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Past research, guided by Piaget's and Kohlberg's

theories of moral development, has shown that young children

base their moral judgments on the consequence of the story

protagonist's behavior while older children base their

judgments on the protagonist's intent. Three age groups of

children (144 subjects) heard four stories and were placed

in three conditions to investigate whether their judgments

could be influenced by asking them to pay attention either

to why the protagonist did what she or he did or to what

happened in the story, or given no instructions. As age

increased, children's recall of stories and use of a

protagonist's intention as a reason behind their judgments

increased. Judgment scores followed the same pattern for

all ages. Results were discussed in terms of social-

emotional and cognitive development.
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CHAPTER I

INFLUENCE OF INTERNAL/EXTERNAL INSTRUCTIONS

ON CHILDREN'S MORAL JUDGMENTS

Piaget (1965) distinguishes two basic stages of moral

development. 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 a

child matures, she or he reaches the autonomous stage and is

capable of producing moral judgments based on his or her own

internal motivations. At this level, the individual

actively structures rules for her- or himself instead of

obediently accepting the dictates of others.

Piaget uses nine dimensions to explicate these two

stages of moral development. The best known is the

objective versus subjective concept of responsibility.

Young children have been found to base their moral

evaluations primarily on the objective consequences of a

behavior (heteronomy). conversely, older children based

their judgments on the subjective intentions of the

protagonist (autonomy).

In the traditional Piagetian research paradigm, a pair

of stories about two children is read to the subject. In

one story, the child protagonist accidently causes a large
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amount of damage. 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 story protagonist is

naughtier. Young children (under age 8) have been found to

judge the child who broke the 15 cups as naughtier (outcome-

based judgment), while older children evaluated the child

who was stealing as naughtier (intent-based judgment)

(Brandt & Strattner-Gregory, 1980; Stein, 1977; Stein &

Glenn, 1975).

Gutkin (1972) further elaborated on Piaget's original

paradigm by examining five other possible story pair

combinations of intention (accidental or malicious) and

damage (small or large amounts). The traditional paradigm

always compared a story type of accidental intent/large

damage to one of malicious intent/small damage. From this

investigation, Gutkin proposed a four-stage developmental

sequence that children pass through when making moral

evaluations. The stages were (1) intention is irrelevant;

(2) intention is relevant, but damage is more important; (3)

intention is more important than damage, but damage is still

relevant; and (4) intention alone is relevant. Research by

Ninomiya (1980) offered empirical support to this sequence.

Subsequent research efforts have examined whether young
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children actually lack the cognitive ability to infer a

character's intention as Piaget suggests or whether

confounding variables within the research paradigm are

masking this ability and judgment differences occur because

of some other factor. The paired-story format requires the

child to recall and organize pairs of characters with their

contrasting motives, actions, and outcomes. This has lead

investigators to consider if variability in childrens'

comprehension levels of the stories accounted for judgment

differences. An investigation using the paired-story format

found that the higher a child's story comprehension level

was, the more likely he or she would attribute intention to

the protagonist (Fitzhenry-Coor, 1977).

Another way of examining comprehension has been to

investigate the linguistic aspects of the stories themselves

in a single-story format. Story grammars have been

developed which break the story down into individual

component parts such as the setting information, the

environmental event which activitates the protagonist to

behave, the protagonist's actual behavior, and the

consequences of the protagonist's behavior (Stein & Glenn,

1975). Children have been tested to ascertain if their

recall of story components is influenced by their different

ages, by the order in which the components are presented

within the stories, or by the relative salience of some

components over others. Age differences do affect recall.
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Overall, younger children have been found to recall fewer

components than older children (Fitzhenry-Coor, 1977;

Nezworski, 1978). With respect to order effects, Stein and

Glenn (1979) found that both adults and children recalled

stories significantly better when the components were

arranged in an order that followed their format for well-

formed stories. Further, most investigators have found that

younger children always recall more consequences than

intentions regardless of the order in which these were

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 the most often, followed by initiating

events, settings, attempts, and finally, internal responses

(Nezworski, 1978; Stein & Glenn, 1979).

Several factors have been shown to influence cue

salience. One of these factors is the form in which the

information is presented. When the same information

concerning a protagonist's intention is transformed into an

attempt or consequence component, for instance, children

recall all transformed components equally well. However,

younger children still recall fewer components overall than

older subjects (Nezworski, 1978). Other factors which have

been shown to affect cue salience are the nature of the

object damaged, the valence of the intention, and the type

of judgment being required. When a person, as opposed to a
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physical object, is harmed, the intent cue is used more

often by children of all ages (Imamoglu, 1975). There also

appears to be a developmental sequence of judging the

valence of intentional acts. Several investigators have

found that children can use the intent cue to judge

maliciously-intended acts before they can judge positively-

intended acts (Austin, Ruble, & Trabasso, 1977; Gruen,

Doherty, & Cohen, 1979; Hill & Enzle, 1977; Karniol, 1978;

Parsons, Ruble, Klosson, Feldman, & Rholes, 1976).

Additionally, young children gave more weight to intentions

when asked to make an affective evaluation (e.g. like or

dislike the protagonist) than when asked to evaluate the

behavior itself (Imamoglu, 1975). In part, this may be due

to the finding that young children place more importance

than older children on how peers or adults react to the

protagonist's behavior (e.g. do they like/reward or

dislike/punish?) (Leon, 1982; Suls, Gutkin, & Kalle, 1979).

Thus, the like/dislike evaluation may make the intention cue

more salient because of the increased importance of social

sanctions. Indeed, younger children may lack the ability to

infer an internal personality disposition of a story

character based on his/her behavior (DeGroot, 1982;

Rotenberg, 1980b). Therefore, they may have to rely on

others' social responses in order to decide how likable the

character is or to evaluate his/her behavior.

Another explanation for the differences found between
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younger and older childrens' use of intent and consequence

information is that children of different ages are at

varying stages of cognitive development and employ different

cognitive styles when encoding information from stories and

later, upon retrieving that information from memory for

their judgments. Children appear to follow a developmental

pattern which moves toward the ability to integrate several

pieces of information. Young children (ages 5 to 7 years)

tend to use only one piece of information and are unable to

shift perspective. Gottlieb, Taylor, and Ruderman (1977)

found that young children attended to either the intent or

the consequence cue, without preference for either, but not

to both simultaneously. Instead, they employed an impulsive

cognitive style and a limited search strategy whereby only

one piece of information was remembered and used to make

judgments. Slightly older children (ages 8 to 10 years)

were able to shift perspective from one piece of information

to the other; however, only the most salient cue was

utilized in the evaluative process. Increasingly with age,

this most salient cue contained intent over consequence

information. Finally, older children (11 to 12 years) and

adults were able to integrate and use multiple pieces of

information (intents and consequences) to form judgments.

They adopted a reflective cognitive style and scanned all

data systematically prior to making a decision (Breznitz &

Kugelmass, 1967; Farnill, 1974; Feldman, 1976; Gottlieb,
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Taylor, & Ruderman, 1977; Grueneich, 1982; Lane and

Anderson, 1976; Mancuso, Morrison, & Aldrich, 1978; Nummedal

& Bass, 1976; Rotenberg, 1980b; Vikan, 1978).

Another cognitive theorist, Kohlberg (1969), proposes

that moral reasoning develops through a series of stages

characterized by organized rules which govern the

construction of moral judgments. The development of these

cognitive structures proceeds from a state of reasoning that

is heavily dependent on external influences to one which is

distinguished by the use of internalized ethical principles

of justice, reciprocity, and mutual respect. Kohlberg

suggests that development from one stage to the next occurs

when the child is confronted with contradictions to his

moral thinking. This conflict creates a state of

disequilibrium which motivates the child to achieve new

equilibrium. To do this requires that the child restructure

his/her thinking and move to a higher stage of moral

reasoning. Kohlberg explains moral development as a process

of taking different roles with respect to moral dilemmas.

Social interaction provides opportunities for assuming

different roles which create disequilibrium and therefore

stimulate moral development. Appendix A presents Kohlberg's

moral development stages.

Studies based on Kohlberg's hypothesis that moral stage

change occurs through the cognitive resolution of

disequilibrium brought about by conflict have examined the
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efficacy of moral development training programs.

Interventions designed to create disequilibrium have

involved various combinations of discussion and role-playing

of moral dilemmas with others at the same or at higher

levels or moral reasoning. Basic research models for

training moral development have typically involved an analog

arrangement where the subject hears two adults presenting

opposing behavioral choices with or without providing

rationales. Then, the subject is placed in the identical

experimental situation as the adults and must choose one of

the two behaviors advocated and must then supply his/her

reasons for doing so. The subject's stage of moral

reasoning is assessed at pre- and post-tests. The adults

provide reasons which are either above, the same, or below

the subject's moral reasoning stage. (Arbuthnot, 1975;

Berkowitz, Gibbs, & Broughton, 1980; Walker, 1983). It is

theorized that when a subject is exposed to reasoning which

conflicts with his/her present view, she or he will seek to

resolve this confict by incorporating parts of the new line

of reasoning into her/his own.

Variants on the traditional arrangement have involved

subjects playing moral reasoning games or discussing

Kohlberg-type dilemmas with peers or adults who are at

different moral reasoning levels from the subject. In

Lockwood's (1978) critical review of the literature, direct

discussion of moral dilemmas was found to yield significant
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improvement in levels of moral reasoning. No specific

effects were found with respect to the age of the subject or

discussant nor with regards to the relative differences

between the reasoning stages of participants. Furthermore,

treatment effects were shown to vary considerably among

individuals and most change occurred between Kohlberg's

lower stages (2 and 3). Brief training programs in natural,

intact classrooms involving indirect discussions were

investigated by Jensen and Murray (1978). Treatment effects

were seen in all areas assessed for both kindergarten and

first grade children except in the area of making moral

judgments independent of social sanctions. Structured

discussion and free role-playing opportunities of moral

dilemmas found in children's literature and in basal reading

series improved moral reasoning in fourth and fifth graders

in a study by Bisken and Hoskisson (1977).

These results suggest that subjects advance from one

moral reasoning stage to the next in individual ways which

are independent of the age or stage of a participating

discussant of moral dilemmas. Informal, brief, naturalistic

interventions, as well as the more structured formats, have

been shown to be successful at raising a child's level of

moral reasoning. In spite of this, most of the training

programs have involved extensive training packages and time

allotments.

The first purpose of the present study was to explore
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further and to replicate the previous research findings

concerning the age-related differences in children's moral

judgments. An attempt was made to eliminate as many

confounding variables as possible from the paradigm: (1) a

single-story format was chosen in which stories were kept

short and were written according to Stein and Glenn's (1975)

format for well-formed stories; (2) the orders of story

presentations and judgments asked were counterbalanced; (3)

for half the stories, the object damaged was a person and

for half, a physical object; and (4) children were asked

both to judge the behavior itself and to give their

affective evaluation of the protagonist.

The second major purpose of the present study was to

investigate whether a higher level of moral reasoning could

be stimulated by presenting individual subjects with brief

instructions concerning which story elements were most

important before reading them Piagetian-type stories.

Children were told to pay attention either to Hy the

protagonist did what she/he did (internal instructions) or

to what happened in the story (external instructions). In a

third control condition, no instructions were read. It was

expected that children younger than age 8 and older than age

10 would continue to evaluate story protagonists according

to consequences or intentions regardless of the type of

instructions read. Most change was expected to occur within

the 8 to 10 year old group of children who have been shown
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to be in transition from making consequence-based to intent-

based moral evaluations.
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CHAPTER II

METHOD

Stimulus Materials

Stories

Four stories were selected for which past research had

shown differential age-related intent/consequence based

evaluations (Austin, Ruble, & Trabasso, 1977; Gottlieb,

Taylor, & Ruderman, 1977; Grueneich, 1982). These stories

were revised by the author in accordance with Stein and

Glenn's (1977) story grammar rules for well-formed stories.

Each story contained the following components: setting,

initiating event, internal response, attempt, and

consequence. For each story, four versions were created.

Both the intention of the protagonist and the consequence of

the protagonist's behavior were manipulated. The

protagonist had either a positive, well-meaning intention or

a negative, malicious intention. The consequence of the

character's action resulted in either mild or severe damage.

These manipulations yielded four versions of each story:

(1) positive intent, mild damage; (2) positive intent,

severe damage; (3) malicious intent, mild damage; and (4)

malicious intent, severe damage. The resulting 16 stories
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in Appendix B. The story characters were called by female

names for female subjects and by male names for male

subjects.

Rating Scale Measures of Judgments

Four simple faces were drawn horizontally on white

cards with the mouths in varying degrees of smiling or

frowning. These cards represented Likert scales and were

used to elicit subjects' responses to two evaluative

questions. At either end of the line of faces, an

evaluative word was written. Under each face, a number from

1 to 4 was written. One side of the card showed the words

right and wrong. The other side of the card had the words

like and dislike. Two sets of cards which were alternatie

forms of the same scale were constructed. One set had the

positive evaluative words placed on the left end and

negative words on the right. This card was named the

positive pole card. On the other card, the negative words

were on the left, and positive words on the right. This

card was named the negative pole card. Examples of these

cards are shown in Figure 1.

Subjects

Subjects were 144 elementary school children from

predominantly white, upper middle class suburban areas.

Most of the children (139) were from a large parochial
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POSITIVE POLE CARD

RIGHT WRONG

1 2 3 4

LIKE DISLIKE

1 2 3 4

NEGATIVE POLE CARD

* . . . . . .
WRONG RIGHT

1 2 3 4

DISLIKE LIKE

1 2 3 4

Figure 1. Rating scale measures of judgments.
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school. The other five children were recruited from a

public school with similar demographic characteristics. All

subjects participated in the study with written parental

consent. The consent form is shown in Appendix C. All the

children were in regular classrooms which included grades

kindergarten through sixth. Equal numbers of male and

female children comprised each age group and each

experimental condition. Forty-eight children formed each of

three age groups. The youngest group ranged in age from 5

years, 7 months to 7 years, 10 months with a mean age of 7

years, 0 months. The middle age group ranged in age from 8

years, 1 month to 10 years, 11 months with a mean age of 9

years, 4 months. The oldest group of subjects were from 10

years, 8 months to 13 years, 2 months with a mean age of 11

years, 9 months.

Procedure

Subjects from each age group were randomly assigned to

one of three conditions. These conditions were (1)

internal, (2) external, and (3) control. All subjects were

interviewed in'individual sessions in an empty classroom at

their school. The testing was conducted by the author.

Training on Rating Scales

After establishing rapport, the examiner trained the

child to use the two rating scales. Subjects were shown
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either the positive pole card or the negative pole card and

this condition was counterbalanced within age, sex, and

condition.

For example, for the positive pole condition, the

examiner showed the right/wrong card to the child and said,

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 scale, like/dislike, and

the alternate forms of these two scales in the negative pole

condition, wrong/right, and dislike/like, were handled in

the same manner. All subjects easily met the training

criterion; most children achieved perfect accuracy on their

first 8 to 10 responses.

Story.Presentations and Instructions

Following the training trials, the examiner presented

the four stories. To introduce the story presentation, the

examiner said,

You will hear four stories. For each story,
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listen carefully so that you can remember the

story you hear. After you hear the story, I

will ask you some questions about it.

The four stories and the four versions of each story

were orthogonally grouped in a 4 x 4 Latin Square design to

control for story and version order effects. This design is

shown in Figure 2. Subjects were assigned to one of four

groups of possible story presentation order within age, sex,

and condition. Before the examiner read aloud each story to

the child, she said,

This is a story about a (boy/girl) named

(character name).

Order s V V S V

II

III

IV

1 1 2 2 3 3 4 4

3 3 4 2 1 1 2

3 2 4 1 1 4 2 3

2 4 1 3 4 2 3 1

S = Story V = Version

Figure 2. Design of story/version presentation order.
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What the examiner next said to the child depended upon

which condition the child had been assigned. For any given

subject, the story instructions were the same for all four

stories.

Internal condition.

Pay close attention to what (character's

name) is thinking and feeling in this story.

Decide why (character's name) acts as he/she

does in the story. Look at how good or bad

(character's name) is trying to be.

External condition.

Pay close attention to what (character's

name) is doing in this story. Decide whether

(character's name)'s friends would like or

dislike him/her because of what he/she has

done. Look at how good or bad everything in

this story turns out.

Control condition.

No other instructions were read.

Dependent Measures

After listening to each story, subjects in all three

conditions were asked to recall the story, judge how right

or wrong the protagonist was, and judge how much the

protagonist was liked or disliked. They were also asked to
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give reasons for their judgments. Their responses were tape

recorded and later transcribed.

Recall data. Recall was elicited by the following

question:

Tell me the story you just heard. Remember

as much as you can.

It was originally thought that these recall data would be

coded by assigning 1 for accurate recall or 0 for no recall

to each of the five story components (setting, initiating

event, internal response, attempt, and consequence). Upon

later examination of the data, it was discovered that the

components of internal response and consequence could be

broken down further. The single component internal response

became cause of internal response and internal response.

The component consequence became cause of consequence and

consequence. The only exception to this breakdown was on

Story 1 where a cause of internal response had not been

written into the story. The text of these seven components

for each story are shown in Appendix D. The recall data,

then, consisted of seven scores, one score for each of the

seven story components.

Judgments. 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
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name)? Point to the face of how right or

wrong you think (protagonist's name) is.

(2) How much do you like or dislike

(protagonist's name)? Point to the face of

how much you like or dislike (protagonist's

name).

Reasons. Children's reasons for making their judgments

were elicited by asking:

Why do you think this?

after each of the judgment questions. The data were labeled

Hy right/wrong and why like/dislike, respectively. A

coding system was developed which consisted of 16 possible

categories of answers. In response to a single why question

for a particular story, an individual subject could have

responded with at least one or as many as three different

reasons. Each reason was scored according to the coding

system. These codings are shown in Table 1 (Appendix E).

Summary of Design

The research design was a 4 x 3 x 3 repeated measures

design with one within-subject factor: version (4 levels);

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

condition (3 levels). Versions were based on the quality of

the story protagonist's intent and on the severity of the
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consequence of the protagonist's action. Levels were (1)

positive intent, mild damage; (2) positive intent, severe

damage; (3) malicious intent, mild damage; and (4) malicious

intent, severe damage. Ages were young (5 to 7 years old),

middle (8 to 10 years old), and old (11 to 12 years old).

Conditions were based on the type of instructions given to

children prior to story presentations. Instructions were to

focus attention on focus attention on either internal or

external ideas in the story. The third condition was a

control in which no instructions were given. Dependent

measures were recall data (7 variables), judgments (2

variables), and reasons (2 variables). The seven recall

variables were setting, initiating event, cause of internal

response, internal response, attempt, cause of consequence,

and consequence. Judgment variables were right/wrong and

like/dislike. Reason variables were why right/wrong and why

like/dislike.

-. * 1- - - il, I wMawmapow I
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

The data are presented in three main sections: (1)

recall data, (2) judgments (right/wrong and like/dislike

questions), and (3) reasons (why right/wrong and why

like/dislike questions). An alpha level of .05 was adopted

for all analyses.

Recall Data

As shown in Appendix D, each story (except Story 1) had

seven components. For a particular story, subjects were

scored for accurate recall (1) or for no recall (0) for each

component. This yielded seven recall variables: setting,

initiating event, cause of internal response, internal

response, attempt, cause of consequence, and consequence.

Percentage of Total Recall

First, the seven recall variables were combined to

yield a single total percentage variable which represented

the percentage of the total number of components recalled.

A two-way analysis of variance with condition and age as

between-subject factors was conducted. A significant main

effect for age was found, F(2,423) = 46.33, MSe = .036.
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Post hoc analysis using Newman-Keul's test found that the

youngest children recalled significantly less than both the

two older age groups. The middle and oldest age groups did

not differ significantly from each other. These means are

shown in Table 2. There was no significant effect for

condition nor a significant interaction effect for condition

by age.

Table 2

Percentages of Total Recall

Condition 5-7 yrs 8-10 yrs 11-12 yrs All ages

Internal .59 (.20) .75 (.19) .80 (.19) .71 (.21)

External .59 (.21) .78 (.18) .79 (.14) .72 (.20)

Control .59 (.20) .73 (.21) .81 (.18) .71 (.22)

All Conditions .59 (.20) .75 (.20) .80 (.17)

Note. The values represent percentages of the total
number of story components recalled. The values
in parentheses are standard deviations.

Story Component Analyses

For six of the seven recall variables (excluding cause

of internal response), a 3 x 3 x 4 x 6 repeated measures

analysis of variance was performed. There were two between-



24

subject factors: age (3 levels) and condition (3 levels).

Version (4 levels) was the within-subject factor. There

were six repeated measures: story components (setting,

initiating event, internal response, attempt, cause of

consequence, and consequence). Post hoc analyses were

conducted using the Newman-Keul's test. Means for each

variable by age and condition are shown in Table 3 (Appendix

F). Graphically, age differences are depicted for these

variables in Figure 3.

Setting and initiating event. A significant main

effect of age was found for both recall of setting, F(2,135)

= 20.66, MSe = .333, and initiating event, F(2,135) = 8.70,

MSe = .266. Post hoc analyses showed that the youngest

children recalled fewer settings and fewer initiating events

than either the middle or oldest age groups.

Internal response. For internal response, a

significant main effect was found for age, F(2,135) = 15.34,

MSe = .275. Post hoc analyses showed that the youngest

children recalled fewer internal responses than the middle

or oldest age groups. There was also a significant main

effect for version, F(3,405) = 6.42, MSe = .163. Children

also recalled significantly more internal responses when the

story protagonist's intention was malicious (Versions 3 and

4) than they recalled when the protagonist's intention was

positive (Versions 1 and 2). Means for each version

separated by age are shown in Table 4.
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Table 4

Percentages of Recall for Internal Response
by Age and Version

Version 5-7 yrs 8-10 yrs 11-12 yrs

Version 1 .50 (.50) .65 (.48) .67 (.48)

Version 2 .42 (.50) .77 (.42) .83 (.38)

Version 3 .58 (.50) .79 (.41) .92 (.28)

Version 4 .67 (.48) .73 (.45) .92 (.28)

Note. The values represent percentages of the
number of the story component recalled
for each version and age group.

There was also a significant interaction between

version and age, F(6,405) = 2.12, MSe = .163. Post hoc

analyses suggested a pattern of recall of internal responses

that followed a developmental sequence. Oldest children

recalled a significantly higher percentage of internal

responses than any other age group on all four versions.

Youngest children recalled a significantly lower percentage

of internal responses than any other age group on all

versions. The middle age group, however, did not differ

significantly from the oldest children in their percentage

of recall of internal responses when the story protagonist's

intention was positive (Versions 1 and 2). When the

'%%RAW -4
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protagonist's intention was malicious, but the damage caused

by the protagonist was mild (Version 3), the middle group's

percentage of recall of internal responses was significantly

lower than the oldest children's and significantly higher

than the youngest children's. When the protagonist's

intention was malicious and his/her action caused severe

damage (Version 4), the middle age group's percentage of

recall did not differ significantly from the youngest group,

and both the middle and youngest children had a lower

percentage of recall of internal responses than the oldest

children. This interaction is depicted graphically in

Figure 4.
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Attempt, cause of consequence, and consequence. A

significant main effect of age was found for attempt,

F(2,135) = 6.78, MSe = .174, but post hoc analyses did not

show any significant differences among age groups. No

significant main effects nor interactions were found for

cause of consequence or consequence.

Cause of internal response. This variable could not be

analyzed using a repeated measures design since Story 1 did

not contain this component. Total percentages of recall of

this variable were computed for each subject. A two-way

analysis of variance was conducted with two between-subject

factors, age and condition, and one dependent variable, the

percent of recall of cause of internal response (CINR). A

significant main effect for age was found, F(2,423) = 21.36,

MSe = .219. Post hoc analysis using Scheffe's test showed

that the oldest and middle age groups recalled significantly

more CINRs than did the youngest children. There was also a

significant age by condition interaction effect, F(4,423) =

2.46, MSe = .219. Post hoc analyses using the Newman-Keul's

test found that youngest children recalled significantly

more CINRs in the internal condition than in the control

condition. In fact, there were no significant age

differences within the internal condition; youngest,

middle, and oldest children recalled CINRs equally well.

In the external condition, both the middle and oldest age

groups recalled significantly more CINRs than did the
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youngest children. There were significant differences in

recall for all age groups in the control condition; oldest

children recalled more CINRs than the middle group who

recalled more than the youngest children. This interaction

is depicted graphically in Figure 5.

Internal response versus consequence. To compare the

differences between children's recall of internal responses

(intents) and their recall of consequences, two analyses

were performed. The first analysis collapsed across

versions to assess if the differences in recall between

internal responses and consequences were significant. This

was a 3 x 3 x 2 repeated measures analysis of variance with

two between-subject factors (age and condition) and one

repeated within-subject factor (component--2 levels,

cumulative percentages of internal response and

consequence). There was a significant main effect for age,

F(2,135) = 15.70, MSe = .056 and for component, F(1,135) =

27.24, MSe = .055. Post hoc analyses using the Newman-

Keul's test showed that youngest children recalled fewer

internal responses and fewer consequences than the middle or

oldest age groups. Middle children also recalled fewer

internal responses than the oldest group of children.

Overall, children recalled more consequences than internal

responses. Means of the two components separated by age are

shown in Table 5.
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Table 5

Percentages for Recall Differences Between
Internal Response and Consequence

Age Group Internal Response Consequence

5-7 yrs .54 (.50) .80 (.40)

8-10 yrs .73 (.44) .87 (.34)

11-12 yrs .83 (.37) .87 (.33)

All ages .70 (.44) .85 (.36)

Note. The values represent percentages of the
differences between the recall of the two
story components. The values in the
parentheses are standard deviations.

There was also a significant age by component interaction,

F(2,135) = 5.01, MSe = .055. Post hoc analyses revealed

that the differences between recall of internal response and

consequence decreased as age increased. Oldest children

recalled equal percentages of both components. Middle and

youngest children recalled significantly fewer internal

responses than consequences. This interaction is depicted

graphically in Figure 6.

The second analysis was a 3 x 3 x 4 repeated measures

analysis of variance to assess if differences in recall

between internal response and consequence varied

significantly according to which version was heard. There
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were two between-subject factors (age and condition) and one

within-subject repeated measure. For this analysis, a

difference variable was created by subtracting the internal

response score from the consequence score for each version.

These difference scores were the 4 levels of the repeated

measure. Means for difference scores separated by age and

version are shown in Table 6.

Table 6

Percentage Differences Between Recall of
Consequence Over Recall of Internal

Response by Version and Age

Version 5-7 yrs 8-10 yrs 11-12 yrs All ages

Version 1 .23 (.75) .19 (.64) .19 (.61) .20 (.66)

Version 2 .46 (.62) .06 (.52) -.02 (.48) .17 (.58)

Version 3 .19 (.67) .08 (.58) -.02 (.38) .08 (.56)

Version 4 .15 (.58) .21 (.28) .02 (.38) .12 (.49)

All versions .26 (.41) .14 (.28) .04 (.27) .14 (.34)

Note. The values represent the percentage difference in
recall of consequence over recall of internal
response. Negative values represent that percentage
of recall of internal response over consequence.
Values in parentheses are standard deviations.
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There was a significant main effect for age, F(2,135) =

5.01, MSe = .439. Youngest children had a significantly

larger percentage of difference between internal response

(INTR) and consequence (CON), with consequences recalled

more than internal responses, than oldest children. There

was also a significant age by version interaction effect,

F(6,405) = 2.12, MSe = .291. When a protagonist had a

positive intent and produced only mild damage (Version 1),

there were no differences among age groups. All children

recalled approximately 20 percent more CONs than INTRs.

When a protagonist with a positive intent produced severe

damage (Version 2), youngest children had a significantly

larger CON-INTR percentage of difference (46% more CONs)

than either the middle or oldest age groups. Oldest

children recalled 2 percent more INTRs than CONs, while the

middle age group recalled 6 percent more CONs; however, the

difference between these age groups was not significant.

When a protagonist had a malicious intent, but caused mild

damage (Version 3), youngest children differed significantly

from oldest children. The young group recalled 19 percent

more CONs while the oldest children recalled 2 percent more

INTRs. There was not a significant difference between the

oldest and middle groups, although the middle children

recalled 8 percent more CONs. When the protagonist with

malicious intent caused severe damage (Version 4), all

children recalled more CONs. But the significant difference
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was between the middle and oldest groups. Middle children

recalled 21 percent more CONs while oldest children recalled

only 2 percent more CONs. Youngest children, who recalled

15 percent more CONs, did not differ significantly from

either of the other two age groups. This age by version

interaction is depicted in Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Mean percentage differences between Internal Response
and Consequence by age group and version.
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Judgments

For the judgment questions, a 3 x 3 x 4 x 2 repeated

measures analysis of variance was performed. There were two

between-subject factors: age (3 levels) and condition (3

levels). Version (4 levels) was the within-subject factor.

There were two repeated measures: right/wrong question and

like/dislike question. The multivariate effect taken

jointly for both questions was significant for version:

(Pillais; F(6,810) = 43.386, p = .000). Post-hoc analyses

were conducted using the Newman-Keul's test.

Right/Wrong Question

A significant main effect for version was found,

F(3,405) = 88.78, MSe = .768. Post hoc analyses revealed

that children found the story protagonist in Versions 3 and

4 to be more wrong than the protagonist in Version 2 whom

they saw as more wrong than the protagonist in Version 1.

In other words, when the story character had a malicious

intention, regardless of the severity of the consequential

damage, that character was judged to be more wrong than the

character who had a positive intention. If the character

had a positive intention, but severe damage resulted from

his/her action, then he or she was judged to be more wrong

than a protagonist whose action only caused mild damage.

Means for version separated by age and condition are shown

in Table 7 (Appendix G). The overall version is depicted

----- ......
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graphically in Figure 8. There were no significant main

effects for age or condition and no significant

interactions.

Like/Dislike Question

A significant main effect for version was found,

F(3,405) = 95.78, MSe = .641. There was also a significant

interaction effect between version and age, F(6,405) = 2.16,

MSe = .641. Post hoc analyses using the Newman-Keul's test

showed that there were no differences in the severity of

judgments rendered by each age group for protagonists who

had malicious intentions (Versions 3 and 4). These

characters were disliked significantly more than the

protagonists who had positive intentions (Versions 1 and 2)

by children of all ages. When the damage caused by a

protagonist with a positive intention was severe (Version

2), the youngest children disliked that character more than

either the middle or oldest age groups. When the damage

caused by a protagonist with a positive intention was mild

(Version 1), the youngest children disliked that protagonist

more than the middle age group and the middle age group

disliked the protagonist more than the oldest children.

Means for version separated by age and condition are shown

in Table 8 (Appendix H). The version by age interaction is

depicted in Figure 9.
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Right/Wrong versus Like/Dislike Question

A 3 x 3 x 2 repeated measures analysis of variance was

performed to assess differences between the right/wrong and

like/dislike questions. The repeated measure was judgment

(2 levels, mean percentages of right/wrong and like/dislike

judgments). There were two between-subject factors: age

(3 levels) and condition (3 levels). A significant main

effect for judgment was found, F(1,135) = 49.142, MSe =

.170. Children of all ages found the protagonists more

wrong than they did more dislikable. Means for the

right/wrong versus the like/dislike question separated by

age are shown in Table 9.

Table 9

Mean Scores for Right/Wrong Versus
Like/Dislike Judgments by Age

Judgmt 5-7 yrs 8-10 yrs 11-12 yrs All ages

Rt/Wrg 2.83 (.64) 2.74 (.44) 2.66 (.59) 2.74 (.56)

Lk/Dlk 2.48 (.69) 2.41 (.40) 2.32 (.50) 2.40 (.54)

Note. The label Judgmt represents Judgment. The
label Rt/Wrg represents Right/Wrong. The label
Lk/Dlk represents Like/Dislike. The values represent
mean scores for the judgments by age, where 1 is the
minimum possible score and 5 is the maximum possible
score. The values in parentheses are standard
deviations.
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Story Effects

A 4 x 3 x 3 repeated measures analysis of variance with

story (4 levels) as the repeated measure and age (3 levels)

and condition (3 levels) as between-subject factors was

performed for both the right/wrong and the like/dislike

question. Post hoc analyses using the Newman-Keul's test

were conducted.

A significant main effect for story was found on both

the right/wrong question, F(3,405) = 14.26, MSe = 1.13, and

on the like/dislike question, F(3,405) = 12.11, MSe = 1.04.

There were no significant interactions for either condition

or age with story. Post hoc analyses revealed the same

pattern of findings for both questions. Children decided

the story protagonist from Story 3 was more wrong and they

disliked this character more than protagonists from any of

the other stories. Also, they found the protagonist of

Story 4 to be more wrong and more dislikable than the

protagonist of Story 1. Means for both judgment questions

are shown in Table 10.

Reasons

Following each of the judgment questions, children were

asked to state their reasons for making their evaluations.

These reasons were sorted into 16 possible categories and

have been presented in Table 1. For each story, a child
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Table 10

Means of the Judgment Questions by Story

Right/Wrong

2.41 (1.06)

Story 2 2.57 (1.17)

3.20 ( .98)

2.78 (1.10)

Like/Dislike

2.08 ( .98)

2.28 (1.07)

2.77 (1.08)

2.48 ( .95)

Note. The values represent mean scores for
the judgments given for each story. The
values in parentheses are standard
deviations.

could give from one to three different reasons 'for his/her

judgment. Mean percentages of reasons by age and condition

were calculated for each category. These are shown in Table

11 (Appendix I) for the y right/wrong question and in

Table 12 (Appendix J) for the like/dislike question. Rank

orders of the reasons given by each age group that equaled

or exceeded eight percent are in Table 13 (Appendix K).

y Right/Wrong

Age differences. First, six reasons which obtained a

rank order (cited more than 8 percent of the time) will be

Story

Story 1

Story 3

Story 4
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discussed. These are: behavior (e.g. "because she

shouldn't have tried to turn the radio on"); circumstances,

(e.g. "because it was an accident...the mustard bottle just

slipped"); negative intent (e.g. "because he wanted to get

even with him and hurt him"); negative consequence (e.g.

"because she spilt the mustard all over the floor");

positive intent (e.g. "because she wants to help her

mother") and alternative behavior (e.g. " because she could

have taken the wagon around the rock... or kick the rock out

of the way"). Children in all age groups cited behavior,

circumstances, and negative intent as reasons behind their

right/wrong judgments. The percentage of behavior reasons

decreased as age increased. For circumstances beyond the

character's control, the order of age groups (highest to

lowest percentage of use) was: middle, young, old. For

negative intent, from highest to lowest percentages, the

order was: young, old, middle. The rank orders of the

three reasons varied with age as presented in Table 13. In

addition to these reasons, youngest and middle, but not

oldest, children used negative consequences. Youngest

children cited negative consequences (Rank 2) much more

frequently than the middle group (tied for Rank 4). Middle

and oldest, but not youngest, children cited positive intent

and alternative behavior. The frequencey of use (percentage

increase) and importance of the reason (rank elevation) for

positive intent and alternative behavior increased with age.

-- Amw - wompmom ON I 111 111111 OPIUM
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Condition differences. The 15 reasons (excluding no

answer) could be divided into two groups. Internal reasons

related to the protagonist's internal state, ability, or

motivation. These included both positive and negative

intents. Also included were: neutral intent (e.g. "because

she meant to do it") inept (e.g. "because he should have

been more careful...he wasn't paying attention); inadequate

reason (e.g. even if you don't like 'em, it doesn't mean you

have to break their stuff"); positive trait (e.g. "because

he was thoughtful") negative trait (e.j. "because he's

selfish") and personal (e.g. "I understand because I pitch

for my baseball team and I don't mean to pitch bad balls but

I do sometimes and I've hit people"). Childrens' personal

reasons were included because they reflect attention to the

child's own internal state.

External reasons related to the protagonist's

environmental circumstances, behavior, or consequences of

behavior. These were: circumstances, behavior, negative,

possible negative, and possible positive consequences, and

alternative behavior. Also included was rule statement

(e.g. "because you're not supposed to touch things without

permission"). Mean percentages of internal and external

reasons were calculated for each age group and each

condition. These are shown in Table 14. For the youngest

and middle age groups, use of internal reasons was highest

in the Internal condition and lowest in the control
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Table 14

Mean Percentages of Internal and External Why
Right/Wrong Reasons by Age and Condition

Age Condition Internal Reasons External Reasons

------------------------------------------------------

5-7 Internal 4.75 (5.56) 8.13 (7.26)

yrs External 4.31 (4.01) 9.34 (8.86)

Control 3.45 (3.04) 9.99 (10.06)

-------------------------------------------

8-10 Internal 5.66 (4.44) 7.36 (4.57)

yrs External 5.05 (4.62) 8.49 (5.47)

Control 4.68 (3.80) 8.96 (7.36)

-------------------------------------------

11-12 Internal 5.04 (6.17) 8.23 (6.68)

yrs External 5.78 (5.37) 7.71 (6.22)

Control 6.84 (5.33) 6.31 (5.11)

Note. The values represent mean percentages of the

internal and external reasons given by each age group

and condition. The values in parentheses are

standard deviations.

condition. External reasons were used more by both age

groups in all conditons, but were cited least often in the

internal condition and most often in the control condition.

In the oldest age group, this pattern was reversed.

Internal reasons were used most often in the control and

least often in the internal condition. External reasons

III POOR% 11i Immoll - I
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were cited most often in the internal and least often by the

control group.

Examining the percentages and rank orders of the

specific reasons oldest children in the different conditions

used showed that the reason which caused the control group

to cite more internal than external reasons was malicious

intent. In the internal condition, positive intent tied

with behavior for first rank; alternative behavior was

ranked second. Negative intent tied with circumstances for

a distant Rank 3. In the external conditon, behavior was

ranked first; positive intent was second; alternative

behavior, third; negative intent, a distant fourth. The

control group, like the internal group, cited positive

intent first. Negative intent, however, tied with

alternative behavior for Rank 2. Circumstances was third;

behavior tied with inept for a distant fourth. All oldest

children attended to positive intents over malicious ones.

WHt Like/Dislike

Age differences. First, eight reasons which obtained

rank orders (cited more than 8%) will be discussed.

Children in all three age groups cited behavior, positive

intent, and circumstances as reasons for liking or disliking

a protagonist. Youngest children cited behavior much more

frequently than the two older age groups of children. As in

the right/wrong question, the order of age groups (highest

-Mel
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to lowest percentage use) for circumstances was middle,

youngest, oldest. The percentage of use and rank elevation

for positive intent increased as age increased. In both

middle and oldest groups, this reason ranked first, while

for youngest children, it was ranked third. only in the

youngest group did negative consequences achieve a rank

(Rank 2). The middle age group cited two reasons which

neither of the other groups often used. Personal was the

second highest ranked reason for 8 to 10 year olds. This

age group also cited negative traits of protagonists (Rank

5). A protagonist's negative intent was used more

frequently by the oldest than by the middle age group. The

oldest children also cited a protagonist's positive trait as

a frequent reason (Rank 5).

Condition differences. Mean percentages of internal

and external reasons were calculated for each age group and

each condition in the same manner as for the why right/wrong

question. These means are shown in Table 15. In the

youngest age group, external reasons were cited more than

internal reasons. In both the two older groups, internal

reasons were used more than external ones. In the youngest

group, the percentage of internal reasons used was highest

in the internal condition and lowest in the control group.

The reverse was true for external reasons; lowest

percentages were in the internal condition and highest were

in the control. In the middle age group, highest
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Table 15

Mean Percentages of Internal and External Why
Like/Dislike Reasons by Age and Condition

Age Condition Internal Reasons External Reasons

5-7 Internal 6.01 (5.10) 6.50 (7.20)

yrs External 5.24 (3.60) 8.11 (10.32)

Control 3.97 (3.93) 8.91 (9.02)

8-10 Internal 8.30 (6.14) 4.50 (2.68)

yrs External 6.86 (3.48) 6.53 (5.91)

Control 7.31 (5.09) 5.91 (5.47)

11-12 Internal 7.71 (6.30) 4.87 (3.73)

yrs External 7.47 (6.05) 5.76 (4.91)

Control 7.37 (5.71) 5.71 (4.23)

Note. The values represent mean percentages of the
internal and external reasons given by each age group
and condition. The values in parentheses are
standard deviations.

percentage of internal reasons was in the internal condition

and lowest was in the external condition. The reason which

contributed most to 'this difference was personal. The

highest percentage of external reasons was in the external

condition and the lowest was in the internal condition. For

the oldest children, the differences were smaller. However,
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the pattern was similar to the younger groups. The highest

percentage of internal reasons was in the internal condition

and the lowest was in the control group. The highest

percentage of external reasons was in the external condition

and the lowest was in the internal condition.
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The purposes of this study were twofold: (1) to

replicate and further explore past research findings

concerning children's age-related differences in making

moral evaluations; and (2) to investigate whether moral

judgments could be influenced by giving children different

sets of instructions prior to story presentations.

Proposed Developmental Stages

Gutkin's (1972) four-stage sequence for children ages 7

to 11 years does not correspond to the present findings.

Neither the first stage (i.e. intention is irrevelant) nor

the second stage (i.e. intention is relevant, but damage is

more important) characterized any age group in this study.

Neither, however, did the last stage (i.e. intention alone

is relevant) characterize the oldest (11 to 12 year old)

group for both judgments. Rather, the third stage (i.e.

intention is more important than damage, but damage is still

relevant) characterized the entire sample of children

between ages 5 and 12 years. A three-stage sequence which

summarizes the results of this study and corresponds to the

three age groups can be outlined.
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Stage 1 (5 to 7 years).

Recall. Consequences are recalled more than intents.

Malicious intents are recalled significantly more than

positive intents. In a story in which a protagonist has a

positive intent and produces severe damage, damage is

recalled more often than the intent. The internal

instructions improve the recall of the situation which sets

up the protagonist's internal response (CINR); in the

internal condition, children of this age recalled as many

CINRs as any other group.

Judgments. Protagonists are judged to be more wrong

than dislikable. Protagonists with malicious intents are

judged more wrong than those with positive intents who cause

severe damage and these protagonists are judged more wrong

than those who cause mild damage. Although young children

dislike those with malicious intents more than they dislike

those with positive intents, this difference is not as large

as it is for the two older groups.

Reasons. External reasons are cited more often than

internal reasons for both judgments. Consequences and

behaviors are cited more often than intents. However,

malicious intents are cited to justify right/wrong more

often than by any other age group. Positive intents are

only cited frequently to justify the like/dislike question;

however, they are not used as much by the younger children

as by the two older groups.
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Stage 2 (8 to 10 years).

Recall. Consequences are recalled only slightly more

often than intents. Malicious intents are recalled more

frequently than they are by the younger children.

Additionally, positive intents are now recalled equally as

well as malicious ones. External instructions somewhat

improve the recall of a protagonist's cause for his/her

internal response (CINR).

Judgments. The pattern of responses for the

right/wrong judgment and the difference between the two

questions are the same as the younger childrens'. As

before, those with malicious intents are disliked more than

those with positive intents. However, this age group likes

protagonists better when they have positive intents and

cause severe damage than they like those with positive

intents who cause mild damage.

Reasons. For the right/wrong judgment only, external

reasons are cited more frequently than internal reasons.

For the like/dislike question, internal reasons predominate

over external ones. To justify why right/wrong, this age

group cites more behaviors and circumstances than positive

intents and they cite more positive intents than malicious

intents or negative consequences. To justify the why

like/dislike question, they cite more positive intents and

personal reasons than circumstances or behaviors and they

cite these more than negative traits or malicious intents.
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Only in this age group do personal reasons and negative

traits achieve rankings.

Stage 3 (11 to 12 years).

Recall. Consequences are recalled equally as well as

intents. Malicious intents, but not positive intents, are

recalled more frequently than they are by the middle age

group. Both valences of intent are recalled with

approximately equal frequency. In stories in which the

protagonist has a positive intent and produces mild damage,

the damage is recalled more often than the intent. older

children who have been given no instructions have the best

recall for the protagonist's cause of internal response.

Judgments. As before, the pattern for the right/wrong

judgment and for differences between judgments are the same.

For the like/dislike question, those with malicious intents

are disliked more than those with positive intents.

Reasons. Internal reasons are given more often than

external ones for the like/dislike question. Except in the

control condition where internal reasons are cited more

often than external ones, oldest children cite more external

than internal reasons to justify right/wrong. For the

right/wrong question, when a protagonist has a malicious

intent, older children given internal or external

instructions cite behaviors or alternative behaviors more

often than malicious intents. Children in the control group

cite malicious intents more often than alternative
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behaviors. Positive intents are cited more often in this

age group than in the two younger groups for both questions.

Also for both judgments, behaviors/alternative behaviors are

cited more than malicious intents and malicious intents are

cited more than circumstances or positive traits. Positive

traits are cited frequently only in this age group.

Judgments

One important difference between the present study and

previous moral judgment research is the wording of the

judgment questions themselves. Following Piaget's original

word, "naughty", researchers have asked children which story

character was "worse" or if the protagonist or his/her

behavior was "good" or "bad." In all instances, the child's

answer to this question has been considered to be her/his

moral evaluation of the protagonist's behavior. The

differential semantic meanings of a good/bad question versus

a right/wrong question for children of different ages has

not been empirically investigated. The words good or bad

may connote stable personality dispositions, while the words

right or wrong may be more likely linked to the temporal

aspect of the protagonist's behavior. For example, in the

English language, one can speak of a person who is good or

bad across situation's, but not of a right or wrong person

independent of the particular circumstance. Thus, the

right/wrong question used in this study may be more related

to the specific behavior taken by the protagonist than to
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the protagonist's basic personality or overall disposition.

Conversely, the like/dislike question appears to be more

related to the subject's affective evaluation of the

protagonist as a person. This may account for the

significant differences between the right/wrong and

like/dislike scores. All children judge protagonists more

wrong than they do dislikable. Interestingly, the

discrepancy between the right/wrong and like/dislike

judgments slightly increases with age. In other words, when

asked to evaluate whether the protagonist behaved wrongly in

a particular situation, younger children are not reluctant

to judge him/her as wrong. But when asked whether they like

the protagonist or not, they become increasingly reluctant

with age to judge her/him to be dislikable based on only one

behavioral sample.

This finding is contrary to traditional Piagetian

research; when asked to make a good-bad distinction, young

children base their judgments on consequences instead of on

intentions. The finding is consistent, however, with

person-perception literature (Livesley & Bromley, 1973;

Peevers & Secord, 1973), which has found that younger

children do not differentiate between attributions of other

persons (right/wrong versus like/dislike) to the degree that

older children do. Therefore, it is plausible that this

study's older subjects would make different attributions

when judging right/wrong than when judging like/dislike.
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Contrary to others' findings that younger children base

their judgments on damages while older children make

intention-based judgments, both younger and older children

in this study judge protagonists on the basis of their

intentions. Those who have malicious intentions are

evaluated as more wrong and more dislikable than those

protagonists who have positive intentions. While intentions

are apparently more influential in children's decisions than

damages, damage information remains somewhat relevant for

the entire sample of children. When making the right/wrong

judgment, all children consider the amount of damage

produced by a protagonist with a positive intention. Those

protagonists who caused severe damage are seen as more wrong

than those who caused only mild damage. Additionally, the

two younger age groups, but not the oldest children, find

the amount of damage produced by protagonists with positive

intents to be relevant information when making the

like/dislike decision. Again, those protagonists who caused

severe damage are seen as more dislikable than those who

caused mild damage. Thus, the major age and experimental

condition differences found in this study are not in the

quantitative values of the judgments themselves but in the

subjects' verbal output either of their recall of the

stories, or of their reasons behind their judgments.
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Recall

Apparently, measuring a subject's recall alone does not

indicate how the child has processed the information or what

he or she thinks is most important. While recall of

intentions improves with age and recall of damages improves

only between the younger and two older groups, judgments do

not differ among age groups. Either the younger children

are using the intention cue to make judgments, but are

unable spontaneously to recall or verbalize it, or they are

inferring intention from some other component in the story

that they do recall. This component may be the

environmental situation which sets up the protagonist's

intention (CINR). This is the only component for which

significant condition effects are found. When asked to pay

attention to why the protagonist behaved as she or he did,

youngest children recall as many CINRs as the two older

groups. In all stories, the situation behind the intent was

the relationship between the protagonist and the other story

character; they were either friends or foes. Previous

research has found that younger children place more weight

on social sanctions (Leon, 1982; Suls, Gutkin, & Kalle,

1979) and often change intention into the form of another

component (Nezworski, 1978). Therefore, it appears that the

youngest children's judgments do not differ from those of

older children because younger children are inferring the

valence of the intention based on whether the children in
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are described as friends or foes. The rules these children

could be following are: "It's wrong to be someone's enemy";

and, "I don't like my enemies."

Another age difference in recall of intentions depends

upon the valence of the intention. When the youngest

children do recall intention, they focus primarily on

malicious intents. The 8 to 10 year olds demonstrate a

large increase in their recall of positive intentions. The

oldest children show no increase in recall of positive

intents, but do improve their recall of malicious ones.

Youngest children may indeed be using the friend or foe

criterion for inferring intention. If so, then, for most of

these children, positive intent, which equals "be friends"

would be relatively insignificant since "you're supposed to

be friends with everyone." Additionally, if young children

tend to employ an impulsive cognitive style whereby they

stop searching for relevant cues after they have attended to

information they consider important, then this could also

explain why these children would immediately infer positive

or malicious intention based on the friend/foe piece of

story information which is presented immediately prior to

the intention. It is possible that the significant

differences found by previous studies between younger and

older children were influenced in part by younger children's

use of the friend/foe information. In most of the stories

used in earlier research, the child characters are described
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as friends regardless of their intentions. Based on this

social piece of information, the child would infer the

protagonist had a positive intention and would have nothing

left on which to base her/his judgment except the amount of

damage produced.

By the age of 8 to 10 years, children appear to have

dropped the younger child's naive belief that one should be

friends with everyone and they now realize that regardless

of the status of the relationship, characters have both

positive and negative intentions. This may also indicate

children's increasing ability to integrate information; in

the present instance, they are now better able to attend to

either positive or negative aspects of a given story

situation. They do not, however, seem capable yet of fully

integrating both these positive and negative aspects and

they still need a large difference between the positive and

negative aspects of the story in order to know which is the

more important of the two. For example, on the like/dislike

judgment, when the discrepancy between the positive and

negative story aspects is sufficiently large (i.e. positive

intent/severe damage), 8 to 10 year olds attend to the

intent cue in reaching their decision as much as the oldest

children. However, when this discrepancy is smaller (i.e.

positive intent/mild damage), their judgments are closer in

value to the youngest children's. In addition to relying on

a discrepancy between positive and negative aspects within a
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story, 8 to 10 year old children demonstrate an increasing

preference for recalling positive intents. Even though they

are obviously utilizing the malicious intent information to

make judgments, they recall malicious intents only slightly

more than the youngest children. When protagonists have

malicious intents, for example, the difference between the 8

to 10 year olds' recall of consequences over their recall of

intents increases. In other words, children prefer to

verbalize the consequences of a protagonist's behavior

rather than his/her malicious intention.

It appears that the ability to integrate both positive

and negative story aspects is not completely intact even for

the oldest children. When the discrepancy between positive

and negative aspects is small (positive intent/mild damage),

the difference between the oldest children's recall of

consequences over their recall of intents is the same as for

the two younger groups. However, oldest children do recall

as many intentions overall as they do consequences. Unlike

the middle age group, 11 to 12 year olds do not demonstrate

a recall preference for positive intents. They recall

significantly more malicious intents than do the 8 to 10

year olds.

Reasons

The Reasons data children gave for their judgments are

somewhat difficult to interpret because some children gave

one response while others gave two or three reponses to each
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question. In view of this, the reason data was analyzed

with descriptive statistics only.

For the right/wrong question, all children, except the

oldest children in the control group, cite more external

than internal reasons for their judgments. To justify the

like/dislike question, both the middle and oldest age groups

cite more internal than external reasons while the youngest

give more external than internal reasons. Youngest children

state behaviors or consequences of behaviors most often as

reasons behind both judgments. These reasons correspond to

the recall findings that 5 to 7 year olds recall the same

number of behavioral attempts and consequences as older

children. Additionally, when they do recall the intention,

younger children are more willing than either of the two

older groups to cite a protagonist's malicious intent as the

reason for their right/wrong evaluation. Younger children

appear to be more here-and-now focused; therefore, they may

interpret both questions as only reflecting their temporary

attitudes based primarily on the behaviors described in the

particular situation. Because they are unlikely to link a

protagonist's malicious intention with his/her personality

disposition, younger children are perhaps more willing than

older children to verbalize malicious intention to justify

both evaluations.

Although 8 to 10 year olds are obviously recalling and

using the malicious intent cue to make both judgments, they
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are reluctant to explain why they think a protagonist is

wrong and even more unwilling to explain why they dislike

her or him on the basis of the malicious intent. In fact,

this age group cites malicious intent as a reason less than

any other group. Instead, they most often cite behaviors or

circumstances beyond the protagonist's control as reasons

for their negative evaluations on both questions and for

their positive evaluations on the right/wrong judgment.

Like younger children, 8 to 10 year old children may be

interpreting the words right and wrong more as measures of a

protagonist's behavior in the particular situation than of

his/her personality. Therefore, they verbalize intention

less often as a reason for this judgment even though their

right/wrong scores reflect a significant difference between

malicious and positive intent. To justify the more

affective like/dislike evaluation, middle age children cite

positive intentions most often for protagonists they like,

but behaviors or circumstances most often for those they

dislike. They also rely heavily on their own personal

experiences when making this judgment and cite the negative

traits of protagonists more than any other age group.

Through their personalization of the stories, these children

are probably identifying more closely with the characters

than the other groups of children. At the same time, their

use of negative traits may indicate an increasing ability to

infer a stable personality disposition from a concrete
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behavioral example. As an important contribution to the

development of, or at least the appearance of, a healthy,

positive self-concept, children say that they like

protagonists because of their altruism or good will, but

dislike them because of their specific behaviors in the

particular circumstance.

The tendency toward rationalizing positive evaluations

by citing protagonists' positive intentions and negative

evaluations by citing their behaviors increases with age.

Oldest children also more frequently verbalize adaptive

alternative courses of action the protagonists who caused

harm could have followed. Additionally, 11 to 12 year olds

cite the positive traits of protagonists more often than any

other age group. Again, these children appear to be

developing more positive self-concepts which involve the

abilities to infer a positive personality disposition from a

behavior and to conceptualize constructive alternative

options to replace inept/destructive behaviors. Unlike the

two younger groups, oldest children may be interpreting the

right/wrong question as relating more to the personality of

the protagonist than to the situation-specific behavior. In

the control group, children cite malicious intent as often

as they suggest an alternative behavior. This may reflect

the older child's ability to distance her/himself from the

story and to recognize or verbalize that others sometimes

have negative personality traits. At the same time, older
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children, because of their improved recall and ability to

follow directions, may be more sensitive to the dictates of

the experimental instructions. Both internal and external

instructions ask children to pay attention to the person of

the protagonist; this may increase their personal

identification with protagonists. When justifying negative

evaluations from these more subjective frameworks, oldest

children become reluctant to use the malicious intent reason

and cite behaviors as reasons instead.

Conclusions

All children from ages 5 to 12 consider a protagonist's

intention, not the amount of damage he or she causes, as the

more relevant piece of information to use for their

judgments. However, even the oldest children still consider

the amount of damage a protagonist with a positive intent

causes to be relevant for their right/wrong judgment. All

children judge protagonists as more wrong than dislikable

and this difference increases with age. While the pre-story

instructions do not appear to influence children's moral

judgments, they do influence youngest children's recall of

the protagonist's social relationship and they may impact

how much the child identifies with the story characters. As

children get older, their recall of intentions improves

while their recall of consequences remains unchanged from

age 8. With age, recall of malicious intents steadily

increases, but recall of positive intents follows a
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different pattern. It improves tremendously at age 8 to 10

years, then stabilizes and remains unchanged for the oldest

group. To justify why they think a protagonist is right or

why they like a protagonist, children, as they get older,

increase their frequency of using the protagonist's positive

intention. To justify why they think a protagonist is wrong

or why they dislike the protagonist, children, with age,

increase their frequency of using the protagonist's behavior

or suggesting an alternative behavior and decrease their

frequency of citing her/his malicious intention.

There are several reasons proposed to explain these

overall results. First, efforts to minimize confounding

variables in the research design appear successful. The

single-story format as well as the length and form of the

stories themselves facilitate recall. Also, the design of

the rating cards includes visual cues and children can make

their judgments by pointing to rather than by verbalizing

their responses. Additionally, the words "right" and

"wrong" instead of "good" and "bad" may require that a

subject have a considerably more sophisticated cognitive

ability in order to infer some trait of the protagonist's

personality over his/her situation-specific behavior.

Younger children may be deciding a protagonist is wrong or

dislikable based on the status of her/his social

relationship with the other story character rather than on

his/her intention. If the characters are friends, 5 to 7
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year olds like the protagonist and think she or he's right.

If they're enemies, youngest children dislike the

protagonist and think he or she's wrong. Decreasing

differences in recall of consequences over intents may also

reflect a developmental trend toward the ability to

integrate both positive and negative aspects of the story.

Youngest and middle age children need a large discrepancy

between a positive intent and a negative consequence in

order to decide which is the most relevant source of

information.

Another impetus to children's moral development may be

their concurrent social-emotional growth. Between the ages

8 to 10 years, children are cognitively able to adopt the

perspective of another and they appear to use this new skill

by closely identifying with story characters which may help

them use the intention cue to explain their judgments. In

contrast, older children do not personalize the stories

nearly as often as the middle group. Parallel to this

development, children are also beginning to infer

personality traits or dispositions from concrete behaviors.

This seems to occur for negative personality aspects prior

to positive ones. Thus, in maintaining positive self-

concepts, 8 to 10 year olds are even more likely than older

children to like characters with whom they're identifying

and to evaluate them as right because of their positive

intentions and to dislike them and find them wrong because
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children have the added psychological and cognitive

strengths of linking positive intentions to positive overall

personalities and of conceptualizing more adaptive

behavioral alternatives to follow. Up until the ages of 11

to 12 years, children seem to be interpreting the

right/wrong question as relating to the protagonist's

behavior in the particular circumstance. Therefore, all

children (except those in the oldest control group) cite

more behaviors than intentions to justify why they think the

protagonist is wrong. Oldest children, however, may be

making a higher level inference that if a protagonist is

wrong in a given situation, she or he is also likely to have

a negative personality trait or disposition. Thus, when 11

to 12 year olds are asked to focus on the protagonist as a

person, they identify more closely with the protagonist and

justify their negative evaluation with external reasons.

This is in contrast to the oldest children who are given no

instructions. Along with their additional psychological

strengths, these children appear to have developed more

objectivity about the stories and are able to cite the

protagonist's malicious intention more frequently than

her/his behavior as the reason for the wrong judgment.

Several interesting trends which have been discussed

were not originally included as hypotheses in this study nor

were the reason data tested statistically. Future research

could be directed toward these efforts. The words used in
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the judgment questions appear to connote different semantic

meanings for children of different ages; however, this lacks

empirical validation. Another study which would test

whether young children do indeed infer positive or negative

intention from the relationship information might involve

comparing the judgments and recall of young children who

hear stories containing only the component which states the

relationship of the characters to those children who hear

stories containing only the protagonist's intention.

Instructions designed to enhance recall and use of these two

different components could also be included in this design.

Replicating the reasons' findings might involve limiting

children to one, "most important" reason for why they made

their judgment or, perhaps using a forced-choice checklist

of reasons. Another area which warrants further

investigation is the possibility that childrens' cognitive-

social development proceeds from a stage of focusing only on

a protagonist's current behavior in a particular situation

to one of inferring a negative aspect of his/her personality

based on that behavior to inferring a positive personality

aspect based on the behavior.

olmi- mmkvft*-
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Appendix A

Kohlberg's Six Stages of Moral Reasoning

Level I. Premoral (ages 4 to 10). Emphasis in this level

is on external control. The standards are those of others,

and they are observed either to avoid punishment or to reap

rewards.

Type 1. Punishment and obedience orientation. "What

will happen to me?" Children obey the rules of others to

avoid punishment.

Type 2. Naive instrumental hedonism. "You scratch my

back, I'll scratch yours." They conform to rules out of

self-interest and consideration for what others can do for

them in return.

Level II. Morality of conventional role conformity (ages 10

to 13). Children now want to please other people. They

still observe the standards of others, but they have

internalized these standards to some extent. Now they want

to be considered "good" by those persons whose opinions

count. They are now able to take the roles of authority

figures well enough to decide whether some action is "good"

by their standards.

Type 3. Maintaining good relations, approval of

others. "Am I a good girl (boy)?" Children want to please

and help others, can judge the intentions of others, and

develop their own ideas of what a good person is.

"1 44
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Type 4. Authority-maintaining morality. "We need law

and order." People are concerned with doing their duty,

showing respect for higher authority, and maintaining the

social order.

Level III. Morality of self-accepted moral principles (age

13 or not until young adulthood, or never). This level

marks the attainment of true morality. For the first time,

the individual acknowledges the possibility of conflict

between two socially accepted standards, and tries to decide

between them. The control of conduct is now internal, both

in the standards observed and in the reasoning about right

and wrong. Types 5 and 6 may be alternative methods of the

highest level of reasoning.

Type 5. Morality of contract, of individual rights,

and of democratically accepted law. People think in

rational terms, valuing the will of the majority and the

welfare of society. They generally see these values best

supported by adherence to the law. While they recognize

that there are times when there is a conflict between human

need and the law, they believe that it is better for society

in the long run if they obey the law.

Type 6. Morality of individual principles of

conscience. People do what they as individuals think right,

regardless of legal restrictions or the opinions of others.

They act in accordance with internalized standards, knowing

that they would condemn themselves if they did not.

, , i,
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Note, From Human Development (p.203) by D.E. Papalia
and S.W. Olds, 1978. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Copyright 1978 by McGraw-Hill.
Reprinted by permission.
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Appendix B

Text of Story Versions

Story, Version 1

One day, a girl/boy named Pam/Pete goes grocery-

shopping with her/his mother. When they are almost finished

shopping, P's mother remembers that she needs a bottle of

mustard from the back of the store. P wants to help her/his

mother. So P says, "I'll get it for you, Mother," and

she/he runs to get the bottle of mustard. As P is taking

the bottle off the shelf, she/he drops it. The mustard

bottle falls to the floor and breaks.

Story 1, Version 2

One day, a girl/boy named Pam/Pete goes grocery-

shopping with her/his mother. When they are almost finished

shopping, P's mother remembers that she needs a bottle of

mustard from the back of the store. P wants to help her/his

mother. So P says, "I'll get it for you, Mother," and

she/he runs to get the bottle of mustard. As P is taking

the bottle off the shelf, it tips over into all the other

bottles. Ten bottles fall on the floor and break.

Story 1, Version 3

One day, a girl/boy named Pam/Pete goes grocery-

shopping with her/his mother. When they are almost finished

shopping, P's mother remembers that she needs a bottle of
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mustard from the back of the store. P hates mustard used in

her/his sandwiches. So P says, "I'll get it for you,

Mother," and she/he runs to get the bottle of mustard. As P

is taking the bottle off the shelf, she/he drops it. The

mustard bottle falls to floor and breaks.

Story 1, Version 4

one day, a girl/boy named Pam/Pete goes grocery-

shopping with her/his mother. When they are almost finished

shopping, P's mother remembers that she needs a bottle of

mustard from the back of the store. P hates mustard used in

her/his sandwiches. So P says, "I'll get it for you,

Mother," and she/he runs to get the bottle of mustard. As P

is taking the bottle off the shelf, it tips over into all

the other bottles. Ten bottles fall on the floor and break.

Story 2, Version 1

There are two children named Pat and Ann/Andy. One

summer day, P and A are playing 'outside. A is feeling sad

and P wants to cheer her/him up. So P says, "I'll give you

a ride in the wagon to the playground." So A sits inside

the wagon and P pulls it to the playground. As they near

the playground, there is a rock in the path. The wagon goes

over the rock. The wagon tips over and A falls out and

skins her/his elbow.

Story 2, Version 2

There are two children named Pat and Ann/Andy. One
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summer day, P and A are playing outside. A is feeling sad

and P wants to cheer her/him up. So P says, "I'll give you

a ride in the wagon to the playground." So A sits inside

the wagon and P pulls it to the playground. As they near

the playground, there is a rock in the path. The wagon goes

over the rock. The wagon tips over and A falls out and

breaks her/his arm.

Story 2, Version 3

There are two children named Pat and Ann/Andy. One

summer day, P and A are playing outside. A has been teasing

P and P wants to get even with her/him. So P says, "I'll

give you a ride in the wagon to the playground." So A sits

inside the wagon and P pulls it to the playground. As they

near the playground, there is a rock in the path. The wagon

goes over the rock. The wagon tips over and A falls out and

skins her/his elbow.

Story 2, Version 4

There are two children named Pat and Ann/Andy. One

summer day, P and A are playing outside. A has been teasing

P and P wants to get even with her/him. So P says, "I'll

give you a ride in the wagon to the playground." So A sits

inside the wagon and P pulls it to the playground. As they

near the playground, there is a rock in the path. The wagon

goes over the rock. The wagon tips over and A falls out and

breaks her/his arm.

NAwwm - - 'I" WWOR ----M go! OWN

72



Appendix B--Continued

Story 3, Version 1

one day Eddie/Ellen is over at Allen/Alice's house.

While there, he/ she sees A's radio and tries to turn it on.

But the radio doesn't work. E and A are good friends. So E

wants to take the radio to the repair shop to get it fixed.

E picks up the radio. The radio slips out of E's hands and

falls on the floor. One small knob breaks off.

Story 3, Version 2

One day Eddie/Ellen is over at Allen/Alice's house.

While there, he/ she sees A's radio and tries to turn it on.

But the radio doesn't work. E and A are good friends. So E

wants to take the radio to the repair shop to get it fixed.

E picks up the radio. The radio slips out of E's hands and

falls on the floor. The radio breaks into a hundred pieces.

Story 3, Version 3

One day Eddie/Ellen is over at Allen/Alice's house.

While there, he/ she sees A's radio and tries to turn it on.

But the radio doesn't work. E doesn't like A. So E wants

to drop the radio and break it for good. E picks up the

radio. The radio slips out of E's hands and falls on the

floor. One small knob breaks off.

Story 3, Version 4

One day Eddie/Ellen is over at Allen/Alice's house.

While there, he/ she sees A's radio and tries to turn it on.

But the radio doesn't work. E doesn't like A. So E wants
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to drop the radio and break it for good. E picks up the

radio. The radio slips out of E's hands and falls on the

floor. The radio breaks into a hundred pieces.

Story 4, Version 1

One day John/Joan and Bill/Betty are practicing

baseball at school. J is the pitcher. He/she is going to

throw the ball for B to hit with the bat. J and B play for

the same team. So J wants B to be a good player and to hit

the ball a long way. J throws the ball to B. The ball hits

B on the leg and gives him/her a small bruise.

Story 4, Version 2

One day John/Joan and Bill/Betty are practicing

baseball at school. J is the pitcher. He/she is going to

throw the ball for B to hit with the bat. J and B play for

the same team. So J wants B to be a good player and to hit

the ball a long way. J throws the ball to B. The ball hits

B in the face and gives him/her a bloody nose.

Story 4, Version 3

One day John/Joan and Bill/Betty are practicing

baseball at school. J is the pitcher. He/she is going to

throw the ball for B to hit with the bat. J and B play for

different teams. So J wants B to be a bad player and to

miss the ball completely. J throws the ball to B. The ball

hits B on the leg and gives him/her a small bruise.
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Story 4, Version 4

One day John/Joan and Bill/Betty are practicing

baseball at school. J is the pitcher. He/she is going to

throw the ball for B to hit with the bat. J and B play for

different teams. So J wants B to be a bad player and to

miss the ball completely. J throws the ball to B. The ball

hits B in the face and gives him/her a bloody nose.
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Text of Consent Form

Dear Parent,

I am a graduate student at North Texas State University

conducting research on children's moral development. The

purpose of this study is to explore whether children's moral

reasoning skills can be promoted through brief instructional

training.

Ms. W has been fully informed about this project and

has enthusiastically consented to allow me to conduct the

study at Fort Worth C. School. The results can be used by

the school.

Each child will listen to stories and answer a few

questions about what she/he heard. This should take about

15-20 minutes. Your (your child's) participation in this

effort is entirely voluntary. 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.

If you have any questions, you may contact Ms. W at

Fort Worth C. School for more details or you may call me at

(817) 566-8766 or leave a message at (817) 565-2671. After

the study is completed, I will sent you a letter summarizing

the general findings. If you would like your child to

participate in this study, please complete and detach this
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form and return it to your child's teacher. Thank you for

your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

Deborah Parker Deborah G. Garfin,

Ph.D. Graduate Student University

Supervisor

Name of Child: Age:

Date of Birth: Sex:

I hereby give consent to Deborah Parker to conduct the study

described to me in the above letter. I have read this

explanation and understand the nature and purpose of the

research. I understand that my (my child's) participation

is entirely voluntary and that my child's name will not be

published. I also know that I may ask the researcher any

questions at any time. Understanding this, I voluntarily

consent to allow my child to participate in this study.

Parent/Guardian:

77

Date:
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Text of Story Components

Story 1: The Mustard Bottle (a)

Setting

Initiating Event

Internal Response

Attempt

Cause of

of Consequence

Consequence

One day, a girl named Pam goes

grocery-shopping with her mother.

When they are almost finished

shopping, Pam's mother remembers

that she needs a bottle of mustard

from the back of the store.

1 Pam wants to help her mother.

2 Pam hates mustard used in

her sandwiches.

So Pam says, "I'll get it

for you, Mother," and she runs

to get the bottle of mustard.

1 As Pam is taking the bottle

off the shelf, she drops it.

2 As Pam is taking the bottle

off the shelf, it tips over into

all the other bottles.

1 The mustard bottle falls to

the floor and breaks.
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2 Ten bottles fall on the floor

and break.

Story 2: The Wagon (b)

Setting

Initiating Event

Cause of

Internal Response

Internal Response

Attemt

Cause of

Consequence

Consequence

There are two children named

Pat and Ann.

One summer day, Pat and Ann are

playing outside.

1 Ann is feeling sad

2 Ann has been teasing Pat

1 and Pat wants to cheer her up.

2 and Pat wants to get even

with her.

So Pat says,, "I'll give you a ride

in the wagon to the playground."

So Ann sits inside the wagon and

Pat pulls it to the playground.

As they near the playground, there

is a rock in the path.

The wagon goes over the rock.

The wagon tips over

1 and Ann falls out and

skins her elbow.
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2 and Ann falls out and

breaks her arm.

Story 3: The Radio (c)

Setting

Initiating Event

Cause of

Internal Response

Internal Response

Attempt

Cause of

of Consequence

Consequence

One day Eddie is over at

Allen's house.

While there, he sees Allen's

radio and tries to turn it on.

But the radio doesn't work.

1 Eddie and Allen are good friends.

2 Eddie doesn't like Allen.

1 So Eddie wants to take the radio

to the repair shop to

get it fixed.

2 So Eddie wants to drop the radio

and break it for good.

Eddie picks up the radio.

The radio slips out of Eddie's

hands and falls on the floor.

1 One small knob breaks off.

2 The radio breaks into a

hundred pieces.
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Story 4: The Baseball (d)

Setting

Initiating Event

Cause of

Internal Response

Internal Response

Attempt

Cause of

Consequence

Consequence

One day John and Bill are

practicing baseball at school.

John is the pitcher. He is

going to throw the ball for Bill

to hit with the bat.

1 John and Bill play for

the same team.

2 John and Bill play for

different teams.

1 So John wants Bill to be

a good player and to hit the

ball a long way.

2 So John wants Bill to be

a bad player and to miss the

ball completely.

John throws the ball to Bill.

1 The ball hits Bill on the leg

2 The ball hits Bill in the face

1 and gives him a small bruise.

2 and gives him a bloody nose.
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Note. a,b These stories were taken from Gottlieb, Taylor,
and Ruderman (1977).

c This story was taken from Austin, Ruble, and
Trabasso (1977).

d This story was taken from Grueneich (1982).
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Table 1

Coding System for Why Questions

Reason Abbreviation

Positive intention of protagonist

Negative intention of protagonist

Neutral intention of protagonist

Circumstances beyond protagonist's control

Ineptitude of protagonist

Postive trait of protagonist

Negative trait of protagonist

Inadequate reason for protagonist's behavior

Behavior taken by protagonist

Negative consequence of behavior

Possible negative consequence of behavior

Possible positive consequence of behavior

Alternative behavior could have been taken

Rule statement could have been followed

Personal feelings of subject stated

No answer given by subject

Pos.Int.

Neg.Int.

Neut.Int.

Circumst.

Inept

Pos. Trait

Neg. Trait

Inadq.Rs.

Behavior

Ng.Cons.

Ps.Ng.Cn.

Ps.Ps.Cn.

Alt.Beh.

Rule Stmt

Personal

No Answr

Code

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

il-------------- wmpmmmwm
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Table 3

Percentages of Recall for
Each Story Component

Setting

Condition 5-7 yrs 8-10 yrs 11-12 yrs All ages

Internal .41 (.49) .59 (.49) .78 (.42) .59 (.49)

External .37 (.49) .70 (.46) .80 (.40) .62 (.48)

Control .47 (.50) .66 (.48) .80 (.40) .64 (.48)

All Conditions .42 (.49) .65 (.48) .79 (.41)

Initiating Event

Condition 5-7 yrs 8-10 yrs 11-12 yrs All ages

Internal .37 (.49) .62 (.49) .69 (.47) .56 (.50)

External .52 (.50) .67 (.47) .59 (.49) .59 (.49)

Control .48 (.50) .67 (.47) .66 (.48.) .60 (.49)

All conditions .46 (.50) .66 (.48) .65 (.48)

i
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Cause of Internal Response

Condition 5-7 yrs 8-10 yrs 11-12 yrs All ages

Internal .50 (.50) .65 (.48) .67 (.48) .60 (.49)

External .40 (.49) .75 (.44) .69 (.47) .61 (.49)

Control .27 (.45) .62 (.49) .81 (.39) .60 (.50)

All conditions .39 (.49) .67 (.47) .72 (.45)

Internal Response

Condition 5-7 yrs 8-10 yrs 11-12 yrs All ages

Internal .61 (.49) .78 (.42) .86 (.35) .75 (.43)

External .52 (.50) .73 (.44) .84 (.37) .70 (.46)

Control .50 (.50) .69 (.47) .80 (.40) .66 (.47)

All conditions .54 (.50) .73 (.44) .83 (.37)
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Attempt

Condition 5-7 yrs 8-10 yrs 11-12 yrs All ages

Internal .72 (.45) .87 (.33) .92 (.27) .84 (.37)

External .86 (.35) .92 (.27) .95 (.21) .91 (.28)

Control .77 (.43) .81 (.39) .94 (.24) .84 (.37)

All conditions .78 (.41) .87 (.34) .94 (.24)

Cause of Consequence

Condition 5-7 yrs 8-10 yrs 11-12 yrs All ages

Internal .80 (.40) .95 (.21) .86 (.35) .87 (.34)

External .86 (.35) .91 (.29) .89 (.31) .88 (.32)

Control .87 (.33) .92 (.27) .95 (.21) .92 (.28)

All conditions .84 (.36) .93 (.26) .90 (.30)

Offisk,
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Consequence

Condition

Internal

External

Control

All conditions

5-7 yrs

.78 (.42)

.78 (.42)

.83 (.38)

.80 (.40)

8-10 yrs

.86 (.35)

.89 (.31)

.86 (.35)

.87 (.34)

11-12 yrs

.91 (.29)

.89 (.31)

.83 (.38)

.87 (.33)

All ages

.85 (.36)

.85 (.35)

.84 (.37)

Note. The values represent percentages of the number
of each story component recalled. The values
in parentheses are standard deviations.
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Table 7

Mean Scores for the Right/Wrong Judgment
by Version, Condition, and Age

S to 7 year olds

Internal

2.31 (1.19)

2.56 (1.36)

3.19 (1.22)

3.12 (1.15)

2.80 (1.26)

External

2.0 (1.03)

2.37 (1.02)

3.37 ( .88)

3.62 ( .88)

2.84 (1.16)

Control

2.31 (1.14)

2.69 ( .95)

3.37 ( .88)

3.0 (1.09)

2.84 (1.07)

Conditions

2.23 (1.11)

2.60 (1.14)

3.31 ( .99)

3.17 (1.08)

8 to 10 year olds

Internal

2.19 ( .75)

2.25 ( .86)

3.56 ( .63)

2.94 ( .85)

2.73 ( .95)

External

2.0 ( .82)

1.94 ( .77)

3.50 ( .82)

3.50 ( .89)

2.73 (1.12)

Control

1.81 ( .91)

2.19 (1.11)

3.50 ( .63)

3.44 ( .89)

2.73 (1.16)

Conditions

2.0 ( .82)

2.12 ( .91)

3.52 ( .68)

3.29 ( .90)

Ver.

V_

V2

V3

V4

All

Ver.

Vi

V2

V3

V4

All

***4k44, xl- 1 MONO
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11 to 12 year olds

Ver. Internal

Vl 2.0 ( .97)

V2 2.25 (1.18)

V3 3.37 ( .96)

V4 3.12 ( .79)

All 2.73 (1.14)

External

1.69 (1.01)

2.19 ( .98)

3.5 ( .63)

3.44 ( .89)

2.70 (1.18)

Control

1.88 ( .72)

2.12 ( .88)

3.25 (1.00)

2.94 ( .93)

2.55 (1.04)

Conditions

1.85 ( .90)

2.19 (1.00)

3.37 ( .87)

3.23 ( .88)

Note. The labels Ver. and V represent story version.
The values represent mean scores for the right/wrong
judgment by version, condition, and age. The values
in parentheses are standard deviations.
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Table 8

Mean Scores for the Like/Dislike Judgment
by Version, Condition, and Age

5 to 7 year olds

Internal

1.75 (1.06)

2.06 (1.06)

2.69 (1.01)

2.87 (1.02)

2.34 (1.12)

External

2.06 (1.12)

2.12 ( .88)

3.06 (1.00)

3.23 ( .86)

2.62 (1.09)

Control

2.31 (1.14)

2.12 ( .81)

2.94 ( .93)

2.56 (1.26)

2.48 (1.07)

Conditions

2.10 (1.13)

2.19 ( .94)

2.81 ( .98)

2.83 (1.12)

8 to 10 year olds

Internal

1.87 ( .62)

2.06 ( .57)

2.94 ( .77)

2.62 ( .88)

2.37 ( .83)

External

1.81 ( .66)

1.5 ( .52)

3.19 ( .75)

3.12 (1.02)

2.41 (1.06)

Control

1.81 ( .75)

1.62 (1.09)

3.19 ( .75)

3.12 ( .88)

2.44 (1.12)

Conditions

1.83 ( .66)

1.73 ( .79)

3.10 ( .75)

2.96 ( .94)

Ver.

Vl

V2

V3

V4

All

Ver.

Vi

V2

V3

V4

All

I 11 || lil I li
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11 to 12 year olds

Ver . Internal

Vl 1.94 ( .77)

V2 1.75 ( .86)

V3 2.94 ( .85)

V4 2.88 ( .72)

All 2.37 ( .95)

External

1.25 ( .45)

1.56 ( .73)

3.06 (1.00)

3.06 (1.12)

2.23 (1.19)

Control

1.44 ( .63)

2.0 ( .89)

3.06 ( .68)

2.88 ( .88)

2.34 (1.01)

Conditions

1.54 ( .68)

1.77 ( .83)

3.02 ( .84)

2.94 ( .91)

Note. The labels Ver. and V represent story version.
The values represent mean scores for the like/dislike
judgment by version, condition, and age. The values
in parentheses are standard deviations.
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Table 11

Mean Percentages for Each Why
Right/Wrong Reason by Age

Reason 5 to 7 yrs 8 to 10 yrs I1 to 12 yrs

1 Pos.Int. 7.0 (1.6) 12.7 (3.6) 16.1 (1.9)

2 Neg.Int. 12.4 (4.0) 9.5 (1.9) 11.1 (1.2)

3 Neut.Int. 4.9 ( .2) 2.6 ( .7) 1.3 ( .6)

4 Circumst. 12.7 (2.3) 14.2 ( .8) 10.5 ( .9)

5 Inept 2.0 (2.5) 5.1 (4.0) 7.5 (3.9)

6 Pos.Trait 2.5 (1.3) 2.1 (1.0) 1.3 ( .5)

7 Neg.Trait 3.7 (2.2) 3.9 (2.5) 3.3 (1.1)

8 Inadq.Rs. .4 ( .7) 4.0 (1.4) 5.2 (3.0)

9 Behavior 21.0 (1.7) 16.4 (4.9) 15.2 (4.0)

10 Ng.Cons. 19.7 (3.9) 9.5 (2.8) 7.6 (2.4)

11 Ps.Ng.Cn. 1.7 (2.9) 3.6 (2.2) 1.6 ( .6)

12 Ps.Ps.Cn. .8 (1.4) 1.4 (1.2) .7 (1.1)

13 Alt.Beh. 5.3 (1.3) 8.0 (1.5) 13.4 ( .8)

14 Rule Stmt 2.9 (1.9) 4.7 (1.8) 3.0 (2.0)

15 Personal .4 ( .8) 1.1 (1.8) 1.3 (1.1)

16 No Answr 2.5 (2.6) 1.1 (1.8) 1.0 (1.0)

Note. Unabbreviated' names of reasons are in Table 1.
Values represent mean percentages of reasons given

within each age group. Values in parentheses are

standard deviations.
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Table 12

Mean Percentages for Each Why
Like/Dislike Reason by Age

Reason 5 to 7 yrs 8 to 10 yrs 11 to 12 yrs

1 Pos.Int. 13.3 (3.2) 13.8 (2.3) 19.2 ( .7)

2 Neg.Int. 7.0 (1.0) 9.1 (1.7) 10.7 (3.4)

3 Neut.Int. 4.9 (1.1) 1.4 ( .5) .4 ( .6)

4 Circumst. 11.0 (2.8) 12.0 (4.3) 9.3 ( .7)

5 Inept 1.6 (1.8) 1.7 (1.5) 3.1 ( .9)

6 Pos.Trait 5.0 (1.4) 7.7 (1.6) 8.6 ( .9)

7 Neg.Trait 3.8 (2.2) 9.4 ( .7) 6.9 (2.5)

8 Inadq.Rs. .4 ( .7) 4.0 ( .8) 3.4 (2.2)

9 Behavior 22.1 (4.7) 10.6 (4.7) 12.0 (3.1)

10 Ng.Cons. 16.4 (2.1) 6.3 (2.6) 3.4 (1.2)

11 Ps.Ng.Cn. 1.3 (1.3) 2.2 (1.2) 1.7 (1.2)

12 Ps.Ps.Cn. .8 (1.4) 2.5 (1.4) 1.4 (1.6)

13 Alt.Beh. 2.4 (1.1) 5.2 (2.0) 6.9 (2.5)

14 Rule Stmt .8 ( .7) .7 ( .6) 3.4 ( .5)

15 Personal 4.6 (4.0) 12.8 (4.3) 7.9 ( .8)

16 No Answr 3.3 (2.9) .7 ( .6) 1.8 (2.2)

Note. Unabbreviated names for reasons are in Table 1.
Values represent mean percentages for reasons given

within each age group. Values in parentheses are
standard deviations.
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Table 13

Rank Orders of Reasons by Age

Why Right/Wrong Reasons

5 to 7 yrs

Behavior 21.0

Neg. Conseq. 19.7

Circumstance 12.7

Neg. Intent 12.4

8 to 10 yrs

Behavior 16.4

Circumstance 14.2

Pos. Intent 12.7

Neg. Intent 9.5

Neg. Conseq. 9.5

Alt. Behav. 8.0

11 to 12 yrs

Pos. Intent 16.1

Behavior 15.2

Alt. Behav. 13.4

Neg. Intent 11.1

Circumstance 10.5

Why Like/Dislike Reasons

5 to 7 yrs

Behavior 22.1

Neg. Conseq. 16.4

Pos. Intent 13.3

Circumstance 11.0

8 to 10 yrs

Pos. Intent 13.8

Personal 12.8

Circumstance 12.0

Behavior 10.6

Neg. Trait 9.4

Neg. Intent 9.1

11 to 12 yrs

Pos. Intent 19.2

Behavior 12.0

Neg. Intent 10.7

Circumstance 9.3

Pos. Trait 8.6

Note. Numbers are percentages of reasons that are greater
than 8 percent.
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