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MORAL JUDGMENTS AND CHILDREN'S SHARING
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* The major purpose of the present study was to investigatéhthe inter-
relationships among the development of rolewtaking skills, moral judgments ,and
sharing behavior of bgys and.girls #fi kindergarten, first, second amd third
grades, o= 1 ‘ ‘ Ky

- : Several investigators (Green & Schneider, 19743 Handlon & Gross, 1958; °
; " Midlarsky & Bryan, 1967; Stagb &.Feagans, 1969} Ugurel-~Semin, 19523 & Wright,

1942) have reported thabathjﬁamqunt of sharing and helping displayed by children

between 4 and 12 years tends to increase with age., Recently, however, this’ ‘

finding was confirmed 8nly when®children were sharing candies they “deserwved"
rather than candies they did "not deserve® (Olejnik, 1974), '

One possible explanation why older children appear to behave more altruls- '
‘tically is that since they are older they have had more opportunities to* learn
self-sacrificing responses by imitating adults and peers as welf{as\having had
more opportuynities to be rewarded for their sharing and helping. In their re- °

" view of" self-sacrificing behavior by children, Bryan and London (1970) cited
several studies which provided evidence for the influence of behavioral example
and reinforcement on the donation behavior of children. However, in his review
of the altruilsm research, Krebs (1970) noted that studies-on the modeling of al-
truistic behavior have produced temporary effects father than long term changes
and that theése studies have not demonstrated modeling effects which generalize
to a variety of self-sacrificde siﬁugtions.r Krebs also poirtted ,out that modeling .

.was merely a desc;ipfion of behavioral sequences rather than an explanation. for
the behavior, . e

| . [
“ -

Just last month however, Philippe Rushton (1975) reported a study en the |
immediate and long~term effects of modeling, preaching and-moral judgment on
- f generosity in children and found that modeling was effective in influencing

; _the donating behavier of children (7 to 11" years of age) not only immediately
‘but also two months later., He concluded that "internalization" had occurred
and also noted that there was a relatlonship between moral judgments and geier-
osity, ) :
. o ' ' ,
This leads me to a second, more cognitive explanation for the apparent in-

crease in the altruistic behavior of children as they get older, that is, there .
" . are developmental changes in childrén’s cquitive,thoughtoprocesses wh#ch ine~

fluence their moral judgments and behavior, According to Pldget (1932), the

egocentric thought of young children prevents them from judging moral- situations
from any viewpoint other than their own and .thereéfore limits their fmoral Judg-
ments and social interactions in a variety of activities. Plaget (1926), Fla-
vell et al. (196§), Selman (1974) and others have.inbestigated'developmfntal
changes in role-taking skills in children between four and fourteen years and-
have found that while signs of role~taking skills begin to develop around three
years, it isn't until sometime during middle—childhood or even as late as early
adolesﬁence that children are capable of accurately taking the role of another
', person. Carolyn.Shantz (1974) recently stated that "given the importance in our
|

society of prosocial behavioral development, it is particulatly critical that

&nore\systematic investigations occur on the impact of cognitive development on’

social behavior and social behavior on cognitive d%gelopment."

DEVELOPMENTAL. CHANGES AND INTERRELATTONSHIPS AMONG ROLE-TAKING,* . -
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Although ‘tHere are interesting and apparent developmental changes in the
sharing behavior of cgildren and thelr role-taking skills, until recently, the
relationship between these behavioral and cognitive changes has not been inves~
tigated. Rubin and Schneider (1973) reported positive telatidnships’ among moral
judgments. (8. Lee's adaptation of Kohlberg's moral judgment stories)’ communica-
- tive egocentrism (Glucksberg & Krauss, 1967). and two measures of [altruismy .- o
"1) candy donation; and 2) helping a younger child, Their research however, fé-
cused on children at one age (7 years) rather than obtalning eilther cross~sec-
tional or longitudinal data, Additional evidence for a relationship between
,role-taking and altruistic behavior was reported a few mfnths ago-by Krébs and
Sturrup (1974) with a small sample of second and third grade children, However,
‘there 15 still little evidence'for any relationship “between role~taking skills
and sharing behavidr for childr&n under seven years although the role—takingf
skills have alre dy been developing. S N

- o
ThE~first hypothesis of "the present study was that. children between 5 and 8
. years of age yho are capable of accurately perceiving the emgtional ‘and cognitive
aspects of another's pogition would be more altruistic than children whoe have not ’
deveioped thegsé abilities, And whether from an intuitive, theoretical or logical-
perspective, 1t 1is efpected that role-taking skillds are necessary but not suffi—
cient prerequisites for the development of children's sharing behavior, o
Role«taking and moral eudgments P - ) %.
— / - '

Just as there have been only a few studies on the rélationship hgtween rolew
taking and moral behavior, few investigators have reported relationshipa btheen
role~taking and moral judgments (Ambron & Trwin, 19753 Irwin & Ambron, 1973§ Moir,
19745 “8elman, 1971). It was Selman (1971) who fixst found that with eight, nine
- and ten year old children, those who' had developed reciprocal role~taking skills
were more likely to make moral judgments at the ‘conventional rather than the gre-
.conventional level, Reciprocal rolectaking ability appeared to be \a .necessary
prerequisite for the development of moral judgments in childrern., Recently, Moir
(1974) found additional evidence using Kohlberg's moral judgment interview with
11 year old girls that-not only supports Selman's earlier finding on the asso-
ctation between role—taking (both moral and none~moral) and moral judgments but

also imdicates that the relationship was found. to be independent of conventional
verbal intelligence. . L

-

It was two years agO\in Philadelphia at the last SRCD meetings when Michelle
Irwin and Sueann Ambron (1973) reported on the relationships between role~taking -
and moral judgments in 5 and 7 .year olds, In support of Selman's earliar work,

Irwin and Ambron found that role«taking and moral judgments were sdignificantly
correlated and that the relationship was strongest between cognitive role~taking
and intentionality. However, they concluded that thelr research suggests "that o
further study is needed with regard to the ontological development "of these two”
-concepts (role-taking and moral judgments) in relation to each other™ (p, 34).

They also suggested-:that future studies should not only 1) “extend the age range °
.to include five, six and seven year olds" (p. 53), but also 2) study “whether

the degree of maturity in moral understanding is related to the degree of matur-
ity in moral behavior during early and middle ehildhood" (p. 54) ,

Since Selmin (1971) suggested that, “the time period during which one chboses
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‘td. exanfine. the cnvd§Vﬁrorv;; . #7¢ [We PTOCRIAeS E¥Blektakgpg and moral juls-

mehite)e I8 critde o nf oo # iz 1llonZesl ve anetsfpate flading a close re-
3 Jationa\‘n letween vole ta -n_ znd moral judemgnte at aav and all ages” (p, ‘89);
the Dr“%@ﬁ;‘ct09§~ne’”’0 37 .»dr was undavtaken to investigate developmental

e cb@hges i theBe felatide-%' = and to test whether the relationship between rolew

, f?*iny ﬂnd roral judgments va-e conatetent at diffevent ages, It was hypothesized

. . that’ thﬁ Five, sgix, seven an? eipht year old cHildren in the present study with

i, ‘better devaiopnd rola~tabine s%:1ls vould make moral judsments at a more advanced
. ‘stage than children who have net developed these skills,

v

Moral judgments and sharig& ‘ o7

Although 1t has been empected that moral judgments and morgl behavior would

. be related,; from r;e.t*vg ar rhe classic vo*%s o? Waytahorne and Mav (1927.39)
reseatchexy Hnﬂa n0%" eat ALl il o0 a aurong relatropstiin hetween voral vearconing

'Viﬁ: moral helrwice,. Thove han Sren sove sudvori for the hypotheais of a vela-

ouship b"“waen uoral reassning and cheatineg behavior (Grim, uohlborg & Vhite,

199), Kreba, 1945; Lehredy 1357): moral conduet (T .aughlin & Stephens, 1974):
and children’a n*nﬁfciaI te%«v!o* (Rubin & Sﬂﬁne der, 1973; Rushtonq 1975
Ururel-Cenin, 195 2) ‘ .

Blemns prenty-"<oe vears ago tn an aav’-r study on ariruism with, children in
Istenbal, Puvel-Senin dnvss:feata? the relat tonship between moral hehaviord and
age. wcx, seocial cla“s: fami e & e Sudement,  Children between 4 and
16 ve.vs were asked to A necusl number of nuts hetwveen themselves and
another child. Ugurel-%Semin Tound that gens® »ssity increasad in children between
7 and & vears and that the nelfiah teudency “se st:eagest in children between &
-ard 6 yeava of age,,, Thers was a consis tency uatwesa mnral %ehsvior and moral

‘smenits anong the ‘chfldren -fho shared equ d]ly ‘av’ these who were generous,
Vubhip and ochne*der“’ 573Y Foannd a nowitjvr*rﬂrf»‘s* o betusen moral judgments
and ,progocial behaviors amony 7 year old ¢ ldven~ 2ad vecently, RPushton (1975)
found that children ¥rith hloher levels of ‘wsral judgments on Plaget type tasks
donated more than cn*iﬁre‘ with lower levelr, of moral judgments, ! t& a rvesult
of these findings “nvolwipg meral ]ud?men*f and children's ptosortal .behaviors,
1t waa hvporhoegiced thas c“”*‘?ﬂr et aving and thefr wo-a fulocev¥t on Fiase
ian moral dllemmas would Le velared, Children who make mdral i:udgpments at the
higher levels of moral reasowibyp would share more than children who nale horal

» Judgments a1 lower levels of motral reasoning. '

§ e
P

4

ﬁorgl’judﬁmants: prescring ! ‘5"agﬁ proscriptive

.Research on moral julrisavs bas been ptimarily stirulated by Piapet
and Kohlbers (19589 1964), Reoth theorists view moral Jdevelopment ir tv-ma c¢f
cognitive procassesdin mab;n( nrral Judpments apd beth surpest thar va-al o devel.
opment progyeasaes thlough a mequence of stages dve ®o chanping theaghi atvuctures
wlich underi<z meral concests. While investigating vhe child's -esnect for the

ae of w27 cyder enfétbﬂ rhA1A by menee nff Yue s Poaper ¥ '
Aot 0t wvas o warrh the prérﬂvﬂ cf organizing «i” r"gnlaf ‘ng souist €0, oo
that a ch’i¢ develops moral ne..ociives, Aceording tc Piaget, ch1ld1@n cre L1
) ited in thelr moral judgments »v thetlr egocentric theupght unt1l around seven
veatrs of age. At this tine, ¢hildren advance -+ *h» early stage of noral re
ism to the more advanced stapn ¢ moral relatvuion.
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A finding which has been well suppogted (Boehm & Nasé, 19523 Cowan, Langer, °

Heav:yrich & Nathanson, -1969; Johnson, 19623 Piaget, 1932) is that youngér child-*
ren tend ‘td' make mogal judgments based on the consequences of an act, while older
children take into ‘consideration the intentions behindathe action, The original
interview stories which were used by Piaget (1932) as well as the revised stories
which have recently been used (Armsby, 19713 Gutkin, 1972; Hebble;, 1b7l; King,
1971) to study intentionality have involved thaking judgﬁents on the wrongness of
tyo-acts (e.g., Which Boy is naughtier? The one who broke one cup or the one who
broke fifteen cups?) Since I -was interested in prosocial behaviors in children,

I asked,... do children use similar bases for making Judgments to the rightnessg

or goodness of two acts as they do to the wrongness of two acts?,

Since research interests. in moral development has shifted from studying pro-
scriptive behaviors such—as cheating,fqtealing and lying to prescriptive behav-
iors such as donating, sharing and helping, it seems that some of the interest

. In studying moral judghents‘might also shift to studying iudgments which involve

prosocial behaviors. Shure (1968) found developmental changes in children's
Judgments of fairness, generosity and selfishness, while Baldwin and Baldwin
(1970) reported significant increases in adultlike'judgments_of kindness by
children between five and seven years, Researchers (Baldwin & Baldwin, 1970;
Shaw & Sulzer, 1964) have suggested that children use Intentionality differently
under varilous Sbnsequence conditions. While Costanzo, Cole, Grumet and Farnhill

:(1973) recently found that children's use of intentionality for making moral

Judgments was diffement under conditions, of positive and negative consequences,

. their procedure differed from the Piagetian format. Children were asked to make

4udgments of single actors'ipther than comparisons of pairs of children, Accotd-
ing to Costanzo et al, (1973), "this may hatte allowed subjects' consideration of
intentionality to become more visible,’ since 1t did not force the subject to

' ¢hoose between intentionality and eonsequence bases for Judgment® (p, 160).

In the.present study, Pilagetian type dilemmas which involved both positive
and negative consequences were used, Tt was expected that children would respond
differently to moral dilemmas with positive and negative consequence stories, .,
Children's scores for intentionality on moral Judgments were expected to increase

with agée. h -

In summary, developmental changes in children;s sharing were expected to be
related to developmental changes in both role~taking ability and moral judgments,

- While previous studies have reported positive relationships ‘between role-taking

and moral judgments (Ambron & Irwin, 1975: Irwin & Ambron, 1973; Moir, 19743
Selman, 1971); moral judgments and sharing (Ugurel-Semin, 1952); and role-taking
and altruism (Rrebs, Note 1), these studies have only investigated the relation-
ship between two ,of the three apparently related gocial processes, When positive
relationships were reported for moral judgments, egocentrism and altruism (Rubin
& Schneidery; 1973), the researchers focused on children at one age rather than
obtaining either cross-sectional or' longitudinal, data, Since Selman (1971) sug-
gested that "the time period during which one chooses to examine the co~develop-
ment of these two processes (role-taking and moral judgments) is critical and
that it is illogical to anticipate finding 4 close relationship between role-
taking and moral judgments at any and all ages" (p. 89), the present cross-
sectional study was undertaken to investigate development changes in these rela-
tionships and to test whether the relationship between role-taking, moral judg-
ments and sharing were consistent at different ages. Also since there has been

* 4 4
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~ little additional eviderce ‘supporting Coatanzo et al.'s (1973) finding that - }
. moral,judgnezts}ﬁqr positive consequence stories were different from negativp
consequence $tories, children's moral judgments to both bositive ‘and negative
_ consequence stories wete manipulated «in Piagetian moral dilemmas and the re~
latiot#hip between moral judgments and sharthg behaviordwere examined. ‘
& - e
Subjects were 40 white children (20 boys and 20 girls) from each ?_j four
sgrades: kindergarten, first, second and- third, The mean age at the time of
testing (January) for each grade level was 68, 81, 92, and 104 months respec-
tively. . The children were attending an elementary school in a rural town (pop.
5468Y. in central\Michigan, According to school administrators, they were aver-
" age in performance on intelligence and standard achievement tests administered
roptinely in the state and came from predominantly lower-middle class families.
Unfortunately, IQ scores were not available since school policy restricted in-
~ telligence testing and the releasing of intelligence test scores in school
records, - : ’

LN . N | @

Each chila participated in two experimental sessions, The first was designed
to measuré children's sharing with a friend and their role-taking §kills;

while information on theilr moral Judgments and sharing candy:with a stranger f 4
(which was part. of another study in progress) was obtained during the second
sessfon. .

After asking each child questions about the number of brothers and sisters
in his family and the name of the child's best friend at school, each child was .
given 11 M&M candies fn a bag, M&Ms were used since Midlarsky ‘and Bryan (1967) .
’ found no relationship between children's preferences for M&Ms and their giving
behavior, and because Witryol (1971) found no age or sex differences in prefer-
ences for M&Ms as rewards for children in kindergarten, second and fourth grades,
" The M&Ms ware emptied out on the table, The experimenteréthen said, "Here are
some M&M candies. These are for you to have, If- you want to you can leave

some for - (name of best friend) X We'll put the oné's you want
to keep for yourself in this bag and put your name.on tt. Then we'll put the’
one's you want to give to your friend in another bag. If.you don t want to, .

you don't have to givé your friend any candy.” After the child made his decision,
the experimenter put the bags of candy aside and sald he would give them to the.
teacher who would give them to the children at lunch, ’ i

After the M&Ms were divided, each child was presented with four measures of
role~taking ability. The first task required the child to tell a story about a
sequence of seven pilctures’ which involved a boy being frightened by a dog, run-

- ning down a street, and climbing.a tree to eat an apple (described by Flaveil
et al., 1968, p., 71), After telling the séory with all seven cards presented,

« three cards were removed which elimidated the fear of dog motive for climbing
the tree. The experimenter then said, “Your teacher has never seen these pic-
tures. What I'd like you to do this time 1s tell me the story your teacher
would tell if sShe saw these pilctures, -What would your teacher say is happening
in this story?" A three category system used by Selman (1971) was used to score
the responses to this role-taking taslk (see Appendix A),

. b
P The second, third and fourth role—taking tasks were an adaptation of a pro-
cedure used by Chandler and Greenspan (1972), Each child was presented with three
story situations which involved a main character experiencing sadnessg, anger or
14 -~
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happiness, and a second character who entered the scene too late to know the cir-
cumstances arousing these emotions In the main character, While Chandler and
Greenspan (1972) used pictured situations, miniature toy children, a dog and a
truck were manipulated in the present study, FEach child was given an opportunjty
to assign an emoticn to the main character in the story by choosing one from
among four pictured emptions and identifying it, The subject was then asked to
tell the story from the point“cf view of the main character and then from the
perspective of the nailve late comer, : )

The following is an example of one of the situations, The experimenter

‘gave the following instructions: "Listen to the stories carefully. Then I'll

ask you some questions about them."” One day a boy and girl were going to the
store for thelr mother to buy a loaf of>bread When fhey were crossing the
street they found a quarter and now they could buy some candy for themselves,

"How do the boy and girl feel now?" (Subject responds)
n .

. As they continued walking down the street, a triend came running by and asked

them to play a game of hide and seek with'a grodp of children, The boy and

girl said no thev didn't want to. The friend was surprised that the boy and

girl didn't want to° play hide and seak, , So, the friend had to play with some
other children. .

The"experimenter then asked the subject a series cf questions: '"Can you
tell me what happened inp the storv from the beginning? 1hat would the friend
say happened in the story? Why does the friend think the boy and girl are
happy? Why does the friend think the boy and girl don't want to ptay hide and
seek?" . ¢

°
.

Thils procedure and similar questiens were used for the other two stories,
The responses were tape-recorded and later scored by two independent raters.
The total role-taking ability score was the sum of the scored responses on
the four role-taking tasks,

During the second experimental session each child was presented with six
moral judgment dilemmas. Three revised Piagetian stories involving negative
consequences which were used by Armsby. (1971) were presented dlong with three
stories involving positive consequences (donating, sharing and helping) which
were written and pllot tested for the purpose of this study, After each neg-
ative consequence storyv, the subject was asked which of two children he thought
was the naughtilest and why he thought he was the naughtiegt., After the positive
consequence stories, each child was asked which of two children he thought was
the nicest and why he thought he was the nicest, The order of presentation of
the positive and negative consequence storles were counterbalanced in the study,

An example of a positive consequence dilemma is the following:

Onge‘there was a little.girl who wanted to play with a lot of cravons but
the crayons were on the ton shelf of a boolcase in the plavroom, DBecause the
girl was littie she could not reach them, UHer friend Sally waec playing a game
and came running into the room. Sally accidentally humped inte the bookcase
and knocked 15 craveons otf the top shelf. The little girl p.oked up the fif-

"teen crayons and was happv that she ceould new color in her bheol,




ol

Compare Sally with e e

Once thereqﬁés a little girl who wanted a red crayon which was on the top
-0of the refrigerdtor. The little girl couldn't reach the crayon because -she ‘was
too short, ‘Her friend Jame came into the room and saw her reaching for the cray-
on, Jane wanted to reach the crayon and give it to the little girl, . Jane gave
the 1ittle girl the crayon dand the little girl started to colér in her book,

a //

I
|
o , . : ' |
. oo %
|
"Which of the two girls do you think was the nicest? Why do you think she ‘
was the nicest?" . - . !

Responses to thd&se stories were also tape~recorded and later scored by two )
indepen?ent raters. Points were assigned for .each moral judgment response with
zero points-given for responsgs based on the consequences of an act. and one point
given for. responses which ‘took intentionality’ into account. After, responding to
all six dilemmas, the children participateéd in a separate but related experimental
study which investlgated the effects of reward- deservedneqi bn children's sharing
gith a stranger’(see 0lejnik, 1974) ' -

)
v l Strce positive correlations were’ found betyeen age and sharing with a friend
(r = .20, p < ,01); agwd and role-taking (r = ,30, p < .001)3 and age and moral
_ judgments (r = .34, p < .001), a general summary of the intercortelations found -
- among rple-taking, moral judgments .and sharing, with age partilalled out, is pre~
sented in Table 1. The data are presented separately for boys and girls in Table
2, In general these results are consistent with previous studiés,

»

}Role—taking and moral judgments " K -
- ; % ‘
R le—taking ability and the use of intentionality for maPing1moral judgments
were positively correlated (r = ,43, p < ,001), and these correlations were simi-
lar<for both boys (r = ,42, p < 001) and girls (r = ,49, p < ,001), Since Selman
(1971) indicated that rolewtaking and moral. judgments might not be consistently
related at all ‘ages, 4 closer examination of this relationship between role-taking
€and moral judgments was dong for- each grade (see Table 3). Childi&ﬁ with scores
on the role-taking tasks between zero and six which was below the median
“(x = 6. 725) for role- taklng scores’ across all grades were classified as low role-
taking while those with scores greater' than seven were classified as high role=-
taking ability., Since responses to the moral judgment’ dilemmas were scored either
zero for consequences and one for intentionality, subjects were classified as
high in moral judgments only if they focused on intentionality for at leagt four Co
of the six moral judgment stories, The mean score for: intentionality across all
conditions was 3.96, Children who focused on intentionality for fewer than four
.stories were classified as low in moral judgments,

A summary of the chivsquare analyses of the relationship between role-taking
and moral judgments at]each grade (see Table 3) indicates that the relationship

1s significant for children 1n kindergarten, first;  second %4nd third grades,

Children between five and nine years of age with better developed role-taking

skills were more lilkely to use intentionality when making moral judgments, .
Greater role-taking ability 13 related to more advanced stages of moral judg-

ment. These findings not ,only confirm and support previous research (Irwin &

Ambron, 1973; Moir, 1974; Rubin & Schheider, 1973; Selman, 1971) but also extend

Pty 9




. Role~taking énd sharing . , ' “

,and sharing with a stranger was significant only for %oys (r = 32, p < ,01),
" A more detailed analysis was done .to examine the relationship between role-

. selfish or generous (see Table 7), if appears that excepéﬁfor the foyr girls

the resplts to younker ch%}dren and’tomoral judgments on Plagetian-dilemmas,

- hd

-~ B
o 12

. . J |
As presented in Table 1, ‘rol&~taking ability was correlated with sharing
with a friegd (r = .66, p < .001); sharing with a-stranger (r = .24, p < ,01); ,
and total' sharing (r = .49, p < ,001), While the relationship between role-' ‘
taking and sharing with a friend was signifidant for both boys (r = ,64, - - |

=

p < .001) and girls (r = 69, p < .001); the correlation between role-taking . ‘ - /%

taking and sharing for ‘both boys and girls in each gradev(see Table 4), ‘L
.. . iy s "’“_ .' ’ [ . ' . PR,
Since the average number of cand%%s shared with a friend was 3,55, child-
ren who shared\less than the median, four, were considered low in sharlng while
those. Who sha¥ed four or more were clagsified as high in sharing with a friend,

. The number of boys and girls in each grade with high or low role-takiné skills -

friend are presented in Table 4,

who were either high or low-in sharing with a
I ' s é . .

Fisher gxact\probabilities (see Siegel, 1956) for each group are listed.

Children with high role-taking skills tended to share more than children with

- low role-taking skills, This finding was consistent for both boys and girls -

at each grade level, Only twenty-eight of the children actually were generous 1
and gave away more than half of their 4andy to a friend.» When the number of °
candies shared with a friend are examired in terms of being generous ggixihg
more than half away) ozl’being selfish (keeping dore than half), 113 becomes

4

more apparent (see Tabl S)gfﬁat rolq;ﬁaking ability is a necessary but not
syfficient prerequisitéd for generosity, Only 1 kdndergarten girl with low
role~-taking skills was generous, while the other 27 “generous" children all
had high role-taking skills, : o

~ Oy

Moral judgments and gharing ‘ ¢

The “gorrelations presented In Tables 1 and 2 indicate that moral judgments
and sharing with a friend are positively related (r = 44, p < ,001), Although
ghe relationship between moral Judgments and sharing with a friend was signifi- *
cant for both boys (r = ,52, p < ,001) and girls (r = ,39, p < ,001), only for ‘ ’
boys was there a small positive correlation between moral judgments and sharing
with a stranger (r = 15, p < ,05), . - ¢

¢ A more detailed analysis was done to determine the relationship between
moral judgments and sharing-for both boys and girls in each grade (see Table
6), The number of children with high or low moral Judgthent scéores who were
eitler high or low in sharing with a friend are presented in Table 6 with
Fisher -exact probabilities. for each group listed, In almost every condition, v
children with high moral judgment scores tended to share more than children
with low moral judgment scores. When theschildren are classified as either

in the first and second grades, high moral judgments seem to be a’necessary
but not sufficient prerequisite for generosity,

.

Sex and age differences : L . -

K

Some interesting results were o?tained from an analysis of age and sex
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differences i&,the developmeﬁt of levtaking/;killa, moral judgmenta and chil-

dren's sharing," as well as an analysls of the &ffedts of positive and negative

consequences .on moral judgments, A ‘symmary of the mean scores and standard dee
viations for role-taking, moral judgments'and sharing for boys and girls in each

grade 1s presented in Table 8, - i

< ‘ * - ‘ 0
" Children® s Intentionality responses on the moral judgment stories wergx
analyzed by a 2 (sex of subject) X 4 (grade) X 2 (story consequences) analysis
of variance wi;h repeated measures, A ‘summary of this analysis is presented .

. ,In Table 10, There was a-significant effect for grade (age) on the ‘use of in-

» tentionality for making moral judgments (F = 5,56; fr& 3,144; p % ,005), As
hypothesized'and consiatent with previous research lder children were more
‘1ikely to use intentionality as a basis for makin oral - judgments, while younger
children tended to focus on the consequences, Newémn—Keuls test of the dif-
ference between.age groups indicated that the moral judgment scores of the
third graders were significantly different from all other grades. The first
and second grades were significantly differént’ from,kindergarten and there was

" no difference between first and second grades, There was also-a significant -

effect fqr the story consequences on intentionality responses (F = 34, 183

df = 1,1445; p < ,001), Children were more likely to use intentionality as a

basis for making moral judgments whén the dllemmas involved'positive conse~ .

quences rather than negative consequences, “These data not only confirm find~

ings reported by Costanzo, Coie, Grument and Farnill (1973) that children -

use Intentipnality as a“ bas(% for making moral judgments differently for posi-

tive apd negative censequences storles, but glso extend the findings to moral

dilegmas using Plagetian stories, As suggested by Costanze et al, (1973), one

possible reason why the children mavgfocus on intentionality for positive con-
sequence stories at a younger age is because parents or other socializing

agents are more likely to take into account the child's intention when reward-

ing children for good .behavior and punishing bad belavior more often on the

basis of the consequentes of 4n act, Although Pilaget (1932) suggesced that

parents inflwenced children's development of moral judgments, little research

has been done o, fnvestigate that relationship. Furthar investigations of the

- develophent of doral judgnents in children should take into consideration both
positive and negative consequences in moral dilemmas as well as parental soclal-
izatdon techniques.

4

The data on role~taking andl sharing were analyzed by severa1 2 (sex of
. subject) X 4 (grade) analyses of‘variance. The summaries of these analyses
2 - are presérited in Tables 9 and 11, “There were significant effects for sex of 4
» subject (F = 3.92; df-=)l,152; p € .05) and grade (F = 5.78; df = 3, 152;
p < .025) on role-taking scores (see Table 9), While girls had higher role-
taking scores than boys at each grade, individual comparison of means (Winer,
1962, p. 238) revealed that only in the third grade was there a significant
difference in the role~taking scores between boys and girls (F =-4, 193, df =
v 1,1523 p < ,05). A test of the differences in role-taking scores between age
groups indicated that while the scores between first, second and third grades
were not significantly different:from each other, they were significantly dif-
ferent from the scores of childrdn in kindergarten, The finding that role-
taking scores increased with age(is consistent with previous research., 7Tt is
not clear why the sex differences were found since previous rese,*ch has not
reported any differences, -




_~1(')__._ ‘\_“U

)

There was also a significant effect for sex of subject on sharine with a
friend (T = 5,51 df = 1,152: p < ,N25), Vhile girls shared more M&'ls with a
friend than bovs at each grade, an individual comparison 6f the means indicate.

¢ that onl» in lindersarten was the difference between boys and girls statisti-
cally significant (F = 3,91; df = 1,152« p < ,05), As hypothesized, there was

Tea,

a significant effect for age on sharing with a friend (¥ == 3.74: df =.3, 152;
7oc W67y although it was the first and third graders and (uot second praders)
o shoared significantly more M&Ms than children in kindersarten.

"leasures of role-taking, maoral judgments and sharing
a
he intercorrelations of each of the four role-taking tasks compared to the !

tetal role- sling scores were r = ,65, .88, .84, and ,86 respectively, These
correlations indicate internal reliability for the items on the role-taking tasl.
The Inter-corvaelations for each of the roral judgment stories and the total moral
judrment: score ere higher for the three negative consequence stories (r = 75,
2% and L77) ¢l for the three positive consequence stories (r = 55, 57, and
5D wespeccioel . Scores on the nerative aud positive conscquence items védre
positively correlated (r = 33, p < ,001), cChildren were generally cousistent
on hoth the role-taking tasks and the moral judgments, The inter-rater reli-
abilities for the tuo independent raters were .95 for the role~taking scores
and ,93 for the moral judgment scores, There was also a pocitive correlation
between the two sharing measures (r = %1, p < ,001), Children who shared M&Ms
with their friend were also likelwv to sharc Mg with a stranger,

Two limitations of the present studvy wvere a lach of information on 10 (MA)
scores of the children and the fact that in cross-sectional studies age and co-
hort effects are confoundad., Althourh it is expected that 10 covaries with role-
taking and moral judgments, in previens sindies even when 10 MA) was controlled,
somewhat reduced relaticnships were st111l fomd beiveen vole<taling and moval
Judgments,

In general, the hypotheses «f the prezent 1 ding the raelationahips
between role-taliing, mornl indenents anl substantialiy

‘et relationship

confirmed, Although there s no Flfect ovldence TG oA cnrno-s
for role-talinr or mornl julrments on clarvine . there 1o evidence that eognitive
thought processes are rvelated (o children’s sbharing behavior, The nresent study
was valuable not onlvy in demonstratipg these relatb lonships hut also ertending vhe
findings of previous investipators ro fncluie rounger children 2t different ares
and with different tasls. The stuude has eontyibuted additional data to the oo
“tematic investigation of the Impact of cognitive devolopnent o encial hehavior,
Althnugh there is an apparent lucvease with are in ohildren’s sharving b
havior and children appear to behave more altruisticallv, therve 1o neod for
short-term longitudinal data as well as additional information on the motiz.:
of the c%ildren for sharing when studving children's prosocial behavior, o
s ture studles might attempt either cross-lagped pane! analvsis techniques with
this correlational data or studv the efiects 8f experimental manipulation of
training moral judgments and/or role-taking s1ills on altruistic behavior,
Also, some of the recent worl be Selman and Dauon (1975 on role-taline end
justice can be appropriatelv adaptel to Tavther stndy copnirive Tactors ree
lated ro the developrent of progceial Lehoviors in gau - 0 Tlidren,
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Scoring for rolewtaking ‘tagks ") . S Y

A three category system used by Selman (1971) was used ta. score the re-
sponges to the seven picture story task Category 1 included responses which
indicated that .the dog frightened the toy .and chased "him up'-the tree, as well
as a fgilure to just tell a four pictured story. Category 2 included responses
which indieated that the subject ‘could -tell. a ‘straight four-pictured story but
-maintained that the dog frigh;ened tha boy up theptree when asked why the teach-
er said the boy was climbing the tree, Category 3 included the responses which Ty
teld an accurate four—pictured story as well AS left out the motivational foxce
of the dog frightening the boy, No points vere agsigned.to responses 1in Category

"1, one point to Gategory 2 and two_ points to Category 3 responses.

In each of the three naive-lgte—~comer stories, responses which accurately
described the feelings of the main character-in the story were assgigned one
point.’ Responses to the nuegtion “what would tke frlend say happened in the
story?" which were included were scored for the amount of provided information
included. Any responses including additional information which was unknown to
the late~comer in the. story (e.g,, the dog was hit by the truck) were assigned

zero points. -Respénses which did not include “priv¥leged" inforzation were . ¢
assigned one point (see Chanﬂler & Greenspan, 1972), 1In additio regponses
to questions about the emotional state of the main character from' perspec~

tive of the late-comers wére scored-.zero for including privileged information
and one for responses which did not mention the prior information,

‘Q
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- ‘ ) . TABE 1 T
.y SIGNIFICANT INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN MEASURES OF -ROLE- - r -
, MORAL” JUDGMENTS AND SHARING, WITH AGE PARTIALLED. . < ‘
o ‘ ' (¥ = 160) « : '
- S -
g MEASURES I N 2 3 4 3
. 1. Sharing with friend-  -- ;
2., Sharing with stranger .41%% -
. 3. Sharing total- BERA: dake . 89k -~ > I
5, Moral judgments XL J15%% 320k N -
* p < .05
** p < 001
s ~
! TABLE 2

‘IITERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN MEASURES OF RDLE—TAKiNG, MORAL JUDGMENTS
AND SHARING FOR BOYS AND GIRLS WITH AGE PARTIALLED.

(N = 80) 3
MEASURES : 1 - 2 -3 4 s
. S y
1. Sharing with frilxd — .51%k B83%% . 640N C 528k
2. Sharing with stranger .30%% - < 90%* 320k o JBe
4. Role-taking . 69R% .15) 45hn - Ch20k T
5. Moral judgments <390 -.07 .14 4R -— '

NOTR: Correlat;tns for boys in the upper half of the matrix and correlations
for girls in the lower half of the matrix.

‘h*p < .630]_
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. . TABLE 3 S B

amn or Q!I—SQUAIE ANALYSES: RELATIQJS BETWEEN ROLE-TAKING (RT)
G - AND MORAL JUDGMENIS (MJ) AT EACB GRADE

. Low. Role-Taking 4 High Rolg-Taking -, 2
9 Low 10 High M {  TLow MJ . High MJ ¥ P

Kindergarten 19 7 i S 9 3.848 .05
‘Hrst © 10 1 ¢ 5 v 18 ° 4,262 .05
Second 13 6 6 15 4.962 .05
Third 9 . 6 4 21 6.387 025 .
Tbtal: ) S51 26 20 63 28.726 001

Y - TABLE 4 T

> e
N

NUMBER OF BOYS AND GIRLS IN EACH GRADE WITH HIGH OR LOW ROLE-TAKING SKILLS WHO
WERE EITHER HIGH OR LOW IN SHARING

3

L .
Low Role-Taking - High Role-Taking
,Low Sharing High Sharing Low Sharing High Sharimg p
- hoys C11 2 2 5 .08
Kindergarten girls L1000 3 1 6 .028%
boys "8 1 2 9 - 008
Firse girls - 6 2 0 12 .01
Bocond girls ° 9 0 1’ 10 083
Third girls 3 1 1 15{ .005
TABLE 5 | .

! NMBER OF BOYS AND GIRLS IN EACH GRADE WITH HIGH OR LOW ROLE~TAKING SKILLS WHO
WERE EITHER SELFISH OR GENEROUS WITH A FRIEND.

I
. | - Low Role-Taking High Role-Takin
' Selfish Generous - Selfish Generous
‘ boys 13 0 6 1
l Kindergarten girls 12 1 e :
|
" boys 9 0 8 3
. First girls 8 o : 3
( ‘ bo
: . Y‘ 10 0 9 1
Sacond girls 5 o 2 L
boys u . 0 [ 3} B
: , ‘
Totals boys 43 RS B BT 8
girls 33 1 27 19




TABLE 6

NUMBER OF BOYS AND GIRLS IN EACH GRADE WITH HIGH OR LOW MORAL JUDGMENT SCORES
'WHO'WERE EITHER HIGH OR LOW IN SHARING

Low Horai“Judgpehts . ‘High Moral Judgments

: F Low Sharing High Sharing .Low Sharing High Sharing -p
Kindergarten zgzis . ; '\ g g % .05
e b1 S
Second ngis | g. ; - ; g 1008
T;?rd Ziiis"' m ; N 2 E ! iiva 18§§

TABLE 7

NUMBER OF BOYS AND GIRLS IN EACH GRADE WITH HIGH OR LOW V" RAL JUDGMENT SCORES
’ WHO WERE EITHER SELFISH OR GENEROUS WITH A FRIEND

-

A=t

Low Moral Judgments High Moral Judgments
Selfish Generous Selfish Generous
’ ' L}
: - boys 13 0 6 1
Kindergarten  oir1e 10 0 7 -3
boys 8 0 9 3
First girls 6 2 7 5
: boys 10 0 9 1
Second girls 7 2 7 4
: boys 8 0 9 3
Third girls 5 0 11 4
r @
P9
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR ROLE~TAKING, MORAL JUDGMENTS, AND SHARING
. : ¢ % :

TABLE' & - | o

g

Figst~

; Kinde;gérten Second . Third
boys: girls boys girls boys girls boys girls
Role-taking MEAN 5.40  5.60 . 6.65 7.05 6.50 7.30  6.90  8.40 .
Sh 2.11 1.93 2.66 2.33 2.11 2.54 2.59 2.16
Moral Judgments MEAN 1.06 1.35 1.80 1.60 | 1.60 1.60 2.00 2.50
(negative consequences) SDh 1.17 1.31 1.32 1.27 1.31 1.27 1.30 1.10
. Moral Judgmeits = - MEAN 1.90  2.00 2.05  2.60 . 2.20 2.40  2.55  2.60
(positive consequences)’ 5D 1.07 1.07 .89 .82 .95 -.82 - .89 <94
" Moral Judgments ' MEAN 2.90  3.35 ° 3.85 4.20 3.80 -4.00 4.55  5.10
(totals) SD 1.83 2.00 1.84 1.85 1.82 1.84 1.85 1.41 .
Sharing with MEAN 2.10  3.30  3.55  4.40  .3.45 3.50 3.60 .55 .
Ftien{\ SD 2.02 2.18 1.98 . 1.96 1.90 2.42 . 2.33 1.50
% Sharing with MEAN 2.65 4.25  4.30 3.55 3.25 3.65 .3.80 4.20
. Stranger SD 2.08 3.93 " 2.70 - 2.89 3.04 2.28 2.98 2,97
Sharing Total MEAN 4.75  7.55  7.85 J7.95 .70 7.15 7,40  8.75
' : SD 3.39 4.90 3.81 3.61 4722 4.03 4.65 3.70

Note: N = 20 Subjecia in each cell.
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. s . TABLE 9

-SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF R?LE-TAKING SCORES.

.
2 -

»

_SOURCE v . df M . F
Sex of subject (A) 1 21,02  3.92%
Grade (B) o 3 31.03 5.78%%
AXB - 3 3.29 © .61
Error - . . 152, 5.37 *5. :
* p< .05
** p < 005 ‘ *
4
TABLE 10

SUMHARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF INTENTI’ONALITY RESPONSES
ON MORAL JUDGMENT STORIES.

Y
G

SOURCE daf MS F.
Sex of subject (A) 3.00 ' 1.72
Grade (B) .3 9.68 5.56%%
AXDB 3 s .11 .06
Error (between) 144 1.74
Story Consequences (C) 1 29,40 34.18wkn
AXC [ 1 .08 .09
BXC ?J ’ 3 77 .89
AXB X 3 . 1.42. 1.65
Error (within) - 144 .86 o
#%,p < 005 -
#a% p < .001

/;} "

TABLE 11 ~

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SHARING WITH A FRIEND

|

-

}
. x\:.d)
.

. .

.
\
|

SOURCE . df MS ~F

Sex of subject (A) 1 23.25 5.51%%
Grade (B) 3 15.78 3.74%%
AXB _ 3 2,47 .58
Error i f 152 4.22

1
*% p < ,025 - IRV |



