for the harm in a specific 

crime but for that specific crime and any other recorded 

criminal behaviors. If the goal is rehabilitation, prior 

record gives information regarding how much treatment may be 

necessary to restore a positive, non-deviant identity. 

The interaction between prior record and affect is not 

significant. Affect does not have less of an influence on 

the criminal's identity when information regarding prior 

record is present. This is an interesting nonsignificant 

finding. Affect still has a strong effect on the criminal's 

identity even when prior record information is present. This 

further supports Heise and MacKinnon's .(1987) emphasis on 

the importance of affective processes. Affective processes 

are important in understanding definitions of the situation 

and inferences about social actors. 
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An unpredicted finding in study 1 is the victim's 

identity directly influencing construals. I hypothesized 

that the victim's identity would influence construals 

indirectly through the criminal's identity. How can this 

direct effect on construals be explained? Past research on 

the victim impact demonstrated that a victim impact 

statement has some effect on sentence outcomes (for example, 

in the decision between probation and incarceration) (Erez 

and Tontodonato 1990). However, the victim's request for a 

particular sentence does not influence sentencing. It is the 

information in the victim impact statement. 

Landy and Aronson (1969) varied the victim's identity 

in a description of a crime, testing for the influence of 

the victim's identity on the criminal's identity and the 

sentencing. The victim's identity did not significantly 

influence the criminal's identity, similar to my study 1 

results. However, the victim's identity significantly 

influenced the recommended sentencing. Landy and Aronson 

explained that the subjects perceived the crime as being 

more serious when the victim was more attractive. This is 

similar to study l's finding. The victim's identity 

influenced perceptions about the crime. Kerr and Kurtz 

(1977) find similar results in a study on mock jurors' 

judgments and victim's suffering. 

The victim's identity seems to be important in 
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construals directly. It gives the observer information that 

directly influences how information is filled in about the 

criminal situation. This direct effect may be due to 

empathy, since the observer may be better able to place 

himself/herself in the victim's situation if the victim has 

a positive, non-deviant identity (Smith-Lovin and Tsoudis 

1994). However, if the victim is a negative person, the 

observer has a lot less empathy. This raises questions 

regarding the role the victim should play in the criminal 

justice system and the fairness of this role. Furthermore, 

it brings up other factors influencing the victim's identity 

which may be important in addition to the victim's emotion 

display. For example, Black (1976) has argued that the 

victim's social integration into society is an important 

factor. 

The results of this dissertation further suggest 

investigation of the criminal justice system using basic 

theoretical ideas and experimental techniques. Disparity in 

sentences between cases involving the same crime has been of 

concern in the criminal justice system. Researchers question 

why similar cases receive different punishments. Studies 

have shown that two thirds of the variance in sentence 

outcomes still remain unexplained (Blumstein et al. 1983). 

Judges and probation officers officially recommend 

sentencing based on four criteria: seriousness of crime, 
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criminal's prior record, quality of evidence and victim

offender relationship (Von Hirsch 1981; Blumstein 1984) . 

Yet, researchers find many criminal cases evaluated 

similarly on these four criteria to have very different 

recommended sentences. The two studies reported here give 

one possible explanation of what may be occurring in these 

cases. The observer's inferences about the criminal's 

identity may differ between cases with similarities on the 

four criteria based on differences in emotion displays. By 

demonstrating the potential importance of affective factors, 

we contribute to the debate regarding the subjectivity in 

the criminal justice system. If decision makers are to use 

specific criteria and guidelines, how does one control for 

affective processes playing a role? 

How ambiguities are resolved in the criminal case need 

to be looked at in more detail. Future research needs to 

focus on the actual observers, the experts, throughout the 

criminal justice process. These observers include police, 

judges, juries and probation officers. The cooperation of 

the criminal justice system in allowing researchers access 

to these experts would be of great usefulness. I hope to 

further research the decision making process in the criminal 

justice system by gaining access to these various experts 

and working closely with them in designing new studies. 

These new studies would use the strengths of the 



experimental method in manipulating and operationalizing 

variables, but in a more applied setting. 
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The replication of Study 1 with the probation officers 

shows the similar cognitive process between the students and 

probation officers. The students and probation officers are 

two distinct groups varying in beliefs and knowledge. The 

similarity in their cognitive and affective processes 

strengthens the generalizability of affect control theory. 

However, there is a significant statistical interaction 

between criminal justice system dimension and the dummy 

variable, student-probation officer. This dimension 

influences the criminal's identity less when the respondent 

is a probation officer. Perhaps, the layperson focuses more 

on his/her perception of the criminal justice system and its 

perceived effectiveness when making decisions than the 

probation officer. The layperson's focus can easily be 

explained by the constant emphasis regarding the criminal 

justice system by the media. Doobs and Roberts (1984) give 

evidence of the public's misperceptions regarding crime and 

the criminal justice system due to the media. Unlike the 

layperson, the probation officer perhaps is more likely to 

use information directly related to the criminal's identity 

than information more remote such as the criminal justice 

dimension. 

This limited evidence for different processes needs to 
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be explored further by future studies contrasting 

professional subcultures and lay populations. In addition, 

controlled studies that look at the interaction of knowledge 

structures and other cognitive/affective processes will be 

helpful. Study 3 here takes a first step in that direction 

by manipulating knowledge structures and attempting to study 

the influence of knowledge structures on construals more 

closely. The situational vs. explanation of crime 

significantly influences the criminal's identity. 

The knowledge differences between laypersons and 

professionals and the significant influence of these 

knowledge structures on identity, construal and sentencing 

brings attention to the jury system. The layperson's 

knowledge is usually filled with misperceptions about crime 

and the criminal justice system obtained through media 

sources. When there is a jury making decisions on a verdict 

or sentencing, these misperceptions may influence the 

jurors' decisions. This finding raises some concerns with 

the jury system and choosing jurors for a case. 

A surprise finding in study 3 is that the crime 

characteristics dimension does not influence the criminal's 

identity. Another surprise finding is that the criminal 

justice system dimension does not significantly influence 

the recommended sentence. The hypothesis predicting the 

stronger influence when all dimensions are the same in the 
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conditions is not supported. Furthermore, the differences 

between the manipulated variables are not quite strong. For 

example, the manipulation check for the individual vs. 

situational dimension is not significant. Perhaps the 

operationalization of the variables need to be strengthened 

in future studies. The data was collected from subjects in a 

classroom setting. Perhaps if subjects participated in the 

lab instead of in the classroom, the results would be 

stronger. Or perhaps knowledge structures are inherently 

difficult to manipulate-- an interesting finding in its own 

right. 

Overall, this dissertation supports the idea that 

affective processes influence how information is "filled in" 

through identity. There may be other influences of 

construals; nonetheless, affect control theory explains one 

process leading to construals. This adds to the sociological 

knowledge regarding the definition of the situation and the 

cognitive processing used to define a situation. The use of 

affect control theory in successfully explaining construals 

further adds to the symbolic interaction focus on the 

interplay of the individual and the social structure in 

situations. Construals are important to all situations. The 

role of affect in these different situations needs to be 

further investigated in order to further understand other 

processes. 
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APPENDIX A: STIMULI FOR STUDY 1 

INTERESTED IN PARTICIPATING 

IN A STUDY OF DECISIONS IN A CRIMINAL TRIAL? 

Participants are needed for a sociology experiment 
titled "Decisions in A Criminal Trial". The experiment will 
take a maximum 90 minutes. Most take less than 90 minutes. 
You will be paid for your participation. If you are 
interested please fill out the form below and place it in 
the box at the back of the room or return to Olga Tsoudis, 
Room 434 Social Sciences Building. (There will be an 
envelope on the door in which you can place the form.) 

We will call you as soon as possible to schedule your 
participation in the experiment. Thank you for your 
interest I 

Decisions in A Criminal Trial 
Please fill out this form and return to 434 Social Sciences. 

Name 
~-------------------------------------------------------Telephone __ ~ ______________________________________________ __ 

Sex: M F 

Please circle your available times from the list below. 

Monday 9:00-10:30 10:45-12:15 
2:15-3:45 4:00-5:30 

Wednesday 9:00-10:30 10:45-12:15 

Friday 9:00-10:30 10:45-12:15 
2:15-3:45 4:00-5:30 
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Introduction to experiment 

Thank you for taking time out to participate in this 
experiment. This experiment is titled "Decisions in a 
Criminal Trial". You can take as much time as you want- most 
people take approximately ninety minutes. At the end of the 
experiment, you will be paid $10 for your participation. 

Please read the consent form in front of you as I read 
it out loud. If you agree, please sign your name on the 
bottom of the consent form. Let me stress that your 
responses during the this experiment will remain 
confidential. Are there any questions? Collect for.ms 

Now we will begin the experiment. Please read the 
directions on the top of this questionnaire as I read them 
out loud. Take your time in filling out the questionnaire. 

Thank you for filling out the questionnaire. 

When all of you are done with the questionnaire, one of 
you come and get me. 

Please do not talk to each other while filling out the 
questionnaire. 
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DECISIONS IN A CRIMINAL TRIAL 

CONSENT AGREEMENT 

In this study "Decisions in a Criminal Trial", you will 
be asked to read about a description of a criminal event. 
Then there is a questionnaire to fill regarding the criminal 
trial you read. You can take as much time as you want. Most 
people do not take more than thirty minutes. 

As in any experiment, you do not have to complete the 
experiment if you do not want to, and are free to leave at 
any time. All responses you give will of course be 
confidential. Your name will be not associated with your 
questionnaire. Please do not put your name on anything. 
There are no risks to this experiment. You will receive $10 
at the end of the experiment. 

I have read the above statement and am consenting to 
participate in the experiment of my own volition. I 
understand that I am free to discontinue my participation at 
any time without suffering any disadvantage. I also 
understand that when I complete the experiment, I will be 
paid $10. 

Signed __________________________________ ___ 

Date ____________________________________ ___ 

Academic Year ------------
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DECISIONS IN A CRIMINAL TRIAL 

Directions: 

This is a study on decisions in a criminal trial. You 
are given a presentence summary report with a statement from 
the offender and a statement from the victim. The offender 
and victim statements were transcribed from actual 
videotapes. You are to assume the job of a probation officer 
in deciding this case. 

Please read the information given to you carefully. 
Attempt to get a clear and accurate picture of the way each 
speaker appeared during the statement on videotape. 

After reading all of the information, complete the 
questionnaire. 

All responses will remain confidential. 

Thank you for your time and cooperation! 
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State of Florida vs.Johnson,313 So, 2nd 666 

PRESENTENCE REPORT 

Name: William Johnson 

Age: 24 Marital Status: Single 

Address:1010 Palmer St. Dependent(s): Self 
Baton Rouge, LA 

Citizen Status: US Attorney: David Pate 

S.S. #: 093-67-0438 Date Offense Committed: 
May 15,1990 

Interviewed:June 30,1990 

CONVICTION: Attempted Murder 

PRIOR RECORD: No prior record. 

OFFICIAL VERSION: 

Defendant William Johnson picked up Joseph J. Warren, a 
hitchhiker, while traveling in the mid-west; both were heavy 
drinkers. During their travels Defendant (Johnson) learned 
first hand of Warren's vicious propensities when the latter 
forced him to play Russian Roulette with him. After checking 
into a motel, Johnson discovered that his traveling 
companion had relieved him of his cash reserves. Johnson 
concluded that it would be wise to continue his journey 
without Warren, and having had his car washed, Johnson 
admits that he returned to the motel to remove his personal 
belongings and to force Warren to return money stolen from 
him. On his return to the motel, he picked up one Frank 
Bruum, another hitchhiker, and agreed to take him as far as 
New Orleans. 

He also testified that he hid the pistol in his 
clothing; and while admitting that he had fired the gun, 
Johnson sought to show mitigating circumstances by 
showing, first, that he was carrying the gun because he was 
afraid for his own life,and, secondly, that the gun 
discharged during a fight between the two. 
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State of Florida vs.Johnson,313 So, 2nd 666 

PRESENTENCE REPORT 

Name: William Johnson 

Age: 24 

Address:1010 Palmer St. 
Baton Rouge, LA 

Citizen Status: US 

S.S. #: 093-67-0438 

CONVICTION: Attempted Murder 

Marital Status: Single 

Dependent(s): Self 

Attorney: David Pate 

Date Offense 
Committed: May 15,1990 

Interviewed:June 30,1990 

PRIOR RECORD: Auto theft conviction- 1989 

OFFICIAL VERSION: 

Defendant William Johnson picked up Joseph J. Warren, a 
hitchhiker, while traveling in the mid-west; both were heavy 
drinkers. During their travels Defendant (Johnson) learned 
first hand of Warren's vicious propensities when the latter 
forced him to play Russian Roulette with him. After checking 
into a motel, Johnson discovered that his traveling 
companion had relieved him of his cash reserves. Johnson 
concluded that it would be wise to continue his journey 
without Warren, and having had his car washed, Johnson 
admits that he returned to the motel to remove his personal 
belongings and to force Warren to return money stolen from 
him. On his return to the motel, he picked up one Frank 
Bruum, another hitchhiker, and agreed to take him as far as 
New Orleans. 

He also testified that he hid the pistol in his 
clothing; and while admitting that he had fired the gun, 
Johnson sought to show mitigating circumstances by 
showing, first, that he was carrying the gun because he was 
afraid for his own life/and, secondly, that the gun 
discharged during a fight between the two. 



DEFENDANT'S STATEMENT: (CRIMINAL'S EMOTION DISPLAY OF 
SADNESS) 

(Sad/unhappy, sits with eyes downcast, frowning, has 
head leaning on hand, voice is low and monotone) 
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"We started back toward the motel (head down, eyes 
looking at floor) and I told this guy, I said, 'If you don't 
mind waiting a little ways from the motel (corner of the 
mouth pulled downward), I think it would be better, because 
there is another guy in the motel room that is pretty drunk. 
He's going to be mad because I was this long.' (broken voice) 
And I didn't mention anything to the hitchhiker about Joe 
taking my money or hiding my money(face gets red, eyes 
watery). And-well, I dropped him off a little ways from the 
motel and I told him if he should happen to hear a gunshot 
or something, it's in the Ponce de Leon Motel in 
No.4 (pause) . And so what I intended on doing was carrying 
the (Joe's) gun on me and going into the motel room, and if 
I had to, by pointing the gun I was going to pick up my 
baggage and leave the motel room(starts crying, hands cover 
face) ." 



DEFENDANT'S STATEMENT: (CRIMINAL'S EMOTION DISPLAY OF 
RELAXED) 

174 

(Relaxed facial expression, sits with arms resting on 
chair arms, makes eye contact) 

"We started back toward the motel (makes one to one eye 
contact) and I told this guy, I said, 'If you don't mind 
waiting a little ways from the motel (concentrating), I 
think it would be better, because there is another guy in 
the motel room that is pretty drunk. He's going to be mad 
because I was this long. (tilts head to right) And I didn't 
mention anything to the hitchhiker about Joe taking my money 
or hiding my money (pause) . And-well, I dropped him off a 
little ways from the motel and I told him if he should 
happen to hear a gunshot or something, it's in the Ponce de 
Leon Motel in No.4 (pause) . And so what I intended on doing 
was carrying the (Joe's) gun on me and going into the motel 
room, (blinks three times) and if I had to, by pointing the 
gun I was going to pick up my baggage and leave the motel 
room (pause, shrugs with corners of mouth slightly upward)." 



VICTIM'S STATEMENT: (VICTIM'S EMOTION DISPLAY OF RELAXED) 

(Relaxed facial expression, arms on armrests, hands 
folded) 
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"I was at the motel room(makes eye to eye contact), mad 
wondering where he was. He stormed in demanding his money. I 
was offended(still eye to eye contact, shrugs one time). We 
started to argue (blinks two times) about the money. I was 
lling(pause) and so was he. A fight broke out (tilts head to 
left). The last thing I remember was a gun shot(shrugs two 
times, concentrating). I guess I fell to the floor at that 
point." 
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VICTIM'S STATEMENT: (VICTIM'S EMOTION DISPLAY OF SADNESS) 

(Sad, frowning, voice is low, eyes teary, red in face) 

"I was at the motel room(looking at floor), mad 
wondering where he was. He stormed in demanding his money. I 
was offended(eyes are watery). We started to argue (corner 
of mouth pulled downward) about the money. I was 
yelling (pause) and so was he. A fight broke out (gets redder 
in face). The last thing I remember was a gun shot(hands on 
face). I guess I fell to the floor at that point(tears 
rolling down face).11 
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Please tell us in your own words what actually happened. 
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Now, please answer the following questions based on the 
description given with the offender and victim statements. 

1. Would you recommend prison as punishment for the 
offender? 

YES NO 

If yes, how many years would you recommend? 

2.Would you recommend probation(freedom in society yet 
abiding by conditions set by court) as punishment for the 
offender? 

YES NO 

If yes, how many years would you recommend? 

3.Would you recommend financial restitution(payment to 
victim) for the offender? 

YES NO 

If yes, how much financial restitution would you recommend? 

For the following questions, please circle the number 
that corresponds to your answer. 

4.How much punishment should the offender receive? 

012 
Not at all 

Harsh 

3 4 567 8 
Moderately Very 

Harsh 

9 10 

Harsh 



Think about the offender. 
5.What type of person is the offender? 

o 1 
Not at all 
good,nice 

2 3 4 

good,nice 

567 
Somewhat 

good,nice 
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a 9 10 
Extremely 

6.How likely is it that the offender will continue to 
engage in the behavior he spoke about? 

012 3 4 5 6 7 a 9 10 
Not at all 
likely 

Somewhat 
likely likely 

Extremely 

7.To what extent do you feel compassionate towards the 
offender? 

012 
Not at all 

compassionate 

3 4 567 
Somewhat 

compassionate 

a 9 10 
Extremely 

compassionate 

a.To what extent was the offender to blame for the action? 

012 
Not at all 

to blame 

3 456 
Somewhat 

to blame 

7 a 9 10 
Completely 

to blame 

9.To what extent do you feel the offender has accepted blame 
for the action? 

012 3 456 7 a 9 10 
Not at all Somewhat Completely 

10.In your opinion, how sorry/apologetic was the offender? 

o 1 
Not sorry 
at all 

2 3 456 
Moderately 

sorry 

11.How remorseful was the offender? 

012 
Not at all 
remorseful 

3 456 
Somewhat 

remorseful 

7 a 

7 a 

9 10 
Extremely 

sorry 

9 10 
Completely 
remorseful 
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12.In your opinion, how sad/unhappy was the offender? 

012 
Not at all 
sad/unhappy 

3 4 5 6 7 
Somewhat 

sad/unhappy 

8 9 10 
Extremely 

sad/unhappy 

13.In your opinion, how unconcerned/relaxed was the 
offender? 

o 1 
Not at all 
unconcerned 

2 3 456 
Somewhat 

unconcerned 

7 8 9 10 
Extremely 

unconcerned 

Now, think about the victim. 

14.How likely is it that the offender will continue to 
engage in the behavior he spoke about? 

012 
Not at all 
likely 

3 456 7 
Somewhat 

likely likely 

lS.What type of person is the victim? 

8 9 10 
Extremely 

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Not at all 
good,nice 

16.To what extent 
victim? 

0 1 2 
Not at all 

compassionate 

17.To what extent 

0 1 2 
Not at all 
to blame 

Somewhat 
good,nice 

do you feel compassionate 

3 4 5 6 7 
Somewhat 

compassionate 

was the victim to blame? 

3 4 5 6 7 
Somewhat 
to blame 

Extremely 
good,nice 

towards the 

8 9 10 
Extremely 

compassionate 

8 9 10 
Completely 
to blame 
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18.In your opinion, how sad/unhappy was the victim? 

012 
Not at all 
sad/unhappy 

3 4 5 6 7 
Somewhat 

sad/unhappy 

8 9 10 
Extremely 
sad/unhappy 

19.In your opinion, how unconcerned/relaxed was the victim? 

o 1 
Not at all 
unconcerned 

2 3 456 
Somewhat 

unconcerned 

Now about the crime 

20.How serious was the crime? 

012 
Not at all 
serious 

3 456 
Somewhat 
serious 

7 8 

7 8 

9 10 
Extremely 
unconcerned 

9 10 
Very 
serious 

21.How strong is the evidence for this crime conviction? 

012 
Not at all 
strong 

3 456 
Somewhat 
strong 

7 8 9 10 
Very 
strong 

22.How intimate is the victim-offender relationship? 

012 
Not at all 
intimate 

3 4 5 6 
Somewhat 

intimate 

7 8 9 10 
Very 

intimate 

23.How likely is it that the offender has engaged in similar 
crimes? 

012 
Not at all 
likely 

3 4 567 
Somewhat 
likely 

8 9 10 
Very 

likely 
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IMPRESSION RATINGS 
Please review the following pairs of statements. For each 
pair, indicate which statement best matches your picture for 
the events of the crime. Please, circle the appropriate "x". 
If you completely agree with one of the statements, circle 
the "x" closest to it. If you think the picture is somewhere 
in the middle, circle the "x" that best indicates your 
opinion. 

The crime was cool, 
calculated and well XXXXXXXXXX 
thought out in 
advance 

The victim did not 
threaten the offender XXXXXXXXXX 
in fact he was 
defenseless 

Offender fully 
understood the 
consequences of 
his actions 

The victim did not 

XXXXXXXXXX 

at any time cause XXXXXXXXXX 
harm to or abuse 
the offender 

The act towards the 
victim was especially 
heinous and cruel- XXXXXXXXXX 
offender'S actions 
did superfluous damage 
to the victim 

Before the incident, 
offender had been 
arrested for major XXXXXXXXXX 
crimes, such as 
armed robbery or worse 

After the crime, 
the offender XXXXXXXXXX 
made a relaxed get away 

The offender hurt 
the victim in the 
heat of the moment 

At the crime,the 
offender felt he 
had to fight or risk 
death 

At the time of the 
incident 
the offender 
did not know right 
or wrong because of 
mental impairment 

The offender was 
subjected to 
to a life 
threatening 
situation 

The victim's wounds 
are not gruesomeinot 
more atrocious than 
the typical TV movie 

Before the incident, 
the worst 
he could have done 
was petty 
offenses like 
shoplifting 

After the crime, 
the offender 
felt awful 
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Background Questionnaire 

Please fill out this part requesting some information about 
yourself and your opinion on certain issues. 

Sex Male 
--.....; 

Female ---
Age ____ _ 

Race/ethnicity _____ __ 

Of the various factors, which should influence sentence 
recommendations? 

1. prior record of offender? Why/why not? 

2. emotion of criminal after the crime? Why/why not? 

3. prior record of victim? Why/why not? 

4. emotion of victim after the crime? Why/why not? 

5. suffering of the victim due to the crime? Why/why not? 



184 

6. What knowledge do you have about the following? 

Crime is committed because the offender is lazy 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Strongly Strongly 
agree disagree 

Crime is committed because the offender is greedy 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Strongly Strongly 
agree disagree 

Crime is committed because the offender has family problems 

012 
Strongly 
agree 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Strongly 
disagree 

Crime is committed because the offender was failed by the 
school system 

012 
Strongly 
agree 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Strongly 
disagree 

Crime is committed because the court system fails 

012 
Strongly 
agree 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Strongly 
disagree 

The criminal justice system is too lenient in sentencing 

012 
Strongly 
agree 

3 4 5 6 7 

Most murders are planned and intentional. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
agree 

Most crimes are serious crimes like murder 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
agree 

8 

8 

and 
8 

9 10 
Strongly 
disagree 

9 10 
Strongly 
disagree 

rape. 
9 10 
Strongly 
disagree 
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!!! 

DEBRIEFING 

Thank you for taking time to participate in this study. 
It is greatly appreciated. 

This study is my dissertation. This study attempts to 
answer a number of questions. 

In the criminal justice system, those who need to make 
decisions need to have as much information about the 
criminal situaiton as possible. However, many times this 
information is not complete information. Then the person 
making the decision, judge, probation officer, needs to fill 
in details to understand what actually happened. We are 
trying to see how emotion displays influence how information 
is filled in; how identities are used in filling in this 
information. 

The crimes are real and the descriptions are taken from 
real court cases. The criminal statements are also real. We 
constructed the victim's statement and added the embedded 
emotion cues in both criminal and victim statements. We are 
sorry for telling you that the embedded emotions were true. 
It was necessary and a lot of effort was placed into making 
the emotions seems as realistic as possible. Thus, almost 
everyone is convinced that they are true. 

If you would like results leave your name and address 
with me. 

All of your answers are confidential. 

We also ask that you keep the experiment confidential 
as well. It is important that other respondents do not know 
about the experiment before they come to the social 
psychology lab. 
If they do, we will have to throw out the data. Your time 
here would have been wasted. Please do not tell anyone about 
the experiment until next semester by then it will be 
completed. 

Thank you once again for participating! 
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APPENDIX B: STIMULI FOR PROBATION OFFICER STUDY 

October 24, 1994 

Dear Respondent; 

This is a study on recommending a sentence for a guilty 
party. You are given a presentence summary report with a 
statement from the offender and a statement from the victim. 
The offender and victim statements were transcribed from 
actual videotapes. 

Please read the information given to you on each case 
carefully. Attempt to get a clear and accurate picture of 
the way each speaker appeared during the statement on 
videotape. 

After reading both statements, complete the 
questionnaire. Assume that the options given to you in the 
questionnaire are actual possibilities. Answer the questions 
based on what you would recommend from these possibilities. 

I realize that sometimes you may want to respond "don't 
know" or "no idea" but please use only the categories 
available. 

All responses will remain confidential. 

Please do not put your name on the questionnaire. 

If you are interested in the results, then please write 
your name and address on the bottom of this letter. 

We would appreciate it if you could please return the 
questionnaire to Jan Kashfi at the Southside office by 
November 5. 

Thank you for your time and cooperation I 
It is well appreciated I 

Thanks, 

Olga Tsoudis 
PhD graduate student 



Questions Added to Study 1 for Probation Officers 

How long have you been involved in sentencing 
recommendations? ---------------------

Please list your duties as a probation officer? 
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APPENDIX C: STIMULI FOR STUDY 2 

Condition 1 

Individual vs. Situation- "layperson" 
Criminal Justice System- "layperson" 
Crime characteristic- "layperson" 
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since we are unfamiliar with your knowledge about crime 
and the criminal justice system, you need to know some 
information before making your decisions about the criminal 
case. 

Criminologists have spent years researching criminal 
behavior and the criminal justice system. Hundreds of 
studies have been done looking for the facts. The Harvard 
Law Review recently completed a review study of research 
done up through 1993 of these studies. The authors conclude 
that the research evidence shows the following: 

1. Crime is committed because of individual personality 
traits, for example, laziness. 

2. The criminal justice system is actually quite lenient 
when punishing criminals, with the majority of all cases 
resulting in no jail time at all. 

3. Most crimes are planned in advance and carried out with 
forethought. 

Now that you have knowledge about crime, please read 
about the criminal case and answer the questionnaire. 



Condition 2 

Individual vs. Situation- "layperson" 
Criminal Justice System- "layperson" 
Crime characteristic- "professional" 
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Since we are unfamiliar with your knowledge about crime 
and the criminal justice system, you need to know some 
information before making your decisions about the criminal 
case. 

Criminologists have spent years researching criminal 
behavior and the criminal justice system. Hundreds of 
studies have been done looking for the facts. The Harvard 
Law Review recently completed a review study of research 
done up through 1993 of these studies. The authors conclude 
that the research evidence shows the following: 

1. Crime is committed because of individual personality 
traits, 
for example, laziness. 

2. The criminal justice system is actually quite lenient 
when punishing criminals with the majority of all cases 
resulting in no jail time at all. 

3. Most crimes are not planned and are committed at the spur 
of the moment. 

Now that you have knowledge about crime, please read 
about the criminal case and answer the questionnaire. 



Condition 3 

Individual vs. Situation- "layperson" 
Criminal Justice System- "professional" 
Crime characteristic- "professional" 
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Since we are unfamiliar with your knowledge about crime 
and the criminal justice system, you need to know some 
information before making your decisions about the criminal 
case. 

Criminologists have spent years researching criminal 
behavior and the criminal justice system. Hundreds of 
studies have been done looking for the facts. The Harvard 
Law Review recently completed a review study of research 
done up through 1993 of these studies. The authors conclude 
that the research evidence shows the following: 

1. Crime is committed because of individual personality 
traits, 
for example, laziness. 

2. The criminal justice system is actually quite harsh when 
punishing criminals with most crimes resulting in 
substantial guilt and major disruption of the criminal's 
life. 

3. Most crimes are not planned and are committed at the spur 
of the moment. 

Now that you have knowledge about crime, please read 
about the criminal case and answer the questionnaire. 



Condition 4 

Individual vs. Situation- "layperson" 
Criminal Justice System- "professional" 
Crime characteristic- "layperson" 
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Since we are unfamiliar with your knowledge about crime 
and the criminal justice system, you need to know some 
information before making your decisions about the criminal 
case. 

Criminologists have spent years researching criminal 
behavior and the criminal justice system. Hundreds of 
studies have been done looking for the facts. The Harvard 
Law Review recently completed a review study of research 
done up through 1993 of these studies. The authors conclude 
that the research evidence shows the following: 

1. Crime is committed because of individual personality 
traits, 
for example, laziness. 

2. The criminal justice system is actually quite harsh when 
punishing criminals with most crimes resulting in 
substantial jail time and major disruption of the criminal's 
life. 

3. Most crimes are planned in advance and carried out with 
forethought. 

Now that you have knowledge about crime, please read 
about the criminal case and answer the questionnaire. 



Condition 5 

Individual vs. Situation- "professional" 
Criminal Justice System- "professional" 
Crime characteristic- "professional" 
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Since we are unfamiliar with your knowledge about crime 
and 
the criminal justice system, you need to know some 
information before making your decisions about the criminal 
case. 

Criminologists have spent years researching criminal 
behavior and the criminal justice system. Hundreds of 
studies have been done looking for the facts. The Harvard 
Law Review recently completed a review study of research 
done up through 1993 of these studies. The authors conclude 
that the research evidence shows the following: 

1. Crime is committed because of environmental factors, for 
example family problems. 

2. The criminal justice system is actually quite harsh when 
punishing criminals with most crimes resulting in 
substantial jail time and major disruption of the criminal's 
life. 

3. Most crimes are not planned and are committed at the spur 
of the moment. 

Now that you have knowledge about crime, please read 
about the criminal case and answer the questionnaire. 



Condition 6 

Individual vs. Situation- "professional" 
Criminal Justice System- "professional" 
Crime characteristic- "layperson" 
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Since we are unfamiliar with your knowledge about crime 
and the criminal justice system, you need to know some 
information before making your decisions about the criminal 
case. 

Criminologists have spent years researching criminal 
behavior and the criminal justice system. Hundreds of 
studies have been done looking for the facts. The Harvard 
Law Review recently completed a review study of research 
done up through 1993 of these studies. The authors conclude 
that the research evidence shows the following: 

1. Crime is committed because of environmental factors,for 
example family problems. 

2. The criminal justice system is actually quite harsh when 
punishing criminals with most crimes resulting in 
substantial jail time and major disruption of the criminal's 
life. 

3. Most crimes are planned in advance and carried out with 
forethought. 

Now that you have knowledge about crime, please read 
about the criminal case and answer the questionnaire. 



Condition 7 

Individual vs. Situation- "professional" 
Criminal Justice System- "layperson" 
Crime characteristic- "layperson" 
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Since we are unfamiliar with your knowledge about crime 
and the criminal justice system, you need to know some 
information before making your decisions about the criminal 
case. 

Criminologists have spent years researching criminal 
behavior and the criminal justice system. Hundreds of 
studies have been done looking for the facts. The Harvard 
Law Review recently completed a review study of research 
done up through 1993 of these studies. The authors conclude 
that the research evidence shows the following: 

1. Crime is committed because of environmental factors, for 
example family problems. 

2. The criminal justice system is actually quite lenient 
when punishing criminals with the majority of all cases 
resulting in no jail time at all. 

3. Most crimes are planned in advance and carried out with 
forethought. 

Now that you have knowledge about crime, please read 
about the criminal case and answer the questionnaire. 



Condition 8 

Individual vs. Situation- "professional" 
Criminal Justice System- "layperson" 
Crime characteristic- "professional" 
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since we are unfamiliar with your knowledge about crime 
and the criminal justice system, you need to know some 
information before making your decisions about the criminal 
case. 

Criminologists have spent years researching criminal 
behavior and the criminal justice system. Hundreds of 
studies have been done looking for the facts. The Harvard 
Law Review recently completed a review study of research 
done up through 1993 of these studies. The authors conclude 
that the research evidence shows the following: 

1. Crime is committed because of environmental factors, for 
example family problems. 

2. The criminal justice system is actually quite lenient 
when punishing criminals with the majority of all cases 
resulting in no jail time at all. 

3. Most crimes are not planned and are committed at the spur 
of the moment. 

Now that you have knowledge about crime, please read 
about the criminal case and answer the questionnaire. 
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FIGURE 1 

Hypothesized Model for Study 1 
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a H is the hypothesis number referred to, for example H1 is 
hypothesis one in the study 



FIGURE 2 

Standardized Estimates for Significant Effects of Emotion 
Displays, Identities, Prior Record, Construals and 
Sentencing 
in Study 1 
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FIGURE 3 

Standardized Estimates for Significant Effects of Affect and 
Construals with the Addition of Beliefs 
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FIGURE 4 

Hypothesized Model for Study 2 
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FIGURE 5 

Standardized Estimates for Significant Effects of 
Knowledge Structure Dimensions in Study 2 
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TABLE 1 

Mean Ratings of Respondent's Perceived 
Criminal Emotion by Condition 

Condition Perceived Emotion 
Sad Relaxed 

Criminal Victim Prior Record 

Sad Sad Yes 6.84 3.00 
( .51) ( .56) 

Sad Sad No 7.30 3.20 
(.50) (.55) 

Sad Relaxed Yes 7.60 2.15 
(.50) (.55) 

Sad Relaxed No 7.30 2.12 
(.54) (.59) 

Relaxed Relaxed Yes 3.05 5.15 
(.50) ( .55) 

Relaxed Relaxed No 3.45 5.40 
( .50) ( .55) 

Relaxed Sad Yes 3.31 6.00 
( .51) ( .56) 

Relaxed Sad No 3.56 5.78 
( .52) (.58) 

N 152 152 

F value 17.41 8.54 

P .0001 .0001 

b standard errors are in parentheses 
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TABLE 2 

Mean Ratings of Respondent's Perceived 
Victim Emotion by Condition 

Condition Perceived Emotion 
Sad Relaxed 

Criminal Victim Prior Record 

Sad Sad Yes 6.74 2.32 
( .44) ( .52) 

Sad Sad No 5.70 4.21 
( .43) ( .52) 

Sad Relaxed Yes 2.85 7.35 
( .43) ( . 51) 

Sad Relaxed No 1.71 7.59 
( .47) ( .55) 

Relaxed Relaxed Yes 4.75 4.67 
( .43) ( .51) 

Relaxed Relaxed No 4.25 5.70 
(.43) ( .51) 

Relaxed Sad Yes 7.84 2.89 
( .44) (.52) 

Relaxed Sad No 8.67 2.83 
( .46) (.53) 

N 152 152 

F value 28.06 14.98 

P .0001 .0001 

C standard errors are in parentheses 



TABLE 3 

Condition 

Criminal 

Sad 

Sad 

Sad 

Sad 

Relaxed 

Relaxed 

Relaxed 

Relaxed 

N 

F value 

p 

Mean Ratings of Respondent's Perceived 
Criminal's Prior Record by Condition 

Victim Prior 

Sad Yes 

Sad No 

Relaxed Yes 

Relaxed No 

Relaxed Yes 

Relaxed No 

Sad Yes 

Sad No 

Record 

Prior Record 

6.37 
( .57) 
4.10 
( .55) 
4.35 
( .55) 
3.65 
( .60) 
6.35 
(.55) 
4.21 
( .57) 
5.58 
( .57) 
4.17 
(.58) 

152 

3.64 

.001 

d standard errors are in parentheses 

203 



TABLE 4 

Correlations for Items in Scales 

CR1 V1 C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 

CR2 .39 

V2 .39 

C1 1.0 .33 .35 .34 .25 .26 .37 

C2 .33 1.0 .25 .57 .28 .25 .32 

C3 .35 .25 1.0 .25 .25 .25 .27 

C4 .34 .57 .25 1.0 .37 .25 .35 

C5 .25 .28 .25 .37 1.0 .32 .25 

C6 .26 .25 .25 .25 .32 1.0 .25 

C7 .37 .32 .27 .35 .25 .25 1.0 

CR1- criminal identity item for "type of person" 
CR2- criminal identity item for "continue behavior" 
V1- victim identity item for "type of person" 
V2- victim identity item for "continue behavior" 

C1- construal item on premeditation 
C2- construal item on defense of offender 
C3- construal item on knowing right from wrong 
C4- construal item on threatening victim 
C5- construal item on cruelty of crime 
C6- construal item on past criminal behaviors 
C7- construal item on criminal's feelings 
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TABLE 5 

Standardized Estimates, Standard Errors, R2 and p values 
Corresponding to Figure 2 

Dependent Variables 

Independent 
Variables 

Construals 

Criminal's 
Identity 

Victim's 
Identity 

Prior 
Record 

Criminal's 
Emotion 

Victim's 
Emotion 

Sentencing 

- .45···· 
(.06) 

Prior Record* 
Criminal's Emotion 

• p<.OS 
p< .01 •• 
p< . 001 ••• 
p< . 0001 •••• 

.20 

Construals 

.61···· 
(.22) 

- .19·· 
( .21) 

.37 

C standard errors are in parentheses 

Criminal's Victim's 
Identity Identity 

.07 
(.07) 

- .74···· 
(.13) 

.34·· 
(.14) 

.26 
(.03) 

.42 

.22·· 
( .09) 

.05 



TABLE 6 

Means for Criminal's Identity for Prior Record 
vs. No Prior Record Information 

Record 

No Prior Record 

Prior Record 

N 

F value 

p 

Criminal's Identity 

4.24 
(.17) 

3.69 
( .16) 

151 

3.64 

.0012 

f standard errors are in parentheses 
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TABLE 7 

Regression Models for Full and Reduced Models 
for Student-Probation Officer Data 

Dependent 
Variable 

Sentencing= 

Construals= 

Criminal 
Identity= 

Victim 
Identity= 

Full Model 

Cons Cons*Stupo 

Cid Cid*Stupo 

Vid Vid*Stupo 
Cern Cem*Stupo 
Pr Pr*Stupo 

Vern Vem*Stupo 

Cons= Construals 
Cid= Criminal's Identity 
Pr= Prior Record 
vid= Victim's Identity 
Cem= Criminal's Emotion 
Vem= Victim's Emotion 

Reduced Model 

Cons 

Cid 

Vid Cern Pr 

Vern 

St~po=Dummy variable: student=O, probation officer=l 
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TABLE 8 

Comparison of R2 Scores 
for Student-Probation Officer 

Dependent R2F R2R 
Variable 

Sentencing .19 .18 

Construals .37 .37 

Criminal .46 .45 
Identity 

Victim .05 .04 
Identity 

=R2 for interaction model 
=R2 for reduced model 
=total subjects 

N 

175 

175 

175 

175 
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Data 

df1 df2 F 

1 160 1.96 

1 160 0 

3 156 .96 

1 160 .17 

=number variables in full model including interactions 
=number interaction terms 
=N-K-1 
=F test value 

g The F score was obtained using the following formula: 

F dfl,dl2 
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TABLE 9 
Knowledge Structure Means 

for Students and Probation Officers 

Knowledge Student Probation N F P 
Structure Officer 

Criminal's 7.12 8.64 175 6.03 .02 
Laziness ( .22) (.59) 

Criminal's 5.23 6.14 175 1. 99 .16 
Greed (.23) (.60) 

Criminal's 5.39 5.55 175 .06 .81 
Family (.23) (.61) 

Criminal's 6.66 5.91 175 1.54 .22 
School ( .21) ( .57) 

Court System 5.63 6.91 175 3.67 .06 
Failure ( .24) (.62) 

System 3.97 7.13 175 26.07 .0001 
Leniency (.22) (.58) 

Planned 5.67 5.82 175 .08 .77 
Crimes ( .19) ( .49) 

Common 6.64 7.68 175 3.03 .08 
Crimes ( .21) (.56) 

h standard errors are in parentheses 
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TABLE 10 

Standard Estimates, Standard Errors, R2 and p values 
Corresponding to Figure 3 

Dependent Variables 

Sentencing 

Independent 
Variables 

Construals 

Criminal's 
Identity 

Victim's 
Identity 

Prior 
Record 

Criminal's 
Emotion 

Victim's 
Emotion 

Prior Record* 

- .45**** 
( .06) 

Criminal's Emotion 

Criminal's 
Laziness Belief 

Justice System 
Belief 

R2 

* p<.Os .. 
p<.Ol 
p<.OOl * .. 
p<. 0001 **** 

.09 
( .27) 

.04 
(.24) 

.21 

Construals 

.60**** 
( .22) 

- .19** 
( .21) 

.03 
( .30) 

.04 
( .28) 

.37 

i standard errors are in parentheses 

Criminal's Victim's 
Identity Identity 

.20 
( • 07) 

- .71**** 
(.13) 

.32* 
( .14) 

.22** 
( .09) 

.26 
( • 03) 

.08 .03 
(.09) ( .11) 

.16* .03 
(.08) (.10) 

.44 .05 



TABLE 11 

Regression Models for Full and Reduced Models 
for Beliefs 

Dependent Full Model 
Variable 

Sentencing= Cons B1 B2 
B1*Stupo B2*Stupo 

Construals= Cid B1 B2 
B1*Stupo B2*Stupo 

Criminal Vid Cern Pr B1 B2 
Identity= B1*Stupo B2*Stupo 

Victim 
Identity= Vern B1 B2 

B1*Stupo B2*Stupo 

Cons= Construals 
Cid= Criminal's Identity 
Pr= Prior Record 
Vid= Victim's Identity 
Cem= Criminal's Emotion 
Vem= Victim's Emotion 
B1= Belief on criminal's laziness 

Reduced Model 

Cons B1 B2 

Cid B1 B2 

Vid Cern 
Pr B1 B2 

Vern B1 B2 

B2= Belief on leniency of criminal justice system 

Stupo=Dummy variable: student=O, probation officer=l 
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TABLE 12 

Comparison of R2 Scores for Beliefs 

Dependent R2F R2R 
Variable 

Sentencing .21 .20 

Construals .38 .37 

Criminal .49 .46 
Identity 

Victim .08 .04 
Identity 

R2F =R2 for interaction model 
R2R =R2 for reduced model 
N =total subjects 

N df1 

175 2 

175 2 

175 2 

175 2 

212 

df2 F 

157 1.00 

157 1.28 

154 4.55 

157 3.41 

K =number variables in full model including interactions 
dfl =number interaction terms 
df2 =N-K-1 
F =F test value 

The F score was obtained using the following formula: 

F dfl,df2 
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TABLE 13 
Mean Ratings of Respondent's 

Knowledge by Condition 

Independent Variables 

Condition Individual- Criminal Crime 
Situational Justice Characteristics 

1 6.13 2.65 3.70 
(.61) ( .71) (.61) 

2 7.63 4.78 5.56 
( .56) (.69) (.63) 

3 6.37 4.37 6.21 
(.56) (.68) (.58) 

4 5.89 4.58 4.69 
(.56) (.68) ( .58) 

5 6.22 5.17 5.89 
(.58) (.69) ( .59) 

6 6.35 5.61 5.77 
(.59) (.69) (.59) 

7 7.32 3.37 3.63 
( .56) (.67) (.58) 

8 6.58 3.47 6.16 
(.56) ( .67) (.58) 

N 146 147 145 

F 3.36 7.77 4.05 

p .07 .006 .05 

k standard errors are in parentheses 



TABLE 14 

Standard Estimates, Standard Errors and p values 
Corresponding to Figure 5 

Dependent Variables 

Sentencing Construals 

Independent 
Variables 

Construals -.21 * 
(.09) 

Criminal's .39**** 
Identity ( .26) 

Individual 
vs. Situation 
Belief 

Crime 
Characteristic 
Belief 

Justice System -.07 
Belief (.28) 

R2 .05 .15 

p<.OS * 
p<.Ol ** 
p< . 001 *** 
p<. 0001 .. ** 

I standard errors are in parentheses 

Criminal's 
Identity 

.20* 
(.06) 

.02 
(.05) 

.04 
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TABLE 15 

Regression Models for Full and Reduced Models 
for Beliefs 

Dependent 
Variable 

Criminal 
Identity= 

Full Model 

IS CC 

Reduced Model 

Var 

IS= Individual vs. situational dimension 
CC= Crime characteristics dimension 

Var=scale created adding IS+CC 
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TABLE 16 

Dependent 
Variable 

Comparison of R2 Scores for Different 
Effects of Beliefs on Criminal's Identity 

N 

216 

Criminal 
Identity 

.04 .032 132 1 129 1.74 

=R2 for full model 
=R2 for reduced model 
=total subjects 
=number variables in full model 
=difference in number variables 

between full and reduced model 
=N-K-1 
=F test value 

m The F score was obtained using the following formula: 

F dfl,df2 
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