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. . USERS OF THE ERIC SYSTEM." . . .
T "Abstract. The experimental research on social perceptions of rape

_ victims is_rgviéwed. It is suggested that much of the research is - .
. difficult to interpret due to a confusion between a naive observer -
.- model and a‘jury process model. This confusion should be avoided = = <
. " in the future... o, B
: ~.° . In 1973 Jones and Atonson published a study which has generated ‘
. considerable subsequent research. On the basis of the "just world . = ' . S
. ‘theory" (e.g., Lerner & Simmons, 1966) they predicted and found that o ! K
a respectable rape victim was attributed more fault for being raped S
than was an unrespectable rape victim. As a result not only of the .
counterintuitive nature of these results, but.also ds a functionof . '/
”greatlyi;ncreasing awareness of the difficulties experienced by rape =~
. victims, ‘mdny social psychologists undertook to explore more fully .
- others' perceptions of rape victims. This paper will focus on experi- 0
" " mental research dealing with social perceptions of rape victims and, 3 h

- ﬁhilé—brtefly’reviewing“the’findtngsjwwill“c0n513t~primarilyéof%an~m~—~f~%~~4w——~~;
-evaluation of the research from a methodological perspective. - .~ R
' " Review of the Research Findings ' , S
- The paradigm used in virtually éllnS;.the research under discussion
" is simple. Different subjects are given”different information about a .
rape victim after which they evaluate her (and sometimes the accused -
rapist) on a variety of attitudinal and attributional measures.
Variables that have been manipulated include the victim's respectability
(Feinman, Note 1; Feldman-Summers & Lindner, 1976; Fulero & Delara, ’
'1976; Jones & Aronson, 1973; Kahn, Gilbert,:Latta, Deutscht Hagen, Hill,
McGaughey, Ryen, & Wilsonm, 1977; Kanekar &-Kolgawalla,_1977; Kerr & .
Kurtz, 1977; Luginbuhl & Mullin, -Note 2; Smith, Keating, Hester, & - o
Mitchell, 1976), the defendant's respectability (Frederick, Note 3;. :
Frederick & Luginbuhl, Note 4; Kahn et al., 1977) -the crime itself,
€.8., attempted rape,’rape, robbery (Feldman-Sumners & Lindner, 1976;
. Fulero & Delara, 1976; Jones. & Aronson, 1973; Kanekar & Kolsawalla,
1977; Kerr & Kurtz, 1977; Scroggs, 1976; Seligman, Brickman, & Koulack,
1977), dEgree of resistance by the victim (Feimnman, Note 1; Scroggs,
- 1976), attractiveness of the victim (Feinman, Note 1; Seligman, .Brickman,
. & Koulack, 1977; Thornton, 1977), prior acquaintance between the victim -
and the rapist (Calhoun, Selby, & Warring, 1976; Smith, Keating, Hester, -
& Mitchell, 1976), and sex of subject in the experiment (all studies).
Dependent measures have included various types of blame attributed
to both the victim and the defendant, liking for the victim, perceived
psychological damage to the victim, the penalty the rapist should
receivé were he to be convicted, and-a variety of other measures many of |
which gre found only in a single experiment. Many of the studies have ' i
paid particular attention ‘to assessing the responsibility or blame '
ascribed to the victim since this-was the éé?%ft of Jones and Aronsons'
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study that generated thé most interest. ' e e L

Several results are relatively'welI;dpcuméﬁsed. The most consist-
ent may be the lack of support for the %uéﬁ world prediction that the
respectable victim will receive more blame than the unrespectable
victim. Due té such consistent lack of suppdrt, we feel this prediction’
is,no longer tenable. Fulero and Deélara.(1976) have suggested that
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often been viewed as a better person, more i11lKeable, ana as naviog

experienced greater psychological tra ma."  However, in most stddies!

s been confounded with the
victim's prelhmed sexual experience.g;@:., the' respectable victim is a’
virgin or a married'woman; the unresYiERble victim is a divorcee or a
topless danter). The cause of these Jév'ering sOcial perceptions is
thus unclear. . ; !

A second” reasonably. onsistent Set’ of findings concerns ‘sext differ-
_ences. in responding to the rdpe. victim. Males’ have generally,‘although

- not always, been 1ess sympathetic toward the: victim than females,'
‘attributing the victim with greater responsibility for the rape, seeing
her as less adversely affected‘by the rape, and being more influenced -

than females bu such irrelevant factors as the victim's attractiveness, |,
the extent to which she resisted, her respectability, and the respect- :

abi1ity of the rapist. Females have generally Jbeen more likely to
‘convict the rapist and to assign more seVere. penalties to the rapist
than males. ° .

Other results that are common to ‘more than one study are (a) that
_rape ‘is considered to be a more severe crime' than is robbery or mugging,
(b) rapists are given longer prison sentences than robbers or mugger$;:.

v

ii..and_(c)_that the absolute level of responsibility . attributed to rape
~victims " is low while that’attributed 'to the’ rapist is high, a finding
not usually emphasized - Thus, we ‘have experienced a modest gain in
information-as a result of the exnerimental research on perceptions of
: 'rape victims. Therefare, however, some" interpretive difficulties with g
some of the findings( and these will now’ occupy our attention.
‘ Methodological Issues :

Frame—of referencé. One bf the least standardized aspects of the
research we have been describing is the'overall contekt of the indivi-
ual experiments, .the "frame- f-reference" (Sherif, 1936), experienced
by the 'subjects. Are the subjects to take the role of interested
‘observers or of hypothetical \Jurors? 1Is it assumed that the rape took

" ‘place or is the rape only alleged? 1s there a defendant to consider,
and must a decision as to his guilt or innocence and the entent of his
punishment be made? These and other contextual differences make compar-
isons across experiments difficult and may also affect attributions to,
and perceptions of the victim. ;

This lack of standardization may stem from the fact thaf the
"plirpose' of many of these studies is ambiguous.. It appears that re-
searchers have attempted to answer two separate* questions, or have
implicitly follpwed two. separate and quite different models. These. two ,
models we will call the naive observer model and the jury process model.
The naive observer model is concerned with how the average person
perceives a rape victim and how her characteristics and aspects of her
behavior affect these perceptions. The jury process model, on the .other
‘hand, asks how.members of a jury will be ‘affected by these same factors.
~and how their resulting perceptions will be translated into a‘verdict.

‘The naive gbserver model,.then, focuses simply on the ordinary

+. perceptions of the average person, while the jury process model looks
toward an important social and legal issue, the outcome of a rape
trial. To-dnticipate future discussion, it is our contention that the -
. indiscriminate combining of these two models in a single experiment

" results in ambiguous findings.

' Each model suggests an "ideal" research strategy. For the naive
observer model this strategy would involve most (probably all) of the
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ma pulhte charsgteristics of the victim, features of the rape situation
(d

ib:resulti

o very ‘different. It would imvolve (a). an attempt to simulate ‘the court
- ”setbing as,much as possible, (b) selecting subjects as similar to real
’ *’pjurors as possible, (c) providing exténsive. testimony including
\ii [ :witneases, cross—examination, and instructions by ‘the judge, (d) having
~the "jurors" decide on the guilt or innocence, of the defendant by ay
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‘the: court process, -and jury behavior are all irrelevant to the naive
observer model), and (d) within this context the experimenter would

endipg ‘on the interests of “the researcher), and would assess the "

"social perceptions of the subjects. . "y
. The’ ideal research strategy suggested by the jury process model is

-

,process of (e) deliberation, and (f) within. this context manipulating
the same factors.as in the‘naive observer.model. ' The impact of these

1f?factors would be assessed, however, by’ cpmparing thae’ verdists reached
. 'in the different experimental conditionms,’ not by qp asseaément of."

social perceptions. Thus, while/thé same variables can be studied
within the framework of both models, they would be studied within very
dif ferent contexts and would be/assessed by different measurement

techniquesﬁ

B The. significance of this ﬁistinction is that when, these two' models _
are combined in a single experiment, the experimental resu&ts ‘are - I

‘rendered ambiguous, especially those results dealing with-social per-
ceptions.; This interpretive difficulty,_yhich exists in much of the

. published research, stems friom two sources. Fixst since researchers

' have ‘conducted experiments n which both of these models’are being

followed, subjects have:no. doubt often been confused. _ For examnple, in.
some ‘studies there has beep no explicit attempy to simulabe a jury
situation, yet subjects
innocence of the defendant, 'sometimes before their social percegtions
'were assessed. Thus, even though they were not instructgd to assume

the role of jurorsg, they performed jury-related activity. In at least -
one published experiment/, subjects were asked to assign some number of
years punishment to the/rapist, but-only later'were they asked to decide |

' whether or not he was guilty. Im still other efperiments, "subjects

y

!
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have been requested to/assign punishment to the rapist wi thout the . -
question of his guilt pbr innocence ever being explicitly faised. * (Are.
the subjects to: simpl ‘assume he is guilty? Does their Assignment

of punishment represent a guilty verdict as well?) It /Seems likely,
_ithen, ithat subjects in many of the experiments. were responding to
/ambiguous stimuli 1 aving the maaning of their responses open to

/ question. : !

The other reas¢n why a combination of these models in the same ex-
periment results in interpretive probléms is that the stimuli which -
govern the perceptions. of the subjects become mpnclear. If the subject
determines whether/or not the defendant 1is guilty ‘and proxides his or * -
her social percep ions of the rape victim, whith fnfluences the other’, ot
.Do subjects form ertain perceptions of the victim whick are then
translated into a verdict? Or does the subject first determine in hig
or her own mind. the fate of the defendant and then bring social per-
ceptions of the yvictim into line/ with the decision as to guilt? If
the subject ren ered’ a harsh verdict for the defendant, would' the victim’
be assimilated to this harsh judgment and evaluated harshly, or. would
. she be contrasted and evaluated. favorably? Similarly, if -the social
perceptions of /the defendant. were unfavorable, imwhat' way would the ~
perceptions off the victim be influenced? - X

v
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e been asked tp decide on the guilt or S,
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- the end of the experiment, after all other measures (including, of

" ‘covrse, the verdict) had been obtained.' These, in fact, could be :
g compared with social perceptions obtained under the naive observer
paradigm to detect any differences attributable to the two contexts..
We expect~there would be differences, although the foregolng discussidn
- indicates that we are reluctant to-predict what they might 'be. .

o The confusion in research goals (the\simultaneous employment of,
the two models) stems, we feel, from laudablean;ivies on the part of"
'researchers. The work of Jones and Aronson stimulated interést in: the’
social perceptions of rape victims, but the practital Significance.qf

e

these perceptions (in terms of how a rape victim would be perceived by -

jurors and how these perceptions might affect the verdict) was so - ..

. obvious that the social perception _experiments were designéd to be as -

* "relevant" as possible.” Thus, extra features were added.(such as
.‘deciding on guilt and/or settifig’ penalties) whlch-confounded the

. interpretation- of the social perceptions. Future Fesearchers must .
. "decide which model they are pursuing and design their studies '

accordingly. _ _
Dependent measures. We will cqmment briefly on a problem that is

not .unique to the ‘experimental research_ on rape. . This the fact. that_wf

a truly astonishing variety of dependent measures ha < been.employed to

measure the same-general concept, the extent of. the victim’s responsi-’."

bility for béing raped. These include (a) how much the victim is at
~Eault, (b) how much she is to blame, (c) how’ respoasible shevis for

being raped '(d) how much her behavior precip tated the rape, (e) to o

wvhat extent her character is to blame, and (f) the extent to which her .
behavior is to-blame. This lack of standardization makes’ comparisons’
across experiments difficult. Furthermore, these diverse measures may

* tap different dimensions of the concept "re)

the victim to blame for. being raped?" and "How responsible is the victim
for being raped?" are two different questions. ~ The formeér, focuses more
on the moral component, the latter more on an objective evaluation of
the victim's potential contributory role. Thus, greater attentiop -
should be given to the choice of dependent ineasures, not only for the .

ponsibility " "How much.is

L

.

sake of interstudy compaxability, but for the validity of the measures -

themselves. S . o
i Conclusions - o
The research on social perceptions of - rape’ victims has yielded a
few important findings, for example, the impact of extralegal factors -
in the perception of rape victims and also what appear to-be fairly
consistent sex differences "in. attributions to victims. Much of the
research, however, has been harred by methodological problems., We have
emphagized the div%rsity of dependent measures, and more importantly,

a frequent confusion as teo what model is being followed.. We applaud

these efforts to investigate an issue of great practical: importance'

this very importance necessitates careful and rigorous experimentql
design i N :
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PR Ei '," ) J . . . . f.
Qieets and Des g R IR 14,{ T Q"'?“ S

;ﬂl\ subjg:ﬁs were 64 fifth- and sixth grade éhildrea selected eore

fram fauf schacls in a school" distri:t Ln Ofégen._ These schoals.

S wa:e selgcted'ss repfegentativeuaf a braad;&fgssfseeﬁién of the . .

district schgnl papulatiﬂn. f

r

Nineteen subjects wete in the fifth grgde and 45 were in tht

v sixth- gradg. Thiftyétwg vere females and 32 were malesi The L;
: ' . L

7 subéects ugrh divided inta two ability grﬂups Thase individual%'

- designatéd as intellectually supefiur (n= 32) had abtained “an IQ L

score ﬁf 130 or higher on ﬁge Stanford- Biﬂec, or its equivalent

b

.and had been admitted %hta the Educatiﬂnally Advaneed\pfugram for

: N\
' gifted sgudenss in thgirfsﬁhaal d;stfict. Students selected for :
S
_the program are reported as feptesenting the 7ppef fqtf pércent ”
,‘-ét_‘_‘ B .
\ . . A ; . .
of the schoal population in,general intellectual ‘ability. o

Individuals deiagnated as having nermal intelligauﬁe (n = 32)

were estaﬁiishedfas such by virtue éf'their achievé&ent test scéggs
~ and the reccmmendatian of a teacher or principal Tﬁﬂﬁgh lt was .

j%ﬂt the pnliey of- thé schaal distri:t to adminiscef intelligente
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teaéa, thefe were- g nﬁmher aﬁ narmal a;udents an wham EQ data waa

§ a

'.'aVailable. Faf these studentsx.rm IQ scores ranged iram\93 ea

[

111 within Ehe rnnge af nﬂrmsl intelligencei 'All studentﬂ who

participated in Ehe studyggere at or abave g:ade level in reading

abuuy. R e s ;}‘
Lo B @ : : . ‘ ‘: ) . '.»-f'lé . Lo N _7__’ I
'Fall@wing SElEEEiﬁﬁ—kEII‘Séudentﬂ‘wefé ranﬂémlg.gssigned to

L

f !.”

. the campariscn and eantrﬁl gfcups.' Eaeh !tudént served Ln one- gf

*

T 1

the fnllawihg candiéians- (a) successive pfesentatian ﬂf chelf ’;f

& %,

atimulus material, or (b) simultﬁneaus présentsticn ef the stimﬁlus

,‘  matgfial. The fesearch desiéh was. a twq*graup;ﬂmdel witw rsndams":

isatiﬂn of :anditians. L s 'j, N ¢
= : T : R -
Appafatus and Materials - e ’ o R T

- T PR Lyt

Physical apﬁafatQSfcansiétedraf a°Kgdak Gasaﬁsel SDQ,§1idag

Projector and screen.’ Tatal time of expasure and density of
ﬁ

material was-cpntralled acrass the Experimental "dv:anﬂral con-

ditians. VThe»speed af,preséntatiﬁn was five secénds per slide

" and was determinéﬂ by a piiaﬁ study, = o,

The printed matefial on the slides consisted of twa short
Etaries selected from a natinnaliy standsrdised a;hievement test
ot the gradgglevel Eppfﬂpfiaté fgr the students. The use of
natiﬁnally standardizgd ma;erial pravided stories and que;tigns

(
with validity and reliabiyity haviﬁg alteady been figmly established.

One set of slides consisted fgﬁwa short stories of comparable

llgngéh but differing content. These storfes ﬁerEfprESEnted’
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i }‘f": a 1 L _ Camp:eheﬁhiém of Sim@iéaﬁécus
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’

Qaparately, one ltary at a time- Eanh stgry cug:iated af 12 slidEf

The ntudenza were presentad with an eight ta terfrword segbinn from

\ LI
tha ltgry on each slide, Ihis arrgngement prevented ferward and/

L

ar backward glancing by the subjectg, : -, g!-~

';:‘i'.xThe geccnd set of slides gansiszed af the same star;es as

+ v ‘-
Set One. The twb gtaries appeafed on the slides Bimultaneausly. .

 The ltuﬂen;s wgre‘pfesented with a’ féur to- five-ward séetion fram a

zsch of the sturies qn each slide. Simultaneaus p:esentgtian of

the szaries required 24 slidesi. The format af pTEEEﬁEEEiﬁﬁ of

¥

:_the stimulus materi 1 closely fallbwed that of Carver (1979)

~ The dependent variable was ‘two seven-item multiple-chaice

’ Tha items &efe idéntical_a&rgss éanéiticns.

=5

Procedure .

Subjects were tested in smallAgraupé by the iﬁvestigatsf.

EY

- The median gxoup contained five students, | : -~

~ Students in the control g%aup (n = 32) patti@ipsted ifn. suc-
R \ Y : X

cessivé presentation of the stimulus material. All students fn °

the eﬁﬁetimgntgl group (o' = 32) participébgd'inAsimultaﬁeaus
presentation of the stimulus material.  Half theésubjézts in each °

gtﬂpp Qere\?f superior intelligence, and half were ng?mgé}sg -
\ A ; T,
The pratedure far the cant:al gfaup was: . -

R Read S;ofy A, . «

&=



st p': : P Comprehension -of Siﬁbiﬁgnééug
.NA. E- . ‘ b Q"‘ 1 -
2. Write down the tuo~maln paints of, Etarg A, ) i i
A . . _?u_t{ Byt . -.;" # - ,
-, 3. Take the camprehensiqn test on Stﬁry A.» SR
SR ST T
4, Read Story B. ?_i" : i-r;'

. '55; Write qnwﬁ,the two main p9in£§'af‘Stbty_E.ﬁ '

6, - Take the:ccmprehensignfteg;'éan;égy B, = . 4
- LT ! ’ - . ) » oo
‘$ixteen students read the stories in the order I?BEEd above, Six-

- tegn izﬁéeh:s read the stariés:in.thefrevgr§a~afé§§r Sub}ee;§1wete-

=

:nlsigned to these cnnditinna randamly.
The prgeedure for the experimentsl gzcup was! .

1. Read Story A and Story B simultangausly;

t ; S . :
2, Write down the two main points of each story.

3}. Take the comprehensfon test on both stories.

i

The position of the stgriég was altcrnated among the subjects,

’SiiteenJStudents viewed>5t§ry A on the left side of the slide
r :

’and Story B on the right side. Tﬁe-gﬁher 16 studeﬁts vieweﬂ

:Stbfy B on the left side of - the slide and Stcry A on the right
l i

side. . c Y : -
At, the conclusion of both conditions, the subjects answered
questions pertéihing!ta their perception of the Eask; The:

4
5tudentsﬂwha viewed the stories sLmultane@usly wefe asked what ’

st:ﬂtegles were(ssed to keep the stories straight. . P

As an addi¥1§n51 measure of evaluating :gmprehenslan<cf the
’Stimulus material, the‘stgdents were reguested t@=erte down the-

% a
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+fourteen,

i = L T . A

LT T ‘ , , Comprehensiorn of Bimultaneous
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T © s : Ey ;!v
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12::3; The anestigator desired to. knnp 'au well the atudents

hid gfasped the main idgas uf the stnt

tea;=1;em;;y s
5&8;&15;'
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fgt supeéigf subjects, narmal subjects,‘ and both gfgups combined :

were 13 56, 12763 an& 13 09 respectively.' Scnres far the -

superiaf students raﬁged frpm 12 ta 14 with 4 maximum pﬂssible
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gf fourteen, Scarés for the ngrmal §tudents ranged f:am 9 tn
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' 'Mean scores on Condition Twa*(ﬁimultaﬁéaus presentation gf"
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t:ambi.ned were 12.06; 9}63 and 10 84, :reslaeenvely. on Canditi@n; :

Two superiar students ,scores ranged frnm 10 to- fgufteen. ‘The ’

_?f na;mgl students ,scafes ranged £fam six ta thirteen.,,
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Henn scgres fdt females End.mA'es did nat defer signtfgcancly :gi{gik

4 5 . Ees
S Thg data analysis revealed a Eigni{icant intéraetipn effece R

=

between intelligence and the - experimental~écggitians (_ (1 63) =

{(B x C) Tab}e 2 adsa presents ‘the levels af rm; magnitude nf

t . \j,

=experimental effest (Frledman, 1968) Fram the abtained fm value&}
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1E esﬁ.be seen that while the ﬂnal sis revealed a stfang effect

. for Sub*éﬁtﬂr the 1argest effect was the acnditign (F {1 63) SN

X L XI;serE'Tébleré ahoirt hete ". R
T-tests feveaied sigﬂificant djgf’fer?m:egb i méén scﬁréé < |
"between the 3uperinr SUbJEGtS and the ncrmal subjects aﬂ bnth ff", -

canditians (t (39) = 2, 82, p <. Ql, £ (30) = 3 98 _E..; .Gi) §

& As predicted bath supertaqr students and fmrmal stuéents had 7
) mpfe diffizglt& :!ith E-he Simultaneg;g Presentatian uf t:h;d s-t muluszg.,?'
7 There,m
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was sxsignifgﬂén; difference beéwéen the~;wa ability graupstcn both
ean%itians, with a greater differéncé between the groups on Con~
ditigﬁurﬁa-(éimultaneaus;Fresentatian), The differeﬁze between
i ‘Ihéégragégéan anditian Oné was fe}iable, but small, - 7
iﬂw _Thé-§éudent5‘ resgcnées to the main points of the stories
we%e evaluated for general comprehension of thertimqlus.matéiialg
The fG;f "méin point'" responses Highgstéin fréquenzy were observed,
-~  These f@éf main iéeas were ‘then ;sed as the criterion for admiﬂistera
'ing sggrés to the subjects. ' Thds, each subject received one point
" for eéch response that. matched with 6ne'af the four most frequent
responses. ~ | | |
The analysis of the main idea data replicated the main effects .
foﬁnd ir the analysis of the éqmprehensiﬁn test data. There was *
. a significant difference between the two ability groups on bnth
' conditions, with a greater differénce favaring the superior ‘sub-
jécts under the simultaneqés condition. The secandacrder inter-
acﬁions were not significant at an aléﬂa level selected aé .05,

ﬁféiple order interaction was significant a®the ,006 lével
(1, 63) = 8.24, p £ .006)., |
- Discu§§;ég
The hypothes{s that there i{s a significaﬂt relationship be-

tween intelligence and the ability to attend to and éomprehenﬂ
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‘simultaneous visual stimull received support in the direction

expected., Intellectually superior students performed more suc-
. \ % - o

cessfully than normal students under both successive and simultaneous
presentation of the stories. The gifted students appeared more
capable of responding to and comprehending simultaneous visual

o

stiguiiﬁéhan the normal students,
The chi¥dfeﬁ.whc participated in the simultaneous presenta-

tion condition were asked to explain'what strategies, if any, they
\ 4 ‘ .
ﬂuseé to. keep' the stories separate_ While the most frequent response

was in the vein of "I remembered what I fead " several specific

‘stfatégies-wefe apparently put to use by many of the students,
Séveréiistudents responded that they read the story on the
lefﬁ sidé firs; on each slide. It‘;as anticipated that this me throd
of reading’ the stimulus mdterial wauld be the prédaminaﬁt sgrategy |
response because it reflects the fact that individuals in th15~
society ére éa;ght to read from left to rightg"Thus it might be
argued that it was the naﬁural tendency ;f the students to reépénd
to the stimulus by reading the left side of the slide first, .
There were a number of subjects who ﬁeviated ftam!this responsge
. and apprbaghed thEsstimﬁlus material diffeiently. A,féﬁ‘étudents.

commented that they read the story on the right side first.s One
. N
.strategy in partfcular was adopted by several students. 'On the

first slide, they rcad the story on the left first and ‘then the.
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Bté:y pﬁ the right. On the next slide&‘zhgy reaé the stofyfrg the -
tLgﬁt first, This left-righé, righc?left’pfaceaute was followed
faf_the'entiré presentation,
"All of these strategies reflect the same basié approach:

thaﬁgh presented simultaneously, tﬁe;stgfies were handled.;uégés—
‘sively. Hﬁ:subjecg remarked _that bé af~§he"ﬁas able to ré%paﬁé
to both stories ét once. Rather, all of the st:ategiés fepéfteé
involved successive handling of the material. This‘find;ng is

consistent with the observations of Das (1973) snd_Lurié (1966a,

successive integration, .
In rev;ewihg the evidence for twé,types'éf*iﬁfgrmaéiéniﬁra—
~cessing, successive synthesis and s;mﬁltaﬁecus synthesis, Das
concluded that fbte memory or associative learning tasks tend to
"/;équire‘successive pr@cessing. More Cﬁmgléx-verbal tasks invélving =
reasaninglsnd ab%tratticn need simultaneous processing.

; Das (1§73j has alse sammenéed that intelligence is not marked .
by a pfefere%ce for either mode Qf-igfgtmatian prccéssing. It is
not passib}é to conclude from the presené-study whéther’;nteliigénce
is or is not marked by a preference for one mode of infarmatién
‘processing, However, intelligence does appear to affect the degree

to which an Qndividual is capable of attending to and comprehending
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complex visual stimull when they are presented simultané;gslyi
. . A . _ _ :
If individuals of normal intelligence are more capable of successive,

7

pfaéessing than of simultangaus'pra:essing; it might be ekpe@;ed
tﬁat they would exhibit a éfeferente for the successive mcde;@f”
iﬁfarmatian processing,

An alternative explanation fgr the pfeseﬂt fiqding'exists_
The 1ntellec§ually superior students héd higher percentile scores
in réading vgcabulary and reading ca%pféhensian thangthe normal
students. Though there was little differente between the two
groups of students on thé successive pfésegﬁatiéﬁ af‘the-stimulus
matetial,)the possibility of significant differences in reading
ability may have accounted for the superiaf’perfcrmagée éf the
gifted students in the simultaneous éeﬁditian. It may be that
the independent gafiable is a complex form of intelligence test.

The present study has helped to generate new infafmaéiﬁnxzan-

cerning the abilities of individuals to attend to and comprehend

b;tgeen this ability and intelligence adds ﬁa our present under=
standing of the cognitive abilities of both nermaiband intellect-
ually superio? children. ’.. )
Future studies in this area should vary the difficulty of the
stimulus material, as well as the speed'&f'pfesentatioAﬁ(e}g_;

reduce exposure to three seconds per slide or to the individual
' ' )
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subject's redding|rate). AddItianal\inves;igati@ns might produce

- . i : { \ ‘7 : )
new’idi§§ for devﬂ§ing comprehensive test items that would tap

| SR . _
an {ndividual's ability for simultaneous processing of information
: ’ . ’ T ' ‘ *
_ . X o o
and comprehension of simultaneous stimuli, and otherwise help to

\ .

- {dentify distinctive abilities at the highér levels of intelligence.
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Table 1 |
{. Means and Standard Deﬁiaciéns of the Depéndent Variablg

L3

By Sex and Classification of Subjects

Condition One | Condition Two " Combined

(successive) (simultaneous) - Gandiéians

B
=
w
=
>

Group n M )

Supeiior Ss 16 13.56 0.61 ~ 16- 12.06 1.20 32 12,81 1.21

Females 8 13.63 0.70 * 8 11.50 1.23 16 12.56 '1.46'

Males 8 13.50 0.50 :. 8 12063 0.86 16 13.06 0.83

Normal s 16 12.63 1,11 16 ~ 9,63 2,06 32 11.13 2,22

Females 8 13.13 0.60 -~ 8 9.50 1.67 16 11.31 2.20

Males 8 12.13 1.27 8 9.75 2.40 16 -10.9% 2,25
All Ss 32 13,09 1.01 32 10.84 2.07  64. 11,97 1.98

Females  16''13.38 0,70 16 10.50 1.77 32 11:94 ‘1,96

Males 16 12.81 1.19 16 "11.19 2.30 32 12,00 1,99

e
\m\
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Summary of 2 X 2 X 2 Factorial Analysis of Variance

i

a on Comprehension Test é&ares‘(2 = 64) : v

=
to
\E"'i

Source 8s df  MS-

L]
[
~
[
']
1

" Sex (A) o 0.07 1
" Intelligence (B) % 45.57 1 45,57 0.0001  0.55
Condition (C) 81.00. 1 81,00 "0.0001 0.66

0.21 0.17

(A) X (B) 3.05 1 3.05
@ % ©  6.25 1 6.25  3/27 0.08 0.23
(B X.(C)  9.00 1 9.00 © 4.71 0.03  0.28
() X i(B) X () 0.00 1 0,00 - - .

e

" Within 107.00 56 1.91 . = - -

L . .
*

‘Total - . 251,94 63

{ 4

Note. r; = magnitude of experimental effect (Friedman, 1968).

=
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