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.Mora] deve1o ment, as outJ1ned by P1aget s specific stages, was measured

'judgment with equal numbers o% male and' female members per group. Using,

 study confirmed this expectation and were interpreted.in v1ewhof Piaget's’

A , -
- hd a --
N ABSTRACT
Thel focal point o% this study was to study the relationship bet- T o g

ween two Tevels of moral judgment and -the overt behavior of "cheating".

through the adm1n1strat10n of his quest1onna1re which c1ass1f1ed children

in the mora]-rea11sm or mutual reciprocity stage. The sample empod1edd40

subjects: 20 males and 20 females who represented-both stages of moral

a simp1e, lever-pressing apparatus,, cheating behavior could be recorded

under conditions of high and Tow temptation ‘It-was'expected‘ﬁhat chi]-

Ly

dren 1n the ‘moral realism stage would cheae/more under duress tham those

c]ass1f1ed in the more mature stage of deve]opment. The results of the

[

theory .of -moral development«
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CHAPTER 1

q\..'.!

" REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE * ~

Introduction

1 .. . . ’
Morality has fluctuated greatly as an area of interest from being an

intedgral part of psycho1og1ca1 1nterpretat1ons to a low ébb of be1ng -igno-
re\_/s was particularly- ev1dent dur1ng the Second wOrld War, H1stor1ca11y,
one can venture as far back as Ar1stot]e to gain a perspect1ve on this to«
“pic; dur1ng this period, it was 1mp11c1t1y understood .that peop]e involved
. in politics often exercised a deferent set of values or v1rtues from those
Of the subjects.. For centuries, ﬁeiitical theorists drew great lists of
v1rtues necessary to-be a-good ru1er, unm1stakab1y, political goodness was
ana]ogous e1th moral goodness. Mach1ave111,~1n his book The Pr1nce wr'1tten1
during the s1xteenth century, b1sected this philosophy. by argu1ng that poli-- .
~tical morality must be different from pr1vate morality; in today 5 termino-
. logy, this could be described as be1ng "two-faced".
Soc1olog1ca11y speaking, Durkheim regarded mora11ty as stemm1ng from
- society; "all mora11ty 1s imposed by the group upon the individual and by

the adult upon the ch11d" (Plaget 1932 p. 341) He further suggested

that re11g1on, which to some extent 1nf1uences mora11ty, is inextricably

i3
hJ

related to the prob]em of soc1ety Thus, one“can argue that society must,
out of al} necess1ty, impose morality in order to maintain social eqntro].
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From the psychoanalyticé] point of view, Freud (1930) views "the

sense of guilt as the most important problem in the evo]Qtion of a cul-
ture" (Freud, 1930, p: 123); thus,_hé’considers morality as a pa;amdunt-\

aspect in uﬁderstandinQ_sbcia] development; that is to say, éui]t is ndt.

only a measure of social control but also a measure to gﬁsure the exis-
tence of a Ey1ture. .‘. R
‘Morality tends to'fluctuate not only in a general philosophica]ior
psychological point oflviéw But also yithin eéch'separate individual.
Frank1l (1959) indicates this aspect in one of his articles: |

“Dr. J. -- was the only man I ever encountered in my whole
1ife whom I would dare to call a Meph1stophe1ean being, a
satanic figure. Dr. J. became such a fanatic in the Nazis
euthanasia program that not a swng1e psychotic was spared
the gas chamber." After the war, in a cqnversation with a
patient, Dr. Frankl ldarned that the infamous Dr. J. was in
a Mouseau pr156n, Lubanka, where he died. During this pe-
riod of imprisonment, Dr. J. was a perfect comrade consoling
inmates and 1iving according to the highest moral standards.
He was, as a matter of fact, the pat1ent s best friend.
(Frankl, 1959, p. 207).

. . _
Today's morality, unlike the 1930's and'1940's where the main concern

%ocused\upon %ocia]
terms. Thus, morality, As observed.from this standpoint, must incérporate
the concept of 1ntérna1i ation; consequently, motral devefopment must be
seen as the result of'cu}tura1 norms and mores. From this point of view,
then, the individual should be studied in terms of rule acceptqnée and

internalization as compared to rule abiding with no interpalization. The

former functions relatively independently of social pressures and sdnctiuﬁé"'

and is at Allport's (1937) "Ought" stage while the latter is-dt the MMust"

: 'staae and basically accepts social demands due to fear of sanctions.

Recent researchers of moral development have been divided into two

‘factioné; one supporting the cognitive or developmental position and the

djdstmeft and socialization, is viewed in developmental -
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/} other supporting the behavioristic po1n3 of view. * These twe divisions

»

have come about as a result of theaapparent Tack of corre]ation between
what one says and what ene does ' .

P1aget s position on moral deve]opment stems frem his general theory
of the child's understanding of his env1ronment and the wokﬂd at large.
Desp1te Piaget's awareness of soc1a1 influences on moral development, he .
is critical of exc1us1ve1y using it as a social explanation of child de—'
ve]opment: Instead, Piaget traces the Qeve]opment of morality through the

acceptance and internalization of rules toﬁq;d an autonomous being. He

4 -

also identifies three main coercive fofces'whiéhﬁbring about changes in

moranjddgment: ‘(1) the breaking 4way from adult constraints .and authori-
. . ' ~ .ot '

tys (2) peer group interaction where equality, cooperation and reciprocity

L9

. ) . :
are exercised and (3) the changipg character of .the child's mind as a re--

sult of cegnitive maturation. These three 1nterect1ng factors are respon-
sible, accord1ng to Piaget, for the deve]opmenta] differances 1n the system
of respons1b111ty and type of mora] Judgment u§ed by chi]dren ‘of different

ages (Johnson, 1962), however, Piaget does not show exact]y how and what _ K

influences these factors have in producing the changes . - ' -
Piaget distinguishes two major phases of development which encompass l
four different-developmental stages. o -1 . . 1’

The first stage is purely motor and. individual in character. The

child, at this age {birth t0‘twq years), will pick up a arb]e, drop it,
and repeat’ this action in,a more or less ritualized schemh.

These'fixed-
patterns cannot really be viewed as rules since the <infant has not yet

L— A

learned to play and to cooperate’ﬂith others. They are purely motor but -

are not considered. collective. Morality is based upon punishment .and its

avoigenee. This ‘stage could be compared to the first stage of Piaget's




theory of'cognitive evelopmént (sensorimotor stagf). The chila views the

- world in terms of stab

objects which do not d1sappear. At first the
.child has no notion of o\jects whtch he can no 1onger see; out of sight
“means that they no longer exist.As he grows older, he begins to see- ob-
bfﬁ\\; Jects as part of their original 10cat1ons and thus will search for an ..
“object where he 1ast put it, despite the fact that he‘saw it being moved .
to gnother location. At eighteen months, he deve]opE’the concept that
obJects still ex1st regard]ess of the1r d1sp1acement in space and ‘of
' course, t1me The deve]opment toward the permanence of objects is seen~
. as one of the most 1mportan€laspects of th1s first stage "Thus moraiity

18 nonex1st1ng and rules beg1n to take shape shortly before the end of the

first stage

. ' The secon taﬁg (two to five years) is the‘period of "egocentricity";

= the child is concern q\ma1n1y with himself. Mora14ty, as described by

Wright (1955), %is hedonistic th\ch:hacter and is.centered en the no§1on .

that actions that

t1sfy needs are‘just1f1ed‘fOr that reason Conform1ty

e s1mp1y imitated and do not .become internalized and
: Th1s can be eas11y understood by simply watching two
hildren p]aytng, Each plays 1ndependent1y of the other. There is no
<:ttemptto develop any unified fule. Each person is conterned with maxi-_
K miiiné his pleasure regardiess of the other. This stage is also influenced
by. the 1ntu1t1ve stage of cognit1ve deve]opment Between the ages of two
- and three years the child begins to wiew obJects symbo]1ca11y, with ges-
tures and 1mages they-take on a total character in themselves. The child,
fhowever, in this stage fails to jntegrate actions and experiences over._ ‘
’sh@rt pertbds of time.and is unable to deye[op anq.understand the concept -
4 : ™,

] ) :\'
f . . Y




' two stages.as be1n "premoral”.
g as 9P

~ . ‘.

of conservation. If two boys. play together. each w111 p]ay to sat1sﬁy
himself. Each will follow the rules the way.he understands them to the
Tetter. They are regarded as bBeing sacred and unchangeah]e. Since the
first'two stages q;e characterized by.sthon%‘goncern for oneseif in tenns
of gains and 1osses regard]ess of the other, Nr1ght (1955) defines these
r

The-third stage (seven tQ;#en years) is known as "incipient coopera- .
tion". This is the period when ch11dren begin to concern themselves w1th
the quest1on of mutual control and the un1f1cat1on of rules; however, eJ
ideas about rules are rather vague. The compet1t1ve ¥spect of the game

is in the earliest, form of development. Moral values have developed to

_the extent that the individual will headjust his behavior and attitudes f

§-<

according to the other's point of view. Kohlberg (1963) refehs to this

the "good boy oritntation”. The individual's actions and life

- style are arranged,in .accordance with adults' expectations; he strives

for acceptance. " ‘During th1s stage of cogn1t1ve deve]opment (concrete
A‘a_.
operat1ona1 stage) the child is capable of reyersing operat1ons thus

creat1ng a revolution in a seven-year -0ld's view of_the world The child,

then, is capable qﬁ/reason1 g.about objects an evers1ng their state men-
tally; he is less able reason solely with ords.

In the fourth stagé (ten to twelve years), known as codification of
rules, the child knows how-to play to the [last detai] and the code of rules
is khown to everyone. Morafity is based on\respect for authority. "Moral
obligation is equated hith_duty and religious authority and the motive
behind moral action is the desire,to avoid letting authority down and in-

curring~its_censure." (Wright, 1971, p. 169). The adolescent in the stage

of formal operatisns can solve complicated scientific problems. He can
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. - . ' .
state hypotheses, make dedliictions and consider a11 the relevant variables
of the prablem. AdoIescents camr th1nk of problems which genera]]y 'do not
concern younger children and consider many d1fferent aspects oftghat pro-

»

b]em " The adolescent's p 11osophy and ideology is 'solid indication that

T

¢ 1t is not unt11 adolescence that the 1nd1v1dua1 deals verba11y with hypo-

\“5 v thetical conqepts and 1deas. . l .
As:stated earlier, Piaget emphasizes two major stages in the develop-
.-ment'of morality. The ®irst stage, k;pwn as moral reh]ism or.egocentr%city,
" is based on.the ethic of authority. It covers a peripd from three to eight.
. years of age. Simce it is based on the ethic of authority, the individual
v1ews ru]es as being 1mpdsed fr;m above generally from God or his parents
and, consequent]y, are fo11owed to‘fﬁe letter of the law. Duty and obliga-
L tion are bas1ca11y primitive in th1s stage "since duty is noth1ng more than
N - the acceptance of commands received from above" (Piaget, 1932, p. 106).
-35?;ce this first staee exists as the consequence of the tangency between
-‘Eroentrism'and censtreint and his*cognitiveiimmaturtty, the chitd} owing
to h%s'uncqnscigag_eabcentrism, tends to>ihv61untari1y and extemporaneously
alter the truth to setisfy‘his'1mmed1ate'needs; consequent]y; he igndres

. 4
which belong to his self and~those items which belong t the external world

the value of Ver;city. The child fails to distinguish :ffyeen aspects

at large. Thhs, he 1is handicapped to:the extent that he is unable, or at

least finds it difficult, tn‘see or take others' social points of view.

The rule that one must not Tie, imposed by adult authority, will, therefore,
. seem all the more objective an intereretation because it does not, in fact,

correspond with any felt 1nner need on his part The question which presents

“itself is how the young child w111 learn to d1st1ngu1sh between good and

. . evil if he accepts everything without distinction. M. Bovet gpintg out that
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"the child is pulled in several directions at once and is forced to appeal

“to his reason .in order to bring unity into the moral material® (cited in

-

Piaget; 1932, p. 106). ‘ : . .

-

Piaget elaborates that the ‘cognitive development of a three- to‘eight-

}ear—o1d child is not qufficiént]y developed to distinguish between moral

.rules and physical laws. Thus, the <hild of this stage views rules as

fixed external things rather than instruments having a value and a pur-
pose {n themse1ves.‘ Rules are not 9n1y regarded ;s being abso]ute but
also as being very confusing. This is due to (a) the ch%]d's realism;
that is, h%s inability to' distinguish between'squectiye and objective |
aspects of his experiences and (b) to his extremelegocenpriéﬁ which pre-

vents the individual from having a clear perspective of his own events .

" and not confuse them with those of others. The externé]ization of rules

is ome more reason why the child sees adults, and partigularly his parents,
as being a fountain of knowledge and strength, As a result, the child,
due to the externalization of rules, has developed a primitiVe principle

of justice. The séverity of punishment is inextricably related to the

amount of damage regardiess-of the intention or motive; that is, the prin-

ciple of immanent justice is exercised. This process can'be understood by

considering two dilemmas posited by Piaget: - )

A Jittle 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 chair, and on the chair there was a tray with fif-
teen 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!

Once 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 cupboard.
He climbed up on to a chair and stretched out his arm. But the
‘ Jjam was too high up and he couldn't reach it and have any. But

-
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while-he was trying to get it he knocked over a cup The cup
fe]l down and broke. (P1aget 1932, p 122).

I The ch11dren weré asked who *should ‘be punished more and why. The .

unanimous agreement was the boy who broke the fifteen cups because he

*

. broke more than the other boy.

< " B . L.

In contradistinction to the more primitive stage of duty, unilatéral
respect and realism, the second and more matére stage of cooperation (eight

to eleven years of age) is known for its ethic of mutual respect. The

“child's intellectual growth and experiences with his peers and ro1g-taking,

as well as the breaking of close family ties, have changed his views of

_ rules fromfbeing externally based to intérnal princip]es: Thus, their res-

ponse to the stories previously quotéd would place each individual as equal

culprits. The puniéhmenf should be less severe than if the children had

~broken the cups intentionally. In this stage, the child's concern is with

reciprocity and equality between individuals. Rules have a purpose’ and
value; they can be changed only with unaniméus consent of the group.
"Justice, up to seven or eight years, is’dominated and determined by
adult authority. Betﬁeen eight and e1evén’ye5rs, there develops a pro-
gréssive concept of strict equality, when 'fairness is all*." (Bu11, 1969,
p. 18). This is known as distiributive justice. “From éleven to twelve
years such equalitarianism is tempered by equa]ity - by considerat%on of
motives, c1rcumstances and re]at10nsh1ps" -. known as retr1but1ve Just1ce

(Bul1, 1969, p. 15)

Piaget argues stridently that Just1ce, as extrapo]ated from the above >
quote, could be def1ned as a concern for reciprocity and. equa11ty between
individuals. It develops 1ndbpendent1y of adult influencé and requires

only interactﬁon and mutual respect among peers. In éssence, Piaget argues

-
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that the f1rst stage (heteronomy) is not. 1nextr1cab1y re1ated to this
' second stage Developmentaily, he believes that autonomous just1ce mora- :
Tity slowly rep1aces the heteronomous morality at about eight to eleven
years of age. Th1s autonomous Just1ce is expected to develop w1th1n_allk‘
children unless the chiid is not nonna1 or has been unduly restricted by
his parents or culture and, thus, depr1ved of peer group interaction.

A fundamenta] aspect of Piaget's p051t1on on moral deve]opment lies
in the concept of equality, fairness and distributive-retributive justice
which can only develop through peer group interaction and no ou h

parent-child re]at1onsh1ps. However, as mentioned earlier, the parents

can promote -this development if they provide a permissive and free home
atmosphere. The peer groop has the greatest influence upon the individual
from the ages'of eight to eleven, a period'when the child strives to "cut

the apron strings", so to speak, and emerge as a thinking individual. It

PO el T S il “I'

is only at this stage, according to Piaget, that mora11ty of mutual respect
. begins to break out from the childhood shell.

Since the parent -child bond can never be freed or severed from the
undlatera1 re1ationship established during early childhood, the parents
can never become a significant other nor can they ever be a_socia]izing

. agent for the development of mature cooperat1on and -respect.

Prior to the age of seven or eight, the child finds it difficult to o
~ always tell the truth. Without really consciously lying or trying to in- :
tentiona11y deceive anyone, he unconscious]y'distorts reality due to his

1mmed1ate needs and/or romanticisms; consequently, testimony and expres-

sions g1ven by a child of this stage must be, out of necessity, considered

as personal expressions rather than factual statements bearing truths or

faults.
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To briefly summarize, rules are first seen as extérna]ly'based; they

are accepted desp%te the fact that the chi]@ does not feel that he is part
" of them. At this paint, the child is less thoughtful and more mechanica{
in his approach to rules which are sti11.externa11& based.‘ Following this,
during the last stage of aﬁtonomj or incipient cooper?%?on, the rules be-
come internalized and part of the ininiduai. They ndwlhave a purpose

and value; they can be altered if the majority of the group agrees.’

During the past twenty yeafs, a multitude of studies have been drafted

based on the results of Piaget (Abel, 1941; ngrower; 1934;'Lerner, 1937).
From' their review, Boehm and Nass (1962) inferred that age is the only

consistent operating factor in the developmeny toward matdrity in moral

judgment. It would seem, then, that P$§get's discovery of an age change
in moral judgment has been confirmed although the sbecific age_of—the
change would depend on the nature of the sample and the level of difficulty

of the questions asked.

Boehm and Nass {1962) also emphasize strong sociocu1tura1-differences
suggesting that similar studies carried out, in different;parts of the world -
have yielded different, if not contradictory, results from those of Piaget

(Harrower, 1934; MacRae, 1950). Piaget, aware of these discrep ies, ar-.

gues that what is.important is not that they occur at a specifi®age and

time but rather that these changes ocfur in the same directi This has ~
been a central component of the controversy:‘fon example, wer (1934)

found that English middle class children indicated a mor erate and

adaptable moral judgment than their working class peers:® Both groups made

4
a fewer number of retributive and immature judgments than Piaget's sample.
Other investigators (Bull, 1969; MacRae, 1950) strongly suggest that biaget's

findings need to be reorganized to take into consideration social class and
: ‘ ¥




cultural differences.

_ 1
.,‘ . -
Both Lerner (1937} and Medinnus (1957) presented
material which shows thatjthefége éf changé in beliefs ébnce}niﬁQLVa(ipué
areas of moral judgment is variable from one area to the negt. For ex—.

ample, Abel (1941) indicated that adotescent girls, who were institution-
A \ ;

alized and continuously punished as a result of their "constant rebellion *

against authority, scored much higher in intentionality tests than_pas-

sive, obedient girls. Abel suggests that it is the individua]ﬁs percep-
tion of authofity_aﬁa not his experience of const}aints that relates to
moral judgment. ' . ' co
| Boehm (1962) and Boehr and Nass (1962) found thatla great numbef-of
thildren responding at a mature level about Tying and,respdnsibility géve
jmmature responses to stbrigs that required'them_to make a choice between
peer reciprocfty and. submission to ﬁ?ult's aufhority. Johnson (1962}, in
his research of child rearing, found that children of domineering parents
gave immature judgments about punishment. One interesting finding by
Johnson was that the child rearing practices of parents rated at both ends
of the scale (very_ddmineering and fotally permissive) were detrimental to
the development of mo%a]'judgments. Hoffman (1960) .found that children
whose parents used 10Qe wighdrawa] for child management ingerna1i£ed con-
ventional moral rules quickly but applied them more stringentiy and to the
letter than those children whose parehts imp1eﬁented reason in dealing with
them, '

One of the main focal p;ints of‘Piaget's theory of moral development
(1932) rests upon peer g}oup interaction as the principal source of aware-
ness and the breaking away -from unilateral respect. Researchers have

iﬁteipreted that this emphasis has been possibly related to moral maturity:

Research to date on this hypothesi; is mixed. Ugurel-Semin's (1952) study-
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found that children from small families are genera]ly more selfish in terms

of shar1ng than are children from blg f ilies. Sp1ro (1958) found that

ch11dren raised 1n k1bbut21m were more s s1t1ve at an ear11er age to mora]

- norms in respect to the1r peer group. They\also shared more and demonstrated

| virtually no anti-social behaV1or such as stealing. Einhorn (1971) found

that group ties and social 1nteract1on are ver 1nf1uentia1 in‘the develop-

ment of moral autonomy at the‘age of eight-but not at the agd;of five
Keasey (1971) found that higher level of mora1 reasoning was directly cor-

related to soc1aT‘part1c1pat1on. Whiteman and Kosier (1964), using Piaget's

(1932) moral judgment tests, found that responses to moral judgment tests

were positively influenced by attendance at an ungraded classroom, a richer *
social enuironment due to the combination of different ages of chi]dren.

An interesting study by Nass (1964) demonstrated that deaf cﬁi]dren obtained
adult's independence on Pjaget's stories eariier than'hearing children. The
possible explanation given was that deaf chi]dron tended to have'a greater

social solidarity among themselves than hearing children perhaps because

of their common problem. Studies such as Kugelmas and Breznitz (1967) re-

.ported that Israeli kibbutz children demonstrated the same level of sensi-

tivity as Israeli children reared in an average family atmosphere. Lerner

"{1937b) found that the peer group can have a negative effect, similar to-

adult constraint, on ch11dren when the peer group' s opinion is contrary to
the pr1nc1p1es of moral standard (cooperation and fairness) Piaget (1932)
states that if a parent "gives the child a feeling of equality by laying
stress on one's own obligations and deficiencies (p. 137)... and preaches
by example rather than the precept, he exercises an enovmous inflience"

(p. 319). This child rearing process bridges.the gap be n_the chifd

and his important social interactions.

Tt e e
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Piaget's premise that the level 6f moral development is. direct1y re- ."°

) 1ated to cogn1t1ve deve]opment 15 wetl documented and supported by research
(Abel, 1941, Boehm. 1962,,Burk1n, 1959a; Johhsbn, 1962 MacRae, 1954)
stressing. the strong relationship between I.Q. and mora] judgment maturity.
In this line of thinking, Boehm (1967) found thét retarded adolescents,

dren on a test of intentionality and peer reciprocity. Pringle and Gooch
(1965) observed that mental age, rather than'chronological age, was more'
important to the child's perception of evyls. Other studies (MacRae, 1950)
found that children with high I.Q. retained a belief in immanent justice

more so than children with low I.Q.; -however, MacRae adds that higher 1.Q.
| children scored more proficiently on a measure of intentionality and att;;
tude toward punishment.

" In summary, the scientific evidence is strong for thé'relationship

betﬁéen cognitive deve]ﬁphent and maturify in moral judgment. A mixed
array of research is supportive of the relationship between social inter-

action and moral judgment. The weakest scientifically supported hypothesis

S——

sixteen to twenty-one years of age, scored the same as yoﬁnger normal chil- .

/
/

is that of the relationship between freedom from pqpenta] authority ‘and ma#,

turity of moral judgment.

Pinard and Laurendeau {1970) havé successfully replicated Piaéet and
Inhelder's (1956) findings that a child under six years of age is very
egocentric in his perception of the physical world. The child believes
that there exists but one viewpoint ﬁhich is globally embraced whether or
not he is right or wrong. Lerner (1937b), in studying absolutism of moral
perspective and its development, reported that most six-year—old children |
manifested tﬁeir’egocentrisﬁ by bé]ieving that everyone would think the

way they did. Nine;year-o1ds, on #he other hand, were able to discern that

Py
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different people‘would have a different view of a particular situation; in
other words, there was no universal right or wroﬁg'answer. . _
Kohlberg (1963) reports that age and maturity are -correlated with the

ability to be self-critical.” In_the second dimension, defined as‘conéep-

tional ‘rules, Piaget maintains tha; as a result of the child's egoqentricity;

he is unable tasdistinguish the psychological d%mensions from the physiéa
ones. It has beén sﬁggested that reality aﬁd fiction tend to blend™and
ove;1ap each.other; thus, the mode of thinking also influences moral judg- . L \
ment. The young child will see rules as unchéngeab1e and eternal, somewhat

similar to physical laws. This rigidity in the perception of moral rules,

according to Piaget, can be.attributed to the child's strong respect for
adults as well as to cognitive immaturity. _Epstein (1965) has supported‘
this Piagetian concept of the young child's rigidity of rules but was un-
able to suppbrt Piaget‘s underiying reasons for this rigidity. Kohlberg

(1968) explains Epstein's findings by suggesting that "insofar -as the young

child does claim thdt‘yhe rule is unchangeable, it is largely because he
does not distinguish between changing and breaking a rule" (cited in
Kickona, 1976, p. 222). 1If a child is able to cognitively understand the
differences between changing and breaking a rule, he would agree with
Ehanges_in_ru]es (as most of Epstein's bright laboratory school samples
did). This explanation differs from that of Piagét's (1932) way of think- o
ing:_ru]és are sacred and unchangeable because they.partake ofl"adults
and quasi-diviné origin" (p. 80). |

According to Piaget {1932), the child, unable to make a clear-cut
distinction between breaking of social rules and physical laws, 1odks fbr

physical fgrces to support moral order. Consequently, a child.at this cog-

nitive level would respond to Piaget's (1932) story ofa boy who stole some

¥ ]




S o 15

apples and ran across an old bridge by saying that the bridge broke beCause

"he stole- the apples. Cons1derab1e research ‘has been carried out and sup-

_ports the P1aget1an pos1t1on that immanent Just1ce is evident in early

4

.‘ch11dhood and gradua11y gives way to,retr1but1ve justice (Denn]s,_1943,

Grinder, 1964; Jahoda, 1958; Johnson, 1962; Lerner, 1937a; MacRae, 1954;
Mediﬁ!:, 1959). Piaget (1932) has found that, as a result of the child's

inability to distinguish subjective experiehces from those things that are

.externa1 and physical, children tehd to judge actions by the observable

physical aspect rather than by the intentions and motives behind the par-
ticular actions. for example, "a little boy said that he saw a dog as big
as a cow" is worse than "a littie girl telling her mother that she got Qbod
grades in school when she did not" (p. 122}.° The first story is worse be-
cause there is no such thing as a dog as big as a cow. Once.the child
reaches the age of seven, intentions and me}ives bécome morerimportant than
the cdhsequences. Using Piaget‘s'termino{;;y, the child's concept of res-
pohsibi]ity becomes subjective rather than objective. This trend toward

increased intentionality within the child has been supported by many stu-

dies in different parts of the world (Sw1tzer1and Great Britain, Belg1um,

U.S.A., IsraeJ). Studies by Armsby (1971), Boehm (1962), Boehm and Ness

(1962),'§aruso (1943), Johnson L962), Lickona (1976),‘MacRae (1954) and a
host of others have all found increased intentionality in children of diffe;
rent social classes. N

Harrower (1934) and Medinnus (1962) have shown that, as the chi]d be-
comes older, he tends to be less ‘concerned with punishment- and proh1b1t1ons

and applies more trust and fa1rness in explaining why it is wrong to lie

.or cheat. Thus, the child becomes more independent from external sanctions

in moral judgments.
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P{éget emphhsiies théf, as a result bf the.child's growth, his aware- (
ness of reciproéity deve]ops Th1s awareness, according to Pyaget, is
the foca] p01nt of the transfer from un11atera] respect for:authority to
mutual cooperat1on among peers; additionally, the child, at this point,
becomes aware'of what is the appropriate punlshment for moral transgression.
,Résearchérs'(Boehm & Nass, 1962; Johnson, 1962) have found that by the ap-
proximate age of seven, children prefer to rece{ve natural or logical c;n-
sequences fo; their transgressions as opposed.to expiatory punishment. In -
other words, children prefer to replace any objects whigh they broke raﬁher

than to have a §panking. Boehm (1957) demonstrated that Swiss children ' j

preferred expiatory punishment for bloodying the nose of a classmate while
American_chi]dren'preferred to apologize to the injured person.

Piaget (1932) attempted to determine the orientation of reciprocity

by posing the following question to children: "If anyoné éunches you, )

what shou1d you do?" He observed that generally children "maintained with

a conviction that grows.with their years (six to twelve) that it is strictly

.fair to give back the blows one has received" (p. 302); this belief.is ob-

served in children through adolescence. Durkin<(T§59a, 1959b, 1959¢, 1961)

did not support Piaget's findings; rather, he observed that the children

of all ages preferred to go to an authority rather than face the aggressor..
" In summary, a cursory examination of the various manifestations of -

" moral deve1obment pbsited by Piaget are primarily cognitive. -In particular,

they reflect the child's knowledge of the ideal norms he}d up to him by his

culture and, as such), they shed litt]e,]ight on the behaviora1'aspect§ of

méra] standards And development. Perhaps in partial reaction to Piaget's

intellectual and hora]jstic approach, American. scientists, especially sipce

World War II, have directed their attention primarily to overt expressions

it i
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of moral behavior and their social-psycho]ogicaT'antecedents. It would be
“i1luminating, then, 1n this contekt.to turn to a-consideration of the re-
sults of this contrast1ng approach ' '

Current studies of mora] deve]opment show strong influences from three
rheoret1ca1 traditions: behaviorism; psychoana1y51s and the cognitive theo-
ries of Piaget. Of these, behaviorism was the f1rst to make a major impact
through the inspiring monumenta1 works of Hartshorne, May and their co]—
leagues. The major conclusion of these researchers, in part preordained
‘By'the highly‘specific nature of their theoretical concepts and of the tasks
and tests they emp]oyed, is ‘that mora1‘qua11tﬁe§, such as honesty and de-
ceit, represent not general. ideals but specific .habits Tearned in relation
to speeific situations which have maqe one or the other response successful.

The chief importance of this pioneering research was the precedent
it set for stﬁdy1ng moral character not merely through verbal response
but through observat1on of concrete behaviors, such as cheating, sacr1f1ce,
sharing and the Tike. This precedent was f0110wed a few years later by -
MacKinnon (1938) who compared the personality character1st1cs of college
students yielding or not yielding to the temptation of cheeting. As the
conceptua1.fremework for his research, however, MacKinnon exp]icitly re-
jected Hartshorne and May‘s theory of specificity and turned instead to
structural and deve]opmerta1 hypotheses from psychoanalysis. ﬁith these
. as a guide, MacKinnon observed a number or reliable relationships refiect-
ing dynamic processes Despite the promising character of his work, it
wastwentyyears hefore social sc1ent1sts once again turned to psychoana-
1ytic theory as a guide for research on moral development. It is necessary,
therefore, to look to other researches for the integration of the cogn1t1ve

and;maturationa1 aspects of moral development with the socia]TpSycho1ogiea1
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;ntecedents. ‘Some progress in this direction wag‘made possib]e'dnring the
1950's through the nesurgénce--this time on a broad sca1e~-of nsydhoanaiy—
tically or1ented stndles of mora] standards and behav1or. S1nce this thesis
concerns 1tse1f w1th the joint aspects of morality and cheating, it would

‘be 111um1natjng to turn to and consider the results of these contrast1ng

approaches in view of situational determinants of transgressions.

Situational Determ1nants of Transgress1ons

It -appears that in today's society, cheating is no Tonger* regarded as
a moral offence, Bull (1969) emphasized that "only 8.5% of conscience res-
ponses were derived from a cheating s1tuat1on.. Pr1ng1e and Edward (1964)
found "considerable unan1m1ty over the six most wicked actions, and also
on their respective degrees of wickedness“ (as cited in Bull, 1969, p. 53).
The actions were as fo11ows (1) murder, (2) physical cruelty; (3) steal-
ing; (4) crue]ty to animals; (5) lying and (6) damage to property. Cheat-
1ng was ment1oned by Jess than 8% of the subJects. In Edwards' (1965) study,
cheating was. not mentioned at all by his subjects as being a w1cked action.
In Bull's (1969) study, it was found that cheat1ng "was 1ns1gn1f1cant in
the judgment of primary school children and nonex1stent in the Judgment of L
the secondary schoo] boys" (p. 54). Thus, one can assume, from this research,
that‘chéating aS'a'norﬁl:transgression carries ‘little signif;cant importaﬁbea
Thus, Bull (1969) defined cheating as "an art1f1c1a1 rather than 1ntr1ns1c
mora1 offence to chi]dren, fabr1cqted as it is by a compet1t1ve educationa]
system.- It is, moreover, well- n1gh$un1versa1 and in some circumstances

may be motivated by mora11ty_of loyalty, rather than by the immorality of

s

*f

self-interest" (p. 56). '
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In the early 1900's, there was an attempt to determine the existence .

of a general trait of honesty of dishonesty-in peop]e.: Hartshorﬁe and

May (1928) negated the existence of any such general trait. They con-

~ cluded that: | : { 
’ Honesty and dishonesty are rather spécific function§ of life - g
situations. Most children will deceive in certain situations .
and"not in others. Lying, cheating and stealing as measured ;"
by the test situations used in these studies are only very -

- not by situational forces.

loosely related (Rartshorne & May, 1928, p. 285).

.Kohlberg‘s (1963) interpretation of the exigtence of a general trait
seefns to support the conviction that péop]e}s tendency to be honest in a
parficu]ar situation is primarily due to a learned response rather than
honesty per se. Kohlberg further-suggests that the data rai;es'thé ques-
tion as-to whether there are-any psychological dimensioﬁs Ehat can usefully,
be conceived a; "conscience” or "internalized standards®. If there is little
Eonsistency frpm situation to ;1tuation involving the Same'standards, it

should be assumed that cdnforming behavior is determined by thestandard and

» .

Maller (1934) and Burton (196%), in reanalyzing the data of Hartshorne

and May-(1928), have reached a consensus that a general trait of honesty,

- independenf of situational factors, actually exists. More recent studies,
- . - [ 8 .

Eysenck {1960), Nelson, Grinder and Biaggio (1969); Nelson, Grinde% and
Mutterer (1969)'and Sears, Rau and Alpert (1965) all support the conviction

that a general trait of honesty does ékist. Grim, Kohibert and White (1968)

reported the existence of a small, positive association between two measures

-

of cheating at age six.
As a result of these recent.studies, itlis apprdpriate to speak of a
general trait of moral restragmt or-honesty. However, one must take into

. . . _
consideration that in any situation in which temptation is involveds.
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this general trait is but one of a number of dispositional and situation-
al factors employed. It is not unfil researchers are able to control
these extranktous variables ‘that one can become fully aware of the diffe-

rences and influences -that moral restraint has.

There are a number of factor ich influence and impinge upon one's

resistance to temptat%on. Hartshorne ahd May (1928) indicated that morg ’
. inté1ligqnt subjects tenaed to be more honest. This observation remained
: consistent'even ;hen sociomefric and home background were controlled.
Similar findings were reported by Terman- and Odin (1947)'aﬁd Graham
(1968),-a1though the reason intelligence plays such an important part
in resistance to temptation has -not yet been experimentally éxp1€ined.
,Itihas been fraditionallg;jhought that gir]s"cdnscience 1; stronger
and thus better equipped to handle tempting_situations;-on the other
hand, Meyer and Thompson (1956), %oskens and Dizney (1966) and Terman
and Tyler (1946) :found more Se]f-réportéd’Eheating‘for males than for
wfernales of a col1ege student’ population.
In spite of thesg findings, stereotyping of sex d1fferences has not
been empirica]]y substantiated. Researghers such as Hartshorne and
May (1928) have found no overall digference_between sexeg although giris
tended to cheat less on some tests and more’ on others in comparison to
boys; the investigators sugéeéted that this difference in behavior waé,
dﬁe to the lack of motivation on the part of the boys to demonstrate
fheir skills. The validity of this interpretation is somewhat quest{on—
able since the same investigators also fpund girls cheated more in

athletic contests. The field of athletics has always been traditionally
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seen as the ma1e's'doma1n, a place where males wdﬁfd not lack any
" motivational drive to assert their mastery of athletic éki1ls. In
addition, it has been ébsgrved that girls tend to be more motivated to
“look good"; as a-consequence, ‘the.tendency to Bé dishonest is stronger
wﬁen the situation is such that dishonest behavior is the only way to
attain social or familial approval. The behavior oflboys was more consis-
tent from test £ﬁ test than that of giris;» thus, Hartshorne and”May
conclude that b ys are better integrﬁted than girls in the'area of con-
duct. Crandall (1966), Crandall, Crandall and Ka%kovsky (1965) aﬁd
Crandall and Gﬁzaﬂj "1969) confirm the findipgs of Hartshorne and May
(1928); they found that girls tend to present a favorable image of them-
selves at the Eost.of departing frqm the truth. Hart§horne and Mayis
(1928) findings also revealed that girls cheated significanny more
_across all ages in compa;ison to boys on a lying test. Hartshorne and
May (1928) and Maller (1929) found that, generally sbeaking,,boys cheat
less than gir1§ but girls tend to ékceeq boys on tests measdrﬁhg self-
control, persistence, cooperation, moral knowledge and moral opinion.

Other {nvestigators (Burton, Allinsmith & Maccoby; 1966; Grinder,r
1962, 1964; Grinder & McMicﬂael 1963) found no sex differences.

When ‘sex differgnces have been found, 1tfhas genera11§ been in favor
of girls; however, in most of these studies (Brock & Del Guidice, 1963:
Medinnus, 1966; Sears, R;u & Alpert, 1966) the ingenéive uged was differ- -
. ent for each sex. A host of other studies (Feldman &. Fé]dman, 1967;
" Hetherington & Fe]dman, 1964; Sears, Rau & Alpert, 1965;‘Na1sh 1967)

reveal that boys cheat more thdt g1r1s ‘thus supporting the traditional
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stereotyping of se}es.' Bull (1969) found that:

Sex differences are minimal at seven years and nine years

of age; at eleven years, however, giris{are advanced in

comparison to boys through their stnongér socionomy. -

Another, and familiar, dramatic development -between

eleven and thirteen years increases the girls' lead; at '

fifteen years of age, there is little advance by e1ther P
sex; at this age,fautonomous responses are similar, while

“the girls show 1 anomy and heteronomy and greater

socionomy. *ht se¥enteen years of agelhboth sexes show

another broadly similar andFdmiliarssthough less
dramatic, advance.  Thus, the Tead established by the g1r1s
at eleven years of age is {increased at thirteen years and
remains broadly constant. \For both sexes the main develop-
ment is between, nine and thirteen years although somewhat
.stronger in girls and they reach a Tevel at thirteen year
that ¥s not attained by boys until seventeen years ~
- (Bull, 1969, p. 133). . ' :

"In view of the present available data, it %s.extreheTy difficult

.'to‘suggest the existence of apy strong sex differences-in honesty. }he

individua} behavior depends upon extraneous variables interacting with

the sex of the indfvidua], i.e. motivation e1icited py the test and, )

. of course, the age of the individual. ‘ . _ ' -
The experimental evidence which exists'today between age andfmora] .

behavior has been achieved not&by the use of 10ngitudina1_studies'eut

by using subjects of‘djfferenz,ngg;h\ ryn' Koh]berg and dhite {1968)

suggested that stable attention, in‘a b

ing taxk, seemed to be correlated .

with moral restraint in o]der‘ratheﬁ than young subJects. Koh]berg
(1964) found a moderate to h1gh corre]at1on between measures of attention
and mora11ty 1nd1cat1;g “that 1nd1v1dua1 d1fferences 1n moral behavior
are 1nf1uenced by egoisontro1 factors. The inference to be-drawn is tha
insofar as there are deve1d;;e;ta1 changes, they‘are in the direction

of greater consietency apd stability rather than of greazz; vfrtue:“

\‘
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(Wright, 1971, p. 58). That is, moral control is related to impulse

A\
control. »

’-

Situational factors in the investigations of resistance to temptétion
have just recently become signifipant]y importént to investigatorss never-
the]éss, there are relatively few correlations between performance on
one moral test in comparison with another.

Kanfer and Duerfeldt (1968) 1nvestégated different situationslwhereby
the risk of detection in cheating was maﬁipu]ated. These investigators
conc]hded that the children cheated much less in the higher detection
situat{;n.. Atkins and Atkins (1@36), Canning (i956), Hartshorne and
May (1928) and Howells (1938) observed a tendency for-non:cheating
subjects to guess at answers less frequently than did th;ir counterparts.
Furthermore, Rettig and Pésamanitk-(1964) demonstrated that cheating
was directly related to the individua]'ﬁ estimate of censure if he
were discovered cheating. . -

One's perception of. an incentive, high or low, influences the indi-
vidual's motivation to either restrain or deviate from the acceptable

ngrm. Mills (1958) found that the greater the incentive to cheat, the

il1 cheat. Similar findings were reported by

Hi11 and Kochendorfer (1969), Merritt and Fowler (1948) and Shelton and

Hi11 (1969). One must qualify that incentiyes are only effective if
fhey are‘percai#edab§/;i: 1ndividué1 QE interesting and/or beneficial

'~ to-him. They must not arouse a sense of suspicion within the individual.

-Moral résistance to temptation is also influenced by the individual's

observation of a model.’ Investigatioﬁs in this area (Rosenkoetter, 1973;
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Ross, ié?l;,Stein, T9§7) have yie1ded'empirica1 data which clearly show -
that dishohest mode]g can increase knavery or deviant behavior in children
whi]e‘honest‘mode1s éan incnphse, to a certain extent, hohésty in chil-
Hrén; McQueen (1957) conducted a study where cheating\fesu1ted as a
consequence of not reporting a higher grade than deserved. This 1nvgst1- _
gator found that 97% of college students cheated. When a cqﬁfederate .
was introduced to report errors in scores, only 42% chéated; this
percentage was further fgduced to 14% by the qutrquor praising the
confederate for his honesty. The positive model actually ipf]uenced
behavior away from dishonesty. ‘Blake (1958), through the use.of a con-
?éﬁefate who disregarded rules, was able to observe the 1ow$£jng of
jnhibitions in his sample. Stein (1967), using nine-year-old boys,
observed that those éubjgcts exﬁoﬁed to someone having a particularly

dull taék eptrusted to him fér a mor;iinteresting one, were more likely

to abandon id Tater when they were on their own as 6pposed to boys who
were expoéed o a hard-working, di1igent'person who strugéied with the
dull task.

Hartshorne and May (1938) emphasized the importance of parental '

influence upon a child. Dishonest behavior on the part of a parent

’ increasea the child's susceptibility toward dishonesty. On the other

hand, honesty on the part ofha_pargnt would influence the child in a
positive way. S;ud{es of Burton, Maccoby and Allinsmith (1961) upon the
inf1hencq of a warm parent-child inferaction, have -revealed-@ positive
relationship between parental.warmth and‘behavioral cheating in girls

'

but a negative relationship between warmth and honesty in boys. Mussen

(1970) has' demonstrated.the exact opposite data.
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The attempt by experimentgﬁs'to find a relationship between parepta
warmth and honesty has not been fruitful in producing definite and clear-
cut results to support their hypothesis; neverthe1gss, experimenters have
emphasized the importanéé of parental warmth as a means to shape a child's
behavior to adapt and conform to the established household rules and mores.

Based on his earlier work, Piaget has been concerned with cheating in

- the classroom situation as well as in children's games. His position on:

resistance to temptation stems from the countless number of interviews he,
conducted with Swiss children. As.a result-of his.inquiry, Piaget (1932)

criticizes the educational system for stressing competitiveness rather
(L

than cooperatipn. Piaget argues that:

Cheating is a defensive reaction which our educational system
‘seems to have wantonly called forth in the pupil. Instead of
taking into account the child's deeper- psychological tenden-
cies which urge him to work with others - emulation being in
no way opposed to cooperition - our schools condemn the pupil
to work in isolation and only make use of emu]ation(to set one
individual against another. This purely individualistic sys-
tem of work, excellent no doubt if the aim of education is to
give good marks and prepare the youhg for examination, is no-
thing but a handicap to the formation of reasonable beings and
good citizens (Piaget, 1932, p. 286). _ -

¢ As a result of this competitive educational spirit, two results could
occur. If competition proves to be the dominant mood, then each person
will strive to gain favor from the teacher regardless of the hard work .

and toil of pthers who, if defeated, will undoubtedly resort to cheating.

On the other hand, the segpgg alternative could see the students unite in
. ' L}

resistance to the educatioha1 constraints. ' The first a]tergstive is usually

-

preferred by younger children while the latter ‘is adopted by older children

. of the approximate ages of twelve to seventeen. These differences in stra-

tegy are mainly due to the fact that as the child gréws older, he becomes

less concerned with authority and more interested in equality.

\
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A cursory review of the literature would seem to suggest that the
individual's behavior in a tempting situation is the result of the indi:_
.vidua1's.decision or: strategy which is, in turn, influenced by three
clusters of var1ab1es The first set of variables encompasses‘personal
character1st1cs, innate or learned, wh1ch the individual brings to the
situation with him; these would include such characteristics as moral
belief, age,'int9111gence, ability to delay gratification, susceptibility
to the attraction of temptation, general dependency upon the good opinion |
of others, self-esteem, etc. The se;ond set of variaﬁ]es circumscribe
the actual social and physical features of the situation; these would in-
clude the nature of the incentive'(high or low), the presence of othe}
people and, finally, the risk involved ih the prestidigitation. Thirdly,
consideration must be given to a set of vafiab]es whiéh embrace the indi-
vidﬁa]‘s social parameters. In other wordé, his present group loyalties,
the norms and morés practised and accepted by this group and the type and
severity of sanctions administered by the group for anx_transgressions.
These three sets of variables are not mutually exclusive regardless of

: ‘ihe fact that the second and third clusters are basically external from
the individual and can be defined iqdependent]y of any constituent.
Néyerthe1ess, their 1nf1uence§ aré“;art and parcel of behavior, of course,
dependent on the degree of interaction with the individual's djspbsition.

\ Enough has'been said of ﬂaé "new Took" in studies of moral deve]obment
so that it may be instructive to compare it with the earlier work of Piaget
and his followers. The new approach to research on moral deve1opment dif-
fers from its classic predecessors in a number of str1k1ng respects. First
of all, the more recent studies give virtually no attention to age diffe-

rences in mofaI'response. Although experimental subjects have ranged in
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age from four‘or-five yeérs of age to college level, the pbssibi1ity of
developmental stages in moral development has hard]y been raised.

Second, juﬁt as the Piaget approach has been oné-sided:in its em~
phasis on the cognitive aspects of moral development, so has the new
. look, true to iis psychoana]ytic-behavi6ristic origins, directéd its at-
tention to overt behavior-in specific sjtuations.

. Third, while Piaget and his followers gave first consideration to
describing the content of moral judgments, thg current approach focused_
almost immediately on developmental antecedants and gave short shrift to
' the comparative analysis of the phenomena being predicted. This "histo-
rical" bias is reflected most shérp1y'by;a striking omission in the cur-
rent literature of comparisons by sex and age. In\;bst recent researches,
except in a fé@ isolated instances, such questiohs remain unanswered des-
pite the fact that the relevant data are obviously available.

The most curious and perhaps the mo§§ serious void in current studies
ofrmorﬁ1 development Ties -in the once over-worked area of age changgs. No
onhe seems to.be asking the question‘of how the cognitive and objective mani-
%estations of'guiit, internalization, resistanqq to temptation and altruism
emerge and develop in the growing child. Tﬁe fact that the child's matu-
rational level may not be as determining an infiuence in moral development
a; was once be1iéved does not in any way detrgcf from the scientific im-
portance of age-deve]opmepia1 studies. On the contrary, as the evidence
mounts in favour of the view of human morality as man-made rathe} than an
inevitable product of o%ganismic eﬁp1ution. understanding of thg genétic
process of moral development becomes even more urgent and intriguing.

. Such changes over time, however, must be studied not against S’purely -
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chronological scale but in the contextiof the ever-chqnéing matrix of
social relationships thrdugh which the child is moulded into man's es-.
tate. ‘

Along with the contrasts, however, there are’similaritiés as well.
‘f?ke'Piaget and his collaborators, the new investigators of thelfiftieé
began by treating mora]1ty as if 1t were a-unitary trait and were only
~gradually forced by the1r own data to a more differentiated concept1on
As a number of investigators acknow]edge, indices of gui]t, confession:~
resistance to temptation, all of which are used to me;sure inteéﬁifiza- -
tion, consistently show only low intercorrelations at best. Ihhs, after
a review of studies.done at Harvard and Stanford, it was concluded that
"r;sults_[...] argue against a single-process theory of moral develop-
ment". S - ‘

This stateﬁént smacks of'a conclusion reminiscent of Durkin's final
statement after her third attempt to replicate re]at1onsh1ps required by E>
Piaget's unitary conception (1961)

t any theory which attempts to explain the development of

the idea 8f justice in children is, from the start, doomed to
inevitable generalization and consequent error.

E . Just ce, operationally defined, is sufficiently complex
ha Eﬁ

F1na11y,'despite their concern both with covert needs and conflicts
expressed through o;ert behavior, the protagoﬁists of the new look, Tike
their more trad1t1ona1 predecessors, have. left unexplored the re]at1on of
verbal response to every-day action. Instead, the two types of data have
remained compartmentalized. As a result, viétua]]y nothing is known about
the relation of Piqget's concept of moéal development to behavior in actual
_ interpersonal situations. Thﬁs, the review of this 11térature would 1éad

one to surmise the possibility of cognitive, moral judgment being reflected

-
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in overt, moral behavior.- If it is indeed the case, dhe fihdings wou1d'
confirm the proposed corrE1ation.' The study is yet to be done in which
these two approaches are combined within a single research des1gn con-
sequent]y, it is necessary to find a procedure stringent enough to put -
this hypothesis to the test. Since Piaget's cohceptua11zat1on 1nvo]ves
implicit rules, a gaming approach lends itself to both trends s1nce a
solution of the game requ1res different 1evels of cognitive abilities to

be translated into overt behav1or. '

Consequently, ﬁf the foregoing discussioo merité consideration, it
could be hypothesized that the stages of mora]-deveTophent‘wou]d be re-
f1ecteo diffe;entia11y in response to the various gaming situations. -
Furthermore, these measures shog}d serve as d1scr1m1nat1ng tools to de-
termine the degree to which internalization has occurred. Since the
focus of the présent study is to compare resistance to temptatjon in
differing levels of moral development, the empirical hypotheses are
stated as follows: R

(1) Chjldren‘clossified in the moral realism grasp are expected to
cheat more than those categorized in the mutuo] reciprocity stage.

(2) Children exposed to the comoetitive strategy are expected

to cheat more than when confronted with cooperation.

-




CHAPTER II

EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURE

This chapter deals with subject selection, the experimental ﬁroce
dure and definitions of the independent and dependent varjables in Tine

with the.hypotheges. e

- 1. Sample
Fortj children, consisting of twenty males and tﬁenty ﬁfTilFs, served

as éﬁbjects. They wére selected on the basié of their scores on Piaget's
Moral Development Questionnaire.

- The children were obtained from one elementary school of the Ottawa
Separate School Board; the.data‘was gathered during the week of June 7th,

1976. . Sample characteristics are presented in Table I.

2. Administration of the Questionnaire i

Eighteen story situations and questionS'(shéwn in Appendix T), taken
from Piaget and used by Medinnus (1957) and Coady (1970), were\administer-
ed to'approximater one hun&red children whose ages ranged from eight to
ten (grades 3, 4, 5): It was administered in the classroom setting where
the experimenter read aloud each question and allowed ample tin for the
subjects to write their appropriafezanswers. Thé‘questionnaires were then
collected and subsequently scored; the scoring proéedure was based on the
Medinnus techﬁique (1957); children who scgred at the top and bottom thirds
of the scale were chosen to continue with the experiment with an equal

-

number of boys and girfs in the two levels pf moral development. The
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Lehigh Valley Learning Apparatds was utijized to record the number of
lever presses and.the number of times the child used the "cheat" button
(see Appendix 2). Each child was taken individually by'the experimenter
into a small empty room and was givén_the following 1nstructionf

Today, I.would like to see how people press levers. In front
- of you is a panel and the lever is on the bottom (pointing to.
the lever). Here is what I would 1ike you to do. When this
red 1ight comes on, I want you to press the lever. The number
of times you press the Tever will be shown here (pointing to
the counter), and it will tell you your score. In another
classroom, there is another panel and a person will be doing
the same as you. The other person's score will be shown here
(pointing to the other counter). o

At another schoo] we had people press1ng this 1ever, only they
could increase the1r score by pressing this button (again point-
ing to the appropriate button). But I do not want you to press
it. 0.K. When the red 1ight goes on, you press this lever un~

til the light goes offi > Natch your score and the other person's
score.

N
.

—

Let's see how yoy do.

Each person was actua]]y p]ay1ng against a computer; there were 20
trials of ten seconds duration. In the first ten tr1a15 each child had
a 50% chance of w1nn1ng-ﬁ£?Je in the last ten trials each child had only
a '10% chance of winning; consequentlyﬁ the level of d1ff1cu1ty was in-
creased, thereby inducing cheating behavior in those individuals who
interpreted their challenge as that of winning. t

The independent variables for the present study arel(1) moral deve-
lopment (é factors); (2) sex (2 factors).and (3) cohditioh'LZ factors).

The dependent variable for the present study is the tpté] number of -

_cheating responses which are operationally defined as the total number of

bar presses made on ‘the lever which they were told beionged to another

study and which thgy were requé%teq not to used in their quest for points.

" Since cheating behavior was of central interest to the study, number of
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~on the appfopriate lever were recorded but are nqt elaborated in the

hapter which follows.  »

~ Since the focus of this study was to compare resistance to temptation

in differ1ng levels of moral deve1opment, the emp1rica1 hypotheses are

stated as fo110ws

L]

- ()., There is a s1gn1f1cant difference in cheat1ng responses between

different levels of moral development.

- 42) -There js a significant difference in cheating behavior under the

various experimental conditions.
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Means and Standard Deviations for Age and the Moral

-~

L]

TABLE I

Development Questionnaire Scores of the Experimental Sample ' -

Moral Realism

Boys

Gir]s

Boyé '

_EGir1s

Mdral Development

Questionnaire
X S.D.
1.75

1.9

9.2

8.9

3.00 

3.18

2.66

2.17

M_S(

-

10.4

10.3

10.7°

* 10.5

~h

77

.56
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PRESENTATION OF RESULTS -

... - \_/0
- Thi's chapter will present the resu41£:1;;/;;;—research findings in

terms of the postulated hypotheses.

[ 4
1]

/A 1. Statistical Findings

’

~fﬂﬁ?%is-section will ﬁresent the analyses of variance for the measures
procured from the experimental session. The overall analyses of variance
consisted of the following factors: (1) Level of Moral beve]opment; (2)

Sex; and (3) Conditioﬁ. %H\

by

A
The summary of the first analysis of variance is presented in Table

.~ 2. There was,a Condition main effect (F = 5.35, p < .05) indicating that

performance was significantly lower on the second trial block than on the
firﬁt. e |

- The statistically significant main effect.for Level of Moral.Deve1op-
ment (F = 7.76, p < .01) suggests that the moral realism grbup cheated
more than the mutual reciprocity group. -

S%nce the variation among boys aﬁd girls was minimal and due to the
resfricted cell size, the data were collapsed over thébsix variables aﬁﬁ
submitted to an analysis of variance which is presented in Table 3. Simi-
lar findings were revealed as indicated jn Fﬁﬁ]e » except that a statis-

tically significant Condition X Moral Development interaction was found -

¢ »
(F = 5.38, p < .05). As illustrated in Figure 1 and as demonstrated by

34
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TABLE 2
s Summary of Andlysis of Variance of Total Number of
’ ' Cheating Responses of Boys and Girls in Two Levels
of Moral Development under Two Experimental Conditions
3 Source . ' SS df MS F

o . _ ' - . -

\ TS, 1110.05 1 1110.05 005
Moral Development 1630776.05 1 1630776.05 7.760
Conditfon | 1123854.05 1 1123854.05  5.348

‘ Sex.T Moral Deve_1opment 190710.45 1 190710.45 0.908
Sex X Condition 3251.25 T 3251.25 0.016
Moral Development X - ' 453306.05 1  -453306.05. 2.157

_ Sex X Moral Development X Condition 18911.25/.{\/18911 .25 0.089
R:ABC + 15130080.4 72 - 210140.00
L e
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the Tukey test, the Moral Realism group cheated significantly more in the

. ... last ten trials than they did in the first ten where their performance is

similar to the Mutual Reciprocity group under either Conditign.
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TABLE 3
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Summary of Analysis, of Variance of Total Number of .
Cheating Responses under Two Experimental Conditions

at Two Levels of Moral DeVelopment

- .

urce

Between
Moral Develepment

S:A

Within
Conditions
_Moral Development X Conditions

SB:A

SS. df

1630776.05 . 1
12143039.5 38

. 1123854.05 1
453306.05 1.

3201023.9 38

1
MS F

1630776.05  5.10
319553. 67

1123854.05 13.34
453306.05 5.38
84237.47




- 620

570

520

470

420

370

320

270

220

170
120

70

----- Meral Realism

—_— Mutuai Reciprocity

Figure 1:

Condition

I1lustration of Moral Development X
Conditions Interaction

38




»

. CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS _

This thapter will deal with the findings directly r21é32zz/;;\::¥

specific hypotheses presented previously. The méih concern of this study
js to compare moral deveTEEﬁent with overt behavig;. To pursue this goal,

.attent1on will be focused upon the behavioral features of anomy demons-

trated in €his study with elements of moral judgments within Pijaget's

frame of reference.

1. Discussiﬁﬁ‘nietheXMain Effect: Level of Moral Development

v
The nu11 hypothes1s stating that there is no significant difference

in resistance to temptation between Tevels of moral development was re-

jected. This conclusion deserves to be more closely examined for the

jmportant contribution it can make to the analysis of the child's morality.

The confirmed findings of the previous chapter as Qé11 as the beha-
vioral ‘observations of the exherimedigi situation suggested that the child
in the stage of moral reaf¥§m is dominated by a set of rules externally
imposed upon him. However, being unable to place himself at the same
level as his peers (person p1aying against him), He became' fully engrossed
in égoéent?ic play, uti]izing all that was available for his own ends;
hence, he subm1tted more to temptation than did the EUtua1 reciprocity
_group. A1though he be11eved that he was playing 1ike the others, e

really thought nothing of using the "cheat“ button for his own persona1
P
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dﬁins. This is evident'when one compares the average cheating trials
in the first ten trié1§ Versus the second teﬁ trials. In the playing .
éituafion, the child either played for h%mse1f, redardless of what the
other person was doing, or responded along with him by trying to win.
By way of observation, the experimenter could he&r the laughter and
sense the en?oyment of the child when winning: "I've got him“ or *I'm
winning" was often heard. Children of this stage play in an individual-
istic fasﬁion without regard for the codification of rules; each chiid
tried to win from his own poinﬁ of view. When it was apparent that the
. other person was running up a bié scoée,;the child generally stopped
pressing the lever and pushed the "cheat" button. It would seem réa-
sonable to entertain the idea that this could be due not only to the
competitive aspect of the situationlbut, as well, to the child being
alone and not knowing that the results were being monitored when he
yielded to temptation; it was apparent that he was at a disadvantage
and the other person was increasing his score by using fhe "cheat"

/‘
button.

. As Piaget observed in the game of marbles, younger children res-
ponded spontaneously to the situation at hand. The éhi]d very often
fée]s’fhat what hé makes up, even on the spur of the moment, expresses
in some way an gternal truth. Piaget argues that younger children view
rules as Bein omnipotent and unchangeable. "In seeking to win, the
child tries”above all to contend with his partners wh§1e observiﬁg
common rules.” (Piaget, 1932, p. 42) Yet, these chj]dren do not know

or understand the rules in detail. It is only_while playing that they

understand each'%ther either through mimicking the-actions of others
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that seem to be more prbficient or simply eliminating and ignoring those
questionable rules. Simply s}ated, the child in the stage of moral real-
ism could have justified his actions by parroting what he thought the -
other person was doing. u
Children who fall under thé’category of mutual rgciprocity. when

placed in the same situation, manifesﬁ%d'"cheating" behavior which, in
.comparison to the moral realzsm childreh, was considerably 1ow§r. It
would seem reasonable’ to atfribute this manifestation to the fact that,

in its beginning, reciprocity does not completely and immediately replace
tho;é Tearned responses”imbued in the individual as a result of practise -
by the complex of egocentricity and restraint. Thought always lags be-
hind action; consequently, reciprocity with its attributes must be prac-
tised and internalized before it can fully manifest itself. In the stage
of mutual reciprocity, each p1ayef tries to win and concerns himself not
merely with the competitive aspect but with the question of mutual control
and the unification of rules. On observing the pattern in the pressing of
the "cheat" button, it was found that the mutual reciprécity children -
utilized the button upon realizing that they lagged far behind in points.
The button was released once the score wag’balanced. In contradistinction,
Fhe moral realism children pressed the "cheatJ button énd continued to
press it even though they caught up and surpassed the score of the other
person.

For the children in the stage of mutual rec{prbcity, then, "the

specific pleasure of the game..l ceases to be muscular and egocentric
and becomes social" (Piaget, 1932, p. 42). For these children, the primary

motivating factor is not only to compete with the other person but primarily

B
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to regu1até the game with a éet of rules which will assure fhé highest
- form of reciprocity in the methods employed, as well as’ being acceptabJe
to both peop]e It is not until the next stage that they will master
their code and their actions will become completely social.

In conclusion, then, the acquisition and the practice of the rules
of the games seem to proceed in the following manner: (1) individua]
regularity and imitation of rules in an egocentric fash1on and (2) co-

_ operat1on and interest in rules for the1r own sake rather than blindly

accepting them.

2. Discussion of the‘Interaction Effect:

Level of Moral Development x Condition

[ ]

The data presented in Table 3 reveals .a significant interaction bet-
ween level of moral déve]opment and condition. The moral realism group
was significané]y more affected by‘change in condition toward a greater
number of cheatinglresponseg. The question of why this should occur will
be interpre?gd utilizing the previously stated concepts.

It woqu'seem appropriate to distinguish two types of responses, oned
anchored on the premise of expiation ‘and egocentricity, thé other on pPeci-
proc1ty and mutual cooperation. While both types are represented 1n a}l

-

' ages. 1t is ev1dent that the second tended to dom1nate the mutual recipro-
city groub while the notion of expiation and egoceﬁtr1c1ty tended to |
dominate the moral realism group. The use of the "cheat" button i]]u;— -
trates th%é process. The moral realism group utilized the "cheat" button
significantly more in the secbnd conditfon while remaining insensitive to
thé other berson's ﬁwrongdoing"; winning was a]]—important. The mutual

reciprocity group was in favor of the measure of reciprocity which simply
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1 jignored the other'peksgl's responses, in the sense of not imitating him
and, at the same time, playing the game according to the rules. This
can be confirmed by the fact that they pers1sted in ut1]1z1ng the lever
and not the "cheat" button in the face of a very competitive strategy.
Furthermore, the confirmatiof of the abbve stated premise was also indi-
cated by the Moral Developmen estionnaire (See Appendix 1). The moral
realism group chqse expiatory elements in a]i of tﬁeir answers while the
mutual reciprocity groﬁp was content to justify and vij w behavior by its
preventive value and according to the different s1t¥at1ons and conditions -
.an attitude which definitely contrad1cts the prev1qus stage.

In view of the above discussion 1;/§éems appﬂrpr ate. to view the
children’s behavior in the two conditions as f011OWS It seems that the
pred}spos1t1on of the moral realism child is inf]uenced not only by his
own egocentrism or propensities but also by the actions of others. This.
is elucidated by compafing the respective rates of response in the two
conditions. In the first condition (50-50 chance of winning), the two
players were more or less equally matched; cheat1ng did occur but it was
not significant statistically. n the second condition, the player was
constantly 1osing-and he became so involved with the game that the initial
inzzsucmions were uncongcious1y set aside. At the. same time, he realized
that the other p]ayeris score was 1ncreasin§ at a rate that he could not
maintain by just pressing the lever and he decided to utilize any means
at ﬁis disposal to maximize his gains. This type of player has neither
managed to codify nor internalize rules as a frame of reference. Thus,
he remains insensitive to internalifed measures. He will sway to the side

o .
that approximate’s the highest gain for himself. Hence, consideration must

g




be given to a warm-up'ekfect That is to say that as the game went on,
the players became more and more 1nvolved thus perce1v1ng the s1tuat1on
in a compe§1t1ve way. o -

In add1t1on, the main effect of condition in cheating, qualified byd
interaction of moral deve1opmene and condition, was due to the responses
of the moral realism group and not as a resq]t of the mutual reciprocity

" group.

3. Discussion of the Main Effect: Condition

- It wae noted in the analysis of variance that significantly more
cheating occurred in the second ggndition in comparison to the first;
conditioh, therefore, significantly affected the indiJidua]'s rate of
responding. -

IE\wouid fol]ow from Piaget's theory that more cheating would occur:
in the second experimental condition {n comparison to the first. Further-
more, one would expect that the moral realism group would be more af%ected
' than the mutual reciprocity group. Since the former is out to win af any
cost when faeed with the greater challenge of the latter condition, they
would be coerced into cheating to yield success in their performance.
On the other hand, the mutual rec%procity group is more concerned wfth
rules of the game and will play the game according to the giveﬁ.instructioh.
The second condition would produce considerably more cheating respohses
in the moral realism group because the.chi]dren'élplay is strictly egocen-
tric. On one hand, the child dis dominated by external rules imposed uﬁen
him by the adult; on the other hand, since he is unable to fully understand

the rules and, with the desire to place himseif at the same Tevel as his
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peers, he ut111zes for his own benefit all that he was able to grasp of
the social context around him. In other words, the ch11d believes he \ i
is sharing the po1nt of view of the world while, in reality, he is still

tléH to his own point of view. Consequently, when faced with a s1tuat1on

in which he lost all control and was constantly losing, he set the esta-

blished rules aside and took the situation into his own hands.




" SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIQNS

The review of‘the_Iiterétgre indicated that most studies on moral
development took their initial format from the work of P%aget., Conse-
quently, following a discussion of his method, .the behavioral approach
was revealed and compafed to the present outlook on moral behavior.

The next chaptqr dealt with the sample, admiﬁistration of the moral
jqument questionnaire, presentation of the task for the subje;ts,“&na-
_1ysés of the observatfqns.and statfstica1 design aﬁd hypotheses.

Since the main concern of this study was to investigate thé ré]ation4
ship between levels of moral development and resistance to femptation; a
comparison of the different Tevels of moral development (moral realism
and rfutual reciprocity) was discussed in detail. |

Finally, an attempt was made, to oﬁserve the,responéiveness of the
various groups in ;esistance to temptation. : .

_ The‘first null hypathesis, suggesting that there is no signifikant
difference between levels of moral deye]opmeht in resistance to tempta-

tion, was rejected. It was found that the moral realism group cheated

W

more than the mutual reciprocity group.
The analyses of variance also indicated a signifibanf main effect
for condition: there was significanfly more cheating under the second
condition in comparison to the first. |
A ;igﬁificant iqteraction was observed between mora]ldgVE1opment

level and condition; that is to say, the moral realism group was
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significaﬁt1y more affected by change in.condition toward a;g&eatgzﬁ\\”;)

number of cheating responses in the last trial block.

In terms of future research in this area a numbe; of suggestions
can be offered. ‘

First, further research shou1d be aimed aF verifying the reliabi-
Tity of the Moral Deveiopment Questionnaire used in this stully. The
word§ig of the questionnaire should .be re-eva1uated to incorporate
present-day syntax and term1noTogy. The quest1onna1re sh0u1d a1so be
examined to consider such variableé as personality, sex, edqcat1on leyel;
and different culturai backgrounds. '

In addition, it is a matter of considerable interest that sex dif:
ferences are genera]]} inconsistent with current literature. Sincg
research in this,area.jé'scanty, many questions regarding this phenome—
non remain unexplained. It Qﬁuld be extremely illuminating to explore
these fihdings in greater depth since the gquestion of sex difference§
remains an open one.

Imp11cations of the Research

From this study, the writer will attempt the following suggest1ons
to people who are concerned with the behavioral transgression of cheating.

(M) Geachérs should not regard, a particu]ar incident of cheating as
a severe‘v1q]at1on of mora1, ethical holast1c mores; should an indi-
vidual be classified as a “cheater"\%s a resu1t of his behavior. The
review of the 11terature, as well as the findings of this study, indicate
that cheating fs'influenced by-a‘number of extraneous variables, i.e.
Eompetiveneés, environment, chance of detection, etc..

(2) It would follow, from the aforementiqned, that one way of

eleminating, or at least reducing cheating,-is to lessen the

Al
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competetiveness among students and to emphasize the importance of coop-

eration., The present educationall trend sometimes encourages each member
of the calss to compete with eachLQEEfr to the point that- certafﬁ-
children are left with no other alternative but to adopt strategies

such as cheating to maintain the teacher's and classroom's standards.
Cheat1ng should not be condoned or dismissed lightly, but the -eacher

should investigate the individual‘s reasons of rationale beh1nd his

-behavior. An explanat1on should be given to the child, of the full

implications of cheating as well as the reasons for not accepting such
behavior. ’

It is hoped that, through the emphasis of cooperation within the
classroom, and the full understanding of behavioral dynamics on the part

of the teacher, that cheating would be significantly decreased.
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A . A i .
QUESTFIONNAFRE UTILIZED FOR MEASURE OF MORAL DEVELOPMENT
AND THE SCORING KEY FOR MORAL DEVELOPMENT QUESTIONNAIRE
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RAME oo | o GRADE
Present Date - Age
Birth Date . ' :
h
[tem 1 )

There was once a 1ittle boy whd didn't mind his mother. He took the
scissors one day when he had been told not to. While he was trying to
cut up some paper, he cut his finger.

. .
’

Why did his finger get cut?

‘s

.

If his mother had said it was all.right if he used the gpissors,

(: i ~would his finger have been cut just the same? R
. . “ ,

:

Did the scissors know that he wasn't'suppokég' 0 use them? How?

-y

+

Now tell me what you really believe. Why did the bdy get a cut on
his finger? ~ .

-

Item 2 -

. A. A boy didn't know the names of the streets in a city very well.
He was not. quite sure where Federal'Street was. One day a man stopped
him and asked him where Federal Street was. The boy answered, “I'm not
sure, but I think it's over there", But it wasn't there so the man

(:} - completely lost his way and could mot find the house he was looking for.

M)
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G

S

B. Here's-another story:
in a city very well was asked b

LY

A boy who knew the names of the &treets
y @ man where Federal Street was. The boy

wanted to play a trick on the man and so he said to him, "It's over

there", and he pointed to the w
and managed to find his way aga

Comparing this story with t
do you think did the worst thin

rong streedy. But the man didn't get lost
in. . . .

he first one, which one of the ‘two boys -
g? Why? "

-

)

 Item 3

One day Tommy and Peter were p]ayiné together. Tommy-had & new

-

v

electric train and Peter had a boat which could be woundﬂgp and it would
d s

sail in the water. Now Peter wasdfﬂnaughty little boy, a
kicked Tommy's electric train an

uddenly he
roke it so it wou]dn'tj?un any more,

What.do you think should be done to the naughty Peter? _

Should' he be spanked?

¥ L. -

‘Should his boat be broken?

o

"N

L 7

~

- Should he be made to save up his own money until he can buy Tommy

another electric train?

Which one?

T

. Why?

Item 4

..,‘ \f | (e

Fl

One Saturday morning a mbthef asked .her two little boys to help her
clean the house; one “of the 11 tie boys was to empty the waste -paper, and

the other one was to empty the

i -
’
e

—

in cans. But the little boy who was’ supposed

., to empty the waste paper went out and played instBad, so the mother asked
the 'second bpy to do all thé workd < = .

t Al
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&

Did the second boy do what he was.to]d to do?

Why?

&

4

-

Would it be all right if the bo} who had to do all the work told
his mother that he wouldn't do it?

I

.Item 5

——

A. One day a little boy was walking home and he saw a dog that
scared him. When he got home, he told his mother that he had- seen a
dog that was as big as an elephant. - v -

: B. One day another 1ittle boy came home from school and told his QQHN\M
mother that the teacher had given him a good mark in school. But this

wasn't true because the teacher had not given him any mark at all that

day in .school. The mother was very pleased and gave the little boy a

reward. - . - ” : '

Which one of the boys told the worse 1fé2\\\\\;\
-. Why? - ,

; N

Item' 6

A mother had two Tittle girls; one was a ;Bbd Tittle girl and did
what her mother told her, ‘but the other one did not mind her mother.
One day the mother baked a\gake, and since she liked the good little

girl best, she gave her the higgest piece of cake.

What do you think ;%l%hat? IR L .

Was that all right?

R . “
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Ttem 7

A. A boy wasrplaying in his room while his father was at work. After
a little while the boy thought he would ltike to draw. But he had no
paper. So he went and took some lovely sheets of white paper from one
of the drawers of his father's .desk. When the father came home he found
that his desk was all messed up and he found that someone had taken his
paper. He went straight into the boy's room and there he saw the floor
covered with -the sheets of paper. They were scribbled all over with

colored chalk. The father was very angry and he gave the boy a good
spanking.

.

B. Now I shall tell you a story that is nearly the same but not
quite. Another 1little boy was playing at home while his father was gone.
He wanted to draw so he went to his father's desk and took some of his
white paper. When his father came home, he found that the paper had been
taken, so he went right into his son's room. There he saw the white paper
on the floor, scribbled all over with colored chalk. This father was
angry too, but he did not spank his son. He explained to him that it
wasn't r1ght of him. He said, "When you're not at home, ‘when you've gone
to schoo], if I were to qo and take your toys, you wou]dn t like it. So,
when I'm not home, you mustn't go and take paper either. It isn't
right to do that. g

Mow a few days later these S were playing in their own yards.
The boy who had been spanked as in his yard, and the one who had not
been spanked was playing in his yard. And then each of them found a
pencil. It was their father's pencil. Then each of them remembered that
his father had said that he had lost his penc11 and that it was too
bad because he wouldn't be able to find it again. So then they thought .
that if they were to steal the penc1], no one would ever kno# and there
would be no punishment. N\‘

Well now, one of the boys kept the peng*T‘?or himself and the other
one took it back to his father. Guess which one took it back - - the
one who had been spanked before for taking the paper or the-oﬁexwho had
been talked to for having taken the paper. .

Why did the other one nbt give it back?

Which does the most good - a talking to or a spanking?




62

Which .would you rather have? \\T\—“\=\\

4

Why?

Item 8

There was once a big boy in a schoo1)who beat up on a smaller béy.
- The 1ittle boy couldn't hit back because he wasn't strong enough. So
one day during recess, he hid the big boy's lunch so he couldn't find it.

What do you think of that?

Was"it fair of the 11£:?b boy to hide the older boy's Tunch? -

Why?

What should the 1ittle boy have done instead of hiding the big boy's .
1unch?; b
Item 9 . ' ‘ . .

A father had two boys. One of them always grumbled when he was sent
on errands. The other one didn't Tike being sent either, but he always
went without saying a word. So the father always used to send the boy
who didn't grumble on errands more often tham the other one.

Was thi§ fair? \.
' . r [e—
. ! : .
Why? / ' ’

)
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—
Did the boy who got sent all the time go on the errands? \ .

4
Item 10

A. A little boy named John was in his room. Hé was called to dinner.
He went into the dining room. But behind thé door there was a chair, and
on the chair there was a tray with fiffeen cups on it.ZBUt John didn't
know the cups were behind the door. He went in, the door knocked against
the tray and bang went the fifteen cups and they were all broken,

B. Once there was a little boy whose name was Henry One day when
his mother was out he tried to get some jam3out of the cupboard. He
climbed up onto a ch and stretched out his arm. But the jam was.too
high up and he couldn't®™each it. But while he was trying to get it he
knocked .over one cup. The cup fell down and broke.

Which one” of the boys do you think is the maughtiest one?

Why? _ “

Item 11

One afterncon a mother took her children for a walk a]ong the river.
In the.middle of the afternoon she gave each of them a piece of cake

‘which she had brought along. They all began to eat their cake except the

youngest one who was careless and let his piece fall into the water

What shou]d be done?

What should the mother do?




~others giye him a little piece of their cake?
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- Should the careless child have nothing to eat or should each of the

Why? N

Item 12

o . ' . -

A. Alfred met a 1ittle friend of his'who was very poor. This friend
told him that he had had no dinner that day because there was nothing
to eat in his house. Then Alfred went into a bakery. Since he had no
money, he waited until the baker's back was turned and he took a loaf
of bread. Then he ran out of the bakery and gave the loaf of bread to
his friend who was. hungry. : ‘

B. Frank went into a candy store. He saw some candy that he 1iked.
He didn't have any money. So he waited until the store-owner's back was
turned and.he stole one piece of candy. Then he ran out of the store and
ate the caldy. ;

- What do'ydu think of what the two boys did?

Which 1ittle boy do you think was the naughtiest one?

—

Item 13

.

Once there were two children who were walking by a house in the
country. There were some apple trees out in the yard in front of the
house. No one was around so they went into the yard and stole some apples.
Suddenly a man came out of the house and ran after them. He caught one
of the boys but the other one got away. This one crossed a river on a
rotten bridge and fell into the water.

Why do you think the boy fell into the water?

W
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If he had not stolen the apples but he had crossed the river on
that rotten bridge, would he have fallen into the water anyway?

Why?

Did the bridge know he had stolen the apples?

Now tell me, what do you really believe? Why did the boy fall into
the water? '

Item 14

Once there was a father who had two sons. One was very good and
obedient. The other one was all right, but often he did things he
shouldn’t} One day when the father went to work, he said to the first
son, "You must watch carefully to see what your brother does and when
I come back I want you to tell me". Well, the father went away and the
brother went and djd something he shouldn't.“When the father came home,
he asked the first boy to tell him everything.

What ought the boy to do?

Why? ) s

7 //

Item 15 .

A. There was once a little girl who was called Marie. She wanted
to give her mother a nice surprise, so'she cut out a red valentine for
her. But she didn't know how to use the scissors and she cut a big hole
in her dress.
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8. Another little girl named Margaret went and took her mother's
scissors one day when her mother was out. She played with the scissors

for a while; but since she didn't know how to.use them, she cut a little
hole in her dress. .

Was ong' or both girls naughty? )

.

Which one of the 1ittle girls dp you think is the naughtiest?

-r

Why? ' :

* Item 16

. X child is looking at a picture book belonging to his mother. Instead
: of«being careful, he gets many.of the pages dirty. What shouid the :
( mother do to him? Should she not let him watch television that evening?
Or, should she not let him look at any of her picture books anymore? Or,
should she go and get one of his books- dirty? Which one?

Y

Why is that the best punishment for him?

— ]

P .
Which do you think is the hardest punishééntggyf

ey

Why? ' N

Item 17 | | ‘

- _There was oncé a family'with a 1ot of boys. They all had holes in
(:> . " their shoes, so one day their father told them to take their shoes to

~



-

the shoemaker to be fixed. But one of the boys had been néughty several
days before so the father said to-him, "You can't goyto the shoemaker.

You will have to wear your shoes with holes in them since you have been
disobedient". :

Was this right?

Why?

_ BN
Item 18

A. Why is it naughty {wrong) to tell lies?

B. Would it be all right(to teli a lie if you

didn't get caught and
no one punished you for it? ‘ .
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SCORING KEY FOR MORAL DEVELOPMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

* The responses to the moral development questionnaire were scored
plus or minus following Medinnus' technique.l A minus score indicates
that the items were answered in the direction of moral realism, while
a plus score denotes a "mature", relativistic response, Each item is
scored as follows: a minus score was given to the response if the
subjects: .

Item 1 - indicated a belief in immaneﬁz\juﬁf;ae by stating that the boy
cut his finger as a punishment for not minding his mother.

Item 2 - chose the actions of the first boy as worse than those of the-
second because the man got lost, indicating a disregard for
the motiye underlying the act of lying and a concern only with  °
the consequences only with the 1ie. ) '

Item 3.- selected spanking as the best punishment; this, in contrast to
the other two punishments, indicates a belief in the necessity
of arbitrary, expiatory punishment as opposed to punishment by
reciprocity.

Item 4 - felt that the adult command was fair and if aﬁy reserve feels
that he should do what the parent says just to please him.

»

Item 5 - judged the first 1ie to be worse than the seond; thus, the more
: uniikely the lie, the more its contents mark a departure from
reality, the worse it is.

Item 6 - concurred with the mother's actions, indicating a belief in the
necessity for punishment to the exclusion of a consideration of
equality between siblings.

Item 7 - declared in favor of the infliction of punishment rather than

: verbal explanation. . :
Item 8 - condemned reciprocity between children ipvelving taking revenge
: because it is forbidden by adults.
. - A ]
1

G.R. Medinnus, An investigation of Piaget's conéépt of the development
of moral judgment in six to twelve year olds. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of Minnesota, 1957. : ) —
. ”
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Jtem 9 - felt that the adult command was fair and if any doubt, they
agreed with the parent to please him.

Item 10 - judged in terms of material result rather than in terms of
. motive; this was indicated if the subject stated that the
first boy was the naughtier one because he hroke the most "cups.

Item 11 - required that the careless child be punished by nothing more

. to eat. : ' .
. Item 12 - judged on the basis of value of the object stolen rather than
. _ on the basis of the intention underlying the theft.

‘Item 13 - indicated a belief in immanent justice by stating that the
boy fell into the water because he had stolen the apples.

Item 14 - revealed a preference for submission to adult authority as
«. opposed to solidarity between children, indicated by the
boy's refusal to tell on his brother.

Item 15 - evaluated the stories in .terms of the material damage rather
than in terms of motive. -

Item 16 - chose the punishment, forbidding the child to watch television,
{ ' which bears no relation to the content of the guilty act and
* is therefore arbitrary in nature. '

Item 17 - approved of the punishment imposed by ‘the father; this points
~ to a belief in the need for retribution.rather than a feeling
of equality between children. ‘

Item 18 - state that a lie is wrong because it is an object of punishment;
if the punishment were removed, it would be- allowed.




APRﬁNDIX'Z

INSTRUCTION USED IN THE EXPERIMENTAL SITUATION
AND THE LEHIGH VALLEY LEARNING APPARATUS
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Today, I would Tike to see how people press levers. In front =
of you is a panel and the lever is on the bottom (pointing{ .
to the lever). Here is what I would like you to do. When
this red light comeés on (pointing to the light), I want
you to press the lever (again pointing to the lever). The

- number of times you press the lever will be shown here
(pointing to the counter) and it will tell you your score.
In another classroom, there is another panel and a person
will be doing the same as you. The.other person's score will
be shown here (pointing to the other counter}.

At another school, wé’had people pressing this lever, only:
they could increase their score by pressing this button .
{again pointing to the appropriate button). But I DO NOT
WANT YOU TO PRESS IT. 0.k. When this red light goes on
(pointing to the 1ight), you press this lever until the
Tight goes off. Watch your score and the other person's
score. - . : : :

Let'g see how you do.

' THE LEHIGH VALLEY LEARNING APPARATUS

B4

L Red Light: it indicated

to the child when to
- press the lever and -
]:j ' when to stop

Counter: - —+ Counter: indicati
indicating | L [::::::l player's score nq‘--—'
other o ‘

person's :

*score

I

“Cheat” Button Lever '

/'-—






