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Methods
Participants
In this study, one hundred and thirty-eight students were chosen for the study. Out of the one hundred and thirty-eight student, 138, participants were 36% (n=56) who were male and 64% were recorded as female. The ages of the participants ranged between 18 to 60 years where the average age was 24 years (SD=6.3). the following are considered as the sample population which was used in the study. The Hispanic population was at (n=86), 8.6% and the African Americans were in the range of 22%, the Caucasian were in the bracket of (n=22) and the Asian were at 3.6%. however, the population that did not take part in the study were in the ethnicity part where n=4.4. 
			[image: ]
	


Procedures and Materials
Based on the guidelines of the study in the consent of information, participants were seen as the potential threats who would entirely benefit the ones who took part in the study during the research material formulation. The students who managed to agree verbally were given a number of three documents that were different and consistent of three parts. The first part involved the procedure where the student was supposed to read the scenario and requested more information from the colleagues. However, from the results, it would be seen that the documents managed to reflect the same number of initial circumstances, the one that can change, not change and neutral. 
[image: ]
In situations that are changeable, the taxi driver managed to arrive with the couples but unfortunate they declined their fare because they were perceived by them to not belong to the required category. There was no enough time for the group to call for another taxi. For the group to effectively reach their destination, the crossing of the bridge had to be done thus weakening the present severe storm. There was complete collapse when on arrival. Unfortunately, the couple were drowned into the river for missing to see a portion of the bridge at night that had collapsed. The taxi driver was lucky to make it safely 15minutes earlier before the collapse. In the unchangeable situations, the condition remained the same despite the taxi driver crossed the bridge and thereafter the bridge collapsed. The driver managed to swim safely but Tina and Eugene drowned. In neutral conditions, despite the arguments between the couple and the driver, the driver declined their fare of perceiving them to be paraplegic.
In part two, the student continued reading the rest of the parts that had open, partial and closed ended questions. The participating student was told to procure as many “If Only” statements as possible supposing note the factors that would have played a critical role in altering the final outcome. 
Partially three, the understudy was furnished with arrangement of inquiries concerning their reasoning and what they found from the circumstance they read. The understudy was approached to give their reaction in the wake of perusing each question in a size of one to nine. The inquiries were about how avoidable the episode was(1=Unavoidable,9=very avoidable),the most significant pretended by the driver for the demise of couple(1=uncausal,9=most significant cause),their sees on how the control the driver had(1=unnegligent,9=completely negligent),how much the driver had the right to be accused for the accident(1=no fault at all,9=total fault). 
Section four was to accumulate the member 'segment data comprising the age, sexual orientation, race, language and whether the member was an understudy at Florida International University. Therefore, the member was given investigation on the commitment to the examination just as the experiences about counterfactual reasoning and the principle setting.
There were a few factors that zeroed in on the culpability of the driver and the "If Only "proclamations that the members would check and control whether the driver consented to take the driver subsequently the main three factors that were investigated.
Results
By the analysis from the above the independent variable and whether the students are able to recall whether the diver carried the paraplegic couple is perceived as independent variable therefore a manipulation check is ran to show significant effect. 
[image: ]Those who took part in changeable and unchangeable situations rightly said that the driver did not pick the couples. Whereby those who took part in neutral conditions said that the driver picked the couple. This shows clearly that the participants paid attention to whether the driver picked the couple. 
[image: ]

From the analysis and discovery, I revealed the important differences among the variables, the conditions and dependent variables that perceived as blameworthiness of the driver. 
[image: ]The results reflects that there are situations  where the outcomes are regarded as changeable while some individuals blames the actor of acting differently meaning unchangeable.
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Finally, the participants perceived that the accident would be avoidable due t changeable conditions than unavoidable circumstances .The table below clearly defines the independent variables that are significant.
[image: ]
[image: ]
Discussion
The prediction on the participants was that they put more blame to the actor because he chose to act differently that caused the death of the couples. These participants generated “If Only “statements that were counterfactual that would enhance the define the outcome as being avoidable. On the other side we claim that the participants who would have read the undesirable outcome would have assigned less blame to the actor and would have thought of fewer counterfactual “If Only “statements. The prediction supported more that the condition was more changeable than unchangeable as the accident was more avoidable. However, the counterfactual statements that were generated by the participants were not different from the three conditions. Its is seen that the participant were not familiar with the counterfactual tasks that required deep thinking that they could have seen changeable conditions as an evidence tool of blame.
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Descriptives
How much blame does he taxi driver ...?
95% Confidence Interval for

Mean
N Mean Std. Deviation ~ Std. Error ~ LowerBound ~ UpperBound  Minimum  Maximum
Changeable 4 45122 2.06303 32219 3.8610 51634 1.00 9.00
Unchangeable 42 3.3810 2.14080 .33033 27138 4.0481 1.00 9.00
Neutral 42 43571 2.10483 .32478 37012 50131 1.00 9.00
Total 125 4.0800 2.14626 19197 3.7000 4.4600 1.00 9.00
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How much blame does he taxi driver ...?

ANOVA

2

Sum of

Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 31.408 2 15.704 3549 032
Within Groups 539.792 122 4.425
Total 571.200 124
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Post Hoc Tests

Multiple Comparisons
Dependent Variable: How much blame does he taxi driver ...?

Tukey HSD

() IV Scenario (J) IV Scenario Mean 95% Confidence Interval

(Changeable, (Changeable, Difference (-

Unchangeahble, Neutral) Unchangeahble, Neutral) J) Std. Error Sig Lower Bound  Upper Bound

Changeable Unchangeable 1131247 46180 on 0355 22269
Neutral 15505 46180 940 -.9406 1.2508

Unchangeable Changeable 113124 46180 on -2.2269 -.0355
Neutral -.97619 45901 .089 -2.0653 1129

Neutral Changeable -.15505 46180 940 -1.2508 9406
Unchangeable 87619 45001 .089 -1129 2.0653

* The mean difference is significant atthe 0.05 level.
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Homogeneous Subsets

How much blame does he taxi driver ...?
Tukey HSD*®

IV Scenario (Changeable, Subsetfor alpha = 0.05

Unchangeable, Neutral) N 1 2
Unchangeable 42 3.3810

Neutral 42 43571 4.3571
Changeable 4 45122
Sig. .090 940

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 41.661.

b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the
group sizes is used. Type | error levels are not
guaranteed.
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T-Test

How avoidable was the
accident?

Group Statistics

IV Scenario (Changeable, Std. Error
Unchangeable, Neutral) N Mean Std. Deviation Mean
Changeable 42 5.3095 1.77363 27368
Unchangeable 42 4.2381 1.84536 .28474
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Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for Equality of

Variances test for Equality of Means
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed)
How avoidable was the Equal variances 046 831 2713 82 .oo8
accident? assumed
Equal variances not 2713 81.871 .008

assumed
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Statistics

Gender Age Ethnicity

N Valid 126 124 126
Missing 0 2 0

Mean 1.6270  22.3145 21270
Median 2.0000  21.0000 2.0000
Mode 2.00 22.00 2.00
Std. Deviation 48554 630443 1.02750
Minimum 1.00 17.00 1.00
Maximum 2.00 58.00 6.00
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Chi-Square Tests

Asymptotic
Significance
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 939527 2 .000
Likelihood Ratio 106.804 2 .000
Linear-by-Linear 73573 1 .000
Association
N of Valid Cases 126

a.0 cells (0.0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected countis 15.33.
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IV Scenario (Changeable, Unchangeable, Neutral) * In the scenario, did the taxi driver agree

? Crosstabulation

In the scenario, did the taxi
driver agree ...?

Yes No Total
IV Scenario (Changeable,  Changeable Count 2 40 42
T T E, (EE) % within IV Scenario 48% 95.2%  100.0%
(Changeable,
Unchangeable, Neutral)
Unchangeable  Count 4 38 42
% within IV Scenario 9.5% 90.5%  100.0%
(Changeable,
Unchangeable, Neutral)
Neutral Count 40 2 42
% within IV Scenario 95.2% 48%  100.0%
(Changeable,
Unchangeable, Neutral)
Total Count 46 80 126
% within IV Scenario 36.5% 63.5% 100.0%

(Changeable,
Unchangeable, Neutral)
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Symmetric Measures

Approximate

Value Significance
Nominal by Nominal ~ Phi 864 .000
Cramer's V -864 .000

N of Valid Cases 126





