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Past research has shown that there are differences 

between children's ability to express verbally moral judgment 

or social cognitive principles (cognitive-expression) and 

their ability to understand and utilize these principles when 

making evaluations about others (cognitive-reception). This 

study investigated these differences. 

Subjects consisted of three age groups: younger 

children (ages 5 to 6 years), older children (ages 10 to 11 

years), and adults (ages 18 to 25 years). Children heard two 

stories and answered questions in individual sessions while 

adults read the same stories and wrote their answers in a 

large group setting. In the positive story, the protagonist 

wanted to help the other character (prosocial motivation), 

but accidently harmed him/her. In the negative story, the 

protagonist wanted to get even with the other character 

(malicious motivation) and intentionally harmed her/him. 

Dependent measures included cognitive-receptive tasks — 

ratings on three judgment questions (right/wrong, good/bad, 

like/dislike) and ratings on 10 traits (e.g., careless/not 

careless), and cognitive-expressive tasks — number of story 

components recalled and reasons for the judgment evaluations. 
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Most of the hypotheses were supported by the data. 

Results showed (1) that there were age-related differences on 

cognitive-expressive, but not on cognitive-receptive tasks, 

(2) that younger children's reasoning showed large individual 

variation on both positive and negative stories; older 

children's reasoning was consistent on negative stories, but 

individually varied on positive stories; and adults' 

reasoning was consistent on positive stories, but showed 

large individual differences on negative stories, (3) that 

younger children and adults liked protagonists even when they 

thought they were wrong or bad, but older children rated 

malicious protagonists uniformly negative on all three 

questions, and (4) that younger children demonstrated larger 

differences than older subjects in their reasoning about 

hypothetical story characters versus real-life peers. 

Results also showed some age-related differences in the ways 

subjects organized their trait ratings. Findings were 

discussed according to Piaget's theory of cognitive 

development. Appropriate research methodology was also 

emphasized. 
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CHAPTER I 

CHILDREN'S COGNITIVE AND MORAL REASONING: EXPRESSIVE 

VERSUS RECEPTIVE COGNITIVE SKILLS 

Early Research;, Piaget 

The majority of moral judgment research has been based 

on Piaget's original formulation of children's moral 

reasoning. Piaget (1965) postulated that moral development 

proceeds according to advancements in the child's cognitive 

abilities. The cognitive stage sequence most applicable to 

moral development is heteronomy and autonomy. A child in the 

heteronomous stage almost completely relies on an external 

authority's construction of right and wrong in order to make 

moral decisions. As the child matures, he or she reaches the 

autonomous stage. Instead of passively accepting the rules 

of others, the child actively constructs moral judgments 

based on his or her own internalized conceptions of moral 

behaviors. 

Piaget uses several dimensions to explicate these 

stages. The one used to understand moral development is the 

objective versus subjective concept of responsibility. 

Piaget's original research model on which he bases the 

objective/subjective dimension involves the experimenter 

reading a pair of stories aloud to the child. In one story, 



the child protagonist accidently causes a large amount of 

damage and, in the other story, the protagonist maliciously 

causes a small amount of damage. The best known example is 

the story pair in which one child is trying to help mother 

and accidently breaks 15 cups and the other child is trying 

to steal some jam and breaks 1 cup. Subjects are then asked 

to judge which child is the naughtiest. Even when young 

children (under age 8 years) refer to the motives or 

intentions of the protagonists, they still judge the child 

who has caused the most damage as the naughtier of the two. 

After age 10 years, children consistently pick the child with 

the malicious motive as the naughtiest. Thus, young children 

consider the obiective consequences of the protagonist's 

behavior to be more important than the sub iective intentions 

of the protagonist. Conversely, older subjects consider 

intentions to be the most important piece of information. 

Piaget was the first to note that there are differences 

between a child's ability to verbalize his or her evaluation 

about a situation or person, a child's ability to understand 

and utilize the principle that determines his or her 

evaluation, and that child's ability to behave in social 

situations according to her or his reasoning. While 

observing his own children, Piaget recognized that children 

as young as 3 or 4 years of age were able to differentiate 

between an accidental and intentional behavior, demonstrating 



that they understood the principle of intentionality. 

However, these same children were not able to use this 

principle consistently to make the verbal evaluations 

required by Piaget's paired-story format until after age 7 

years. In this paper, the ability to verbalize evaluations 

will be labeled cognitive-expression and the ability to 

understand and utilize the principle behind the evaluations 

will be labeled cognitive-reception. 

Although moral development and social cognition (or 

person perception) have been typically studied separately, 

the two areas overlap in that both concern subjects' 

processes of evaluating others. Therefore, the following 

literature review will discuss research in both moral 

development and social cognition under the major categories 

of cognitive-expression and cognitive-reception. 

MQrstl PgyelQpnient 

CQgrnUve-expreggiion 

Cognitive-expression concerns the ability to verbalize 

evaluations and perceptions. Therefore, tasks which rely on 

a subject's ability to verbalize her or his answers are 

cognitive-expressive measures. Beginning with Piaget, most 

researchers in moral development have used these types of 

measures to study children's moral reasoning. Piaget's 

paired-story paradigm, which required the subject to 



integrate cognitive material and supply verbal answers to 

comparative judgment questions, is a cognitive-expressive 

measure. Other investigators ask children to recall the story 

after its presentation and to supply verbal reasons for 

making their evaluations of the story characters. 

Recal1. Investigators have studied children's recall of 

stories by developing story grammars which break the story 

down into individual components according to the content of 

the information each component contains. Examples of such 

components include the setting, the environmental event which 

activates the protagonist to behave, the protagonist's actual 

behavior, and the consequences of the protagonist's behavior 

(Stein & Glenn, 1975). Children of different ages have been 

tested to ascertain if their recall of story components is 

influenced by the order in which the components are presented 

within the stories, or by the relative salience of some 

components over others. 

Consistent with the verbal nature of the task, children 

of different ages have been found to recall components 

differentially. Most studies have found that younger 

children recall fewer components than older children 

(Fitzhenry-Coor, 1977; Nezworski, 1978; Parker & Garfin, 

1986). With respect to order effects, Stein and Glenn (1979) 

found that both adults and children recall stories 

significantly better when the components are arranged in an 



order that follows their format for well-formed stories. 

Further, most investigators have found that younger children 

recall more consequences than intentions regardless of the 

order in which these are presented (Austin, Ruble, & 

Trabasso, 1977; Stein, 1977). In other words, the 

consequence information provides a more salient cue than the 

intent information. Children usually recall consequences 

most often, followed by initiating events, settings, 

attempts, and finally, internal responses (Nezworski, 1978; 

Parker & Garfin, 1986; Stein & Glenn, 1979). 

Most researchers have interpreted these results as 

suggesting that younger children's poorer memory and 

relatively concrete cognitive system reduce their ability to 

recall stories and, in particular, to recall the abstract, 

internal intentions of characters. Thus, they more easily 

recall concrete consequences. Keasey's (1977) results raise 

the possibility that children may encode story information 

which is available for their use in evaluations or behaviors, 

but not for their verbal report of what they remember. He 

found that when consequence information is deleted from the 

stories, kindergarten children recall characters' intentions 

more often and make explicit reference to intention in their 

verbal reasoning. Thus, young children may demonstrate that 

they recall more consequences than intentions because they 

find it easier to verbalize concrete outcomes than abstract 



motivations. 

Reasoning. In many studies, children are asked to say 

"why" they think a character is bad or good. Researchers ask 

probe questions to determine the child's rationale or . 

subjective basis for her or his evaluation. Usually, the 

investigators are probing for only specific pieces of 

information and they do not attempt to analyze open-ended 

responses. Some of the earlier questions pertinent to this 

study have concerned children's differential uses of 

consequence or motivation over intention information; and 

negatively-valenced behaviors over positively-valenced 

behaviors. 

Following orally-presented questions to subjects 

concerning their evaluations of story characters, several 

investigators also asked probe questions to study children's 

moral reasoning. Using this combination of verbal 

evaluations and reasoning tasks, these researchers found age 

differences in children's use of consequence and intent 

information (Gottlieb, Taylor, & Ruderman, 1977; Nummedal & 

Bass, 1976; Rotenberg, 1980b). Many interpreted their 

results as reflecting differences in children's cognitive 

strategies. 

Young children appear to employ different cognitive 

strategies from older children and adults. They use these 

strategies to encode information from stories and then to 



retrieve it for their judgments. Young children (5 to 7 

years) tend to use only one piece of information and are 

unable to shift perspective (Gottlieb et al, 1977). This has 

been called a failure to decenter. Gottlieb and associates 

also found that young children attend to either the intent or 

consequence cue, without preference for either, but not to 

both simultaneously. Instead, they employ an impulsive 

cognitive style and a limited search strategy whereby only 

one piece of information is remembered and used to make 

judgments. Slightly older children (8 to 10 years) are able 

to shift perspective from one piece of information to the 

other; however, only the most salient cue is utilized in the 

evaluative process. 

Increasingly with age, intent information becomes more 

salient than consequence information. Finally, older 

children (11 to 12 years) and adults are able to integrate 

and use multiple pieces of information (intents and 

consequences) to form judgments. They adopt a reflective 

cognitive style and scan all data systematically prior to 

making a decision (Breznitz & Kugelmass, 1967; Emler, 1978; 

Farnill, 1 972*; Feldman, 1976; Gottlieb et al, 1977; 

Grueneich, 1982; Lane & Anderson, 1976; Mancuso, Morrison, & 

Aldrich, 1978; Nummedal & Bass, 1976; Rotenberg, 1980b; 

Vikan, 1978). 

Again, the researchers are primarily using children's 



verbal responses to infer internal cognitive abilities. 

Younger children may indeed be impulsive in their search 

strategy of encoded information. Equally possible, however, 

is that younger children employ an impulsive verbal strategy 

when asked to give oral responses to examiners' questions. 

That is, a your^ child may say the easiest or the first 

answer than occurs to her or him and then stick with this 

answer regardless of how the task demands shift as in the 

Gottlieb and associates (1977) study. Gottlieb points out 

that on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT), scores 

did not predict subjects' evaluations. However, the PPVT is 

a measure of cognitive-reception of vocabulary, not of verbal 

expression. Thus, it is not surprising that this measure did 

not predict expressive ability. 

Others have studied children's ability to verbalize the 

concepts of motivation and intention. Berndt and Berndt 

(1975) were the first to differentiate between the motive and 

intention components of moral judgment stories. They pointed 

out that intention has often been used in past research to 

refer to both these concepts. They defined intention as the 

accidental or purposeful nature of a given action and motive 

as the reason behind the actor's behavior. Theoretically, 

there would be no need to consider an actor's motive when 

making a moral judgment if the act is perceived as accidental 

rather than intentional. Berndt and Berndt found that five 



year olds base their evaluations of characters on their 

motives rather than intentions. They also found that all age 

groups make incorrect judgments concerning the accidental-

intentional distinction. Younger children often judge 

accidental acts to be intentional. Conversely, older 

children judge intentional acts to be accidental. Parker and 

Garfin (1986) also found this difference; however, in their 

study, the use of intention remained about the same across 

age groups while the use of motivation increased with age. 

As in previously cited research, these investigators used 

procedures which relied heavily on children's verbal 

responses to evaluative questions. These findings must also 

be interpreted with respect to children's cognitive-

expressive abilities. 

Concerning the valence of behaviors, researchers have 

found that children verbalize reasons using motive and intent 

information when evaluating characters whose actions were 

based on malicious motives and intentions at younger ages 

than when evaluating characters whose actions were based on 

prosocial motives and intentions (Austin, Ruble, & Trabasso, 

1977; Berndt & Berndt, 1975; Hill & Enzle, 1977; Karniol, 

1978, 1984; Keasey, 1977; Parker & Garfin, 1986; Peterson & 

Keasey, cited in Keasey, 1977). These investigators have 

interpreted their findings as suggesting that the concepts of 

immorality or malicious motives/intents are easier to learn 
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for young children than those of morality or prosocial 

motives/intents. Once again, most of these findings are 

based on children's verbal responses. 

A few investigators have analyzed the reasons children 

give to open-ended questions, such as, "Why did you make this 

judgment?" These researchers have found that young children 

make more mature, intent-based judgments when the stories 

involve injury to a person as opposed to damage to a physical 

object (Imamoglu, 1975; Moran & McCullers, 1984; Turiel, 

1983) and contain social information such as described 

friendships or others' emotional reactions to the behavior 

(Arsenio & Ford, 1985; Shantz, 1982). Apparently, children 

perceive social events which are nonarbitrary and involve 

injury to another person as moral (Shweder, Turiel, & Much, 

1981; Smetana, 1984) and they cite emotional reactions and 

the intrinsic nature of the act itself to justify their 

judgments of characters in moral situations (Shantz, 1982). 

In real life, children have the social fabric of all their 

various relationships to utilize in their reasoning about 

others. Since younger children appear to rely on social cues 

to make judgments, one interesting question concerns how 

their reasoning about their actual peers would compare to 

their reasoning about hypothetical story characters. 

Serafica (1982) partially addressed this question using 

college students as subjects. She found that in describing 
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hypothetical and actual friends, young adults give 

descriptions for hypothetical friends that are more mature 

(in terms of complexity and organization) than for actual 

peers. One interpretation for her findings is that the 

additional complexities involved in the subjects' actual 

social world limit their ability to reason verbally; when 

social cues are selected and finite (as in stories), their 

reasoning becomes more complex. A similar task as Serafica's 

with younger subjects has not been reported. 

Cognitive-reception 

Cognitive-reception concerns a child's ability to 

encode, understand, and utilize information to make an 

evaluation. Whereas cognitive-expression concerns the 

child's ability to express verbally his or her memory or 

understanding of the information, cognitive-reception focuses 

merely on whether the child has acquired any internal 

knowledge which she or he may be unable to verbally express, 

but is able to utilize to make judgments. Obviously, some 

type of expression is necessary in order to actually measure 

cognitive-reception. Since non-verbal expression occurs 

developmental ly earlier in children than verbal expression, 

measures which rely strictly or primarily on nonverbal 

expression should theoretically come closer to measuring 

cognitive-receptive ability. 
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Most studies in moral development research have utilized 

some type of rating scale to assess subjects' evaluations. 

In many investigations, a material stimulus is used to assist 

subjects. For example, the stimulus may be a card with 

varying sizes of circles or rectangles to indicate different 

degrees of "goodness" or "badness" (Farnill, 1974; Heller & 

Berndt, 1981; Moran & McCullers, 1984). Subjects have also 

been asked how many cookies or stars they would give or take 

away from the character as reward or punishment (Austin et 

al, 1977; Gottlieb et al, 1977). To what extent these 

stimulus materials actually reduce the amount of 

verbalization required depends upon the administration of the 

tasks. In order to ensure that the subject is able to rely 

exclusively on her or his understanding of the information 

without being pressured to perform verbally or to expend 

cognitive energy trying to understand the examiner's 

questions, the examiner must take care to train the subject 

thoroughly on the use of the stimulus material prior to the 

story presentations and the examiner must encourage the child 

to point to his or her answers rather than to verbalize them. 

Few studies report their training procedures or whether the 

child needed to verbalize the responses or merely point to 

them. 

Several of the researchers previously cited who used 

cognitive-expressive measures also used evaluative measures 
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which purportively did not require much verbal expressiveness 

of the child. Although some found age-related increases in 

the numbers of motive-based evaluations with these nonverbal 

measures, the differences were either nonsignificant or less 

than the differences found when using more verbally-demanding 

tasks (Breznitz & Kugelmass, 1967; Farnill, 1974; Gottlieb et 

al, 1977; Imamoglu, 1975). For example, Imamoglu (1975) set 

up two types of apparatus to measure children's evaluations 

of story characters. Subjects pressed a button which buzzed 

and lit up inside windows labeled very good to very bad. 

They also made affective judgments by placing pictures of the 

actors into boxes labeled 1 ike very much to dislike very 

much. Imagoglu found fewer age differences for the 

like/dislike question. This finding could have been due, as 

she suggested, to the different type of question asked. That 

is, younger children made more mature judgments on affective 

evaluations (like/dislike) than on moral judgments 

(good/bad). However, the finding could also be interpreted 

by suggesting that children are better able to use the more 

concrete stimulus of the actor's picture than the written 

words above the buttons. 

The investigation of cognitive-receptive as well as 

cognitive-expressive ability is important since stronger 

arguments for developmental trends or age-related differences 

can be made if both types of measures yield the same results. 
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For example, the hypothesis that children understand 

immorality better than morality is strengthened by findings 

from investigators who significantly reduced the necessary 

verbalization. Gruen, Doherty, and Cohen (1979) asked 

subjects to pick up pennies and put them in piles indicating 

how many pennies they would give to or remove from the 

character as reward or punishment. They found that young 

children punish actors with bad intent, but neither reward 

nor punish those having good or neutral intent. Rhine, Hill, 

and Wandruff (cited in Keasey, 1977) asked preschoolers to 

point to which pictures depicted bad or good behaviors. They 

found that preschoolers reach 100? correct identification of 

pictures of bad behavior by age 5 years, but have 

significantly lower percentages of correct identification of 

pictures of good behavior. 

One other precaution is important when using cognitive-

receptive measures: the examiner must consider the precise 

words she or he uses to ask the judgment question. Obviously 

this is also important when asking probe questions which 

require extensive verbalization from the subject. However, 

the wording of questions becomes even more important when the 

examiner does not have the subject's verbal responses to 

supply him or her with clues as to how the subject is 

interpreting the question. This problem has not been 

explicitly addressed in the moral judgment literature. 
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However, results of two studies suggest that the type of 

question used does influence children's answers. Using 

children's verbal reasons as the dependent measure, Morrison 

and Keasey (cited in Keasey, 1977) found that subjects 

referred to intentions more often when asked, "Do you think 

the actor was trying to make this happen?" These same 

children referred to motives more often when asked, "How nice 

or naughty is the actor?" and "Would you like this actor as a 

friend?" Similarly, Imagoglu (1975) found that children 

referred to intentions more often on the like/dislike than on 

the good/bad question. 

s<?Qial Cognition 

Social cognition is different from physical cognition 

because social objects are capable of interacting with the 

subject and people can intentionally coordinate actions, 

thoughts, and perspectives with one another (Damon, 1981). 

Past research typically labels the study of social cognition 

as person perception. Person perception studies began in the 

1930's with adults; not until the 1970*s were children's 

perceptions of others examined. In order to study how an 

adult perceived other people, the research paradigm used 

involved simply asking the subject to give a verbal 

description of another person. When researchers began to 

study children's perceptions, they employed this same 
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methodology. Similar, then, to the moral judgment 

literature, the research methods in studies of social 

cognition have depended almost exclusively on the verbal 

ability of subjects to articulate their reasoning about their 

evaluations of other people. Thus, the definition of social 

cognition has been essentially equivalent to that of 

cognitive-expression. 

Cognitive-expressiQp 

In the study of person perception, researchers have 

typically used the open-ended interview. This method 

involves asking subjects to describe other people. 

Experimenters sometimes alter the task by specifying the age, 

gender, or valence of social relationship (liked or dislike 

others). Subjects' responses are then coded by various 

systems which place each descriptive statement into a 

separate category. 

Most studies have used the numbers of the various 

categories of descriptive statements as the dependent measure 

to assess the differentiation and complexity of children's 

verbal (oral and written) descriptions (Barenboim, 1977, 

1981; Livesley & Bromley, 1973; Peevers & Secord, 1973; 

Scarlett, Press, & Crockett, 1971; Serafica, 1982). 

Descriptive categories basically divide statements into two 

types: concrete, egocentric, and behavioral constructs, and 
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abstract, nonegocentric, and dispositional or psychological 

constructs. Results from these studies have shown an 

increase with age in the number of abstract/dispositional 

statements and a decrease in the number of 

concrete/behavioral statements. Most growth appears to occur 

between the ages 7 and 9 years and slows after age 14 

(Barenboim, 1977, 1981; Livesley & Bromley, 1973; Peevers & 

Secord, 1973; Scarlett et al, 1971; Serafica, 1982). 

Researchers have interpreted these findings as reflecting 

Werner's (1957) orthogenic principle which states: 

Whenever development occurs, it proceeds from a state of 
relative globality and lack of differentiation to a 
state of increasing differentiation, articulation, and 
hierarchic integration. 

A child who verbalizes a larger number of descriptive 

statements which infer abstract, unique personality traits or 

dispositions about another person has been considered to be 

at a more differentiated and complex level of social 

cognitive development than a child who verbalizes more 

statements describing the concrete behaviors of another 

person. One of the major problems with using sheer numbers 

of statements as the dependent measure of social cognitive 

maturity is that, once again, the child's expression of her 

or his inferences about the other person may not be the same 

as his or her internalized attributions about that 

individual. Additionally, this does not address the question 
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concerning the child's organization or implicit 

categorization of others. Both a younger and older child may 

categorize people in similar ways, but a younger child may do 

so on the basis of recently observed behaviors while an older 

child may do so by referring to personality traits which he 

or she has inferred from those same behaviors. Yet both 

categorization systems may be equally complex and 

differentiated. 

Serafica (1982) is one of the few researchers in 

children's person perception to analyze children's reasons 

for their attributions. In the same way as moral judgment 

researchers examine reasons, Serafica developed a 

categorization system to code the reasons. She found support 

from her data for Bigelow's (cited in Serafica, 1982) stage 

sequence of friendship relations. This sequence suggests 

that as children get older, they focus first on behavioral 

activities, then on social rules and sanctions, and lastly, 

on personality dispositions. 

CQsniUye-recepUQn 

Since 1980, some researchers have questioned the 

validity of the exclusive use of the open-ended interview 

method to study social cognition in children. Trait rating 

scales which only require the subject to point to a number on 

a scale labeled with certain trait names have been used by 
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several investigators as cognitive-receptive measures. Of 

course, rating scales themselves are not free of verbal 

demands since understanding of trait terms may differ with 

age. Barenboim (1985) pointed out that research on 

developmental changes in word meanings in general (Anglin, 

1978; Wolman & Barker, 1965) and in Rotenberg's (1982) study 

of person perception has shown that younger and older 

children attach different meanings to trait words used on 

trait rating scales. These verbal demands, however, differ 

from the verbal-expressive demands of interview tasks since 

they reflect only the subject's receptive vocabulary and 

understanding. However, determining what the different 

meanings subjects of various ages are attaching to the trait 

terms would be essential for reasonable interpretation of 

results. 

Most studies have not used both an expressive, interview 

measure and the trait rating method, so comparisons between 

results cannot be made. However, most investigators have 

found that although younger children do not make as many 

dispositional inferences as older children, they rate actors 

on traits which are consistent with the actor's past 

behaviors (Heller & Berndt, 1981; Rholes & Ruble, 1984; 

Rotenberg, 1980a; Smetana, 1985). Some age-related 

differences were found in specific studies. Heller and 

Berndt (1981) found that only college students distinguished 
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between social (good-bad) and intellectual (smart-stupid) 

evaluations. Rholes and Ruble (1984) suggested that although 

young children can distinguish traits, they use trait labels 

to describe current behavior, not to reflect stable 

psychological factors. Additionally, younger children tend 

to be positively biased toward characters and do not expect 

characters to behave negatively in the future. Rotenberg 

(1980a) found that children's moral judgments are consistent 

with their trait attributions about story characters. 

Smetana (1985) compared results from open-ended questions and 

trait ratings. She found age-related differences in the 

content of spontaneous cognitive-expressive descriptions, but 

not in the cognitive-receptive tasks of behavioral 

predictions and trait ratings. Unlike Rotenberg's and 

Smetana's studies, most investigators have not examined 

comparative results from more than one type of dependent 

measure. Barenboim (1985) has suggested that more concurrent 

and construct validity studies such as these are needed. 

Purposes? a M Hypotheses Study 

In summary, the above literature review contains three 

major areas of findings which are relevant to the present 

investigation. The first concerns the assessment of 

children's cognitive-expressive versus cognitive-receptive 

abilities. In the present study, measures of cognitive-
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expression include tasks asking the subject to recall the 

story and tasks asking the subject to supply reasons for his 

or her judgments. Cognitive-receptive measures include 

rating scales in which the subject points to or marks a 

number corresponding to her or his evaluation. There have 

been few studies which have used both types of measures or 

which have explicitly compared subjects of different ages 

with respect to both types of abilities. However, results 

from numerous studies using one or the other of these 

measures have suggested that the same children differ in 

their abilities to utilize a certain principle and to 

verbalize the principle. Thus, on cognitive-expressive 

measures, older children have been found to recall intentions 

and motivations (Fitzhenry-Coor, 1977; Nezworski, 1978; 

Parker & Garfin, 1986; Stein, 1977) and to refer to these 

components more often in their reasoning (Berndt & Berndt, 

1975; Gottlieb et al, 1977; Nummedal & Bass, 1976; Parker & 

Garfin, 1986) than younger children. However, on cognitive-

receptive measures (rating scales), results have been less 

conclusive, with most studies finding no age differences in 

subjects' evaluations of story characters (Breznitz & 

Kugelmass, 1967; Imagoglu, 1975; Parker & Garfin, 1986). 

With respect to dispositional attribution, past research has 

found that both younger and older children do attribute 

traits to story characters which are consistent with the 
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characters' past behaviors (Heller & Berndt, 1981; Rholes & 

Ruble, 1984; Rotenberg, 1980a; Smetana, 1985). However, 

subjects of different ages have been shown to organize traits 

in slightly different ways (Heller & Berndt, 1981; Rholes & 

Ruble, 1 984). 

Based on these findings, the first purpose of the study 

is to compare children's cognitive-expressive versus 

cognitive-receptive abilities and to examine any age-related 

differences with respect to the principles of intentionality, 

motivation, and dispositional attribution. The first 

hypothesis, then, is that there will be age-related 

differences on cognitive-expressive, but not on cognitive-

receptive measures. 

Concomitant with this first hypothesis, other 

researchers have suggested that the concept of immoral, 

malicious behavior is better understood at younger ages than 

the concept of moral, prosocial behavior (Austin et al, 1977; 

Berndt & Berndt, 1975; Hill & Enzle, 1977; Karniol, 1978, 

1984; Keasey, 1977). These investigators reached this 

conclusion using different measures from those proposed in 

the present study. Therefore, the second purpose of this 

study is to investigate whether age-related differences with 

respect to valence of behavior (positive or negative) appear 

on cognitive-expressive, but not on cognitive-receptive 

measures and whether these findings corroborate the 
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suggestion that immoral behavior is easier to understand than 

moral behavior. The second hypothesis, then, is that on 

cognitive-expressive measures (recall and reasoning tasks), 

subjects will perform better on stories involving a malicious 

protagonist than they will on stories involving a prosocial 

protagonist. This difference is expected to be the largest 

for the youngest subjects. 

The second area which the literature review discussed 

concerns the specific words used on the judgment questions. 

Several investigators have found that children of different 

ages attach different meanings to evaluative words and these 

variations in meaning may affect their ratings (Anglin, 1978; 

Imagoglu, 1975; Morrison & Keasey, cited in Keasey, 1977; 

Rotenberg, 1982; Wolman & Barker, 1965). Researchers have 

found differences between children's ratings for a good/bad 

and like/dislike question (Imagoglu, 1975) and between a 

right/wrong and like/dislike question (Parker & Garfin, 

1986). The third purpose of this study is to investigate if 

children's evaluations of story characters differs with 

respect to all three of these questions, right/wrong, 

like/dislike, and good/bad. The third hypothesis is that 

older subjects will like protagonists even when they rate 

their actions as wrong or bad, while younger children's 

scores on the three question will tend to be equivalent to 

each other. 
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The third area of interest concerns the issue of 

generalizability of results about hypothetical story 

characters to subjects' actual social life. Although it is 

usually assumed that children's reasoning about story 

characters will be at the same cognitive level when they 

reason about real-life others, one study (Serafica, 1982) 

found that adults used more complex reasoning when describing 

story characters than real-life peers. Thus, the fourth 

purpose of the study is to compare children's evaluative 

reasoning about hypothetical story characters and actual 

peers. Based on Serafica's (1982) findings, it is proposed 

that the complexity of children's actual social world renders 

reasoning tasks more difficult and that children would 

therefore utilize more higher-level reasoning strategies when 

evaluating story characters than peers. Therefore, the 

fourth hypothesis is that there will be a linear age trend 

with younger children demonstrating more mature reasoning 

about story characters than about peers and adults 

differentiating the least between the two. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

select? 

Subjects were 96 students of three age groups. Half the 

students in each group were female. Kindergarten children 

(younger children) ranged in age from five years, nine months 

to six years, eight months and had a mean age of six years, 

two months. Fifth grade children (older children) ranged in 

age from 10 years, 0 months to 12 years, 2 months and had a 

mean age of 11 years, 3 months. College students (adults) 

ranged in age from 18 years to 25 years and had a mean age of 

21 years. These ages were chosen because previous research 

has suggested that between the years 7 to 8 and 13 to 16, 

children make critical changes in their person perception 

(Barenboim, 1977, 1981; Livesley & Bromley, 1973; Peevers & 

Secord, 1973). Therefore, these years were bracketed by 

individuals who were clearly younger or older. 

The two groups of children were recruited from a local, 

public elementary school. All subjects attended regular 

classes and were predominantly white, middle-class students. 

The adult group was recruited from a university undergraduate 

introductory psychology course. All subjects participated 

with written parental consent (children) or with their own 

informed consent (adults). Copies of the consent forms are 

in Appendix A. Children received a sticker or piece of candy 
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for their participation. College students received two extra 

credit grade points in their course. 

Stories 

Two of the four stories used by Parker and Garfin (1986) 

were selected for which no story effects were found. These 

stories, I tig Wagon and The Basebal1f were adapted from 

stories used in other research (Gottlieb et al, 1977; 

Grueneich, 1982) and were written according to Stein and 

Glenn's (1975) story grammar. In this format, each piece of 

story information is labeled and appears in the same order in 

each story. The eight components contained in each story 

included: (1) setting information, (2) the initiating event 

which gave the characters a reason to interact with each 

other, (3) the status of the characters' social relationship, 

(4) the protagonist's motivation to act, (5) the 

protagonist's behavioral attempt which lead to the final 

outcome, (6) whether the protagonist purposefully or 

accidentally intended the behavior, (7) the consequence of 

the behavior, and (8) the other character's emotional 

reaction to the outcome. In summary, the eight story 

components were labeled setting, initiating event, social 

relationship, motivation, attempt, intention, consequence, 

and reaction. 
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One of the hypotheses of this study concerns whether 

children's evaluations and reasoning about moral story 

situations differs with respect to whether the story 

protagonist behaved in a "positive" or prosocial manner or in 

a "negative" or malicious manner. In order to compare 

subjects1 evaluations under these two conditions, two 

versions of each story (positive and negative) were written. 

Subjects heard a positive version of one story and a negative 

version of the other story. These versions and the order in 

which they were heard were counterbalanced across subject 

groups in order to control for possible story type or order 

of story presentation effects. 

The story versions differed on four components: 

initiating event, social relationship, motivation, and 

intention. Both the initiating event and social relationship 

provided rationales for the protagonist's motivation and 

intention. Thus, in the positive story version, the 

initiating event was the needful circumstances of the other 

character; the characters were described as friends; and the 

protagonist had a prosocial motivation, but accidental 1v hurt 

the other character. In the negative story version, the 

initiating event was the other character's provoking behavior 

toward the protagonist; the characters were described as "not 

liking each other"; and the protagonist had a malicious 

motivation and purposeful 1v hurt the other character. Copies 
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of both stories, including both versions for each story, are 

shown in Appendix B. 

st<?ry Pictures 

Black and white line drawings depicting the four story 

components which did not differ between positive or negative 

story versions were constructed on 14" by 16" white, 

laminated poster boards in a cartoon-strip fashion. These 

components were setting, attempt, consequence, and reaction. 

Two identical sets of pictures were drawn with one set 

showing both characters as females and the other set, with 

both characters as males. Pictures were constructed in order 

to provide a concrete stimulus for younger children to help 

them maintain their attention during the interview and to 

remember the story. Adult subjects did not see the pictures; 

rather, the printed stories were available for these subjects 

to read while answering the questions. Therefore, the 

pictures shown to children corresponded to the printed 

stories available to adult subjects. These pictures are 

shown in Appendix C. 

R3tiQ,a Seals. Measures for Judgments 

Six cards were constructed identical in form to those 

previously used by Parker and Garfin (1986). On each card, 

four faces were drawn with the mouths varying from a large 

smile to a large frown. On half the cards, the negative 
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evaluative word was written on the left-hand side and the 

positive evaluative word, on the right-hand side. On the 

other cards, the position of the evaluative words was 

switched. The values of each face ranged from (1) most 

negative/positive to (4) most positive/negative. Three 

evaluations were asked: (1) right or wrong; (2) good or bad; 

and (3) like or dislike. Examples of these cards are 

depicted in Figure 1. 

Trait Rating Sheet 

A trait rating sheet was constructed which contained a 

list of 10 trait dimensions. These 10 trait dimensions were 

selected from previous research (Harter, 1985; Heller & 

Berndt, 1981; Rholes & Ruble, 1984; Smetana, 1985) which used 

trait ratings with children of similar ages to those used in 

this study. These trait dimensions were brave/scared, 

athletic/clumsy, shares/selfish, careful/not careful, good 

friend/not a friend, nice/mean, helpful/not helpful, 

happy/sad, smart/stupid, and tells truth/lies. 

Similar to the judgment cards, for each trait dimension, 

a row of five circular faces was drawn with their mouths in 

varying degrees of smiling or frowning, and the middle face 

having only a dot for a mouth. At each end of the row of 

faces, a trait label for that dimension was written. Two 

types of rating sheets were constructed. On half the sheets, 
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the positive evaluative trait labels were written on the 

left-hand side of the rows. On the negative trait sheets, 

the positions of the evaluative trait labels were switched. 

The values for the faces were (1) very much like this, (2) 

probably like this, (3) don't know, (4) probably like this, 

and (5) very much like this. An example of this sheet is 

depicted in Figure 2. 

M u l i Rating Sheet 

The two stories were printed on a handout. Under each 

story, the three judgment questions were printed, with space 

beneath each one for subjects to write their rationales for 

their judgments. Also, the trait rating task was presented 

in Likert-scale form identical to the Trait Rating Sheet for 

children with the exception that only the numbers, not the 

faces, were shown Additionally, the actors in each story 

were described as children in the third grade of the same sex 

as the subject. Lastly, questions concerning liked and 

disliked adult peers were asked. A copy of the Adult Rating 

Sheet is shown in Appendix D. 

Procedure 

Subjects 

The two youngest age groups of subjects were tested in 

individual sessions by the author in an empty classroom at 
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their school. 

l£§iPing rutins scales. First, subjects were trained 

to use the rating cards for the three judgments according to 

the same criterion used by Parker and Garfin (1986). They 

were shown either the positive pole cards (i.e., positive 

evaluative words on the left) or negative pole cards (i.e., 

negative evaluative words on the left). This condition was 

counterbalanced within age and sex. For example, the 

examiner would show the right/wrong card to the child and 

say, 

The first face is of someone who is very, very right. 
The next face is of someone who is right, but not as 
right as the first. This last one is of someone who is 
very, very wrong. And this one here is of someone who 
is wrong, but not as wrong as the last one. 

Then the examiner gave the above verbal descriptions of each 

face in a random order and asked the child to point to the 

face being described. The criterion for comprehending the 

scale was correct pointing for eight successive responses. 

The other two scales (good/bad and like/dislike) were then 

handled in this same manner. 

S.tQTY Presentations. Following the training trials, the 

examiner presented the two stories. To introduce the story 

presentations, the examiner said, 

You will hear two stories. For each story, listen 
carefully so that you can remember the story you hear. 
After you hear the story, I will ask you some questions 
about it. 
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For female subjects, story characters were female and for 

male subjects, the characters were male. For each sex, the 

two stories and two versions of each story were orthogonally 

grouped in a 2 x 2 x 4 Latin Square design with two story 

types (Wagon or Baseball), two versions (positive or 

negative), and four story presentation orders. These orders 

were: (1) Wagon, positive/ Baseball, negative, (2) Baseball, 

positive/ Wagon, negative, (3) Wagon, negative/ Baseball, 

positive, and (4) Baseball, negative/ Wagon, positive. 

Subjects were assigned to one of these four story 

presentation orders within age group and sex. 

Before the examiner read each story aloud to the child, 

she said, 

This is a story about a (boy/girl) named (character's 
name). 

The examiner then placed the story picture board on the table 

facing the subject and pointed to the characters and actions 

in the pictures as she read the story aloud. This board was 

moved slightly to the right-hand side of the subject after 

the story was read, but remained visually accessible to the 

subject for all subsequent questions about the story. 

After listening to each story, subjects were asked 

several questions which will be described in further detail 

under the next five subsections. In general, they were asked 

to recall the story, judge how right or wrong the protagonist 

was, how good or bad the protagonist was, and how much the 
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subject liked or disliked the protagonist. They were then 

asked to give their reasons for their judgments. Next, they 

were asked to rate each protagonist.on the trait rating sheet 

by marking the faces on the sheet with a crayon. This 

technique was chosen for its efficiency and in order to 

prevent subjects from becoming inattentive or bored. 

Finally, children were asked to give their reasons for liking 

and disliking actual peers. 

Recal1 data (cognitive-expressive). Recall was elicited 

by the following question: 

Tell me the story you just heard. Remember as much 
as you can. 

As described in the Stimulus Materials section, each story 

was divided into eight components. These were setting, 

initiating event, social relationship, motivation, attempt, 

intention, consequence, and reaction. The components were 

scored by assigning 1 for accurate recall of the component 

and (J for no or inaccurate recall of the component. The text 

of these eight components for the two stories are shown in 

Appendix E. 

Judgments (cognitive-receptive). Ratings for judgments 

were based on the 4-point Likert scale. Judgments were 

elicited with the following questions: 

(1) How right or wrong is (protagonist's name)? Point 
to the face of how right or wrong you think 
(protagonist's name) is. 
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(2) How good or bad is (protagonist's name)? Point 
to the face of how good or bad you think 
(protagonist's name) is. 

(3) How much do you like or dislike (protagonist's name)? 
Point to the face of how much you like or dislike 
(protagonist's name). 

The order in which these questions were asked was 

counterbalanced within age group and version. 

Judgment reasons (cognitive-expressive). Children's 

reasons for making each judgment were elicited by asking: 

Why did you pick that one? or Why do you think 
(protagonist's name) is (e.g., right/wrong or good/bad)? 

A coding system of 18 categories, developed by Parker and 

Garfin (1986), was used to categorize the reason responses 

according to their content. These 18 categories were then 

condensed into the 10 categories which are listed in Table 1. 

Table 1 

Reason Categories 

1 Intention 6 Consequence 

2 Motivation 7 Personal 

3 Rule 8 Trait 

4 Behavior 9 Alternative Behavior 

5 Relationship 10 Unscorable Response 

Reliability of this coding system was checked in the 
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following manner. The examiner trained another psychology 

doctoral candidate to use the system by explaining the 

criteria. Both raters scored 174 responses. Using the 18 

categories, they achieved between 79? to 88* agreement on the 

three judgment questions and the peer like/dislike question. 

Disagreements were discussed and more explicit rules were set 

up for coding the ambiguous responses on which the raters had 

differed. An additional 88 responses were then coded 

resulting in at least 90? agreement on all questions. When 

the reliability was checked using only the 10 categories in 

Table 1, the raters achieved 98? to 100? agreement on all 

questions. Therefore, it was decided to use only these 9 of 

these 10 categories for all statistical analyses (the tenth 

category, "unscorable response," was not used). The nine 

categories were intention, motivation, rule, behavior, 

relationship, consequence, personal, trait, and alternative 

behavior. The revised criteria list for assignment to each 

reason category is shown in Appendix F. 

Tffllfc rating? (cognitive-receptive). Following the 

judgment reasons task, the examiner showed the Trait Rating 

Sheet to the child. Before asking the kindergarten child to 

make any evaluations, she asked the child to define or give 

an example of each trait dimension. The child was not asked 

to evaluate the story characters on any trait dimension she 

or he could not define. The examiner asked fifth grade 
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children to read the list of trait labels and to say if there 

were any words on the list for which he or she did not know 

the meaning. The examiner then showed the subject how to 

mark the answer sheet with the crayon. She read each trait 

dimension to the child and asked the child to mark the face 

which she or he thought the protagonist was like. Traits 

were scored according to the 5-point Likert scales on the 

sheet. Opposite valence pairs were recoded so that all 

positive trait names had a value of (1) or (2) and all 

negative trait names had a value of (4) or (5). 

Peer rga?on? (cognitive-expressive). Following the 

story presentations, reasons for liking the child's real-life 

peers were elicited by asking the child, 

What is the first name of someone about your age that 
you like very much? Why do you like her/him? 

The examiner then elicited the child's reasons for disliking 

a same-age peer by asking, 

What is the first name of someone about your age that 
you dislike very much? Why do you dislike him/her? 

The word "initial" was substituted for "name" for older 

children on both of the above questions in order to alleviate 

any possible concerns the children might have over 

confidentiality. 

M u l t Subjects 

Adult subjects were tested in a large group and wrote 
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their answers on the Adult Rating Sheet which is shown in 

Appendix C. This method has been used by other researchers 

when comparing children's and adults' moral reasoning 

responses or peer descriptions (Heller & Berndt, 1981; Moran 

& McCullers, 1984; Peevers & Secord, 1973; Rholes & Ruble, 

1984). The examiner read the instructions aloud to the group 

and answered any questions. The story pictures were not used 

with the adult subjects. None of the adult subjects appeared 

to have any difficulty in understanding the written scales. 

Recall data was also not taken for this group. Previous 

research (Parker and Garfin, 1986) showed that 11 to 12 year 

old children achieved 80? to 98? accuracy on recall of all 

story components. Therefore, these data for adults were not 

deemed important. However, data from all of the other 

dependent measures used with the younger groups were 

tabulated for the adults' responses in the same way. 

Sywmacg Q£ Design 

The research design is a 2 x 3 x 4 repeated measures 

design with one within-subject factor: version (2 levels); 

and two between-subject factors: age (3 levels) and order (4 

levels). Version is based on the valence of the 

protagonist's motivation. Levels are: prosocial motivation 

or malicious motivation. Ages are: younger children (5 to 6 

years old); older children (10 to 11 years old); and adults 
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(18 to 25 years old). Story orders are: Wagon, positive/ 

Baseball, negative; Baseball, positive/ Wagon, negative; 

Wagon, negative/ Baseball, positive; and Baseball, negative/ 

Wagon, positive. Dependent measures are: recall data (8 

components), judgments (3 questions), traits (10 dimensions), 

and reasons (9 categories). The eight recall components are 

setting, initiating event, social relationship, motivation, 

attempt, intention, consequence, and reaction. Judgment 

questions are right/wrong, good/bad, and like/dislike. 

Traits are brave/scared, athletic/clumsy, shares/selfish, 

careful/not careful, good friend/not a friend, nice/mean, 

helpful/not helpful, happy/sad, smart/stupid, and tells 

truth/lies. Reason categories are intention, motivation, 

rule, behavior, relationship, consequence, personal, and 

alternative behavior. 

Hypotheses Q£ the Study 

(1) There will be no age-related differences on cognitive-

receptive tasks (judgments and trait ratings), but there will 

be age-related differences on cognitive-expressive tasks 

(recall and reasons). 

a. Judgments 

There will be no age-related differences concerning 

version differentiation on the judgment questions. This 
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hypothesis will be tested using a repeated measures analysis 

of variance. There will be a main effect for version, but no 

main effect for age. The version difference will be that 

scores on the negative story will be higher than those on the 

positive story. If there is an interaction between age and 

version, this will only consist of a smaller, but still 

significant, difference between the negative over the 

positive version judgment scores for the younger children in 

comparison to the two older groups. 

b. Trait Ratings 

There will be no age-related differences on the trait 

ratings when all traits are considered together. That is, 

results from the repeated measures analysis of variance will 

not demonstrate a main effect for age nor an interaction 

between age and version. All age groups will rate malicious 

protagonists (negative version) more negatively than 

prosocial protagonists (positive version). However, subjects 

of one age group may demonstrate stronger version differences 

for different traits than subjects from another age group. 

Thus, there may be an interaction between age and version and 

trait which would include the lower-order interactions 

between age and trait and version and trait, but not between 

age and version. No other interactions are predicted. 

c. Recall 

Older children will recall a larger total number of 
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components than younger children. Chi-square tests will 

examine this part of the hypothesis. When each component is 

considered separately in loglinear analyses, older children 

will recall five of the eight components more often on both 

versions than younger children. The three exceptions will be 

attempts, consequences, and reactions. Younger children will 

recall these components as frequently as older children. 

Thus, the models for the five components will contain age 

effects while the models for attempts, consequences, and 

reactions will not include age effects. 

d. Reasons 

When all responses are considered, it is expected that 

Cochran's Q statistics will show that each age group uses the 

same kinds of reason categories on each of the three 

questions (right, like, and good). Therefore, the responses 

from all three questions will be combined for subsequent 

analyses. Each reason will be studied separately by 

loglinear analyses to test for age and version differences. 

It is predicted that there will be age effects on all the 

reasons. Younger children will use consequences, behaviors, 

rules, and relationships more often than the two older 

groups. Adults, then older children, will use intentions, 

motivations, personal reasons, traits, and alternative 

behaviors more often than younger children. These same 

trends will probably be stronger when only the first 
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responses of subjects are examined by Chi-square and 

Kendall's Tau C statistics. 

(2) On cognitive-expressive measures (recall and reasoning 

tasks), subjects will perform better on stories involving a 

malicious protagonist than they will on stories involving a 

prosocial protagonist. This difference is expected to be the 

largest for the youngest subjects. Subjects will recall more 

motivations and intentions on negative stories than on 

positive stories and this difference will be larger for 

younger children than for older children. When reasoning, 

younger, then older children, but not adults, will use more 

intentions, motivations, and traits for negative stories than 

for positive stories. They will use more rules, behaviors, 

and consequences for positive stories over negative stories. 

Separate Chi-square tests will be used to test the 

following. Total number of story components recalled on each 

version will be compared and total number of reasons used on 

each version will be compared when age groups are combined 

and for each separate age group. Version effects are not 

expected when all age groups are considered jointly. When 

each age group is studied separately, strongest version 

effects are expected for the younger children, followed by 

older children. Version differences are not expected for 

adults. Loglinear analyses will examine each story component 
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and each reason separately to test for age and version 

differences. Age by version interactions are predicted for 

the recall of motivations and intentions, with the younger 

group differentiating the most between the versions, 

recalling fewer motivations and intentions on positive than 

on negative stories. Age by version interactions are 

expected for the reasons of intentions, motivations, and 

traits, with the younger children differentiating the most 

between versions, using these reasons more often on negative 

over positive stories. Age by version interactions are also 

expected for the reasons of rules, behaviors, and 

consequences, with the younger group again differentiating 

the most between versions, using these reasons more often on 

positive than on negative stories. 

(3) There will be age-related differences with respect to 

the differentiation of the three judgment questions asked. 

Older children, then adults, will differentiate more between 

the questions than will younger children. Pearson 

correlations will be calculated between the scores on the 

three judgment questions (right, like, and good). Highest 

correlations are expected for the younger children and lowest 

correlations are expected for the adults. It is further 

hypothesized that those subjects who do differentiate among 

the questions (lower correlations) will tend to like 
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protagonists even when they rate their actions as wrong or 

bad rather than, for example, disliking protagonists whom 

they rated as right or good. This portion of the hypothesis 

will be studied by examining the outliers (subjects whose 

scores do not correlate) in order to ascertain in which 

direction their uncorrelated scores lie. 

(4) Based on Serafica's (1982) findings concerning subjects' 

reasoning about story characters and peers, it is 

hypothesized that there will be a linear age trend with 

younger children demonstrating more mature reasoning about 

story characters and peers and adults differentiating the 

least between the two. Cochran's Q statistics will be 

calculated to examine the differences in the types and 

numbers of reasons subjects of each age group used for 

answering the like/dislike judgment question about story 

characters and the like/dislike question about real-life 

peers. Adults will use the same numbers and types of reasons 

for the two questions. Younger children, then older 

children, will use motivations, traits, and intentions more 

often for story characters than for peers. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

The results of the study are organized under the two 

major cognitive domains: cognitive-receptive and cognitive-

expressive abilities. Included in the section on cognitive-

receptive measures are the results from the judgment and 

trait rating tasks. In the section on cognitive-expressive 

measures, recall data and reasons for judgments are 

presented. 

Cognitive-receptive Measures 

Judgment? 

Judgment questions were analyzed in a 2 x 3 x 1 x 3 

repeated measures analysis of variance. Version (positive 

and negative) and question (right/wrong, like/dislike, and 

good/bad) were the repeated within-subject factors. Order (4 

story presentation orders) and age (younger children, older 

children, and adults) were the between-subject factors. Due 

to the large number of factors in this design, an alpha level 

of .01 was required for differences to be considered 

significant in all analyses of variance. Post-hoc analyses 

were conducted using the Newman-Keul's test with an alpha 

level of .05. 

Significant main effects were found for version, 
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F(1»83) = 182.83, MSe= 4.20 and question, F(2,166)r11.66, 

MSe=4.90. There was not a significant interaction between 

version and question nor were there significant main effects 

for age or order. On a four-point scale with 4 representing 

the most negative judgment, subjects of all ages gave 

malicious protagonists (negative version) average ratings of 

3.2, but they gave prosocial protagonists (positive version) 

average ratings of 1.8. Subjects of all ages also rated 

protagonists (both versions) as significantly more bad, 3.5, 

than wrong, 2.7, or dislikable, 2.4. 

The only significant interaction occurred between age 

and version, F(2,83)=4.81, MSe=7.48. Scores for the three 

questions, by age and version, are shown in Table 2. 

Although subjects of all ages rated malicious protagonists 

more negatively than prosocial protagonists, this 

differentiation was significantly less for younger children 

than for either older children or adults. This interaction 

is depicted in Figure 3. 

To assess the degree to which scores on the three 

questions differed from each other both within and across age 

groups, Pearson correlations were tabulated with alpha levels 

for significance at .05. These correlations are shown in 

Table 3. In general, the three questions were significantly 

correlated with one another. Out of 18 possible 

correlations, there were only two exceptions. For the older 
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Table 2 

Mean Scores for Each Judgment Question 
by Age and Version 

Younger Older Adult Totals 

Pos Neg Pos Neg Pos Neg Both 

Right/ 
Wrong 

2.2 
(1.3) 

3.4 
(1.1) 

1.9 
( .8) 

3.5 
( .7) 

1.8 
( .7) 

3.3 
( .7) 

2.7 
( .9) 

Like/ 
Dislike 

1.9 
(1.2) 

2.9 
(1.2) 

1.6 
( .6) 

3.4 
( .7) 

1.6 
( .6) 

2.8 
( .8) 

2.4 
( .8) 

Good/ 
Bad 

2.2 
(1.2) 

3.1 
(1.2) 

1.5 
( .7) 

3.4 
( .6) 

1.7 
( .6) 

3.4 
( .7) 

3.5 
( .8) 

Note. Numbers represent mean scores for each question on a 4-
point scale where 1 = most right, liked, or good and 4 = most 
wrong, disliked, or bad. Numbers in parentheses are standard 
deviations. 

children, on the negative version, the right/wrong Question 

was not correlated with either the like/dislike or the 

good/bad question. 

In general, the correlations on the positive story 

version were higher than the relatively low to moderate 

correlations on the negative story version. Possible reasons 

for these lower correlations were then examined. 

Essentially, subjects could be placed in one of four 

quadrants with respect to their scores on a pair of judgment 

questions: (1) both judgments were negative; (2) both 

judgments were positive; (3) the first judgment was negative 

and the second was positive; and (4) the first judgment was 
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Table 3 

Correlations between Judgment Questions 
by Age and Version 

Younger Older Adult 

Questions Pos Neg Pos Neg Pos Neg 

Right: Like .67* .31* .48* -.10 .54* .49* 

Right: Good .55* .36* .53* .28 .71* .51* 

Like: Good .51* .51* .50* .30* .74* .37* 

Note. Numbers represent Pearson correlations between the 
pairs of questions for each version and age group. The 
asterisk (*) means that these question pairs were 
significantly correlated with each other at the .05 level. 

positive and the second was negative. When subjects were in 

either of the first two quadrants, their scores conformed to 

the linear trend and contributed to the strength of the 

correlation. Therefore, outliers (i.e., those subjects whose 

scores did not follow the linear pattern) were in one of the 

two last quadrants. These subjects were studied to determine 

if they fell into one quadrant more often than the other, 

thereby following another predictable trend. The frequency 

counts of subjects in each of these two quadrants for each 

pair of judgment questions separated by age are shown in 

Table 4. 

For the positive version, most subjects liked the 
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protagonist even when they judged him or her to be wrong or 

bad. The older children also tended to judge the protagonist 

to be good even when they thought she or he was wrong. Very 

few adult subjects were outliers on the positive version; 

they consistently judged prosocial protagonists to be right, 

good, and likable. On the negative version, comparatively 

few of the older children were outliers; they tended to be 

consistently negative in their judgments. However, both 

younger children and adults tended to like malicious 

protagonists even when they judged them to be wrong or bad. 

To a lesser extent, they also judged malicious protagonists 

to be good even when they thought they were wrong. This 

trend was the most noticeable for adult subjects, a larger 

number of whom, were outliers. 

Trait? 

Traits were analyzed in a 2 x 9 x t x 3 repeated 

measures analysis of variance. Repeated within-subject 

factors were version (positive and negative) and trait 

(brave/scared, shares/selfish, careful/not careful, good 

friend/not a friend, nice/mean, helpful/not helpful, ' 

happy/sad, smart/stupid, and tells truth/lies). Order (4 

story presentation orders) and age (younger children, older -

children, and adults) were the between-subject factors. For 

the sake of brevity, the trait labels will be shortened to 
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Table 4 

Frequencies of Outlier Subjects on Judgment 
Question Correlations 

Questions Younger Older Adult All 

Positive Right & Disliked 2 1 0 3 

Version Wrong & Liked 5 6 2 13 

Wrong & Good 4 5 1 10 

Right & Bad 5 1 0 6 

Disliked & Good 2 1 0 3 

Liked & Bad 6 2 1 9 

Negative Right & Disliked 2 1 0 3 

Version Wrong & Liked 7 3 10 20 

Wrong & Good 4 2 2 8 

Right & Bad 2 1 1 4 

Disliked & Good 2 2 0 4 

Liked & Bad 5 3 9 17 

Note. Values represent frequencies of subjects who answered 
judgment questions in the labeled ways. 

to brave, shares, careful, friend, nice, helpful, happy, 

smart, and truthful for the remainder of this paper. Due to 

the large number of factors, the alpha level for significance 

testing for the analyses of variance was set at .01. Post-

hoc analyses were conducted using the Newman-Keul's test and, 
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due to the large number of comparisions, the alpha level was 

again set at .01. 

The trait athletic/clumsy was not included in the 

analyses which considered all traits and ages because none of 

the younger children knew this trait's definition. One-way 

analyses of variance were conducted on this trait which 

showed no significant differences between the older children 

and the adults with respect to age, order, or version. Both 

these age groups considered story characters who had either 

malicious or prosocial motives to be equally athletic or 

clumsy. 

In the first set of analyses, trait rating scores from 1 

to 5 were averaged. Lower numbers represented more positive 

evaluations and higher numbers represented more negative 

judgments. There were two significant three-way interactions 

which encompassed several lower-order two-way interactions 

and main effects. The first significant three-way 

interaction occurred for age by version by trait, 

E( 16,536) = 3.56, MSe=2.59. Mean trait rating scores by age 

and version are shown in Table 5. Two of the three possible 

lower-order interactions were significant: version by trait, 

E(8,536)=21.26, MSe= 15.45, and age by trait, £(16,536)=2.87, 

MS,e=2.47. The age by version interaction was not significant. 

Two of the three possible main effects were also significant: 

version, £( 1,67) = 47.79, M£e=276.08 and trait, E(8,536) = 5.22, 
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Mean Scores for Trait Ratings 
by Age and Version 
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Younger Older Adult All 

Pos Neg Pos Neg Pos Neg Both 

Brave 2.4 2.9 2.6 2.6* 2.4 3.0 2.7 
(1.7) (1.6) (1.0) (1.0) ( .7) (1.1) ( .9) 

Athletic mm mm 2.8 2.8* 2.4 2.4* 2.6 
— (1.4) (1.0) (1.0) ( .8) ( .8) 

Shares 1.7 3.3 1.8 3.8 1.7 3.7 2.7 
(1.3) (1.7 (1.0) (1.2) (1.0) (1.1) ( .8) 

Careful 2.8 3.8 3.8* 4.0 3.1* 3.2 3.5 
(1.8) (1.7) (1.0) (1.2) (1.1) (1.1) (1.0) 

Friend 1.9 3.5 1.6* 4.0 1.5* 3.7 2.7 
(1.6) (1.9) (1.0) (1 .2) ( .8) (1.1) ( .9) 

Nice 2.1 3.2 1.7 4.4* 1.7 3.8 2.8 
(1.6) (1.7) (1.0) ( .9) (1.0) (1 .2) (1 .2) 

Helpful 2.6 3.4 2.1 3.6 1.7 3.4 2.8 
(1.6) (1.6) (1.3) (1.1) (1.0) (1.0) (1.0) 

Happy 2.8 2.6 2.6 2.9* 2.2 3.1 2.7 Happy 
(1.9) (1.8) (1.2) ( .9) (1.1) (1.2) (1.0) 

Smart 2.1 3.1 2.5 3.6 2.5 2.6* 2.8 
(1.4) (1.6) (1.0) (1.1) ( .8) ( .8) ( .7) 

Truthful 2.2 3.2 2.4 3.3 2.4 3.4 2.8 
(1 .6) (1.7) ( .9) ( .8) ( .8) ( .9) ( .8) 

Totals 2.0 3.1 2.3 3.6 2.2 3.3 
( .9) (1.1) ( .7) ( .7) ( .6) ( .7) 

Note. Values represent mean trait rating scores on a scale 
of 1 to 5 where 1 = most positive evaluation, 5 = most 
negative evaluation, and 3 = don't know. Numbers in 
parentheses are standard deviations. Asterisks represent 
scores which are one standard deviation from the overall 
mean. 
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MSe=4.50. The main effect for age was not significant. In 

general, subjects of all ages rated malicious protagonists 

(negative version) more negatively across all traits, 3.4, 

than they rated prosocial protagonists (positive version), 

2.2. Subjects also rated protagonists on both versions more 

negatively on the careful trait (i.e., less careful) than on 

any other trait. 

When age was not considered, three of the ten traits, 

shares, friend, and nice, demonstrated a significant version 

difference in which scores on negative stories were 

significantly higher than scores on positive stories. The 

trait helpful showed a significant version difference which 

approached the .01 significance level. Figure 4 depicts the 

four trait scores which showed significant version 

differences. When age was considered, all subjects had 

significant version differences for friend and nice. Only 

the younger children demonstrated a version difference for 

shares. Both younger and older children had a significant 

version difference for truthful; but only the older children 

and adults had a significant version difference for helpful. 

Figure 5 depicts those traits for which version by age 

differences were significant. 

Another question concerns whether age differences 

existed for some traits, but not for others irrespective of 

version. Mean trait scores by age are shown in Table 6. 
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Table 6 

Mean Trait Rating Scores by Age 

58 

Younger Older Adult 

Brave 2.7 (1.2) 2.6 .8) 2.7 ( .7) 

Athletic 2.8 .9) 2.4 ( .6) 

Shares 2.5 (1.1) 2.8 .7) 2.7 ( .7) 

Careful 3.3 (1.6) 3.9 .8) 3.1 ( .6) 

Good Friend 2.7 (1.3) 2.8 .6) 2.6 ( .7) 

Nice 2.7 (1.2 3.1 .4) 2.7 ( .7) 

Helpful 3.0 (1.3) 2.9 .8) 2.6 ( .7) 

Happy 2.7 (1.4) 2.8 .7) 2.7 ( .8) 

Smart 2.6 ( .7) 3.1 .7) 2.6 ( .5) 

Tells Truth 2.7 (1.2) 2.8 .4) . 2.9 ( .6) 

Note. Values represent mean trait rating scores on a scale 
from 1 to 5 where 1 s most positive evaluation and 5 = most 
negative evaluation. Numbers in parentheses are standard 
deviations. 

There were no age differences for any trait except 

careful and smart. For both these traits, older children 

rated protagonists more negatively than either younger 

children or adults. Another question concerns whether the 

age differences found for these traits were affected by 

version. For careful. older children rated prosocial 

protagonists (positive version) more negatively than younger 
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children or adults. However, on the negative version, both 

younger and older children rated malicious protagonists more 

negatively than adults. For smart. there were no age 

differences found on the positive version. On the negative 

version, older children rated malicious protagonists more 

negatively than younger children who rated them more 

negatively than adults. One additional trait showed age 

differences only on the negative version. For nice, older 

children, then adults, rated malicious protagonists more 

negatively than younger children. 

A final question of interest regarding the age by 

version by trait interaction concerns the variability of 

trait scores within versions and age groups. Trait rating 

scores which were at least one standard deviation above_or 

below the mean for that version and age group represented 

traits for which the subjects in that age group were 

relatively more certain that the protagonist possessed in 

comparison to the other traits on that particular version 

(refer to Table 5). In the younger children's group, the 

standard deviations were so large that no traits fell into 

this category. There was a trend, however, for younger 

children to rate prosocial protagonists more careless and sad 

and to rate malicious protagonists more careless in 

comparison to the other traits. Older children and adults 

tended to be more certain that prosocial protagonists were 
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good friends and careless than that they possessed other 

traits. On the negative version, older chldren were more 

certain that malicious protagonists were mean, happy, brave, 

and athletic. Adults were more certain that malicious 

protagonists were athletic and smart and tended to be more 

certain that they were mean in comparison to other traits. 

The second significant three-way interaction occurred 

for order by version by trait, F(24,536)=2.50, MS,e = 1.82. The 

mean trait rating scores by version and order are shown in 

Table 7. Each of the lower-order interactions were 

significant: order by version, E(3.67)-4.23, M3.e=24.43, 

order by trait, E(24,536)=2.28, M&e = 1.96, and version by 

trait (previously discussed). Two of the three possible main 

effects, version and trait, were also significant and have 

been discussed. The main effect for order was not 

significant. Although the relative differences between 

traits were sometimes greater or smaller on some orders, the 

rank order of trait scores from highest to lowest was the 

same for all orders. Additionally, when each trait was 

studied separately, there were no significant differences on 

the scores for each order. 

As discussed previously, the three traits which 

demonstrated significant version differences irrespective of 

order are shares, friend, and nice. The trait helpful 

approached the .01 significance level. Three of the four 
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Mean Scores for Trait Ratings 
by Version and Order 
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Order 1 Order 2 Order Order 4 

Pos Neg Pos Neg Pos Neg Pos Neg 

Brave 

Athletic 

Shares 

Careful 

Friend 

Nice 

Helpful 

Happy 

Smart 

Truthful 

2.0 3.0 
( .9) (1.4) 

2.9 2.8 
(1.1) (1.2) 

1.0 3.6 * 
( .2) (1.3) 

3.4 3.9 
(1.3) (1.4) 

1.2 4.0 * 
( .8) (1.3) 

1.2 4.0 * 
( .5) (1.2) 

1.8 3.7 * 
(1.2) (1.1) 

1.9 3.0 * 
(1.3) (1.5) 

1.9 3.7 * 
( .8) (1.0) 

1.6 3.5 * 
( .8) (1.1) 

2.6 2.7 
(1.2) (1.3) 

2.1 2.7 
(1.2) ( .6) 

2.0 3.8 * 
(1.3) (1.5) 

3.3 3.5 
(1.3) (1.4) 

2.2 3.6 * 
(1.4) (1.7) 

2.4 4.0 * 
(1.3) (1.4) 

2.3 3.4 * 
(1.4) (1.3) 

2.9 2.7 
(1.4) (1.2) 

2.7 3.2 
(1.1) (1.1) 

2.8 3.4 
(1.2) (1.2) 

2.7 2.9 
(1.3) (1.3) 

2.4 2.6 
(1.3) ( .7) 

2.2 3.3 * 
(1.2) (1.3) 

3.3 3.5 
(1.4) (1.3) 

1.6 4.0 * 
(1.0) (1.2) 

2.1 3.5 * 
(1.3) (1.4) 

2.3 3.2 
(1.4) (1.3) 

2.6 3.1 
(1.4) (1.4) 

2.4 2.7 
(1.1) (1.2) 

2.5 3.1 
(1.0) (1.2) 

2.7 2.9 
(1.2) (1.2) 

3.0 2.2 
(1.2) ( .9) 

1.5 3.8 * 
(1.0) (1.2) 

3.0 3.8 
(1.5) (1.4) 

1.6 3.4 * 
(1.2) (1.5) 

1.6 3.7 * 
(1.2) (1.5) 

2.2 3.6 * 
(1.4) (1.3) 

2.7 2.7 
(1.6) (1.4) 

2.7 2.7 
(1.2) (1.3) 

2.5 3.3 * 
(1.3) (1.3) 

Note. Values represent mean trait rating scores on a scale 
from 1 to 5 where 1 = most positive evaluation and 5 = most 
negative evaluation. Numbers in parentheses are standard 
deviations. Asterisks represent differences which are 
significant at .01. Orders are: 1 = Wagon, positive/ 
Baseball, negative; 2 = Baseball, positive/ Wagon, negative; 
3 = Wagon, negative/Baseball, positive; 4 = Baseball, 
negative/ Wagon, positive. 
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orders, Orders 2, 3, and 4, followed this pattern. 

Significant version differences were found for shares, 

friend, and nice. Helpful showed a significant version 

difference on Orders 2 and 4; truthful had a version 

difference on Order 4. Order 1 differed from the other three 

orders in that a considerably larger number of traits 

demonstrated significant version differences. In addition to 

the above four traits (shares, friend, nice, and helpful), 

the traits of happy, smart, and truthful also demonstrated 

significant version differences. Therefore, when scores of 

all 10 traits were averaged, there was a significantly larger 

overall version difference on Order 1 than on the other three 

orders. Figure 6 depicts this version by order interaction. 

After these analyses had been conducted, they were rerun 

while counting 3> meaning "don't know", as a missing value. 

The results of these analyses were the same as when "don't 

know" was included in the average scores. 

Judgments M Trait? 

Cognitive-receptive measures were also analyzed by a 

stepwise multiple regression technique to investigate how 

well the scores on the judgment questions predicted scores on 

the trait ratings. Separate regression analyses were 

conducted for each of the three judgment questions for each 

version and age group. Table 8 presents the results of 

these analyses. 
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Table 8 

Regression Analyses for Judgments and Traits 

Younger Older Adults 

Pos Neg Pos Neg Pos Neg 

Right/ 
Wrong 

Shares 
Careful 

( .41 .17) 

Shares 
Helpful 

Nice 
Truth 

Shares 
Helpful 
Brave 

( . 3 8 . 1 4 ) ( . 8 1 . 6 6 ) ( . 3 8 .14) 

Like/ 
Dislike 

Nice Smart Nice 
Smart Smart 

Friend Nice 
Smart 

( . 5 7 .33) ( . 3 8 .15) ( . 6 0 .30) ( . 71 . 5 0 K . 5 5 .30) 

Good/ Shares Nice 
Bad Brave 

( .71 . 5 1 ) ( . 5 6 .31) 

Nice Friend Nice 
Brave Brave 

( . 3 8 . 1 4 ) ( . 7 4 . 5 5 ) ( . 3 8 .14) 

Note. Values in parentheses are R's and Multiple R's, 
respectively. 

Judgment scores did not predict trait scores on the 

positive version for the younger and older children nearly as 

well as for the adults. In fact, a majority of the variance 

was accounted for by the judgment questions for adults. 

However, with only two exceptions, judgments did not 

significantly predict any trait scores for the children's 

groups. For the younger children, the good/bad question 
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scores significantly predicted scores on shares and accounted 

for 5156 of the variance. For the older children, the 

like/dislike scores predicted ratings on smart, R 2 = .15. 

For adults, the right/wrong question predicted scores on 

nice, truth, and brave, R 2 = .66. The like/dislike and 

good/bad question scores predicted ratings on friend, R 2 = 

.50 and .55, respectively. On the negative version, there 

was more consistency in prediction equations across age 

groups. The like/dislike scores predicted ratings on nice 

and smart for all ages, R 2 = .33, .30, and .30. The good/bad 

question scores predicted ratings on nice and brave, R 2 = 

.31, .14, and .14. The right/wrong scores predicted ratings 

for shares and careful for the younger children, R2= .17. 

For the two older age groups, right/wrong scores predicted 

ratings for shares and helpful, R2,s = .14. 

CQKnitive-eXPressive Measures 

Regan 

Recall data were analyzed by two methods. First, all 

eight recall variables were simultaneously analyzed with chi-

square tests across and within age groups. Alpha levels of 

.01 were considered significant for the Chi-square tests. 

Secondly, loglinear analyses on each recall variable were 

conducted. The expected and observed frequency counts of all 
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eight components separated by age are shown in Table 9. 

Table 10 presents frequencies of subjects who recalled each 

component separated by age and version. Younger children 

recalled significantly fewer components overall than did 

older children, 27.025. Younger children recalled 

fewer settings, initiating events, social relationships, 

motivations, and intentions than attempts, consequences, and 

reactions, ^^*(7) =75.62. In contrast, older children 

recalled all components with equal frequency, X*(7) = 11.42. 

Both younger and older children recalled components of the 

negative story version equally well as those of the positive 

version, Z.l(1) = .354. Table 11 presents the frequencies of 

recall components by age and version. 

Recall variables were also analyzed by fitting them to 

general loglinear models. A discussion of loglinear analysis 

taken from Burstein (1978) is found in Appendix G. Each 

subject had two recall scores, one for the positive story 

version and one for the negative story version, for each of 

eight components. The scores were either 0 for recal1 or 

1 for naaall. A subject could be in 1 of 12 cells in the 

chi-square table. This 12-cell chi-square table for the 

recall components is shown in Table 12. Within each age 

group, a given subject could have recalled the component for 

both stories (the positive and negative versions), for 

neither story, or for only one story. Therefore, for each 
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Table 9 

Frequencies of Each Recall Component by Age 

Younger Older All Ages 

Obs Resid Obs Resid Obs Resid 

Setting 22 - 9.5 * 41 - 6.88 63 -16.38 * 

Initiating Event 21 -10.5 * 46 - 1.88 67 -12.38 * 

Social Relation 19 -12.5 * 40 - 7.88 59 -20.38 * 

Motivation 15 -16.5 * 42 - 5.88 57 -22.38 * 

Attempt 60 28.5 * 64 16.13 * 124 44.63 * 

Intention 18 -13.5 * 47 - .88 65 -14.38 * 

Consequence 58 26.5 * 59 11.13 * 117 37.63 * 

Reaction 39 7.5 44 - 3.88 83 3.63 

Number Expected 31. 5 47 .88 79. 38 

Note. Values represent frequencies of subjects who recalled 
each component. Asterisks indicate significant differences 
at the .01 level between the actual and expected frequencies 
recalled by each age group. 

analysis, the variables were age (younger or older children); 

recall of the component on the positive story version; and 

recall of the component on the negative story version. 

Results from the loglinear analyses showed that age and 

version variations for recall variables could be best 

explained by four different models. The hierarchical model 
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Table 10 

Frequencies of Subjects Who Recalled Each Component 
by Age and Version 

Younger Children Older Children 

Pos Neg Pos Neg 

Setting 12 10 19 22 

Initiating Event 12 9 27 19 

Social Relationship 8 11 20 20 

Motivation 9 6 25 17 

Attempt 29 31 32 32 

Intention 10 8 20 27 

Consequence 31 27 31 28 

Reaction 19 20 21 23 

Note. Values represent frequencies of subjects who recalled 
each component on either the positive or negative version. 
Total possible number of subjects in each cell is 32. 

selection procedure for each recall component is shown in 

Table 13 (Appendix H). Three components — initiating event, 

L.R.^(2) = .26, p =.880; social relationship, L.R.Xi(2) = 3.75, 

p = .154; and motivation, L.R. ̂ *(2) = .58, p = .749 — were best 

explained by models which included all main effects 

(positive, negative, age) and two-way interactions between 

positive version and age and between negative version and 

age. The relative magnitudes of the parameters can be 
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Table 11 

Frequencies of Recall Components 
by Age and Version 

Observed Expected Residual 

Younger Positive 130 126 4 

Children Negative 122 126 - 4 

Both Versions 252 317.5 -65.5 * 

Older Positive 195 191.5 3.5 

Children Negative 188 191.5 - 3.5 

Both Versions 383 317.5 65.5 * 

All Ages Positive 325 317.5 7.5 

Negative 310 317.5 - 7.5 

Note. Asterisks indicate signifcant differences at the .01 
level between the actual and expected numbers of recalled 
components. 

assessed by examining the lambdas and standardized lambdas. 

These can be converted into odds ratios which are 

interpretable. The parameter coefficients and odds ratios 

for each recall component are shown in Table 14 (Appendix I). 

Older children had greater chances than younger children of-

recalling initiating events, social relationships, and 

motivations on both positive and negative story versions. 
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Table 12 

Chi-square Table of Recall Components 

Younger Children Older Children 

PN PN PN PN PN PN . PN PN 

Setting 6 16 6 4 15 6 4 7 

Initiating Event 4 15 8 5 16 2 11 3 

Social Relation 5 18 3 6 13 5 7 7 

Motivation 1 18 8 5 13 3 12 4 

Attempt 28 0 1 3 32 0 0 0 

Intention 3 17 7 5 19 4 1 8 

Consequence 27 1 4 0 27 0 4 1 

Reaction 14 7 5 6 17 5 4 6 

Note. Numbers represent frequencies of subjects in each 
category. P = recall on positive version. P = no recall on 
positive version. N = recall on negative version. N = no 
recall on negative version. 

There were more subjects who recalled initiating events and 

motivations on the positive and not on the negative version 

when they recalled these components on only one version. 

This trend was strongest for older children. There was a 

weak tendency for more younger children to recall social 

relationships on the negative and not on the positive 

version. 

The recall variable relationships for the components of 

setting, L. R. X\ 2) =. 7 1, p = .702, and intention, L.R ,V~ 
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(2)=2.96, p=.227, were best explained by models which 

included all main effects, and the two-way interactions 

between negative version and age and between the positive and 

negative versions. Older children had significantly greater 

chances than younger children to recall settings and 

intentions on negative story versions. Similarly, more 

older children recalled intentions on the negative and not on 

the positive version when they recalled intention on only one 

version. All children were significantly likely to recall .or 

not to recall the same number of settings and intentions on 

positive stories as on negative stories. The best fitting 

model for the component, reaction, L.R. £2(4)=.74, p = .947, was 

similar to these models except that there were no age 

differences. This model included main effects for positive 

and negative versions and the interaction between positive 

and negative versions. Again, all children were 

significantly likely to recall or not to recall as many 

reactions on positive versions as on negative story versions. 

The last two components, attempts, L.R./£Z(5) = 5.91, 

P = .315, and consequences, L.R. X \ 5 ) = 4.30, p = .507, had best 

fitting models which only included the main effects for 

negative and positive versions. Children of both age groups 

had significantly greater chances of recalling attempts and 

consequences on both story versions than of not recalling 

these components. When subjects recalled a consequence on 
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only one version, they tended to recall it on the positive 

and not on the negative version. 

Judgment Reasons 

To ascertain whether subjects used differential 

reasoning according to the judgment question asked, Cochran's 

Q statistics were calculated for the nine reason categories 

across and within age groups. These categories were 

previously listed in Table 1. Frequency counts of the nine 

reason categories separated by age and question are shown in 

Table 15. 

Younger children employed the same type of reasoning for 

all three judgment questions, using each reason category with 

equal frequency on each of the three questions. Older 

children differentiated between questions with respect to two 

reason categories. Older children used a trait as a reason 

significantly more often when asked the like/dislike question 

than either of the other questions, Q(2) = 12.12. 

Conversely, they used a behavior significantly less often 

when asked the like/dislike question, Q(2) = 7.18. Adults 

differentiated between questions only with respect to the 

trait reason category, Q(2) = 7.58. Like the older children, 

they used trait as a reason significantly more often on the 

1ike/dislike question. For the most part, then, subjects' 

reasoning did not vary as a function of the type of question 
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Table 15 

Frequencies of Reasons by Judgment 
Question and Age 

Younger Older Adults 

Rt Lk Gd Rt Lk Gd Rt Lk Gd 

Intention 26 28 28 16 19 12 17 14 16 

Motivation 27 25 27 17 22 19 22 17 23 
Rule 25 25 25 15 15 10 15 12 12 

Behavior 31 30 29 26 17 22 * 1 4 1 8 18 

Relationship 26 28 26 17 18 18 15 15 12 

Consequence 26 27 26 14 18 13 19 14 13 
Personal 23 26 26 10 14 8 11 12 9 
Trait 23 27 27 11 20 9 * 14 24 15 * 

Alternative 
Behavior 

23 25 25 16 18 12 16 12 10 

f ^ ; « n f a l U e S / e p r u S e n t fre(?uencies of reasons used on each 
he 05 level for" A s t e r i s k s indicate significance at 

tne .ub level for differences in the frequencies of reasons 
between questions within that age group. 

asked. Therefore, subsequent analyses did not differentiate 

between questions. 

The same two methods used to examine the recall data 

were employed to study the judgment reasons. Chi-square 

statistics (alpha levels of significance at .01) were 

calculated to investigate the nine reason variables 
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simultaneously both within and across the three age groups. 

Additionally, loglinear analyses were conducted for each 

reason category separately. Reason categories were scored 

similarly to recall variables. For each reason category, a 

subject received scores of 1 or fl for presence or absence of 

that category on the positive story and on the negative 

story. A subject received a 1 for presence of the reason 

category if she or he had cited that reason on either her or 

his first or second response on any of the three questions. 

That is, the subject was given credit for using the reason if 

he or she had cited this reason to justify any of his or her 

subsequent judgments for that one story. Since subjects 

heard two stories, one positive and one negative version, 

they received two scores indicating use of that reason on 

each story. Frequency counts of the expected and observed 

reasons by age and version are shown in Table 16. 

Using this scoring system, the first question addressed 

is whether subjects of different ages used different numbers 

of reason categories. It was found that younger children 

used significantly more reason- categories than the two older 

groups, Z (2) = 36.98. A second question concerns whether 

the different age groups used different numbers of reason 

categories depending upon story version. While younger 

children, £ (1) = .046, and adults, = .135, d i d n o t 

differentiate between versions with respect to the total 
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Table 16 

Frequencies of Reasons by Age and Version 

Age Group Version Observed Expected Residual 

Younger Children Positive 

Negative 

Both Versions 

Older Children 

Adults 

All Ages 

Positive 

Negative 

Both Versions 

Positive 

Negative 

Both Versions 

Positive 

Negative 

274 271.5 2.5 

269 271. - 2 .5 

543 446 97.0 * 

249 216 33.0 * 

183 216 - 33.0 * 

432 446 - 14.0 * 

178 181.5 - 3.5 

185 181.5 3 .5 

363 446 - 83.0 * 

701 669 32.0 

637 669 - 32.0 

JSatfe. Asterisks indicate significant differences at th* m 

frequency of reason categories used, older children, ^ ( 1 ) = 

10.88, used significantly more reason categories on the 

positive story version than on the negative story version. 

The third question concerns whether subjects used different 

reason categories depending upon their age and upon which 
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Table 17 

Frequencies of Subjects Who Used Each 
Reason by Age and Version 

Younger Older Adults 

Pos Neg Pos Neg Pos Neg 

Intention 30 30 29 22 21 21 

Motivation 31 30 30 20 30 20 

Rule 30 29 27 17 17 21 

Behavior 32 32 28 24 19 23 

Relationship 30 29 28 26 17 24 

Consequence 31 29 27 21 17 21 

Personal 30 30 26 15 15 16 

Trait 30 31 27 18 26 21 

Alternative Behavior 30 29 27 20 16 18 

Hata. Values represent frequencies of subjects who used each 
reason category on either the positive or negative version, 
lotal possible number of subjects in each cell is 32. 

version they heard. Frequencies of subjects who used each 

reason category separated by age and version are shown in 

Table 17. Using chi-square critical values and Cochran's Q 

statistics, it was found that younger children used all nine 

reason categories with equal frequency for both the positive, 

Q(9) - 12.38, and the negative, Q(9) = 14.90, story versions. 

Like the younger children, older children also used all nine 
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reason categories with equal frequency, but only on the 

positive story version, Q(9) = 11.76. On the negative 

version, older children showed a preference for some reason 

categories over others, Q(9) = 29.62. They used 

relationships and behaviors most often and traits, rules, and 

personal reasons least often, with the frequency of the other 

reason categories falling in between these. Adults 

differentiated their reasoning on both positive, Q(9) = 

65.01, and negative, Q(9) = 17.17, story versions, 

demonstrating significant preferences for some reason 

categories over others. On the positive version, adults used 

motives and traits most frequently as reasons and personal 

reasons and alternative behaviors least often, with the 

frequency of the other reason categories falling in between 

these. Adults did not show as strong of preferences for some 

reason categories over others on the negative version as they 

did on the positive version. They tended to use 

relationships and behaviors only slightly more often than all 

other reason categories with the exception of personal 

reasons and alternative behaviors which they used 

significantly less often. 

Each reason category was also analyzed separately with a 

loglinear analysis. The format of these analyses was the 

same as for the recall data. Chi-square contingency tables 

showing expected and observed frequency counts for the nine 
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Table 18 

Chi-Square Table of Reason Categories 

Younger Older Adults 

Reason PN PN PN PN PN PN PN PN PN PN PN PN 

Intention 29 1 1 1 18 1 11 2 14 3 7 8 

Motivation 29 0 2 1 19 1 11 1 18 0 12 2 

Rule 28 1 2 1 15 3 12 2 9 3 8 12 

Behavior 32 0 0 0 22 2 6 2 13 3 6 10 

Relationship 28 1 2 1 22 0 6 4 12 3 5 12 

Consequence 29 1 2 0 19 3 8 2 10 4 7 11 

Personal 29 1 1 1 13 4 13 2 7 8 8 9 

Trait 29 0 1 2 16 3 11 2 18 3 8 3 

Alternative 
Behavior 

28 1 2 1 18 3 9 2 9 7 7 9 

Values represent frequencies of subjects in each 
category. PN represents use of the reason on both versions 
PN represents no use of the reason on either version PN 
represents use of the reason on the positive, but not on the 
negative version. PN represents use of the reason on the 
negative, but not on the positive version. 

reason categories are shown in Table 18. The hierarchical 

model fitting selections for all nine reasons are shown in 

Table 19 (Appendix J). To examine relative magnitudes of the 

parameters, lambdas and standardized lambdas were studied. 

Standardized lambdas greater than +/- 1.96 indicate that the 

parameter is significant at the .05 level. These 
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coefficients for all nine reasons are presented in Table 20 

(Appendix K). 

Data for six of the nine reasons were best fitted to one 

model. The six reasons were intention, L.R./^ (3)=3.57, 

P = .312; rule, L.R.T(3) = 5.52, p = .138; behavior, L.R. X*" 

(5) = 3.32, p = .650; consequence, L.R.X\3)=5.39; p = .145; 

personal, L.R.^ (3)=4.10, p = .251; and alternative behavior, 

L.R. X (3) = 3.68, p = .298. The model included all main effects 

and interactions between age and positive version and between 

age and negative version. Thus, there were age differences 

on both story versions for these six reason categories. 

Younger children were more likely than the other age groups 

to use all six of these reasons on both versions: 

intentions, rules, behaviors, consequences, personal reasons, 

and alternative behaviors. Older children were not as likely 

to use intentions, rules, and personal reasons on the 

negative stories as predicted by adding the main effects 

together. When they used any of these six reasons on only 

one version, more older children cited the reason on the 

positive, but not on the negative version. Adults were not 

as likely to use behaviors, personal reasons, or alternative 

behaviors on either version as the main effects would 

predict. On the positive version, adults were also less 

likely to use as many intentions, rules, and consequences as 

expected. When adults used rules, behaviors, or consequences 
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only on one version, more adults cited these reasons on the 

negative and not on the positive version. 

Two other models provided the best explanations for data 

of the other three reason categories. The second type of 

model, which fit the data best for motivation, L.R.X* 

(5)=2.69, p = .748; and trait, L.R.Z\ 5) = 4.08, p = .537, 

included all main effects and the interaction between age and 

the negative version. There were no age differences on the 

positive version. However, on the negative version, younger 

children were more likely than the two older groups to use 

motivations and traits than would be predicted by adding the 

main effects together. Similarly, when older children and 

adults used motivations or traits as reasons, they tended to 

do so on the positive, but not on the negative version, The 

last type of model best fit the data for relationship, L.R.£* 

(5)=7.48, p = .l87, and included all main effects and the 

interaction between age and the positive version. There were 

no age differences in the use of the relationship reason 

category on the negative version. On the positive version, 

however, younger children were more likely than adults to use 

relationship as a reason than would be expected by adding 

together the main effects. Older children tended to use 

relationship more on positive and not on negative versions 

when they cited this reason on only one story version. 

In all the previous analyses, subjects received a score 
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of 1 if they had used the reason on any response on any 

question. This scoring system does not allow for comparisons 

to be made of subjects who used the reason only one time to 

those who used it more than once. Therefore, another scoring 

system was developed in which subjects received scores from 

to 3. for each reason category which represented the number of 

times they used the reason on the three questions for each 

story version. Scores from both versions were also added 

together to represent the number of times the reason was used 

for the six total questions on both versions. Since few 

subjects used any reason more than three times, the scoring 

categories ranged from 0 to 3+. The frequency counts of 

subjects by age for scoring categories of reasons across 

version are shown in Table 21. 

These data were analyzed using Chi-square and Kendall's 

Tau C statistics. When both versions were included in the 

analyses, there were no significant age differences for 

intentions, X (6) = 4.09, TC = .04; consequences, /£*"(4) =3.11 f 

TC=-.02; relationships, ^(6)=8.89, TC=-.08; and personal 

reasons, £(4) = 1.52, "Tc = .02. There were trends for younger 

children to use more consequences and older children to use 

more relationships than the other age groups. When each 

version was studied separately, there were nonsignificant 

trends for younger children to use more relationships on the 

positive version, older children to use more consequences on 
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Table 21 

Frequencies of Subjects Who Used Each Reason 
on the First Response by Age 

Younger Older Adults 

0 1 2 3+ 0 1 2 3 + 0 1 2 3+ 

Intention 15 10 3 4 18 5 5 4 13 11 3 5 

Motivation 23 6 2 1 9 11 8 4 13 11 6 2 

Rule 27 3 1 1 25 4 3 0 13 15 4 0 

Behavior 5 9 5 13 8 12 5 7 17 11 2 2 

Relationship 21 6 3 2 15 12 3 2 25 3 3 1 

Consequence 26 4 2 0 30 2 0 0 27 4 1 0 

Personal 28 3 1 0 27 4 1 0 27 5 0 0 

Trait 19 7 2 4 16 13 2 1 11 11 5 5 

Alternative 
Behavior 

32 0 0 0 25 7 0 0 24 6 2 0 

Column headings represent the number of times each 
reason was used as the first response on the six questions 
(both stories). Values represent the number of subjects in 
each category. 

the negative version, and adults to use more intentions on 

the positive version than the other age groups. 

There were significant increases with age in the use of 

motivations, X*(6) = 14.22, rc = .20; traits, X^C6) = 8.54, 

TC = .18; and alternative behaviors, X- (4) = 12.02, TC = .17. 

When each version was considered separately, the age increase 
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was stronger for motivations on the positive version,Z*~ 

(6) = 18.02, TC = .20; and for alternative behaviors, on the 

negative version, £2(4) = 10.46, TC = .13. There was a 

significant increase with age in the use of rules, X. 

(6)=21.13, T"C = .27. This was nonsignificant when only the 

positive version was examined, /£(2)=2.16, Tfc=-.06; but 

especially strong on the negative version, 7t\4) = 16.22, 

TC=.29. There was a significant decrease with age in the use 

of behaviors, Z(6)=18.01, TC=-.38 and this trend was equally 

strong on both versions. 

Peer Reasons 

The reasons subjects gave for liking or disliking their 

real-life peers were compared to their reasons for liking or 

disliking story characters. Cochran's Q statistics were 

calculated to assess whether subjects of different ages used 

different reason categories to justify why they liked or 

disliked story characters versus why they liked or disliked 

peers. Frequency counts of reasons used for the judgment and 

peer like/dislike questions are shown by age group in Table 

22. Younger children used different reasoning for seven of 

the nine reason categories. When judging story characters, 

they gave a higher frequency of intentions, motives, rules, 

consequences, personal reasons, traits, and alternative 

behaviors as reasons than when judging peers. They used the 
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Table 22 

Frequencies of Reasons for Judgment and Peer 
Like/Dislike Questions by Age 

Younge r Older Adults 

Protag. Peer Protag. Peer Protag. Peer 

Intention 28 15 * 19 11 14 15 

Motivation 25 15 * 22 11 * 17 16 

Rule 25 15 * 15 11 12 15 

Behavior 30 30 17 20 14 10 

Relationship 28 26 18 27 * 15 23 * 

Consequence 27 15 * 18 11 14 15 

Personal 26 18 * 14 11 12 15 

Trait 27 18 * 20 26 24 27 

Alternative 
Behavior 

25 15 * 18 11 12 15 

Values represent frequencies of the reasons used on 
that type of judgment question, either protagonist (protae.) 
or peer. Asterisks indicate significant differences at the 
. 5 level between the frequency that reason was used on the 
two questions for that age group. Total possible number of 
subjects in each cell is 32. 

same numbers of behaviors and relationships as reasons when 

judging both characters and peers. In contrast, older 

children used only two reason categories differentially. 

When evaluating story characters, they used motives as 

reasons significantly more often. Conversely, when judging 
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peers, they used relationships more often. Adults also used 

relationships significantly more often when judging peers 

than story characters. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The discussion of results will be organized in the 

following manner. First, each of the four hypotheses will be 

restated (excluding the statistical predictions) and 

addressed. Next, a section of additional results for which 

no initial hypotheses were formulated will be presented. 

Finally, implications and recommendations for future research 

will be discussed in the Conclusions section. 

Hypothesis 1 

l l Z l t u i 1 tasks° ( T j u d g m e ^ s ' a n d T T 3 •?" 
there will be ace-rela^H Ifff a i t rafcings), but 
expressive a°s"on'sT1""-

CQgnitive-recQpfciv*> tasks 
a' Judgment? 

^ r M o n ' i i f f e V e n u f u r n ^ n ' l h ^ ^ r 6 " " 3 *°"«™i„g 
version difference will be thatJU Questions. The 
story will be higher than " T ! 8 °" t h e "active 
If there is an intlractfl ^ °" t h e P ° s i « v e story. 

will only consist o^a smaller b u \ ? t 7 i r , a " d - ^ e ' t h l s 

version s c o " " ^ S E " " " 
the two older groups. y o u n g e r children in comparison to 

This part of the first hypothesis was supported by the 

results of this study. Results showed no age differences on 

the judgment data. Subjects of all ages judged malicious 
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protagonists more negatively than prosocial protagonists on 

all three questions. This difference between versions was 

significant even for the younger children; however, the 

difference was smaller than for the two older groups (refer 

to Figure 3). 

b. I m i i Ratings 

r^g^^ri0 tr&\ 
( n e g a t i v « ^ S ) ."rV n'ega'tfve'ly°'tha'n'p?o!S!ui 
protagonists (positive versinn) ^ . 
one age group may demonstrate strongerVversionJe°tS ° f 

anothe^age t r' l t # t h " "<>. 

This portion of the hypothesis was also supported by the 

results. The averaged trait ratings of subjects of all ages 

«ere consistent with their judgments; malicious protagonists 

received the most negative ratings. Also consistent with the 

hypothesis, there were a few differences int he ways subjects 

of different ages organized their traits In terms of meaning 

and relative salience. Meaning was inferred from the 

informal definitions of traits which subjects gave. Salient 

traits were those which subjects used to differentiate 

significantly between malicious and prosocial protagonists. 

For example, the construct of C L w a s a very salient trait 

term because of the significant amount of differences between 

subjects' ratings of malicious versus prosocial protagonists 

on this item. Traits whose ratings were significantly more 
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deviant from the overall mean were also assumed to reflect 

relative salience for subjects. In a given age group, for a 

particular version, traits were averaged to yield mean scores 

for that age and version (refer to Table 5). If a trait 

score was at least one standard deviation above or below that 

mean score, that trait was considered to reflect that age 

group's relative certainty that the protagonist possessed 

this particular trait over all the other traits. 

Younger children evidence differences in their ascribed 

meanings to several trait terms. According to Piaget, 

children between the ages of approximately two to seven years 

are in the cognitive stage of preoperational thought 

(Brainerd, 1978) . Frequently, young children overincorporate 

according to Piaget (Brainerd, 1978). It is hypothesized 

that they do this by including more behaviors into their 

definitions of trait words than would be included by older 

children and adults. Consistent with past findings, younger 

children usually defined trait words by citing behavioral 

examples (Rholes 4 Ruble, 1984). Accordingly, their 

definitions of traits often encompassed a broader spectrum of 

behaviors than would be included by older subjects. For 

example, younger children frequently defined "smart" more as 

a broad-based personality characteristic, e .g . , "doing right 

things," than as a purely intellectual ability. Thus, they 

appeared to be incorporating social as well as cognitive-
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oriented behaviors into their definition of smart. 

Therefore, they rated malicious protagonists as significantly 

more stupid than prosocial protagonists. Similarly to smart, 

younger children may also be incorporating more behaviors 

than older children in their definitions of several other 

trait terms. Indeed, younger children tended to 

differentiate between positive and negative versions on a 

larger number of traits than the older groups. This may 

reflect their readiness to label positive behavior with all 

the available positive traits and negative behavior with all 

the available negative traits. 

Based on the traits showing significant version 

differentiation, the most salient traits for younger children 

were friend, nice, truth, and shares. Results of the 

regression analyses corroborated this finding. Protagonists 

seen as good were likely seen as sharing. Those who were 

rated as wrong were seen as selfish and careless. Those that 

the subject disliked and thought were bad were seen as mean. 

Assuming that friend is the superordinate construct, it 

follows that important aspects of friendship include being 

nice, honest, and sharing. Given that one of the later tasks 

of the preoperational stage is learning how to play 

cooperatively with one another, a child who has not learned . 

how to share would not be classified as a good friend. 

Values such as niceness and honesty were important not only 
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for these younger subjects, but also for the the older 

children. 

The other aspect of salience involves the concept of 

relative certainty. As described above, certainty is defined 

as the subjects of a given age group assigning more deviant 

ratings for particular traits in comparison to other traits 

on each version. In general, younger children were not any 

more certain about their ratings for some traits than about 

their ratings for other traits. Nevertheless, in contrast to 

older children and adults, younger children tended to be more 

certain that a prosocial protagonist who had caused 

accidental injury would be sad than that she or he would 

possess any other trait. Another hallmark of preoperational 

children is that they are egocentric and tend to believe that 

others feel the same way they do (Brainerd, 1978). One of 

the story pictures showed the victimized character crying in 

reaction to the injury. These children may easily have 

confused the victim and protagonist when rating the happy/sad 

trait and assumed that if the victim was sad, the protagonist 

must also be sad. 

Older children did not evidence any obvious differences 

from adults in the ways they ascribed meaning to trait terms. 

However, they did appear to organize their trait evaluations 

more tightly than the other two age groups. That is, they 

were more extreme in their ratings of several traits over 
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other traits than were subjects of the other groups. Older 

children had significantly higher ratings than the other two 

groups for careful on both versions, and for nice and smart 

on the negative version. In contrast to younger children, 

older children ascribed narrower definitions for trait terms. 

They were less willing to infer negative traits about 

characters when the concrete behavioral data was missing. 

Thus, they did not overincorporate on most items. They rated 

malicious protagonists equally as happy, brave, and athletic 

as prosocial protagonists. Additionally, they were 

relatively certain that these protagonists possessed these 

particular traits. Although older children readily 

considered malicious protagonists to be mean, they did not 

consider them to be sad, clumsy, or scared since the 

information in the stories was insufficient for these 

subjects to evaluate the characters negatively on these 

items. 

This is consistent with Piaget's representation of 

children in the concrete-operational stage of cognitive 

development. The major characteristic of this stage is that 

children think in terms of operations, or mentally 

represented actions, which are organized according to 

abstract rules and can be integrated into larger systems of 

thought. At this stage, operations apply only to what the 

child has directly perceived, not to information which is 
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abstract or purely hypothetical. The child is able to make 

relational comparisons and classify objects according to the 

system of operational thinking (Brainerd, 1978). The only 

trait which older children appeared to attach a similar 

meaning to as younger children was smart. Similar to younger 

children, older children rated malicious protagonists as more 

stupid than prosocial protagonists. They also appear to 

define smart as having both social and purely cognitive 

intelligence components. Thus, they attribute stupidity 

(i.e., diminished social intelligence) to the protagonist who 

intentionally hurt the other child. 

With respect to the relative salience of trait terms, 

older children's most salient traits in terms of amount of 

version differentiation were friend, nice, truthful, and 

helpful. Unlike younger children, these subjects were much 

more certain that prosocial protagonists were good friends 

than that they possessed other traits. Conversely, on the 

negative version, they were not more certain that malicious 

protagonists would not be friends than that they would have 

other traits. Thus, the concept of being a friend seems 

better defined than the concept of not being a friend. This 

may in part be due to the ambiguity of meaning between friend 

and not a friend in comparison to more clearly opposite 

polarities on trait terms such as nice and mean. Like 

younger children, older children placed the values of honesty 
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and niceness as important correlates to friendship. Instead 

of also valuing sharing, however, older children viewed 

helpfulness as their other important construct. At this age, 

where norms and values are important, helpfulness is likely 

defined as altruism and as something good friends shoul rfl do 

for one another. Findings from the regression analyses 

support this interpretation. Judging a protagonist wrong was 

linked to rating him or her as selfish and unhelpful. 

Like younger children, older children were also 

relatively more certain that prosocial protagonists who had 

accidently caused injury were careless than that they 

possessed other traits. They rated malicious protagonists 

equally as careless as prosocial ones. Attributing 

carelessness to an actor who intentionally caused harm may 

represent a way for older children to mitigate against the 

harshness of their other judgments, which tended to be more 

extreme than those of the other age groups. It may also 

reflect a construct organizational scheme which links 

meanness to carelessness. 

As previously mentioned, adults did not seem to ascribe 

different meanings to trait terms from older children's with 

the exception of smart. Unlike the two younger groups, 

adults did not differentiate malicious from prosocial 

protagonists on the smart/stupid trait. It is likely that 

college students, who have been frequently exposed to only 
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the intellectual component of "smartness," have limited their 

definition of this trait to the cognitive aspect and not to a 

social intelligence component. This is consistent with 

Heller and Berndt's (1981) finding that only college students 

distinguished between social and intellectual evaluations. 

Unlike older children, adults' construct systems were 

not as rule-bound. Therefore, they were not as extreme in 

their ratings as older children were. Rather, their trait 

ratings tended to be more toward the middle of the range. 

Thus, adults remained cognitively flexible enough to 

sometimes speculate beyond the concrete behavioral data given 

in the stories about the characters. This is consistent with 

Piaget's formulation of formal operational thinking. 

Presumably, most adults are in the formal operational stage. 

In this final cognitive stage, the individual is able to 

reason both inductively and deductively. Whereas concrete 

operational children can use cognitive operations only when 

they have directly perceived the information, formal 

operational subjects can use operations to make comparisons 

and draw conclusions about information which is purely 

hypothetical and abstract. They can deduce answers by first 

forming abstract hypotheses and then, by applying inductive 

reasoning in the sense of citing concrete pieces of 

information to support these hypotheses (Brainerd, 1978). 

With respect to salience, adults, like the two 
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children's groups, considered friend and nice to be salient 

traits in terras of version differentiation. Similar to the 

older children, adults also valued helpfulness as a corollary 

to friendship. However, unlike the two children's groups, 

they did not place honesty in this classification. From the 

adults' viewpoint, a person who has a prosocial motive is 

likely to be a good friend, nice, and helpful, but is not 

necessarily honest. A malicious protagonist could just as 

easily be honest as a prosocial protagonist. It is probable 

that with their increased experience, adults have learned 

that friends do not always tell the truth; thus, the 

relationship between friendship and honesty is not as strong 

for adults as it is for children. Adults did, however, 

differentiate between malicious and prosocial protagonists on 

the happy/sad trait. They rated malicious protagonists as 

more sad than prosocial protagonists. With their ability to 

hypothesize abstract concepts, and with their increased 

lifespan perspective, adults may have interpreted this trait 

to be more global and dispositional than the younger subjects 

for whom happiness and sadness may have represented 

situational states. From this viewpoint, adults may have 

inferred that a character who committed one malicious act is 

likely to do so on a regular basis and that such a person 

would not be a basically happy individual. Conversely, a 

prosocial, altruistic individual would be a 
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characterologically happy person. 

Adults were also similar to older children with respect 

to their relative certainty about different traits. However, 

they were not as certain of as many traits as older children 

were. They were relatively more certain that malicious 

protagonists were mean and that prosocial protagonists were 

good friends and careless rather than either of these 

protagonists possessing any other traits. Results from the 

regression analyses support this view. Adults' ratings of 

friend were highly predicted by whether they judged the 

prosocial protagonist as likable or good. Also similar to 

older children, adults were more certain, in comparison to 

other traits, that malicious protagonists were equally as 

athletic and smart as prosocial protagonists. Similar to 

older children, this finding suggests that adults were 

unwilling to infer that malicious protagonists were clumsy or 

stupid without adequate supporting data from the stories. 

iialuation. T h e s e results are consistent with previous 

research which has shown that young children (1) are able to 

utilize intent/motive information from moral judgment stories 

when making evaluations even when they are unable to 

verbalize these principles in their reasoning (Breznitz and 

Kugelmass, 1967; Farnill, 1974; Imagoglu, 1975; Parker & 

Garfin, 1986) and (2) rate actors on traits in a manner which 

is consistent with their moral judgments (Rotenberg, 1980b). 
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One reason for these findings is related to the care that was 

taken in the administration of the cognitive-receptive tasks. 

Subjects were encouraged to point to their answers rather 

than to verbalize them and to utilize the story picture 

boards while making their decisions. By reducing the verbal 

demands, subjects were able to devote more of their attention 

to the utilization rather than verbalization of the encoded 

story information; thus, no overall age differences were 

found. 

Assuming that the younger children in this study were in 

the stage of preoperational thought, these findings tend to 

contradict two characteristics proposed by Piaget concerning 

this cognitive developmental stage. These two 

characteristics are figurative intelligence and lack of 

inductive reasoning (Brainerd, 1978). Figurative 

intelligence refers to children's thoughts being represented 

by uncritical, mental pictures of events (Brainerd, 1978). 

However, younger children rated malicious protagonists more 

negatively than prosocial protagonists on one to two more 

traits than the two older groups. Clearly, their mental 

pictures were not uncritical. With respect to inductive 

reasoning, Piaget suggests that preoperational children lack 

the capacity for operational thinking which includes being 

able to transform one piece of information into a different 

Piece of information (Brainerd, 1978). However, these young 
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children did transform data from the story into different 

information in order to rate characters on trait items. 

Their ratings were consistent with the original information 

and did not differ markedly from those of older children and 

adults. 

CQgnitive-exprpggjyo tasks 

c. Recall 

Older children will recall a larger total number r»r 
components than younger children. When each component 

fivp°of1 fh**6 . s ® P a r a t e l y > older children will recall 
five of the eight components more often on both versions 

T t l L T , n g e r c h i l d r e n - T h * three exceptions will be 

S r f e c k T ^ r " 0 6 8 ' and- r e a c t i o n s - Younger children 
children. components as frequently as older 

This portion of the first hypothesis was fully supported 

by the results. These findings are consistent with past 

research which has shown that age differences are associated 

with differences in recall (Fitzhenry-Coor, 1977; Nezworski, 

1978; Parker & Garfin, 1986). Older children recalled more 

story components than younger children with the exception of 

attempts, consequences, and reactions. Both age groups 

recalled these three components with equal frequency. Also 

consistent with past findings, younger children recalled more 

consequences than intents (Austin et al, 1977; Stein, 1977) . 

and they tended to focus on the character's emotional 

reaction (Arsenio & Ford, 1985; Shantz, 1982). Older 
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children, however, recalled all components with equal 

frequency. Contrary to previous findings, younger children 

did not recall Initiating events and settings more often than 

attempts (Nezworski, 1978; Stein S Glenn, 1979). Rather, 

they recalled these components with the same frequency as 

motives, Intents, and social relationships. These five 

components require a higher degree of verbal articulation to 

recount from memory. The child must describe the setting and 

the characters' social relationship. Similarly, initiating 

events, motives, and intents focus on the internal feelings 

of the characters and also require a type of descriptive 

narrative from the subject rather than a statement of action. 

Recall of attempts, consequences, and reactions only require 

statements of actions or observable events. These are more 

easily represented by pictorial images In the child's mind; 

thus, these younger children appear to have difficulty in 

verbalizing any concept (event) for which they lack a clear 

concrete mental picture. This is consistent with Piaget's 

concept of the figurative intelligence characteristic of 

children In the preoperational stage of cognitive development 

(Brainerd, 1978). 

d. Beacons 

When all responses are considered, it is expected that 
each age group uses the same kinds of reaslj latencies 
Thprpfo 0 t h r e e questions (right, like, and good) 

be combined f6 r e s P ° n s e s f r o m a 1 1 t h ree questions will 
is s t u d i ^ ' V s.ub?e<*uent analyses. When each reason 

studied separately, it is predicted that there will 
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be age effects on all reasons. Younger children will 
use consequences, behaviors, rules, and relationshins 

0ften than the two older groups. Adults, then 
older children, will use intentions, motivations, 
personal reasons, traits, and alternative behaviors more 

" h a " Younger children. These same trends will 
probably be stronger when only the first responses of 
subjects are examined. H e s 0 1 

This portion of Hypothesis 1 was partially supported by 

the results of the study. There was little differentiation 

of reasons among the three questions. Loglinear analyses 

which examined all responses did not demonstrate the 

predicted age differences. Instead, younger children used 

each reason category significantly more often than the two 

older groups. It is hypothesized that younger children used 

a shotgun approach to the reasoning task, citing every reason 

they could conceive of, without showing a preference for any 

particular type of reasoning. Thus, although younger 

children apparently understand the concepts behind the 

various reasons well enough to verbalize them given unlimited 

opportunities to do so, their understanding and verbal skill 

is not yet sufficiently developed to select only the most 

important concepts to justify their evaluations. 

When only the first responses of subjects were examined, 

the predicted age trends were observed for four of the nine 

reason categories. Four reasons showed no age differences. 

One reason category demonstrated a linear age trend in the 

opposite direction from what was expected. Each of the 

reason categories will be examined for possible explanations 
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concerning these findings. 

There were significant positive age trends for traits 

and alternative behaviors. With increasing age, subjects 

usei these reasons more often. Consistent with previous 

findings and with Piagefs theory of cognitive development, 

as individuals get older, they increase their capacity to 

form hypothetical courses of action (Parker & Garfin, 1986; 

Stein & Glenn, 1979) and to make inferences from concrete 

data to personality traits (Barenboim, 1977, 1981; Livesley & 

Bromeley, 1973; Parker & Garfin, 1986; Peevers & Secord, 

1973; Scarlett et al, 1971; Serafica, 1982). Interestingly, 

however, while older children, then adults, cited traits as 

reasons for their judgments more often than younger children, 

younger children were able to evaluate protagonists along the 

specified trait dimensions on the rating task in similar ways 

to the older subjects. 

When including all the responses subjects gave, subjects 

in each age group used intentions equally as often as 

motivations in their reasoning. However, when examining only 

subjects' first responses to the questions, younger children 

used intentions more often than motivations. Conversely, 

older children used motivations more frequently than they did 

intentions and adults used both concepts with equal 

frequency. Apparently, the protagonist's intention was an 

initially more salient piece of information for younger 
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children to verbalize as a reason than was motivation. As 

Berndt and Berndt (1981) have pointed out, it is necessary to 

determine whether a behavior is intended or not before 

motivation has any relevance. Therefore, on their initial 

responses, younger children verbalize this first step-

intention—more readily than they do motivation whereas older 

subjects bypass the intentionality step and verbalize 

motivation instead. Thus, motivation appears to be initially 

more salient to older children in their reasoning than 

intention. 

Parker and Garfin (1986) previously found that older 

children (ages 8 to 10 years) cited personal reasons to 

justify their judgments more often than younger children. 

Therefore, it was hypothesized that the use of personal 

reasons followed a positive linear age trend. However, no 

age differences were found in this study for personal 

reasons. The previous findings may have been restricted to 8 

to 9 year olds who tend to be more egocentrically focused 

than 10 to 11 year olds. In any event, subjects of all ages 

were neither more nor less likely to justify their judgments 

by citing personal anecdotal material. 

Due to past findings (Arsenio & Ford, 1985; Shantz, 

1982) which suggested that younger children attend to the 

social relationship information in stories in order to make 

evaluations, it was hypothesized that younger children would 
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use relationship as a reason more often than older children 

or adults. However, the results showed that the use of 

relationship remained constant across age groups. Since 

subjects of all ages also heavily relied on the concept of 

friendship when making their trait ratings, it is theorized 

that when subjects cited the relationship of the characters 

as part of their reasoning behind their judgments, subjects 

of different ages were referring to different aspects of 

friendship. In keeping with the earlier findings of this 

study, younger children are probably attending to the 

emotional reaction of the other character and to the specific 

behaviors. Older children are likely attending to the rules 

of the relationship which are based on the specific 

behaviors. Adults have internalized norms for relationships 

which are similar to older children's, but with less 

concentrated focus on the rules which have now become more 

automatic. This pattern parallels Bigelow's stages of 

friendship relations (cited in Serafica, 1982). 

Also contrary to predictions based on previous findings 

was that younger children did not use consequences more often 

as reasons than older subjects (Gottlieb et al, 1977; 

Nummedal & Bass, 1976; Rotenberg, 1980b). In fact, 

consequences were rarely referred to by any subject. Younger 

children were not only no more likely to olte consequences 

than older subjects, they referred more often to intentions 
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than to consequences on their initial responses. Thus, the 

less verbally demanding consequence information was not more 

salient than intent information. Instead, younger children 

more often referred to the equally concrete and less verbally 

demanding behaviors of the protagonists. Younger children 

used behaviors to justify their judgments considerably more 

often than older children who used behaviors more than 

adults. This supports findings which suggest that it is the 

intrinsic nature of the acts themselves that children use to 

judge negatively protagonists in moral stories (Shantz, 

1982). 

Apparently, the moral wrongness of an intentionally 

injurious act to another person is established by age 5 or 6 

years and remains unchanged. Even when the act itself " 

(behavior) is not cited by older subjects as a primary reason 

for their judgments, the rules they abstract from those 

behaviors are used. Exactly opposite, then, to the 

hypothesis that younger children would use rules as reasons 

most often and adults would use rules least often, the use of 

rules significantly increased with age. Adults used more 

rules to justify their judgments than either of the two 

children's groups. The reason category of rule was composed 

of two subcategories: rules pertaining only to specific 

behaviors and rules which represented abstract moral 

principles. Younger children generally used rules which 
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pertained to the behaviors themselves rather than to moral 

principles. Conversely, adults cited moral principles as 

reasons much more often than behavior-oriented rules. Older 

children cited approximately equal numbers of both types of 

rules. For adults, then, citing moral principles appears to 

be a convenient verbal shorthand for their internalized norms 

concerning intentional/motivational dimensions. Even when 

they did not verbalize these components, they likely used 

these principles to form the basis for their r u l e - d e p e n d e n t 

reasoning. 

Hypothesis 2 

?^u«f n i t iK e" ei- X p r e s
n
S i v e m e a s u r e s (recall and reasoning 

tasks), subjects will perform better on stories 
involving a malicious protagonist than they will on 
stories involving a prosocial protagonist. This 
difference is expected to be the largest for the 
youngest subjects. Subjects will recall more 
motivations and intentions on negative stories than on 
positive stories and this difference will be larger for 
younger children than older children. When reasoning 
younger, then older children, but not adults, will use 

! S' motivations, and traits for negative 
h £ a n- p o s i t i v e stories. They will use more 

n e g a t i v e stories! " " 0 0 n s e < > u e n « s f°<" Positive than for 

The thesis behind the second hypothesis concerned 

findings from previous investigators which have suggested 

that children have better developed theories of immorality 

(negative, malicious behavior) than of morality (positive, 

prosocial behavior) (Austin et al, 1977; Berndt & Berndt, 
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1975 ; Hill & Enzle, 1977 ; Karniol, 1978 ; Keasey, 1977 ; Parker 

& Garfin, 1986 ; Peterson & Keasey, cited in Keasey, 1 9 7 7 ) . 

Although several of the specific predictions of this 

hypothesis were not supported by the results, in general, the 

thesis behind the second hypothesis was supported. Overall, 

subjects recalled as many components on positive stories as 

on negative stories. However, there were version by age 

interactions for the recall of motivations and intentions. 

Age differences were expected between the versions for these 

particular components because past research has found the 

most differences among age groups concerning the use of 

motivation and intention during moral judgment tasks (Austin 

et a l , 1977 ; Stein, 1977 ; Nezworski, 1 9 7 8 ) . 

Contrary to predictions, motivations were recalled more 

on positive than on negative stories and this difference was 

strongest for the older children. It is likely that the 

discrepant information on positive stories between the 

protagonist's positive, prosocial motivation and the negative 

outcome increased the amount of attention older children paid 

to the recall of motivation on positive over negative 

stories. This finding, however, neither supports nor refutes 

the thesis that immoral behavior is easier to learn about 

than moral behavior. In keeping with the prediction, older 

children recalled more intentions on negative over positive 

stories. Again, however, it was older children, not younger 



107 

children, who differentiated the most between the versions on 

their recall of intentions. When results from both recall 

and reasoning tasks are examined together, some support for 

the thesis of immoral behavior being easier to learn about 

than moral behavior is generated. 

When reasoning, younger children used a shotgun 

approach, citing all nine reason categories with equally 

large frequencies on both versions. It appears that younger 

children, being less certain about their verbal reasoning 

than older subjects, used a strategy of trying out every 

reason they could conceive of without demonstrating that they 

were utilizing any one type of reasoning over another. They 

used this same strategy on both versions, suggesting that 

their reasoning was not any more consolidated on negative 

stories than on positive stories. This was consistent with 

their pattern of recall for motivations and intentions which 

also showed little variability betwen versions. They 

recalled approximately the same numbers of these components 

on both versions. 

In contrast to younger children, older children used 

nearly all reason categories, including motivations and 

intentions, more often on positive stories than on negative 

stories. The only exceptions were behaviors and 

relationships which older children used with almost equal 

frequency on both versions. On positive stories, older 
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children showed little preference for any reason categories 

over others. Conversely, on negative stories, they used 

relatively concrete reasons, behaviors and relationships, 

more often than other reasons. Older children appeared to be 

less certain of their reasoning about prosocial protagonists 

than about malicious protagonists as indicated by their lack 

of preference for any particular reasons and their use of a 

larger number of reason categories on positive as opposed to 

negative stories. As stated previously, in positive stories, 

there is a larger discrepancy between the protagonist's 

prosocial (positive) motivation and the negative outcome than 

in negative stories where both the motivation and the outcome 

are negative. Thus, older children reason more concretely on 

negative stories, but are much less focused in their 

reasoning on positive stories. 

Recall data support this view. Older children recalled 

more motivations than intentions on positive stories. Thus, 

they were focusing more on the protagonist's prosocial 

motivation than merely on the accidental nature of the 

behavior. It is this prosocial motivation which appears to 

be the confusing element that older children must account for 

in their relatively less focused reasoning on positive 

stories over negative stories. In their reasoning on 

negative stories, older children focused more on the 

intrinsic nature of the act itself (behavior) and on how the 
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characters' relationship influenced their behaviors 

(relationship). Again, examining the recall data clarifies 

these findings. On negative stories, older children recalled 

considerably more intentions than motivations. Thus, it 

appears that the fact that the behavior was intentional in 

negative stories highlights its saliency when subjects were 

asked about their reasoning. 

Adults used intentions, personal reasons, and 

alternative behaviors almost equally as often on both 

versions. Contrary to predictions, they used motivations and 

traits more often on positive stories than on negative 

stories and they used rules, behaviors, relationships, and 

consequences more often on negative than on positive stories. 

On positive stories, adults clearly used motivations and 

traits more often than any other reason category. By 

adulthood, then, it appears that subjects have a coherent 

conceptualization of prosocial behavior that is understood by 

referring to the protagonist's motivations or personality 

traits. On negative stories, however, adults' reasoning was 

less focused; they used most reason categories with equal 

frequency. As a group, then, adults seem less certain about 

their reasoning on negative stories. However, there appear 

to be many individual differences in the ways adults 

understand immorality. For some subjects, immorality seems 

to encompass an interpersonal dimension. They referred most 
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often to relationships In their reasoning, specifically to 

the provocation by the other character which lead the 

protagonist to behave in a malicious way. Others based 

immorality on a rule-governed impersonal doctrine. Still 

others responded in a similar way to older children and cited 

the specific behaviors or consequences more often to justify 

their evaluations. 

In summary, these findings suggest that younger children 

do not possess a consistent, consensually validated view of 

either moral or immoral behavior. For older children, 

however, the concept of immorality is understood in a more 

consensually similar way than the concept of morality. That 

is, the intentional nature of the act itself marks the 

behavior as immoral. Conversely, there is much less 

agreement about what constitutes moral behavior. By 

adulthood, however, moral behavior is understood in a 

consistent fashion which involves noticing the protagonist's 

motivations and traits. Adults have more variability than 

children concerning immoral behavior, with some basing their 

reasoning on relationship information, some on moral 

principles, and others on the behaviors themselves. Some 

additional data from this study also support this view. Upon 

examination of the regression analyses between the judgment 

scores and trait ratings, one finds that, on positive 

stories, judgment scores adequately predicted trait ratings 
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only for adults. Conversely, on negative stories, subjects 

of all ages showed similarly adequate trait rating 

predictions from the judgment questions. These results 

demonstrate more internal consistency for younger subjects on 

negative than on positive stories and increasing consistency 

for adults on positive stories. 

Hypothesis 3 

There will be age-related differences with respect to 

the differentiation of the three differentiate 
asked. Older children, then adults, will dif 
more between the questions than w. i l

f^ r
y°"" g®o U^^ * 

Highest correlations are expected for the 
children and lowest correlations are expected f°r 

adults. It is further hypothesized that those subject 
who do differentiate among the questions wi11 
like protagonists even when they rate their actions 
wrong or bad rather than, for example, disliking 
protagonists they rated as right or good. 

Results of the study supported the last part of the 

third hypothesis. With respect to age differences, however, 

correlations between scores on the three judgment questions 

were approximately equal for the three age groups (refer to 

Table 3). However, there was a trend for the highest 

correlations on both versions to be for the adults and lowest 

for older children, with younger children falling in between. 

In some respects, these findings are similar to findings 

concerning the reason and recall data. Adults tend to be 

more consistent in their judgments (higher correlations) than 

the children's groups. Older children as a group 
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differentiated the most between the questions. As predicted, 

correlations between the questions were higher on the 

positive story than on the negative story. Thus, the 

outliers were examined (refer to Table 4). 

In accordance with the second part of the hypothesis, 

subjects thought prosocial protagonists were right, good, and 

likable. However, even when younger or older children 

thought a prosocial protagonist was wrong or bad, they still 

liked him or her. Additionally, older children also thought 

prosocial protagonists were good even if they had judged them 

to be wrong. There were no other age differences observed on 

positive stories except that adults made very few such 

mistakes and were consistently positive in their judgments of 

prosocial protagonists. Also as hypothesized, adults 

differentiated between the questions to the greatest extent 

on negative stories. They tended to like malicious 

protagonists even when they had judged them to be wrong or 

bad. To a lesser extent, they also judged malicious 

protagonists good even when they thought they were wrong. 

Contrary to predictions, however, it was not the older, but 

the younger children, who tended to follow the same trend as 

adults. Younger children also tended to like malicious 

protagonists that they had judged wrong or bad. In contrast, 

older children were more consistently negative in their 

judgments. 
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Unlike the Imagoglu (1975) study, these three judgment 

questions were administered in an identical manner. 

Therefore, the observed differences represent real 

differences in the ways subjects responded to the words of 

the three questions. Although subjects responded more 

negatively to the good/bad question (i.e., assigned higher 

scores) than to the other questions, there was not an age 

difference observed. Therefore, those studies which used a 

good/bad question instead of a right/wrong question may have 

achieved larger differences between judgment scores of 

malicious and prosocial protagonists, but these differences 

due to the wordings of the questions should have been the 

same for all age groups. Interestingly, although the 

majority of subjects consistently found malicious 

protagonists to be wrong, bad, and dislikable, those who 

differentiated between questions were much less likely to 

dislike a malicious protagonist or, to a lesser extent, judge 

him or her to be bad than to judge her or him to be wrong. 

For younger children, this finding likely reflects their 

tendency to view behaviors in a time-limited fashion and not 

to infer stable traits from these behaviors. For adults who 

differentiated between the questions, this may reflect their 

connotative meanings of the words good and bad. From a 

humanistic position, no person is bad regardless of his or 

her behavior. It may also reflect the adults' recognition of 
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the provocation by the other character, so that the 

protagonist who behaved maliciously in this one instance was 

seen to have a reason for doing so and may not necessarily 

possess stable negative personality traits which would 

justify a dislikable rating. The consistency of judgment 

ratings demonstrated by older children may reflect their 

cognitive perspective in which consistency and 

standardization of rules is important. Additionally, it may 

reflect the relative lack of individual differences in older 

children concerning their conception of immorality. 

In summary, results supporting this hypothesis parallel 

the discussion of results on the second hypothesis. There 

were more individual differences among younger and older 

children concerning prosocial protagonists than among adults. 

Thus, adults had developed a more cohesive view of prosocial, 

moral behavior than children in which protagonists are 

uniformly likable, good, and right. Conversely, with respect 

to malicious behavior, older children were a more homogeneous 

group than either younger children or adults. Protagonists 

were uniformly seen as dislikable, bad, and wrong. This is 

consistent with older children's more consolidated and 

consensually validated view of immorality. Younger children 

demonstrated more individual differences on both positive and 

negative stories, suggesting that their views on moral and 

immoral behavior are still comparatively idiosyncratic. 
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Adults also had more individually different ways of viewing 

immoral behavior than older children. Several adults liked 

protagonists even when they thought they were wrong or bad. 

Hypothesis 4 

Based on Serafica's (1982) findings concerning subjects' 
reasoning about story characters and peers, it is 
hypothesized that there will be a linear age trend with 
younger children demonstrating more mature reasoning 
about story characters than about peers and adults 
differentiating the least between the two. Adults will 
use the same numbers and types of reasons for the two 
questions. Younger children, then older children, will 
use motivations, traits, and intentions more for story 
characters than peers. 

This fourth hypothesis was supported by the results of 

the study although the interpretation of the results is 

somewhat different. Younger children used more mature 

reasoning (in terms of variety and content of reason 

categories) when judging story characters than when 

evaluating peers. The speculation behind this hypothesis was 

that younger children are more confused than older children 

and adults by the multiple stimuli present in actual social 

settings. Therefore, when these informational cues are 

limited to those contained in a story, their reasoning 

becomes more complex. This is true when examining each 

reason category separately. With only two exceptions, 

younger children used every reason category significantly 

more often when judging story characters than peers. While 
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this may reflect their tendency to experiment with more 

mature (i.e., complex) reasoning for story characters, it 

also reflects overly complicated and confused reasoning in 

which the most salient pieces of information are not 

uniformly selected when judging story characters. Individual 

younger children used nearly all of the reason categories to 

justify their story like/dislike evaluations. In contrast, 

they clearly selected only two categories, behaviors and 

relationships, to judge peers. These two reason categories 

reflect the most salient aspects of younger children's social 

world, given their stage of cognitive development in which 

shared activities are the most important aspects of 

friendship relationships. 

Older children also had a fairly evenly distributed 

number of reason categories for story characters; however, 

they did tend to use motivations, traits, and intentions more 

often. They used similar types of reasoning for evaluations 

of both story characters and peers with only two exceptions. 

They used more motivations when judging story characters and 

more relationships when judging peers. Like the younger 

children, older children did show stronger preferences for 

some reason categories over others when judging peers. For 

peer evaluations, older children tended to use relationships, 

traits, and then behaviors more often than other reasons. 

Older children seem better able than younger children to 
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select the most salient pieces of information for both types 

of judgments, i.e., story characters and peers. In peer 

relationships, personality traits were more important to 

older children and behaviors were slightly less important 

than they were for younger children. 

Adults used relationships significantly more often when 

judging peers. When judging story characters, they used 

traits more often than other reason categories. To a greater 

extent than older children, adults' reasoning about story 

characters matches their reasoning about peers. Personality 

traits were salient pieces of information for judgments of 

both characters and peers, but relationships were more 

important for peer evaluations. Behaviors were the least 

often used reason category for peer judgments. These 

findings are consistent with the increased importance adults 

place on relationship aspects within their social world and 

upon inferences about stable personality traits. As other 

researchers in social cognition have suggested, younger 

children tend to categorize peers on the basis of observed 

behaviors, whi 1 e adults tend to do so on the basis of 

inferred traits (Rholes & Ruble, 1984). 

Contrary to the hypothesis' speculation that the larger 

number of stimuli embedded in social situations would make it 

more difficult for younger children to evaluate others, it 

appears that younger children are more adept at selecting the 
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most salient information about peers than they are about 

story characters. With the exceptions that younger children 

used more behaviors and fewer traits, their reasoning about 

peers was remarkably similar to that of older children's and 

adults*. It was when reasoning about story characters that 

younger children failed to select the most important reasons, 

but rather, used a less focused approach to the task. 

Therefore, it appears less difficult for younger children to 

reason about their familiar social world than about 

unfamiliar hypothetical story situations. 

Additional Result? 

One unexpected finding concerned the order by version by 

trait interaction. Essentially, Order 1 differed from the 

other three orders in that there were a larger number of 

traits on Order 1 which showed significant version 

differences. Order 1 was the Wagon story, positive version 

followed by the Baseball story, negative version. Since 

orders were counterbalanced within age and sex, this small 

difference is not believed to have impacted any of the other 

findings. However, it is instructive to examine this result 

as it may affect future research. 

A likely explanation is that the juxtaposition of a 

positive story followed by a negative story tended to magnify 

the differences between the two protagonists such that 



119 

subjects, after seeing the behavior of the prosocial 

protagonist, rated the malicious protagonist even more 

negatively by comparison to the standard set by the positive 

character. However, Order 2 also placed the positive story 

before the negative story. In the Baseball story, though, 

subjects often commented that the protagonist should not have 

thrown the ball hard to someone who had never hit it and that 

the protagonist should have accepted the other character's 

lack of athletic ability and not have been so competitive. 

Thus, subjects did not view the Baseball story's prosocial 

protagonist to model as helpful and moral a person as the 

Wagon story's protagonist. Therefore, their trait ratings 

between the negative and positive characters did not differ 

as much on Order 2 as on Order 1. 

cpncivsions 

In summary, most of the proposed hypotheses were 

supported. Subjects demonstrated age-related differences on 

cognitive-expressive, but not on cognitive-receptive tasks. 

Age differences found in Piagetian-type moral judgment 

research studies can be primarily attributed to the 

differences involved in children's abilities to express 

verbally intention-based moral judgments. Results from this 

study showed that subjects of all ages rated malicious 
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protagonists more negatively than prosocial protagonists on 

the judgment questions and on the trait evaluations. 

On the recall task, younger children verbally recalled 

best those components which could be readily stored as 

pictoral visual mental images. These were not uncritical 

pictoral events; younger children made judgments congruent 

with trait ratings and which differentiated malicious from 

prosocial protagonists. Therefore, younger children showed 

some inductive reasoning ability and applied logical rules 

concerning these pictoral events. However, they used trait 

terms more in the sense of behavioral descriptions and 

applied more global definitions to these traits in which some 

traits encompassed a wide variety of different behaviors. 

Older children tended to be dependent on the data in order to 

make any inferences about characters and exhibited tight 

construct systems in which many traits were linked to each 

other by a logical rule system. Adults also relied on data 

in order to infer personality traits, but were willing to 

hypothesize to a greater extent than older children. They 

deduced that some characters possessed traits which they saw 

to reflect more stable dispositional attitudes, such as 

happiness and sadness, than temporary emotional states. 

The concept of friendship was important for all age 

groups. All subjects correlated niceness with friendship. 

Younger and older children also valued honesty. Older 
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children and adults linked helpfulness to friendship, while 

younger children linked sharing with being a good friend. 

For younger children, friendship was based more on behaviors; 

for older children, rules were important; and for adults, 

trait dispostions were valued. As with the trait rating 

task, the relationship of the characters was also important 

in the reasoning of all subjects. Unlike the trait task, 

however, subjects relied on the relationship more often on 

negative stories than on positive stories. In particular, 

subjects attended to information about the other character's 

provocation of the protagonist. 

It is not clear whether children understand immorality 

before they understand morality. Younger children do not 

demonstrate a consistent and clear view of either moral or 

immoral behavior. They used a shotgun approach to reasoning 

on both positive and negative stories, citing every reason 

they could conceive of, without preferring any one type of 

reasoning over another. Thus, there was a large amount of 

individual variability in the younger age group. In contrast 

to younger children, however, older children do demonstrate a 

more internally consistent and consensually validated view 

(i.e., few individual differences) of immorality than of 

morality. According to this view, protagonists are judged to 

be uniformly disi ik:.t J e, bad, and wrong on the basis of the 

intentional nature of their behaviors. Like younger 
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children, older children's reasoning about prosocial, moral 

behavior is less focused and consistent and more idiographic 

than their reasoning about malicious, immoral behavior. 

Unlike older children, adults demonstrate a clearly 

consistent and homogeneous view of morality in which they 

understand prosocial behavior by referring to the 

protagonist's motivations or traits. In the adult group, 

there were more individual differences when reasoning about 

malicious protagonists than in the older children's group. 

Some adults relied on the characters' relationship to 

understand immoral behavior. Others applied a more rule-

oriented doctrine and other adults reasoned similarly to 

older children and focused on the behaviors. 

Subjects of all ages were better able to select the most 

salient aspects of their social world with which to reason 

about actual peers than they were able to choose the most 

important concepts in reasoning about hypothetical story 

characters. Thus, even children's verbal reasoning about 

actual peers differs from their reasoning about story 

characters. Although younger children used more mature 

reasoning (motivations, traits, intentions) when reasoning 

about the characters, they did so by using a shotgun approach 

to the task, not by selecting the most important criteria. 

In dealing with their social world, however, younger children 

focused on the relationship and behavioral aspects of the 
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situations, both of which are meaningful contextual 

components. Older children and adults focused more on traits 

than other reason categories when organizing their 

evaluations of actual peers than did younger children. 

There was no evidence to suggest, however, that younger 

children's organization which centered on behaviors was any 

less complex or differentiated than older subjects' which 

centered on personality traits. 

For developmental psychologists, this study has four 

methodological implications. First, developmental 

psychologists have often fused results from cognitive-

expressive and cognitive-receptive measures. In so doing, 

they have too readily assumed that what children sav they 

understand is equivalent to what they actually understand and 

are able to utilize. This study clearly demonstrates that 

subjects differ along these two dimensions of ability. 

Therefore, investigators interested in children's cognitive 

development need to devise research paradigms and techniques 

which will enable them to differentiate between these two 

abilities. Otherwise, meaningful interpretation of results 

from studies using only one such measure is difficult. 

The methodology of these kinds of studies must be 

carefully attended to an considered when planning studies 

using both cognitive-expressive and cognitive-receptive 

measures. Both the administration and the construction of 
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these types of measures warrants careful attention from 

researchers. Task administration of cognitive—receptive 

measures is important in order to ensure that measure is 

truly limiting the verbal demands. Children must be 

thoroughly trained on the nonverbal task components and 

encouraged to use the visual aids during the information 

acquisition and decision-making processes. The words of the 

judgment questions and trait terms are also very important, 

especially on cognitive-receptive tasks in which the 

experimenter lacks any verbal data regarding the individual 

subject's understanding of the question. Children of 

different ages attach different connotative meanings to trait 

terms and make more or less severe judgments on some 

questions over others. 

More studies are needed so that these differences in 

meanings given to trait terms by children of different ages 

can be accounted for in future designs. For instance, in 

this study, it was suggested that younger and older children, 

but not adults, include social as well as cognitive 

intellectual components in their definition of "smart." In a 

future research endeavor, the investigator could ask children 

to rate protagonists behaving in both social and academic 

settings as being "smart," "stupid," or "can't tell" to test 

this hypothesis further. Additionally, the present 

investigation suggested that younger children incorporate a 
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larger variety of behaviors into their definitions for trait 

terms. Comparing how many different behaviors younger and 

older children would include in their definitions of various 

would test this suggestion. 

The content of the stories is also crucial. In this 

study, one prosocial protagonist appeared to be seen as more 

helpful than the other prosocial protagonist. Therefore, the 

order in which the stories are presented must be 

counterbalanced, especially when asking for trait ratings, 

since the effects of being able to compare a prosocial with a 

malicious protagonist increased the perceived differences 

between the two when the prosocial protagonist was presented 

first. 

Secondly, developmental psychologists have been the most 

interested in discovering universal trends which distinguish 

groups of individuals at certain age periods or stages. 

However, results from this study concerning the considerable 

variability found in subjects' reasoning suggests that 

individual differences among subjects' cognitive skills 

warrants closer examination. Often, researchers do not 

report standard deviations and assume that differences 

between group means in cross-sectional research designs 

reflect actual developmental differences. In fact, this may 

represent considerable individual variation, cohort 

differences, or any number of other subject characteristics 
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not controlled for in the design. For example, in this 

study, only age differences were considered when examining 

the results. While previous research in moral judgment and 

social cognition has not suggested that any other variables 

besides age are important when assessing these types of 

cognitive skill, this does not imply that such variables 

cannot or do not exist. 

Third, developmental psychologists have often failed to 

pay attention to issues of generalizabi1ity and ecological 

validity. They have usually assumed that the levels of 

verbal reasoning and moral evaluation skills found in the 

experimental situation reflect the same levels both 

quantitatively and qualitatively in children'? actual social 

world. Seldom is this assumption verified for its accuracy. 

In this study, an exploratory effort was made to test this 

assumption. Results indicated that children's reasoning 

about story characters differs from their reasoning about 

peers. Thus, in addition to differences noted in past 

research between children's moral judgments and their moral 

behavior, it appears that there are also differences between 

children's moral judgments about story characters and their 

moral judgments about peers. More research in this area is 

clearly warranted to explore more carefully the nature and 

extent of these differences. 

The specific results of this study suggested that 
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although subjects sometimes used a larger number of higher-

level reason categories when judging story characters than 

peers, their reasoning was more focused, consistent, and 

relevant when judging their real-life peers. More studies 

using children's actual peers are needed to examine how their 

cognitive and moral reasoning changes at different ages. 

Asking subjects to rate their peers on the same traits they 

rated story characters would yield additional information 

about genera 1izabi1ity. Also, a study could be designed in 

which liked and disliked peers would be substituted for story 

protagonists and subjects would be asked to predict whether 

the behavior was intentional or not or to generate a 

motivation for the character. Additionally, subjects could 

be asked to rate themselves on the various traits or put 

themselves into the stories as protagonists to determine how 

they would judge their own actions under similar 

circumstances as story characters or peers. 

Lastly, children's and adults' cognitive skills have not 

been frequently compared. Additionally, relatively little 

attention has been afforded to moral development in adults. 

As in this study, adults are only included as a control group 

to check how children's reasoning differs from the standard 

set by adults. This strategy has been based on the 

assumption that adults, as a group, demonstrate the highest 

possible levels of cognitive and moral development and that 
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we can study children's cognition by assessing how their 

relatively inferior reasoning differs from that of adults. 

Ascribing superior cognitive skill to a particular adult 

population, usually college undergraduates, likely reflects 

an untested and perhaps unwarranted conceit on the part of 

adult researchers. Similar to the children's groups, the 

adults in this study also demonstrated differences in 

cognitive-receptive and cognitive-expressive ability. This 

suggests that adults, too, may encode and understand more 

information than they are able to express verbally. Thus, 

further attention to adult cognitive and moral development is 

warranted. 

For educators, this study has two implications. First, 

educators have long know that younger children are less 

skilled verbally than older children. However, traditional 

classrooms place a much higher premium on verbal (cognitive-

expressive) over nonverbal (cognitive-receptive) abilities. 

Until a child can verbalize his or her answers to questions, 

she or he is not credited with knowing or understanding the 

particular task. Not only is this unfair, it may be 

especially damaging to children who have wider than average 

discrepancies between cognitive-expressive and cognitive-

receptive abilities. Thus, educators need to pay closer 

attention to the differences between these two abilities and 

cjevise more teaching and evaluative methods to assess 
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children's strengths in the cognitive-receptive area. 

Secondly, educators could make more use of children's 

intrinsic interest in and, perhaps, better understanding of 

their social world in their teaching of reasoning skills. 

Traditionally, educators teach all academic skills through 

the use of stories and textboods which are usually 

exceedingly dull. Results from this study suggest that 

children are more adept at selecting the most salient aspects 

about their social world than about hypothetical stories when 

reasoning verbally. Thus, especially for younger children, 

exercises which use the child's social world as the 

background for verbal discussion could more readily increase 

children's expressiveness of cognitive reasoning. 

This study has similar implications for psychotherapists 

and mental health workers as for educators. Like educators, 

psychotherapists need to bear in mind that expressive 

abilities generally lag behind receptive abilities. Thus, 

what a person has encoded into her or his internal experience 

is usually different from what she or he is able to verbalize 

about that experience. This is true even when working with 

adult clients, especially since these clients' difficulties 

have usually never been expressed verbally. Thus, these 

clients are often operating at the same cognitive level at 

which their problem first began. Most theorists advocate 

predominantly verbal psychotherapies for persons ages 10 and 
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older. Yet, clients are usually unable to verbalize large 

portions of their experience. More use of techniques which 

would tap into clients' cognitive-receptive ability are 

warranted in psychotherapy if the therapist's aim is to 

achieve empathy with the client and help the client make 

sense of his or her life. 
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Appendix A 

Consent Forms 

Dear Parent, 

I am a graduate student at North Texas State University 
conducting research on children's cognitive and moral 
development. The purpose of this study is to explore aee-
related changes in children's ability to reason and make 
decisions about other people and their actions. 

j . M r* R a m s e y has been fully informed about this project 
consented to allow me to conduct the study at Sam 

Houston Elementary School. The results can be used by the 
school and by Denton Independent School District. 

Each child will listen to two stories and answer a few 

?o i ^ ! n S ? s h e / h e heard. This should take about 10 

thil 3lnUlQS' ? i°Ur a n d y o u r c h i l d ' s Participation in 
e f f o r t 1 S entirely voluntary and either of you may 

withdraw at any time without prejudice. Any information 
obtained will be strictly confidential. The data will be 
published in group form; any reference to an individual will 
disclose only the child's age, sex, and grade. 

c f t 7 ^ y ° U h a v e a n y Questions, you may contact me at (817) 
566-8766 or my supervisor at (817) 565-2673. After the studv 
is completed, I will send you a letter summarizing the 
general findings. For participation in the study, your child 
will receive a sticker or a piece of candy. If you would 

the attanhpri^ Participate in this study, please complete 
the attached form and return it to your child's teacher. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 

Doctoral ttt H-S" UDnibv0errashltGy' 
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

Name of Child: 

Subject Number: Grade: 

Date of Birth: Age: Sex: 

I hereby give consent to Deborah Parker to conduct the 
study described to me in the letter about the research. I 
have read the explanation and I understand the nature and 
purpose of the research. I understand that my and my child's 
participation in this effort is entirely voluntary and that 
either of us may withdraw at any time without prejudice. I 
know that my child's name will not be published. For my 
child's participation in the study, I know that he or she 
will receive a sticker or a piece of candy. Having been 
given the opportunity to ask any questions I might have, I 
voluntarily consent to allow my child to participate in this 
study. 

Date: 

Signature of Parent/Guardian: 

Signature of Researcher: 
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Dear Student, 

I am a graduate student at North Texas State University 
conducting research on children's cognitive and moral 
development. The purpose of the study is to explore age-
related changes in children's ability to reason and make 
decisions about other people and their abilities. 

In order to study what differences there are between 
children's and adult's reasoning, it is necessary to 
determine how adults respond to the same questions asked of 
children. You will read and write answers to questions about 
two simple stories. This will take between 10 to 15 minutes. 
Your participation in this effort is entirely voluntary and 
you may withdraw at any time without prejudice. Any 
information obtained will be strictly confidential. The data 
will be published in group form; any reference to an 
individual will disclose only your age, sex, and student 
classification. 

0 - - I f y ° u h a v e any questions, you may call me at (817) 566-
0706 or my faculty chairperson at ( 8 1 7 ) 5 6 5 - 2 6 7 3 . For 
participation in the study, you will receive one research 
credit which is worth two extra credit points added to your 
overall grade in Psyc 1630. If you are interested in 
receiving feedback concerning general results, please check 
the appropriate space on the Informed Consent Form. If you 
would like to participate in this study, please complete the 
attached form and return it to me. Thank you for your 
cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 

Deborah Parker, M.S. Deborah G. Garfin, Ph.D. 
Doctoral Student Faculty Chairperson 
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

Name of Student: 

Subject Number: 

Date of Birth: 

ClassCcircle one): FR SOPH. JR SR 

Age: Sex: 

I hereby give consent to Deborah Parker to conduct the 
study described to me in the letter about the study. I have 
read the explanation and I understand the nature and purpose 
of the research. I understand that my participation in this 
effort is entirely voluntary and that I may withdraw at any 
time without prejudice. I know that my name will not be 
published. For my participation in the study, I know that I 
will receive one research credit which is worth two extra 
credit points in Psyc 1630. Having been given an opportunity 
to ask any questions I might have, I voluntarily consent to 
participate in this study. 

Date: 

Subject's Signature: 

Researcher's Signature: 

Yes, I would like to receive feedback on the general results 
of this study. My summer address is: 
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Appendix B 

Text of Story Versions 

Story 1 Ihs. Wagon (a) 

^er?j,<?n 1: Ppgitittfi story. One summer day, Sally/Sam 

and another child are playing outside. The other child is 

sad because she/he has lost her/his favorite toy. S and the 

other child are good friends. So S wants to cheer her/him 

up. S says, "I'll give you a ride in the wagon to the 

playground." The other child sits inside the wagon and S 

pulls it toward the playground. As they near the playground, 

there is a rock in the path. By accident, S pulls the wagon 

over the rock. The wagon tips over and the other child falls 

out and breaks her/his arm. The other child begins to cry. 

V$r?i<?n 2: Negating. Storv. One summer day, Sam/Sally 

and another child are playing outside. S is mad because the 

other child has been teasing him/her. S and the other child 

do not like each other. So S wants to get even with him/her. 

S says, "I'll give you a ride in the wagon to the 

playground." The other child sits inside the wagon and S 

pulls it toward the playground. As they near the playground, 

there is a rock in the path. On purpose, S pulls the wagon 

over the rock. The wagon tips over and the other child falls 

out and breaks his/her arm. The other child begins to cry. 



Appendix B—Continued 136 

Story 2 I M Baseball (b) 

Vfinsifin J_: P p $ j. 13-X.S. storv. One day, John/Jane and 

another child are practicing baseball with their team at 

school. The other child is sad because he/she hasn't hit the 

ball today. J and the other child are good friends. So J 

wants the other child to be a good player and to hit the ball 

a long way. J is the pitcher. The other child is ready to 

bat the ball. J says, "I'm goint to throw the ball real 

fast." J pitches the ball to the other child. By accident, 

J's ball hits the othr child in the face. The other child 

gets a bloody nose. Then, he/she begins to cry. 

Version 2: Negati£& ?tory. One day, Jane/John and 

another child are practicing baseball with their team at 

school. J is mad because the other child has been teasing 

her/him. J and the other child do not like each other. So J 

wants the other child to be a bad player and to miss the ball 

completely. J is the pitcher. The other child is ready to 

bat the ball. J says, "I'm going to throw the ball real 

fast." J pitches the ball to the other child. On purpose, 

J's ball hits the other child in the face. The other child 

gets a bloody nose. Then, she/he begins to cry. 

Note» All story versions contain 105 to 107 words each, 

a This story was adapted from Gottlieb et al, 1977. 

b This story was adapted from Grueneich, 1982. 
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Appendix D 

ADULT CM RATING SHEET 
Form A-F 

PART I 

Instruction?* Please read the two children's stories 
presented below and answer the questions following each 
story. Be sure to answer all questions as completely as 
possible. Assume the child characters in the stories are in 
the third grade. 

The Wagon 

One summer day, Sally and another child are playing 

outside. The other child is sad because she has lost her 

favorite toy. Sally and the other child are good friends. 

So Sally wants to cheer her up. Sally says, "I'll give you a 

ride in the wagon to the playground." The other child sits 

inside the wagon and Sally pulls it toward the playground. 

As they near the playground, there is a rock in the path. By 

accident, Sally pulls the wagon over the rock. The wagon 

tips over and the other child falls out and breaks her arm. 

The other child begins to cry. 

1. How wrong or right is Sal ly? Circl e the number for how 
wrong or right you think she is. 

WRONG 1 2 3 4 RIGHT 

very wrong right very 
wrong right 

2. Why did you give this rating? 
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3. How bad or good is Sally? Circle the number for how bad 
or good you think she is. 

1 2 3 4 GOOD 

very bad good very 
bad good 

4. Why did you give this rating? 

5. How much do you dislike or like Sally? Circle the number 
for how much you dislike or like her. 

DISLIKE 1 2 3 4 LIKE 

dislike dislike like like 
very much very much 

6. Why did you give this rating? 
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7. How would 
ratings mean: 

you rate Sail y for the following traits? The 

1 
very much 
like this 

2 
probably 
like this 

3 
don11 
know 

4 
probably 
like this 

5 . 
very much 
like this 

SCARED 1 2 3 4 5 BRAVE 

CLUMSY 1 2 3 4 5 ATHLETIC 

SELFISH 1 2 3 4 5 SHARES 

NOT CAREFUL 1 2 3 4 5 CAREFUL 

NOT A FRIEND 1 2 3 4 5 GOOD FRIEND 

MEAN 1 2 3 4 5 NICE 

NOT HELPFUL 1 2 3 4 5 HELPFUL 

SAD 1 2 3 4 5 HAPPY 

STUPID 1 2 3 4 5 SMART 

LIES 1 2 3 4 5 TELLS TRUTH 
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The Baseball 

One day, Jane and another child are practicing baseball 

with their team at school. Jane is mad because the other 

child has been teasing her. Jane and the other child do not 

like each other. So Jane wants the other child to be a bad 

player and to miss the ball completely. Jane is the pitcher. 

The other child is ready to bat the ball. Jane says, "I'm 

going to throw the ball real fast." Jane pitches the ball to 

the other child. On purpose, Jane's ball hits the other 

child in the face. The other child gets a bloody nose. 

Then, she begins to cry. 

8. How much do you dislike or like Jane? Circle the number 
for how much you dislike or like her. 

DISLIKE 1 2 3 4 LIKE 

dislike dislike like like 
very much very much 

9. Why did you give this rating? 

10. How wrong or right is Jane? Circle the number for how 
wrong or right you think she is. 

WRONG 1 2 3 4 RIGHT 

very wrong right very 
wrong right 

11. Why did you give this rating? 
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12. How bad or good is Jane? Circle the number for how bad 
or good you think she is. 

BAD 1 

very 
bad 

2 

bad 

3 

good 

GOOD 

very 
good 

13. Why did you give this rating? 

14. How would you rate Jane for the following traits? The 
ratings mean: 

1 
very much 
like this 

2 
probably 
like this 

3 
don' t 
know 

4 
probably 
like this 

5 
very much 
like this 

SCARED 1 2 3 4 5 BRAVE 

CLUMSY 1 2 3 4 5 ATHLETIC 

SELFISH 1 2 3 4 5 SHARES 

NOT CAREFUL 1 2 3 4 5 CAREFUL 

NOT A FRIEND 1 2 3 4 5 GOOD FRIEND 

MEAN 1 2 3 4 5 NICE 

NOT HELPFUL 1 2 3 4 5 HELPFUL 

SAD 1 2 3 4 5 HAPPY 

STUPID 1 2 3 4 5 SMART 

LIES 1 2 3 4 5 TELLS TRUTH 
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PART II 

Instructions. Answer the following questions as 
completely as possible. Include only first names. 

1. Think of someone about your age whom you like very much. 
Write the first name of that person on the line below. 

Someone whom I like very much is 

Why do you like this person? 

2. Think of someone about your age whom you dislike very 
much. Write the first name of that person on the 
line below. 

Someone whom I dislike very much is 

Why do you dislike this person? 
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Appendix E 

Storv 1 Jhs. Wagon 

Setting 

Initialing. 

Event 

Social 

Relationship 

Motivation 

Attempt 

intention 

Consequence 

Reaction 

One summer day, Sally/Sam and another 

child are playing outside. 

1 The other child is sad because she/he has 

lost her/his favorite toy. 

2 S is mad because the other child has been 

teasing her/him. 

1 S and the other child are good friends. 

2 S and the other child do not like each 

other. 

1 So S wants to cheer her/him up. 

2 So S wants to get even with her/him._ 

S says, "I'll give you a ride in the wagon 

to the playground." The other child sits 

inside the wagon and S pulls it toward 

the playground. As they near the 

playground, there is a rock in the path. 

1 By accident, S pulls the wagon over the 

rock. 

2 On purpose, S pulls the wagon over the 

rock. 

The wagon tips over and the other child 

falls out and breaks her/his arm. 

The other child begins to cry. 
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initiating 

Event 

Social 

Storv 2 T M Baseball 

Setting One day, John/Jane and another child are 

practicing baseball with their team at 

school. 

1 The other child is sad because he/she 

hasn't hit the ball today. 

2 J is mad because the other child has been 

teasing him/her. 

1 J and the other child are good friends. 

Relationship 2 J and the other child do not like each 

other. 

1 So J wants the other child to be a good 

player and to hit the ball a long way. 

2 So J wants the other child to be a bad 

player and to miss the ball completely. 

J is the pitcher. The other child is 

ready to bat the ball. J says, "I'm going 

to throw the ball real fast." J pitches 

the ball to the other child. 

1 By accident, J's ball hits the other child 

in the face. 

2 On purpose, J's ball hits the other child 

in the face. 

Motivation 

Attempt 

Intention 



Appendix E—Continued 148 

Consequence The other child gets a bloody nose. 

Reaction Then, he/she begins to cry. 

Note. When a component has two statements, 1 = the positive 
story version and 2 = the negative story version. 
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Appendix F 

Coding Criteria for Reason Categories 

1. Intention 

a. Accident (Code = 1) 

Any mention of the accidental nature of the action. 

Usually, this includes the words "by accident." This also 

includes any mention of the unforeseeability of the action, 

such as "he didn't see the rock." An indication that the 

action was unintentional might also include a statement such 

as "because the jar was slippery, she couldn't hold onto it." 

b. Purpose (Code = 2) 

Any mention that the action was intentional or 

purposefully executed. This includes words such as "on 

purpose," "meant to," or "made him/her." An indication that 

the action was foreseeable is included such as "because he 

saw the rock." Any reference to the cognitive decision-

making nature behind the action such as "he decided to throw 

it at his face." If what is "tried" is the consequence, then 

this indicates purposefulness such as "tried to hurt him." 

2. Motivation 

a. Prosocial Motivation (Code = 3) 

Any reference to the specific prosocial motivation of 

the actor. This usually includes the word "wanted." For 
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positive behaviors, the word "tried" indicates positive 

motivation. Examples are: "tried to cheer him up," "tried 

to help him," "tried to teach her how to play ball." 

b. Malicious Motivation (Code = 4) 

Any reference to the specific malicious motivation of 

the actor. This usually includes the word "wanted" such as 

"wanted her to break her arm." 

c. Insufficient Motivation (Code = 5) 

Any reference to the insufficient or unjustifiable 

nature of the actor's motivation. This includes phrases such 

as "just because she teased her was no reason for her to hit 

the other girl." 

3. flula 

a. Social Principle (Code = 6) 

Any reference to an abstract social principle. This 

includes clear instances such as quotations of Bible verses 

or references to universal figures such as "you" and 

"anyone." This also includes repetition of cliche rules such 

as "she did it without asking permission." 

b. Behavior-based Rule or Nonspecific Rule (Code = 7) 

This includes responses which indicate the specific 

behavior which the subject objects to or upon which she or he 

is basing her/his evaluation. Usually this includes phrases 

such as "shouldn't have hit her." It also includes instances 
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where the specific behavior is not stated such as "she was 

right" or "because he shouldn't have done that." 

4. Behavior 

a. Negative Behavior (Code = 8) 

Any statement of a negative behavior or action or an 

evaluative sstatement of a negative behavior. Evaluative 

statements include "he was wrong to hit him" or "she was mean 

to hurt her friend." 

b. Positive Behavior (Code = 9) 

Any statement of a positive behavior or action or an 

evaluative statement of a positive behavior. Evaluative 

statements include "she was nice to help her mom." Any 

response which cannot be clearly classified either by the 

valence of the judgment made or by the words used in the 

response should be placed in the Miscellaneous category. 

5. Relationship 

a. Relationship (Code = 10) 

Any reference to the existing relationship between the 

story characters. This includes "playing together" or 

"because they were friends" or "because they don't like each 

other." If the word "always" is used, this indicates an 

aspect of an ongoing relationship, such as "because she 

always picks on me." 
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b. Reciprocity (Code = 11) 

Any reference to the reciprocity norms in reference to 

the other character's provocation of the actor or to the 

actor's right of revenge. This represents the eye-for-an-eye 

philosophy. Examples include: "he teased him so he just had 

to get back" or "she just wants to get even with the other 

girl for teasing her." 

6. Consequence (Code = 12) 

Any statement of the exact consequence such as "broken 

arm" or "bloody nose." Any reference to the other 

character's reaction to the consequence such as "because he 

was crying." Possible positive or negative consequences are 

also included in this category if it is clear that an 

alternative behavior is not being generated. Any response 

which cannot be clearly classified should be placed in the 

Miscellaneous category. 

Any reference the subject makes to her or his own life 

or experience which justifies the judgment or represents a 

personalization or identification with the story characters. 

This includes anecdotal material which is clearly related to 

the justification of the response and not merely an attempt 

to converse with the examiner. 
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8. Xrait 

a. Positive Trait/Disposition (Code = 14) 

Any reference to a positive trait or disposition of the 

story protagonist. This includes "he was nice" or "she was 

helpful." 

b. Negative Trait/Disposition (Code = 15) 

Any reference to a negative trait or disposition of the 

story protagonist. This includes "she was mean" or "he was 

careless." This also includes descriptions of the 

character's clumsiness or ineptitude. Responses referring to 

ineptitude which cannot be classified as instances of 

dispositional inference or alternative behavior should be 

placed in the Miscellaneous category. 

9. Alternative Behavior (Code = 16) 

Any reference to a specified behavior or action series 

that the character could have or should have followed. 

Usually, this involves phrases such as "because he should 

have gone around the rock" or "she should have thrown the 

ball more softly." 

10. Unscorable Responses 

a. Miscellaneous (Code = 17) 

This category includes any responses which cannot be 

clearly classified in any other category. Several examples 
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have been included in the category descriptions above. 

Frequent qualifiers for this category include statements or 

remorse, responses indicating ineptitude, nonspecified 

valence of behavior, and possible actions that cannot be 

classified as consequential. Also included here are 

references to the age or sex of the protagonist or 

speculation concerning how the character treats others not 

described in the story. 

b. No Answer (Code = 18) 

This category is used for statements by the subject 

indicating he or she does not have any verbal answer for the 

question such as "I don't know" or a nonverbal cue such as 

shrugging the shoulders. 

Differential Scoring 

1. Intent, Motive, and Behavior 

Intent and motive include the asociated behaviors such 

as "because she wanted her to hit the ball." Behavior is 

only scored in addition to intent or motive when it is clear 

that this represents two separate ideas such as "because she 

meant to do it (intent) and she hurt the other girl 

(behavior)." 

2. Intent, Motive, Trait, and Behavior 

The word "try" is scored intent on negative stories and 
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motive on positive stories. But, "tries to help people" is 

scored trait because this implies all people, not just the 

story character. "Tries hard" is scored as behavior because 

the specific intent/motive is not specified. 

3. Behavior and Consequence 

When "gave" is included in the phrase, score behavior 

first, and then, consequence, such as "gave him a bloody 

nose." But "because he hurt him" is only scored behavior. 

4. Behavior and Trait 

A behavior qualified by "always" or "all the time" is 

also scored trait such as "she always hurts people with 

balls." The statement, "she's nice to push her in the wagon" 

is only scored behavior. 

5. Relationship and Trait 

If "always" is used with a general trait description, 

first score relationship, then trait, such as "he's always 

mean to me." 

Order ol Scoring 

In this example, the order of scoring would be: 

"Sally isn't necessarily bad just because (insufficient 

"motivation) she wanted to get even with the other girl 
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(malicious motivation). She just had her feelings hurt and 

doesn't know any other way to handle it (negative trait). 

Sally is probably young (miscellaneous) and she may not have 

been taught how to cope with someone making fun of her 

(reciprocity) 
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Appendix G 

Loglinear Analysis 

Loglinear analysis is more appropriate than regression 

or analysis of variance when the dependent variables are 

unordered and are not measured at the interval level. 

Loglinear analysis is also preferred over traditional 

contingency table measures of association because it takes 

into account multivariate relationships among variables. In 

loglinear contingency table analysis, the dependent variable 

consists of cell frequencies in a table. The purpose of the 

technique is to account for the actual cell frequencies in 

the table by building models which have different assumptions 

about the relationships in the data and testing these 

assumptions by comparing the cell frequencies estimated by 

the model to those in the actual data. When an adequate 

model for the data has been found, the relative magnitudes of 

the relationships in the model can be examined. 

To test how well a particular model explains the 

relationships among the variables, the frequencies expected 

in cells of the contingency tables are estimated through a 

series of approximations in which the marginal contingency 

tables specified by the model are used. In a fully saturated 

model for a three-way contingency table consisting of 

variables A, B, and C, all possible marginal contingency 
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tables are used in the estimation procedure. These models 

are hierarchical in that when the three-way marginal table 

(ABC) is fit, all other marginal tables which can be 

generated from this three-way table are fitted as well. 

These are the two-way tables (AB, AC, and BC), and the one-

way marginal tables (A, B, and C). 

These marginal tables correspond to a set of parameters 

which are functions of odds ratios and conditional odds 

ratios, the ratios between cell counts under varying 

conditions. These represent main effects (A, B, C) and 

interaction effects (AB, AC, BC, ABC). When all posible 

parameters have been used to calulate expected frequencies of 

the model, as in this described saturated model, the expected 

and actual cell frequencies will be identical and the chi-

square for the table will equal zero. Generally, however, 

one is interested in finding the most parsimonious model 

which still fits the data well. Thus, one wants to ascertain 

if the predicted cell frequencies will be close to the actual 

cell frequencies after one or more effect parameters have 

been removed from the equation. The likelihood-ratio chi-

square statistic is used to test whether the difference 

between the expected and actual cell frequency values are due 

to chance fluctuations or to an inadequate model. In 

contrast to usual significance testing, where low p-values 

are desired, the aim of this procedure is to locate models 
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with high p-values, since high values indicate that the 

expected frequencies calculated on the basis of the simpler 

model are not significantly different from the actual data. 

Since these models are hierarchical, a stepwise 

procedure can be used which begins with the most complex 

model (i.e., one which contains all interactions and main 

effects) and systematically compares simpler models to the 

next most complex model. If the difference between the two 

models is not significant, the simpler model is chosen. This 

procedure continues until the most parsimonious model which 

still fits the data well is selected. 

To examine the relative magnitudes of the relationships 

in the final model, lambdas and standardized lambdas can be 

studied. These are the coefficients within particular cells 

of the tables which were used in the analysis. Standardized 

lambdas are calculated by dividing the standard deviation 

into the lambda coefficient. Similar to z-scores, 

standardized lambdas are considered significant at the .05 

level if they are greater than +/- 1.96. Odds ratios can be 

derived from the lambdas by multiplying the coefficient by 2 

and taking the natural log of this figure. This allows 

statements to be made concerning the chances that this effect 

would occur, all other things considered equal. 

N<?te• This discussion was taken from Burstein, 1978. 
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Appendix H 

Table 13 

Hierarchical Model Selections for 
Recall Components 

Component Model Likelihood Ratio p-value D.F. 
R v a l u e 

Setting (PNA) .0 1.0 0 

( P N M P A M N A ) .038 .846 1 

(PN)(NA) .709 .702 2 

Initiating (PNA) .0 1.0 0 

Event (PN)(PA)(NA) .118 .732 1 

(PA)(NA) .256 .880 2 

Social (PNA) .0 1.0 0 

Relationship (PN)(PA)(NA) 1.361 .243 1 

(PA)(NA) 3.748 .154 2 

Motivation (PNA) .0 1.0 0 

(PN)(PA)(NA) .174 .677 1 

(PA)(NA) .579 .749 2 
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Component Model Likelihood-Ratio 
X Avalue 

p-value D.F. 

Attempt (PNA) .0 1.0 0 

(PN)(PA)(NA) .000 1 . 0 0 

(PA)(NA) .200 .655 1 

(PA)(N) 1.602 .449 2 

(N)(P)(A) 5.909 .206 4 

(N)(P) 5.909 .315 5 

Intention (PNA) .0 1.0 0 

(PN)(PA)(NA) —
*
 

•
 O
O
 

o
 

.179 1 

(PN)(MA) 2.96 .227 2 

Consequence (PNA) .0 1.0 0 

(PN)(PA)(NA) 2.64 .104 1 

(PN)(NA) 2.64 .267 2 

(PN)(A) 2.77 .428 3 

(PN) 2.77 .597 4 

( P ) ( N) 4.29 .507 5 

Reaction (PNA) .0 1.0 0 

(PN)(PA)(NA) .005 .942 1 

(PN)(NA) .098 .952 2 

( P N) (A) .737 .864 3 

(PN) .737 .947 4 
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P represents recall of the component on the positive 
version. N represents recall of the component on the 
negative version. A represents the age group. (PNA) 
represents the model which includes all main effects, two-way 
and three-way interactions. (PN)(PA)(NA) represents the 
model which includes all main effects and the two-way 
interactions between P and N, P and A, and N and A. (P)(N) 
represents the model which includes only the main effects for 
P and N. 
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Appendix I 

Table 14 

Parameter Coefficients and Odds Ratios 
for Recall Components 

Component Parameter Coefficients Odds Ratios 

Setting P-Set .035 ( .266) 

(Set) N-Set - .012 ( - .086) 

Age .000 ( .000) 

N-Set x Age .394 ( 2.924)* 2:1 N = 0 
A = 1 

P-Set x N-Set .359 ( 2.693)* 2:1 P=N 

Initiating P-Init Ev - .294 ( -1.932) 

Event N-Init Ev .140 ( 1 .048) 

(Init Ev) Age .099 ( .627) 

P-Init Ev x Age .549 ( 3.610)* 3:1 P = 0 
A = 1 

N-Init Ev x Age .329 ( 2.472)* 2:1 N = 0 
A = 1 

Social P-Soc Relt .147 ( 1 .073) 

Relationship N-Soc Relt .034 ( .260) 

(Soc Relt) Age - .065 ( - .461) 

P-Soc Relt x Age .402 ( 2.938)* 2:1 P = 0 
A = 1 

N-Soc Relt x Age .289 ( 2.220)* 2:1 N = 0 
A = 1 
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Component Parameter Coefficients Odds Ratios 

Motivation P-Motv - .084 ( - .576) 

(Motv) N-Motv .335 ( 2.332)* 2:1 N = 0 

Age - .081 ( - .500) 

P-Motv x Age .553 ( 3.806)* 3:1 P = 0 
A = 1 

N-Motv x Age .398 ( 2.768)* 2:1 N = 0 

Attempt 

Intention 

(Int) 

Consequence 

(Consq) 

Reaction 

(Reac) 

P-Attempt 

N-Attempt 

-1.267 (-5.453)* 13:1 P=1 

-1.538 (-5.209)* 22:1 N=1 

P-Int 

N-Int 

Age 

N-Int x Age 

P-Int x N-Int 

.110 ( .808) 

.186 (-1.113) 

.088 ( .554) 

.696 ( 4.383)* 

.373 ( 2.745)* 

4:1 N=0 
A = 1 

2:1 P=N 

P-Consq 

N-Consq 

1.578 (-5.049)* 24:1 P=1 

• .875 (-5.024)* 6:1 N=1 

P-Reac 

N-Reac 

P-Reac x N-Reac 

- .165 (-1.187) 

- .309 (-2.221)* 2:1 N=1 

.309 ( 2.221)* 2:1 P=N 

Notg. P represents recall of the component on the positive 
version. N represents recall of the component on the 
negative version. A represents age group, younger (0) or 
older (1) children. Values represent lambda coefficients. 
Standardized lambdas are in parentheses. Asterisks indicate 
significance at the .05 level. For variables P and N: 0 = 
no r e c a l 1 , 1 = recal1. 
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Table 19 

Hierarchical Model Selections for 
Reason Categories 

165 

Reason Category Model Likelihood-Ratio 
VL value 

P-value D.F. 

Intention (PNA) .0 1 .0 0 

(PA)(NA)(PN) 3.529 .171 2 

(PAMNA) 3.571 .312 3 

Motivation (PNA) .0 1 .0 0 

(PA)(NA)(PN) 1.868 .393 2 

(PN)(NA) 2.545 .637 4 

(NA)CP) 2.687 .748 5 

Rule (PNA) .0 1 .0 0 

(PA)(NA)(PN) 5.360 .069 2 

(PAMNA) 5.517 .138 3 

Behavior (PNA) .0 1 .0 0 

( P A M N A M P N ) 1.575 .209 1 

(PA)(NA) 1.628 .443 2 

(PAMNA) 3.326 .650 5 a 
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Reason Category Model Likelihood-Ratio 
yy value 

p-value D.F. 

Relationship (PNA) .0 1.0 0 

( P N M P A M N A ) 4.392 .111 2 

(PA)(NA) 4.613 .202 3 

(PA)(N) 7.479 .187 5 

Consequence (PNA) .0 1.0 0 

(PAMNA) 5.395 .145 3 

Personal (PNA) .0 1.0 0 

(PN)(PA)(NA) 3.677 .159 2 

(PAMNA) 4.101 .251 3 

Trait (PNA) .0 1.0 0 

(PN)(PA)(NA) .270 .874 2 

(PN)(NA) 1.549 .818 4 

(NA)(P) 4.085 .537 5 

Alternative (PNA) .0 1.0 0 

Behavior (PN)( P A M N A ) 2.494 .287 2 

(PA)(NA) 3.682 .298 3 

P represents use of the reason on the positive 
version. N represents use of the reason on the negative 
version. A represents the age group. (PNA) represents the 
model which includes all main effects, two-way, and three-way 
interactions. (PN)(PA)(NA) represents the model which 
includes all main effects and the two-way interactions 
between P and N, P and A, and N and A. (P)(N) represents the 
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model which includes only the main effects for P and N. 

a Due to the computer program's handling of O's on the 
stepwise procedure, the model including all main effects did 
not converge. This model deletes the main effect for age. 
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Appendix K 

Table 20 

Parameter Coefficients and Odds Ratios 
for Reason Categories 

Reason Parameter Coefficients Odds Ratios 

Intention P-Int - .937 (-5.515)* 6:1 P = 

(Int) N-Int - .668 (-4.447)* 4:1 N = 

Age- Young - .734 (-2.124)* 4:1 P = 

or N = 
Old .145 ( .538) 

Adult .590 ( 2.530)* 3:1 P 
or N 

P-Int x Young - .417 (-1.539) 

X Old - .197 (- .808) 

X Adult .614 ( 3.053)* 3:1 P 

N-Int x Young - .686 (-2.651)* 4:1 N 

X Old .412 ( 2.248)* 2:1 N 

X Adult .274 ( 1.470) 

Motivation P-Motv -1.415 (-6.387)* 17:1 P = 

(Motv) N-Motv - .611 (-4.182)* 3:1 N = 

Age- Young - .445 (-1.772) 

Old .222 ( 1.238) 

Adult .222 ( 1.238) 

N-Motv x Young - .714 (-2.842)*. 4:1 Nr 

X Old .357 ( 1.986)* 2:1 N = 

X Adult .357 ( 1.986)* 2:1 N = 
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Reason Parameter Coefficients Odds Ratios 

Rule 

Behavior 

(Behv) 

P-Rule 

N-Rule 

Age- Young 

Old 

Adult 

P-Rule x Young 

x Old 

x Adult 

N-Rule x Young 

x Old 

x Adult 

P-3ehv 

N-Behv 

P-Behv x Young 

x Old 

x Adult 

N-3ehv x Young 

x Old 

x Adult 

.753 ( 

.507 (• 

.718 (• 

.225 ( 

.493 ( 

.601 (• 

.090 (• 

.691 ( 

.628 (• 

.444 ( 

.183 ( 

•4.775)* 

•3.825)* 

•2.310)* 

.988) 

2.363)* 

• 2.282)* 

• .426) 

3.674)* 

• 2.858)* 

2.654)* 

1.075) 

.639 (-5.403)* 

.639 (-5.403)* 

.231 (-1.614) 

.187 (-1.265) 

.418 ( 2.688)* 

.231 (-1.614) 

.151 ( 1.032) 

.079 ( .522) 

1 P = 1 

1 N = 1 

1 P = 1 
or N = 1 

3:1 P=0 
or N = 0 

3:1 P=1 

1 P = 0 

1 N = 1 

1 N = 0 

4:1 P=1 

4:1 N=1 

2:1 P=0 
or N-0 
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Reason Parameter Coefficients Odds Ratios 

Relationship P-Relt - .783 -4 .932)* 5:1 P = 1 

(Relt) N-Relt - .760 -5 .736)* 5:1 N = 1 

Age- Young - .332 -1 .282) 

Old - .035 - .158) 

Adult .367 1 .946) 

P-Relt x Young - .543 -2 .100)* 3:1 P = 1 

x Old - .177 - .806) 

x Adult .721 3 .821)* 4:1 P = 0 

Consequence P-Cons - .843 -4 .550)* 5:1 P = 1 

(Cons) N-Cons - .583 -4 .431)* 3:1 N = 1 

Age- Young 

Old 

- .863 

.277 

-2 

1 

.618)* 

.118) 

6:1 P=1 
or N = 1 

Adult 

P-Cons x Young 

.586 

- .795 

2 

-2 

.551)* 

.422)* 

3:1 P=0 
or N = 0 

5:1 P=1 

x Old .014 .061) 

x Adult .781 3 .696)* 5:1 P = 0 

N-Cons x Young - .526 -2 .443)* 3:1 N = 1 

x Old .263 4 
i .553) 

x Adult .263 1 .553) 
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Reason Parameter Coefficients Odds Ratios 

Personal P-Pers - .675 (-4.356)* 4:1 P = 1 

(Pers) M-Pers - .430 (-2.917)* 2:1 N = 1 

Age- Young - .883 (-2.618)* 6:1 P = 1 
or N = 1 

Old .318 ( 1.387) 

Adult .566 ( 2.642)* 3:1 P = 0 
or N = 0 

P-Pers x Young - .679 (-2.596)* 4:1 P = 1 

x Old - .058 (- .286) 

x Adult .737 ( 3.973)* 4:1 P=0 

N-Pers x Young - .924 (-3.589)* 6:1 N = 1 

x Old .493 ( 2.746)* 3:1 NrO 

x Adult .430 ( 2.399)* 2:1 N = 0 

Trait P-Trait - .925 (-6.215)* 6:1 P = 1 

N-Trait - .718 (-3.816)* 4:1 N = 1 

Age- Young - .677 (-1 .958) 

Old .360 ( 1.680) 

Adult .367 ( 1.463) 

N-Trait x Young - .988 (-2.857)* 7:1 N = 1 

x Old .593 ( 2.764)* 3:1 N =0 

x Adult .395 ( 1.824) 
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Reason Parameter Coefficients Odds Ratios 

Alternative P-AltB - .732 (-4.644) * 4:1 P = 1 

Behavior N-AltB - .505 (-3.824) * 3:1 N = 1 

(AltB) Age- Young 

Old 

- .723 (-2.328) 

.190 ( .828) 

* 4:1 
or 

P = 1 
N = 1 

Adult 

P-AltB x Young 

.534 ( 2.590) 

- .622 (-2.361) 

* 

* 
3:1 

or 
4:1 

P = 0 
N =0 
P = 1 

X Old - .111 (- .524) 

X Adult .732 ( 3.899) * 4:1 P=0 

N-AltB x Young - .629 (-2.869) * 4:1 N = 1 

X Old .250 ( 1.478) 

X Adult .380 ( 2.267) * 2:1 N = 0 

Note. P represents use of the reason on the positive 
version. N represents use of the reason on the negative 
version. A represents the age group: younger children, 
older children, and adults. Values represent lambda 
coefficients. Standardized lambdas are in parentheses. 
Asterisks indicate significance at the .05 level. For 
variables P and N, 0 
the reason. 

no use of the reason, and 1 = use of 
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