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ABSTRACT

The purpase of this study was to examine the

Blagetlan hypotheses which pcslt the fallﬁwxhgx

unilateral respect for adults to mutual respect for

adults and peers. These hypbtheses were examined by

assgssing age—%glated ehanges‘in't'e ways in which

,children réasoﬁ about and evalua¥e transgressive

acts. More speelflcally the study assessed age-related

changes in children's abilities tp make moral distinc-

tions between justified and unjustified transgressions.

E‘v;t alsé assessed whether children at two age levels

evaluated child and adult tf&nsgressgrs>diffeféﬁtly_
Thirty-two second grade students and thifty—

two sixth gradé gtudents were presented with two

short stories éboutva child @f\an adult who stole

a low priced item of merchandise either out of necessity N

or for purely selfish reasons. The age samples

selected were assumed to be representative of Piaget's

two main stages of moral development. The'subjects

were askgd to evaluate the transgressive acts through

rating .scales and(verbal comments. A content analysis

was perféfméd on the subjé&ts‘ verbalizations throughout

v
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the testing session. The main-gtatistical Procedures

‘utiliied to test the hypéthésésﬁwere a 3-way analysis
@f{v&riaﬁce ana‘éﬁi—Square} aﬁalyses. * .

The resuiéé igaicated a number of findings which
lend sﬁ;@crt to the Piagetian notiomr of a developmental .
transition from ijeetiveitc gsub jective responsibility.
These findings were 1)g§rade two subjects jugged
justified and unjusti}igd trégsgressians as equally
régrehansiﬁlefwhereas Grade six subjects Judged
justified transgressions as less reprehensible than
unjustiiieé ffansgfessiﬁﬁs; 2) Grade two subjects
judged juétified transgressions as more reprehénsibie
than did Grade six subjects; j) Prgpgrfianately more ( .
sixth grade subjects than second grade subjects made
reference to the belief that the moral rule about
not stealing can be compromised in order to hengf a
higher ﬁrinc}ple such as the right to survival

and 4) Proportionately more second grade subjects than

sixth grade subjects referred to the possible
b; © ;s. 5: - -

consequences of the transgressive acts when making thwdm

- evaluations.
The study also revealed several findings which
call into question the validity of the Piagetian

notion Df a developmental transition from unilateral

vi



respect for adults to mutual respect qu adults and
peers. These findings were 1) Second grade subjects
did not judgeechild transgressors as more rePrehénsible
than adult transgressors and 2) Second grade subjects'
judgments of adult transgressors were'nat less negaﬂzge

|
than sixth grade subjects' judgments of adult trans-

gressors.
Impiications for education and suggestions for
- - -~
further research were discussed. |
’ v
] ’
s e
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Eéékgraund to_the Psychological Study of Morality

While mankind has long been interested in the na-
ture of morality, the psychological study of morality
has been a rather recent phenomenon. Social scientists
have traditionally felt more comfortable leaving discus-
sions of morality up to philosophers or théologians who
were ccnsideréd more able to define and explain nebulous
concepts such as virtue, resporisibility énd Justice.
Early exceptions to this scientific bias awdy from values
can be found in the work of psychologists such as jean
Piaget and Gordon Allport. Piaget investigated moral
development in the 1920's and Allport discussed issues
_such as prejudice, the psychology of religion and the
nature of attitudes and morality in the 1930°'s and 1940's.
The work of both of these men was left virtually ignared'
until recent years when fhe s¥udy of morality became more
écceptable within psychological circles. Hartshorne
and May (1928-30) pioneered tﬁ; research into the

relationship between various forms of moral conduct.

Their studies were widely criticized, ‘mainly orf methodo- SR

logical grounds. These criticisms made evident the



serious obstacles involved in properly researching
morality and perhapsAdiécauraged,further research into
the area.

Recent societal changes aﬁd new developments withini
the fields of education and psychology have given the é‘
psychological study of marality'a new sense of 1egifimacy.
The Civil Rights' Movement, the Vietnam War, the student
protests of the 1960's, the Women's Movement, the devel-
opment of nuclear technology and issues such as drug
usage, ecology, hemgsexﬁaiify and abartioﬂikave brought
moral concerns to thf fore in the public mind (Hetgp.
Miller, and Fielding, 1980; Rest, 1979). 7
. The heightened public awareness of moral issues
has resulted in increased demands for moral education
programs in the schoélsj I response to these demands,
curriculum sgeeialisté, philosophers and psychciagists
have developed a variety of models of mcfal education
gome of which include rationale building, consideration,
vélues clarification,. values analysis, cognitive moral
development and social actiaﬁ (Hersh, Miller, and
Fielding, 1980).

Two recent developments within the fie;d of psychol-
; ogy have aléa contributed to the pfaliférgtian of re-

‘search into moral development. First, the emergence of



humanistic psychological theories has produced an atmos-
phere favorable to the study of issues such as morality.
Abraham Maslow, a major proponent of the humanistic
school of psychology, believed that in grder to truly -
understand man as an integrated wholistic being, one
would have to study all aspects of the human experience. .
Maslow maintained that psychologists should include

the study of man's religion, poetry, values, philosophy
and art in their research because behavlor could not

be understood apart from feelings, d331res, agpirations
and values. Thus through the work of humanists such as -
Maslow, the field of psychology matured to the point
where it became willing to acknﬁwledge and address the
questions about values and mcrality inherent in the
study of man.

A second regent development within the field of
psychology which stimulated research into morality and
méral development was the widespread acceptance of the
cognitive defelcpmentél theory of human development.

The two theories of human development which directed

much of the psychological research prior to the 1960's
tended to equate moral development with saeiéliZationi
Both the psychoanalytic and learning theories agreed with

*

. the notion that gpt;mal moral develgpment is aghieved -
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whéﬁ a person conforms to the rules of sceiety (i,erner,
1976).
Cognitive developmentalists did much to broaden
this narrow conception of moral development. Jean Piaget,
the founder q?ithis new theory, cgnténdéd that a person's
perception of reality is cognitively constructed. There-
fore, inner cognitive processes such as how people per-
ceive, organize and interpret events became impcrtipt
‘issues to be researched. Psychological rese%;eh was
no longer limited to the study of observable behaviors.
With the new emphasis on exploring inner cognitive
processes, it became legitimate for psychologists to
~ study how people reason about and evaluate moral questions.
Piaget posited the exisfence of basic c@gnitive'
structures which are common to all persons and which
evolve in a developmental progression from the conceptually
primitive to the conceptually complex. In his majar work

The Moral Judgment of the Child, first published in 1932,

he'led psychologists in identifying thé basic logical
structures underlying childrens' moral judgments.
According to Piaget, if one could identify a number
qf specific features in a particular child's moral
thinking one could make inferences about the child's
level of moral development. The present study facuéed

a



upon a reexamination of two of the Piagetian theoretical

constructs concerning moral development.

ignificance of the Problem

The previous section of this chapter demonstrated
that moral development and moral Educéticﬁ are important
contemporary issues within psychological and educational
circles. ‘Althgugh the Piagetian view of moral develop-
ment has been the major shaping force in the research
of moral judgment making;,several basic Piagetian con=-
structs have rece;ved only the cursory attent;aﬁ of in-
vestigators. The present study has theoretical signifi-
cance in that it attempts to fill in the gaps of the
research by testing the validity of several of these no-
tions which have Pfeviausly been largely ignored.

In order to design meaningful moral education pro-
grams, it is important to understand the ethical world
of the growing child. This entails learning.abiut the
child's attitude towards parénts, other childrénj
' teéchers, school, rules and standards of social behavior.
Mbreoveri it is also crucial to know what changes occur
in the moral perspecfive'éf the child as he matures cog-
nitively and gains new life experienees. The present

study has practlcal 51gn1flcance in that it attempts to



provide psychologists and educators- with afciearer
picture of how children at two different age levels
perceive and .evaluate certain moral issues. The find-
ingé of the present study will have implications for

the design and implementation cf'mcgai education programs.

Nature of thé Problem

Piaget (1948) delineated two major levels of moral
development. He hypothesizéd that the moral reasoning <
of children between the éges of four and nine or ten |
is qualitatively different from that of ¢hildren above
the age of ten. The present study examines severgl of ;34
Piaget's notions concerning how children in these two
age groups differ in their moral reasoning.

Piaget (1948) hypothesized that children under the
~age of nine base their moral judgments on objective .
responsibility conceptions. That is, in evaluating
the naughtiness of a particular act, they consider only
the external obvious characteristics of the act such
as its consequences or the amount Q§’dam§§e incurred.
Piaget contended that there is an increasing emphasis
on subjective responsibility with age so that by the
Judgments on the internal or subjective processes in

the actor such as his intentions or motives. : v



Piaget;assessil the felative influence of objective
and subjective responsibility conceptions in thé moral
reasoning of children by presentting subjects-with
pPairs of stories for evaluation. Thesge story-pairs
typically contrasted an accidental act which resulted
in high damage with an intended misdeed which resulted
in low damage. Judgments based upon the amount of
 damage caused by the act were considered as evidence
of thE’ﬁsage of objective responsibility concepts whereas.
judgments based on the intentionality of the actor.
were assumed to evidence Subjective responsibility.

Most of the studies which havé attempted to test
Piaget's notions of objective and suﬁjective respon-
sibility have employed thé Piagetian research paradigm
or a modification of it. The majority of these studies
" have folla:’d the Piagetian lead by also assessing the
ability of children at various age levels to make
moral distinctions between intentional and accidental
acts of harm (Keasey, 1977a). The data yielded by
these studies generally lends support to Piaget's
hypothesis regarding the éevelcpmental shift from
objective to subjective responsibility. _

Several recent studies (Berg-Cross, 1975; 'Buchaﬁan

‘and Thompeon, 1973 Gutkin, 19727 Hebble, 1971; and
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Imamoglu, 1975) report findings which suggest that thg»
transition from the objective responsibility stage
to the subjective responsibility stage is gradual
in nature. That is, between pure consequence baged
moral judgment making and pure intention based moral
judgment making is a stage in which judgments are based
on both congequences and intentions. A gradual incgease'
in the weighting given t;fintent information is repcrted!
with increased age. R
The present study reexamines the developmental
transition from objective to subjective responsibility
from a slightly different perspective. Rather than
reexamining the ability of children to distinguish
accidental from intentional acfs of harm, the present
study exémines-the ability of children tgpdistinguish
differentially motivated iﬁtentianal acts of harm.
More specifically the present study examines the ability
of children at two age levels to distinguish justified
from unjugtifiedvtfansgfessians. The ability to
make this type of distinction also evidences subjective
responsibility in that it necessitatE§ consideration -
of the transgressor's subjective motive for agxing,
.Since Piagetian theory does not specifically
address the development of the ability to distinguish

justified from unjustified transgressions, the pfesent



.
study draws on Fritz Heider‘s views on the attribution
ofxrespgnsibiiity for further theoretical directiani
Heider's conception of the ébjective to subjective
responsibility transition is mere;egnceptually refined
than Piaget's in that it differentiates awareness of
intentionality (accidental/intentional &istinctien)
from awareness of motive (justifiable/unjustifiable
distinction). Thus Heider's theory provides a clearer
conceptual framework for understanding the moral
distinctions between justified and unjustified trans-
gressions.

Only a small number of researchers have examinedw
the ability of children at various ages to distinguish
intentional transgressions which can be justified
from intentional transgressions which lack justifi-
cation. ' A number of these studies report that
vchildren below the age of nine are able to base
their juigments on whegher or not the transgression
is justified or unjustified (Darley, Klosson and
Zanna, 1978; Leahy, 1979; Rule, Nesdale and
McAra, 1974; Rule and Duker, 19733y Shaw and Sulzer,
1964). However, several studies (Ferguson and Rule,
1980; Rule and Duker, 1973) also show that children
below the age of nine also qualify their judgments

=

M\
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on the basis of the'abjecfiveiputcame of the act whereas
children over the age of nine do not do so. That is,
the research demensffates that younger children are
more 1ik;1y to view the amount of damage caused by a
transgressive acf, the a@éuht of punishment administered
to the transgressor and/or the particular label of the
transgressive act (i.e. 'lying' or ’'stealing’) as
factors which lessen or increase moral culpability
whereas older children are more likely to ignore these
factors and base th&ir.meral judgments on the motives
%Qf the transgressor and the circumstances surrounding
the transgressive act. Thus it seems that the ability
to distinguish juétified’frgm unjﬁstified transgressions
develops in much the same manner as the ability to
distinguish accidental from intentional acts of harm.
In summary, the first concern of the present study
was to examine the developmental shift frém ob jective
to subjeéctive responsibility by assessing the ability
of chilfiren at two age levels to differentiate justified
from unjustified transgressions. 1In cantrést:tg the
previaﬁs studies, the transgressive acts which were
judged in the present study were all acts of theft.
Anather Piagetian notion Whlch was investigated

in this study was that of the young child's unilateral



respect for adﬁlts;‘ Piaget proposed that the general
arlentatlaﬁ of young children to objective respﬂnslbll-
ity is grounded in an attitude of heteronomous
respect towards adults and their moral commandments.,
Because the adult is viewed as an omnipotent, god-like
being, his conduct and commands are accepted as ab-
solute and as the basis of morality. Piaget suggested
that due to increased cognitive maturity (i.e. the
newly acquired ability to view situations from anothers’
perspective), increased peer group cooperation and
'decreased adult constraint, children over ten reject'
the nctiaﬁ of the omnipotent adult. . L

Researchers yha have invaatig&téd this notion
(Peterson, Peterson and Finley, 1974; Rybash, Sewall,
‘Roodin and Sullivan, 1975; Suls and Kalle, 1978; and
Dituri, 1977) have generally assumed that if young
children do in fact view the adult as omnipotent and
transgressors as less blameworthy than child trans-

gressafs. Therefore, almost all of these studies,

adults by studying the effects of the age of the trans-
g€ressor on the moral judgments of children at various

ages. That these studies have yielded contradictory
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and inconclusive findings may be related to methodo-

logical problems and conceptual ambiguity. These

-studies have typically failed to control for a number

of potentially confounding féctgrs such as story con-
tgﬁt, sex of the transgressor, level of responsibility
and outcome severity. The present study reexamined the
notion of unilateral respect for adults by studying the
effects of age of the trapsgressar on the moral
judgments of children at two age levels. >In contrast
to the earlier research on this topic, the present
study attempted to control far-the pre#icusly mentioned
potentially canfounding factors. Therefore, the

second-prablém-cansidered by the present study was
the moral evaluations of children at various ages.

Eufggsé of fhe Pregent Study

The general aim of the present study was to re-

examine the Piagétian hypotheses which pesitt the fallow-

ing: 1) the developmental shift from objective to

sub jective res?@n&ibility: and 2) the developmental

- 8hift from unilateral respect for adults to mutual

respect for adults and peers. The validity of the
aforementioned Piagetian hypotheses was examined by

assessing age-related changes in the ways in which
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children reason about and evaluate transgressive

acts.

The first ma jor objective of the study was to
assess age-related changes iﬁ the child's ability
to make moral distinctions between justified and un-
justified tln

was to determine whether or not ch;ldren at two age

levels evaluate child and adult transgressors differ-

ently.

Thirty-two second grade- students and thirty-two

sixth grade students were presented with two short
stories about a child ar an adult who stole a low
priced item of mérchandise either out of necessity
or for purely selfish reasons. The age sampleé se-
lected were assumed to be- representatlve of Piaget's

{wa main gtages of moral develcpment; The subjects

-were asked to evaluate the tfansgresslve acts in a

et
variety of ways. Explanations for the %%:iuatiqns
. e
<

were solicited.

k‘%’

Overall Plan of the Study

The foregoing sections of this-chapter have dis-
‘'dussed the background to the psychological study of

morality, the nature and Sigﬁificance of the problem

!

sgressions. The second major ob;ectlve

)
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to be studied and the specific purposes of the PfESEﬂt
study. A review of the research and theory related

to the questions under investigation will be presented
in Chapter II. Chapter III will describe in detail
tte design and procedure of the study.- Chapter IV
will highlight the results of thé study including an
analysis and interpretation of the data. Chapter V
will consistof a summary of the findings, implications

and sugijggions for further research.



CHAPTER II
A REVIEW OF THE RELATED THEORY AND RESEARCH

Qverview

The issue of moral development has reeeived the at-
tention of many prominent psychologists from the psycho-
analytic, behavioristic and cognitive developmental
schools of psychology. Because each of these major the- -
oretical orientations hold rather divergent viewpoints
with regards to the nature of the moral develaﬂment pro-
.cess, they have each affeéted the scope and direction of
éontempora:y moral psychology in very unique ways. The
first major section of this chapter will present an
overview of the main theoretical orientations to the
issue of moral development. Since the present study fo-
Cuses upon an examination of several major tenets of the
cognitive develapmentél theory of Jean Piaget, special
attention will be given to comparing eéch theory re-
- viewed with the Piagetian theory. A discussion of the
\similarities and differences between each of the major
theories will be presented. This discussion will help
to clarify the theoretical context of the present study.

The next major section of this chapter will present
a feview of the research which has examined the effects

15



of variables such as age, sex, intelligénce; socioeconom-
~ic status and culture on moral judgment making.

This review is relevant to the present study in that it
givés directibn as to which factors should be controlled
for in any inVestiggtiaﬁ*af moral judgment making. -

The research directly related to the Piagetian hy-
potheses being examined in the present study will be
reviewed next. The chapter will close with a summary of
the main findings of the pertinent research and a disg-
cussion of how these findings relate to the focus and
aims of the present study. The summary of the relevant
research will be used to generate the hypotheses to be

tested - in the present study.

A Review of the Major Theoretical éppggagpgg to_the

Issue @f;ﬁéralrﬁevglppment

The Work of Freud
The Freudian view of moral development stems from
a modified farﬁ of the philosophical doctrine of "orig-
inal sin" (Hoffman, 1970). Freud viewed the young child

: - RES
as totally egocentric and completely lacking in WHy type
of moral sense. Up till the age of one and &neehglf,

‘the child perceived the world as part of Nimself and as

existing salely for his own pleasure. ﬁhile the "id"
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is &cminant,‘ratificatinn is the only criterion

of judgment for the child..

As the child begins to perceive himself as separaﬁe

from his environment he becomes fearful of the potential
flass of parental love and protection. Thus to ensure

- satisfaction of the need for security, the child will
begin to negate self-gratification when it conflicts
with parental expectations. At this time the child does
not yet have an internalized moral code and therefore he
does not yet exhibit guilt feelings when sanctions are
braken.

Freud contended that the process of moral develop-
ment in males beyond the age of three differed some-
what from that of females of the same age level because
of- the structural differences in their genitalia .
(Lerner, 1976). According to Freud, young boys be-
tween the ages of three and five experience a complex
éf emotional reactions termed an Oedipal complex,

The Oedipal complex consists of incestuous feeliﬁgs
toward fhe mother gnd antagonistic feelings toward

the perceived rival, the father. Castration anxiety
de#elaps when the boy comes to fear that hié incestuous
desires for his mother will evoke a severe punishment

response in his father. The overwhelming fear of
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cgstr;ticn causes the boy to abandon his sexual feelings
for his i@ther and identify with his father. Identi-
fication with the father results in tre formation

of the structure of personality termed thersuperegai-
zThe superego is composed of the ego-ideal, or the b@y‘é
view of the perfect man, and the conscience, the in-
ternalization of society's ethics, standards and morals
(Lerner, 1976).

According to Freud, a somewhat analogous develop-
ment occurs in young girls. Freud posited that the young
girl develops incestuous féelings for her father
and therefore fears the punishment of her mother.
Since the girl is aware that she has no penis, she
feels ¥hat in a sense she has already been punished .
and deprived and therefore she experiénces "penis
envy”. In much the same way as castration anxiety
causes the boy to resolve his Qedipal complex, penis
envy causes the girl to resalve her‘ﬂedipal camplex.
Thus the girl comes to identify with and model her-
gelf after the mother. Just as for the boy, this pro-
cess results in the formation of the superego which
ig composed of the égo-ideal, or thelidésl mother-
figure and the conecience. Freud, however, believed.

that women never attain full superego development
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because of their failure to experience castration
anxiety. Their conscience remains>incomp1ete and
‘'never .become as ﬁorally developed as males (Lerner,
1976).

Freud believed that at approximately the age of
five, after the completion of the fhallic stage of
psychosexual development, most children have acquired
internal sanctions for their behavior. At this time
children evidence anxiety and guilf when rules are
broken.

Formation of tH!Pegosideal and the conscience
continues throughout the child's growing years.
Authority figures other than the parents assist in
the socialization process. Freud (1962) elaborates:

As a child grows up, the role of father is

carried on by teachers and others in.authority;

their injunctions and prohibitions remain
powerful in the ego-ideal and continue, in

the form of conscience, to exercise the

moral censorship. The tension between

the demands of conscience and the actual

performances of the ego is experienced

as a sense of guilt. Social feelings

rest on identification with other people,

on the basis of having the same ego-ideal
(p. 27).

According to Freud, the height of moral growth
is achieved when the conscious intellect or the ego
dominates the unconscious id and'supefego. The

morally mature person, whileAbeing cognizant of his



own needs and-limitatigns freely chooses to behave
in accord with societal rules and standards (Freud,
1962).

The research generated by Freud's theory has
concentrated on the studﬁ of guilt in transgression.
Evidence of guilt, i.e. of self-punitive and self-
critical reactions, has generally been interpreted
as an indicater of internalized moral standards and
superego development. Since this line of research
is not pertinent to the present study, these studies
will not be reviewed here. The reader is referred

to Kohlberg (1963) for a review of this topic.

Moral Development:According to the Behavioristic

Learning Theorists .

The view of moral development presented by the

bghavioristic léarning theorists is based to some

extent on the tabula rasa philosophical doctrine

(Hoffman, 1970). These theorists view the infant

as neither perverse nor pﬁfe but as a'being who

can be molded and shaped in either direction. |
Moral leérning is similar to other learning in

that it occurs through pfinciples cf‘feinféfeeient.

Thus morai development occurs when §arents and other
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significant adults Positively reinforce good behaviors
and punish or ignore bad behaviors. Positive rein-
forcement of good behaviors cause them to become
conditioned habitual responses which can be gener-
alized to new situatians. Punigshment results ln
anxlety and the inhibition of the undesired response.
Thus moral behavior and the "conscience" is nothing
more than learned stimulus response asssciétiéns
formed by external rewards and punishments (Eysenck,
1960; ardSears, 1957). ‘

Aranrreed (1969) pos;ted that cultural standards
and rules could also be\}hternallzed throu bserva-
tional learning. That is, the child lear{gfzz imi-
'tating social models and by observing the consequences
of the behaviors of others.

The behavioristic learning theorists have typically -
investigated moral development by studying the relation-
ship of ehilé-rearing Practices to various behavioral
indices of conscience such as resistance to temptatian.
A revlew of this body of research is not relevant to
‘the study as hand and therefore will not be presented
in thié paper. The reader is referred to Kohlberg
(1963) for a review of this research.

Although the Freudian and the behaviorist fheeries

present considerably divergent explanations of how

— e
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 a person develops morally, their views on indicators or
evidence of moral development are -similar. Both
theoretical perspectives describe the morally developed
pérsan as one who conforms behavigfglly.tc the ethical
standards and sanctions of society. Also, both per-
spectives emph&size the importance of adult inter-
vention in terms of socialization techniques to ensure
a proper rate and level of moral development.

The next two sections of this chapter iﬁtradﬂce
a different theoretical perspective, the ccgnitive
developmental point of view. A discussion of the
theories of Piaget and Kohlberg will reveal that the
‘cognitive developmentalists assess moral development -
in terms of how people reason about and judge moral
issues rather than how they behave.

The CQ; itive Developmental Approach of Jean Piaget,

Piagetian theory finds its roots in the philos-
ophy of Rousseau, an advocate of the doctrine of in-
nate purity. The adult, from this perspective, is
primérily a é@:tupting rather than a morally uplifting
influence in the "young child's development (Haffmgﬁ;‘
1970). According %o Plaget, the impetus for moral

development originates from within the child rather



than from adult socializing agents. In this resgect;
Piagetian theory diverges sharply from the psychoan-
. aiytic and learning theories.

Piaget introduced the cognitive developmental
approach to the study of morality. Fundamental to
this approach is the notion that a person's perception
of reality is cognitively constructed. Piaget viewed
the child as a type of philosopher whése primary con-
cern was assigning structure and organization to
his world. The child's moral philosophy was internally
logical because it was based on cognitive structures
or rules for processing information. It provided
the child with a consistent means of interpreting ex-
periences and forming moral judgmentsi

A's;cand basic principle of the cognitive devel-
opmental approach is the ngtign that the basic cognitive
structures that are common to all persons evel‘in
a developmental progression from the conceptually
'simple to the conceptually complex (Rest, 1979).
Piaget identified two distinc? moral philosophies
or 1evgls of moral development in ehildhﬁgd- Disequi-
librium caused by the interaction of increased cog-
nitivs maturity énd broadened social experience stiﬁé

ulates the progression from the lower to the higher



level of moral development.

?iage%'s account of moral development is grgaié
ismic in that he #iewed the child as an active par-
ticipant in his own moral development. Both the
action of the ch;ld on the envircnment as well as the
action of the environment on the child creates the
disequilibrium which compels the child to revise
his moral philosophy. 1In other words, when the exist-
ing cognitive structures no longer méintain the‘equie
librium between the child and the envifeﬁment, a new
- higher order cognitive structure evolves.

Piaget viewed the individual's respect fcr rules
and his sensercf justice as the heart of marallty.
Piaget (1948) stated that_“all morality consists
of a system of rules and the essence of all morality

to be‘scught for in thegrespect which, the indi-

L]

i
_vidual acquires for these rules (p. 1)." Piaget'
described the individual's sense of justice in-teme‘
of his concern for reciprocity and equality in human
relations. ’
Piiget dgfelaped his views on childhood morality
" by initinlly studying the attitudes of Genevan chila

dren tgwards the saurce. fairness ‘and alterabllity

of the rules of their childhood game of marbles.

24



To further explore the child's thoughts on specific -
~moral issues such as stealing, lying, pun;shment.
responsibility and justice, Piaget turned to a less
naturalistic method of ihvestigation. He presented
children with hypothetical situations and then asked
them to evaluaté the acticﬁé of the story characters. |
On the pasis of his findings, Piaget proposeq
the»existence of two breadA;evels of moral develop-
ment preceded by an amoral stage. Piaget viewed the
%hild who had not yet attained the first level of .
icral development as amoral because of his totally
egocentric perspective. The amoral child who is gen-
erally younger th#n four perceives'the w@fld as exist-
ing anly:ta satisfy his Personal interests and de-
sires. ¢ _
Between the ages of four and nine the child attains
the first level of moral development. According to
Piaget; the child at this level has a unilateral
respect for adults which causes him to view adﬁlt rules
ag éaered and unchangeable. This heteronomous emo-
tional Ettitude is the result of two cegnltlve def-
icits: egocentrism and realism. Egocentrism refers B
to the child’'s tendency to confuse his own perspec-
tive with that of others. Because of this deficit,
the child is incapgble of realizing that moral values

—
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are relative to various persons .or ends. Realism,_
the second cognitive deficit refers to the child's
inability to distinguish Subjective phenomena from
objective things. Thps rules are viewed as fizxed,
external things rather than as psychosocial expect-- ° -
ations (Kohlberg, 1963).

The interaction of hétergncmcus respect for
adults ané éagnitivarrealism results in a particular
moral philesaphy'termed moral realism. Observable |
agpects of moral realism include: 1) abjeétive résﬁgng

sibility M evaluation of an act in terms of its exact
conformity to the rule and its physical consequences
‘rather than in tefms of its intent; 2) iﬂflexibility

or unchangeability of rﬁles; 3} absolutes of vélue -
the child believes that everyone shares the same judg-
ment of an act; 4) moral wrangness defined by sanc-
tions - the child believes that because an éct is
puﬂisheé it must %e wrongs; and 5) duty defined as
obedience to authority. The moral réalist's sense

6f justice is characterized by: 1) ignoring of reci-
procity in defining obligations; 2) expiative justice -
that it igs not related to the crime; 3) immanent
justice - the belief that physical accidents or mis-

fortunes which follow a misdeed are willed by God,
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fate, or some inanimate object; 4) belief in collective
responsibility; 5) punishment by authority; 6) fa-
voritism by authority in distributing goods (Kohlberg,
1963). |
| " Increased peer group interaction 4nd coopera-
tion, decfeased!adult constraint, gnd the qualitative
inteliectual changes associated with iﬁereased age
caﬁge a state of disequilibrium in the child's moral
outlook. Thié disequilibrium compels the child to
reassess and change the cognitive structures underly-
ing his moral philosophy. Thus a more advanced quali-
tatively different level of moral development marked
by mutual respect towards others and an autonomous
regard for rules emerges. A% this level termed moral
sub jectivity, rules are no longer viewed as fixed '
~and eternal but are regarded as the product of group
- cooperation. The child at this level also gains the!
cognitive ability to differentiate his a;n perspec- |
tive from that of others. Observable characteristics
‘of the level of moral subjectivity include:, 1) }nten;
tionalism; 2) flexibility or changeability of ru;esz
3) relativism of values - the realization that not
all>pegple share the same perspective on the judéméﬁfmr
of an act; 4) moral judgments made independantly
of sanctions; 5) duty being dgfiiiiﬁ}n terms of

conformity and expectations of peers or equals.
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The autonomous child's sense of justice is char-
acterized by the following aspects: 1) defining
obligation in terms of contractual rights; 2) res-
titutive juétiée - belief in restitution to the vic-
tim; 3) naturalisdic causality; &) bdelief in indi-
vidual responsibility; 5) belief in punishment by
rEcinﬁéa% retaliation from the victim; 6) imparti-
ality or distributive justice (Kohlberg, 1963).

Much of the research generated by Piagetian
gtheéry will be reviewed. in a later section of this
chapter.

A comparison of the Piagetian view of marél de-
vélgpment with that of the Freudian and the learning
theorists feveals some commonalities as well as dif-

Though their phil;sephical starting paints‘aré | .
different, both Freud and Plaget view the child from
infancy up to the age of three or four as amoral and
totally egocentric. Conscience or internalized priﬁi
ciples are at.this point in time still ncn—existent:
Freud posited that the amoral stage ends with the de-
velopment of the superego whereas Piaget accounted
for the acquisition of morality with the emefgenaé

of a new philosophical outlook termed moral realism.

h

L



- 29

=

Both theorists maintained that the child at this first

level of moral development internalizes principles

or rules put forth by authority figures. Both:-theorists

perceive the child at this level as looking to
others for norms for his own actions. Social con-
formity and adherence to external rules are of prime
impaftsnce in the child's thinking. E

The second stage of moral development according
to Freud and Piaget describes the height of moral
development. Once a person has developed a-healthy
ego and has reached the stage of moral subjectivity,
he uses reason and internalized principles originating
out of his own experience to make moral judgments.

The Freudian, ?iagetian and behavioristic theories
present conflicting éi;lsﬁatiéns as to what factars.
‘cause moral development to ‘occur. Freud attributes
moral growth to the continual movement of the 1ibida;-
Piaget attributes it to the disequilibrium causéd by
cognitive growth and increased social experience; and
the behaviorists view positive and negative reinfarce—.
ment as the prime shapers cf morality.

The Freudian and behavioristic positions agreé
that the morally developed pergon is one who conforms
behavi@raliﬁﬁfc the ethical standards and sanctions

of society. Piagetian theory diverges from this
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position in that it focuses on the structure of moral
reasoning rather than the content of overt beha%icral'
responses. » | |

Also, in contrast to the Freudian and behavior-
istic Perspecfiveéi Piaget viewed the impetus for
" moral develepﬁent as originating from within the child
as a result of child-child interactions rather than
from adult saeializingvagen;s;- While Piaget empha-
sizes the importance of peer interaction, he does not
negate thE'PQSSibiE role of child-rearing practices
as a help or a hindrance to moral develagmeni- Accord-
ing to Piaget, ahtporitarian approaches help solidify
the young child's natural orientation toward heter-

onomy, whereas egalitarian child-rearing practices

increase the chances of the emergence of moral au- ¢
tomomy. Piaget (1948) states:

In order to remove all traces of moral realism
one must place oneself on the child's own
level, and give him a feeling of equality by
laying stress on one's own obligations and.
one's own deficiencies. In the sphere of
clumsiness and of untidiness in general
(putting away toys, personal cleanliness,
etc.), in short in all the multifarious .
obligations that are so secondary for moral
theory but so all important in daily life
-(perhaps nine-tenths of the commands given ,
to children relate to these material questions)
it is quite easy to draw attention to one's
own needs, one's own blunders, and to point
out their consequences, thus creating an
atmosphere of mutual help and understanding.
In this way the child will find himself in



the presence, not of a system of cammandsi

requiring ritualistic and external obedience,

but of a system of social relations such that

everyone does his best to obey the same obli-

tions, and does so out of mutual respect
P. 133-134).

The next section of this chapter will present a
‘summary of Kohlberg's moral developmental model. Since
Kohlberg's theory originates,qut of Piaget's theory, |
it can be compared to the Freudian and learﬁing theories
* in virtuall& the same manner as was just done with the
Piagetian theory. Rather than repeating this informa-
tion, the next section of this chapter will close with
a dipcussion of how Piaget's and Kohlberg's theories

differ.

Kohlberg's Extension of Piagetian Theory

Kohlberg (1967, 1969) accepted the basic cog-
nitive developmental theoretical stance, but deviated
to. a certain extent from the substance of Piagetian
theory. |

Whilé Piaget had focused his research on the
moral judgments of children between the ages of six
and eleven, Kohlberg-studied:the thinking of subjects
ﬁp till the age of sixteen. He presented his subjécter
~with hypothetical moral dilemmas in which conformity

to laws, rules or the commands of an authority figuré



conflicted with meeting the needs or ensuring-the wéli;
being of other persons. By asking his sﬁbjects to
resolve this dilemma, Kohlberg placed fhem in a con;4'
flict situation. His main purpose in doing so was

to determiné how the subjects reasoned about, defined
and‘resplved the dilemma rather than which particular
action alternative they selected. »

Kohlberg found that although subjects at various
ages might make the same moral choice response, the
reasoning behind their responses was often qualita-
tively different. He found it necessarj to posit six
distinct stages of moral development in order to ade-
quately describe the kinds of reasoning produced by
the subjects. Furthermore, Kohlberg postulated that
these six stageé which could be divided into three
levels, formed a universal, invariant sequence of:
development.

Table 1 depicts Kohiberg's'leveli and stages of
-ﬁmoral'development. ‘

- Much of the research generateq by Kohlberg's the-
ory has attempted to examine the stage properties
of moral judgment making. Some of this research
which is relevant to the present study will be reviewed

in a later section of this paper. See Rest (1979)



TABLE 1

KOHLBERG'S LEVELS AND STAGES OF

MORAL DEVELOPMENT

Level I1I

Level 11T

‘Moral value resides in external, quasi-

physical happenings, in bad acts, or in
quasi-physical needs rather than. in
persons and standards.
Stage 1: Obedience and punishment
orientation. Egocentric deference
to superior power or prestige,or a
- trouble avoiding set. Objective
responsibility.
Stage 21 Naively egoistic orien-
tation. Right action is that in-
strumentally satisfying the self’'s
needs and occasionally others'.
Awareness of relativism of value
to each actor's needs and perspec-
tive. Naive egalitarianism and
orientation to eX¥change and reci-
. Procity.
Moral value resides in performing good

or right roles, in maintaining the con-:

ventional order and the expectancies
of others. ,
Stage 31 Good-boy orientation.

Orientation to approval and to pleas-

ing and helping others. Conformity
to stereotypical images of majority
or natural role behaviour, and judg-
ment by intentions.

Stage 4: Authority and social-order

maintaining orientation. Orientation

to 'doing duty' and to showing respect

for authority and maintaining the
given soclal order for its own sake.
Regard for earned expectations of
others.

Moral value resides in conformity by the

gelT to shared or shareable standards,
rights or duties.

33



Table 1 - Continued’

Stage 51 Contractual legalistic orien-
tation. Recognition of an arbitrary
element or starting point in rules

or expectations for the sake of
agreement. Duty defined in terms

of contract, general avoidance of
violation of the will or rights of
others, and majority will and welfare.¢
Stage 61 Conscience or principle
orientation. Orientation not only

to actually ordained social rules

but to principles of choice involving
appeal to logical universality and
consistency. Orientation to conscience
as a directing agent and to mutual
regpect and trust. -

34

Source: Kohlberg, 1967 (p. 171).
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for a comprehensive review of this body of research.
Kohlberg's stage 1 resembles Piaget's heterono-
mous stage in that moral culpability is based on the
~Presence or absence of obedience and punishment. »
The two thégrists do however provide Eifferent,thEDTEti
ical explanations for the motivational basis of the
child's punishment and obedience ariéntatian; Piaget‘i‘x
maintained that the child has a deep‘respeét for
adult authority and because he feels incapable of mak-
ing independant judgments, he relies on adult rules
and commands to demarcate right from wrong. The child
focuses on punishment eniy because it indicates the
ga:entél view of the severity of the transgression.
Eéhlberg dismisses the netianlof the young child's
deep uniiateralirgspeet,fgr adults. He maintains thgt
young children merely concede to adult sanctions be-
cause they recognize that adults are maré powerful
than children. That the young child defines wrong .
in terms of the punitive canéequences of an act only
reflects a self-centered desire to avoid punishment
rgtgef than respect for adult sanctions. The type
of responses which according to Piaget indicated
unilateral respeet;far adults are interpreted by

Kohlberg as merely indicating cognitive immaturity
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and a complete lack of any concept of ru;és. In .
Kohlberg's model, elements of heteronomous respect
for authority and rules EEfame prominent at the third
and fourth stages.

-
K;%lberg s stage 2 is simllar to Piaget s auton-
omous stage particularly with regafds to relativism
of value. The child bégins to realize that not all
people share the same persgectife on the judgment
of an act. Naive conceptions of reciprocity and
exchange are also noted. That ig the child begins
to believe it is possible to ignore the label or phys-
ical eonsequences of an act if the act is 1natrumental
in serving a need.' The child gains the ablllty to
consider the needs of self and sometimes the needs
of sgignificant others wheﬁ making a moral judgment.

In spite of these similarities, it is evident
that Piage% attributes a far higher level of moral
development to children of the ten to twelve year
old age group than does Kohlberg. Kohiberg maintains
that moral judgment making at his stage 2 still occurs
in reigg jce to external and physical events, abjects
or needs rather than in. terms of social cﬁnvantians
or internal standards. Eahlberg Pestﬁlated that full

autonomous morality-(as defined by Piaget) is only



achieved as‘therchiid progresses through the last
-three stages of his moral developmental msﬁel‘
Koﬁlberg also differs from Piaget in that he
views participation in all groups - even those which
include adults - as an impetus for moral growth.
Close interaction with adults provides the child with
the opportunity of taking the perspective of the au-
thority figure. This experience gives the child a
greater appfeciatian for the role of authority in the
maintenance of the social ardefi
In summary, egﬁsiderable overlap between Piaget's
two stages of moral development and Kohlberg's six
stages was noted. Aspects gfiPiaget's heteronomy
can be founq in Kohlbergs stages one through four
and aspects of Piaget's autonomy are evident in Kohl-
berg's stages tic'threugh six_(Heffmag. 1970).
Several other theoretical differences were noted.

Piaget posited the notion of unilateral respect for

adults in the heteronomous stagexwhereas Kohlberg dig-

missed this notion. Also, Kohlberg recognized adult-
child interactions as an important impetus for moral

growth whereas Piaget viewed child-child interactions
as the sole catalyst far_mgral development.

The purpose of the next section of this chapter



is to presént an overview of Heider's (1958) views
mental to moral judgment making. Heider's 1évels

of responsibility will be compared to Piaget's levels
of moral éévélépmént.’ Heider's theory will be dié!
épased because it makes several conceptual distinctions
not evident in Piagetian theory. Of particular rel-

. evance to the present study is Heider's distinction
between justifiable and purposeful transgressions,

a diétineticﬁ alluded to by Piaget, but not clearly

defined by him.

- Heider's Views on the Attribution of Res
Concepts. included in the Piagetian theory of
moral development can also be found in Fritz Heider's

(1958) views on the attribution of responsibility.

 Heider's perspective on how people attribute respon-

sibility for events is but a part of his broader
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theory of naive psychology. Naive psychology professes

to provide a systematic analysis of the ;nterPEfséngl
events that occur in everyday life. Heider analyzed
Phenomena such as how a person thinks and feels

about other persons and how a person reacts to the

behaviors of csthers.



Heider viewed inferring causality or, as he termed
it, making a cauéalvanglysis, as fundamental to the at-
tribution of responsibility. Heider believed that the
:individual engages in causal analysis for the purpose
otic world. ‘

In a causal analysis, the cause of a particu-
lar action can be attributed to either ﬁersanal or
environmental causes. If the attribution is designated
as personal, the observer goes oh to assess whether
or not the act was intentional. Where the act is deeme
intentianal. the observer seeks out the nature of the
actor's motive. Depending on the nature e%»the obtaine
information, the observer might make judgments as
to tle dispésitianal pProperties or personality traits
of the actor. 1In any event, once a perscn is able to
| e:plain an event in terms of tkemotivations and/cr‘
d;spesitlangl properties of the actor, he feels con-
tent in his understanding of why the act h#ppened.

Evénts which might otherwise have seemed arbitrary
!and unpredictable are understood through this process
Heider postulated five possible levels of con-
lrceptualizing and attributing responsibility for an act.

Heider (1958) viewed these flve levels as "successive

=
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stages in which attriﬁhtian to the person decreases

and attribution to the envi:shment'increases (p. 113)."
According to Heider, the five levels delineate the
t%ansitign ffam a primitive mode of fhinking to a
“higher mere:saphisticéted mode of thinking. A de-

" scription of each of Helider's five levels of respon-
aibility will now be presented.

1) Global association. This level reflects a very
primitive mode of thinking in that the person is held
responsible for any effect that is in any way connected
with him., For example, a person may be held respon-
sible for the misdeeds of his ancestors. This level
carrespénds to the Piagetian notion of collective
responsibility in the heteronomous stage éf moral
development. ;

2) At this level anything caused

by the person is ascribed to him. Intentions or

motives are irrelevent here. The person is judged

according to the actual results of whatihe does. »Thié

level corresponds to the Piagetian notion of objective

responsibility in the heteronomous stage of moral de- .
, _

velopment.

3) Careless commission. At this level the individual

is held responsible for any effect that he might have

forseen. When the person's stupidity, negligence
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or moral weakness cloud his ability to forsee the
outcome of his actions, he is still held:respensible

St : -
because he should have known better.

4)

Purposeful commission. Here the person is held

reasponsible only if he intended to accomplish the
action. This level corresponds to the Piagetian -

concept of subjective responsibility which is an

observable characteristic of the moral- subjectivity

mmission. While personal causalitj
(intention and ability)ris apparent, some of the respon-
sibility faf the act is shared with the environment
because the motive behind the act finds its source in
the environment. Misdeeds committed under duress or
necessity as opposed to those that are premeditated
fall into this category (Heider, 1958). ‘

Heider's five levels of responsibility can be
viewed as an expansion and a refinemeﬁt of thé Piagetién
conception gf the objective/subjective trénsition;

Like Piaget, Heider assumes that his levels reflect
underlying cognitive processes which to some extent
determine the 1e§e1 of sophistication at which people
can attribute responsibility. Thus, Helder's levels
can be viewed as falling into a developmental sequence

in the same manner as do the Piagetian levels of
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objective énd sub jective responsibility;
| In his.reéearch. Piaget often used s?ories in
which he assumed he was.contrasting écts of purpose-
ful commission with acts of extended commission.
Karniol (1978) demonstrates however, that Piaget
~often confused purposeful commission with céreless
commission. For example, while the first story in the
following widely used story-pair (Piaget, I9Qé) clearly
indicates extended commission, the second story could
be interpreted as;representing either careless or
purposeful comﬁission.

A little boy who is called John is in his
room. He is called to dinner. He goes into
the dining room. But behind the door there
was a chalr, and on the chair there was a tray
with 15 cups on it. John couldn't have known
that there was all this behind the door. He
goes in, the door knocks against the tray,
bang go the fifteen cups and they all get
broken! ‘ . ¢

s0Once there was a little boy whose name
was Henry. One day when his mother was out
he tried to get some jam out of the cup-
board. He climbed up on to a chair and
stretched out his arm. But the jam was too
high up and he. couldn't reach it and have
any. But while he .was trying to get it he
knocked over a cup. The cup fell down and
broke (p. 118).

It is clear that John in the first story aould
not have known that a tray with fifteen cups was on a
‘chair right behind the door. Attributing responsi- °

bility to John for the damage incurred should therefore
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definitely be a level tw0'judément. While Henry in
story two did not anticipate the damage incurred, it
could have been forseen. Using Heiderian criteria

regognition of the third level

this story would ass

of responsibility or careless commisS\ion. Piaget

however. agssumes it assesses purposeful commission

because the child's primary intent in fhe story is

negative. The problem here is that/fhe act of damage

is accidental and therefore not d rectly related to

the primary intenz of the actor. |
Heider's fifth level of responsibility appears

to represent a more sophisticated level of thinking

than that described in Piaget's subjectivé responsi-

bility level. Heider's fourth level, the subjective

responsibility level requires recognition of intention-

ality before the attribution of responsibility cén

be made. At level five however, the individual must also

evaluate the differeﬁf mptivesAwhich might nﬁ@er-

ly an intentional act. If it is found that part of the

motive for the act finds its source in the environ-

ment, less responsibility.is attributed to the per-

son 5or part ¢f the responsibility must be attributed

.- e

td the environment.

Research pertaining to the development of the
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ability to dlstlngulsh purposeful .commission from

justifiable commission will be presented and dlscussed

in a later section of this chapter.

Summary and Discussion

The precediﬁg sections of this chapter have pre-
sented an overview of the main theoretical perspectives
on moral development. Since the present study tests
several hypotheses generated by Piagetian theory,
special emphasis was'placed on comparing each theory ’
presented with the Piagetian perspective. The sig-
nificant points of comparison will now be reviewed
and discussed.

The main factor which distinguishes the cognitive
developmenti&zapproach to moral development from that
of the Freudian and behavioristic orientations in-
volves the means of assessing moral development.
Cognitive deveiopmentalists assess moral development.
in terms of how people reason about and judge moral
issues whereas Freudians and behaviorists view the
extent to which people conform behav1orally to the
ethical standards and rules of society as an 1nd1cator'
of moral maturity. Stated in another way, the cog-
nitive developmentalists analyze the structure of

moral reasoning whereas the Freudians and the
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béhaviorists'measﬁre the moral content of overt
behavioral fesponses.

The Freudian, behavioristic and cognitive develop-
mental theories also present quite divergent explana-
tions as to what factors cause moral development to
occur. Freudians attripute moral growth to -the con-
tinual movement of the libidos and the éognitive
developmentalists attribute it to the disequilibrium
causéd by cognitive growth ahd increaéed social ex-
perience. '

The different perspectlves also attribute various
levels of importance to the role of the adult tn the‘
moral development of the child. ,The Freudians and
the behaviorists view the adult as extremely important.
in the process of moral developmgnt. Freudians be-
lieve that the development of the conscience and the
superego cannot occur without the pfesence of a strong ‘
adult figure who admonishes the child for his wrong-
doings. Learning theorists also view adults as the
prime shapers 6f moral development because of their
power as reinforcement agents.

In contrast to the positions of the Freudians
;nglthe behaviorists, the cognitive developmentalists
place considerabiy less.emphasis on the role of the
gdultbin the moral development of the child. Piaget

viewed the main impetus for moral development as



originating from within the child as a result of
child-child interactions. Piaget believed that while
adults did not contribute to the moral develgpment
process through direét intervention, their approach
tc'ehildéreariﬁé could to a certain limited extent
help or hinder moral growth. Kohlberg's stance on this
issﬁe was slightly more m@dergte than that of Piaget.'
Although he placed a heavy emphasis on the need for
child-child interaction, Kohlberg also viewed adult-
child interaction as an impetus for moral growth
especially when it provided the child with the
opportunity of taking on the perspective of an authority
figure.

Several striking similarities can be noted in
' the stage progression proposed by the various moral
development models. The theoretical positions of |
Freud, Piaget and Kohlberg all view the child as
moving from a completely amoral stage to a level char-
acterized by ﬁbedienée to external rules and authority.
The height of moral defelepment according to all three
thegfieé is achieved when the perécn bases his moral
evaluations on reason and internalized principles
which have originated out of his own experience.

F

Kohlberg's theory differs from Piaget's in that
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it posits six distinect stages of moral reasoning as
oppoSed to®the two presented by Piaget's theory.
Aspects of Piaget's heteronomous stage can be found in
Kohlberg's stages one through four. Aspects of Piaget's
autonomous level can be found in Kohlberg's stages
twé through six. Piaget's theory attributes a far
higher level éf moral development to children of the
ten to twelve age group than does Kohlberg's theory.

The two theories also differ with réspéct to their
- views on the motivational basis of the young child's
orientation to obedience ané punishment. The Piagetian
position is that the child focuses on Punishment
and obedience because of an attitude of heteronomous
respect tcwafds adﬁlts and their moral commandments.
Kohlberg's theory dismisses this notion and attributes
the child's punishment and obedience orientation to o
a realistic-hedonistic desire to avoid the shame and
punishment of transgression.

’ Though Heider's perspective on the attribution

of responsibility cannot be classified as a moral
judgmental theory per se, it is relevant to the present
study in that it makes several conceptual distinctions
not evident in Piaget's theory. Acc@rding to Heider
a person may be held responsible to én outcome be-

cause of global association, extended commission,
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careless commission, purpcsefullcammissian or justi- .
fiable commiésion. Heider's global association and -
extended commission levels correspond with the.Pia-
getian notion of objective responsibility. Heider's
purposeful commission corresponds with the Piagetian
concept of subjective responsibility. By including
two new levels of responsibility (careless commission
and justifiable commission) Heider's hierarchy offers
both an extension and a refinement of the Piagetian
conception of the objective/subjective transition.

O0f particular relevance to the present study
is Heider's distinction between justifiable and pur-
poseful commission, a distinctian alluded to by Pia-
g€et but not clearly defined by him. At the purpose-
ful commission level full responsibility is attributed
to the person if he intended to acéamplishvthe action,
whereas at the justifiable level, even though intention-
ality is evident, some of the responsibility for the
act is attributed to the environment. Responsibility
is shared with the envirenﬁent because tﬁe motive
behind the act finds its source in the environment.
By proposing the distinction between purposeful com-
mission and justifiable commission, Heider provides a

sound conceptual framework from which one can investigate
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the child's ability to differentiate intentional
transgressive acts from transgressive acts which can

be -justified because of extenuating circumstances.

s Related to Moral Judgment Making  /

Variables a.

This section presents some of the early moral de-
velopment studies as well as much of the research which
has attempted to replicate Piaget's findings. While
many of these studies do not pertain directly to the
aspects of meral development under investigation in
the present study, they are relevant to the Present
discussion in that they present data ccncérning the
possible effecté of variab;es such as social class,
culture, intelligence, religion, child-rearing practices,

Séx and age on moral judgment making. The studies

will be gresénted in chronological order. A summary
and discussion of the findings'will conclude the
section.

Harrower (1934) used ‘Piaget's research'méthadalegy;
to examine the moral reasening of English children of
two different socioceconomioc levels. He found that
children who were of low socioeconomic status held
views regarding punishment and cheating which were simi-.
lar to fhése of the disadvantaged Genevan children

studied by Piaget. However, even the six and seven



year old children of well-to-do families responded
méturely to the moral problems. Harrower concluded
that either Piaget's stages were not universal or that
‘within certain environments, stage progression could
be accelerated. |

Abel (1941) employed the Piagetian research
paradigm in a study of the moral judgments of ninety-
four mentally handicapped white girls. The chrono-
logical ages of the girls ranged from fifteen to
eleven, were equivalent to the chronological age
range studied by Piaget. Abel found that while the
belief in retributive punishment decreased aé mental
aée increased, belief in immanent punishment was unaf-
fected by mental age. The types of moral judgments
made by the subjects seemed to be more influenced
by their living arrangements than by their mental.
‘ages. Moral realism was much more prevalent in
institutionalized girls than in the girls }iving in
the community. Ma;al realism was also more prevalent
in those girls who had been institutionalidd for
. over 8ix years as opposed to.those institutiénilizeﬁ
for less than one year. Abel explains these results in
terms of the regimentation and authoritarian

atmosphere present in the large custodial institutions



fér the mentally héﬁdicapped-

MacRae (1954) questioned 244 boys ranging in
age from five to fourteen as to the degreé of parental
authority they exﬁeriencedi: Questlans dealt with the
iextent of parental dlsc1pl;ne and control (i.e. parental
control over finishing homework or meeting curfews etc.)
and the extent to which the subjects had internalized
-parental rules and controls. MacRae found no relation-
: ship between the type of moral judgmentrused by the
boys and the type of parental authority they were
reportedly expeéed to. These findings should however
be viewed with caution since the reliability of the data;
wWAS dependent on the children's second hand reports
of parental authority. '

Havighurst and Neugarten (1955) studied the moral
and emgtiéﬁai‘develéymeht of 902 American Indian chil-
dren. The sub jects came from sii Indian tribes and
‘ranged in age from six to eighteen years. The in-
vestigatars found an increase or no change in the be-
lief in immanent justice with age. Heteronomous atti-
~tudes towards the changeability of rules were also
noted. Within three of the tribes these attitudes
were ma;ntained at all age levels whereas within the

other three tribes some growth towards autonomous



thinking was noted with increased age. These find-
ings are consistent with Piaget's hypotheses cﬂncerﬁiﬂg
children in primitive societies. :Piaget believed
that children qf primitive cultures became more rigid
in %their moral ideas as they grew older because of the
increased moral constraint of their culture.

Jahoda (1958) investigated immanent justice in
120 West African children from Accra, Ghana. The
sub jects ranged in age from\aﬁpraximately six years
to eighteen years and attended either primary or
middle school. She found no significant sex diffe:énces
in the subjects' responses. Also, contrary to the
findings of Havighurst and Neugarten (1955) there
was ;‘aagrease in the belief in immanent punishment
with age. Jahoda caneludegathgt Piaget's views about
img;ﬁent ﬁustice iﬁ primitive societies rest on
questionable assumptions. Jahoda's main criticism of
the Piagetiaﬁ view was that it utilizes simplisticir
unrealistic models of what constitutes a primitive‘
or modern society. Jahoda points out that the amount
of constraint experienced by an adult member of a
particular gulture is difficult to measure and all
éther'memebers of the culture may not experience

equal levels of constraint. Also, many contemporary



. social scientists would disagree over the eriferia
by which one judges a society ‘to be:primitive or
modern. | 7
Delores Durkin investigated the ¢hild's concepts
of juétiee’fhreugh several studies. The first study
(l959a) investigated the effects of age and intelligence
on the child's aceeptaneercf reciprocity when judgihg
infractions other than physcial aggression (i.e. steal-
ing and damaging property). The sample was comprised
of 101 Midwestern students who were in the second,
-fifth or eighth grades. Durkin reports that, ccnt%ary
to Piaget's findings, acceptance of reciprocity de-
‘creased with age. Also, no relationship between accep-
tance of reciprocity and level of intelligence was

néted.

in ehildren's conceptions of justice. She presented
190 subjects of lower and middle class socioeconomic
status with hypothetical stories involving physicalr
or verbal aggression. There were rb sex differences
in children's conceptions of justice at any of the
three é%éde levels tested.

" Boehm (1962a) examined the effects of age, intelli-
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making. Two hundred and thirty-seven boys and girls
between the ages of six and nine were presented with
Piagetian-type stories. She found that academicélly
gifted students showed sigﬁs of subjeetife resﬁan—_
sibility sooner than children of average'intelligeneei
-Alse. upper middle class children were found to be more
mature than working classfchildren- Piaget's claims
for age differences in moral judgment making were
substantiated.

Boehm ang Nass (1962) also used Piaget's clinical
method to assess the effects of age and socioeconomic -
sxétus on mgralijudgment making. One hundred and
sixty children, ages six to twelve, from working
class or middle class backgrounds were assessed. The
Boehm (1962a) results were not replicated. The authors
attribute their findings to the fact thati;he work-
ing class children in the Ecehm and Nass (1962) study
came from 'mixed’ areas rather than slum areas.
fﬁe authors suggest that exposure to middle class
influences may have had a morally uplifting effect
on the working clasé children. Significant develop-
mental differences similar to those reported by Piaget
were noted between the under nine and over nine age

groups. There were no significant sex differences
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eithep within age groups or within classes.

Boehm (1962b) investigated several aspects of _’
moral judgment in 222 Brooklyn children who were at-
tendlng either parachlal or publlc schools. The 5ubi
Jects ranged in age from six years to nine years.

The children's views regarding intentionality, indépeni
dence from adults and peer reciprocity were assessed.
In all areas, parochial students, regardless of socio-
.economic status or intelligence, made more mature moral
judgments at an earlier age than did public school
children. Several observations regarding the ability
to make intentjon-based judgments were noted. Academ-
ically gifted upper middle class children in both types
of schools made more mature judgments at an earlier
~age than their counterparts of average intelligence

or than working class children of either level of in-
telligence. Also, in public schools, academically
gifted working class children responded more maturely

than their counterparts of average iﬁtelligence. This

pattern was not found in the Catholic parochial schools

where differences due to levels of intélligenee within
the working class group fa%cred the child of avé&age

iﬂtelligence.i. g o |
Johnson (1962) investigated the reliability and

construot validity of the following aspects of moral



) < ' ’" 56

judgmenf& immanent justice, objective versus sub jective
. responsibility, -retribution gnd'expiatian versus res-
titution and recipraci%}.ithe efficacy of severe
punishhent and communicable. responsibility. A moral
judgment test‘compeséd of questions and stories modelled
after those devised by Piaget was administered to 807
Midwestern children in grades five through eleven.
Johnson summarizes his findings as follows:

The reliability of the entire moral judgment
scale was approximately .60 at each age level.
Correlations between moral judgment responses
revealed far more positive and significant cor-
relations than might be expected by chance.
Responses within moral judgment areas
(e.g. immanent justice) were nearly always
positively and significantly correlated.
Correlations of the number of matyre responses
in the various.areas of moral judgment
showed response tendencies in the areas of
moral realism, retributive vs restitution
and the efficacy of severe punishment to be
rather closely related, while responses to#
questions involving communicable respon-=
sibility were essentially unrelated to other

*  response tendencies (p. 353).

Johnson's data éuggested the existence of a two factor
model 'of moral judgment. The first and most compre-
herisive fact&r included the following aspects of moral
judgment: mofél realism versus mcral!sﬁﬁjeétivity;
retribution versus restitution; and expiative versus
reciprocal punishment. The secand‘iaétar described

the notion of collective versus individual responsibility.
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Whiteman and Kozier (1964) investigated the usage
of intentionality concepts in thé moral -judgments
of 173 public school children ranging in age from
seven years to twelve years. Their findings indicated
thaf the ability to make the more mature intEﬁtiénality
based judngﬁ%s was a function of increased age and
increased intelligence at each age level. Mature
moral ju@gment was unrelated to personality chara;ter!
istics as rated by teachers, sex of subject, attendance
at Sunday School or membership in scouting organiza-
tions.

Kohlberg (1969) reviewed data which suggested
intelligence is a»requisife but not sufficient condition
for achieving higher levels of moral development. |
He reported a curvilinear relationship between I.Q
and moral matg?ity. A linear relationship (r=.53)
was found in the below average group whereas né‘fee
lationship (rgflé) was present between the two measures
in the above average group, Thus, althaugh children
of below average intelligence were likely to also
be below average in moral maturity, children of above
average fhtelligence were equally likely to evidence
a low or'high level of m&rél maturity. Furthérmcre,
sinde moral growth continues well into adulthood

whereas general intellectual maturity does not, the
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correlation between the two measuresrdeclined with
age. Kohlberg concluded that while I.Q. was an impor-
tant factor in moral development, other factors such
as social experience were of equal or greater imper-
tance. »

Armsby (1971) presented Catholic and public school -
children (240 in total) rangig in age from six years
to ten years with a battery of story-pairs devised
to measure the usage of intenticngiity ccéceptsiin
moral judgment. He found that a higher percentage
of Catholic school children made intentionality based
judgments in response to the Piagetian stories which
stressed obedience. However, there was no significant _
difference between the Qércengége of Catholic and
public school’ children who voiced intentionality
based judgments in response to revised stories where
obedience was not stressed. Armsby (1971) suggested that
"the gre§tér emphasis on obedience and the authcritarian
approach to education in the Catholic schéals‘sensitiZéd
the Catholic schgol children to make judgments in
terms of whether the child was obeying his mother or not
(p. 1246)." E.; | ! ‘

|

L]



Summary and Discussion

A summary of the findings of the studies which
have attempted to examine the effects of variables
such as social class, intelligence, culture, child
rearing practices, sex and age on moral judgment
making will now be presented.
* The three studies (Boehm, 1962a; Boehm and Nass,
1962; and Harra;er, 1934) which have examined the
effects of social class on ﬁ;ral juﬁgmaﬁt making
and Boehm (1962a) report upper middle-class chil&ren
to be more advanced in their moral judgments than lower
or working class children. However, Boehm and Nass
(1962) did not fé§1icate these findiﬁgs. The suggestion
that lower class children evidence more mature moral
judgments when exposed to middle class influences is
plauéible but has not begn substantiatedvby research.
Contradictory findings were also reported with
regards to effects of intellectudal level on moral

Jjudgment making. Two studies (Boehm, 1962a; and

"' Whiteman and Kozier, 1964) report that intellectually

.gifted students use subjective responsibility conesptions
earlier and more often than children of average intel-

ligence. Durkin (1959) however found no relationship
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between the acceptance of reciprocity as é justice
principle and level of intelligence. Abel (1941)
found that, among mentalzretardates, belief in
retributive punishment decreased as mental age increased

whereas belief in immanent justice appeared to be

~unaffected by increased mental age. Kohlberg [1969)

found intelligence to be a factor in the moral judg- .
ments of the mentally handicapped but not in the Judg-
ments of the intellectually gifted group. ,
On the basis of these findings, it could be ari‘
gued that level of intelligence is a factor in cer-
tain aspects of moral development but not in others.

he studies just reviewed suggest that whilé inte-

T
“lectual level affects the ability to use subjective

responsibility concepts, it does not affect views
regarding immanent justice. Findings regarding the
effects of intellectual level on the usage of retrib«
utive versus reciprocal punishments are mixed. |
It would also be reasonable to argue that one
cannot measure the effects of intellectual level on
Judgment making in isolation. Support for this argu-
ment iérgained from the Boehm (1§6Ebf,study which re-
ported a significant interaction between'intellectﬁal

level, socioeconomic status and type of schooling
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(parochial versus public). She found that academi-
cally gifted upper middle class students in both types
of schools scored higher at an earlier age than their
counterparts of average intelligence or than working
class students of either level of ihtelligence. Also,
in public schools, academically gifted working class
students responded more maturely than "their counterparts
- of avgrag; in lligence. This pattern was not found
in the parochial\schools where differences due to
levels of intelligence within the working class groups
favored the child of averagé intelligence.

Cultural differences in moral judgment making were
also noted. In a study of the moral jﬁdgments of
American Indian children, Havighurst .and Neugarteh (1955)
found an increase or no change in the belief in im-
manent justice among older subjects. In three of the
six tribes studied, increased age cdrrelated with the
téhdency to accept rules as changeable rather than
fixed. Jahoda (1958) found a decrease in the belief
in immanent justice with age among west-African chil-
dren. Because the west-African children held moral
views which were similar to children of so-calléd.
"modern"” societies, Jahoda concludea that Piagéf‘s
views regarding cultural differences in moral developQ

ment rest on simplistic, questionable assumptions.



Several studies (Abel, lgglgzand MacRae, 1954)
report on the effects of authoritarian child rearing
practices on moral devel@pment._ MacRae (1954)

found no relationship between the type of ;grental
authority his subjects were exposed to and their level
of moral development. Abel (1941) found that the
authoritarian environments of large custodial institu-
tions had a limiting effect on growth towards auton-
omous thinking in mental retardates.

Studies which compare the moral judgments of
parochial school students with those of public school
students (Armsby, 1971; and Boehm, 1962b) revealed
that the parochial school environment may sometimes
have a positive effect on moral development.

Boehm (1962b) found that Catholic school students

mature earlier in their moral -judgments than their
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counterparts in the public schools. Armsby (1971) found

that Catholic school students made the more mature
intentionality based judgments in response to the
Piagetian stories which stressed obedience. When
obedience factors were minimized, the paréchial and
public school students presented equal levels of
moral maturity. The underlying assumption upon which

these studies were based was that since the, parochial
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school environment is more authoritarian, it is more
likely to pradﬁce students retarded in moral develop-
ment. In light of the obtained results, one should
question this assumption. It is possible that other
features of a religious education may promote moral
development.

None of the studies reviewed up to fhis point
reported sex differences in moral judgment making.
A number of other studies (Berg-Cross, 1975; Berndt-and
Berndt, 19755 Chandler, Greenspan, and Barenboim,
1973+ Gutkin, 1972; Hebble, 1971; Rybash, Sewall,
Roodin and Sullivan, 1975; Savitsky, Czyzewski,
Dubord and Kaminsky, 1975; Shaw and Sulzer, 1964)
which will be reviewed‘ greater detail in later
sections of this chapter also failed to find differ-
eﬁces in the moral evaluations of males and females.

Several studies which will also be,discusséd>
in later sections of this chapter did however find
éex differences ,in moral judgment'making- Although
Peterson, Peterson and Finley (1974) found no sex
differeneesrin fh& overall fre%uency of damage based
or inteﬂtign based judgments among preschoolers and
second éraéérsi they di&”finéithat éﬂult males made
significantly more damage based judgments than adult

females. Leahy (1979) found that males (ages six



and eleven) viewed thé circﬁﬁStances of duress-ana -
lack of chronicity as more mitigating in their
evaluations of aggressive acts than did females.

Also, Ferguson and Rule (1980) found that while

the moral evaluations of children in Grades two and
eight became less negative with age, this lessening
of negativity was more pronounced for girls than boys.
In summary, while the bulk of the research reports

né sex differences in the moral evaluations of chil-
dren and adults, a small sumber of studies have re-
ported conflicting findings.

In most of the studies of moral judgment reviewed
up to this point, developmental differences consistent
with those predicted by‘Piagetian theory‘were noted
(Abel, 1941; Boehm, 1962a; Boehm, 1962bj Boehm
- and Nass, 1962; ‘Harrower, 1934; Jahoda, 1958;
Johnson, 1962; Kohlberg, 1969; MacRae, 1954; and -
Whiteman and Kozier,.l96b). Conflicting findings were
noted in several studies examining'the development
of concepts of justice such as immanent justice
(Havighurgt and Beugarten.'l95§s MacRae, 1954) and
‘reciprocity (Durkin, 1959). Within the group of
studies which specifically examined the trarnsition .
from pbjective to subjective responsibility (Boehm,

1962a; Boehm, 1962b; Boehm and Nass, 1962; Johnson,
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1962; MacRae, 1954; and Whiteman and Kozier, 1964)

significant positive correlations between age and

In summary, the studies which have attempted to
examine the effeéts of variables such as social class,
intelligence,_culture. child rearing practices, sex
and age on moral de%elapment pr&seﬁt ihcanclusive)
findings. When one exaiines the studies which have
specifically examined the objective to sﬁbjective
responsibility transition, some more consistent pat-
terns emerge. All of these studies report an increased
preference for subjective resi&nsibility with age.
Also, subjective responsibility is consistently re-
ported to be present in chilﬁren of above average

intelligence at an earlier age.

The Developmental Shift from Objective to

Subjective Responsibility

The studies which have examined the develop-
mental shift from objective to subjective responsibility
have generally aperatianalized sub jective responsi-
bility in one of two ways. The majority of these
studies have assessed the presence of sub jective
responsibility by examining fhe child's ability to

make moral distinctions between intentional and
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-accidental acts regardless of the outcome of the act.
These studies have typically ignored an examination

of the development of the child's awarenéss of the
variety of motivations which might instigate intentional
acts of harm. ' |

A much smgller group of studies have assessed
subjective responsibility in terms of the child's
ability to make moral distinctions between differ-
entially motivated intentional acts regardless of
outcome. Tﬁe present study which examines develop-
mental differences in Jjudgments of justified and
. unjustified transgressions falls within the parameters

~of this second body of research.

The research which examines the usage of intention-.
ality (accidenfal/intentional distinction) stems direct-
ly from Piagetian theory. The research which assesses
the child's awareness of differentially motivated

%

intentional acts originates oqt of both Heider's

and Piaéet's theories. As was noted in an earlier
gsection of this phaptgf, Piaget's conception of the
objective to subjective responéibilify transition is
"not as conceptually refined as Heider:s in that it .

does not distinguish awareness of intentionality

(accideéﬁpl/inteptional distinction) from awareness

- )
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of motive (justifiable/unjustifiable distinction).

For this feasan. the present study relies on Heider's
views regarding the attribution of responsibility

as well as the Piagetian notion of objective and sub-
jective responsibility for theoretical direction.
present a review of the research which has examinéd
the developmental shift from objective to subjective
resp@nsibiizty- Firs4, some of the research which

has assessed the development of intentionality will

be reviewed. Then some of the %tuﬂies which have
raised methodological issues pertaining to the
assessment of cbjective!and sub jective résp@nsibility
will be reviewed and discussed. Then the studies which
have examined developmental differences in judgments
of differentially motivated intentional acts will be

reviewed.

The studies which have examined developmentll
differences in  the ablllty to dlstlngu1sh accldental
from intentional transgressions will now be reviewed.
An an;lysia of the findings of these studies will

reveal that the transition from consequence based



to intention based moral judgment making is gradual
‘and that between pure consqugncé'basedVjudgments
and Jure ind:enti.on based judgments lies a stage in

' which judgments are vased on both intentions and con-

£

sequences. '

Piaget (1948) hypothesized that children under
the age of nine base their moral judgments on objective
responsibility conceptions. That is, they base their
eva;uations on the external obvious characteristicé
of an act such as its consequences, the amount of
damage dbne. or the particular 1label that can be
given to the act (i.e. lying or stealing). Piaget
hypothesized that there is an increasihg emphasis on
subjective respontibility with age so that by the
age of nine the majority of children base their
moral judgments on the internal or‘subjective processes
in the actor such as his intentions or motives.

?he story-pairs whigh Piaget utilized to assess
objective and subjective responsibility typically
contrasted an accidental act which resulted in high
damage with an intended misdeed which resulted in low
damage. Piaget presented these story-pairs tb'approx-
imately 100 Genevan children ranging in age from

six to ten years. The children were asked to judge
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which character in the story-pair was the Qaugh%ier. v
Piaget found that most six and seven yeéiiclds

based their ma;al judgments completely on the objective
outcomes of actions without taking into account h
whether or ﬁct the act was intentional. After the

age of seven, a shift of empMhsis began to take place

So that by age nine the majority of the children based

their judgments on the intentions of the actor rather

%
than on the consequences of the act.

Piaget's findings with regards to the develop-

»mental shift from objective to subjective responsibility

were replicated by a number of investigators prior
to 1970 (Boehm, 1962a; Boehm, 1962b; Boehm and Nass,
1962; Grinder, <1964; Johnson, 1962; MacRae, 1954;

and Whiteman and Kozier, 1964). o

After 1970, many researchers (Berg-Cross, 1975
Buchanan and Thompson, 1973; Chandler et al;; 1973;
Casfaﬁze, Coie, Grumet and Farnill, 1973; Hebble,
1971 and Imamoglu, 1975) who were also interested in
the develapmen% of intentiaﬁalify. eriticiaed'Pi&gei'é
asgsessment procedure beeausé it canfeundéd intentions
gith consequences. Imamoglu (1975) states:

Because of thié %iéultanegus covariation of

these two parameters, it is impossible to
decide whether young children are unable to
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discriminate between intentional and unin-
tentional octurences, or whether they are
unaware of the significance of intentions
for moral judgments, or whether outcome is
gimply the more salient -cue for them within
the given research paradigm (p. 39).
Another question left unanswered because of this
'canféunding was whéther or not some ehild?en con-
sidered both intentions and consequences simultaneously
when making moral judgments (Buchanan and Thompson,
11973) . .
Buchanan and Thompson ﬁl??j)-emplcyed a new
methodology to assess intentionality. Twenty-four
children in the first through the third gfade were
first classified as either objective or subjective
on the basis efltheir responses to a traditional
Piagetian story-pair. The children were then asked
fc evaluatg the following gcurrstary types separately:
high intent/low damage; high intent/high damage;
low intent/low damage; and low intent/high damage.
The invastiQa%ars f@und!tﬁat,children who had been
clagsified as m;ral cgjecti?e in the traditional
assessment continued to consider damage as the most
;%Fcitant factor 4n their moral judgments. Like-
wise, intent information ccntiﬁue§ to be the most
"important censidefatiéﬁ in the moral judgmeﬁts of

children who had been assessed as subjective in the



Piagetian story-pair paradigm. However, by including
high intent/high démage and low intent/low damage
story situations in the new assessment procedure,

it became apparent that many moral objective children
do pay attention to intent inforgatian when making
moral judgments; A gradual change in the weightings
given to damage and intent was noted with increased
age. While the older children still considered

. damage information in their moral judgments, they
placed a greater emphasis qh intent information.

The results of several studies (Berg-Cross, 1976;

Hebble, 1971; and Imamoglu, 1975) employing a similar

research methodology replicate the findings reported
by Buchanan and Thompson (1973).
Gutkin (1972) introduced a second paradigm

modification by devising six sets of story-pairs which

represented all the possible pairings of the four
single story types. Gutkin employed this new para-
digm in a study of the moral judgments of seventy-two

first, fifth and sixth grade students. His findings

led him to propose a four stage developmental sequence

. e . ) 7
~in children's usage of intentionality concepts.

- At the least mature stage intentions were régarded

71

as irrelevent. Story characters with vafying intentions
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were judged as equally naughty when the damage they
caused was equal. At stage two intentions were
considered relevant but damage information was much
more important. Children at this stage took intentions
into account whén damages were equal. Hcﬁ?ver when
damagés and intentions van&ed the consequences
were the sole basis for mcrg} judgments. Childréen at
the third stage considered intentions more important
than damages but when intentions were held constant
they still judged on the basis of damages. Thus
damages were still relevant. For children at the
last stage, intentions élgne were relevant; damage
information was ignored. | 7

Keasey (1977b) using the revised story-pair
paradigm found that both six and seven year olds
used intentionality concepts more often when actions
were attributed to thems&lves;rather than to others
(69% versus 4O0%). Seven year olds used intentionality
concgpts in both self-oriented and other-oriented
story situations approximately two thirds of the time.
These findings lend support to Piaget's observations
that young children are much more likely to make
actions as compared to evaluating the acts of others.

According to Piaget, "the ycuﬁé egocentric child
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finds it easier to attend to his own internal psycho-
logical processes because they are directly experienced.
On the basis of the research reviewed up to this
point, it can be ccncludgd that the transition from
cgnsequéﬁee based to intention based moral judgment
making is gradual in nature. Children in the six to
nine age range generally evidence the usage of some
subjective as well as objective responsibility con-

ceptions.

sign Factgrs Affect;ng,thé Usage of Objective and

Subjective Responsibility Conceptions

The unconfounding of intentions and consequences
was not the only issue raised among contemporary
investigators of the moral development process. A
number of investigators have examined the effects of
several other design factors such as mode of present-
ation, order of presentation andvrange of consequence
severity on the ﬁﬂral judgments of children. These

A number of investigators have é£amined the
effects of mode of presentation on the child's ability
 to. make Soghisfieated moral judgments. Chandler et al.
(1973) found that the majority of the seven year olds

they tested were able to make intention based judgments
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when the action to be evaluated was presented in
a videotape format. Actions presented in the
traditional verbal format were still judged largely
on the basis of consequences. PFarnill (1974) who
also employed the videotape format found that male
kindergartners were able to make intention based
judgments. Berndt and Berndt (1975) report findings
which conflict with those just reported. They pre-
sented four, eight and eleven year olds with both
stories and films of differentially motivated trans-
gressive acts. They repért that the story format
did cause ycuﬁg children to focus on .consequences,
a finding consistent with those reported by Chandler
et al. (1973). However, the stories had the opposite
effect on the older subjects. The stories seemed
to cause the older children to focus more on intentions.
Keasey (197735 suggests that the reiative salience
of intentions or consequences is.perhaps the more
crucial factor. He contends that the salience of
iﬁtentiaﬁs or consequences could be heightened in
either medium.

Nummedal and Bass (1976) suggested that the
order in which the intention and consequence componefts

are presented within a particular stafy might affect
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whether or not the judgments are consequence or inten-
tion based. They argued that in .the usual intention/
consequence order, the younger child is more likely
to attend to %he consequence cue because it is more
reeént and therefore the more salient. To test this
hypothesis they presented two groups of six, eight and
ten y;ar olds (forty-eight in each group) with six-
teen stories representing either the standard order
(intentions first) or the reversed order (consequences
first). Their basic hypothesis was:supparted in that
the six year olds in both conditions tended to base
their judgments on the most recent cue. For the' two
older age groups, the intention/consequence condition
elicited\judgments that reflected a weighting ‘of both
" intent and consequences whereas in the consequence/
intention condition judgments were based primarily
on intent.
The narrow range of cansequence severity has

geen cited as a weakness of Piaget's a:iginal paragigm

(Armsby, 1971; Berg-Cross, 1975). Armsby (l??i) 3;/
extended the range to include four levels of con-

sequence severity. He found that when the difference

acts were minimal and equal (breaking one cup),
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90% of six year olds made intention based moral

_Judgments. However, as the damage that re ulted
from the accidental act became pragressivelygéare'A
severe (breaking cf fifteen cup%. breaking of all

the dishes, breaking of a new television set) the usage
of intention based moral judgments among the six year
0lds decreased significaﬂtly. Only 60% of the six
year olds made intentianrbaséd judgments at the most
severe damage level, The same trend though not as
drama'tic was noted among eight year olds. This
vacillation between subjective and objective responsi-
biliti depending on consequence severity was not
observed among ten year olds who continued to respond
subjectively across all four conditions at least 92%
of the time.

Costanzo et al. (1973) modified the Piagetian
paradigm so that it included positive as well as
negative outcomes. The effects of intent and con-
sequences on the marai judgments of children in the
five through eleven age range were measured. While
fhé ugse of intention cues iﬁcreased gradually with

;ge for Judgmenta af story characters who prﬂduce

intention based Judgments for the positive consequence



stories. Costanzo et al. suggest that the differential

negative outcomes of children's acts might have
been the underlying factor in these findings. When
the chlld produces a positive cutcame the parent's
praise statement is more likely to include a comment
on the child‘s intentions. However, when children
feedback in proportion to the amount of material
damagarpraduced.
| Piaget (1948) also suggests that the extent to
which parents center on théAnegative consequences of
‘a child's actions may be a factor in the development
of intenticnality; He st;tes;
In so far as parents fail to grasp the situa-
tion and lose their tempers in proportion to
the amount of damage done, in so far will the
child begin by adopting this way of looking at
things and apply literally the rules thus ,
imposed even if they were only implicit (p. 126).
Several>tentative conclusions can be drawn from
the studies just reviewed. First, it seems that the
‘'videotape medium may be more effective in eliciting
subjective respoﬁsibility in children as young as
five and six. 'Secend, the order in which the intention

and consequence components of a story are presented



appears to affect whether or not very young children
: 4

judgments. It appears that six year olds tend to

base their judgments on the more recent or salient

cue. Third, six year olds and eight year olds (to

a lesser degree) evidence more subjective responsi-

bility when negative consequences are negligible

than when they are severe. Finally, subjective respon-

sibility appears to emerge earlier (as young as f‘e)

R
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The Development of the Ability to Make Moral Distinctions

Between Justified and Unjustified Transgressions

One of the main purposes of the present study
was to examine the development of the ability to dis-
tinguish justified from unjustified transgressiéns.
Within Heider's attribution hierarchy unjustified

transgressions are acts of purposeful commission

whereas justified transgressions are acts of justifiable

commission. Heider (l9583 clarifies his rationale

for digtinguishing Justified commission from purposive

‘commission in the following manner,

The causal lines leading to the final outcome
are still guided by P (person), and therefore
the act fits into the structure of personal

causality, but since the source of the motive
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is felt to be the coercion of the environment

and not P himself, responsibility for the act

is at least shared by the environment (p. 114).

'iﬁ a similaf vein, Kelly (1973) differentiates
intrinsic or internal causes of behavior from extrinsic
or external causes of behavior in his discussion of’
multiple sufficient causal schemes. He suggests that
the presence of one or more facilitatory external
causes-such as pr@v@cat;én or duress leads to the dis-
counting or minimization of internal causes éléh as
personality traits or voluntary actions.

Thus, while!a person is held fully responsible
for a purposeful transgression for which no juétiiis
cation can be made, he may bg partially or wholly
excused for a transgression in which mitigating
Vfax:‘tars or extenuating circlnstances ‘are present.
A review of the studies which have examined the develop-
ment of fhe ability to make moral distinctions between
Justified and unjustified transgressions will now be .
presented. |
‘ Several studies (Darley, Klosson, and Zanna, 1978
: Leahy._l???;' %qd Rule, Nesdale and McAra, 1974) demon-
strate that“whéisstatéments about the consequencea pf the
transgressive®fact are excluded from the ster& presenta-
fien. children as young as five are able to distinguish

v



justifiable from unjustifiable transgressions.

Darley et al. (1978) presented first grade
students, fourth grade students and adults with
various short vignettes in which one child always
harmed another. Half of the subjects were presented
with the  information that the. act occurred in the
presence of a particular mitigating circumstance
such as provocation, necessity or public duty. Half
of the subjects were left under the impression that
the act was purely malevolent. The results indicated
that subjects of all ages (five throuygh forty-four)
recommended less severe punishments for acts of harm
which acéurréd in the presence of justifying cir-
cumgtances. No clear developmental trends were
evident.

Leahy (1979) presented six year olds and eleven
year olds with stories about hypothetical peers who
were described as aggressing against the subject in
the presence of various mitigating circumstances.

He found that both age groups viewed provocation as
a mitigating factor. Older subjects did however
place more emphasis on juﬁtifyiﬁg factors than did
the younger subjects} The eleven year!gldé also

considered duress and emotional malad justment as



mitigating factors. Leahy suggests that the reason
young children are able to use pfﬁvgcatian infcrmatian:
in their moral judgments iay,lie with "their famili-
arity with the interpersonal dynamics of provocation,
whereas they may ﬁe unfamiliar with emotional malad-
justment as a constraint (p. ??);“\ Thus it is also
possible that the cognitive structures of young children
may reflect the recognition of certain justifications |
before others. | .

In order to examine whether young children usge
information about differing motives as a basis for '
their judgments of aggressive acts, Rule et al. (1974)
conducted two studies in which children of various
ages were asked to evaluate an aggressor whose motive
wag either hostile, personal-instrumental or prosocial.
The participants of the first study were kindergarten,
second and fifth graée girls. The second study included
first, third and sixth grade boys. Both studies
revealed that, regardless of age, the children viewed
hostile and personal-instrumental reasons for aggress-
ing as more wrong than prosocial reasons. The children
in these studies seemed to feel that aggressive aéts'
motivated by prosocial Egasens could be justified.

The studies reviewed up to this point suggest

that éhildren as young as five and six-are able to
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consider prosdcial aggressive acts and acts of harm
occurring in the presence of provocation, necessgity
and public duty as acts which are less wrong and thefei
fore less deserving of punishment than ac%s of harm
committed for purely malevolent (hostile or personal-
instrumental) reasons. | . _
Rule and Duker (1973) presented forty-eight
eight, year old and farty—éight fwelve year old
.'boys with stories about an actor who aggressed for
either prosocial (to teach the victim not to tfaﬂsgress
again) or hostile_aégressive'(ta hurt the other person)
reasons. The aggression resulted in mild or serious
consequences to the victim., Both eight and twelve
year old children judged the act more negatively when
" the aggressor attacked for hostile reasons. However,
the eight year olds relied more heavily on the severity
of the consequences in making their judgments than
did the twelve year olds. Thus consequence information
.had much more of an impact at the younger age level.
%pth motives and consequences appeared to be important
factors in fhe moral judgments of eight year olds.
Ferguson and gula (1980) assessed the ability
.of.lO?uchildren in grades two and eight to make

moral judgments of various aggressive acts. The )

82
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following four of Heider's fivg esponsibility levels
were manipulated: a) extended commission; b) care- -
less commission; c¢) purposeful commission; = and

d) Jjustifiable comm%ssion. Level of outcome severity -
was also manibulated. Each story ended in a severe

or mild outcome. The older children in this study
1differentiated among the responsibility levels more.

. than did the younger children. - They were much more
sensitive to intent information (level four) and
motive information (level fiVe) than were the younger
children. The younger children failed to diffeféntiate °
between intended and justz}ied aggression. Justifiéd
aggression in this study was operationaiized as pro-

‘. .
social aggression in much the same marner as the

2 g

previous researéh of Rule and her associates.(Rule N
and Duker, 1973; Rule et al., 1974). L

The children in the Ferguson and Rule (1980)
study responded more immaturely than the children
in the Rule et al. (1974){study. Thus when consequence
information was absent (Rule et al., 1974) childfe;‘
in the five to eight age range were able to differ-
entiate prosocial aggressive acts frol malevolent

aggressive acts. However, when consequence information

was[present and varied systematically (Ferguson and
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Rule, 1980) children in the seven to eight age range

i

were unable to differentiate prosocial aggressive
actﬂi‘—em seemingly malevolent éggressive acts. & ~
That the children in the Ferguson and Rule (1980) -
study responded more immaturely than the éhildren _: »
in the Rule amd Duker (1973) study also requires
" some comment. The authors state that the cénseguénces
in the 1973 study were probably perceived as mildex
than the consequences presented in the 1980 study. .
They report that in the 1380 %tudy-%he younger éhildrenvs
did not perceive a difference bg%wgen the severe and ‘
leve;sKﬁére perceived as relatively severe. Thus
" in the Fergudon and Rule (;980) study’ the perception
cf'rglatively severe consequences appears to have
overldden the impact of motive information on the
moral judgments’ of children in fhe seven to eight age
range. Cansegﬁénce information did not have this type
of impact on the judgments of older children.
In summary, the studies just presented suggeét
that children below the age of nine are able to
base their judgments on whether or not the transgression
is Jjustified or unjustified (Darley et al., 1978, ”
Leahy, 1979; Rule and Duker, 1973; Rule et al., 1974;
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and Sha; and Sulzer, l9642. Several simdies also
. show th t'éhildfeﬂ below the age of nine also
qualify their judgments Gn ;he basis of thg Qufcﬁme
of the act whereas éhildren cver;the age of nine

do not. Oh the basis of these findings it seems

differentiate justified from unjustified transgr5531an5'

develops inﬂmuch the same manner as the child's’
- ability to distinguish accidental from deliberate

acts of harm.

The Developmental Shift from Unilatéfal Respec% for

Adults to Mutual Respect far Adults and Peers

According to Plaget the, child between the ap—

proximate ages of four and nine holds a unilateral

respect for adults. Adults are viewed as Qmﬁigc%ent

and their condu;t and commands form the basis of the

child'szmoral philosophy. Z/iég (1948) states:
The adult is part of the child’ iniverse
and the conduct and commands af ‘the adult
thus constitute the most important element

in this World-Order which is the source of
chlldlsh realism (p. 188). _

Adult rules are viewed as transcendant and sacrosanct.

.Piaget (1§b8) expound®_on this Gcngég; by-6tating
the followiﬁg; o '

He (the adult) imposes rmles that are regarded



as sacred . . . when the adult is angry be- :
cause the laws he has laid down are not -

observed, this anger is held to be just,

because of the unilateral respect of which

older people are the object and because of
the sacred character of the law laid down

(p. 230).
s
Piaget attribytes this heteronomous emotignal.

. attitude to two cognitive deficitss egocentrism and.,
realism. Egocentrism refers to the chilé‘s tendgnéi
to confuse higﬁgyz perspective‘with‘thatgaf Gthéfs.-
Thus the child is rincapable of feé&izing that moral

E I

values are relatiVe to various persons or ends.

child's inability to dlstlngu;s subgéctlve phencmena
from objective thldg;. Thus rules are viewed as

rfixed, eternal things rather than as psychosocial
expectations (Kohlberg, 1963).

Unilateral heteranomﬁus regspect for adultas
characterizes the child's emotional bond w%t? %is;
parents. Acecrding to Piaget this respect is uﬁiversal
to all ygung children. It includes elements of fear
as well as affection and thus provides a strong .

. basis for mofal realism. Piaget (1948) states:

Without respect, the rules would not be

accepted and the rules would have no power

Lo compel the mind . . . It is a fact that

the child in the presence of his parents had

the spontaneous feeling of something greater
than and superlgr to the self. This respect



~

has its roots deep dpown in ‘certain anborn

feelings, and is due to a sui generis mixture

of fear and affection which develops as a
-»  function ofi the child's relation to'his

adult environment (p 377-79) .

Piaget suggested that dpe to 1ncreased cognitive
,maturlty. (1.e. the newly acquired ab;l;ty to deal
with situations from another's pefspeetive),fincreaged
peer group cooperation and decreased adult censtraint;
children over-teq reJect the notion of the omnipotent

a
adult. Mutual‘respect for adults and peers takes the
place of unilateral respect for adults.

2

PiagEt (}948) reperts findinngWhichiguggest\i
support for his‘hypothesis'of a éevelc@mentalgtransie
:tion from unilateral ‘respbect for adults to mutual . i
respect for peers and adulte. P;agef reparts that a
group of children, ages six through thirteen were
asked "Is it just as bad te lie to one's cempanicns
as it is to grown-ups or ie it different?" The results
indicéted that 81% of the subjects.between the ages
of six and.nine.theught it worse to lie to adults
while 5I%/§f those between the ages of ten and thirteen
thought it equally bad tollie to children, and _

‘'of those, 17% even thought it was worse to lie’
. to a companion xﬁan an adult (Piaget, 1948, p. 308).
TheSe results appear to support Piaget's hypothesis

that the younger moral o¢bjective children would

(
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consider it worse to 11& to grown-ups whi ile the older
mutual respect-oriented children would cgnsiéer it
equally ‘bad or even.worse to lie to ‘one's peers.

"Most rese§rchefs who have-lnvestlgated the notian
of the young child's unilateral respect for adults
(Dituri, 1977; Petersan et al., 1974; Rybash et'al.j
1975 and Suls and Kalle, 1978) have dssumed that if - @
young children do in fact view the adult as omnipotent
and ;ncapable af daiﬂg wrcng, they shauld perceive
!adult transgressors as less blamewarfhy than child
tranSgréssérs- Therefare} almast all of thgsé studies
.haVEQéxamined the notion of uniiateral respect for
adults by studying the effe;;gwqf_;gghage of the
transgr or.on the moral judgments of children of
various ages. These studies will 'now be reviewed.

Peterson et al. (1§?4) presented preschoolers,
,gééénd grade students and adults with story-pairs
whzch ccntrasted a well-intentioned adult whé caused
high damage with an ill-intentioned child who cause
low damage. By asking the children which story char-

acter was naughtier, these investigators. induced a cone-

tween the child's unilateral respect for

adults and his need to equate guilt with damage. The

canflict was found\to facilitate the ability of the

T -
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seca?d grade children to make the more mature iﬁte&*:ﬂa\

based judgments} That second grade students r-
more intention based judgments when comparin.
well—intentiéned high!daﬁage adult to an il 4

.low-damage child than when the ages of the ar

were affected byﬂthe age of ghE-transgr§ss

second grade childrenitended to® judge the v
less n;ughfy than the child is consisten- *--

Piagetian notion of the young child's unil - T ’

respect for adults. Conflict had no effer* sr the

L]

judgments of preschoolers or adults.

Rybash et al., (l9?§)7§;esented kipdergarten
children with a single stor) moral problem in which
eithér a child or aduif with pasitivg intentions
accidentally caused eifher High or low damage.

While high damage transgressors weré judged less A
févarably than 1aw:damégé transgrgssers, age of the
transgressar-did not affect the children's moral judgé'
ments. _ ) ' L

Suls and Kalle (1978) conducted a more extensive
sfudy of children's evaluations of chiid and adult
transgressors. They presented kindergarten, first, |
thirdAénglfifth grade stu@ents-wifh stories about
children or adultsiwhc had either -good intentions

=

%ﬂa;_'\\



(wanting to help) or bad intentions (natjwanting“tc
help) and who subsequently caused either high damage
(breaking all the dishes) or low damage (breaking

no dishes). These i;veétigatars found no support for
thi;Piaget;an notion that adult transgressars would ,
be judged less severely than chcld transgressors. 1In
fact, contrary to_ghe results of Peterson™et al. (1974)
and RyRkash et al. (19¢5) these investigatcrs report
some flndlngs which suggest that klndergarten students
and f;rst gradé students may view adult transgression
as mcre'reprehensible than child transgression. While

kindergarten students dl% not distinguish child actars

‘according to damage, they rated adults who cause .

h;gh damage more negatively than adults wha caused

low damagé. Elrst grade students rated tge h;ghidamage
adult mere negatively thantthe low damagerchili-

Third and fifth grade students made no distinctions
between child and'adult traﬂééresgars. The authgrs/

suggest that because young children expect a high

.. level of competance from adults, thgy_evaluate adults

=

more negatively when they cause damage.
Dituri (1977) examined whether ten year olds'
“Judgments of peer behavior dlffered from their

judgments of simijar adult behayior. Sixty ten yea§
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olds were presented -With story sets which consisted

. of onébstory about>aggadu1t as % wrongdoer andfanathar
Storg!abqpt‘a child as a~wrongdoer. _ Theﬂéharacte;g
in each story set Had egual intentions (good or bad)
and caused equal damageﬂ(hlgh or law;: The wrané%:
doiﬁg %hemes involved accidental damage, lying or
stealing. Tﬁe results demonstrate that children
view péer behavior-differently than adult behavior.
In fhé lying and stealing story sets thej felt both
pﬁe'chilé ané the adult had done something wrong,

but they‘felf-thgt the adult's action was worse than
that of ‘the child. In the accjdental damage story
set half of the chlldren considered the act wrong ‘
‘because of the damage incurred whereas ther other;
half excused the action on the grounds cf the actor's
: good intentions and ?hé aec;dentai nature of the act.
In these story éets the child was viewed as a warséA

wrongdoer more often than the adult. The author

’ explains these fingings by suggesting that children

. siness of children is wrong and gecess;tates gunlshment;

Dituri's findings with regards to ten year olds'

-
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judgmentsrof peérs and adults'wha lie and steal are !
comparable to the findings of Safitskyz Czyzewski,
Dubor® and Kaminsky (1975) who examined adults"
Judgments of child and adult transgressors. ,4n the
latter study @dults also evaluated child transgressors -
.less negatively than adult transgressors. The,
authors suggest that because adults view other adults
as-more capable of self-direction than childpen,
they view adults as more accountable forltheir
transgressions. Diguri reports findings which,suPport
this hypothesis. A common reason voiced by the ten ygér
‘olds for choosing the adult as the worse wrong-
doer was that the adult should have known better.

In summary, the findings qf the studies which
have examined the effects of transgressor age on
the moral judgments of different aged children are
écmeﬁhai inconclusive. While two of the étudies
:(Petersen et al., 1974; .and Rybash et al., 1975)
found that the age of the transgressor did not affect
the moral judgments of kindergarten students, cne-study
(Suls gnd Kalle, 1978) found indicatiané that'kindere
garten stud§nts might view adult transgressors as
~more reprehensible than child transgressors. While . |
one study (Peterson et al., 1974) suggested supﬁcrt

for the Piagetian notion of unilateral respect. for
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adults among second;grade students; angther study
(Suls and Kalle, 1978) reported that thlrd grade

students v1ewef the child and the adult transgressers

‘as equally reprehensible. - Flnally. while one study

viewed the adult who lies and steals as more repre-
hensible than the child who engages in similar be-
haVJ.or. another study (\SJ.gls @Kalle, 1978) reported
that fifth-grade students viewed child and adult
transgressors as®equally reprehensible.

The inconclusive results may in part be - ‘due to
several methodological flaws in the research des;gﬁ
of these stud%es., Two of th;se studies (Dituri, 19773
and Peterson et al., 1974) fa;led té'centfcl for story
content and sex of the story eharacters.

Also, none of these studies caﬁﬁrclled'fcr how
children perceive the severity of the outcome of the
o fransgressive.act. Several studies (Rule .and Duker,
1973; Ferguson and Rule, 1980) have shown that chil-
.dren at dlfferent age levels do perceive the same
outcome differenfly. ¢

It is also possible that factors such as social
classy; culture and religion may have céntributcdliif

'these inconclusive findings. -Dituri's (1977) sample

S
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- (Dituri, 1977) reported that fifth grade students ‘\ﬁ

>
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was comprised of lower pigdle clags ten year olds
who ;:;ended an ethnically miied:pafcehial school. .
Peterson et al. (19?43 repart!that>mﬂst of the pre-
schoolers in their sample were children af university
faculty and attended a uﬁiversity playschacl whereas
‘the seeond grade students came fram the more hetero-
geneous ﬁubl}c elemenfary_schgcl. The adults they
studied were also university students. The kinder-
éarten children studied by Rybash etfal. (1975)

were reported to be middle class. Suls and ﬁalle ‘ -
~(;978) only repcrt?%hat theif sémple was drawn from a

suburban elemerntary school/

Finally, all the styfllies examining the effect of

transgressor age on the moral evalwations of children .
of various agés have ﬁti;ized some test stories which
do not clearly indicate the level of responsibility

of the transgressor. As was noted earlier in this
chapter, Heider (1258) proposed that a person may be
held responsible for an outcome because of £lobal
assoclatlon, extended eammissian. careless comm;ss;an.
purposeful comm1531an or justifled commission. Iﬁ

the studies just reviewed, it is often nét clear to

the reader whether the transgressive acts are ac-

cidental, or whether they are due to carelegsness, -



or Jhéthéf they are infended.'gr whetﬁeélthey are
irftended but can be justified because of extenuating
<ircumstances. That is, the actual level of respon-
sibility that should be éttfibuted to the steryk
character is ambiguous. ’ :! © . |
Relatedgtqithg problem of f;iiing to control for

story content and level of responsibility is the

95
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problem of the particular story themes utlling,nggagg

« the various fh#éstigatéfs. The majority of the stories
in all of these studlés describe transgr3551vi acts
which are largely caused by the clumsiness of thei
transgressor. The findings of Dituri (1977) suggest
tﬁat moral realiém may. only be exhibited when the
transgressive act involves clumsiness. That the child
may have a double standard with régards tc evaluating
transgresslve acts related to clums;ness is not un-
likely when one considers the typlcal parental reaction
to the clumsiness and awkwardnegs of growing children.
Piaget (1948) states;:

Clumeiness plays, however unaustly, an

enormously important part in a child's life, o

as he comes into conflict with his adult
surrounding. At every moment, the child
arouses the anger of thHose around him

by breaking, soiling, or spoiling some
object or other. ,Most of the time such
anger is unjustifiable, but the child is
naturally led to attach a meaning to it
(p. 117).
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In summary, mest of thé studies reviewed failedi;
torcontrol.for a number of paféntially confounding
desigﬁ facédfs such as story content, sex, level
of responsibility and dutpome severitjg ' Di'fferences |
in social class;'culture and religian_ﬁiﬁhin and @cross
th? samples of the Qarious stu?ies mayAhave further
confoundéd,the'findingsz Itrséems=reascnaple to
assume that ,the conceptual ambiguity and the mftﬁcd—
ological fléws of the past studies may have contributed
R . k)

to their inconclusive findings. '

» -
. =

* Integration of the Literature Review with. the Focus

and Aims of the Present Study

Thg'general aim of the present study was to
reexamine the Piagetian hypotheses‘ccﬂcefning:

/l) the.developmental shift from objective to subjectivé
responsibility; and 2) the deveicmeﬁtal shift fram' d
unilateral respect for adults to mutual respect for

adults and peers. —The'vélidity of the first Piagetian
hypothesis was tested by asséssing age related céanges
in the child's aﬁilityvto make marai distinctions i,
between justified and unjustified tranggressignsﬂx
The validity of.the second Piagetian hypothesis was
tested by aSsessing whethe; or not transgressor age
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.differentially affects the moral evaluations of
children at two age lévelsa

More specifically these aims were met by presenting
thirty—twg second grade students-and thirty-two sixth
grade students with two short stories about a child E
or an adult who stole a low priced item of merchandise
either out of necessity (justified traﬁggreésiah)
or for purely selfish reasons (unjustified. trans-
»g;essiéﬁ); The age samples selected were assumed
to be rg%resentative of Piaget's two mé%n stages
6f moral development. The subjects were asked to
evaluate the transgressive acts in a variety of ways.
Explanations for the evaluations were solicited.

The design of the present study-provided a more
stringent test of the past research in that it coﬁfrolled
for a nuimber of potentially confounding factors such
as story content, sex; level of respansihility-and out-
come severity. E

The present study controlled for stéry content
“by prgsenting the same thematic stories across all
of the conditions. All of the stories had the same
paragraph framework with function é;ecific sentences.
Because of the special problems connected with;using

stories about clumsiness, the present study employed



stories in which fthe transgressive act was an act(

of theft. . A 2 ' ’
| The present s controlled for the possf%éﬁ_—__S\

effects of sex by Presenting sdbjects with sto;ies
about same-sexed transgressors. Thét is, female-
subjects heard stories about female transgressors and
male subjects heard stories ébout male transgressors.
... Previous research indicates that information
about consequence severity affects_the m&rai judgments
of younger children but not older children. Since
the present study was riot concerned with reexamiﬁing
the effecté of consequence information on moral
Judgment making, an attempt was made to mihinize
the possible effects of conseqﬁence information by
implying that the trans ressive act resulted.in no

to the transgressor. The stories

negative consequence
used in the present tudy imply that the transgressive
act went totally unnoticed. Thys within the present
study outcome severity was assumed to be negligiﬁie
and constant across all story cdnditions. _
Also, the review of the literature indicated
that most of the previous studies examining these
Piagetian hypotheses have ﬁtilizéd'stories in which tﬁe
level of responsibility which should be attributed

to the transgressor is disputable. The present
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study employs hypothetical stories about transgressive !

acts which are clearly either justifiable or unjust-
ifiable. That is, the acts of theft in the present
study'occur‘either out Df dire necessity (justified)iggj
or for purely selflsh reasans (uﬁaustifiahle)

Using Heider's attrlbutlan hierarchy, tﬁe transgresscrs
in the stories of the present study should be held
responsible for their acts because of purposeful |
‘commission c;r-justifiable commissaion. At thefbur-
poseful level, the transgressar is held tigglly respcna
sible for his act whereas at the justifiable level

respons1b111ty is shared w;th the environment.

Research Hypétheses
*x\{/ﬂ

The review of the résearch indicates that the
fransiyion from objective respans;bil;ty to subjective
responsibility is gradual in nature. It appears
that by the age of nine or ten children base:their
moral evaluations prlmarlly on subjective resgen—
sibility conceptions whereas before the age df nlne
a mixture of objgctive and subjective responsibility
conceptions are used.
‘ ’BaSed on these findings,ﬁit was aﬁticiPEEEd‘that”
" the Gréde two students. in the present study would

' base their moral judgments on both objective and

\
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subjective reségnsibillty ccncept;cns whereas the slxth
grade students would make moral judgments primar ily
-on the basis of subjective responsibility conceptions.
Hypothesis 1 reflects the‘;nticipatian of the

,usage of subgectlve resgan51b111ty conceptions in .

.the maral reasoniyig of the second grade students.

Hypothesis 1 Second grade subjects will judge

unjustified transgressions as more reprehensible

than justified transgressions. ' .

Hypothesis 2 reflects the anticipation of the usage
of subjective responsibility conceptions in the moral
reasoning of sixth grade students.

Hypothesis 2 Sixth grade subjects will judge

unjustified transgressions as more reprehe 1sible .

than gustlfled transgressions.

Hypothgses 3, 4, 5 and 6 reflect the anticipation
of the greater usage of objective responsibilify
caﬁceptians in the moral reasoning of second grade
subjects as compared to sixth grade subjects. More
spécifically, hypotheses 13, 4 anéfs reflect the ex-
pectation tﬁat second grade suﬁjecté. as cgmparéd,
to sixth grade subjects, would find it more difficult
tciview the geprehensibility of an act of theft.

as relative to the motive underlying the act.



Hypgtbesgs 6 reflecfs the anticipation of the greater
usage of consequence inférmatian in the judgments of
seéand grade subjects as compared té sixth grade

sub jects. ‘ ’

Second grade subjects will judge

the justified transgressive acts as more repre-
hensible than will the sixth gradegsubjects.

4

'Hypothesis Proportionately more sixth grade

sﬁbjeets than second grade subjects will make
stateméﬁts indicating a belief-that the story
‘characters who committed justifiéd‘traﬁéﬁ

gfeésicns were wholly or partially coerced
by circumstances into transgressing.

Hypothesis 5 Proportionately more sixth grade

subjects than second grade subjects will make
explicit statements indicating a belief tﬁat
the moral rule about not stealing can be com-
promised when a higher principle such as the
right to survival is threatened.

6 »Praperfiﬂnatély more second grade

Hypothesis

subjects than sixth grade subjects will refer

to the possible consequences of the transgressive
- act wheri making their evaluations.

A review of the research exafiining the develop-

mental shift from unilateral respect for adults to

101
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mutual respect for adults and peers indicatesrincon-
clusive findings. Based on the Piagetian notion of .
the young child's'unilateral respect for adults, the
following hypotﬁeses were advanéed.

Hypothesis 7 Second grade subjects will -judge =

child transgressors as more reprehensible than
adult transgressors. _ ‘ ‘
Hypothesis 8 Second grade subjects' judgments
of adult transgressors will be le'sisrnegative~
than the sixth grade subjects' judgments of

adult transgressors.



METHODOLOGY

-

Supy] Gts and Design

Thé subé&éﬁéiﬁéfé thirty males and thirty-four
females from a St;’Albért Frotestant Separate school
located in a predominantly middle class area. The age
samples selected were kne@n to reveal develspmental |
differences in moral judgments of transgressive
acts (eg. Rule and Duker, 1973; Rule et al., 1974).
The thirty-two younger children (grade two: gsixteen
boys and sixteen girls) ranged in age from 7.0 years
to 9.0 years, with a mean age of 7.8 years. The
thirty-two older children (grade six; fourteen
boys and eighteen girls) ranged in age from 10.2
years to 12.8 years, with a mean age of 11.7 years.

The experimental design was a 2x2x2 factgriél
design including two gréde levels of subjects
‘(grade two students versus grade six students),
twé levels of respénsibility (justified versus ﬁﬁ!
justified) and two age levels of the transgressor
(child versus adult). A between subjects treatment
design was used. Table 2 rggfasenté a summary»ef the

design of the present study.
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COND.

There were 8 subjects in each treatment

Ji T! =
UiTi =

/

Justified Transgression

Unjustified Transgression

Child T. = Child Transgressor

C
Adult T. ='Adult Transgressor

»Cend. = Condition

condition.



- ‘Materials
Each subject was assigned to one of the four
treatment conditions (see Table 2). Each treatment -.

condition was comprised of two very similar stories

'invglving theft. In story 1 the story character

stole a loaf of bread and in story 2 the story

character stole a toque (knit Eat); It was presuméd
that the aubjegtsrwculd perceive these two items.
of merchandise to be of equal value.

The hypothetical stories which were}used in
the present study'were created by fhg examiner
specificaily for the éresent study. The results of
a pilot study which had involved 8 Grade two students
énd 8 Grade six students suggested that the stories
Wéfé easily comprehensible to the age gréupg’inter—
viewed in the presaﬁtistgdy.} The results of the pilot
study alsﬂrsuggestea that the majcritylef the subjects

in both\age groups would perceive the .two items

of mercHandise (loaf of bread, toque) and the two
sets of precipitating .circumstances (having cold ears,
being very hungry) to be equal. Checks for memory, -

comprehension and the subjects’ péreeﬁ%ﬁans as to

the comparability of the two transgressive acts

were also conducted in the present study.

The two thematic stories had the same paragraph



106

framework which contained the following five function
specific sentences:

Sentence I Sentence I identified the story character

and whether he wés a peer or an adult.

P

Sentence II Sentence 11 described some of the c¢ir-

cumstances surrounding the transgression.
;‘ﬂ‘s N B
Sentence III Sentence III identified the location

of the transgression.
Sentence IV Sentence IV provided more information
about the circumstances surrounding the transgression

as well as a description of the actual transgression.

Sentence V Sentence V gave the conclusion to the

transgression.

Both story themes were present in each canditién;
The story conditions differed aeccréing to the dis-
criminating.infafmaﬁign of age of the gransgressar and
the presence or absénce_cf justifying circuﬁstances.
Each subject ﬁeard stories about a saﬁe¥sexed trans-
gressor. The stories which comprise each of the four
 story conditions are presented in Appendix B.

Prior to the testiné sessions, the stories were
rated independently by tﬁg outside raters (both
- lawyers) as to whether or not the transgressive act

depicted in each story should be judged as Justifiable ..
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or unjustifiable. The raters agreed unaniméuslg
with the régiércher's‘judgments as to which stories
evidenced justifiable transgressions and which did

not. =

Procedure
Each child was randomly assigned to one of the
four story conditions with the restriction that approx-
imately thefsage number of boys and girls were assigned
to each conditionh. The subjects were tested individ-

ually by the same female;experimenter in all‘canditians;
%
The testing took place in a quiet room in their educa-

tional i tltutlcn

The subjegts were brought into the experimental
setting by the examiner who intrédﬁced herself and
then proceeded to give the following instfﬁctians;

I want to find out what children your age
think when you hear about people who act
in certain ways. I'm going to read two
short stories to you. After each story
I'm going to ask you some questions. This
is not a test and there are no right or
wrong answers to most of the questions.
I just want to know your opinions about
what happens in these stories. Pleasge
listen carefully so you can answer the
questions. Do you have any questions?
-0.K:. Here's the first story. Remember
to listen carefully. ’

After each story was read by the examiner

two times, the child's memory and comprehension



’

ofrthe story was asséssed by his/hér response:té the
;Lestion "What was the story‘about?". If the éhild
didinotlrebeat the essential contents of the story
the experimenter reminded him or her of fhe omitted
points and then asked the child to repeat ¢nce more

what the story was about. This procedure was to be

' -continued until the child had correctly noted all

of the main pointsiof the’story. Only three second
grade students and one sixth grade student were
unsuccessful in their first atfémpts at recalling
the story.” All were successful on their second attempt.
After the memory and copprehénsion check, the

sub jects were asked to respond to the following
items (questions 1, 2, 3 after Story 1 and Story 2)
using five-point scales: a) what.they thought of

e transgressor's actions (very bad, a little bit -
' d, not sure, a little bit good, very good),
b) whether the transgressor should be blamed for the
incident (definitely yes, probably yes, not sure,
probably no, definitely no) and c¢) how much the trans-
gressor should be punished (a lot, some, nét sure,
hardly any, nbne).' ‘

The subjects were then presented with several

. open-ended questions (questions 4, 5, and 6 after Story 1
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and Story 2). These questiéns wgfe designed to en-
courage the sub jects to véfbali;e their perceptions
of the transgressive incidents. These inéﬁiries
btestedifhe.subjéct‘a perceptions aé to why the story
character took the item of merchandise, whether tée
story character enjoyed his actions and whether the
story character was compelled into trankgressing.
Sub jects were encouraged t@igive reasons for their
answers. All-verbalizations were recorded verbatim.

After the subjects answered questions 1 through
6 for both stories, they were presented with the
following items (questions 7, 8) to which they respaniéd;:
uéing five-point scales: a) what they thought their |
parents would think of the tranééreésgrs' acticﬁé |
énd‘b)-what they‘thaught their friends would thihk:
.of the.transgresscfs')actians (very bad, a little Eit :
bad, not sure, a;little‘bit »gacﬁ, very gead);

Finally, the subjects were presented with two ﬁ!?
questions (questions 9, 10) designed. to tap %hether
or not the two stories were perceived as depicting
transgressions of comparable severity.

Upon completion of the interview, the subjects
were thanked for their participation ‘and then
debriefed. Appendix C presents the complete question-

naire and the debriefing procedure.
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Limitations of the PresentWMethédalggg

The conclusions which can be drawn from the present
study jare limited to a certain dégree by the ﬁartici
ular methodology employed.

1) Previous research suggests that moral
judgment making might be affected by socioceconomic
status and that middle cléss children may
be more adwanced in their moral judgmeﬁts than lower
or working class eﬂildfen (Eaehmrilgééa; Harrcwer,
1934). THe sample of the present study included
pfedeminantly middle class children and therefore

the generalizability of these findings are limited

to populations.of the same socioeconomic status.
'3) Prev;aus research suggests that 1ntellectuai§§gﬁ%xﬂﬂx

gi%&ed chlldren use subjective respan51b111ty conceptions
1n‘Thelr moral reasoning eangler and more cfiin than
chlldren of average 1ntell;genee (Boehm, 1962a;

Whiteman and Kozier, 1964). 1In the present study L
- no attemﬁt Gas made to account for the passiEle -
dlfferent;al effects cf level of intelligence on | /
moral reasoning. Therefare. it was ;mpassible to
ascertain whether level of intelligence tainted the
results of the preseﬁt study. Althaugh ‘the actual

1ntel¥ectual levels of the subjects in the present
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study were unknown, it should be noted that all
subjects demonstrated adequate mem@ry and comprehension
of the hypothetical test stories. Also, all subjects

were enrolled in regular academic school programs. . o



'CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

‘Preliminary Analyses

Some of the major dependent measﬁfes were
the subjects’' judgments of the‘badness. blameworthiness
and punishment deservedness of each of the trans-
gressive acts (questions 1, 2 and 3 of Story 1 and
Story 2). The subjects' responses to these six itgms
were scored from 1 (highly negative evaluation) to |
‘5 (highly positive evaluation). Pearson product-
momeht correlaiioné revealed that the sub jects’
responses to these gquestions were significantly
intercorrelated (all correlations were greater that .5,
see Table 3). Therefore, the subjects’ responses to
these six questions were averaged to yield a single °
. more stable measure of their perceptians of the
reprehensibility of the transgressive acts. In the .
remaindér of this paper %nis score will be referred to
as the reprehensibility score.

A one-way analysis of variance was canduc%ed
on the subjects! reprehensibility scareé to assess

whether or not judgments of feprehensibility were
_ !
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TABLE 3

Jh*

PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN QUESTIONS
1, 2 AND 3 of STORIES 1 AND 2
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aff‘y the sex of the subject. The analysis

revealed no significant differences between the repre-
hensibility scores of males and females F(1,62) =
1.295, p> .05. The mean evaluations were 1.661 and
1.586, for males and females re§peeti§elj;

_ Several preliminary analyses were also conducted
to assess the comparability qfthe sub jects' responses
to Story .l and Story 2. A one-way ana;ysisAaf variance
~on Story 1, question 1 versus Story 2, question 1
revealed‘that the transgressive act in Story 2 was

perceived as less "bad" than the transgressive act

in Story 1, (Ms = 1.344 versus 1.500) F(1, 63)
5.99, p < .05~

A one-way analysis of variance of the subjects’
.'reéponses to Story 1, question 2 versus St@ry'g,
question 2 revealed no significant differences
" between the sub jects' judgments of the blaiéwﬁrthiness
of the fwa transgressive acts, (Ms = 1.672 versus
1.766) EAT, 63 < 1.39, p > .05.

A one-wa&y analysis of variance of the subjects’
"responses to Story 1, question 3 versus Story 2,
question 3 revealed that the subjects recommended
significantly more severe punishments for the trans- -
gressive act in Story 1 (Ms = 1.781 versus 1.672) |
F(1, 63) = 5.86, p< .05, |

~
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Several Chi Square analyses were also. conducted
to evaluate whether there were any age ﬁifferenees
in tﬁé sub jects' perceptions of the comparability
of the two hypothetical transgressive incidents.
Subjects were asked whether they viewed the two acts
of theft as equally bad, or whether one was Perceived
as worse than the other (question 9). Chi Square
analysis revealedznc significant differences between
the tﬁ@ age groups perceptions of the comparability
of the two transgressive acts (Qf’é 1.05, 4f = é.
P > .05). A breakdown of the subject’ responses
to question 9 is presented in Table 4.
Subjects were also asked whether they thaﬁght ]
"having cold ears or being very hungry ﬁere abeu;—si§s§§§gﬁ!
the same or whether one of these occurences would
be worse than.the other (question 10). A Chi Square
analysis of their responses revealed no significant

differences between the perceptions of the two age

groups with regards to question iD'(?ii .1Q0, df = 2,
p » .05). A breakdown of the subjects' responses to

«question 10 is presentéd in Table 5.

To summarize, the preliminary analyses revealed

significant correlations between the subjects' judgments

&



TABLE 4
RESPONSES TO QUESTION 9
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SAME THEFT OF THEFT OF
BREAD WORSE TOQUE WORSE

Grade 2

Grade 6

28 3 ~
(88%) (5%) (3%)
27 1 s
(848) o (3%) (13%)

Question 9

In these storieg one person took a
taque and one pdrson took a loaf of
bread. Which of these is worse or

~are they about the same®
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TABLE 5

RESPONSES TO QUESTION 10

SAME COLD EARS HUNGER

{S WORSE WORSE
Grade 2 23 5 Lo
(72%) - (16w (13%)

Grade 6 22 | o .6
(69%) (13%) - (19%)

Question 10: In these stories one person was very
hungry and one person's ears were
very cold. Which is worse or are

.they about the same?
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of the badness, blameworthiness and pnnishment
deservedness of the transgressive acts. On the basis
of ‘this finding it was decided that these measures would
be pooled to yield a single more stable measure of
»the subJects judgments as to the reprehens1b111ty
. of the two transgressive acts.

Several»contradietory results were obtained
with regards to the subjects' perceptions of the com-
rparability of the two stories. While a one-way
analysis of variance on the subjects’ ratings of the
"badness or goodness" of the two transgressive acts
revealed that stealing fne toque (j?’}ated less

f bread, a dlrect

question addressing this issue revealed that a high

negatively than stealing the loaf

maJorltyp(Ba% of the Grade two subjects and 84% of
the Grade six subaects) judged the two transgress;ve
acts as equally bad.

Also, given that the subjeets' rated stealing
‘the toque as less negative than stealing the loaf of
bread, it would be reesonable to anticipate that
steallng the toque would also be viewed as less
blameworthy and less deserving of punishment. However,
.thls pattern of response did not emerge., The two

transgressive acts were judged as equally blameworthy

t



and more, rather than less severe punishments were
recommended for stealing the -toque.

-Dtﬁer evidence suggesting £§at'the two stories
were perceived by the subjects as being relatively
cémparable in content was that the majority of fhe
subjeéggg(?zﬁ of the Grade two students and 69% |
of the Gradé six students) viewed the factors which
precipitated the'theff (having cold ears, being
very hungry) as equally negative. The percentage
of subjects who judged one or the other experiencé
as being more negative was approximately equal.

Thus, on the one hand the data seem to suggest
that the subjects viewed the fw& stories as presenting
transgressive acts of equal reprehensibility and which
-were»precipitaﬁéd by equally negative circumstances
whiié on the other hand the subjects fated one tgansgrEQEér
as less reprehenéible;hut;dgsérving of a more severe
-punishﬁent. »

Because the present study did not include in
its procedure a counterbalancing of the order of the
presentation of the two stories, it-is possible that
fhese semewhat contradictory results merely reflect
.a rather consistent patfefn of vaciilétingubétweeﬁ

a harsher and a more lenient evaluation. That the-



intercorrelations between the various ratings were
consistently highly significant gives eredéhce fd
"the notion that a pattern of becoming more and then
less 1enien§ existed. Had the stories béin presented .
in a édunterbalanced order, it would have been possible
to be more definitive as to whether or not the fluctua!:.
tion néted was due to a particular story or whetherr
it could iny be attrlbuted to a change in th@ught
pracesses upon having to glve another evaluatlan
of a similar story. Future research might address‘
this issue.

In canclus;pn, it shculd be noted that no sex
d;fferencés were found with regards to the subjects’
reprehensibjlity scores. .

__Reprehensibilit

The preliminary analysis revealed WilRt thessub-
jects‘ judgments of the badness. blamewnrthlness and
rpunlshment deservednéi§ of each of the transgressive

acts were highly intercorrelated. Therefore each
subject's responses to these quéstigns were averaged

to yield 4 single more stable indicator of the subjéct;s‘
perception of the reprehensibility of the trans-

gressive acts.



A three-way analysis of variance was conducted

on the subjects' judgments of the reprehensibility

of the transgressive acts. This analysis tested for

main effects due to age of subject, level of respon-

sibility and age of transgressor and interaction
effects. Where significant interactions occurred, .

the Tukey test was used to test for significant

differénces betweén the freatﬁent meang< TR

analyses were used to test hypothés s 1, 2, 3, 7 and

8. N
Table 6 presents the analysis of variance .

) summary table for the subjeets'.fiiings of the repre-

hensibility of the transgressive acts.

. The analysis of variance on the reprehensibility

scores yielded several significant main effects. A

significant main effect for age revealed that yéunger;

children judged the transgressive acts as more -
reﬁrehensible than did the older children F(1, 56) =
5.862, p< .05. The mean evaluations were 1.427 |
356,1.818. respectively.

A significaﬁt age of subject x level of respon-
sibility interaction qualified the main effect for
age. This interaction showed that the differences
in evaluation due to the different grade levels

was greater in the justified transgression conditjons

%
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ANALYSIS OF VAF

5,

f

TABLE 6

X

H?Zém SUMMARY TABLE FOR THE REPREHENSIBILITY SCORES

SUM OF
SQUARES

SOURCE OF
VARIATION

df

MEAN
SQUARES

g

DECISION

A Age of

Sub ject 2.44]

B ' Level of

smmﬁgzmaapgaﬁe 9.897

AB 3.917
'C Age of
Transgressor

157
BC © 1.129
Ac 1.510
ABC AT,

ERROR

23.322

et

e e

2.44]1

9.897
3.917

157~
1.129
1.510

417

116

75.862

23.764

© 9.406

376
2.711
QQQNQ
1.001

.019

.000
. ,ﬁ, é@ '

542

.+105

.062

- +321

Significant

Significant
Significant

Not Significant
Not Significant
Not Significant
Not Significant

——



F(1, 56) = 9.406, p < .0l. Since there were no
significant differenées between the Grade two and
Grade six students’' evaluations of unjustified trans-
gressions (see Table 7), the main effect for age
‘must be attributed to the fact that the Grade six
students judged the justified transgressions less

negatively than did the Grade two students. This

finding that second grade subjects judged the justified

transgressive acts as more reprehensible than did the
sixth grade subjects caused hypéthésis 3 to be
aé%epte&.

A significant main effect for level of respon-
sibility revealed that justified transgressions were

Jjudged as less reprehensible than unjustified trans-

gressions F(1,56) = 23.764, p< .001. The mean
evaluations were 2.016 and 1.22§. respectively.

The significant age of subject x level of
’ respsnéibility i£teractign also qualified the main
effect for level of responsibility. This interaction
showed that the differences in evaluation due to the
different levels of respangibility were greatef
for the older children F(1,56) s 9.406, p<£ .01,
Por Grade two students, the méan reprehensibility
scores were 1.282 and 1.573 for the unjustified

and justified transgressions, respectively whereas
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MEAN JUDGMENTS OF REPREHENSIBILITY AS A FUNCTION OF
AGE OF SUBJECT AND LEVEL OF RESPONSIBILITY

Justified Unjustified

Grade 2 : lgﬁ?ja 1.2823

[

Grade 6 2.459, 178,

Cells'shariﬁg no common subscripts differ significantly
(P < .05) using the Tukey test. A higher mean reflects
lower perceived feprehenéibility (minimum = 1,

maximum = §).
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-

for the Grade six students, the mean reprehensibility
scores were 1.282 and 2.459 for the unjustified and
justified transgressions, respectively. A Tukey
comparison testv(see Table 7) revealed no significant
difierence; betweén the mean reprehensibility

scores of the Grade two students for justified‘and
unjustified transgressions. Therefore hypothesis 1
was rejécted. Grade six subjects did however judge-
Aﬁnjustified transgressions as more reprehensible than
justified transgressions. Therefore hypothesis 2
'was accepted. Since the second grade students
appeared.ﬁnable to discriminate Jjustified from
unjustified transgressions, the main effect for level
of respensibility ;as attributed solely to the Grade
six students"abilit;eé to discriminate justified
from unjustified transgressions.

There were no significant effects with regards
to age of the transgressor. Though thé interaction
between age of the subject and age of the transgressor
.fell short of the desired significance level of .05,
a trend towardé significance was noted F(1, 56) =
3.627, p = .062. For the purpose of testing the
a priori hypotheses 7 and 8, several Tukey' comparisons

were conducted (see Table 8). A Tukey ccmpgrisan_m”

-
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TABLE 8 ' oy
MEAN JUDGMENTS OF REPREHENSIBILITY AS A_FUHETIQN'GF '
AGE OF SUBJECT AND AGE OF TRANSGRESSOR

‘Child '~ Adult
Transgressor Transgressor

Grade 6 E-DElb 1‘5158b

Cells sharing no common subscripts differ sighifi-

cantly (p <€ .05) using the Tukey test. A highér

minimum = 1, maximum = 5).



7\

test revealed no significant differences between the
érade two students’' mean reprehensibility ratings

of child and adult transgressors causing hypothesis 7
to be rejected. Another Tukey comparison revealed
newsignificaﬁtkdifféreﬁcés between the Grade two and
the Grade six students' mean reprehensibility ratings
of adult transgressors ca#sing hy§éthesis 8 to

be rejected as well.

Table E also reveal§ that the evaluation of chiidA
transgressors became less negative with increased age.
This significant finding may!have contributed té the
trend towards a significant interaction between
age of the subject and'age of fhe t ransgressor.

Main Findings: Content Analysis

A systematic content analysis of the subjects’
sgantanegué comments as well as theif responses to

the apeﬁ—ended questions examining their perceptions
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of why the story character took the item of merchandise,

\
whether the story character enjoyed his actions and

" whether the story character was egmpallgd into trans-

gressirfg revealed some rather interesting patterns

of findings. In order to examine the statistical

significance of these findings, a number of Chi

Square ggalyses were conducted. Thése analyses
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tgsted for relationships between'the age of the
subject and the presence of the following features
in the sﬁbjects' verbatim responses:
a) reference to consequences when making judg-
ments.
b) reférence to the notion that the tranéﬁA
gressor was wholly or partiaily coerced by
circumstances into transgressing. |
c) reference to the belief that the moral rule
about not stealing can be cémpramised when a
higher principle such as the right to survi%al
is threatened.
d) reference to an alternatiﬁe céufse of action
that the transgressor could have taken rather
than stealing. A |

The verbatim responses recorded on all of the

Protocols were examined for the analyses regarding

features a and d whereas only the prgtcécls of
subjects in story conditions 1 and 2 (the justified’
trahsgression'conditicns)’were included in the
analyses regarding features b and c. >

The analysis regarding featﬁfg a was used to

test hypothesis 6. The analysis regarding feature b

was used to test'hypothesis 4. .The analysis regarding

’
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feature c was used to test hypethesis 5.

In order to code one of the featﬁ%es,just listed
as present within the protocol of a particular sub-
jeet, only one reference to it was.:equired during
the ehtire interview period. The frequency of the
sub jects’' references to each of the features was not
.tabulated. In essence, the subjects' responses
to Stary.l and Story 2 were combined for this analysis.
A more detailed descriptian of the écding and scoring
procedures is presented in Appendix D. _

An inter-rater reliability check was conducted
by having a second person rescore a percentage of
the test protocols. One-quarter of the protocols were
randomly selected for rescoring with the restriction
that each age group, each sex and each treatment
canditian was equallj represented.  An 88% agreement
in scoring was achieved between the raters. After
discussing the items in dispute, the two raters
reached a consensus as to the proper scores that
should have been administered.

Although the present study had been designed
to mininize the salience of écnsqu&aee information,
many of the seécnd!grade sub jects spontaneously

referred to consequéences when making their evaluations



of one or more of the transgressive acts. These
statements we}e_fcund to be present in several forms.
chme subjects evaluated an act as 'very bad' or

'bad’ becduse of the punishment received (eg. “If el
was bad because he had to gavtg jail“Bi In a similar
vein, some stated that the transgressor did not

like what he did because of the punishment he received
(eg. "Joe didn't like what he did because the store
clerk gave him heck"). Others gtated that the trans-
gressor liked what he 'did because of a positive
consequence (eg. "She 1iked taking the toque be-
cause it made her ears warm"). !

E

n order to test whether proportionately more

\H\

second grade students that sixth grade students
refef:ed to consequences when making their evaluations,
a Chi Square analysis was utilized. The relation-
ship between age of the subject and the presence

of .consequence based judgments was significant
(x*=10.57, af = 1, p< .05). Thus proportionately
more second grade subjects than sixth grade subjects
made referencé to the ﬁassiblezaansequénees of the
transgressive act when making th21r evaluaticns |
'(Tabié 9)— Therefare, hypothesis 6 was accepted

The test protocols of subjects in conditions 1
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FREQUENCY OF CONSEQUENCE BASED JUDGMENTS

‘Reference to

No Reference to

. Consequences CGﬁSéQUEﬁGE%{
Grade 2 22 10
(69%) (31%)
. Grade 6 9 23 ,
' (28%) (72%)




and 2 were also analyzed as éé whéthereéf'nat they.
included statéments indicating that the subject
believed that the traﬁsgfegsaf was Qﬁally or partially
coerced by circumstaneég into transgressing. Typical
statementé.which indicated recognition of environ-
mental coercion included the following: "She was
very hungry and couldn't afford it; she could not help
- but take it"' and "She knew it was wrong but she had
no choice”.
In order to test whether proportienately more
sixth grade students than second grade studgnts
made reference to environmental coercion, a Chi
Square analysis'was,utilized (Table 10). The relationship
between age of the sub ject and referencé to environ-
mental coercion was not éigﬁificant (?QSS.?QE dr = 1,
P > .05). That is, reference ta-enviraﬁmental coercion.
was independent of age of the subject. Therefore
hypothesis 4 was rejected.
z The test pProtocols of subjécts in conditions 1
.and 2 were also analyzed as to whether or not explicit_
reference was made to the belief that the moral rule
about stealing could be compromised when a higher
'-prinéible such as the right te‘survival is threatened.

~Examp1e§ of these types of statements included the
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TABLE 10
FREQUENCY OF REFERENCE T0O ENVIRONMENTAL COERCION

i

Ty Reference to No Reference to
Envirdhmental Environmental

Coercion Coercion

Grade 2 , 13

Grade 6 14 e 2
(88%) (13%)
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feilgwing; “Stealing is not bad all the time. :If
you don‘'t have money, how are you going to eat and
keep warm?"; and "What they did was good because it is
more important to survive."' and *If it is really
necessary it (stealing) is not wrong."

In order to test whether proportiohately more
' sixth grade students than second grade students made
reference to fhis belief, a Ghi Square analysis was
utilized. The relationship between age of the subject
and reference to the belief that stéaling might be
accépt;ble if it enéures the safe-guarding of a

higher principle was gtatisfiéglly significant

)

1]

(x L.44, 4f =1, p< .05). A proportionately
higher number of sixth grade subjects made reference to

this cgmprgmise-(rable 11). Therefore hypothesis o« =

5 was EFEEEtEdf

Summary of the Main Findings

The main purpose of the present study was to
reexamine two theoretical notions regarding moral °

development proposed by Piaget. Pliaget proposed

the existence of 1) a developmental transition from -~ <

objective to subjective responsibility and 2) a

developmental transition from unilateral respect
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TABLE 11 o .
PREQUENCY OF REFERENCE TO THE BELIEF THAT THE MORAL
RULE ABOUT NOT STEALING CAN BE COMPROMISED

. Y
Reference to No Reference to
"the Compromise the Compromise
Grade 2 1 15
(6%) . O (9W)
Grade 6 7 - .9
S (44%) O (56%)
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for adults to mutual fespéCt for adults and peers.
The following is a list of the main findings of

the present study. These findings pertain directly
to the two Piagetian notiohs-under investigation. .
A more thorough discussion of these findings will

be presented in Chapt% V. 7

| VHypothesés 1 through 6 pertained to the develop-
@ental'transitiﬁnfrom objective to subjective
responsibility. The findings with regards to these
hypotheées will now be presented.

Hypothesis 1 Sgcona grade subjects did not judge
,unjustified,traﬁsgréssions as more reprehensible
than jusfified tfansgressionslf

prothesis 2 Sixth grade subjects judged
unjustified transgressions as morefreﬁrehensible”
than justified_transg:essions. | "

Hypothesis 3 Second grade sub jects judged

the justified transgressions as more reprehen-
sible than did the sixth grade subjects.
Hypothesis 4 About'the same proportion of sixth
.grade subjects as second grade sub jects made
statéments indicating a belief that the story
characters who committed justified transgressions

were wholly or partially coerced by circumstances



into transgressing.

subjects than second grade subiectsimade explicit
'giatements indicating a belief that the moral
rule about not stgaling can be compromised when
a higher principle such as ‘the right to survival

is threatened.

Hypothesis 6 Proportionately more second grade
" subjects than sixth grade subjects referred
to the possible consequences of the iransgressive
acts when making their evaluatiens. _ |
Hypotheses 7 and 8 pertained to the develop-
mental tfansificn-frﬁm uniladkeral respect f@f adults
to mutual respect for adults and peers.

Second grade subjects did not judge

othesis
child transgressaré as more reprehgnsible than
adult transgressors. . - S

8

Second grade subjects' Jjudgments

of adult transgressors were not less negative
‘than the sixth grade subjects' judgments of
¢ _

adult transgressors.

gppplemEntagj,F;gdings

Because of the availability of the data . and the

possipility that it might be of interest to some
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readers, several edditienel analyses were Performed.

Theee enelyeee are presented eeperetely because they

did net direetly addreee the meln hypothesges uneer -

investigation. _
Throughout the inte:view a number of sub jects

spontaneously made reference to an alternative eeuree

of action that the transgressor could have taken

rather than eteeling- S%eeifie alternatives recommended

included the following: ask the shopkeeper for the

desired item; befrew the desired item; €0 on welfare;

wait inside until it becomeg warmer eueeide1 and

work for the shopkeeper to earn the item. A Chi o

Square analysis (Table 12) revealed that the‘reletieneﬁip

between age of subject end reference to alternative

eeureee of action wee not e;ghlf;eent (\ ;- 1.602,

s ‘=.05) That isg referen to alternative courses of

f the eubjeef;

action was independent of age
Pearson preduet-mement correlations were conducted .

to examine the intercorrelatedness of the subjects’

responses to Story 1, question 1; Story 2, question 1;

question 7 and question 8. These correlatig were
examined for the purpose of eeeeSSLng whestier the sub-
jects*® evaluations of the trenegreeelve acts were |
consistent with the evaluations they thought their

parents and peers would make. Separate analyses
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TABLE 12
FREQUENCY OF REFERENCE TO ALTERNATIVE COURSES OF ACTION

.Reference to No Reference to

Alternatives Alternatives

Grade 2 ~ 16 16
(50%) (50%)

Grade 6 21 11
. (66%) (34%)
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were conducted at each age level;

As is.seen in Table 13, the sixth grade subjects’
judgments carrelatéd significantly with the judgments
they thought their parents and peers would make, .
implying a consistency of response.

The same findings were not evident among second
grade Subjects. While the second grade subjects'
own perceptions of the 'badness' of each of the
transgressive acts were highly correlated, these
percegtiéﬁé did not correlate with the evaluations
they thought their parents would make. Mixed results.
were obtained with regards to the consistency of the
Grade two subjects' judgments with the evaluations they
thought their peers would make.

These results contradict what might be expected
from the moral realist described by Piaget. Piaget 4
claimed that because of the cognitive deficit of
egocentrism, the moral realist is incapable of realiz-
’ing that moral values are relative to various persons
or ends. Because he tends to confuse his own perspec-
tive with that of others, the moral realist believes
all people hold views congistent with his own. Further
research examining why second grade students do not
anticipate adults and peers to advance moral evaluations

gimilar to their own would be "appropriate.
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Slql S2ql

q7

Slql 1.0 .912%

$2ql - | 1.0

L9uow
.898*
1.0

#_gignificant at the .05 level

Slql-story 1, question 1

S2ql-story 2, question 1 _
'q7 -question 7 r
q8 -question 8 o
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[/
7 In summary, several supplementary>findings
were noted. First, 50% of the secon®™®rade sub jects
and 66% of the sixtﬁ grade subjeéts made reference
to alternative courses of action that they felt
were avajlable to the transgressors. Reference to
alternative courses of action was independent of
age of the subject.

Second, while the sixth grade subjects' judgments
correlated significantlyrwith the- evaluations they
thought their parents and peers would make, a less
consistent pattern emerged.amcng the second grade _
subjects. The second grade subjects’' own judgmants
did not eorrelate significantly with those they
thought their parents would make. Mixed results
were obtained with regards to the ccrrelati@néé
between the Grade two subjegts' own Judgments and those

they anficipated their peers would make.



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

The Developmental Shift from Objective to Subjective

Responsibilit

The present study examined the developmental
transition from objective to subjective respénsihility
by assessing the ability of children at two age levels
(Grade two and Grade six) to distinguish justified
from unjustified transgressions. The present study
revealed a number of dgvelapmentalvdifferences in
the age groups studied which lend support to the
Piagetian notion of a transition from objective to
subjective responsibility with age. The follow-
ing findiﬁgs'are supportive of this Piagetiaﬁ hy%
pothesis{ 1) Grade two sub jects judged justified
ang_unjustified transgressions as equélly repre-
ﬁgnsible whereas Grade six sub jects judged justified

~ transgressions as less reprehensible . than unjusiified
transgressions; 2) Grade two subjects judged justified‘
"E@nsgressions as more reprehensiblegthgﬁ did Grade
six subjects; 3) Propertianatély mgré gixth grade
sub jects than second grade subjects made reference to

the notion that the moral rule about not stealing
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can be compromised when a-higher principle such as
the right to survival is threatened;y and 4) Pro-

portionately more second grade subjects than sixth

the transgressive acts when making 'their evaluations.
Thus, as was expected, a developmental difference
was noted.

While a developmental difference with regards to

=

the usage of ebjgc%ive versus subjective respon-
sibility was expected; the marxed‘lack of the usage
of subjéctive respansibility by the Grade two subjects
was unexpected-! That the Grade two subjects of thé
p:esent;study judged the Jjustified and unjustifieé
. transgressions as equally reprehensible places them
at tre least mature stage in Gutkin's (1972) four
stage developmental sequénce regarding the ebjective
to subjeetiveArésp@nsibility transiticn; At this
stage, intentions or motives are regarded aé completely
irrelevant to the moral judgment process.

In contrast with theifindings of the present
studji previous research (Darley et al., 1978;
Lgéhyt 19793 Rule and Duker, 19731 Rule et ai;.';Q?b;
‘and Shaw and Sulzer, 1964) has demonstrated that chil-

dren below the age of nine are able to make moral



distinctions bétween justified and unjustified trané-
gressﬁohs. That the justified transgressive acts

in the present study were essentially self-serving

as obposed to-altruistic, prosocial or "other-serving”
may have contributed to the more immature judgments
among the second grade students of the present study.
Several of tﬁe studies which have found children of
this age group able to morally distinguish justified
and unjustified transgfessions (Darley et 51., 1978;
Rule and Duker, 1973; and Rule et al., 1974) presented
‘children with situations in which the story character
transgressed or caused harm for altruistic or prosocial
reasons or in response to provocaiion.

It is possible that the moral judgments of
children below the age of nine reflect the recog-
nition of certain justifications such as provocation
- and p:osocial or altruistic motives before justifica-
tions such as personal necessity. Thié interpretation
gains support from a study conducted by Leahy. (1979) .
'Leahy found that while six year olds were able to
conslder provocation as a justifying factor, they were
““unadle to consider duress and emotional maladjust- - -
mentfa justifying factors. Further research is

necessary to clarify this issue.
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The immature responses of the second grade
students in the present study may also be related
te their perceptions of the severity of the outcome
of the transgressive acts. Several previous studies
(Armsby, 1971; Rule and Duker, 1973) havé shown
that information about consequence severity affects
fhe.moral.judgments of younger children-but not
older children. Armsby (1971) demonstrated that as
the consequénces of a transgressive act became
progressively more severe, the usage of subjective
responsibility concepts in the moral judgments of six
year olds decreased signifieaﬁtlyg Two studies by
Rule and her associates (?ergusah and Rule, 1980;
and Rule and Duker, 1973) have revealed that when seven
énd'eight year_qlds}perceive the consequences of a
transgressive act as very severe, they do not make
motive based moral evaluations.

Although an attempt was made‘within the present
étudy to minimize the possible effects of consequence
information by leaving it out completely and by implying
that the transgressive act resulted in no negative
consequences to the transgressor, the second grade
subjécts still.fécusséd a.great déal of théir atteﬁtian

upon the possible consequences of the acts. Many of
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the second grade subjects assumed that the transgressiaﬁs
would result in a very severe Punishment such as a
prison term. In light of the previous research, it
appears reasonable to hypothesize that the minimal
usage of subjective responsibility concepts among
the second grade subjects may be related to a belief
that the acts of tﬁeft resulted in very severe cqnse-
quences to the transgressors. Furt%eriresearch could
test this hypothesis.

Several findings of tie present study suggest
that some of the Grade two subjects may have been
entering a transitionél stage between objective and
subjective responsibility. That 10 (31%) Grade 2
studqﬁts did not voice consequence based judéments
and that 13 (75%) of the Grade two subjecté in the
jﬁstified transgression conditions recognized the
environmental coercicn experienced by the transgressor
suggests the possible beginnings of subjective respon-
sibility among some second grade subjects. These
indications of more mature moral regs@ning did not
however, appear to affect the mean gprehensibility
ratings. It,iﬁ poseilde that the second grade students
who recognized that part éf the motivation for the
transgressive act found its source in the environ-

ment were reluctant to attribute part of the responsibility
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for the act to the environment and thereby judge the
transgressor as less reprehensible. It is also 4.
possible that second grade subjects who did not
spentaneauél§ verbalize consequence based judgments
still made consequence based evélﬁatians. Fufther
research is necessary to adequately examine these

possibilities.

The Developmental Shift from Unilateral Respect for

Adults to Mutual Respect for Adults

The present study also examined the Piagetian
hypothesis concerning a developmental transition
from uniiateral respect for adﬁlts to mutual respect
for adults and peers. This was accamplishéd'by deter-
mining whether or not Grade two and Grade six sub jects
evaluated child and adult tranagfessers differently.,

The study revealed several findings which question
the validity of this notion in the age groups studied.
Consistent with the findings of Suls and Kalle '(19?8)
but contrary to the notien af4unilaterél respect
for adults, the eccnd!grade subjeéﬁs in the present
study viewed child and adult transgressors as equally
répreheﬁsibié. Another finding whicﬁ calls iﬁta questién

the validity of the notion of unilateral respect
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for adults among children younger than:nine is the
finding that there were no- significant differences .
between the Grade two subjects' and the Grade six
subjects' judgments of the reprehensibility of adult
transgressors. |

The fact that the Grade two subjects did not
distinguish child and adult transgressors but did
evidence other aspects'of moral realism such as
objective responsibility calls into question the
Piagetian notion that the source and basis of the
young child's moral realism.is his unilateral respect
for adults. Although evidence of moral realism was
present amohg the second grade subjects of the present
- study, evidence of unilateral respect for adults was
absent. A similar phenomenon was noted by Rybash et al,
(1975) in their examination of the moral reasoning
of kinderggrtnérs. The moral judgments of tre kéﬁiera
gartners in the Rybash et al. (1975) study were affected
by the amount of damage caused by the transgressor, but
were not affected by the age (child or adult) of the
transgressor. ’ . |
. .While the‘findihgs of the present study indicate ﬁ;anw
that the age of the transgressor is irrelevent to
the moral judgments of both second grade and sixth

grade students, a trend towards a significant interaction
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between age of subject and age of transgressor was
noted. That the Grade six subjects evaluated child
transgressors less negatively than did the Grade two
sub jects may have contributed fg this trenditawards
significance. | o | o '
Althoughlthe Grade 'six subjects were more lenient

than the Grade two subjects with regards to the
evaluation of child transgressors, there were no signif-
icant differences between the two groups' judgments

of adult transgressors. This pattern of findings

séems to suggest that the Grade six subjects consider
the age of the tran§gressqr as a factor which can miti-
gdte the reprehensibility rating. While it must be
emphasizad that, in the present study, there»waré

no significant differences between. the Grade six
subjects judgments of child and adult transgreséafs,
several other studies (Dituri; 19773 Savitsky et al.,
1976) report results which sufport the notion that
children over the age of nine and adults view child
transgressors as less reprehensible than adult trans-
gressors. Dituri (1977) reports that many ten year
olds in his study viewed the adult as the worse wrong-
.doer becausé they‘felt the adult should have known
better than to transgress. In a similar vein, Savitsky

et al. (1976) suégest that since adults view other
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"

adults as more capable of self-direction than chil-
dren, they also view adults as more accountable for
their transgressions.

The'idé; that chi;d transgressors should be judged
as less reprehensible than adult transgressors is
also embodied in Angle-Saxon law. Fitzgerald (1962)

points out that an act of harm which would ordinarily

be punishable may be excused if it was executed by

‘a child because in the court's view, it is question-

able whether a child has the capacity to evidence
&b
the requisite level of mental culpability for con-

viction. The lesser ability of children to control

* their impulses and resist temptation is also considered

Furthervfeseareh is needed to explore whether

the trend toward developmental differences in judg-
[ 4

‘ments of adult and child transgressors would reach

significance in age groups other than those studied

in the present study. It is possible that if the studﬁ
was replicated with two age gfaups, one containing
subjects younger than Grade two and the other contain-
ing subjéets older than Grade six, that a significant

age of subject x age of transgressor interaction would

be noted.
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-as a factor which mitigates'pugishment and responsibility.
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In gummary, consistent with the findings of Rybash
et al. (1975) ani Suls et al. 219?8). but incansistEﬁt
with the Piagetian notion of unilateral respect for |
adults among children younger than nine, the present
study found no significant differences between the‘
Judgments of adult and child transgressors. Thus
the available evidence suggésts that unilateral
respect for adults among young children is not as
ﬁefvasive as wag suggested by Piaget. Perhaps Kohlberg's
position with regé:ds to the motivational basis of
"~ the young eﬁgid's orientation to obedience and punish-
mént'is more plausible than the notion of unilateral
fespect posited by Piaget, Kohlberg attributed the
child's punishment and obedience orientation to a
realistic-hedonistic desire to avoid the shame and
" punishment of transgressi@n; ‘

.-

Implications

The present study has significance for psychologists,
educators, parents and all others who relate to children
~on a daily basis in ‘that it presents a clearer picture
of the ehaﬁging ethical perspective of the growing
child. It appears that Grade two and Grade six students

do perceive and evaluate certain transgressive acts
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differently;; More séécifically.,the'pIESEﬁt study
revealed’ developmental differences in children's

abili tles to dlstlngUlsh J;gtlfled from uﬁjustlfied
transgressions. It appears that Grade two students

are urrable to make moral distinctions between an

‘unjustifiable act of theft and an act of theft perpetrated

out of personal necessity while sixth grade students
are able to make this distinction. While second
érade students appear to be aware of the publicly
sanctioned concr;te moral rules such as "one must not ¢
ﬂs¥eal", they seem unable to employ a principled private
marélity theh :éccgnizeé that environmental coercion
lessens moral eulpability and-PefSDﬁal responsibility.
grade students was also evident in their teﬁdency
to make objective FESPQﬂSlblllty or cansequence based
moral Judgments. In contrast, 51xth grade subjects
evidenced a greateriusage of principled moral evaluations
which were sénsitive to the subjective responsibility
or the motives of the transgressor.

Scme,similarities between the moral perspectives of
:éécend and sixth grade students were alsa}nated- Both
gsecond and sixth gr#ade students perceived no significant

differences between child and adult transgressors. The

<
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E ]
child's perception of adult versus child transgressors

might be researched further by comparing the perceptions
of North American children of today with the viewpoints
of the European children studied by Plaget fifty

years ago. ' .

Since at present there is still much confusion
and disagreément as to the nature, purpose, methods and
scope of moral education, specific recommendations
as to how these findings might be applied in educational
programs and/or ghild ;earing practices are considered
premature. The implications of the findings of the
present study may be different for persons with differing
philosophical viewpoints as to the nature and purpose
of morality. Therefore, an indepth study and ccnsideréticn‘
of the philosophical issues underlying the nature of
morality must occur before specific recommendations
can justifiably be made.

In conclusion, the findings of the present study
provide a more detailed account of the unique moral
perspectives of second and sixth grade stuéents. ‘Precisely
how these findings might be utilized requires further

study and thoughtful consideration.

e
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April 21, 1981

Dear Parents:

My name is Alice Joosse and I am a graduate student in
Educational Psychology at the University of Alberta.

I am conducting research under the direction of Dr.

W. Hague (Professor, U. of A., Dept. of Educational
Psychology) into how different aged children view
various types of transgressive acts.

I would like your permission to involve your child in

a study of this topic. This project has been approved
by the St. Albert Protestant/Separate School Board

and the University Department of Educational Psychology.

Your child will be asked to listen to two short stories.
Your child will then be asked ten questions regarding’
his/her opinions about what happened in the stories.

This study is designed to analyze whether children

view peer and adult behavior differently and whether
they discriminate between justified and unjustified
transgressions. The results of the study will be
forwarded to the school upon completion of the study.
Your cooperation in this research woul®xghe greatly
appreciated. Please sign and return thi® note as svon
as possible if you will allow your child to participate.
An immediate reply is important since the experimenter
hopes to begin the study on April 23.

I __ . ., agree to have my child
__ barticipate 1n this research.

Thank-you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

)

# AN -

e .. Allce Joosss. . . . .
R -, M.Ed. (Candidate)



APPENDIX B
THE TEST STORIES IN THE
TREATMENT CONDITIONS

1163



164

CONDITION I

Story 1

Betty (Bob) who is about your age is walking along the
street. She (he) is feeling very hungry because she

(he) hasn't eaten anything all day. Then Betty (Bob) :
goes Iinto the bakery. Since she (he) is very poor and has
no money she (he) waits till the baker's baci 1s turned
and takes a loaf of bread. Then she (he) runs out

and starts eating the bread.

Story 2

Joan, (Joe) who is about your age is walking along the
street. Her (his) ears are starting to hurt because
it is very cold outside and she (he) does not own a
hat. Then she (he) goes into a clothing store. Since
she (he) is very poor and has no money she (he) waits
till the store owner's back is turned and takes a toque.
Then she (he) runs out and puts the toque on her (his)
head. :

a .

CONDITION II
Story 1 :

Mrs. Smith (Mr. Smith), who is about 35 years old, is
walking along the street. She (he) is feeling very hungry
because she hasn't eaten anything all day. Then Mrs.
Smith (Mr. Smith) goes into the bakery. Since.she (he)

is very poor and has no money, she (he) waits until

the baker's back is turned and takes a loaf of bread.

Then she (he) runs out and starts eating the bread.

Story~2

Mrs. Jones (Mr. Jones), who is about 35 years old, is
.walking along the street. Her (hig) ears are starting
to hurt because it is very cold outside and she (he)

does not own a hat. Then Mrs. Jones (Mr. Jones) goes
into a clothing store. Since she (he) is very poor

and has no money, she (he) waits till the store owner's
back 1s turned and she (he) takes a toque. Then she (he)
runs out and puts the toque on her (his) head.



. CONDITION III
Story 1 .

Betty*(Bob), who is about your age, is walking along the
street. She (he) is feeling very hungry because she (he)
hasn't eaten anything all day. Then she (he) #oes

into the bakery. Even though she (he) is rich and has

a lot of money in her (his) pocket, she (he) waits until
the baker's back is turned and takes a loaf of bread.
Thenn she (he) runs out and starts eating the bread.

. Story 2

Joan (Joe), who is about your age, is walking along the
street. Her (his) ears are starting to hurt because it

is very cold outside and she (he) does not own a toque.
Then she (he) goes into a clothing store. Even though she
(he) is rich and has a lot of money in her (his) pocket, -
she (he) waits until the store owner's back is turned

and she (he) takes a toque. Then she (he) runs out and
puts the toque on her (his) head.

CONDITION 1V
¥

Story 1

Mrs. Smith (Mr. Smith), who is about 35 years old, is walk-
ing along the street. She (he) is feeling very hungry
because she (he) hasn't eaten anything all day. Then

Mrs. Smith (Mr. Smith) goes into the bakery. Even though
‘she (he) is rich and has a lot of money in her (his)

pocket she (he) waits till the baker's back is turned

and takes a loaf of bread. Then she (he) runs out and
gstarts eating the bread.

Story 2 , : {

. Mrs. Jones (Mr. Jones), who is about 35 years old, is walk-
ing along the street. Her (his) ears are starting to

hurt because it is very cold outside and she (he) does

not own a toque. Then Mrs. Jones (Mr. Jones) goes into

a clothing store. Even though she (he) is rich and

has a lot of money in her (his) pocket, she (he) waits

till the store owner's back is turned and she (he) takes

a toque. Then she (he) runs out and puts the toque

on her (his) head. R
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APPENDIX G
THE QUESTIONNAIRE AND THE
_DEBRIEPING PROCEDURE
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APPENDIX D
THE CONTENT ANALYSIS OF THE
SUBJECTS' VERBALIZATIONS
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CONTENT ANALYSIS OF THE SUBJECTS' VERBALIZATIONS

A eaﬁtent analysis was performed on the subjects’
verbalizations throughout the entire interview. The o
purpose of this analysis was to examine for the presence
or absence of the following feature® in the subjects'
-verbatim responses:

a)» reference to consequences when making judgments.
. b) statements indicating that the transgressor |

into transgressing.

c) reference to the belief that the moral rule ,

about not stealing can be compromised when
a higher principle such as the right to
survival is threatened. ;

d) reference to an alternative course of action

v than stealing.

The verbatim responses recorded on all of the
protocols were examined for the analyses regarding
features a and 4 whereas only the protocols of subjects
in story conditions 1 and 3 (the Justified Transgression
conditions) were included in the analyses regardiné ,
features b and c. .

In order to code one of the features just listed as

present within the protocol of a particular subject,
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only oﬁe,reference to it was required during the entire
interview period. The frequency of the subjects'
references to each of the fsatures was not tabulated.

In essence, the subjects' responses to story 1 and story 2
were combined for this analysis. A more detailed descrip-
tion of the coding or scoring procedures for each feature

will now be presented.

Feature A

Feature a examines for reference to consequences
when making judgments. Feature a was coded as present
when a judgment or evaluation was made in éaﬁjunctian‘
with a reference tq an objective external outcome.
References to both positive and negative outcomes were
accepfed. Examples of statements evidencing féatureié
are as follows:

l) "It was bad because he went to jail."

2) "He didn't like wnathé did because the store-

- clerk gave him heck." | '

- 3) "She like taking th®e toque because it made her

ears warm."

Peagare B

Feature b examines for reference to the notion that

the transgressor was wholly or partially coerced into
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' transgressing. Featufe b was coded as present whenever
the subject stated that the story ché;actgr had little
or no choice in transgressing. Examples of statements
evidencing feature b are as follows:
1) "She couldn't help but take it."
2) "She had ﬁc choice.”

3) any "yes" response to question 6.

Feature C ’

Feature ¢ examines for reference to the velief

‘that the moral rule about not stealing can be compromised
when a higher principle such as the right to survival
is threatened. In order for feature c to be coded
as present, the subject had to make an explicit statement
indicating that stealing is not wrong or less wrong
when it is extremely necessary. Examples of stateﬁents
evidencing featﬁre c are as follows: |

1) "what they did was good because it's more

important to survive."
2) "If it's really necessary it (stealing) is

not wrong."

Feature D

Feature d exam;nes for reference to an alternative

course of action that the transgressor could have



taken rather than stealing. Examples of statements
evidencing feature d are as fclla;%z

1) "He should ask the shopkeeper for it.

2) _"She should ask to borrow it."

3) "He could go bn welfare."

4) rShe could pay for it."



