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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the present investigation was to demon

strate that the adoption of a moral judgmental orientation from 

vicarious influences is influenced by the often conflicting and 

inconsistent moral orientations displayed for children by adult 

and peer models. In addition, the effects of exposing children 

to peer and adult models who accompanied their modeled judgments 

with a rationale was examined . 

In this experiment first grade children were assigned at 

random to one of six treatment conditions . One group of children 

experienced an adult and peer model who both expressed subjective 

or mature moral judgments. A second group witnessed an adult 

model emit judgments that were mature while the peer model's 

judgments were immature and were thus counter to the adult's 

modeled orientation. The third group observed models who per

formed in an opposite manner to the previous group. The adult 

emitted the immature moral judgments, while the child modeled the 

mature moral judgments. A fourth group of children were exposed 

to adult and peer models who both displayed an inconsistent 

pattern of judgmental responses. One-half of their responses 

were expressed at the higher or mature judgmental level while 

their remaining responses were expressed at the lower or immature 

vi 



level. Half of the children in the aforementioned groups re

ceived a rationale which accompanied each of the modeled judg

ments . Subjects assigned to the control condition were not 

exposed to any modeled judgments. The results revealed several 

interesting findings. Those subjects who received a rationale 

accompanying the modeled judgments emitted more autonomous or 

mature moral judgments and explanations. The overall analysis 

also revealed a significant main effect for modeling on the ex

planations dependent measure. Subjects who were exposed to the 

adult-high child-high and the adult-high child-low modeling con

ditions employed more mature or autonomous moral explanations 

than subjects who were exposed to the adult and child inconsis

tent modeling condition. Several of the modeling and rationale 

provision treatment combinations acquired and generalized more 

mature moral judgments relative to subjects in the control condi

tion who provided a measure of this age group's judgmental orien

tation. The only treatment combinations which acquired and 

generalized more mature explanations relative to the control 

condition were the adult-high child-high with accompanying ra

tionale and the adult-high child-low with accompanying rationale 

conditions. The results were discussed in terms of the peer's 

influence as a socialization agent, the importance of rationale 

provision in cognitive social learning, and the narrow scope 

ascribed to social learning influences by cognitive-developmental 

theorists . 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

There is some disagreement among developmental psycholo

gists concerning the processes responsible for the development of 

moral behavior in children. Such disagreements, whether they are 

concerned with the development of morality or identification, are 

not unexpected as psychological theories typically are based upon 

some general "belief system," or more specifically, a conception 

of reality and nature of man. Reese and Overton (1970) persua

sively argue that there are two general models of man employed by 

developmental psychologists, one, the mechanistic model, repre

sents man and the universe as a machine composed of discrete 

parts to which forces are applied. The other developmental model 

which has influenced the theorizing of developmental psycholo

gists is the organismic model which represents the organism as 

spontaneously active and as the source of its own acts rather 

than a collection of acts which result from external forces. 

From a mechanistic viewpoint, the application of a force 

results in some change in one or many parts of the machine. The 

behaviors or products of the machine do not result from qualita

tive changes occurring within the machine but rather from the 

forces or input applied to the machine. Theorists who subscribe 
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to a mechanistic model of man are interested in establishing in

variant relationships between input parameters and the behaviors 

which the organism produces. Therefore, theories within develop

mental psychology which adopt the general mechanistic model are 

more likely to embrace theoretical concepts which emphasize ex

perience as the source of behavioral change or development. 

The theory from within the mechanistic orientation which 

is responsible for most of the theorizing and research on moral 

development is Social Learning Theory (Bandura 1971). From a 

social-learning perspective morality is viewed as an instance of 

rule-governed behavior which children acquire through observing 

the "moral" responses of live and symbolic models within their 

culture. Although a number of studies, which will be reviewed 

below, have demonstrated that young children are able to abstract 

moral judgmental rules from modeled examples, little is known 

about a number of important parameters which influence this 

socialization process. One such influence is the presence of 

multiple models during socialization. Children are exposed to 

multiple models, such as adults and peers who often demonstrate 

conflicting moral orientations. Thus, one important question to 

be addressed is how the adoption of a moral judgmental orienta

tion from vicarious influences is influenced by the conflicting 

moral orientations displayed for children by peer and adult 

models . 



The organismic model views processes within the organism 

as the sources of behaviors. Man is represented as an organized 

entity from which the parts gain their meaning only from the 

whole in which they are embedded. Inquiry within the organismic 

model is directed toward understanding the organization of the 

psychological structures . At each new level of psychological 

organization new properties of the organization emerge which are 

irreducible to lower levels and which are qualitatively different 

from them. Therefore, as psychological structures change there 

is a qualitative change in the mode of "knowing" the world. The 

qualitatively different organization of structures at given 

periods, which are inferred from overt behaviors, are usually 

described in terms of "stages." 

Jean PiagetTs (1932) theory of moral development, which 

will also be discussed in detail below, is derived from the or

ganismic model. Piaget describes a developmental sequence of 

qualitatively different stages of moral reasoning spanning two 

major periods. Each one of these stages involves a qualitatively 

different structure which results in a qualitatively different 

mode of moral reasoning. As development proceeds, the structure 

of the first stage is incorporated into the more sophisticated 

organization of the second stage. Piaget believed the sequence 

of stages was invariant, but he did acknowledge that individuals 

might differ in the age of attainment of a given stage depending 

on the ability of their environment to provide stimulation at the 
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optimal time which would result in disequilibrium and facilitate 

transition. Thus, from a Piagetian perspective children would be 

expected to exhibit moral judgments which were consistent with 

their moral-developmental stage regardless of social and situa

tional influences. For example, in defense of Piaget's position, 

Cowan et al. (1969) argued that social learning theorists would 

be hard pressed to explain why young children exhibit immature 

moral orientations when the adults they are exposed to exhibit 

mature moral orientations . However, social learning theorists do 

not argue that children are exposed to adult models who respond 

with a consistent moral orientation, rather, children are exposed 

to models who respond in a discriminative fashion to moral situa

tions . Thus, on one occasion a model might employ one set of 

criteria for judging a transgression while on another occasion a 

different situation would warrant the use of a different judg

mental criterion. Therefore, another important task is to deter

mine if children who were exposed to an adult and peer model who 

employed admixtures of moral judgments from both of Piaget's 

stages would also adopt a moral orientation which consisted of an 

admixture of the two hypothesized moral orientations. 

Piaget's Theory of Moral Development 

Piaget's mission in his writings and informal investiga

tions on the development of moral judgment was to describe the 

development and organization of cognitive structures which were 



responsible.for moral judgments. Piaget (1932) defined morality 

in terms of adherence to the rules for social order. Unfortu

nately, Piaget never clarified what "social order" referred to, 

however, since his conception of intellectual and moral develop

ment is deemed to be universal in nature Piaget may refer to 

something akin to a Kantian principle, involving judgments which 

fall on a continuum from immature to mature with regard to their 

benefit for man's well-being in his social system. These rules 

can be discussed in terms of a child's developing concern for 

others whether the "moral" concern has to do with justice, fair

ness, punishment, or cooperation. Hence, these rules have uni

versal applicability as Piaget would probably argue that they 

transcend and subsume the social laws or rules of any given 

culture. Thus, Piaget has designated specific moral judgments as 

morally immature in nature and others as morally mature regard

less of the complexity of the social context in which these judg

ments are emitted. 

Piaget's (1932) first stage has been termed the heterono-

mous or moral realistic stage. The origin of Piaget's theorizing 

about two distinct stages of moral reasoning in children can be 

traced to some observations he made of young boys playing games 

of marbles some 40 years ago in Geneva. While observing, Piaget 

noticed some regularities among younger boys in their adherence 

to the rules of the game. The younger boys conceived of the 

rules as unalterable while the older boys would alter the rules 

to satisfy specific situational demands, just as, for example, 
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many golfers are allowed handicaps. Piaget became fascinated 

with the differences in the boys' allegiance to the rules and 

decided to join the neighborhood children in numerous marble 

games with the intent of varying aspects of the game in order to 

discover if there were developmental differences which could be 

related to his emerging theory of human development. When Piaget 

would ask to alter the rules of the game the young children vehe

mently resisted while the older children not only complied with 

Piaget's request but seemed to welcome the novelty. During the 

course of the games Piaget began to probe the children concerning 

their opinions regarding the origin of rules of the marble game. 

Most of the young boys, at least according to the frequency 

counts which Piaget provides, attributed the origin of the rules 

to their fathers while a smaller percentage of the boys attrib

uted the rules to another omnipotent figure. In contrast, the 

older boys perceived the rules as emanating from friends, broth

ers , and in some instances fathers, although the fathers were not 

treated as creatures ordained with divine qualities. 

On the' basis of his experiences with the game of marbles 

Piaget developed some hunches regarding the cognitive structures 

governing moral judgments. Piaget also developed a number of in

genious tasks in an attempt to substantiate his hypotheses con

cerning stage-related differences in moral reasoning. First, 

children were presented with situations similar to the following, 

"which is worse, a child who broke five cups when she was helping 
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her mother set the table or a child who broke one cup while she 

was stealing some jam." The results from inquiries such as these 

provided Piaget with additional information, since the younger 

children invariably judged the child's accident which involved 

large material consequences as naughtier while the accidental 

quality of that damage was not taken into account. Furthermore, 

Piaget discovered that young boys and girls believed that if an 

act was followed by any form of punishment the act was taken to 

be a transgression against a rule. It was also discovered that 

young children not only believed that all wrongdoings were fol

lowed by an aversive stimulus (the source of which could eminate 

from God or an inanimate object) but the aversive stimulus should 

be intense in spite of the fact that the transgression might have 

been quite minor. Thus, Piaget began to paint a picture of young 

children (through about seven years old) as perceiving reality in 

such a way that rules are conceived as unalterable; judgments of 

wrongdoing were based upon the consequences of an act rather than 

the intent; the advocacy of severe punishment for all rule in

fractions, and finally the belief in immanent justice or the 

notion that all transgressions will be discovered and punished by 

an omnipotent source. Thus, it became apparent to Piaget that 

the thought structures underlying the moral judgments of the 

Genevan children were characterized by two limitations. First, 

the children's cognitive schemata perceive rules in an objective 

or realistic manner so that all rules are viewed as "the letter 
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of the law" from which compromises or exceptions are not permis

sible. Therefore, the child deals with reality in an objective 

manner without considering situational and extenuating circum

stances. A second cognitive limitation which besets children 

below eight years of age and contributes to the immature re

sponses of young children is their egocentricity. Egocentricity 

has to do with a young child's inability to take the perspective 

of others and appreciate and recognize their thoughts and feel

ings. The egocentric child automatically assumes that others' 

states are identical to his or her own. Consequently, although 

the child is provided information regarding motives and inten

tions, the cognitive schemata of young children are said to dis

regard such information and fail to realize that other children 

have inner states that differ from his or her own. Thus, the 

only recourse open to a morally realistic child is to compare a 

response with the rules which govern its appropriateness or in-

appropriateness regardless of motives or intentions. 

Upon reaching the age of about seven or eight children 

are said to enter the stage of autonomous morality. According to 

Piaget these morally autonomous children no longer perceive rules 

as unchangeable, rather rules are formed through reciprocal 

agreements with peers in accordance to situational demands. 

Furthermore, children now are able to take intentions and motives 

of a transgression into consideration. The change in moral 

orientation is also reflected in a child's orientation concerning 
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the role of punishment. As was mentioned above, children are now 

able to consider intentions and motives, and as a result children 

no longer judge a deed solely because it was followed by an 

application of an aversive stimulus. In addition, it is argued 

that children no longer believe in the efficacy of severe punish

ment following a transgression. Rather they believe that the 

punishing stimulus should equal the severity of the offense. 

On the basis of the changes in the judgments of the seven 

and eight year olds, Piaget argued that the following processes 

are responsible for the emergence of autonomous morality. First, 

a change occurs in the child's cognitive abilities so that the 

child can now begin to appreciate the fact that others have inner 

states that are independent of his or her own. This significant 

change has a profound effect on the nature of the child's re

sponse to the feelings, circumstances, and wishes of other indi

viduals . At the same time this change is occurring children are 

also spending increasingly larger amounts of time interacting 

with peers while the relative amount of time which is spent with 

adults steadily declines. According to cognitive developmental 

theorizing this serves a number of purposes. Rules are perceived 

as the product of cooperation rather than handed down by omnipo

tent adults. This changes the interaction patterns between 

adults and children from one characterized by "unilaterial re

spect" to one of "mutual respect." As a result, children are now 

able to form rules to satisfy the situational demands which is a 
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process labeled "equity" by Piaget. Thus, the autonomous stage 

is characterized by evolving cognitive structures which result in 

a casting aside of egocentric thought as the child is now able to 

take another's perspective. In addition to newly acquired cogni

tive abilities children engage themselves more often with peers 

than adults which results in a new conception of the origins and 

utility of rules. 

One area of Piaget's (1932) theorizing that has been in

vestigated by Piagetians and Social Learning Theorists alike is 

the ability of young children to consider the intentions of 

transgressors in judging their actions as right or wrong. Piaget 

argued that children up until the age of about seven or eight are 

unable to take intentions or motives into account when they are 

presented with a moral dilemma. It was argued that young chil

dren, due to their egocentricity, are unable to appreciate the 

situation as it is experienced by another child. McRae (1954) 

presented moral dilemmas to 244 boys age five to 14 during their 

summer residence at a summer camp in the east. The moral dilem

mas involved a series of pairs of stories. The dilemmas are so 

designed so that one child in the act of helping another indi

vidual accidently causes a large amount of material consequences 

while another individual with poor intent is responsible for only 

minor material damage. According to Piagetian theory, young 

children typically judge the child who commits the most damage 

as naughtier in spite of their good intentions. MacRae also 
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found his younger subjects to judge the large material characters 

as naughtier, while the older subjects judged the character with 

a devious intent as naughtier. 

Boehm and Nass (1962) administered four moral dilemmas to 

102 children aged six to 12. One of the four moral dilemmas pre

sented to the children involved an intentions-consequences dilem

ma. As expected, children below nine years of age responded in a 

different and more immature fashion relative to children older 

than nine. However, one interesting outcome of the investigation 

was the discovery that the percentage of "immature" responses was 

shown to vary considerably with the story; an outcome which 

should, of course, not occur if the cognitive structural organi

zation is responsible for moral judgment. Furthermore, in a 

follow-up investigation (Boehm 1962) children from two Catholic 

parochial, and one Jewish parochial school, academically gifted 

children were compared with children of average intelligence and 

upper middle-class children with children of the working class. 

The results revealed that academically gifted children provided 

more mature moral judgments at a younger age relative to children 

of average intelligence. Boehm also found differences between 

the responses of the academically gifted children and children of 

average intelligence as the latter children provided more morally 

immature responses. 

Whiteman and Rosier (1964) investigated several para

meters that they hypothesized were related or contributed to a 
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mature moral orientation among which were age, IQ, sex, ratings 

by teachers, Sunday school attendance, and membership in boy or 

girl scouting organizations. Their results indicated that as 

children mature chronologically they judge transgressions in 

terms of intentions and that children more intelligent provide 

more morally mature responses. Grinder (1964) attempted to re

late children's responses to intentions-consequences dilemmas to 

a measure of resistance to temptation. The resistance to tempta

tion game involved a penny arcade type of game with a ray gun set 

up about 10 feet from some moving targets. The subjects were 

informed that if they scored a number of points they would be 

given some candy. However, Grinder rigged the game so that all 

the children would score a pre-determined number of points which 

would be insufficient to attain the score required for the candy. 

Children could then respond in one of three ways: accept their 

score, change their score, or take additional shots with the ray 

gun with the hope of raising their point total. The results re

vealed no relation between Piaget's judgmental measures and any 

of the aforementioned parameters although the older subjects 

emitted more mature moral judgments. The only reliable result of 

interest was the finding that the girls resisted temptation in 

that they conformed to the rules of the game more often than did 

the boys. 

Finally, two important investigations that will be dis

cussed extensively later (Bandura and McDonald 1963, Cowan et al. 
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1969) found some age progressions on the intentions-consequences 

dimension although most of the children sampled were employing 

admixtures of responses from both moral orientations. 

A Social Learning View of Moral Development 

Developmental psychologists who embrace the mechanistic 

model approach the development of moral behaviors and judgments 

in a different manner than Piaget and other advocates of the 

organismic model. Rather than attributing development to changes 

in psychological structures, development is viewed as a product 

of a complex learning program supplied by a child's culture. In 

a very simple sense it could be argued that experiences serve 

much the same function as information fed into a computer which 

is retained and perhaps discharged at a later point in time. 

However, the learning and development process is not conceptu

alized as an all or none affair in which a stimulus impinges upon 

an organism and development automatically ensues. To the con

trary, development is viewed as a product of cummulative learning 

so that initially a simple response is acquired perhaps as the 

result of numerous learning opportunities, which is just one step 

toward a more sophisticated developed or terminal response 

(Horowitz et al. 1970). Unfortunately the natural environment 

is often a dreadful programmer of development as children are 

exposed to and learn many behaviors and cognitions which are not 

only maladaptive for the children themselves but also for society 

in general. Many important competencies are never acquired since 
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the socializing agents fail to arrange learning experiences in a 

manner that would facilitate the development of personal and 

social competencies. 

Thus, from a mechanistic model viewpoint, development is 

explained in terms of learning principles which "program" behav

iors and cognitions in a task-analytic format. It should not be 

construed that the organism is conceived as a "black box" which 

passively reacts to experiential events. On the contrary, the 

organism is conceived as an information processor which trans

forms , recombines, and decides which of a number of behavioral or 

cognitive alternatives will serve the organism best in varying 

circumstances (Mischel 1973). Moreover, antecedent experiential 

events, and not transforming psychological structures, are iden

tified as the causal factors in development. 

As was mentioned above, Social Learning Theory (Bandura 

1971) is responsible for most of the theorizing and research on 

moral development from within the mechanistic orientation. The 

approach that social learning theorists take toward the topic of 

moral development is of great theoretical and applied signifi

cance. Moral judgments are viewed as an instance of rule-

governed behavior which children acquire through observing the 

judgmental responses of live and symbolic models within their 

culture. This socialization process becomes very complex when 

one considers the multitude of influential models which a child 

is exposed to throughout development. Not only is a child ex

posed to parental judgmental standards but also to standards 
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displayed by extrafamilial adults, peers, and by models presented 

in symbolic forms (Bandura 1968). Thus, given that children are 

exposed to multiple and often conflicting modeling influences it 

would not be expected that children would emit a consistent moral 

orientation across diverse situations as Piagetians would argue. 

In fact, a perusal of the moral development literature reveals 

that there are very few children who responded in either a "pure" 

morally realistic or autonomous manner. Also, while Piaget com

pletely disregards situational parameters which influence judg

mental performance of modeled responses, the social learning 

theorist will argue that moral responses will change as situa

tional stimulus conditions vary (Mischel 1973). 

Bandura and McDonald (1963) designed an experiment to 

evaluate the relative efficacy of social reinforcement and model

ing procedures in modifying moral judgmental responses considered 

by Piaget to be age-related. Another purpose of this investiga

tion was to demonstrate that a general principle exemplified in, 

a variety of modeled responses could be transmitted through 

modeling processes. Prior to this investigation modeling studies 

usually employed a restricted paradigm in which a model performed 

a specific set of responses and observers were tested for match

ing the modeled behavior in identical settings. Thus, Bandura 

and McDonald were attempting to demonstrate that children could 

respond to novel stimuli in a manner consistent with a model's 
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disposition even though they had never witnessed the model's 

behavior in those new situations. 

One group of children observed adult models who expressed 

moral judgments counter to their pretested judgmental orienta

tions and the children were also reinforced with approval for 

adopting the model's orientation. A second group observed the 

models but received no reinforcement for matching their behav

iors. A third group of children had no exposure to models but 

were reinforced for moral judgments that ran counter to their 

pretested moral orientation. Following the treatments, the chil

dren were tested for generalization effects. All of the treat

ment groups except the operant shaping group produced substantial 

changes in the children's moral judgmental responses. Children 

who initially emitted judgments based upon consequences instead 

of intentions were now judging novel stimuli on the basis of 

intentions while the opposite was true for subjects who were 

initially producing judgments based upon intentions. According* 

to cognitive developmental theorizing such results should not 

have occurred as the stages are viewed as invariant and responses 

were not conceived as being so susceptible to social influence 

(Kohlberg 1968). 

A group of cognitive-developmental theorists, Cowan et 

al. (1969) attempted a replication of the Bandura and McDonald 

(1963) investigation with children from a different locale and 

socioeconomic status group. They selected 77 children based 



upon their pretest responses to Piaget's intentions-consequences 

story pairs. Thirty-two of these subjects, half with a majority 

of high level judgments and half with a majority of low, were 

exposed to an adult model responding at the opposite level. A 

posttest was given either immediately or two weeks after treat

ment. Bandura and McDonaldrs results were replicated even though 

the subjects' socioeconomic status differed as well as the theo

retical persuasion of the investigators. In addition, there was 

no difference in the modeling effects for subjects who were post-

tested immediately and following the two week interval. 

LeFurgy and Woloshen (1969) investigated peers' influence 

on short and long term modifications of the moral judgmental re

sponses of adolescents. Twenty-four morally realistic and 29 

autonomous children were exposed to a classic social influence 

procedure in which each subject was exposed to prerecorded re

sponses of a set of confederates. The responses of these con

federates were consistently contrary to the subject's initial 

moral orientation. Morally realistic subjects showed immediate 

and long term shifts (100 day follow-up) in their judgmental 

styles. Morally relativistic subjects, while evidencing short-

term responsiveness to social influence, showed a significant 

reduction of the effects over the 100 days of the experiment. 

Crowley (1968) identified 90 first grade children who 

consistently made "objective" moral judgments (i.e., judged 

morality by the size of damage resulting from an action). They 
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were provided with pairs of stories in which the size of damage 

was kept constant so that attention was directed solely to inten-

tionality (i.e., the "subjective" motive of the agent). Four 

training groups were employed, based on a two-fold combination 

of story content which consisted of moral or non-moral situations 

which was crossed with training that merely had the correct 

answer labeled or training which provided the children with an 

opportunity to discuss with the experimenter the fact that the 

naughtier person had acted "on purpose" or had "meant" to do it. 

Posttesting showed that all the training groups made significant

ly more subjective judgments than the no-treatment control group 

and that the groups which utilized the moral stories were more 

effective than groups which employed the non-moral stories. 

Also, the addition of discussion provided no greater advantage 

than mere labeling. Glassco, Milgram, and Youniss (1970) located 

80 of- Crowley's (1968) subjects and retested them six months 

after their participation in the aforementioned investigation. 

Even though the stories and their mode of presentation differed 

from their initial testing the children continued to respond as 

they had six months earlier. 

Finally, Dorr and Fey (1974) investigated the relative 

power of symbolically conveyed adult and peer models on chil

dren's moral judgmental responses. Children with an objective 

moral orientation were exposed to subjective models, and children 

with a subjective orientation were exposed to objective models. 
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In both subjective and objective groups, the adult model was more 

influential than the peer model, although the latter was consid

erably more influential than no model. 

All the aforementioned investigations clearly demon

strated that children's moral orientations can be influenced by 

vicarious•experience. However, the purpose of the present inves

tigation was to demonstrate that the adoption of a moral judg

mental orientation from vicarious influences is affected by the 

often conflicting moral orientations displayed for children by 

adult and peer models. In addition, the effects of exposing 

children to peer and adult models who display inconsistencies in 

their modeled moral orientations was examined. The present in

vestigation thus offers a parametric examination of the effects 

of conflict'and inconsistency when adult-peer multiple models are 

the conveyors of information. The final purpose of this study 

was to examine whether a rationale or cognitive structure facil

itates a young child's ability to abstract a modeled judgmental 

orientation. In a series of investigations dealing with the 

learning of resistance to temptation in children, Parke (1974) 

and his colleagues found that the provision of some cognitive 

structure or rationale was as effective in influencing resistance 

to temptation as any of the socialization procedures which they 

have attempted. 

In the present experiment first grade children were 

assigned at random to one of six treatment conditions. One group 

of children experienced an adult and peer model who both 
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expressed subjective or mature moral judgments. A second group 

witnessed an adult model emit judgments that were mature while 

the peer model's judgments were immature or realistic and were 

thus counter to the adults' modeled orientation. The third group 

observed models who performed in an opposite manner to the pre

vious group; the adult emitted the immature moral judgments, 

while the child modeled the mature moral judgments. A fourth 

group of children were exposed to an adult and peer model who 

both displayed an inconsistent pattern of judgmental responses. 

One-half of their responses were expressed at the higher or 

mature judgmental level while their remaining responses were ex

pressed at the lower or immature level. Half of the children in 

the aforementioned groups received a rationale which accompanied 

each of the modeled judgments. Subjects assigned to the control 

condition were not exposed to any modeled judgments. 

Thus, one purpose of the present investigation was to 

demonstrate that the adoption of a moral judgmental orientation • 

from vicarious influences is affected by the conflicting and in

consistent moral orientations displayed for children by peer and 

adult models. An additional purpose of the present investigation 

was to determine whether a rationale which accompanies a modeled 

judgmental response facilitates the adoption of a mature moral 

orientation in young children. By employing conflicting and 

inconsistent models an attempt was made to closely approximate 

the socialization process as it exists in the natural 



environment. Also, to answer some questions posed by Piagetian 

theorists, it was hypothesized that children who were exposed to 

adult and peer models who consistently responded at the autono

mous or mature moral developmental level as well as children 

exposed to adult and peer models who employed admixtures of both 

the mature and immature moral developmental orientations would 

adopt a moral orientation which contained an admixture of both 

moral orientations. It was expected that the admixtures might 

differ in the degree to which one moral orientation might be em

ployed, yet neither group of subjects was expected to employ one 

moral orientation exclusively as Piagetian theorists would 

predict. 



CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

Subjects and Experimenters 

Ninety students were randomly drawn from first grade 

classrooms from three- schools located in a middle class region 

of Tucson, Arizona. Equal numbers of boys and girls were as

signed randomly to each treatment combination. An undergraduate 

male and an undergraduate female from The University of Arizona 

served as the experimenters. Both adults were Anglo-Americans 

with no striking departures from average characteristics. 

Materials and Scoring 

Thirty-eight pairs of moral judgment stories drawn from 

Dorr and Fey (1974) which were modified from Bandura and McDonald 

(1963) and Piaget (1932), were used in the study. Each pair of 

stories described the activities of two children: one causing a 

considerable amount of damage accidentally and the other causing 

a small amount of damage on purpose, or while committing a for

bidden act. The stories were read by the female experimenter to 

each subject. Before each pair of stories was read two pictures 

representing the characters in the stories were placed on the 

table in front of the subject. Each picture measured 
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approximately one inch by one inch. The experimenter pointed to 

each picture as she read the portion of the fetory which con

cerned each character. After each pair of stories was read, the 

experimenter asked, "Which child do you think was naughtier?" 

(judgments) and then asked, "Why?" (explanations). An illustra

tive stimulus item, taken from Piaget (in Bandura and McDonald 

1963, p. 2 78) is given below: 

1. This is a story about JohnfE points to picture rep
resenting John]. John was in his room when his mother 
called him to dinner. John goes down, and opens the 
door to the dining room. But behind the door was a 
chair, and on the chair was a tray with 15 cups on it. 
John did not know the cups were behind the door. He 
opens the door, the door hits the tray, bang go the 
15 cups, and they all get broken. 

2. This is a story about Henry £E points to picture rep
resenting Henry]. One day when Henry's mother was 
out, Henry tried to get some cookies out of the cup
board. He climbed upon a chair, but the cookie jar 
was still too high, and he couldn't reach it. But 
while he was trying to get the cookie jar, he knocked 
over a cup. The cup fell down and broke. 

Each item was separately scored for a high or low level 

of moral judgment on the basis of names given by the subject. A 

high moral judgment was indicated by the choice of the naughtier 

child as the one who showed "bad" intentions despite minimal con

sequences. Subjects who selected the well-intentioned, large-

material-damage character as naughtier were scored as emitting a 

low moral judgment. Explanations were scored as a low response 

if the subject's explanation clearly referred to the quantity of 

consequences as the justification for the rendered judgment, 

while a high response was any response that focused on the 
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motivation of the child's behavior in the story. Each of the 24 

judgments rendered by each of the 90 subjects was written on a 

single 3" x 5" card. Each card was coded so that the statement 

which appeared on the card could be identified with respect to 

the subject who rendered the judgment. The cards were then ran

domized and presented to two undergraduates who served as judges 

and who knew nothing whatsoever about the present experiment or 

about the study of moral development in general. Interrater 

reliability on the scoring of the explanations was determined by 

the ratio of the number of explanations on which the raters 

agreed over the total number of responses judged. The interrater 

reliability was .88. 

Procedures 

The experiment consisted of two phases: an experimental 

(modeling) test, and a generalization test. All children were 

taken individually from class to a designated experimental room 

at each elementary school. Prior to each subject's entrance into 

the experimental room they were randomly assigned to a treatment 

combination or control condition with the restriction that five 

boys and five girls were randomly assigned to each condition. 

Thus the experimental groups were balanced with respect to sex of 

child . 

Before the experimental phase was initiated every subject 

received two pairs of stories which were employed as practice 

items to familiarize the subjects with the types of stimuli they 



were to encounter and the type of responses required of them. 

All subjects were instructed as follows: "Today, I am going to 

tell you some stories about children and the different things 

they do. I want you to listen very carefully because after each 

story I will be asking you a question about the story. So remem

ber, listen very carefully. Any questions? Ready--here goes." 

The experimenter then verbally presented each story pair and 

solicited and recorded the subject's judgment and explanation for 

each of the two story pairs . All responses were recorded verba

tim in longhand by the experimenter who was seated across a table 

from the subject. The second experimenter, who was introduced as 

the experimenter's "helper," was seated behind the subject so 

that he was facing the experimenter. This second experimenter or 

"helper" also recorded all the subject's responses verbatim in 

longhand and operated the tape recorder. 

After the practice stories were completed, a 1" x 1" 

picture of a young boy and a liked size picture of a middle-aged 

man was placed on the table in front of the subject who was in

formed by the experimenter, "Now we're going to hear some more 

stories except this time I also want to hear who another child, 

Mark (experimenter pointed to the picture of the young boy) and 

Mr. Henderson (experimenter pointed to the picture of the adult 

male) thought was naughtier in some other stories. I will read a 

story that Mark and Mr. Henderson heard and then we'll listen to 

the tape recorder to see who they thought was naughtier so that 



I can write down their answers for my records. Then, you will 

get a turn and I will read you a story to see who you think is 

naughtier. So listen very carefully and you will take turns with 

Mark and Mr. Henderson." Thus, 24 stories were used in the ex

perimental phase. Twelve were responded to by the two models and 

12 by the subject. Stories were alternated in their presentation 

so that the model responded to the first set of stories, the sub

ject responded to the second set of stories, etc. In addition, 

the peer and adult models alternated, so that following the first 

pair of stories the adult model responded first while on the 

second pair of stories the peer model responded first to preclude 

the possibility of an order artifact from occurring. The mod

eled responses were systematically varied to incorporate the 

treatment variables described in the next section. Thus, in this 

procedure, the experimenter orally presented the first story-pair. 

Then, the experimenter turned on the tape recorder and exposed the 

subjects to the modeled judgments. The experimenter then pre

sented a different story pair to the subject who was instructed, 

"Now, this is a story for you." This constituted the experimental 

phase. Upon the completion of this phase the generalization 

phase was introduced by presenting the children with 12 new 

story-pairs and the following instructions, "Now, I have some 

stories just for you. I will read you a story and then you'll 

tell me who you thought was naughtier--just like before." After 



each child had given judgments and explanations to the new sto

ries , he was thanked and returned to class . 

Treatment Variations 

Adult-High/Child-High 

To each of the 12 story pairs both models selected the 

ill-intentioned character as naughtier regardless of the magni

tude of material consequences involved. 

Adult-High/Child-Low 

These subjects were exposed to an adult model who always 

selected the ill-intentioned character as naughtier. In con

trast, the child model judged the well-intentioned character who 

committed more material consequences as naughtier. 

Adult-Low/Child-High 

This condition was devised in order to control for con

founding which could have occurred since the adult was always 

associated with the high judgmental responses in the above condi

tion. Subjects assigned to this condition listened to the child 

judge the ill-intentioned character as naughtier while the adult 

judged the well-intentioned character as naughtier. 

Adult and Child Inconsistent 

Subjects assigned to this group observed both the adult 

and the peer model render one-half of their judgments at the 

higher moral orientation level, while the remaining half of their 



28 

judgments were made in terms of the lower moral orientation level 

(well-intentioned character judged as naughtier). Furthermore, 

the actual pattern of both the adult and peer models1 inconsis

tent responding occurred in a predetermined constant random 

fashion. For example, the adult's first response might have 

occurred on the lower judgmental level, while the adult's next 

response might have occurred at the higher judgmental level. The 

peer model's judgments also followed a random pattern. Thus, the 

subjects were exposed to two random parallel judgmental patterns. 

Control 

This group provided a measure of this age group's devel

opmental level and also was designed to assess "spontaneous" 

changes which could have occurred without any treatment. These 

subjects responded to the same 12 story pairs as the experimental 

subjects, but they were requested merely to listen to the 12 

stories that the models would respond to in the alternating 

order. 

Rationale 

Half of the subjects in each of the aforementioned ex

perimental groups also were exposed to models who in addition to 

choosing which child was naughtier also provided a reason why 

that child was naughtier. With low judgmental responses the 

rationale consisted of reasons emphasizing the amount of damage 

done, while with high judgmental responses the reasons emphasized 
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the ill-intention of the character in the story. For example, a 

judgment without any rationale would consist of a statement like, 

"Johnny was naughtier," whereas a judgment plus a rationale would 

be stated as follows, "Johnny was naughtier because he knocked 

the tower down on purpose." 



CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS* 

The complete combination of treatments involved a 4 

(modeling) x 2 (rationale or no rationale) x 2 (sex) x 2 (phases) 

factorial analysis of variance design. All post hoc comparisons 

were made with the conservative Tukey HSD test (Kirk 1968). In 

addition, Dunnet's test (Kirk 1968) was employed to compare each 

of the eight modeling and rationale-no rationale combinations 

with the control group at each phase in order to ascertain if 

specific treatment combinations were differentially effective in 

influencing children's moral responses relative to an untreated 

baseline or control condition. Two dependent measures were ex

amined: the number of mature or autonomous moral judgments and 

the number of mature or autonomous moral explanations. 

Judgments 

The means for all the treatment combinations and for the 

control group at each phase for both dependent measures are pre

sented in Table 1. The data were analyzed first by a 4 (modeling 

treatments) x 2 (rationale-no rationale) x 2 (sex) x 2 (phases) 

*A11 tests of significance reported herein were based on 
two-tailed probability estimates. 
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Table 1. Mean Judgment and Explanation Responses by Phase for 
Each Treatment Combination and Control Condition 

Group 

Dependent 
Judgments 
Phase 

Experi- Generali-
mental zation 

Measure 
Explanations 

Phase 
Experi- Generali-
mental zation 

Adult-high child-high 
w/rationale 9.90 

Adult-high child-low 
w/rationale 9.10 

Adult-low child-high 
w/rationale 5.00 

Adult and child incon
sistent w/rationale 7.80 

Adult-high child-low 
w/out rationale 6.70 

Adult-high child-low 
w/out rationale 6 .70 

Adult-low child-high 
w/out rationale 6.90 

Adult and child incon
sistent w/out rationale 5.70 

Control 4.20 

9.80 

8.40 

6.30 

8.60 

5.30 

6.10 

6.30 

6.10 

4.50 

6.90 

5 .40 

1.60 

2 .00 

2 .10 

3 .80 

3.60 

1.90 

1.70 

6 .00  

5.10 

2 .30 

2 .40 

2 .60 

3.90 

2 .30 

2 .10 

1.90 
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analysis of variance with five subjects per cell. However, this 

analysis gave no evidence of either a main effect or any inter

actions between sex and any other variable. Accordingly, the 

sexes were combined for all further analyses yielding 10 subjects 

per cell. A summary of the analysis of variance for the judg

ments dependent measure is presented in Table 2. 

The overall analysis disclosed a significant main effect 

for the rationale-no rationale factor F(l,72) = 8.93, p<.001. 

Those subjects who received a rationale accompanying the modeled 

judgments emitted more autonomous or mature moral judgments. In 

addition, Dunnet's comparisons between the control group and the 

eight modeling and rationale-no rationale combinations during the 

experimental phase disclosed several significant differences. 

Table 3 presents the differences between each treatment combina

tion and the control condition at each phase for Dunnet's compar

isons . Six of the treatment combinations surpassed the number of 

autonomous moral judgments produced by the control condition (all 

2S<.01). The two treatment combinations which did not differ 

significantly from the control condition (both £S>.05) during the 

experimental phase were the adult-low child-high with accompany

ing rationale, and the adult and child inconsistent without 
I 

accompanying rationale treatment combinations. 

Dunnet's comparisons between the treatment combinations 

and the control condition for the generalization phase revealed 

that five of the eight treatment combinations employed more 
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Table 2. Summary for Analysis of Variance for Judgments 
Dependent Measure 

Source df MS F 

Between groups 79 

Modeling (A) 3 24.54 1.54 

Rationale Provision (B) 1 142 .51 8 .93* 

A x B 3 40.96 2.57 

Error 72 15.96 

Within groups 80 

Trials (C) 1 .51 .23 

A x C 3 4.72 2 .15 

B x C 1 7.66 3.48 

A x B x C 3 

o
 
o
 • 

C
M
 

.91 

Error 72 

O
 

C
M
 • 

C
M
 

* = p<.01 
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Table 3 . Differences in Mean Autonomous Judgments Between Each 
Treatment Combination and Control Condition by Phase 
for Dunnet's Comparisons" 

Phase 
Group Experimental Generalization 

Adult-high child-high 
w/rationale 5.7 5.3 

Adult-high child-low 
w/rationale 4.9 3.9 

Adult-low child-high 
w/rationale .8 1.8 

Adult and child inconsistent 
w/rationale 3.6 4.1 

Adult-high child-high w/out 
rationale 2.5 .8 

Adult-high child-low w/out 
rationale 2.5 1.6 

Adult-high child-high w/out 
rationale 2.7 1.8 

Adult and child inconsistent 
w/out rationale 1.5 1.6 

*Dunnet's critical values = 1.8 p<.05; 2.03 pc.01. 
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autonomous or mature moral judgments than did the control condi

tion (all £S<.05). The only treatment combinations which did not 

employ more autonomous moral judgments than the control condition 

during the generalization phase was the adult-high child-high 

without accompanying rationale group, the adult-high child-low 

without accompanying rationale group, and the adult and child 

inconsistent without accompanying rationale combination. 

Explanations 

As in the aforementioned analysis, an initial analysis of 

the data revealed no evidence of either a main effect or any in

teractions between sex and any other variable. Thus, the main 

analysis involved a 4 (modeling) x 2 (rationale-no rationale) x 2 

(phases) analysis of variance. A summary of the analysis of 

variance for the explanations dependent measure is presented in 

Table 4. The overall analyses revealed a significant main effect 

for modeling F(3,72 ) = 4.83, p<.01. Tukey post hoc tests re

vealed that the adult-high child-high and the adult-high child-

low modeling conditions employed more mature or autonomous moral 

explanations than those subjects who were exposed to the adult 

and child inconsistent modeling treatment (both ps<.05). A main 

effect for rationale provision also emerged F(l,72) = 4.07, 

p<.05. Subjects who received a rationale accompanying their 

modeled judgments provided a greater number of mature moral ex

planations . In addition, an interaction between the modeling 



Table 4. Summary for Analysis of Variance for Explanations 
Dependent Measure 

Source df MS F 

Between groups 79 

Modeling (A) 3 65.50 4 .83** 

Rationale Provision (B) 1 55.23 4.07* 

A x B 3 47.63 3.51* 

Error 72 13 .55 

Within groups 80 

Trials (C) 1 .23 .07 

A x C 3 .69 .24 

B x C 1 .10 .03 

A x B x C 3 5.10 1.74 

Error 72 2.93 

* = p <.05 

** = p<.01 
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treatments and rationale provision emerged F(3,72) = 3.51, 

p<.05. Tukey tests revealed that subjects who were exposed to 

the adult-high child-high with accompanying rationale combination 

surpassed the following groups in their production of mature 

moral explanations (all _gs<.05): adult and child inconsistent 

with accompanying rationale, adult and child inconsistent without 

accompanying rationale, adult-low child-high with accompanying 

rationale, adult-high child-high without accompanying rationale, 

and the adult-low child-high without accompanying rationale 

combinations . 

Once again, Dunnet's test was used to compare the control 

condition with each of the modeling treatments and rationale-no 

rationale provision combinations at each phase. The difference 

between each treatment combination and the control condition at 

each phase is presented in Table 5. Several differences were de-. 

tected in the experimental phase (all jgsc.01). The adult-high 

child-high with accompanying rationale and the adult-high child-

low with accompanying rationale both differed from the control. 

Also, the adult-high child-low without accompanying rationale 

treatment combination also produced more autonomous or mature 

moral explanations than did the control subjects. 

Dunnet's comparisons between the treatment combinations 

and the control condition for the generalization phase revealed 

a similar pattern of differences as occurred in the experimental 

phase . The same treatment combinations differed from the control 
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Table 5. Differences in Mean Autonomous Explanations Between 
Each Treatment Combination and Control Condition by 
Phase forDunnet's Comparisons* 

Phase 
Group Experimental Generalization 

Adult-high child-high 
w/rationale 

Adult-high child-low 
w/rationale 

Adult-high child-high 
w/rationale 

Adult and child inconsistent 
w/rationale 

Adult-high child-high w/out 
rationale 

Adult-high child-low w/out 
rationale 

Adult-low child-high w/out 
rationale 

Adult and child inconsistent 
w/out rationale 

5.2 

3.7 

- .1 

.3 

.4 

2.1 

1.9 

.2 

4.1 

3.2 

.4 

.5 

.7 

2.0 

.4 

.2  

^Dunnet's critical values =2.1 p<.05; 2.37 p<.01. 
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condition (all jds<.01) with the exception of the adult-low child-

high without accompanying rationale combination which barely 

missed the critical difference required by the Dunnet's method of 

2 .1 explanations since this treatment combination-control differ

ence was 2.0 explanations . 



CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION 

The present results have a number of implications for 

research and theory on the processes which are responsible for 

the development of moral judgmental standards in young children. 

It will be recalled that the aim of this investigation was to un

ravel, and in turn to begin to specify, the influence of several 

parameters on the adoption by young children of moral judgmental 

standards from modeled behavior. The results revealed quite 

clearly that several of these parameters, such as exposing chil

dren to conflicting and inconsistent peer and adult models, as 

well as providing children with an accompanying rationale, had a 

substantial impact on the moral judgmental standards that the 

children adopted. Thus, in this discussion some of the more im

portant results which occurred on both dependent measures will 

be reviewed. These obtained results will be discussed in terms 

of their theoretical impact on the role of peer influences in 

socialization, the importance of rationale provision in cognitive 

social learning, and the narrow scope which cognitive develop

mental theorists ascribe to social learning influences. 
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First, it is apparent that all the youngsters in the 

present investigation, regardless of the treatment combination 

which they experienced, rendered moral judgments which were ad

mixtures of the two moral orientations that Piaget (1932) has 

proposed. Interestingly, in a pilot investigation which was per

formed prior to the present investigation, the author attempted 

to locate children who rendered judgments predominately at 

Piaget's immature moral orientation. Even though children as 

young as four years old were evaluated the author was able to 

locate only three children, out of a group of 30, who responded 

predominately at the immature moral orientation. Thus, the pres

ent author was unable to locate a group of children who consis

tently rendered judgments at only one moral orientation as 

cognitive-developmental theorists would predict. 

A number of results emerged on both dependent measures 

which have theoretical import. The only treatment combination 

which did not render more mature moral judgments than the control 

condition in both the experimental and generalization phases of 

the experiment was the group exposed to inconsistent peer and 

adult models who did not provide an accompanying rationale. In 

contrast, the inconsistent group which was exposed to an accom

panying rationale emitted more mature moral judgments relative 

to the control condition on both phases. The other group which 

did not provide more mature moral judgments on the experimental 

phase relative to the control condition was the treatment 
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combination in which the peer modeled the mature moral orienta

tion while the adult modeled the immature moral orientation with 

both models providing rationales for their judgments. However, 

this same group rendered more mature judgments during the gen

eralization phase than did the control condition. 

At first glance it might appear that the peer model was a 

less effective socialization agent than the adult model. How

ever, those children who were exposed to the peer-high adult-low 

without an accompanying rationale combination rendered more ma

ture moral judgments than the control subjects at both phases of 

the experiment. In fact, this was the only "no rationale" treat

ment condition that rendered more mature moral judgments during 

the generalization phase relative to the control condition. This 

finding suggests that in the judgment plus rationale condition 

the youngsters may have attended more to the modeled display of 

the adult than the child. Additional support for this suggestion 

can be found by examining the effectiveness of the adult-high 

child-low with accompanying rationale combination. This group 

produced more mature moral judgments at both phases relative to 

the control condition whereas the same combination without an 

accompanying rationale did not generalize more mature judgments 

when compared to the control condition. 

Some relevant empirical support for this selective focus

ing suggestion can be found in some recent research which dealt 

with the relative power that adult and peer models possess when 



they individually attempt to influence children's moral judg

ments (Dorr and Fey 1974). In this investigation, children were 

exposed to either an adult or peer symbolic model who emitted 

mature moral judgments . Both the adult and peer models accom

panied their judgments with rationales. The results revealed 
« 

that while both modeling conditions surpassed the untreated con

trol condition in their production of mature moral judgments, 

exposure to the adult model was more effective than exposure to 

the peer model in eliciting mature moral judgments. Thus, even 

though there are numerous studies (Bandura and Kupers 1964, Hicks 

1965, Jakubczak and Walters 1959) demonstrating that children are 

more influenced by adult models than peer models, most of the re

search conducted on this topic to date has involved an observer's 

exposure to either an adult or peer model. In the only investi

gation to the author's knowledge where observers were exposed to 

both peer and adult models the former had considerable influence 

(Bandura, Grusec, and Menlove 1967). That investigation was con

cerned with explicating the influence of several variables on the 

establishment of self-reinforcement standards. When children 

observed an adult model exhibiting stringent self-reinforcement 

criteria in the absence of a conflicting peer model, the children 

adopted the adults' stringent standards. However, when children 

were exposed to the same model exhibiting the same stringent 

self-reinforcement standards accompanied by a peer model perform

ing conflicting standards the impact of the adult model was 
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diluted as children chose no longer to adopt the adults' strin

gent criteria. Clearly, further research is needed to discover 

the parameters which govern the relative power of peer and adult 

models . Increased attention must be given to the rol'e of cogni

tive variables such as attentional processes and the provision of 

rationales, as well as situational factors which always qualify 

broad generalizations regarding socialization influences. 

The children's performance on the explanations dependent 

measure deserves comment. First, there appeared to be very lit

tle covariation between moral judgments and moral explanations. 

Thus, children who emitted mature judgments did not necessarily 

emit mature moral explanations. Curiously, in investigations 

performed by Bandura and McDonald (1963) and Cowan et al. (1969) 

there was a good deal of covariation between judgments and ex

planations . However, the subjects in the present study were 

younger than the subjects in the aforementioned investigations. 

Secondly, it is interesting to note that there was a main 

effect for modeling condition. Those children exposed to the 

adult-high child-high as well as the adult-high child-low condi

tions provided more mature moral explanations than those children 

who were exposed to inconsistent adult and peer models. In addi

tion, the modeling by rationale interaction indicated that the 

adult-high child-high with rationale treatment combination sur

passed several of the treatment combinations, including both 

inconsistent treatment combinations, in their use of mature moral 



explanations. Also, the adult-high child-low with rationale 

condition surpassed the adult-low child-high with rationale con

dition. Moreover, the only two conditions which provided more 

mature moral explanations than the control condition during both 

phases were the adult-high child-high with rationale and the 

adult-high child-low with rationale conditions . 

These findings are especially interesting from a social 

learning perspective which views moral judgments and explanations 

as instances of rule-governed behavior. These were the only con

ditions in which the adult consistently modeled the mature moral 

orientation and also provided rationales accompanying their mod

eled judgments. Thus, the aforementioned treatment combinations 

provided adult models who consistently displayed both mature 

judgments and rationales regardless of the specifics of the 

stimulus situations. If the subjects were differentially attend

ing to the adult model when a rationale was provided, they were 

exposed to models who drew attention to the conceptually relevant 

portion of their judgments through their rationales even though 

they were responding to different stimulus situations . This pat

tern of responding is consistent with the formulation proposed by 

Zimmerman and Rosenthal (1974) regarding the processes by which 

conceptual rules are abstracted from modeled displays. These 

investigators have persuasively argued that even young children 

can abstract conceptual rules when a model makes a consistent 

response in the presence of specific relevant attributes while 
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the irrelevant attributes vary. Thus, it is not surprising that 

children who experienced the inconsistent models were unable to 

provide mature moral explanations as they were exposed to models 

who displayed different judgmental criteria in the presence of 

the relevant attributes . 

However, it should not be construed that the several 

treatment combinations in which subjects acquired and generalized 

more mature moral judgments than those in the control condition 

were responding without a rule to govern their moral judgments. 

Rather, it is possible that these subjects were responding in 

accordance with some abstract rubric they had acquired but were 

unable to translate into overt performance. Perhaps first grade 

children who are exposed to conflicting and inconsistent models 

may require additional modeled exposures before they are able to 

provide mature moral explanations, since they might acquire the 

ability to provide mature moral judgments which are governed by 

abstract rules before they are able to overtly utilize these 

rules to justify their judgmental responses. 

It is of considerable theoretical and practical interest 

that both the production of mature moral judgments and of expla

nations were influenced by the provision of a rationale. Social 

learning theorists interested in conceptual development have 

found that explanations which accompany a model's performance 

enhance observational learning. When a parsimonious statement of 

the exemplified rule accompanies a model's performance, the 
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highest levels of acquisition, generalization, and retention have 

been consistently reported (e.g., Zimmerman and Rosenthal 1972a, 

1972b). Also, adjunctive language has been found to enhance 

vicarious learning whether they were provided by the model 

(Rosenthal, Alford, and Rasp 1972), by the experimenter (Zimmer

man and Rosenthal 1972a), or by the observer himself (Gerst 1971). 

In the present investigation subjects who received a rationale 

accompanying their modeled judgments produced more mature moral 

judgments and explanations. Unfortunately, previous investiga

tions by social learning theorists in the moral development do

main have provided modeled displays which included both judgments 

and rationales. The present investigation did separate these 

variables and the results suggest that much of the success of the 

previous social learning investigations can be attributed to the 

presence of the accompanying rationale. This suggestion is best 

illustrated by the adult and peer inconsistent treatment combina

tion. When the young children in the present sample were exposed 

to inconsistent judgments, which is not unlike many socialization 

milieus, they were able to increase their use of mature moral 

judgments only when the inconsistent modeled judgments were 

accompanied by a rationale. Thus, the present data suggest that 

social learning theorists interested in the processes responsible 

for the development of moral behaviors should pay closer atten

tion to the effect of rationale provision on this response class. 
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One step in this direction has been taken by Parke (1974) 

and his colleagues . In the course of their extended series of 

studies , which have investigated the influence of a number of 

punishment parameters on the development of resistance to tempta

tion in children, these investigators discovered that the provi

sion of a rationale was as effective if not more effective in 

achieving resistance to temptation in children as any of the 

numerous parameters they have investigated. In a subsequent 

series of investigations Parke (1974) discovered that more con

crete or object oriented rationales were more effective in devel

oping inhibition responses in three year olds while more abstract 

rationales were more effective with five year olds . Taken to

gether, these results suggest the intriguing hypothesis that when 

dealing with young children socialization agents employ rationales 

that are very concrete, emphasizing the consequences of behavior. 

In dealing with older children the same socialization agents 

might employ more abstract rationales emphasizing intentions or 

property rights . 

Finally, the present results should be discussed in terms 

of the argument put forth by Cowan et al. (1969) that social 

learning theory is unable to explain why young children who are 

exposed to adult models adopt an immature or realistic moral 

orientation. As Bandura (1969) has pointed out, this argument 

rests on the assumptions that adults only display mature moral 

judgments and further, that adults are the only socializing 



agents that have an impact on the development of moral judgmental 

standards . There is no empirical evidence that children are ex

posed to adult models who respond with a consistent set of judg

mental criteria, in this case interitionality, across a diverse 

range of judgmental situations. Obviously, before such a pre

sumption could be acknowledged as a valid criticism of social 

learning theory, cognitive-developmental theorists would have to 

establish that adults consistently employ autonomous or mature 

moral orientations when they interact directly or vicariously 

with young children. Further, social learning theorists do not 

argue that children are exposed to adult models who respond with 

a consistent moral orientation, rather, children are exposed to 

models who respond in a discriminative fashion to moral situa

tions . Thus, while an adult may take into consideration a 

youngsters intentions when he accidently spills his milk, a dif

ferent judgmental criterion might be employed if the same young

ster accidently hurled a rock through the windshield of a new 

automobile. 

In addition, Cowan et al. (1969) seemed to misunderstand 

the social learning position regarding the acquisition of rules 

and response patterns . By arguing that social learning theorists 

would be hard pressed to explain why young children exhibit im

mature moral orientations when the adults they are exposed to 

exhibit mature moral orientations, these theorists evidently 

imply that social learning theory argues that children merely 
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mimic the adult models they are exposed to during socialization. 

However, social learning theory as it is presented by Bandura 

(1971) views the child as an information processor who receives 

repeated pieces of information from a diverse array of adults and 

peers throughout development. Rather than simply minicking the 

observed behavior patterns of one model, the child selectively 

incorporates conceptual rules or behavior patterns which repre

sent elements from a number of influential models with the result 

being the formation of unique sets of conceptual rules and behav

ior patterns . This is best illustrated by the performances of 

children in the inconsistent modeling conditions. These subjects 

did not simply mimic the elements of either the adult or the peer 

model, rather they adopted judgmental criteria which were based 

upon information provided by both models. For example, when the 

subjects were exposed to models who responded in an inconsistent 

manner and in addition provided rationales for their judgments, 

the subjects adopted a relatively mature judgmental orientation 

that was not readily predictable from the modeled judgments they 

were exposed to. Yet, those subjects who witnessed the same in

consistent judgmental responses emitted without an accompanying 

rationale responded in a very similar fashion to those subjects 

who served in the control condition and who provided a measure of 

this age group's development level. Even those children who were 

exposed to models who consistently modeled mature moral judgments 

but did not provide accompanying rationales were not able to 
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generalize more mature judgments than children in the control 

condition. Thus, the present study serves to emphasize the enor

mous complexity of the social as well as cognitive factors which 

influence a young child's adoption of a moral orientation from 

modeled behavior. 



APPENDIX A 

MORAL DILEMMAS PRESENTED TO THE MODELS 
DURING THE EXPERIMENTAL PHASE 

1. Tony is the first boy and this is what he does. Tony's 
friend is building a tower with blocks. Tony likes to help; 
and so, when he sees his friend building the tower, Tony 
helps his friend by bringing the blocks to him. But as Tony 
gets up, he trips and falls against the tower, and the whole 
tower crashes down. 

That is what Tony does . Now Harry is the second boy, and 
this is what he does . Harry asks one of the boys to play 
store with him. But the boy says, "No, I'm going to build a 
tower out of blocks." When the boys is not looking, Harry 
walks over and knocks one block off the tower. 

2. This is a story about Mabel and Rose. Mabel is the first • 
girl and this is what she does. Mabel is helping her mother 
vacuum the playroom. As Mabel is pushing the vacuum back and 
forth, the vacuum bumps against the leg of a table. A bunch 
of records fall off the table and ten of them break. 

Now that is what Mabel does. Rose is the next girl, and this 
is what she does. Rose's older sister plays her record player 
a lot. One day, Rose's sister kept playing the same record 
over and over again. Rose got tired of hearing this record. 
So Rose took the record and hid it for a couple of days, so 
her sister could not play the record. Now that is what Rose 
does . 

3. This is about Sam and Jack. Sam is the first boy, and this 
is what Sam does . One day, Sam's friend threw a bag of water 
at him. That afternoon, Sam saw his friend coming home from 
school. Sam hid behind a fence and as the boy passed by, Sam 
squirted him in the leg with a water pistol. 

That is what Sam does . Jack is the second boy and this is 
what he does. One afternoon, Jack was watering the lawn for 
his father. One of Jack's friends was passing by on the 
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street and called out to Jack. While Jack was looking at 
his friend, the hose squirted water all over the seats of a 
neighbor's car. Now that is what Jack does. 

4. This is about two girls, Alice and Kathy. Alice is the first 
girl and this is what she does. One morning, Alice came in 
from the yard and found that her mother was not back from the 
store yet. Alice thought she would get some ice cream for 
herself, so she got a little cup from the cupboard. As Alice 
is going to the refrigerator, the cup drops and breaks. 

That is what Alice did. Now Kathy is the second girl, and 
this is what she does. Kathy's mother was late coming home 
from shopping. Kathy thought she would like to help her 
mother, so she began to set the table for supper. As Kathy 
was carrying the dishes to the table, three large dishes 
slipped out of her hands and broke. Now that is what Kathy 
did. 

5. This is about two boys: Ross and Harvey. Ross is the first 
boy, and this is what he does . Two second-grade classes were 
playing a game to see which class can kick the ball the 
farthest. All the children have had a turn, except for Ross. 
So far, his class is losing. But if Ross can kick the ball 
real far, then his class will win. Ross takes careful aim 
and kicks the ball with all his might. The ball goes sailing 
across the playground and smacks into a window and smashes it 
to pieces . 

That is what Ross did. Now Harvey is the second boy, and 
this is what he does . Harvey and his class are playing kick-
ball when the school bell rings. The teacher says, "Recess 
is over, let's go back to the classroom." Harvey did not have 
a turn at kicking the ball. So when the teacher is lining up 
the children, Harvey kicks the ball to the other corner of 
the playground and someone has to go and get it. Now that is 
what Harvey did . 

6. This is about two girls, Lynn and Diana. Lynn is the first 
girl, and this is what she does. Lynn asks her teacher if she 
can take three reading books home. The teacher says, "Yes" 
she may. That day it was raining, so Lynn's mother drove her 
home from school. As Lynn was getting out of the car, the 
three reading books fell out of her hands and dropped in a 
mud puddle and got full of mud. 
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That is what Lynn did. Now, Diana is the second girl and 
this is what she does . Diana and her older sister are watch
ing television. But her older sister wants to watch another 
program. Her older sister just turns the television to a 
different station. Diana says, "OX, I'm not going to watch 
T.V. with you." So while her older sister is watching T.V., 
Diana goes and makes a small mark with a crayon in her sis
ter's old coloring book. That is what Diana did. 

7. This is about George and Peter. George is the first boy and 
this is what George does . George is sitting at the supper 
table and he has eaten all his food except for his potatoes . 
George tells his mother that he does not want to eat his 
potatoes . His mother says that George has to eat his pota
toes or he will not get any dessert. When his mother and 
father are busy talking and not looking, George pushes his 
plate and knocks over the salt shaker and a little salt 
spills on the table. 

That is what George did. Peter is the second boy and this is 
what he does . Peter and his family are sitting down having 
supper. His mother needs some sugar which is next to Peter's 
plate. Peter tells his mother that he will pass the sugar to 
her. As Peter reaches for the sugar bowl, his hand hits a 
bottle of milk and the milk spills all over the table. That 
is what Peter did. 

8. This is about Leslie and Joy. Leslie is the first girl, and 
this is what she does. Leslie's mommy just finished baking a 
cake for dessert that night. But Leslie was hungry and she 
did not want to wait until after dinner. So when her mother 
went into the living room, Leslie licked a little frosting 
from the cake. 

That is what Leslie did. Joy is the second girl, and this is 
what she does . Joy asked if she could help her mother with 
the baking one day. Her mother said that would be O.K. So 
Joy and her mother worked all day baking a cake. Joy was 
carrying the cake over the counter, but she slipped on the 
floor. The cake fell on the floor and the family had no 
dessert that night. That is what Joy did. 

9. This is about Fred and Irving. Fred is the first boy, and 
this is what he does . One day when Fred came back from 
school, he noticed that a large board on the fence was loose. 
He decided to hammer the board back to the fence before his 
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dog saw the hole. So he got some nails, but they were too 
big. As Fred was hammering the nails, they split the board 
to pieces. The next day, Fred's father had to buy a large 
board and had to spend Saturday morning fixing the fence. 

That is what Fred did. Irving is the next boy and this is 
what he does . Irving and his friends found an old piece of 
lumber that Irving's father had thrown away. So they de
cided to build a small box with it. Irving wants to saw the 
pieces, but his friends don't want him to. Irving does not 
like that, so he pushed the board. It falls on the ground 
and a little piece breaks off the end of the board. That is 
what Irving did. 

10. This is about Nancy and Kay. Nancy thought it would be nice 
to clean her father's glasses before he came home from work. 
But while Nancy was cleaning them, they slipped from her hands 
and broke into a 100 pieces . 

That is what Nancy did. Now Kay is the second girl and this 
is what she does . Kay wanted to play with her mother's 
jewelry one day. So she went into her mother's bedroom and 
started to play. But while Kay was playing, a small earring 
broke and her mother had to take it to the store to be fixed. 
That's what Kay did. 

11. This is about two boys, Jimmy and Paul. One day, Jimmy was 
helping his mother carry in the groceries . He carried in two 
bags. When he was carrying in the third bag he tripped on a 
rock and dropped all the groceries in the bag and broke all 
his mother's eggs. 

That is what Jimmy did. Paul is the next boy and this is what 
he does. Paul wanted a piece of cake so when his mother left, 
he went to the refrigerator and cut some cake. When Paul 
closed the refrigerator door, one egg fell and broke. That's 
what Paul did. 

12. This is about two girls, Joni and Nicky. Joni was riding her 
bike one day and saw another girls' bike who she did not like. 
So, Joni picked up a rock and threw it at the other girl's 
bike. The rock made a little scratch on the other girls's 
bike . 

That is what Joni did. Now, Nicky is the second girl and this 
is what she does. Nicky saw her friend's bike had lost all 
of the air in its front tire. So Nicky went and put some air 
in her friend's tire. However, Nicky put too much air in the 
tire and it exploded. 



APPENDIX B 

MORAL DILEMMAS PRESENTED TO THE SUBJECTS 
DURING THE EXPERIMENTAL PHASE 

1. This story is about two boys, Floyd and Paul. Floyd is the 
first boy and this is what he does. One day Floyd's father 
is painting the fence. Floyd asks his father if he may help. 
His father says, "Sure." So Floyd gets a brush and starts 
painting. After Floyd paints for a while, he steps back to 
see how it looks . But Floyd forgot that the paint can was 
right behind him. His foot knocks over the paint can and all 
the paint spills on the ground. 

That is what Floyd did. Now Paul is the second boy, and this 
is what he does . Paul comes out to watch his father paint 
the barbecue table. His father tells Paul not to bother him. 
Paul does not like that. So when his father goes to the 
garage to get the brushes, Paul takes the paint stick and 
dribbles a little paint on the ground. 

2. This story is about Joyce and Sally. Joyce is the first 
girl, and this is what she does. Joyce was playing with her 
younger sister one day. Soon, Joyce got tired of playing, but 
her younger sister wanted to keep on playing. So Joyce hid 
her little sister's doll so that they would have to stop 
playing. 

Now that is what Joyce did. Sally is the second girl, and 
this is what she does . Sally was trying to teach her little 
brother a game. They were having lots of fun throwing a ball 
around. But once, Sally threw the ball too far, and a car 
ran over it and smashed the ball to pieces . Now that is what 
Sally does. 

3. It is about two boys: Mark and Jimmy. Mark is the first boy 
and this is what he does . Mark was hurrying to get to school 
one day so he would not be late. Mark ran so fast that he 
dropped his school books in a mud puddle and they got full of 
mud . 
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That is what Mark did. Now Jimmy is the second boy and this 
is what he does. Jimmy's mother just finished reading him a 
story and now it was time to go to bed. Jimmy did not want 
to go to bed, so he spilled some milk on one of the pages of 
the book. That is what Jimmy did. 

4. It is a story about two girls, Kate and Pam. Kate is the 
first girl, and this is what she does. Kate is getting tired 
of waiting while her mother is shopping. So Kate runs up and 
down the aisles in the grocery store. The clerk tells Kate 
to slow down and be more careful. But Kate is having a good 
time and she does not pay much attention. Kate starts to run 
again, when he isn't looking. As Kate turns the corner, her 
hand hits a box of kleenex and it falls to the floor. 

That is what Kate did. Pam is the second girl, and this is 
what she does . Pam went grocery shopping with her mother one 
day. They are almost finished shopping when her mother re
members that she needs a bottle of ketchup which is at the 
back of the store. Pam says, "I'll get it for you mother." 
As Pam is taking the bottle off the shelf, she does not lift 
the bottle high enough. Three bottles fall off the shelf and 
break and the ketchup spills all over the floor. That is 
what Pam did. 

5. This is a story about Fred and John. Fred is the first boy 
and this is what he does. Fred was playing football. His 
team was losing the game. If Fred could score then his team 
would win the game. Fred tried real hard to score, and he 
was running very fast. But he bumped into Timmy, a player on 
the other team, and he broke Timmy's nose. 

That is what Fred did. John is the second boy and this is 
what he does . John wanted to play football with some of the 
bigger boys, but they said he was too small and might get 
hurt. John did not like this, so he stuck his foot out and 
one of the bigger boys who was running with the ball tripped 
over John's foot. That is what John did. 

6. This is about two girls, Jill and Barbara. Jill is the first 
girl and this is what she does. Jill's older sister is put
ting a puzzle together, and Jill wants to work on it too. 
But her older sister won't let her and says to Jill, "No, 
it's my puzzle, not yours." So Jill watches her sister for a 
while. When her sister bends down to pick up a piece that 
fell on the floor, Jill takes one piece from the puzzle and 
hides it in her pocket. 
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That is what Jill did. Barbara is the second girl and this 
is what she does. Barbara is cleaning up her sister's room. 
Her sister had finished part of a puzzle and had put the rest 
of the pieces in an old paper bag on the floor. Barbara 
thought that the bag was empty, so she picked it up and threw 
it in the garbage. When Barbara's sister came to finish the 
puzzle, she could not do it, because most of the pieces were 
gone. That is what Barbara did. 

7. This is about Mike and Billy. Mike is the first boy and this 
is what he does. Mike's mother says that he's old enough to 
pour his own milk at the dinner table. One day, at dinner, 
Mike was pouring himself a glass of milk, but the milk bottle 
slipped from his hands and there was milk and broken glass 
all over the table. 

That's what Mike did. Billy is the second boy and this is 
what he does. One day at breakfast, Billy finished drinking 
his orange juice before his brother. Billy decided to take a 
sip from his brother's glass when his brother was not looking. 
But when he did, a little of the orange juice spilled on the 
table . That is what Billy did. 

8. This is about Sharon and Margaret. Sharon is the first girl 
and this is what Sharon does. Sharon's mother was making 
dinner one day. While her mother was getting the meat ready 
for the oven, Sharon decided to turn the dial on the oven 
lower than it was supposed to be. So the family had to wait 
an extra half hour for dinner that night. 

What is what Sharon did. Now Margaret is the second girl and • 
this is what she does . One day Margaret was helping her 
mother make dinner. Her mother asked Margaret to turn the 
oven dial to 300°. But Margaret turned it to 450° by mistake. 
When it was time to be done, the whole dinner was ruined. 
That is what Margaret did. 

9. This is a story about Joe and Bill. Joe is the first boy and 
this is what he does. Joe and his father go to the shopping 
center in the car. As they are getting out of the car, his 
father asks Joe to lock the car door. But Joe does not hear 
his father, and so he just closed the door without locking 
it. While they are in the store, somebody takes a very ex
pensive camera out of the car. 
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That is what Joe did. Bill is the second boy and this is 
what he does. Bill is playing on the front lawn. His father 
calls Bill for supper and tells Bill to bring his baseball in 
with him. But Bill wants to play with his ball after supper 
and so he just leaves the ball on the front lawn. While Bill 
is eating supper, somebody comes along and takes the ball. 
This is what Bill does. 

10. This is about two girls, Norma and Judy. Norma is the first 
girl and this is what she does . Norma is looking at the pic
tures that the family took while they were on their vacation. 
While Norma was looking at the pictures she notices that her 
brother is in most of them. So when Norma comes to another 
picture with her brother in it, she gets a crayon and makes a 
little mark on the picture. 

That is what Norma did. Now Judy is the second girl and this 
is what she does . Judy and her sister are looking at the 
pictures of the family. They are laughing at some of the 
pictures taken of them when they were little . As Judy starts 
to point to one of these pictures, her hand bumps a glass of 
milk. The milk spills on the album and ruins 20 pictures. 
That is what Judy did. 

11. This is about two boys: Bobby and Micky. Bobby is the first 
boy and this is what he does . Bobby went on a fishing trip 
with his father. Bobby was helping his father fix his fish
ing pole when he accidentally dropped the fishing pole in the 
water. 

That is what Bobby did. Micky is the next boy and this is 
what he does. Micky also went fishing with his father. 
Micky was getting tired of fishing so he threw a hook in the 
water. That's what Micky did. 

12. This is about two girls, Janet and Marci. Janet is the first 
girl and this is what she does . Janet was coloring in a col
oring book with two other children. Janet didn't like the 
colors the other children were using so she broke the blue 
crayon. 

That is what Janet did. Marci is the second girl, and this 
is what she does. Marci was outside coloring a picture for 
her mother. It was a warm afternoon so all the crayons melted 
when she was drawing the picture. This is what Marci did. 



APPENDIX C 

MORAL DILEMMAS PRESENTED TO THE SUBJECTS 
DURING THE GENERALIZATION PHASE 

1. This story is about two boys, John and Henry. John is the 
first boy and this is what he does . One day John was in his 
room when his mother called him down to dinner. John goes 
down and opens the door to the dining room. But behind the 
door was a chair and on the chair was a tray with 15 cups on 
it. John did not know that the cups were behind the door. 
John opens the door, the door hits the tray, bang go the 15 
cups, and they all get broken. 

That is what John did. Now Henry is the second boy and this 
is what he does. One day when Henry's mother was out, Henry 
tried to get some cookies out of the cupboard . Henry climbed 
up on a chair but the cookie jar was still too high, and he 
couldn't reach it. While Henry was trying to reach the 
cookie jar, he knocked over a cup and it fell and broke. 
That's what Henry did. 

2. This is a story about two girls, Jenny and Susie. Jenny is 
the first girl and this is what she does . The teacher tells 
the children to work at their desks while she goes to the 
principal's office. While the teacher is out Jenny gets up 
and goes to the board. While Jenny is writing on the board 
she breaks a piece of chalk. 

That is what Jenny did. Now Susie is the second girl and 
this is what Susie does . Susie had finished her work at her 
seat one day. The teacher had asked the children to take 
care of the flowers. Susie notices that no one took care of 
the flowers that day. She goes to the sink and gets a pitch
er. As Susie is pouring the water into the flower vase the 
water pours out too fast and knocks the vase over. It falls 
to the floor and smashes to pieces. That's what Susie did. 
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3. This is a story about Ned and Jim. Ned is the first boy and 
this is what he does . Ned and his friends are building a 
tree house. The boys are passing the boards to Ned who is 
up in the tree house. Ned has helped a lot and they are al
most finished. A boy hands Ned a big board for the roof. 
But when Ned is lifting the board it drops out of his hand 
and falls against the side of the tree house, and the whole 
tree house crashes to the ground. 

That is what Ned did. Now, Jim is the second boy and this 
is what he does . Once some boys were building a tree house 
but they wouldn't let Jim help. They were planning to finish 
it after lunch. Jim walked by the tree house when the boys 
were away to lunch. Jim climbed up in the tree house and 
looked around. He noticed that no one was there so he 
knocked off a small board from the side of the tree house. 
That is what Jim did. 

4. This is a story about Barbara and Kathy. Barbara is the 
first girl and this is what she does . Barbara wanted to buy 
some candy but she didn't have any money. So Barbara took a 
penny from the kitchen drawer and went to the store to buy 
herself a little piece of candy. 

That is what Barbara did. Now Kathy is the second girl and 
this is what she does. Kathy's mother asked her to go to the 
store and get some groceries. She gave Kathy a whole dollar 
to get the groceries with. But on the way to the store the 
dollar fell through a hole in Kathy's pocket and got lost. 
That is what Kathy did. 

5. This is a story about Randy and Clark. Randy is the first 
boy and this is what he does . Randy went to the school 
library to get a book for his teacher. When Randy opened the 
door to the library a girl was passing by with jars of finger-
paint. Randy did not know that the girl was behind the door. 
The door hits her arm, the jars fall out of her hands and the 
fingerpaint spilled all over the floor. 

That is what Randy did. Clark is the second boy and this is 
what he does . Clark was tickling one of the boys during 
their reading lesson. The boy turned around and Clark jerked 
his hand back. Clark's elbow hit a small jar of water. It 
tipped over and a little water spilled on the desk. That is 
what Clark did. 
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6; This is a story about Margaret and Sue. Margaret is the 
first girl and this is what she does . Margaret comes home 
from school one day and sees her little sister eating a 
cookie. Margaret asks if she can have a bite, but her sister 
says no. So Margaret goes to her little sister's room and 
takes a piece of candy from her drawer. 

That is what Margaret did. Now Sue is the next girl and this 
is what she does . Sue comes home from school one day and 
finds that her little sister has spilled cookie crumbs all 
over the living room floor. Susie decides to clean them up 
with a vacuum cleaner. But while Sue is cleaning up, the 
vacuum bumps into a lamp, the lamp falls onto the floor and 
smashes to pieces. That is what Sue did. 

7. It is a story about Ed and Joe. Ed is the first boy and this 
is what he does. Ed doesn't know the names of the streets 
very well and he was not sure where main street was . One day 
a man came up to Ed and asked him where Main Street was. So 
Ed said, "I think it's that way." But it was not that way. 
The man really got lost and could not find the place he was 
looking for. 

That is what Ed did. Now, Joe is the second boy and this is 
what he does. Joe knows the names of the streets very well. 
One day a man came up to Joe and asked him where Main Street 
was. But Joe wanted to play a little trick on the man and he 
said, "It's that way" and he pointed the wrong way. But the 
man didn't really get lost because he found his way again 
soon. That is what Joe did. 

8. This is a story about two girls, Mary and Alice. Mary is the 
first girl and this is what she does. Mary's mother had just 
finished baking some cookies for dessert that night. But Mary 
was very hungry and she didn't want to wait until after din
ner. So when her mother went into the living room, Mary ate 
one cookie. 

That is what Mary did. Now, Alice is the second girl and 
this is what she does . Alice and her parents went to the 
circus one day. Alice asked her mother if she could have 
some chocolate candy. Her mother said O.K. Alice was having 
such a good time watching the circus that she forgot she was 
holding the candy. It dribbled on her new party dress and 
made a big stain. 
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9. This is a story about two boys, Billy and Jimmy. Billy is 
the first boy and this is what he does . One day Billy asked 
his friend if he could borrow his bicycle for a little while. 
His friend said that would be O.K. But while Billy was rid
ing his friend's bike, he hit a bump in the road and the 
front wheel of the bike got all smashed and bent. 

That is what Billy did. Now, Jimmy is the next boy and this 
is what he does . Jimmy was watching some boys play ball one 
day. Jimmy asked if he could play too but the boys said no. 
So the next time the ball came close to him, Jimmy picked it 
up and threw it to the other side of the playground and one 
of the boys had to go and get it. That is what Jimmy did. 

10. This is about two girls, Martha and Jane. Martha is the 
first girl and this is what she does . Martha is playing a 
game of hopscotch with her friend one day. Martha is winning 
the game. But her friend made a real good jump at the end 
and so Martha lost the game. Martha didn't like that so she 
just stopped playing and went home. 

That is what Martha did. Now Jane is the second girl and 
this is what she does . Jane was teaching her friends how to 
play a new game one day. They were having lots of fun throw
ing her friend's new ball around. But once Jane threw the 
ball too far and a car ran over it and smashed the ball to 
pieces and they had to stop playing the game. That is what 
Jane did. 

11. This is a story about two boys, Marty and Wayne. Marty is 
the first boy and this is what he does. Marty's friend is 
building a dog house for his dog. When Marty was helping his 
friend build the dog house, he hammered some nails too hard 
and made a big hole in the dog house. 

That is what Marty did. Wayne is the second boy and this is 
what he does . Wayne asks one of the boys to play store with 
him. But the boy says, "No, I don't want to play store," so 
Wayne walks over and makes a scratch on the boy's dog house 
he was building. That is what Wayne did. 

12. This is a story about two girls, Maggie and Erma. Maggie is 
the first girl and this is what she does . One day Maggie was 
playing with her little brother. Soon Maggie got tired of 
playing but her little brother wanted to keep playing. So 
Maggie pushed her little brother down. He got his pants a 
little dusty. 
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That is what Maggie did . Erma is the second girl and this is 
what she does . Erma was trying to teach her little brother 
how to walk. But there was a bump in the sidewalk and the 
little boy fell. The mud got all his clothes dirty. That is 
what Erma did. 
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