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ABSTRACT

Tﬁe purpose of this correlation étﬁdy was to attempt to account for
differences in pre-schoolers mdfal reasoning about altruistic conflicts’
on the basis ,Of ‘healthier types of family functioning and greatef
 dégrees of social maturity: to show whether - these differénces :érev

reflected in an increase in prosocial behavior.

- Thirty-eight pre-school boys and girls responded to four simple moral
stories about helping and sharing. (Moral R.). All responses of the

children were coded by the researcher and an independent coder.

Assessment of the extent of the children's own naturally occurring

prosocial behavior was by the completion of a Likert-type rating scale



(Pros. B.R.) by the teachers of the school. It was hypothesized that the
use of more mature levels of moral reasoning would® account for more

" prosocial behavior. Results confirmed the hypothesis.

Family = functioning was measured - by the 1Family5 Assessment Device
questionnaire (F.A.D.) and individually completed by all the mothers and
 fathers. The hypothesis that healthier family functioning batterns would

reflect use of higher levels of moral reasoning was partially supported.

The meésuremeﬁt of the extent of social maturity of each child.was'by_
means of a semi-structured interview with the mothers and utilizing the
Vineland Social Maturity Scale (V.S.M;). It ‘was hypothesizéd that
healthier patterns of family functioning wouid foster .greater social

"maturity. Results obtained did not support this hypothesis. .

" Other hypotheseSYWere; (a)tthét greater sOciﬁl maturity.would account
for the use of more mature levels of moral reasoning; this hypophesis'
was donfirmed; (b) that  greater social maturity would  be 'related_ to

Vincreased prosocial behavior: results’.confirmed thisb hypothesis, (c)

,thét increased prosocial behavior ‘would be reflected by healthiér

patterns of family functioning: results did not support this hypothesis.

. As measurement was of an ordinal nature Spearman's non-parametric rank

~ correlation was utilized.



vi

A subsidiary study was conducted in which thé childreﬁ's moral reasoning 
was examinéd‘ by way of their dominant modal response. ‘ﬁone Qf the
pre-schoolers used the Kohlberg stage 1 "authority and punishment ‘és
their modal response. Much hedonistic and needs;oriented reasoning was
used.b.Spearman's rank corrélation was. uéed to examine vrelationshipsv
between the categories of moral reasoning.. The ‘use of 'hedohistic
reasoning was negatively related to both-vneed; orientation énd
étereotypic reasoning. Other relationships did not feach' statiéfiéal

significance.
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PREFACE

_Need for Research and Context of the Study

It has long been recognised that'personS' levels of ﬁoral reasoning vary
considerably. The méjority ef pereons' morai reasoning ie governea by
vhedonisn1 and yet with development they develop into well socialiied
‘adults‘capable of proéocial behavior.‘Prosocielvbehavior (altruismj is

]

considered by many to be the peak of moral development (Kay 197C ;.

The terms "prosocial" and."altruism" are often interchanged; Sometimes.'
by the same researchers. Both terms will be utilized depending upon the

terminology of the researchers under review.



viii

The major methodological differences in research in moral reasoning is

reflected by those followers of either Piaget or kohlberg.

Eisenberg (1982) has differentiated between the Kéhlberg
prohibition-oriented moral reasoning and prosccial moral reasoning where
"the choice of the individual to behave proso¢ially is a personal choice

unaffected by subsuming institutionalized laws, rules and norms.

As the developmeﬁt of prosocial mpral reasoning requires thaf a:

compromise be made between one's own desifes and concern for'othersbif
was decided to look at types of family funqtioning (child- rearing), but
from a general systems theory approach. At the}pfe—priﬁary age patterns

of child-rearing are thought to be especially significant in the'e;rl

‘development of prosocial moral reasoning.

Researchers examining family functioning from this approach have
focussed on one dimension, fof example, communication {Satir 19¢7) and

it .was felt that other factors such as parental reépons;veness,

involvement etc. are important factors in this age group.

"The decision was taken to look at the occﬁrrence of prosocial'aétion but-
iﬁ the pre—pfiﬁary school situation. As awareness of need'in}others is
largely based on the. understanding of the ‘particuiar situation, the
school_énﬁironment was selected, as it would be equally faﬁiliar to al;

the subjects of this study.
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Maturétiohal deVelopmeht of the child and sdcializaﬁion pquessesjboth
| in the family systemvand the éuter‘éécial system influénte the child
towards the goa;vof optiﬁal social cOmpetence: Asﬁééts of socialization.
incluae development in areas such_as.éelf—help, communiqation and sociél
relations and it was felt that there was a need to examine this area in
“its relationsﬁip (if any) with prosocial behavior._Although.prOSOCial
behavior increased with increasing agé (Ugurel-Semin 1952: Handlon  and
'_Gross‘1959) it would be ﬁaive_not to.énticipate.a@propriate changes in
éocial competence..Young children have lg§§ soqiél cbmpefenée tﬁan oidéf
'_children and they have fewer resources on which fé cail.'Cpnsequently

' prosocial actions are expected to be less frequent.

It should be noted thaf‘the préQSChool.children with whom this study is
'céncerned .are__white, hiddle—class, 'English—speakingv (home—langﬁége)
South.Africans. The literature sufvey, the study?itself;'inéluding the.
reSulfs and diséuésioné'must therefore be_consideréd in_the light of

this context if seeking to generalize from this research. '



W Lo L RN

."‘ PLA& OF iHESiS»ZIi
i _Thégfour_;;fiabiés,?o #é{¢0n9idefedyinqehiS éapér arei'
;,a?-nn;vorai.Reasoning
"n)'_j*Féﬁily,fnnceiopiﬁgf(¢hi1é<%ear;ng pa;te%né)ii
A:C) »vprdspeié}_nehevi§f'e

) - »Sociéi'Maturity:

Independent measures - are obtained . of ' these - yariables‘iwhich',can' be - .-

N )

compared to see if any signifiéant'relationshipsﬁemerge_betweenlthem;.m



CHAPTER ONE

PROSOCIAL BEHAVIGR

Behavior of_a proéocial or altruistic nature has_beeﬁ deséribed by
Budd (1956) as the ”férgotten aspect of Sécial thought" (Blési
11980). Emphasis in psycholégical literature has been on negatiQe
' behaviors, for examﬁle; aggression, diShonestj.ané chééting.'Few
studies until the 1970'5 haye-lboked at the development of pbsitivei
behaviors, for 'example;v helpihg, sharing, ‘co-operation. (See
revier Krebs 1970: Rushton 1976). Humané are highly social beings
and generallyvdevelop emotional relationships before one year.of‘
age.'(Bbwlby 1 1969). ‘The quality of human . relationships  and
“interactions is therefore of vital ihpoftanee to societj and to}thé
individual. Unfortunately beéagse;man appears tQ act in a.prosocia1

manner does not mean that he is prosocial.



1.

Definitions of '"prosocial'" and altruism"

A lack of consensus marks the definition of the words

"prosocial' and "altruism'. Many researchers inter-change the

words. Hornstein (1976) defines altruism as:

"....helping or prosocial behavior towards
~ others, in the absence of external re-

wards or personal benefits”;

The term 'prosocial" is increasingly being used for behavior
which is seemingly intentional and_voluntary; BaféTal, Raviv

and Leiser (1980) propose that only:

"....a moral‘act that aims to benefit another;
that is performea voluntarily, thaf functioﬁé
as‘an_eﬁd in itself witﬁ no expectation ofvéx—
ternal rewards can be defined as altruistic‘be—

havior".

Gelfand ana.Hartman (Eisenburg 1982) from a soéiél’learning
Baée AOubt' the usefulness of définitions .of ‘altruism that
exclude ‘possible exterhal.'reinfOPCement Becauée they focus
primarily on jovert bbehaviOr. If appears that the term.

"prosocial behavior" as an antithesQS of negative behavior is



a wider classification and - subsumes specific behavior such as
sharing, helping and co-operation. Schwartz (1977) states that

altruism implies purposes based in the peréon's value_system.

Thg question of the definition of altruism and ité‘related
question of whether altruism'exists,have posed pfobiems. Thosé
réseafchers concerned with altruism as a perébnality characte~
ristic have_atfemped to define principles which_underly'the

attribution of altruism.

Behavioral fesearchers'have generally avoided the definitional
| ;ssﬁe by using Qperational definitions, and .ignobing tbe
intentionibehind apparéntly "other-oriented" acts, although it
is the intention behina an action rather than the consequences
that determines the moral value of that acfion. Researcheré
géherally then_have assumed that behavior that appears.ﬁo be
altruistic, i§.altruistic and they concern themselves with its

determinant (Krebs 1970). .

The terms "altruism" ‘and ‘“prosocial" will both be utiiised_
depending upon thé terminology of the researchers under-

review.



1.2 Major theoretical interpretations

1.

2.1

Evolutionary theory

Theoretical issues in evolutionary‘thgory concerning theA
5asis of aitruism dare compléx. Théorists have agreed that
man's initial.environment was hosfile and survival fate;_
were far greater if individuals‘banded togéther in gfoups
than‘fécing fhe environment alone. Thevgreater sufvival
value of group life 'ovér‘ solitary life‘ led to the
brépoSal that natural.selectioh'favoured éltruism;(pro- ‘
social behavior) rather than_the_individual.acting glone.-
rguments against'this proposed the superiority of the

indiyidual on the basis 6f his being the Qnit of

reproduction (Williams 1966). Trivers (1971) proposed a

“"reciprocal . altruism" theory;_'It accounts for altruism
between relatives ‘and hon;relatives. (altruism = behavior’

which reduces the current fitness of the initiator while.

_increasing that of  the recipient). Helping behavior
between non-relatives occurs because.of the possibility

~of reciprocation at a later date.

Leak and Christopher (1982) propose that empathy may have

evolved as a mechanism 'in a reciprocal altruism system.

i

‘Because of the benefits of réciprocity, pefsons who help

others in need ' should indeed bte favoungg by natural

~



~selection; and

"empathy may provide the emotional
impetus which underlies numerous

altruistic acts". (p.sc ).

It is important to note that evolutionists do>not regard
helping behgvior or maternal sacrifice to. one's own
relatives or kin as altruistic as this action benefits
one's own genetic line (natural selection). These genetic
explanations are primarily‘ concerned with 'tﬁe way 1in
which particulér'diSpositions for prosocial behavior’may>
benefit the'genetié line. They do not directly describe
the'processeé thréugh which anothers' need may lead fo
helping behavior. The focus is onxthe consequehces.rather

than on the purposes of behavior.

Darwin 1871 (Aronfreed 1968: 140) states that altruism
has an instinctive ' base . in man. Others, (Hebb and
" Thompson ﬁf@% ) prqpqsed tﬁat thére'may.be an - innate
disposition towards the acquisition of altruistic beha-
yior at the highest phylogenefic lével. Campbell (1965)
. proposed strong.unlearnt altruistic tendencies in’terms-
of interperson similarity. This was further supported- by
Krebs (19755, whq concluded fhat inter—peréop similarity

» may both extend and limit the role taking in altruistic



.2

.2

behavior. It may differentiate on a highly selective

we—they‘ basis and discriminate accordingly, leading to

bigotry, scape-goating and discrimination.

Psychoanalytic theory

There is difficulty in the explanation of altruistic

behavior and other adaptive undefensive . behaviors.

However unresolved guilt because of . absence of the
affected party has been proposed (Maddi  1970) and
displacementvof guilt therefore occurs through.altruistic

action.

The cbncept of identification has receivéd much attention

from researchers.

Firstly; identification with the éggressor where the
child is treated punitivély by the parents; the éhiid

tries to avoid further confliét by'idenfifying with the

_parehts; that is he takes on the characteristics and -

outlook of the parent.

_ Secondly; developmental Oranaclitic‘identificatiOn, which

is based on the child's anxiety over the loSs'df parentalv

love. The child emulates the parent in order to minimize



.2.

the anxiety and reassure himself of ongoing love: {Hoffman
1963). In a stddy of 5-year old boys Sears (1953) found
that manipulation of the father doll in a structured

doll-play situation related positively to tHe' father's

warmth and affection towards the boy.

It is noted however that there is no empirical support
that identification is an overall unitary process. Cer--
tain moral attributes may be adopted that are visible and

do not require complex cognitive functions. (Hoffman 1977).

Social learning theory

This theory is an.offSheot of,moderd-behéviorism which
stresses the .importance of obserVation,' immitative
behavior, learning and’.reinforcement. There_ are’ many
studies on the effect ofvpositive social_reinfofeeﬁeht on

learning and performance of children. Yarrow, Scott and

Waxler (1973): Aronfreed and Pascal (1965): Hartup and

Coates (1967): Bandura and McDonald (1963): Bandura, Ross
and Ross;(1961). Few studies ekamine the socialization of

conduct providing evidence relevant to the mechanisms of

~internalization. In_,terms of = this vapproaeh, critics

question - that behavior Which_saerifices rewards can be
consistent with the principle of reinforcements (Krebs

1970).



Aronfreed and Pascal (19655 conducted a study (Aronfreed
-1968),vin which 6 - 8 year old girls were ‘exposed to
exXpressions of joy, (conditioned stimulus) and hugged
_simuitaneouely (unconditioned stimulus). They therefofe
' experienced positive 'affect, (unconditioned response).
The eubjects sacrificed candy-bars in order  to obtain the
‘expression of joy and therefore'also elicited reinforcing-
positive'affect. This task piaced the child in a position
of testing her empatnic,and altrdistic dispositions. It
is presumed tnerefore‘.that' internal representation
ois enouéh to reinforce aitruism“.V (Krebs 1965).>
However, it is also "presumed' that intermittent pairings
of the "joy", "hugging'" and "candyveharing" are necessary
to avoid extinction; Criticisms abound. _Staub_’1979

V(Siegei 1982: 34):discussed the '"as if”vassumption'—:as
Vif altnoistic behavior can be studied Qia short expoeufes
.'of single responses of behavior. }Otners criticize the

’artificiaiity of tne laboratory sicuation and theviimita—“
tion of generalisability which is_dependent upon funther-
observation in. dissinilar ‘situation to indicate in-

ternalisation.

In recent years many studies have investigated altruistic
or prosociai behaVior; The majority of these studies have

concentrated on the eliciting of specific segments :of

behavior rather than. the learning of such behavior and



concentrating‘ on activitieé,, such ‘as ‘donating 'énd
sharing.v(Bryan and London 19705. Other measures include
experimental measures of hélping_ behavior - between the
experimenter and subject; - for .example; droppiég or -
anckiﬁg something off ahdesk:iconsideration foriothefs
in competitive gain situétions; haturalisticbobservations

of helping and sharing  behavior, and teacher-peer

socio-metric techniques. (Rushton 1976).

Children may not always help bécauée of altruistic
mofIVes. _Iti‘is the 'intenfion;.behind the act, that
vindicates its moral value, therefore'vthe_ motivational.
basis for éltruistic béﬁévior may differ. It méy be
. normatiQe; that is, the bhild Shares_a tqy_ﬁecaﬁsevifvis
.éxpected of him: it'may be recipfdcal; tﬁe child,shares a
toy, hoping that his friénd may return the favour at a
Iater‘date: it may be principled; sharinglhow represents
" the “ought" df the infernalizatidn-of'moraiity: it may be
-jﬁgtice; sharing is efféctéd by the cﬁild invordervto
reStére a specific eqqitable situation,® . : o 'és'
‘stated earlier researchers'generally.thenvhéye'ASéumed'
.that behavior that appearsvtq be'altruistié,_£§ a;trui_
stié. Most thavioral _reséarch (Kfébé 1970), therefore.
has inveétigated. altruish in  terms éf very, narr§wﬂ
operational definitions. For eXample;.the émoﬁnf'dohatéd
to ‘needy children: (Midlarsky ahd.Bryah i967) the number

of seals or pendies given to a partner (Haﬁlon_ahd Gross
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1958). The intentiéns behind the actions have
generall& ‘not béen considered althopgh' it is {thé
intention.behind an action rather than the EQEEE'
quence;,'that determines the moral values’of that
action. The occurence of a particular behavior’d;eé'
ndt neccessarily confirm internalization ofv the
altruistic disposition. Imitation éf a béhaQior,does
not dissociate tHe childfsvown interest and inten-
tions from those of others. It is an action that

arises from the 1inequality of others and not a

purposive act of co-operation.

Krebs (1970) proposed tﬁe significance of two
criteria indicéting‘moral.internalization. Firstly,
generalizébility,_ - that the speéific .behavior
should generalize to different.situafions from which
itfwas initially elicited; and secondly, durabiiity,

—-that the behavior should be enduring over time.

Rutherfora and Mussen (1968) tested thé hypéthesis
that'generosity’Was part.of a batterﬁ of proso;ial-
moral'charactériétics including kindness and cQ—ope—
ratioh'in»middle—class A—ygar old boys. A géneroéity
score for Cahdy-shar;ng was - calculated ahd_.the
sample.waé’divided'into hon—generous children and
highly generous éhildren. Teaéheré fatedbthe éene-
rous group of children as more generous, 'more

gregarious, less competitive, less gquarrelsome, more



kind, and less aggfessive than the ggg;generous

.children. A behavioral heésure of competitiveﬁess
based on a car-racing game»shéwed lggg cohbetitivé-
ness amongsﬁ the generous group. than the non-
generoﬁs group. This also confirmsrthat self—concérn
and éompetition lééd to a decrease in prosociél
behavidr. THese results were alsd supported ‘in a
study_ by Rushton “and Wiener (1975) .who ‘examined
patterns of generélity of prosoéial behavior of
74yéar old childfen. The measureé of éltruism were
donating fokens to a charity; sharingfcandy with a
friend, énd a competitive car-racing géme (RuShfqn
1976) Furfher confirmation resulted from a study of
Sfyear‘ola children by Rubin and Schneidéf (1§73).

The behavioral meésures'were donations of candy fo a
chafity' aﬁd helping behavior of wOrk done for a
Lfriend. Other studies, for exémﬁle,r Gfeen and
Séhneider (1974) failed to find siénifiqantb'rela—
tibnShips between fhree measurés‘of alﬁruiﬁm‘of boys
aged fivé to fburteeh. The behévioral measufes’wereﬁ_
candy-sharing with other childfen,‘.picking up
-dropped-items‘for the experimenter, and volunteering
 frée ﬁime'to work with needy éhildren]iﬁeseéréh by
Mhssen, Rutherford, Harris ahd: Keasey,’v(l970)- iﬁ
;124year'ola boys revealed no supporf for géﬁerality

of prosocial,behavior.
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Studiés éxamining.the effects of the'conSequences of
behaving prosocially on 'subseduent prosocial = be-
havior -yield mixed results. Fischer (1963) found
g thaf verbalization of positive social reinforcement
("that's " good; that's 'nice“) produced leés marble
- sharing thaﬁ giving materia; reinforcement (¢andy)
to. 4-year old children. As the experiménter_ was
present throughout the study,‘expefiménter approval
may héve confoﬁnded these results. Midlarsky and
Bryan (1967) showed that children reinforéed for one
altruistic béhavior (lever-pressing in the presence
of the experimenter) generalizéd this prOsoéial
behavior to an anonymous candy—donating gituation;
Exﬁerimenter éffects again may have influéncéd the

resultsﬁ.

Arbnfréed (1968), viewing moral behavior from .a
léarning theory persﬁective'interprets the occurence
of these habits and the extent to whiéhvgenerality
tékes place as a fUnctioni of drive reduction, of
schedules -of reinforcement andv_of tﬁe réSponsé
'cpntingehéies_under which they were leéfnt. (Blasi

©1980)

Aronfreed (1968) proposes that  reinforcement and
the deQelopment of Va__selffreward mechanism are

necessary for the learning of altruistic responses.
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The self—administered réwards may often be effective and
_ére assumed to have greater incentive value than.those
material rewards which ére sacrificed - on behaif of
anothef. With reference to the study of Aroﬁfreéd :and
-Pascal (1965) in which 6 - 8 year old girls were'exposed
to‘expressions of joy,:(conditioned stimulus) and hugged
siletaneously '(anonditioned stimulus), ‘and therefore
experiehced positive affect , (Unconditioned response)f
fhey sacrificedv candybars - in order to obtain the
_.expressions ;of  joy and at the same time 'elipitedv a
_reinforcing positive affect. This was fufther supported
by researchefs Rosenhan, Uﬁderwood and Mbore 1974,

They reported that children whobwere
ésked'to.think about happy évents, gave;mQre:thah the .
control gfoup_subjects. However Brian and‘Lbndon.(1970),
state that there 'is no éVidencé. that positive affect
_(experimenter. pleasure of approval) is éufficiént' by
“itself to elicit helping  behaviors. This was further
Cdnfihméd by Midlarsky and Bryan.(1967)zin‘6 - 10 year
oldr children who ~did ggﬁ find that _hugging the‘ ;hild'
inéreased‘generqsity of émount of money donated to needy

chiidren.
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Behavioral models

Researchers Lenrow (1965); ©Rosenhan and White
(1967); and Rosenhan (1969) indicate the importance

of behavioral examples in eliciting altruistic

_ behavior. Hartup and Coates (1967) found thét

nursefy school children imitate an‘altruistic peer, -
depending.'on the‘vfrequency of the subjects' re-
inforcement by peers and the models reWanimg—
ness to the particular subject. The.eXtent tp which
subjects modeled a rewarding or non-rewarding peer

was dependent on the Subjécts history of reinforce-

ments from the peer group. {Bryan and Londun 1870).

This’has also been confirmed by‘Rosenhan.and White
(1967) where 9 and’ 10- year old  childrénl Qere
exposed to an adult model The altruiétic measure waé_
the freqﬁency of donating to orphans. The stddy by'
Grusec and Skubiski (197Q) in which 9 and ll-year
old childfen in the céndifion of ”nufturance“.gave
more marbles td poor childrenvthanbthoée who were .
EQE.eXpOSéd tovthe condifién of ”nufturance” alsq
confifms thesé’results.‘Other s£Qdies show that é'
model behavior can al§o determine the direction, as
well aS'fhé amount of altruiStié behavior. Harris
(1970) showed that 10 and iié—yéér old children

shared with the model: donated to charity; or

. retéined .their ‘winnings, depehdent: upon the model
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~ behavior.

Critics of laboratory mpdeling experiments suggest
that '"expérimneter-bias" and. '"demand charactefisd
tics" may account for the findings equally as well

as formal theories of modeling.

Iﬁ' response to the above criticisms researchers
endeavored to show that laboratofy findings are
generalizabie'to the réai wofld. Yarrow, Scott and
Waxler (1973) .provided pré—schoéi' chilaren .with.
"murturant'” and "non-nurturant" adult céfétakersvfor
several weeks . who modeled _d;fferent types of
sympathetic helping behavior. (for example: reél¥
life sympathy and helping behavior, 'and sympéthy
‘sfatements to illustrations of distress). fhe
results showed‘that those children who had #hurtu;
rant" éarefakers modeled helping 'and sympathy in
both the symbolic and the 1ive.distré§s situations. -
Friedrich and Stein A(1975) showing four twenty-
minute. prosocial "Mr Rogers Neighborhood" films to
. kindergarten children alone, and in combination with
speciél training, led to'.an increase in real-life
altruism.’Thosé children who were exposed only'to
thg, téiévision film ‘aid not  show any incréasé in.
valtruiSm.” Furfher confirmation was indicated by

Rushtdn:(1975) in that the modeled behavior, whether
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generous or selfish, was durable over a two-month
retest situation; it was also _generalized to a

different experimenter in a different locale.

'Cognitive developmental theory

~The chief proponents are Kohlberg and Piaget who

view moral internalization as occuring in a series

of fixed qualitatively distinct stages. Each stage

. builds upon the preéceeding one and is»therefore more

comprehensive giving rise to.higher levels of moral

reasoning.

_Piaget's two basic stages are . heteronomy  -and

autohomy._In.the.heteronomous stage the child‘feels

an obligation to comply With rules beéause they'are
"laws of the gods'" and thérefore sacred ~and -

unalterable. This stage is characterized by moral

‘realism, unilateral respect, and egocentric thought

( assumption that others view eveﬁts in a:similar
manner to. the qhild himself). " With increasiﬁg:
cognitive develdpment,_ maturatioﬁ; and sOciai ex-
périence,‘the procésses of ngcentricism and féalism‘
(cbnfusing subjectiVer wifh "dbjective »éxperiencesf
fo::example: bercéiying dreams as'externaluethts).»'

and other restraints of this stage lessen.
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The autonomous stage vis characterized by freedom
from feelings of obligations and inferiority, and
also dependency upon adults. There is a development
of the concept of the self as differentiated from
others. (Siegel 1982). In describing'these.processes
of 1transitionv Piaget minihizes the -role of the
parent and emphasizes peer interaction. Piaget
.(1932) proposes a positibn of "funcfional.unity". It
implies that children pass through stages- of
cognitive, social and moral developement-at‘approxi;
mately the same.time. There is no tendenéy:for them
to pass through any.of these stages of these areas

veither sooner or later. (Krebs and Gilmore 1982).

Kohiberg'sitheory describes the uﬁdeflying structﬁre
Vof 'the céﬁtent of .morai judgement .development
throughout adoleéscence and adulthdoa by a sequence
of six _cognitively: based stages. It is‘ a ‘more
refined, cbmprehehsive, and -logically ponsistent

framework. (Hoffman 1977).

The framework comprises six stages which are ordered

" into three levels of moral orientation.

Level 1, the preconventional level,vincludes stage 1

which is a punishment-obedience orientation'in which



1.2.4a

rules ére-followed in order to. avoid punishment: and
stage 2 whiﬁh is an insfrumental hedonistic orienta-
tion. Acts are defined as right whiéh safisfy the
self and occasionally. others. ther ‘perSons' iﬁ-
térésts are only fécdgnised in the'égrviée of the
self. Level 11 the cohventional level.includes stége
.3 and 4. A stage three orientation, is the'go§d—boy
morality »of‘ living. up to a stereotyﬁe of "QOOd”
behavior. Stagé_four, is a law and.order'orienta—
tion, involving the preservation of institutions for
the purpose of maintaining a social order..Level_lil

is the post conventional level, and includes stages

5 and 6: Vthey> can be roughly equated with the

rationally defined concept of fairness involving'the
acknowledgement of the rights of individUals‘Qvér

the rules or laws of institutions. (Siegel 1982).

'Roletaking

Kohlberg stresses the processes of cognitive dis-
~equilibrium and role-taking. The ability fo take

:another'pérsons‘perspectiVG_is ‘especially signifi-

cant from the pre-conventional to the conventional
morality (stage 2 to stage 3). According to Kohlberg
(1969) children develbp independent'¢ognitive struc-

tures for coping_ with physical, social and moral
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issues. Cognitive development is a necessary but not .

sufficient condition for moral development.

Role-playing is an important technique of socializa-
tion. Dimensions upon which moral development is
stimulated within the family rest primarily upon

role-taking opportunities.

-The significance of role—takingvin the development
of children's social understanding is also confirmed
by Hudsoh‘Forman and Bribn—Meisos (1982),.and Hartup
(1970) who suggests that it is a.preréquigite for

- prosocial behavior.

The importance of‘ role—ﬁlaying in altruism is
supported by. Rosenhan -and White (1967) and White
(1972). They observed that the Qppoftunity to
role-play specific behavior led to more imitafion,
than oﬁservation only of the model (Rﬁshtoh>1976)'
Staub (1971B) examined the effects éf role-playing
on different altruistic fbehaviors: for example;
calling for help, direct intervention and verbal
consolation, in 'childreﬁ ub to 6 -years of age.
Results showed a bositive' relationShip between
role-playing énd geneféliéed._aitruistic béhaviof:
forvexample; sharing candy and picking up'drbpped

objects. The effects of the role playing aléo lasted
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over 7 days. The alternating behavior was helper and-
helpee. Results of this study also supported the two
criteria of ‘internalization (Krebs 1970); of dur-
ability over time and generalizability over situa-

tions.
'

Bar;Tal, Raviv and éharabani1(1980), Bar—Tei; Amifan.
and Leisef '(1986), suggest that altruism be con-

sidered as a developmental achievement.in terms of
rolé—taking and development of morality. Kurdek (see

review 1978) concluded that although role—tékihg'and

behavior are related,.findings are inconsistent and

no clear pattern can be detected. However'Ambfon and

Irwin (1975) suggest that role-taking has been often
considered as a unitary concépt and not as a‘summary

variable with two 6r three dimensions. Théy re-

searched three dimensions of roie—taking (percep—

tual, cognitive, and affective) and two dimensions

bf.morai judément (intentionallity and restifutioh)

and fiﬁdings indicated a signifiéant posifivé

correlation.

.Kurdek and ﬁodgin (1975) note that the- terms
"affective role-taking" and “empéthy"_.are bften
ihterchanged. .Their déséfiptioh focussés on the
ability to récéghize the feeling_of the other pefson

.in a situational context. This subsumes a certain



cognitive - level of awareness for role-taking and
affective reaction to others' feelings in order to
give meaning .to the experienced emotion, and

resultant action. (Schacter and Singer 1962).

A study. by Ianotti (1978) into altruism.in 6 and
_9—yeaf eld children:hypbfhesized.that role- taking
“is  a prerequisite for empafhy leading to - the
préctice ef alfruistie benavior. This study alse
: illustrated the interdependence of social, affect
and-cognifive aepects’of-rOIe— taking..However the
data did not support the mein hypothesie. Thefe.was
a negative correlation between empathy and role-
taking in the.6fyean olds. HoweQer éltfuism in the
6-year olds gig increase as a result of training and
" there | was - a signigicant stitive relationsnip

between role-taking and altruism in the 9-year olds.

Empathy or affeetive.'nole—taking as a motive for
altruism is suenorted by.rnany .fheorists; (Hoffman
1963: 1970: Heffman ‘and Saltzstein 1967). Hoffman
(1975) furthermorev sqpperts the independence of-

cognitive and affective role- taking.
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Attribution theory

In recent years increasing interest is focussing on

the role of attribution procesees in the development

of moral behavior. Researchers (Walters and Grusec

1977: Dix and Grusec 1983) have proposed'thaf social
infefence.processes iead to internalizationvand that
children's prosocial behavior is rationaiized by
their belief in their_own personal traits or values.
Parents who practisevinduetion and reasen with their
children tend.to haQe children who havevhigh scéfee
oﬁ measures of internalization (see review Hoffﬁan
1970). Those parents who make strong demands but use.
consistent reaeoning_ usually obtain compliarice

(Baumrind 1973).

Millef, ‘Brickman and Bdlen (1975) manipulated fhe
attribufe‘of fidyness; A group ofAchiidren were tQid
that they were neet'and tidy;_a second group Qefe
told that they ought to be neat and tidy and . the
third-groue aeted as. the contfol. It was found that
the attribution of the trait of tidyness to groub 1
was more effective than telling the childreh the

"ought-ness" of group 2 and also the Control group. 3

‘(Grusec and Redler 1980). This was further supported -

by a study of.Grusec, Kuczinsky, Simutis and Rushton

(1978). The attribution of the trait of enjoyment,
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through donation, proved to be more effeétive than
that of a norm of social approval in fhe donating_of
‘winnings to a charity. ther interpretations how—:
ever, may conclude that.cognitivevassonahcevwas a
significant féctorv in the modification of thé 
‘child's self concept, in . line with. anothéﬁs_'
perception. Cfiticism of positive réinforcement hés

also been proposed.

It appears that the two major. streams of research
are the social learning ‘and the cognitive-develop-

_mental. It is proposed that

"...1f the social learhing theofists
 mo§e further into cognitive pro¥
cesses aﬁd the cégnitive—develop-
mentalists becoﬁe more specific .
abouf their coghifive contracts,
then useful intefgration mighf be

possible". (Rushton 1976:1911)

1.3 Age and sex differences

'1.3.1_ Age differences

Few stﬁdies have‘éompared the incidence of altruism

in children of different ages on the same task.
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Differences in thé reward value of altruistic

measures for example; pennies, toys and cahdies may

significantly distort results. However evidence of a

developmental increase in altruistic behavior is

confirmed by the following studies.

Ugurel-Semin (1952) found an increase in generosity

of children'sharing nuts. There was an increase from
33% at égesvd - 6 to 69% at ages 6 - 7 of boys and

girls. This was ‘further: confirmed in a study - by

Handlon and Gross (1959)., The number of penhies or

" seals given to a partner increased in 4 - 6 year old

boys ‘and girls from 28% to a 42% increase at the 9 -
10 year old age group. Few nursery school children |
give: and if so it is generally very little. With

increasing age instances and amount Qf‘ prosocial

behavior tend to increase. (Krebs 1970). Midlarsky

and Brian (1967) and Aronfreed and Pascal (1968) in

studies_ of model—generoéity did not find‘ an age
iﬁcrease. Krebs. (1970) propésed' that models may
influence_ybunger cﬁilaren more than.oidér chilaren '
(demand characteristics. of the laboratbry situatidn)

and results are distorted.

Sex differences

‘There are no clear sex differences for children in
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prosocial behavior. (Ruben and Schneider‘ 1973;
Yarrow, Scott and Waxler 1973). In hursery school'
children no studies found sex differences in
“altruism. (Fischer 1963; Hartup and Keller 1960)7
The popular nbtion'that girls are more a;truisfic
than boys was not supportéd consiétently -(Kfebs'
1970). However Rushton k1976) states that when sex

differences are found they tend to.favour girls.



26

CHAPTER - TWO

_CHILD REARING PATTERNS
In recent years there'hés been a growing interest in the relationship

- between parent and child.

"Home inflﬁéhces'probably outweigh the
. effect of all 6ther environmental

impacts combined in determining the

fundamental organizétioniof children's

behavior" (Thohpson 1962: 621).

Parents vary widely in their behavibr, attitudes énd personality, thué'm
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accounting for variable and unpredictable child-rearing practices. The
family is the primary socializing agent in the life of the young child
and parental behavior ‘patterns are iﬁstrumental in thev childs

development.

Parental attitudes and child—rearing practices are _generally
investigated by the.use of questionnaires, interviews, paper and pencil
.testé. and direct observation of pérents. (Traditioﬁally usﬂally the
mother). BehaQioral dafa of the children-arevusually obtained th;odgh
ratings, interviews with the_children, and different experimental and

prdjective techniques.

Champney (1941). one of the’ early -investigators info_ parent~child
relations proposed that pérent—child behaviors are too complex'tb be
g handled by .purely objeétive measures; for example, 'queétionnaires.
Observation in.the home by a‘tréinéd obserVer‘is required fo assess the
-inter—related‘ahdvdynamic_influences of . parental behaviof on children's
psychological growth and adjustment.. From specific parentél behavior’
'_evélve fairly constant‘.patterns which differentiate one .hOmé_ from
another. These péfental batterns present learning éituétions to Ithe
child, ~ and social habits are developed which generalize into haﬁit

systems and.constitute his personality.
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The Fels Longitudinal Study

Champney (1941) developed’ é‘ serieé' of 30 rating' scales for
evaluating the major variables invblved in parent behavior. From
these scales evolved the Fels Parent Behavior Rating Scale giving
rise to the Fels Longitgdinaivsfudy. Balwin, Kalhorh and Breeze
(1945) are the chief reseapchersvassociated with.this study which
is the lérgest single body :of research in thé:'field of
parent—éhild relationships. Tﬁe data wasvobtaiﬁed by means of a
home viéit which yielded a qualitétive description of thé parents
and the home, quantitative description which Was‘obtainedvby'a

battery of rating scales.

A détailed.anéiysis ofithe variables in’theiFels study yielded
three major patferns of ﬁarent-behavior. They were,'democfa;y'in'
the home, aéceptahce bf.tbe chila and indulgencg;'Thesé syndromes
werel divided into jhigh, ‘medium anq_ iow, and homes'~were thén:

classified accordingly.

Democracy rélates to the measures bf control employed by the
parents. Measures of éontrol may be of a cohesive and résfrictive ,
nature or lax;.ineffecfual‘and inconsistent; Baldwin considers_
that, acceptance"determines the degree of democracy begause. it

depends upon the"recognition of others as individuals.
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Accéptance of‘ the child is considered to be the underlying
gharacteristic of successful child;pareht relationships. The
variables ~in this syndrome‘ (aééeptanée—rejection)
~child-centredness of fhe home, abproval, affectionéteness " and
répport all deal with different aspects .of the _Child—parent
'relationships. Parents rating_low.on.this syndrome tend to ignore
or neglect their children. This particular syndroﬁe (of special
_signifiéance in. this Stﬁdy) isvSignificant in the formation of

conscience. (Sears, Maccoby and LeQin 1957: 383). -

- Indulgence. The variabies in thisv syndrome are babying and
solicitouéness. Parentsfwho'are_rated'high are characterised by
‘overidentification withvthe'ghild. The parenfv”livéé again".in
tﬁe child and the relétionship shows_ a complete 'lack. of
objectivity. The child ‘may be valued oﬁly in  terms of  the

parent's need systems.

Throughout child-rearing‘studies these three dimensions reappear
as being significant to a greafer or lessér'dégreé._In a léter
paper>Baldwin (1954) suppleﬁented the éffecfs,of'democraCy énd

éonciuded that democracy is the most important of the ‘three.

syndromes. Firstly, Iin the Fels study those  children who are
faised democratically are rated higher on behavior of ahvactive'
Sociéliy outgoing nétﬁre, both .of é:'friendly ~and hostile

domineering kind. - Secondly, these children occupy faydurite‘
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.positions in their groups. They are unlikely to have ”inferior
status and their aggression and‘domihation'is_succesful. Finally,
these children are generally rated high‘ on activities which
demand intellectual curiosity, origiﬁality and constructiveness.
Baldwin (1954) notes further that the effeét'of indulgence is
generally tﬁe opposite to democracy, but that specific effects
are the presence of phyéical apprehension and lack pf skill in

muscle activities.

Democratic parents eﬁcourage exploration and experimentation and
therefore the child' tends .to develop éctive> pafticipation in
nursery schobl activities. Democracy therefore is nofva variable
operating solely in the home when parenté and Childvare tbgether;
It isv a generai subsuming characteriétié fespdnsible for  the’
shaping of the chil&s general pattern of behavior. Sears et al
(1957) note that those children who attend nursery séhoollshowﬁ
improvémeht in intelligence - testé from the 'lst ﬁo the »2nd'
"semester; Furthermore, the Fels study unaer the. variable.
"acceleration'", also found democrati¢ homes to be acceiérétory in -
two different Wéys. Firstly, there is a high premium on intelleét
and attairment and secondly, they gave the child responsibility

for his own actions, expecting "mature" behavior from him.
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2.1.1 _ Criticisms of the Fels

"Baldwin (1948) has acknowledged that as the parents
constituted an inteliectual-culture and were not a
random sample they were not fepreséntative of the
population. The parents would place great'valué in
rationality and intellectﬁality.'Generalizations from

. this sample require caution.

Sewell, Mussen and Harris (1955)_accept'the value éf
the Fels in terms of the broadly defined parenf—child.
' relationsﬁips; fof example, démocracy énd accepfénce.‘
Bﬁt they-noté'that there.ié little attempt to study.
empiricélly | the .'rglationships between épeéific
child-rearing practices and.personality‘devglopment.'
They question that a particulab underlying éttitude
“such as acceptanée or rejection 'is a péinfer, of
'_responsible, favourable, : ér : unfavodrablé

child—rearing practice.

.2 Parental Attitude Research Instrument

.. The Parental Attitude Research Instrument (P.A.R.I.) which was

devised by Schaefer and Bell (1958) also assumed that the
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presénce of an underlying attitude influencéd a'great variety of
parental behaviors. A factor aﬁalysis of‘vtheir 23 five item
homogenous scales revealed three major factors; authofitarian
control, hosfilityerejectioﬁ, and a democratic attitude téwards
child-rearing. These'findiﬁgs‘partially supported those‘of fhe
Fels group; in that, warmth and methods of éontrol are two of the
moét significant in the development'of.the personaiity of the
child. Criticism of the P.A.R.I. has = focused on.v ifs
susceptibility to ‘résponée bias, social désirability 'and
acquiscence set. Becker and Krug (1985) noted that mganingful

‘results are found only when comparisons are made within an upper

middle-class group.

Socialization of Controls

‘Much of  the parent-childv reiationship is devoted to
sociaiization. It is  the transmission of ﬁormative beliefs,
values,‘ proécriptions ‘and prohibitions of the 'surrounding
culture. Tﬁose aspects of’éOcializatién wﬁich abpear fd exert thé_
greatest strain on parént—child relations are those wherein the
child must pfactice self-denial br modify some ‘particularly'
strongly  motivated behaviOr;b for examplé,  sharing toys} the.
péstponing ‘of a reward ‘and finhibiting..tendenciés towérds

aggression.
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Research findings looking at the effect of 'child rearing;
practices on moral development have ,focussedb on parental
discipline. Stayton, Hogan and Ainsworth v(197l) proposed . that
edcialization is facilitated by genetic’ pre—dispositions and
therefore the child will internalize.and acquire self-restraint
without specific .training technieues. _lhey found positive
correlations between the level of mafernal .aceeptance Ahdf-
senaitivity‘te thevinfant's need during the'first‘year_but not -
with | the Speclfic 'vtraining .techniques. either ' by verbal

- association or physical means (Martin 1975 ).

. The nositive correlation Dbetween maternal sensifivity and
'acceptance.was-further confirmed by studies erYarrow,'Campbell:
and Burton (1968) in which. a posltive correlation was found
j befween maternal warmth ana sons' 'conscience. There were no
relationshipe between vtheée variables for the daughters. (The.
measures .qf conscience were _ratings based on mother—renorted
reactions to transgressionslk under conditions of high maternal

warmth.

_'Studies of internalization generally look at two dimensions of.
parental discipline. They are "love-oriented" . (Sears et al 1957)

and "induction" (Aronfreed 1961).
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The love-oriented techniques include positive ﬁethods such as the
use of praise ’and reasoning {induction) and negative methods
which threéten love-withdrawal resulting in isolatidn of the"
child from the parent. The affective relationship is used as a
5asis for the parental withdrawal of love becadse of,fhe child's
naughtiness. The child may feel'badly because of the emphasis on
the emotional effects of his naughtiness upon others;:that is thé
parents or others may be hurt or upset. It implies a certain
‘reliance on existing patterns.of empathy alfeady poééessed by the
child (Martin.1975). There is.also a cognitive compoﬁent. The
parent describes _and exblains the expected béhavior giving

reasons why he must be obeyed.

Induction ié the process whereby parents explaiﬁ and reason with
the child'for the need to'change his behavior. They point ou£>the
implications and possible harmful consequences to others. This
nother—orieﬁtation”' is most conducive to moralv devélbpment.:_
Hoffman (1970) states fhat the two major purposes of inducfionv
‘are, firstly, to -tell tﬁe ‘child that he was respdnsible; aﬁd
sécondly; to arouse the child's empathy by.distfess to é possible
.experiénce of the child‘iﬁ similar circumstances when he ﬁay havé
been -the victim. Otherforieﬁted techniques. fqéus' the ¢hild's
“attention on the harm done to }others. At thev.same time the

. capacity for empathy is integrated with the knowledge ‘of the
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consequences of his own behavior.

Baumfind {1967) found that nursery school children who were ratéd
high on measures ofvself—control had parents who used indﬁction
in a generally nurturant_and non—pﬁﬁitive atmosphere, rewarded
self—controliing behaviof‘ and were firm.in the enforqément.'of
rules. In Kohiberg's thedry the dimensions on which the family
stiﬁulates .moral. developmeht are the creation .of réleftaking
opportunities. Studies (Hoffman and Saltzstein'1967) support this
étatement. Those chiidfenvwhose barents use mainly inductioh in‘
discipliﬁingv their 'children'_show . more vinternalizétions .in
reéctions to tfansgressions than those parents who use
senéitization (poweffaséertive) methods. A study by Nevius (1977)
looking‘ at parental discipline' patterns and level of ~ moral
judgment yielded incéncluéive reé@ité. The ovefall‘evaluations'of
'”.the data indicated an éssdciafion but not a 'relationéhip of

higher levels of moral judgment with inductive discipliné.

‘Thé use of induction leads to cognitive structuring. ' Early
~parent-child relations that are wéfm; approving and accepting
facilitate the childs natural tendencies towards empathy and the

" cognitive component of role-taking.

A sigﬁificant positive relationship wés established between an

infants IQ (althoughvit_does not relate highly to later measures
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of IQ) and internalized controls as well as the maternal
‘dimensions of sensitivity ~and acceptance. A v reciprocal
relatiénship ié seen to exist here. The natural tendencies ahd
capacities ofv the infént for internalization reinfqrce the
motherfs sensitivity - ana " acceptance. At,.the same - tiﬁé. the
mother's sensitivity and éccepténce facilitates the deVelopmént
of'internalized controls (Bell 1968). Ler withdrawal techniques
interfere with communiéation énd consequently the ¢hild and
parent are'separated. If ﬁdgnitive content is excluded fheﬁ the
child is unable to generaiize from this situafion to others;"He
does not benefit from if as a’learning process. If cognitive
content is 'included anxiety arousal may produce disfunctioﬁal
"communication (Satir 1967) and therefore the message 'is not
understood. Studies by Sears et al (1957) ”confirm vthat love .
'wifhdrawal is often expressed as a laék of responsiveness rather
than by a directvbr positive reaction,IIt”may také thé'form of
;imbly ignoring the child; refusing to look into the.direCtion of
the éhiid; threatening to go awayj or isolating thevchild ﬁntii
he has'stopped being naughty. These méasurgs'téil'thevchild that
warmth and love are conditional on vﬁis vgood behavior. Theyb.\
Suggest thaf love withdrawal promotes a dependéncy by the child
to the parent and cdntributes to mora1 development, but.there is

" no evidence to support fhis.

Love-ariented apprdééhes to discipline are associated with high
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expressionsb of guilt f (accepting responsibi;ity ' for 'a
\transgreséion and‘for making reparation). It is a moral beiief.
that one éhould resist transgressions because fhey are wrong 3
rather than because of external conseduences. It is supporfed by
Zahn-Waxler, Yarrbw. and King (1979) who note that ‘the most
effective child réaring patterns wefe those'wherein‘mothérs.used

affective, sometimes moralistic inductive techniques.

_The. use of parentél poﬁer assertion without explaﬁation wiil-
arouse anger. At the éame time it prqvides'a model for cohtihﬁous
use of pgwer assertivé techniques; for example, slapbing, IOSS‘Of 
temper. Moral orientatibn of the child is then bascd‘on fear of
_external detection and pﬁnishment. The child's empathy whicﬁ is an
important motivationél reso@rce, is therefofe not sfimulgted‘

(Hoffman 1977).

Most research on”'parenf—child sinteraction_'has looked at the .
question of effects of parents on _chiiaren (Bell 1968)1 .Hé
considers the unidirecfional’focus on pareht—child interaction to
be a manifeétation of a broader social pHilosophyf one which has
emphésised pareﬁts and educatiqnal systems as deferminants of
human developmenf. ~Thus at this stage of the 'réviéw. it éeems
plausable to visualize abparent,as a véhicle-for_fhe transmiséion
of  culture ‘gnd then child as the ;object in the entire

socialization process.
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2.3.1 Socialvclass Differences

‘According to Sears et al (1957) work;ng—class mothers were
hore punitive and restrictive; they were less pérmissive and
exerted more pressure with_'regard ' to aggression and
debendence.- But _the authors héve‘ difficulty.'coming to.
definite éonclusions cdncerning éocial‘class distinctiéns.
For example; they seeb restricted living conditions és a
possible cause of less show of affectibn. The wofkihg class.
motﬁer"withdraws into herself.v Pringle also (1980)"noté§
social class differences. Working-class parents fé?our_ a
more authoritarién styie of child—rearing;vVerbalising is.
used more often to threéten aﬁd enforce obedience rather
than to make the child undersfaﬁd'the ratidnéle behind the
behavior. The child then develops in a quiet well-behaved

conformist manner. He becomes passive and dependent.

The Sears Maccoby and Levin (1957) Longitudinal Study

" They examined childArearing‘practiées for the first 5 years of a
child's' life. _Datav'which was collected from 379 mothers “has
provided a 1érge informative study on child-rearihg practices Qf.
 .diffefent socio-economic groups. Material was ‘obtainéd» froh

semi-structured interviews with the mother. Sears et al (1957)
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define 'éhild—rearingv practices as all the interactidns between
" parents and ~their children. The parehts éxpressipns, their
attiﬁudes, values, and beligfs are ihcluded as well as caretakiné
.énd trainihg behaviors.

A factor analysis of their 44 scaies revealed 7 underlying traits
(the use. of "trait" in preferénce to 'dimension' is.tﬁe‘semantic
pfeference of the aﬁthors). They were permiSSivenéss—étrictness;
' géneral.family adjustment, warmth of mother—éhild relationship,
aggressivenesé ahd bpunitivenéss,v befception of husband; ana
orientation _fowards éhilds' physical wellbeing. There is a

bsignificant increase in '"dimensions" compared to the Fels study.

2.4.1 Dimensions of Significance

Warmth

Sears ef al (1957) report wérmth té bé the mostvpérvasivé.
quality. A warﬁ ~mother _spends more ‘tiﬁe with' her child
‘pewarding and guiding him. The child whb is sequre iﬁ‘hef
love becomes more susceptible.to'confrél. He has.more tg
.lose and gain and therefore he is more motivaﬁed to.do hér»
bidding. It is alsé proposed that'cﬁildreﬁ of'warm”mothefsv
mature more rapidly in their social behavior than those‘of

cold mothers. A significant positive»relationship was found
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befwéen warmth and amount of consciénce. Parental warmth may
contributé to the development.of internalization. A Qarm'or
. accepting 'parent is a reliable source of positivé
reinforcement. bHe 'should be a more effecfive teacher of.
-internélized'attitudes and behaviors‘than a non~a¢¢é§ting
parent..Expressions of disapproval are more effectiye. The
child's emotional reactiohs are likely 'to'be inoré intense
and hore frequent after transgressions._(Martin 1970). These
findings_afe supported by Heinicke_(Hoffman 1963). further‘
confirmation: is offered by Hoffman (1963)  who found
consistent results in studies  dealing with réactions “to
,transgressiohs. Moral.'inﬁefnali;ation _indicateH  by‘ gﬁilt;
coﬁfession or reparation efforts wasv fbstefed:'by an
affectionate relationship ‘between ~the pareht‘ and child
together with disciplinaby téchniqués which appealea to the.

P

child's personal and social motives.

Acceptance-Rejection

.Tﬁisr dimensidn vepifomiseé those parent vﬁehéviqrs :which
" encourage the child to infgract freely.and fully within his
en&ironment. The signifiéanqe of.thisbdimenéion is . further
- supported by Hurley (1965). Parental suport and.aﬁprOVal is =
;oppled with' minimal  measures Vvof 'cberciye control
"téchniques. Rejecfion, is'thaﬁ patfern of_behavior$‘which'

constrict' and‘ iimit ‘the” child's freedom to_'explore his
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environment. It may be aCcompadied by such"measures as
punishment, intimidatiori. of the <c¢hild, and other"- feér

’inducihg techniques.

Parental rejection may impiy_ generalized :negiigenéé or
diréct punishmént and abuse of the qhild. If it originates
in a person (usually a parent) who controls the child's fopd
and love supplies, it may iead’to.extinctim1 of approéch:
. responses towérds those pérsons and othefs associated with
fhém. The child may aéquire avoidance resbonses. Rejecting
parenfs ‘are not expected to stimulate intellectual
" development and effeéts'in the transmiésion of social rules,
atfitqdes and values can bé expected. Thé Fels study
:indicated:that fhose_children who are free to experience new
situations also experience encouragement in déQeloping their
: abilities : as | theyv_ master :.their environment; The
discoﬁragement and punishment’that the cﬁildvhas experienced

méy inhibit the growth of his nétural curiosity.

Congenital Contributions

Sears et al (1957) express an awareness 'tht the relationship
between mother and child is not one of a simple cause and effect.

The model bfva uni-directional approach is an over simplification.
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They further consider that probable constitutional differences:

between children influence behavior.

Congenital contributions to human behavior are supported by Bell
(1968). He proposes that children low in person-orientation induce
less nurturance from parents. The children are interested in
physical activities and inanimate objécts. Parents are_thereforév
reinforced to provide or withhéld physical objects and activitiési
They use physicai punishment because love-oriented control

techniques are less effective with these children.

Children showing little internalizatioﬁ of a moral orientation may
be- considered to be congenitélly low in person- orientatisn.
Mothersvwere less éffectionate towards them and did not appeél to
the ehild'svpersonal or socialv§alues._Children high in person
orientatioﬁ' attend to their parents, reinforcing’ fhéir $6cial'

responses.

Beil (1968) considers that paréntal ,socializing techniqﬁes are
organized in a responsevhierachy.'The characferistics of the child
wiil therefore elicit a specific response frdm the parent. Lack of'
reinfbréement by tﬁe child to the parental action :will‘ évoke

different hierachical responses.

Parental control =may be differentiated' into upper—limit and
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lower-limit control behavior. Upper-limit control restrains the
child when his behavior is deemed to exceed parental standards of
frequency or intensity; for example, prolonged bouts of crying.

Lower—limit cdntrol stimulates the childs® behavior that is below

parental standards. The child who is lethargic with low activity,

inhibited behavior, and a general lack of competence may reinforce
the parent to be intrusive and demanding. The parent—child

interaction may then encourage verbal and physical abuse.

Empirical Confirmation

Factors that foster prosocial behavior are parental affection and

nurturénce, parental contfol,v 'induction, "~ modeling = and

responsibility assignment (Staub 1975).

The stﬁdy of Yarrow, Scott and Waxler (1973) indicated that the =

condition of ‘'nurturance". led to greater imitation ~of the

experimenter and prosociai béﬁavior. However Yarrow et al'(1973)
note that nurturance in the child éocialization experiencé is
éffectionate and rewarding over time. It vmay be - experienced
coﬁtingently as well as non-contingently and at the same time be a

control function."

"Nurturance" in the experimental situation refers to a



44

s

micro-ekperience of several minutes of total h nurturant
inveltement Qith an (usually)_.unfamiliar_ experimenter; It ‘is.
questionable that ; the rich complexity of >‘the | nhrturéntf
reiationShip betneen nérent and child can be encapsﬂleted within

a laboratory experience of a temporaryhnature It is proposed.‘

- that ”nurturance" in the experlmental s1tuat10n may - increase the o

11ke11hood of a child learnlng neutral responses of the model.
’But 1t will be of llttle use - in responses of self—control
self-denial and delay' of gratification (Yarrow et al 1973)
Krebs (1970) states that the manlpulated "nurturance" 1s direct

positive social reinforcement.

The Baumrind (1967) Study

Baumrind | (1967)' researched child-rearing practices . on 4
. dimensions,. namely control, .maturity~ demands, ciarity of o

communication and'nurturance.

'The control dimension refers to the degree of permissiveness or
restrictiveness practised “in the home (the -
permissiveness-strictness dimension of Sears et al 1957).

Control may be  authoritarian or authoritative.

Authoritarianism is characterised - by a conformity to absolute
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standards of conduct ~and a-bfavoﬁfing of punitive vforqeful
meésures. Respect fqr authority, law aﬁd brder ana traditional
social structures is _paramount. . Use of discipline is
power-éssértive (Hoffman 1970). The parent capitalises on his
own physical force .and. COntrbl, e.g. frequent spankingsv or
deprivation of material 'objects; This‘ may produce‘ a moral
: ofiéntation based on fear of imposition of external forces.
Furthermore, this expression of anger 6r physical fdrce provides
a model of the same for fhe developing child in'termé of social
learning theory. A similarity +to the. "bbject 'orientatiOn“_ of
child discipline of Sears, et al,(1957; is n§ted.in that those
pareﬁts who use withdrawal of favourice toyé or f&od, tend to usé
more physical punishmeht and act;ons ’vwith less verbal

explanation.

By contrast, aﬁthqritativé paréﬁts  are éhéracterised by a
.rational ofientation. towardéi discipline. Autonomy, yet a
disciﬁlined copfofmity towards fﬁture'conductbis.a. significant
striQing. Induction vb&- the pafent and: encouragement towards

verbal give and take is a feature of this type of control.

Maturity demands refer to parental demands for 'the child to
pérform at his own level of competence with the‘freedom to make
~ , . o his own

decisions. Stable fémily relationships which are consistent and



dependable, lead to continuity and predictability. Furthermore
the practice of inductién» whilst controlling gives a secure
framework for activities. The pareht is constantly teaching and

giving information.

It should.be noted that oldér children from larger fémilies may
revéal a higher 1level ofvmatﬁrity. Research evidence (Clausen
1963) indicate; more demands (towards self-care) in Vlérger'
families. Fifét born children also have greater responsibilities.
Stimulation and>the provision of models is important, but the
opportuﬁity to perform mature acts 1is equally._sighifiéant.
Stifled eafly efforts by children within ‘a restrictive 'héme_
"environment may reinforce the vdevelobménﬁ of .dependeﬁcy, vthe _
child ié ‘unable fo .act for himself ana. therefore ' relies
habitually on others., Direct social_reinforcement'howevefvmayvbe
necessary fér_ the child to learn to value the activifies of -
achievement as sources’ of satisfaction and Sécurity  (Crandail

1968).

Communication  refers to .the clarity of: 'paréﬁt?child
c§hmunicatibn. Piaget.(l932) boints out that moral growth would
‘be fostered: byv a more egalitarian' reciprocal ﬁareﬁtéchiidv
interaction.'Thié is further sﬁpportéd'(and of special interéSt
.in terms of this study 6f aluruism) bykkessén‘(1979){He found that

'collectiviSt life in mainland China éopiety is characterised by a
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high degree of prosocial activity amongst children and "a
concommitant near absence of anti-social behavior and aggression.
The traditional vertical-authority relationships are replaced by

horiZontal—peer relationships and co-operative behavior.

Nurturance includes the expression of warmth,_iove and the degree
of involvement with.the child in térms of préise anq pleasure.
The basié feature of parental love, is that the ¢hild is valued
and respécted uncdnditionally. This leads'to self—acceptaﬁce ahd

acceptance of others. According to Moore (1948), this is then

"ever afterwards craved and so
constitutes the powerful driving

force of human nature" (Pringle 1970).

Nurturant parents with a high degree of warmth and inyblvement
are presumed to be efficiént.reinforcérs of the child's maturé'
behavior (Mussen'1969). Rewards used are love and approVai.‘The"
parent then becomes.a positive object téwards fhe'child aﬁd éil
his behavibf is directed at pleasing the parent. Later, through .
géneralisation his coﬁcern is directed towards others. Howeéver, a
lack of Warmth on the part of the parent leads to seif;hate in-
the child. Mothers who lack warmth do hot.practice induction and

then children lack security and self<control.
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Pringle (1970) considered 4 needs’ of children which require
fulfilment fhroughout developmeht. A child needs love aﬁd“
security and praise and recognition.'Thesé needs are subsumed
within the dimension of nurturance with its emphasis dn degree of
involyement. Maccoby (1983) notesvthét parental warmth.is béing
redefined interms of dimehsions such as, responsiveness or'
sensitivity, affective e#pressiveness; iﬁVolvement etc. leading
towafds an interactive appfoach of socialization. Baumrind's

(1967) dimension of nurturance implies an interactive awareness.

The child's need for responsibility and need for new experiences
are subsumed within the dimension of maturity demands. Fulfilment
of these needs ’ieads to the development of social competence

defined by Baumrind (1972: 180) as

"pehavior which is socially

responsible and independent".



CHAPTER THREE

MORAL REASONING

Moral judgment entails a complex process with both cognitive and
affective components. Different situations involve diffefent

patterns of moral, social . and personal issues. Other factors

such as the influence of varying situafions,_the persons involved

and the costs and benefits to the self_and others all contribute.,

3.1 Interpretations

Blasi ~ (1980)  interprets moral  reasoning  as

49
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ratlonallsatlon of actions rather ‘than a preparatlon for

actions. It is also considered to be an expre581on of the
human need for a coherent and ordered account of one' s

course of action.

In contrast with this view an alternative emphasizes the

role of cognitive processes{ They donate moral meaning to.

the "needs" and‘"actions" of the above interpretation.
"Morality" then would accrue to the special meaning that

the actions‘have for the individual and the manner in

which these actions are performed towards certain goals..

1

Moral actions then “are considered those that are

performed willingly as a function of values that are

understood and eccepted hy'the persons concerned. This
reasoning:is-characteristic of Piaget, Kohlberg and of
cognitive develophentaliSm. in general. Moral meanihgs
depend on . the - general criteria that’ constitute .the
persons understandlng of morallty. These criteria 'ere

part of the developmental process towards maturlty

Piaget (1932) and Kohlberg (1969) view morality as
self4constructed. The child's experiences and his

‘1nterpretat10ns of them form the ba81s of hlS moral code.

His social 1nteract10ns and the1r consequences, whether

pleasant or unpleasant, contrlbute toh morality



. f
development.vIn‘contrast, socially constructed knowledge
is received from other people. It may be formal or

informal; intended or unintended-.
Shewder (1980: 56) proposes the hypothesis"that:

©"..moral underétandings ére tacit
understandings achieved primarily
ffom having lived in a distinctive
cultufal environment thch is packed
with implicit messages about what is
of importance, Qhat is.of'vaiue, wiio
éounts as 'a person, what are the terri—_
fories of thevself, and which likenesses or.
differences améng people.shouldvbe

emphasized or overlooked".

Assumptions

The measuring of information and attitudes relies on the

content of .simple statements. - There = are three

51~

éssumptions. Firstly, that. statements concerning values

are - understood in the same way by researchers and
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éubjects aliks. Secondly, that actiohs have the same

meaning for all the parfidipants; andvfinally that the

meéning of the actions _corresponds to the meaning

verbalized by all the participants.
Mofél. developmeht then proceeds via the process of
initially maintained by immediate external factors, are

now méintained by internalized values and beliefsvleading

to self—éontrol_ih the absence of external restraints.

- The shift from external to internal control is judged to

be the basis of the process of moral developmentﬁ

~ Research

Moét of the.réseérch cohcerning_the_development_of mOralv-

reasoning has centred around three broad categories,

namely parental discipline,'cognitive‘disequilibrium,vénd

categories of  parental discipline and cdgnitive

diéequilibrium; Paréhtal diScipline will be discussed in

already been enlarged'upon'in chapter 2.

internalization. Standards of conduct which were.

'identificétion and modeling (Hoffman 1977). The ‘main

‘focus of  this review will cover research in  the

so far as it is applicable  to moral reasoning. It hés'
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Parental Discipline

The = rationale for assuming that parental
discipline is significant is that moral reasoning
requires internalization. The individual must

compromise between behaving in accordance with

his own desireé, but at the same time

subordinating  those ' desireé and . behéving
according to moral standards; Those standards are
embedded _in the disciplinary' process. Hoffmah
(1970) looks at three vtypes. of discipline.
Firstly, perr assertion; which is characterized
by phyéical and verbal abuse, losz of parental
temper, and overall control by the parenf of the

childs’ material resources. Secondly, love:

withdrawal; the parent shows his disapproval of the

child directly buf in a. non-physical manﬁer.'
Either parent_or both may refuse to speak to the
child, isolating him or ¢ven threatening fo.send
ﬁim éway. It is highly punitive because the child
is unaware of itsv temporary duration. Finally,"-

induction; these techniques include explanations,

‘possibly dther-oriented to the potential harm of

particular actions, or reasons for the need for

_ the‘change.df behavior. Induction is_particUlarly"



significant in that it harnesses the child's
natural tendencies towards empathy. It also
emphasizes the chilc's ‘awafeness ~ of.

responsibility towards others.

Most of the research in the 1950's and early

1960's on parental discipline was correlational.

'Experimental research Eegan in the 1960's.
Studies examined resi#tance 'fo temptétion;
(Aronfreed and Reber 1965). Children were left
alon¢ with ﬁoys after having Yzcen previously
"disciplinedﬁ by an unpleasént noisé._The degree
of "disciplining" Qas- deferminéd by whether .or
nof the child plays with forbidden toys and héw
soon after being 1left alone with them._ 

Observation takes place through a one-way mirror.

Other researchers JCheyne and Walters 1969; La
Voie 1973; 1974) have added avverbal condition.
This may vary'frpm a simple to.a higﬁly inductive
.statement. Results indicate that talking to the
child results iﬁ a greater resistance to
temptation_whén.coupled with mild; rather than

severe, punishment (Hoffman 1977). bLvoie (1974)
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vfound no signifiéant positive relationships when
using the moral judgment .measure vof 'Piaget
stories on horal realism, éxpiatory' punishment
.and_immanent justice between total moral judgment
"and latency of de§iatidn, and moral reélism and
dufation of deviation; There was a signifiéant
positive relationship betweeﬁ hbral realism and
lateﬁcy of deviation. A.study by Grinder (1964)
with children aged 8, 10 ‘and 12-years found
significant positive relationships for girls’
between lnoral realism and degree of”’ resistaﬁce

but not for boys.

' This was further supported by Hoffman (1975) who
proposed that child rearing techniques use more
. induction and affection for girls and more:- of.

power assertion for boys.

‘Many criticisms = are aimed at experimental
research on moral development. Hoffman (1977)

Criticized the telescoping of behavior which
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results in a lack of distijction between a moral
act and a child's. respdﬁse tov-discipliniary
techﬁiﬁués. The behaviof that is défined for the
sake of the experiment may reflect compliance

with the experimenter's instructions as obedience

in a laboratory situation is considered to be an

artifact of the experiment. (Baumrind 1964);

Other studies 1look at the developmeht of .
self-criticism. A child is given a task and then
is punished for doing something over which he has

no control. Within the éxperimental situation it

. is suggested that the child who verbalizes a

self-critical labelvis repeating a'description of
the action given to Him by the‘experimentér and
does ndt indicate mdral internalization. This is -
supported.by Grusec and Ezrin (1972)vwhd found
fhat a child who uséd-a se1f—¢ritical labellwhen
buzzed .by 'thej experimenter  showed little

emotional disturbance.

Cognitive disequilibrium

The development of research concerning prdsocial'

reasoning varies in terms of the procedures used
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by Piaget and Kohlberg.

As a detailed explanation has already been given
of these two major theorists in Chapter 1 only a -
brief comparison of their approachés will .be

given.

Piaget and Kohlberg view mQral ipternalization'as
occuring in a series of fixed iduélitativelyv
distinct sfages. ' Piaget proboses that the
preadolescent = <child ,. develops from the
heteronomous stage. which is characterizéd by
unilatéral respectj moral realism and egoéehtfic
thought,v to the autonomous étage. This 1is
governed by mutual resoéct, autonomods morality;
band freedom from ;he restraints of limited -thought

processes.

"1t is as if each child rélived fhe
French Revélution, throwing off the
Ancient Regime and éetting_together
with peers to write a conétitufion".

" (Shewder 1982: 59)
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The Kohlberg theory 'enlarges the * Piagetian

K frameWork identifying three levels (each divided

into two stagés). ‘The child moves through the

levels to the stages where morality is identified

with principles of justice and respect for all

persons. Turiel (1975) states that one of the

strengths of Kohlberg's analysis  lies in its
attempt to isolate the distinctive features of

morality, for example; justice.

Piagetian orientation

Piaget studied moral development by presenting

children With two stories ihvolving moral

behavior. The children are then reQuired'tovmake

comparisons concerning the stories. They must

decide which of the story characters was the

'naughtier or which story soiution is the fairer

and then'justify‘thgir‘decision, For exampieg "Is
tﬁe child who broke 14 cups haughtier than the
child who broke i'.cup?”.' The alternatiVes_ are
predetermined. Those researéhefsv (Balinn and
Baldwin 127¢ ) who have examinéd" cﬁildrens'
réasbning 0i prosocial behévior have‘ examined

criteria used in identifying actions as "kind" or . .
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"'nice".

In early literature‘ it is stated that 'youngl
children base their jndgment more on consequences
than intent information (Piaget 1932). Theée two
kinds of information are'pfeéentéd in the same
ordern - thaf is, - 'intent is follnwed b&
consequence. The order is never ‘ reversed.
Feldman, Klossons, Paréons and. Runle (1976)
.hypbthesized thaf becauée tnese two kinds of -
information are .presented, in the  same ’ordér_
findings that appear fo ~ support
consequence~oriented morality‘ really support a 
recency effect of presentation. They found fhat
order of presentation_infiuenced the chiidfen;s
moral _judgménts; Hnwever memory data. collected
indicafqd that the pattern of vforgéttingv
consequence or intent when presented IEEEE was

also a contributory factor.

The significance . of  the éarlier—mentioned
aséumptions of mutual understanding of values
;éctions and words Lis highlighted‘ by Nuééi. and
Turiel (1968) and . Turiel (1978)5 They‘questibn-

whether the lack of moral understanding'per se 1is
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a function of the experimental situation. Young
children are required to articulate reasons for
their moral decisions (Shewder 1982). This lack

of ability to verbalize is further enlarged in

that children and adults in most cultures are not

good>in_giving reasons for moral actions. They

conclude by wondering whether this inability is

" the underlying reason for unequal distribution of

moral feelings across cultures and age groups.

Kohlberg orientation

In .comparison ,Kohlberg‘s' stérieé_ contain a
cdnflict between two orimore moral dilémmas; for_
example,-tﬁe Heinz story requires the s@bject to
decide whether a'poog man is'right to steal a
drug which is .needed .to‘ save the life of his

wife. The subject must explain his reasoning for

the decision. Those researchers using _’theA

Kohlberg paradigm look at reasoning‘énd judgments-

given for moral courses of action.

Kohlberg's = moral dilemmas ~are set ' in a

prohibition-oriented context. Rules, . laws,
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punishments and institutionalized regulatioﬁs are
the salient features of the dilemmas. Although
thé dilemma of the Kohlberg stories does permit
prosocial behavior it would entail-the'breaking
of a law or  transgressing  authority.
Eisenbefg~Behg (1982) doés not consider that
these s#ories tap 'prosopial  mofal reasoning.
Personal mQral'feasonihg in a pfbsocial_contexf
may only involve a cost .to,.thé .actdr himself.
Prosocial behavior Adoes‘ .not always entail

breaking the law or violating rules.

Rule, Nesdale and McAro (1974).found that 5-year
old Childrén condemned an intentional harﬁfdoing
‘act lg§§ Qhen it Qas for_"prosoéiél"‘rather than
"hostile" feaéons. A child' wés judged lg§§:
naughty if she hit somebody in order to fegain
cahdy fo.return to "whomever lost it" than if it -
wéréjto make the recipient "feel bad" (Darley,
Klossén énd Zénna 1978). it.seems_apparent that .
even. young cﬁildren. use a 'wide-fvariety - of.
information and consider mitigating factbrs.
vNegétive conSeduencesvfor actions were expectéd'

to influence moral decisions. Krebs and Kbhlberg 
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(1973) speculated that if a_pérson is réquiféd.to
hake a great personal sacrifiée thén his behavibhl
hay not be altruistic (prosocial).'lh support of.
fhis_speCulation a study.cbnducted by Gerson and 
bDamon (1978) féund fhat‘yoﬁng children'exposed\fo
the loss of "real" candy compared with "pretend"
candy were'lg§§ fair in sharing candy bafé. Théy
further speculated that thosevpersoné'using the
lower_ levels of 'morél: reésoning areb:able té
rationalize self—intérest ‘more 'thénv those who
make use  of higher .levels or méfal réaééning.
This was confirmed. by Ruthford and Mussen (1968)
‘when a"generéus‘ group of 4-year old boys were
found to:be leés éémpetitive, less aggressiVe_and 

more kind than a nbn—generdus group'of children.

~Trainer (1973) cdnducted.a study (unpublishéd),tob
attempt to assess the value of references to
- prihciples for claésifying moral_ th;ughf.‘nfhe
study comprised the ‘eliciting of statemenfs‘(322
- from.'SO individualé). 141 Statements were
uﬁrelatea to any of the GStages“ in that they’i
 were eifher unintelligible,_kor 'éxpressed. ﬁo
undeflying prinéipie other than a réligious oae.

He  further questions that'Kohlbérg's_cohclUsions



~are direct reports - of moral thdught vfrbm
empirical.data. Fér example Kohlberg (1969: 386)
states .that‘ on ‘average 50% of a childs moral .
judgement . fits -into a singlé .stage. qu
~individual profiles are'printed. One isvbimodal
and thé other has approximately equal frequengies_
of responses at fouf.of the six sféges.(Kohlberg.-
1958: 200 unpublished). Furthervconfirmation is
offered by Haan; Smith and Block (1968) who”found'
that only 54% of their subjects would'be aséignedb

to one or other of the pure moral types.

In view of this observation it was élso decided
withiﬁ this study‘to examine the.modal‘responses
of the .subjects to' see whether the responses
"confirmed Kohlberg (1969) statement of aominaﬁce

of a modal response.

Relationship of cdgnitive development - to moral

development

Children develop cognitive structures for coping with
physical, social and moral issues. Cognitive devélopment

is necessary but not a sufficient condition for moral
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development‘ (Kohlbérg 1969) . HOgén '(1975: 158)' states
: that moral .knowledge ’is‘ relatedv to the.iquality ‘and
variable social experiences of the child and also to his
ability to discover the rules‘of social.behavior.;This
implies : that moral knowledge is  a _vfunction | of

intelligence.

.In an attempt to test the hypothesised positive
relationship between- moral. and cognitive development,
some researchers have correlated performance in'IQ‘tests
with moral.stage scores. Several of these studies yield a
positive relationship between perfOrmance sn standardized

IQ tests and aspects ofimoral development; (Keasey 197l). ‘

Studiesi_are often criticized. because the concept of -
intelligence held by the developers of IQ tests differs
considerably ) from - pthat . held. | v.by'
cognitive—deVelopmentalists..(Gelfand and Hartmann l§79).-
The developers of IQ tests'view intellectualvdevelopment'
as’quantitative by nature.'It‘becomes difficult to argue
that - different amounts of intelligence rproduce
qualitatively different modes of moral reasoning._Keasey'
(19755 proposes that positive correlations:between tne IQ.
~and moral _reasoning do not ;'indicate a :'parallel.

development.vItvis possible that children with higher 1IQs
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move through the stages (Piaget's or Kohlberg's)'at a faster rate

than children ‘with average or below average IQs. He further

. maintains that this relationship implies that the IQ affects the

rate of moral development and

"not the underlying structures that.
give rise to qualitatively
different modes of moral. reasoning".

(Trainer 1973: 41)

Prosocial Moral Reasoning

Researchers intefested in prosocial behavior have generally
adapted Kohlberg's ~method . and presented hypothéticél horal

dilemmas in story form (Eisehberg—Berg 1977: Eisenbérg—Bergband

E Hand 1979: Mussen and Eisenberg-Berg 1977). Other researchers

have looked at .the childreh's 6wﬁ behaviof énd examined fhe
reaéOning behind it (Eisehbefg—Berg and Hand 1979: Déﬁon,1971:
Ugurel-Simon 195é) It w1ll be remembered that “the deflnltlon of
prosocial for this paper is that of Mussen and Elsenberg (1977)
'”aétions that.are intended to aid or benefit
. - other persdné or grogps of people without the
.acton's antiéiﬁation of eXtefnal rewéfds._Such

actions often entail some cost, self-sacrifice



or risk on the part of the actor". (p.7)

" Those researchers using Kohlberg's (1969) scheme of moral
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judgment have produced a greéter understanding " of children's

moral reasoning. Most = of . the ‘research .concerns
prohibition-oriented moral judgement. The Kohlberg dilemma
stories permit a choice of helping behavior but set in a context

of laws, rules, authorities and institutibnalized obligations

which by. the processes of internalization and socialization must

inevitably dominate the individuals reasoning about the conflict.

Few researchers have examined prosocial moral reasoning. One of:

the earliest studies is thaf of Ugurel-Simon (1952) who

researched childrens: (4 to 16-years of age) reasoning about_

their own sharing behavior of nuts-betweeﬁ himself or herself and

a peer.
The childrens' résponses were coded into 7 cétegories.
Egocentriém was the lowest category (mean age = 7-years 3

months): sociocentrism (obedience to moral ‘and religious 'rules

and customs (mean age = 9-years 2 months): awareness of social |

reaction (e.g. shame, mean age = 9-years 3 months) superficial
reciprocity (emphasis on quality: mean‘age = 9 years S_months)
deeper co—bperation and reciprocity (mean age = 1lO-years 5

months); ‘altruism (sympathy, scrifice; mean age = 10O-years 5

months): and justicé-(justice'and right demand equal Sharing;_

mean age = 10-years and 10 months). These categofies indicate the
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progress from egocentric selfish thought because of.a lack of
differentiation df the self towards the stage (approximately 10%
;years) where the child is emphasing mainﬁaining relationships
and helping, motivated by empathy or justice. Although there ié
an absence of authority and puﬁishmént reasoning there is. a
similarity .to the sequenceé of. the - Kohlberg development.

(Eisenberg 1982).

A study by Dreman .and Greenbaum (1973) examined kindergarten
'children's reasoning regarding their own sharing behavior. fheir;
responses weré'coded into four categOries: reciprocity; the child
shares because of servicés rendered or a possibility of future
services: 'in group; ‘the donor feels obligated to Hhelp peoﬁle
because of friendship ties or to return past favours: social
' resbonsibility ;v social norms obligate the behéfactor, and
finaily altruism or empathy; the'giver wantS'the recipient to be
happy.Résults indicated an increase iﬁ candy-sharing acfoss the
categories from reciprocity to alfruism. The higﬁest frequency of

~responses’ was categorised as norm-directed.

These results weré not supporfed_by those of Eisenberg—Berg and
_Hénd (1979) where the majority of fesponses was categorized ih
the 'needs—orientedﬂ and ihedonistic' cafegories. A highér
incidence of ﬂshafing behavior (prosocial) ‘was .assoéiated ‘with

- more use of the higher levels of reasoning for that behavior.
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This finding'is ¢omparabie with that of Bar-Tal, Raviv and Leiser
(1980). Children who shared candy without the promise of a reward
or = adult-pressure usedrmore mature reasoning than thbse whé
shared when a reward was promised or asked to share the candyl»
Other résearchérs who have examined the non-prohibition‘éspécfs”
of moral judgment include Damon (1977) Wﬁo investigated the
develobment' of byoung childreﬁs- conceptions of justice. He
designed a series-éf games and stories that test fér justice in
preschool children‘and proposéd a stage modélvlabeled'tq hatch
the.existing Kohlberg model. Justice 1is a heans of,resdlving.

conflicting claims between persons.

_Théré afe three stages. Each sfage consists of a set-of values,
standards and beliefs enabliﬁg the child to fesélye particular
'moral problems. |
_Justice:stage O (zero) = the brobiem'is what the child wants anad
how»bestfté get it. | | ”
‘Stage 1 (one) = the problem is others make demands,'élaim'rights
' and the self mﬁst_recognize tﬁese claims. .

Stage 2 (two) = the problem.bécéme_the fesolution of coﬁflicting
.althdugh justifiable inferpretations concerning the righfé énd

claims of the self and others'(Selman and Damon 1975) .

Each_Stage is integrating riew social conceptions with the childs'

justice reasoning.
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Selman (1975) examined interpersonal moral reasoning and proposed
an ordered sequence of social' perspective-taking describing a
form or reasoning about_the relationship of the seif—perspective

on social events to that of others.

A series of studies have examined pre-school children's prosocial
moral reasoning (Eisenberg—Berg and Hand 1979:‘Eieenbefg—Berg and
Neal 1981: Eisenberg-Berg and Roth 1980); Individual infefviews
in which the child- is read_etories (usually 3 or 4). Eacn story
contains a dilemma in which tnevneeds of an individual or a. group
~conflict with those of another. Whithin the story context‘the
ro;es of authority, laws and punishment are minimized. 'The

responses are coded into categories (see 6.2.1).

The majority of responSes were coded in the categories; Reeponses
in the authority and punishment category were few.v It will oe
remembered that Kohlberg (1969) has stated tais type of response
_dominates prohibifion—oreinted reasoning in young 'ohildren.
Stereo;typicv reasoning isvialso used. in the Eisenberg-Berg and
‘Hand (1979) study. It appears to emerge earlier in prosocial than
prohibition-oriented reasoning. Prosocial reasoning is apparently_
‘more advanced than orohibitiOn;orienteo reasoning; This wae
further supported in a study by Higgs (1975).'Prohibitions were
introduced into prosocial issues ’(with adult subjectsi " and

reSults. did not find any advancement of the prosocial moral
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reasoning. (Eisenberg 1982).

Development trends in children's reasoning can be identified_but

there are still differences at given age levels. Factors to be

considered include personality and socialization experiences,
/

including opportunities for role-taking, empathy and ‘cognitive

development.

Relationship between Moral Reasoning and Prosocial Behavior

Behaviors which are mostly associated with morality are kindness,
helping one's fellow-man in his needs, sharing resources with
those_:léss foftunatg and refraining from hﬁrting others both
physically and emotionally. But it is notva direcf and simple
relationship; The cqnfribuﬁion éf such variables as fhe type of
._relationShips:between the heipér and the.recipient: deservedness
~of help; the urgency of thé others ﬁeéds; the cost-benefit ratip.'
betweén,the recipient and.the'helper; the'cbﬁflict of altruism
.wifh other moral consi&erations, for exémple; responsibilities,
social expectatiéns and obedience,‘ mérality pf co-operation,

helping and sharing. There may also be age-developmental changes.

Mussen (1977) studied the degree of chgruénce ‘between what

children say ‘about hélping others and their own helping



71

behaviors. Children's views were gathered on such questions as,
"what people do you'help?",-”Which are the people you do or do

not need to help?".

The childre:'é actual behavior consistéd of their helping or not
helping a classmate, who had been assigned a task of moving a
pile of‘ books from one table to another. Of the kindergarten
age-group, 100% helped their clasémates. Almost all (percentage
not given) said that they helped at home and should help their.
family members. 93% said that there is no one tﬁat they need not.
help. Eleventh gradérs.said they mostly help in school and should
help everyone. But 73% also said that it 1is wrong or hot.
necessary to help certain people; fér example: thqse who do not
.ask; those who are too proud; persons who can help themselves or
those‘wﬁo do not help others (Blasi 1980). The study did not
includeraSSessmént of the moral reasoning of the:children. Blasi
(1980) considers the parallellism that the author tries to
establish betweeh the findings and develdpmentai theorieé of

moral judgement as superficial. 

Studies were'conducted by Rubin and Schneider (1973) in which
_candy—shéring with poor chilaren and helping a younger .child
complete a tésk Qas the.altruistic measure and the measure of
moral jﬁdgment was Lee's stories. (Dilemha stories, three.

authority versusblaltruism and three peers versus altruism).
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Responsés which wefe COdéd -info Léé's five. levels - of"horai
judgmgnt showed significantly 'positive 'relationshipé betWeén
mofal judgment and sharing. Pésitive rélationships, were also
found in a study by Levin and Bekerman—Greenberg_(1980) between
level of reaéoniﬁg and shéring behavior, and Dreman andAGreeﬁbaum
(1973) . between vleveL ofblreaéoning and shéfing 'behévior:

(Eisenberg 1982).

Measures of moral reasoning may be grouped according to their
degree of generality. At one extreme there is reasoning about the
specific behavior elicited by the experimental task; for example,

sharing. At its pdlar opposite there is an attemnt to assess the

basic. structure of moral cognition; for example, the Kohlberg

scale} the Eisenberg-Berg scale. In the middle there are attempts
to assess reasoning cdnéerning positive justice; for example,

distributive justice. (Damon 1977).

Teacher Ratingé

The teacher ratings on the relationéhips _Qf children between
behavior and moral reasoning refer either to specific behaviors

or to hébitual actions of real life. (Santrock 1975: Damon 1977).

‘AlthOugh there are the advantages of generality and relevance,

'bias of the "halo" effect, and social visibility may distort the
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Damon (1977) in a study in which teacher ratings were leadership,
sensitivity, humour, gregériousness, friendliness and generosity;
found sighificant positive relationships between'real—iife moral
judgment and the teacher—rétings, and also between hypothetical
moral judgment and friendliness. There were no significant
relatiOnships between hypothetical moral judgmeﬁt and the other
teacher ratings. Tﬂe measures were two hypothetical dilemmas.
Santrock (1975) in a study using three moral dilemmas of Kohlberg

and teacher ratings of social conscience, gociél deviafion and

sociability did not fihd any significant relatiqnships;

‘A study by'thlberg {1958) ‘with behavioral measures of ébedignce,

'éffort, strength of conscience ahd fair mindedness, and the moral
judgment meésures ~of the Kchlbérg moral dilemmas, fouhd a
significant positivev réaltionship betweer tﬁe mdrall Jjudgment
score-.and fhe stfength of consciousness. Hé»”alsé found a
significant poéiﬁwe relationship between moral judgment and
‘fairmindedness, ‘but nonésignificant‘ frelationshipé between .

obedience and moral judgment and effort and moral Jjudgment.

Blasi (1980) questibns the appropriaténess of the selection of
certain . of the aforementionéd behaviors. 'The behaviors of

sociabiiity or friendliness selected as moral and related to
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understanding of vmorality_ - may be.. nartv of perspnaiity
characseristics.' 'They . are ndn»éognitive ~and ' perhaps,e
non-developmentei. To what extent does a natural tendency to
friendliness affect the development of moral reeSOning and
chenges in general behavior? Conversley, behavior of friendliness
and sociability may be develepmental 'in nature ‘and depend . on

cognitive'and affective components.of personality restructuring.
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CHAPTER FOUR

SOCIAL MATURITY

A child's social development requires constant change and adjustment in
his behavioral patterns. His social behavior determines the degree- of
satisfaction that he will acquire both from a physical and social

standpoint.
- Social maturity is defined as:
"the requisite for harmonious adjustment

within even the most primitive of cultures"

- (Thompson 1962: 460).
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Social acceptability to others becomes an important goal and motivates
thg devéloping child increasiﬁgly towards the acquisition of new social
skills,"attitudes and patterns of behavior. The socially ' immature
individual has little chanée of satisfying either'his social or physical
needs.in ah accebtable manner. Therefore social maturity in children is
a sought after goa1 by all parénts, teachers and those involved in child

caré.
Baumrind (1980) encapsulates these aims of socialization

"...as an adult initiated process by
which developing chilaren through in-
sight, training and imitation acquire
the habits éhd values congruent with

adaptation to their culture'.. (640).

4.1 Classification.

There is no overali theory of social ‘develdpment. as sgch but
vrather a series of social behavior ciassificafions.which divide
 social maturity' into developmental stages. An example is the

theorist Feldmén‘ (1941), H¢ has proposed. a 'four—stage
. classification. Firstly_e‘"domestication” which marks the.child's

v

'Vinféncy period ‘and is chara¢teri2ed by total dependence by the
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child upon his parents: secondly the'"parting of the generations"

which is the school going pefiod characterized by the child's
awareness of social acceptability and béhaviorai adapta£ion to-
his ‘peebs.' There 1is a general broadening' of his sociéi
activities. Thirdly there :is .the period of' ”quasi—adulfﬁood”“
which is the adolespent'Stage ana marked by both childish and
mature social behavior. This is a testing tiﬁé before adulthood
where the mature pefsdn is aécepted by society and - hés
internalized social norms valuesfand responsibilities¢ (Thompson

1962).

Piaget (1832) has also proposed a classificatory vapproach to

social behavior. It consists of two - stages, firstly the

'egocentric stage which is predominant up to the agé of

approximately seven years. It is characterized by an inability to
follow rules and to consider others. This is followed secondly by
the "social" stage. The child develops an awareness of others and

is able to adopt his behavior accordingly.

In view of the vastness of the area of social'development it 1is

'proposed to examine major studies of social maturity (social

" competence) with particular reference to. the areas of impulsivity

— reflectivity and self-control.
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Baumrind's 1971 Study

One of the major researchers in the areé of social maturity is
Baumrind (1969: 1971: 1979: 1980). She defines social maturity as
"instrumental competence" which is

."...beﬁavibr that is socially respon-

sible and independent. Behavior whiph is

friendly rathef than hostile to peers, co-

operative rather than resistive with adults,

achievement rather than non-achievement orien-

ted, dominant rather than aimless."

Attention is also drawn to the possible survival value that these

attributes have for the individual in any subculture or society.

There are two dimensions of ihstpumental competence, firstly

responsibility versus irresponsibility which  included the
subdimensions of (a) achievement oriented Versuslnot~achievément

oriented,

(b) friendly versus hostile behavior towards

peers and

(¢c) co-operative versus resistive behavior

towards adults.
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The children of parents who were authoritative and relatively
conforming tended to be more friendly, co-operative and
.achievement oriented (that is more socio-responsible) than those

parents who were authoritarian or permissive.

Thé authoritative parents who preached and practised proSocial
behaﬁior‘ had children who were significantly more responsible
than authoritarian parents who gglz préached proéociél behavior,
but in practise were more concerned with‘their_bwn welfare and
needs. They did not model prosocial behavior. This has Been
confirmed empirically Bryan and vWalbgckH%&(Krebs 1970).
Non-conforming individualistic parents who were themselves gentle
and reéponsive to‘their children's needs even 3f the cost.of
their own and modeled pfosocial behavior but did not preach it
élso had children who were 'socially reéponsible. Pafents who
'éupervised their children closeiy who deménded obedience,'
' pefsonal neatness and required that they share _iﬁ héusehold
responsibilites had chiidreﬁ with responsible behavior patterné

"rather than rebellious ones.

Thoser children of authoritérianv 'parents compared with
aufhoritative parents areblowvinAsociaily responsible behaviors.A
Sfaub (1975) confirms that pafental foéus on responsibility leads
“to prosocial behévior. fémily duties, fof example, caring for

younger'siblings, having specific tasks, can lead to the natural
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reéponse pf choice-sharing with others.‘ This is cohfirmed by
'Whiting_aﬁd Whiting‘(i960) in a cross—cultural study. Findings
showed that children with responsibilities in the maintenance of
the running of the family exibited helping actions. more_ than
those children in cultures wheré few demandsvof resbongibility
werevmade. Parents who verbally.focus reéponsibility onvthe child
" and exercise control ennging that the child participates ih
_respohsible. actions are reinfércing the learning of a social.
norm. Itvis expected that people help others. It is an obligatioh
tQ do so, énd it is_éccompahined by rewardé for compiying or
punishment for not.helping. Children may also '"internalize" this
' valu¢ as a function of thé responsibility Eemands of the pérehts.
»In' fhis manner .then vself—?efbalization of ’bastb.parental'
stétements accémpanied by positive. affect from the ~actual -
prosocial behéviof'may'éct as a powerful reinforcer. The parent
' is constantly teaching ahd giving information. Baumfiﬁd'(1969).
proposes that: the. authoritarian pareht does - not  practice
.induction. ‘This suppofts Hoffman's (1970) proposal tﬁat':the
vcognitive dimension. which is neéessary ~for ‘the éhild‘ to
generalise from one situation to anofhér is missing ana therefore

he does not benefit from it as a learning experience.

The 'secdnd dimension of inStrumental competence is thét‘ of

independent versus = suggestible behavior. It. includes ' the

sub-dimensions of':
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(a) domineering versus tractable behavior,
(b) dominance versus subnission,
(c) purposive versus aimless activity,

(d) independence versus suggestibility.

The non-conforming and authoritatiye parents, had the host. 
dominaht and purposive childreﬁ. These parents set high standards
of exéellence providing an intellectual atmosphere and demanding
high étandafds of education from thevéhild. They brovide;a more
enriched environment, possibly with encouragement in the
development of wverbal skills and reading whirh increases the

. child's selfrespect and independence functioning.

Authoritarian control or permissive non-cont;olling ﬁarents
affect the child similafly in as chh, thatkboth types prdfect
' him'from interaqtion with others. The chiid is undersfimulated,
few demands are made upon hiﬁ,‘and he therefore gains littie
Rnowledge and experience. Ovér—protective parents shield children
from streés‘and overvstimulation. This applies'particularly to
'_girls. Their development of  assertiveness and frustration
‘télerance is 1inhibited. Demanding and non-protective parents
.expose their children fo physical; social, énd ‘intelléctual
idemands>allowing the child to extricate ﬁimself frqm‘Streséfuil

situations.
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Parental willingness t0 rescue children from - stressfull
situations inhibits their developing self-mastery, and at the
same time parental anxiety concerning the stress may increase the .

childs anxiety.

Crandall, Dewey, Katkovsky and Prestoﬁ (1964) state thaﬁ mothers
of acbieving girls were relativély non—ﬁurturant. Baﬁmrlnd and
Black 1967 (Baumrind 1972) found paternal punitiveness tp be
associated - with independence in girls: High ‘achieQement
motivation is faéilitated both byvhigh matefnal warmth wheﬁ'the
chiid pleased the pargﬁt, and high maternal ‘hostility gnd
rejection when the.child was,dispieasing the parent. (Rosen and
D'Andrade 1959) (in Baumrind 1972). |
Those permissive parents who made no demands upoﬁ their children
regarding good behéviorv or .sélfhelﬁ; ‘did not make‘ use.‘of
influeﬁce or reinforcement.in ény‘way'thus avoiding confrontation
.when'a child was naught&, had‘sons_ﬁho lacked achievemént and did
not behave prosociallyf.
Béumrind furfher nofes the mofe meaningful interprétation of
looking at patterng_of parental vériables rather than fhe effeéts

of single parental characteristics.

An awareness of the ''general system approach" towards'families is.
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indicated by awarehess_of the change in the parental péttern of
child rearing influenced by the macro social system.'A sihgle
parental characteristic may alter a pattern of variables of which

it is a part.

Sociai Class Differences

Through an intricate system of selective rewards and punishment

parents teach their children the response values - and beliefs

appropriafe for their own social class. Evidence- (Bayley and
Schaefer 1960) reveals that middle-class mothers are moreA
affectionate énd less pdnitive.thah lower.class mothers. A repoft'
by Davis and Havighurst 1946 (Deutsch 1973) sfated that

lower-class mothers were more permissive. in child rearing .

techniques than middle-class mothers. Results of Sears, Maccoby

and Levin (1957) supported the opposite, namely that middle-class
mothers were more permissive than ‘lQWer~class ‘mothers."In

consideration of the ten year gap of the collection of the data

Bronfenbrenner (1958) concluded that;both studies were valid, and
that the child rearing practices of the groupsf‘had changed.

‘Chilman 1973 (Caldwell and Riccuti 1973) considers that the

powerlessness of the lower socio-economic classes clearly affects

the development of a sense of competence.
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Chilman continues that Smith (1968) emphasiéed'the need for thé
individﬁal senSe.of‘ competenéé perceiving himsélf‘ as being inv
cohtrol with a sense 6f responsibility. It reinforces his belief
thatvhe can interact with_society in a successful_ménner. However
the social structure affects the iﬁdividual's personal sensé of
competencé.’The three major components of the social structuré
which.influenée the beiief‘in'persohal compétence are opporfunity
(which gives-hopé) power and respect. The interaction bétwéen
these three is particularly noteworthy. ?ower can.win respect.and

follow up opportunities.

Empirical Confirmation °

Avstudy by.Bar—Tél, Raviv and Leiser (1980f ié.whichAchiidrén va
bkindér—garten‘ and second and.-foﬁrth' graders 'wefe put- intq
situétioné'whére they had'an opportunity to Sharé, supborted_the'
_hybbthesis.that heiping'behavior‘(candyvsharing) develops with
age. ‘The qlder the ghildren, the more they shared unaef the
‘altruistic aﬁdv normative éQndition.» (A compliance with social
demands to géin social approval). The youngér the children, the
greater the number who shared under the éondition_of compliance
(carriés out tﬁé helpidg acf only to comply with thé requesf or
éommaﬁd 6f authoritj with the promise of a specific reward in:

return fof the'shafing). The-greatest'number in allvthree'age
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groups shared under the conditien.ef compliance. The researchers
"proposed that children of these ages tend not to initiate_helping
acts in.unfamiliar situations when they are.unéure of what is
expecfed. This is further ‘supported by Staub '(1970). Results
indicated that children whe have learned rules of appropriate
social behaviof_ may be inhibited frem helping' in unfamiliar
environments because of fear of disaproval ofv inappropriafe
behaviof. The conditions of cognitive;' sociai .perspective and
'vmoral_orientations are necessary but not sufficient. The children.‘
must also 1earn.to but these eonditions into operation; Young

children have less social competence than older childrén'and'they

have fewer resources upon which to call.

Peterson (1982) confirms = that “ability to perceive helé by
first-grade and sixth gradevchildren may be associated»mere with -
social experience (competence) ih helping, bu%t with pre-schoolers

their perspective taking ability is an essential for helping;

A fufther étudy by Harris, Mﬁssen and Rutherford'(l976) looked at
‘thebrelatiohships betweeh cogﬁiﬁive, beﬁavioral and_personelity
yariebles, aﬁd maturity of mofal judgment in lOZbyear old boyé.
They ,found a significant relationship :between level of moral
jedgmeht and maturity of moral'behavier; results_also suggeéted
an ‘asseciation between moral ﬁaturity and social adjustment.

.Unfortunately the researchers provide no information about the
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factors underlying and'accounting for these relationships.tThe
boys who made relatively advanced moral judgments tended to be
self-assured and confideht in the areas of social relationships

with peers.

Andersonf(1949) introdﬁced the~conée§t of '"social visibility". As
a_'reéult of competencies_ a child. ié percieved as being more
“socially visibie". This is:-particuiarly relevant in child
interactions where bne child may be better able'to direét these
skills towards the ongoing prOcess1of the group. (Clifford 1963).
Ratings . by participéﬁt observers of = prosocial béhavibr_ of
children may be distorted due to social visﬁhility of the child,

‘contributing to bias and the halo effect.

The Harvard Preschool Project

White, Kaban and Aftanucci“ (1979) conducted a étudy on the
development of competence during the 1st 6 years 6f lifé of'tﬁe
children of 60 families. The pufpose_of_this Preschool Project
was to struétufe a Scheme of experiences (interventionvprogramme)
during this deveiopmenfal period to _maximiée 'thé‘ child's

" potential for competence by a pafént training programme;

The data collected was both of -a quantitative nature; obtained by -
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a broad battery of tests, and a qualitative natgre; by means of
home visifs and observations of child rearing practices. Onevof
thg aims "of this study Qas to highlight a. critical. period Qf
development of competence. A pilot study showed a criticél period

of a "falling off" of aevelopment in the 8 - 36 month period.

These researchers found that a close social relationship shortly
after the 1st birthday charactefised thbse children with optimal

'development}

This finding was fufther supported .by Ainsworth, Salter and
‘Whiting (l967)» supporting the significance of contingent_'and
.nonécohtingént stimhlation. An environment that is responsive to
emerging behaviof " and skills is necéssary for adequate
development. The child requires a degree of feedback in_Social
‘vinteréction for the deVelopﬁent of a generalized belief in his

ability to control his social environment.

White et el (1979) identify individual social experiehées;

firstly - procuring the services of another. This apﬁlies to
siﬁuations in which the child uses the adult as a resource or
 todl for help in order to "achieve a desired goal.'The second -

major social task is the attempt by the child to gain attention.

" The child-who is attended to by responsive caretakers has' less

need to dévelop attenfion—getting .skills. A ghild cannot - have
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many of these experiences if he is hot'ngar an adult fairly often
during the day, nor would he have much of these experiences if
responses were not forthcoming in his attempts to achieve social

contracts.

These researchers identified non4social e*perienées as those in
which the child is not trying to create an effect.on aﬁothef
person; for example, gaining information tﬁropgh vision or éteady
'staring..They conclude_that possibly fhe tendencyvof_thevpérent.
to instruct ﬁhe chiidi'to talk about fhings’seen and'attfacting
tﬁe’ child's = attention infiuence the ~frequency = of stafing.
Language experiences such as live language directed>towards the
child ié ﬁbst strongly aésociated with optimal develppﬁent; i.e.
later intellectusl,. ‘lingﬁistic, and social achievementh Live
language of the.éhild's éﬁrrent topic of interest pléys é key
réle in his developing séciél skills, achievement of language
facility, and higher mental - aﬁilifies. Speaking  to children
© whilst trying to redirect their attention is less uéeful thén
idéntifyipg the ihterest of that momént. Languagevdévelopmént isv
basic to soqializatiod. True’language 1eafning begins at (5 - 8
months. It makes rapid progress.and_is dependent on-input from

others.
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‘fCuriosity development is present in_all, but a few children. It
is preeent in great quentities at 7 - 8 months th can be
diminished by 3 years. The concentration of.curiosity, interest,
~and eXplofation by the cﬁild on the primary caretaker reinforces

the need for close proximity to that caretaker.

Restriction of locomotor efforts was associated with Zthose-
children doing the leasf well 1in social competence;. These
inndings support those of Baldwin (1954) that parental iﬁduigence
produces relatively inactive children'characteriéed by pﬁysical
apbrehension and lacK of skill ih muscle activies. Chiidren who
were regularly confined to play—pens‘or cots for 1long periods
became bored. These children were ‘'passing time" and were
thefefore unable to satisfy theif'euriosity and'pfaetise newly
emergingrséills. The child of 12 - 15 months with high ''passing
time”vekperience resulted in.a less'intereeted child of 18 - él
months with less exploratory enthusiasm eecausei of eerlier‘

restrictions.

They concluded that the four areas of risk between 8 and 24
months of age were, language development, curiosity ‘development,
social skills and attachment deveiopment, and development of the

roots of intelligence.
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Adaptation to social realities ..

Through socialization processés the  child must accommodate both to
natﬁral'realities — those which affect his health and general care
and safety, and to social realities which are more abstract. These -

include . scarcity of resources, reciprocity an indeterminancy.

" (Baumrind 1980).

Sqarcity of reséurces: fequifes adaptation by ail persohs .from
birth. The needs'of the.infaﬁt aré'not alQéys instantiy satisfied
whefher | they be nurturant or attentive caretaking. With
deVelopmept the child's own performance will influence his abilify

to draw on the resources of the care-takers.

" The Principle of reciprocity is an all subsuming norm which’

governs familial reiations aé muéh.as social relations. Within a
recibrocal and iﬁféracting' system‘ such'vas the famiiy,- fhe
individual‘s(responses stimﬁlate the interactive'syStemvof chial
eXchange‘and at the same time maintain the'balanée‘pf the acting

membérs rights and duties. Individual actions produce the social

~conditions which then influence his own and others - future

behavior.

A study by Baumrind (1971) concluded that authoritative' parents

see' the changing balance between the' rights of parents and



91

children as a function of the developing maturity of the child. It
is also an expression of the norms of reciprocity which they
desire the children to ultimately adopt,‘ -~ and by which they

 themselves operate.

anversley, authoritarian parents ‘viéw children as having few
rights; but having responsibilities éimilar to those of adults;
"whereés permissive parents view their cﬁildrén with rights simiiar
to édults but with few responsibilities. Tﬁe underlying horm of”
reciprocity influences the mutual exchange of gratification and
also facilitates the'development of.moral actipn in the ﬁaturing

child.

Indeterminancy and imperfections however, exist in all systems'and

the balance must inevitably be affected. The ability to'foletake
which - develops with 1its other-orientation and a developing
~ego-resilience help to compensate'for the imperfections in the

family and wider social system.

4.7 Significance of female/malée nurturance

The father is looked upbn as a sﬁbportive‘figure rather than
~a primary care-taker. The function of the father is to

intrdduce_the horms of society into the family_and to loosen
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the»débendency ties of thevcﬁildfen S | jﬁith o

the mother.v(Parson'1951:'Biller'1975). The afféctionbénd
.love of the'mqther is undemanding_énd gnconditionél. Studieé.
by Gilligan (1977) and Holsteiﬁ (1976) report éex—related" 
differences in thé'deﬁelopmentvof moral judgment; Mothers
'compared with fafhers are less advanced on Kohlberg‘s‘mofal
judgment écaléf(Baumrind 1980): It‘is proposed that méleS"
- focus more on issues.such as justice and rights,vcompared_

with females, who favour issues such as compassion and love.

Béumriﬁd (1979) noted that yéung.girls of 4 and 9 years are
prosocial; more'friendly, co—bpefative and Selffcontrolled;
fhah young boys of the same age. Altﬁdugh still'dependent,'
boys identify'with thé rolé 6f é man. This is_intérbréted»as
é posturing mbfe_ than  a 'genuiﬁe introjgction of male
'charactefistics;. They 'cbhstantly require reéSsurahcé ‘ffom
maternal FSufrégafes Jconcerning the efficiéncy of: their’
‘performance. It is fﬁrthe:more proposed that'thérideal of -
prolonged unconditibnél maternal ler is a male—perpétuatéd
m&fﬁ which reinférces'girls (not_boyé) to fémain contented :
within the supportive_and‘non-challenging_home.environment.'
In cdnfirmation bf this.Baumrind states that iﬁdépendénte
_1and intellechal gChigvément of the girlé are fgcilitated'by

'_péredtal demandinghess;
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Dinnerstein (1977) and Chodorow (1978) further Statevthat as
males and females are neared predominantly by females, the.
family structure 'reinfofces the subordinate position of

females. Boys conversely reject and'suppress feminihe'type

'qualities and idealize male characteristics of the father:

(Baumrind 1980).

Impulsivity — Reflectivity

The syndrome impuisivity-reflectivity is considered to be ‘a .
type of cognitive style, a rm™anner in which: éognitive

functions are carried out (Hetherington and Parke 1979) and

of significance in prosocial behavior. = B

Children show consistent individual differences 'in ways of

processing, perceiving and remembering information which may

éhange with age. Their cognitive_style may be related to .

differences in personality, attention, . motivation or

cognitive organization.

Particular situations where there is response uncértainty -

méy elicit a slow, accurate, careful responSe-(reflective)

or a more rapid response with many errors (implusive).

Although réflectivity increases with age,; ‘individual
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differences are still present at all agé'grOups.

. Studies (Drake 1970) McCluskey and Wrigﬁt (1975) usihg'the
Matéhing Familiar'FigUres'Testvindicaté that. "reflectives"
are more- systématié_ and céreful ih checking the sihglef
stimulus figure and thé_ é—item stimulus array  then-
"iﬁpulsivés". Eye mévemeﬁts between. the .two stimuli are
fewer and they tht examining some Qf the array pictures
before reéponding. Although - this appears _td_ have
ramifications fof all types of testing the superiority of
strategies may depend upon»the nature ofithé'task.:
Zelﬁiker‘and Jeffrey (;976) concluded thaf wﬁere the change
‘to be detected was 1inside the picture requiring' aH.mqre '
detailed'scaﬁnihg;'}eflective“childfeﬁ made fewer érfofé.
Where the éhahge was on‘ﬁhe edge or cénfour ahl "impulsive”

child wouid détect it.

From eérly childhood into therschooi—aged yeérS there is a
fairly stéady decline in impuisivity. Training methods
(Ridbérg; Pafke and Heatherington‘197l) of demonstration of-
 reflective_scanﬁing strategies to impulsive children have

yielded conclusive results (Heatherington and Parke 1979). -
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Differences in social behavior are also recorded. "Impulsives" ére
more curious, exploratory and easily' distracted in play, than
"reflectives" who will play w%th toys.for a longer period after:
due consideration. "Impulsives'" are also inclined. to be more

socially responsive (Heatherington and Parke 1979).

Studies by Halvorsen and Waldrop (1970) and Chapman (1979) also
point out that parents of "impulsives" react with more negative5

commands and imperative control efforts, and less induction.

This dimension highlights the way in which parents and children
provide reinforcement to one another in the entire socialization

process.

Attentioﬁal' processes are of fundamental importance to human
behaviof.for they determine the information to be considered in
any form of interaction. Developmenﬁal‘differenées in‘childfen's
abilify to ighore irrelevant information whilst consideriﬁg that
which is significant can be responsible for the‘degree to which
irrelevant stimuli interfere with performance. Lane and Pearson
(See review 1982) propqse.that attention to rélevant information
increases with age whilst attention to irrelevant information
decreases. However, Odom (1982) , questions1this proposition as

most of the reésearch quoted in support of this statement comprised

giving subjects tasks in which assessment of salience was not
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given. The tasks 'consisted mainly of relational information.
Agé—gfoUps of subjécts in -thel tasks _differed .énd consequently
different percepfﬁal hierarchies existed. They could contribute
more to‘_change .in perceptual sensitivity than evaluation of

relevant information.

- Reflectivity - Self-control

It is fairly reaéonable to aséume that'prosoéial behavior reduires 
a degree of responsibility and self—confrol. With reference to the
prosocial definitioﬁ by Mussen and Eisenberg-ﬁerg_(1977)'whibh is
considered satisfactory_for this paper,'élemenfs of'self—control-'
and délay.of gratification aré'self—evidént. The ability to delay
gratification is a developmental phenomenon..With increasing age
children_are,able_to délay for.lohger periods. At about 5-6 yeérsl

of age theyvare able to utilize strategies aséisting,delay;>f0r

' example, covering the reward. Berkowitz (1982) and Maccoby  (1980)

consider the growth of reflectivity to pérallel that of increasing
delay of gratification. Maccoby (1980) further - proposes that
limitations in controlling. impulsivity. may Dbe caused by

deficiencies in devising optional strategies in problem-solving

1 e.g. delay of gratification.

Berkowitz interprets self-control as a process inhibiting
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impulsivity to allow for reflectivity. A study by Peterson (1982)
which offefed support for competence as a significant factor in
prosocial behavior of young children was interpretéd by Berkowitz

(1982) as rather more related to self-control.

Maccoby (1984) discﬁssed fwo fairly distinct yet _interrelated

patterns of  development. Firstly, _fémilies tend to stabilize -

around habitual patterns of interactions. The children's specific.

individual personality patterns are. supported.' Secondly, ‘child

development in a family is,zi powerful force 'requirihg constant
change of (increasingly mature) forms of interaction with one

another. Similarities are noted with Baumrind's (1980) principle’

"of reciprocity in which parents are receptive to and aware of a
child's needs and views. They are taken into account when parents

modify their own attempts to.influenée the child's behavior.

The uni-directional linear model of pafenteChild relationship is

seen  as béihg rejected by most researchers as impossible to

account . for the complex variations in human behavior. The

bi-directional model advocated by Bell (1968) is not considered

_"adequate as it does not deal with reciprocal causation within the

family system. The ‘relationship between parent and child -

inevitably changes during'the child's'deyelopment but'fhé chahgé

may depend ‘on the earlier history éf;that relationship-

’
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CHAPTER FIVE

'RATIONALE

In this chapter the rationale for the study will be discussed leading to

the formulation of specific hypotheses to be tested.
- 5.1 Purpdse

To attempt to account for differences in bthe . development of
_prosdcial moral reasoning in pre-school children on the basis
of differences in family functioning and social maturity: and

. to show whether these_differences are reflected in pfosocial.

behavior. .
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In this study the measurement of the following variables will be
undertaken; morai reasoning, patterns of family functioning,
prosocial.behavior and social maturity. Thé correlations will be
examined in ordér to determine what, if any relationships are.to

be found between these variables.

HYPOTHESES

That healthy types of family " functioning will foster more advanced

levels of moral reasoning.

That greater social’ maturity correlates with a more advanced moral

reasoning.

That the higher levels of moral reasoning are associated with increased

prosocial behavior.

- That healthy types of family functioning will foster greater. social

maturity.

_nThét healthy family functioning will'pfomote prosocial behavior.
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" ADDITIONAL STUDY

The levels Qf moral reasoning will be examined to determine whether any
relationships exist between the use of particular categories of moral
reasoning (Eisenberg 1979). The children's responses will also be

'examined in terms of a dominant modal response (Kohlberg 1969).

RATIONALE FOR RESEARCH STUDY

. 5.2 Moral Reasoning

Hiétdrically the development of moral reasbning has céncentrated
bupon.middle—childhood,.adolescenCe and adulthood. (See Kohlberg
1969). “Research at the pre—school  level is limited. Moral
deVelopment is that process of internalization of ceftain éocial
 and cultﬁral vaiués, as wéll' as certain 'personal or univergal
.vaiueérwhich do not apply to é specific social group or culture.
1Throughout'the'iiteratﬁrg moral Bevelopment'hasvmainly been resear-
chedvby Kohlberg or Piaget by.presentation of moral coﬁflict inv

_story form.

Kohlberg's moral dilemmas}'ére set in. a prohibition oriented’
context, that 1is, the choice of the prosociél “actions will
"tranSgréss institutionalized rules and laws. Subjects are. then

asked to "resolve the moral - conflict "and then explain. their
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reasoning. The stories contain issue$ which would only be
encountéred at the mbst mature poinf in deQelopment: for examble;
the Heinz stbry.concerning.a husband with a dying wife whose only
chance for survivai is a new drug which the chemist will only sell
at a high price. Heinz must. decide whéther.to stéai_the>drug or

allow his wife to die.

These dilemmas therefore . (Eisenberg-Berg 1982) do not tap
prosocial morai reasonihg wherein the child must decide whethef‘to
satisfy his own needs or desires or those of othefs in situationé
Qhere institutionalized moral norms are not the underpinnings of
_the choice. Personal moral»reasoniug in a prosécial confext seldom
involves breaking the law or violating the authorities. The cost
of the prosocial'behavidr maybbe personal to.the actof.himself;
for example,‘whether to assist_somebody'who has fallen and as a
consequence be late for a pad&. There are no formél obligafidns'or

external prohibitions operating.in this context.

Alfernatively the Piagetian_stories'study_the development of mofal
judgment’ by' presenting children "with two Stories involving
behavibr. The children were then asked to compare the sfories and
maké deciéions; for exampie{ whichbéf the story characters was
e haughtieh and which of the stdr& éolutions_wasbthe\fairer{_The
_sforiés therefore tap‘the‘ability éf the child to_dnderstand the

concepts of intention and consequence, - for example, is a child
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who broke 15 cups whilst helping hié mother ﬁaughtier thaﬁ a child
who broke 2 cups in a taﬁtrUm? The alternatives are predetermined'
in the céntext of the story. Researchers using the Piagetianvmodel
(Baldwin and Baldwin 1970) have alsé explained the_criteriavused

by individuals in the labeling of behavior as "kind" or '"nice"..

It was deqided to>research the_development.of moral reasoning in a
ﬁrosociél context in which the child‘is required to justify his
decision. Neither predetérmined alternatives nof institutionalized
moral norms enter into the propoééd stories. The stories_used to
examine the reasoning of the child for the prc&odél'choice 6f
action are those from fhe study nf Eisenberg-Berg and Hand (1979).

(A detailed description follows in Chapter 6).-

As all the research in the development of moral reasoning in a
prosocial context has been undertaken in America the researcher's
decision to undertake this area in the South African  milieu was

further reinforced.

' Prosocial Behavior

It appeafs that a simple relationship betwen moral judgment
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and behavior cannot be expected. Behavior may have a variety of
motives which reﬁuire different skillé, with variable costs and
benefits to the actor. Much of the inconsistency of results may
be as a result ofvéituational differences - the presence or
absence of an adult and the manner  in which the helping

behavior is elicited - Whether spontaneously or in response to

a request.

A Likert—fype rating scale was constructed for this research
(see appendix B). Two of the questions refer to. spontaneous
prosocial behavior and the remaining questions (2) refer to

verbalized concern. (See chaptef 6 for a detailed deécription).

Certain researchers (  Siegel 1982 ) who have examined-
reasoning concerning prohibition-oriented issues = (that is
related to authorities, laws, ‘rules’ -and punishment) and

behaviéf of a'.prosocial nature (that 1is giving, Shafing,‘
“helping etc.) have not found significant relationships Betweeﬁ
’them, because the area of‘reaSOning and the area of considered
behavior bothvdiffer'in content. That is, as différent moralv-

issues are at stake a lack of association may not necessarily

indicate a lack of relationship but rather a lack of
. A o .

association in  the type - of reasoning used  in _  the

prohibition-oriented situation compared with the prosocial'

oriented situation.
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Researcﬁers Dreman and Greenbaum (1973) Bar-Tal, Raviv and
Lester (1980) have fouhd positive relationships between
prosocial reasoning and pfosoéial.behaviof where the reasoning
‘reflécts an advanced 1level of 'judgment; This finding"is
 consistent with research within a Kohlberg prohibition-oriented
context (Kohlberg 1969{ Blasi 1980). It was decided therefore
to see whether thié relationship is confirmed with preschoqlv
children (ages_d%.— 5v) whose level of moral reasoning would

not be as advanced.

.Mﬁssen and Eisenberg (19775 define prosocial behaQiOr as
"actions that are intended to aid
or benefit othef persons or groups
of people withéut the actors
anticipation of eiternal rewards.
Such actions often entail some cdst;
self—sacrifiée‘or risk on. the bart‘of
the actor”. &.1/.

This definition is considered satisfactory and will be adhered _

to for the purpose of this thesis.
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Social Maturity

Researchers examining the concept of moral aevelopment haQe
seldom looked at relatibnships between social maturity,_faﬁilyv
functioning and prosocial behavior. Sosialization of the child
.and his gfowth towards social maturity reflect such,activities‘
as communication self-direction and social participation. They
all reflect increasing freedom from neea of assistance and

~ supervision by others.

It is expected that prosocial behavior would be refiected in
the degree of social competense. The Child's inability to look
after his own practical needsvin terms of  self~help besause of
~lack of opportunity may-indicafe a lack of responsiveness or
b’oppressiVeness. Those families with 2 working _ssrents. may .
retard the child.'s progress fhrough time pressures;bAt a given
ageﬁ level there .san be large individual differences  in a
child's feasoning: which may be due to the undsrpinnings- of ~

socialization experiences.

Differences in socialization resﬁlt in différing osportunities
'for‘role taking,'ipfluencing the child's feelings and'attitude.
towards peopls. The .development of characteristics such. as
empathic responding and the appeafance of'more ssphisticated

mbral'reasoning levels may be retarded or accelérated.
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It is probosed that.those children who are more advanced in
social‘maturity will also verbalize a more advanced . level of
reasoning and also behave more prosocially. Karniol (1982)
suggésts that awareness of néed in others is based on the
undgrstanding of  situations whiéh‘.in 'termé of parental
practices of éocialization emphasize the use bf various forms
of reinforcements; for example, approval and praise. Childfén

acquire self-regulatory skills and perform more helping acts.

Family functioning from a systems viewpoint

In recent yéars there has been a growing awareness of the

significahce of the relationship between children and parents

‘and the techniques which are used by parents towards. theif‘

children. Most research in moral development has 'revqlved

' around three | broad areas, namely parental ' discipline,

identification and modeling and cognitive diseduilibrium, but
in terms of dyadic functioning of one parent or the other and'

on one single dimension.

However researchers are becoming aware that earlier views of

socialization were too unidirectional.'They focussed solely on

parental effects on the ¢hild neglecting the interactive
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;
processes between the parent and child which results in a

mutual reinforcement pattern.

Interpretation of. the properties of fhe family as a social
system allows for examination of elements in that family
system. The'behavior.of the individual may then be interpreted
as  a symptom of the degree of healthy'or_unhealthy functioﬁing
of lthe vsystem.‘ Maccoby v(1984) stateé that the family as a
system carries its own momentum and self staBiliéing'

properties.
]

'Family styles of interaction are perpetuated. If any family
member moves outside the usual pattern of interaction these
properties are brought into play'bringing that person back into

his/her familiar role.

'Researcﬁers studying family-funcfiohing from a systéms approach
have focussed on  one dimension, for example, communication
(Watzlawick, Beavin and Jackson 1967)v or fole behﬁviors
(Pérsons and Bales . i955); Epstein and Bishop (Gurman and
Kniskern 1981) argued that family functiohing cannotvbe redﬁced
~to. one - dimension And therefore .the Family Assessment Device
(F.A.D.) based>qn thé McMaster Model'of Family Functioning was
" constructed. It'describes propertiés of the family group and

the patterns of transaction among the family members. Seven
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_dimensions of functionihg,  are identified, namely; —‘problem
solving, ciommunic:atib'n,' roles,. affective . responsivenéss, - '
affective involvement, behavior ’,'covnvtr'ol and. general functioning-

WA

| of the family. (Further detail follows' in Chapter 6). . .

.»\.
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Experimenfal Hypotheses

1.

Significant positive correlations will be found between

the scores on the Family Assessment Device (F A D) and

Moral Reasoning (Moral R).

Higher scores of the Vineland Social Maturity scale (VFS o
M) will correlate significantly and positively . with

higher scores of Moral Reasoning (Moral R).

Higher scores of the Vineland Social Maturity scale(Vv S
M) will correlate ‘significantly and 'positively with

scores of the Prosocial Behavior Rating scale (Pros.

B.R).

Significant positive correlations will be found between
scores of the Moral Reasoning (Moral R) and “the

Prosocial Behavior Rating scale ( Pros. B.R).

Scores of the Family Assessment Device (F A D) will
correlate significantly and positively with scores of

the Vineland Social Maturity scale (V S M).

Significant pdsitive relationships will be_fouhd between
the scores Of'the:Family Assessment Device (F A D) and

Prosocial Behavior Rating Scale(Pros. B.R).
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Level of significance

Although a fair amount of research has been conducted between
moral reasoning and prosocial behavior, 1little if any, has
examined relationships between and amongst thesé variables

together with child rearing patterns and social maturity.

As the probability of a,Type I error 1is dependent upoﬁ fhe»
chosen >lével of} significance it was decided »to increase the
probability of. a Type II error. Therefbre the more liberal
significance level of, 10 was selected (Snodgrass 19773.2005.
As this research is.in the ﬁaturé of a pilot study probability
levels of the findings whiéhvare statistically significant will

be given. (Siegel 1956: 9).



A correlatlonal study 1n the development of relatlonshlps between the
-_;variables,”moral reasoning, famllyxfunct10n1ng-(ch11d rearlng patterns) k

prosocial behéviof;and-social'maturity. I
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‘Family Functioning (Childrearing patterns)
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. CHAPTER SIX

METHOD
6.1 Subjects

'.The‘ subjééts .of this study ‘wéré drawn .fromi a University
Pre—?rimary School éf 41 boys and girls. The school is an "open"
schdoi and not festricted.té university‘faculty.members, All of

 vﬁhe parents ére from the locél community. Three only are fécuityc
members. All of the children are from the white Sogth Afri;én
race grdup and‘cbme froﬁ middle claés families. The home languagé
was Enélish. There afe’twéuélasses for fhe.”older group" and the

"younger group" respectively. The ages of the children range from
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4% to 64.

The teécher'of the "older group" is the principal.. The mean age -
of this group is 5% (66 months). The "younger group" is taught by
an assistant teacher. The mean age of this group is 4 3/4 (57

months).

lAn interview was cohaucted with‘the principal in which the nature
of the research was explained and her co—operatiqn.enlisted. Thé
school-register was consulted and the names and socio—econoﬁic
status of the parents weré noted. Explanatory'létters were sent
to.the parents requesfing co-operation and pérmission‘and‘thé
-.experimenter.personally approached one parent ﬁembér from eéch
family for introduétory:purposés on the»schooi premisgs; either
vwhén the child was dropped early in,the mofniﬁg or picked up at
12.30 pm; A talk on earlyAmoral dévelopmént was also gi?en at a
PTA meeting.and at the same time_pafents wére further acquainted

with the propqsed'research;‘Responses to the.e¥plénatory lettér
V‘weré 'poéitive except for 2 'éases; A thirdf éubjeét was iater
disqﬁalified ‘because of .communicatioﬁ problems. This leftv 38:
subjects. There were 21 boys and 17 gifls aged 53 to 79 honths.

As. the méan difference between the.two groups was only 9 months

it was not considéred sufficient td_point fo any significant age

dévelopmént‘in moral réasgning and'theréfore the childrenvwerev

considered as one group.
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Attendance at the school by the experimenter laeted ffom July to
December 1984 and hence the experimenter was Kknown 5y sight to
' all the subjects. Each .éhild was seen individually for one
session in ene of the classrooms between the h0urs of 8.30 and
12.30. The time-interval for each child varied from 15 minutes to
35 minutes as clarification of fhe story and "warm-up" was needed
for some of the subjects: Each child.was interviewed when all the
other chilaren were occupied within a'class—period. No‘chiid‘was
interviewed during the play-periods so as to minimise distraction
and noise factors. Hewever the noise level could not be
controlled for every child, and in children of this age-group

varying noise levels may be a confounding yariable.

The age rahge 53 to 79 months was chosen because few studies
concentrate on moral development at the pre-school age. Most
studies examine moral  judgment development during middle

childhood and adolescence.

In consideration that this reseerch is_besed on an American study
the comprehension level of the subjects was confirmed with fhe
principal of Ellerton .Primary. School. Sea Point. The “level of
" understanding of specifie»concepts, for example, “"crippled" and
"Compefition” were also confirmed with the teachers in the

pre-primary school!
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Instrumentation

6.2.1 Moral Reasoning

The method uged. is based directly ‘on  the study of
Eisenberg-Berg and Hand (1979). Four stories are_read to
each child individually (Appendlx A). Each stbry contalns é,
prosocial moral dilemma in thch the needs of the chief
éctor conflict Qith the needé of. another or. other
characters in the story. Iﬁ two of the stories the'main
actors are adults. The reédihg.of.each étéry is accompanied
by two illustratibns which depict events in the story. Each
child is shown the lllUstrations atlthe same place - during

the reading of the story. The stories were repeated when

necessary to ensure that the child .fully understood them.

fhe sex of the chief character”in each story was matched
V\'uith ‘that of each child '_ir; s‘tofies 1, 3 and 4 and the
appropriate genaér illustrations were also presented. In
story No. 2 gender was not mentioned énd therefore
sex-matching Was‘not necessaryl The oraer of thé stdfies

was reversed with each child so that approximately 50% of

" the boys and 50% of the girls started with story No. 1. and
'story No. 4 pespectively. The two questions concerningvthe_

choice of action of the main story character(s) and the -

reason for the pfoposed "action were.. then. asked. The
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- children's responses were tape—recordéd at the tihe “and

later transcribed.

When gll.vthe research data had been: obtaiqed 'éach
individualvéhild‘s reason for his (her) chbice of action in
the four stories was then classified under one of fhe.
following moral categories. | (See- 6.4 for entire

experimental procedure). A score was then calculated.

Moral Reasoning Categories

' These were derived directly from the study of Eisenberg-Berg and Hand

(1979)

(1)

Pragmatic reasoning

The child résponds to the main actor's dilemma by deciding to
follow a cause of action which is justified for practical
non—moralvreasohs. The child focusses on factors which do not -

relate to the necds of any of the characters in the story. -

" Example - In story No.l

Subject No. 7 says that the storyhgharacter:must run home to

-fetch the barents because “hé met the boyuon the way."
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(ii) Authority and punishment

The childv unquestionably accepfs and defers to authority " and
" power. The éhiid Jjustifies his.courée of action'through or the

physical - consequences: either ‘'badness" or !'goodness". fear

generates this value and avoidahce df puniéhment is valued.in its

own right.

Example - In story No.‘2

Subject No. 27 said that the hungry fafmers can buy some moré‘fdod

because '"my mommy does that".

" (iii) Hedonism

The child's _decigion ~to follow av course Qf. actidn _isv now
vdetermined‘by the pleasant consequences that the child'will gain
for himself}‘ | .

. Example —InvStory No. 1

. Subject No. 32 says that éhe nust go'to_the party othérwisé "She
.will miss the_nice things, the cakes,'cookieg,‘and nice.gaMes".
Right actions aﬁd behavior are those which satisfy the child or
others with whom he clbsely‘identifies. A markétblace approach to
relationsﬁips also exists Withveleménts of fairness;'equal'shéring
and reéiprocity. If_sémeong hité you, 6r others close to yOQ,— you

hit. them back



119

In story No. 3 subject No. 24 said that '"Jean must hit Barbara

because Barbara is hitting her friend".

(iv) Needs—oriented.

The child now considers the need of others. The child justifies
her actions by relating to the needs of others. The needs may bé
both physiological or psychological. H¢ is éble to put himself
into the place of_énother té take the others perspectiyé or role.
Example ~_In Story No. 4 |

Subject No. 10 said that a goéd swimmer should help the childreh
"because théy need to be swimmers, wﬁat if theyvdrowned?,_they

have to be swimmers".

The speaker has taken the role of the children that were unable to

swim and is considering their plight.

(v) Approval,oriénted.

The chiid's actions now are determined by the desirée to win the‘
" approval and acceptance of others. Authority figureé have shown
~him that if he is kind and helpful to others he wili experience

approVal and. its .éccompanying "good- feelings". _Psychological
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pleasure is now impbrtant‘to'the child.
No responses were classified in this category.

Sfereotyped orientation.

The child justifies a particuiar céuse of action by stereotyped

conceptions of good and bad behavior and/or pérSons.

Example - In Story No. 2

'Subject No. 10 said that the poor hungry farmers should be helped

by the "other ones growing ‘more food "so as to be Kind “and

“helpful'™,

(vii)

Mutual-Behefit

The child is now able to considervboth the main actor and the

recipient so that both may gain benefit. The child ‘is now aware

that hé is an individual, equal to others. He knows that hHe

bélongs‘fo a grouﬁ,and thié>improves his feelings of self—hbhthi‘
He will*alsq teceive approvai froh others if he aoes his shére;‘
Example'— In Sfory No. 1

Subject No. 15 said that the main story charactgrvshquld'take'fhe A

boy who had‘fallenbdown,“to his parents and then go to the party

because he won't miss the whole pérty". The child gains approval



121

for himself, the injured boy is attended to and he is still able
- to go to the party later. He has'decided to act thus for 'both Qf

' their mutual benefit.

(viii)Non classifiable

Responses which did not fall into any of the abovementioned
Categories.

Example - '""Because, -because, -bécause'"., were classified thus.

Scoring Procedure

The abovementioned categories were assigned scores as follows:

Pragmatism; _ : _ i = 1
, 'Authbrity.and punishmenti ' ' =2
Hedonism - ‘ ' ' = 3
vNeedséorientatio§ ' = 4
Apprbyal Orientation - = 5
Stereofyped’ o = 6

Mutual Benefit - - o : = 7

Nonfclassifiable - SR » = 0 -
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Each child was assigned scores indicating the frequency with which
each type of reasOning'was used in each of the four stories.

A mean of moral reasdning (M.M.R.) was then calculated.

1]

=
=
=]

Sum of actual category scores

Sum of ffequencies of story response.

A few children were unable to give reasons for their ‘course of
action on 1 or more of the 4 stories. These were categorized as
""non-classifiable". The formula reflected the lack of appropriate

response in the sum of the stories.

Example - Story No. 1 - HeAdonism - - . = 3
Story No. 2 - Needs oriented . ‘ ; 4
Story No. 3 - Hedonism » ' | = 3
Story No. 4 - Non—classifiable' : o= 0] _
| hi.M.ﬁf' - 10- 3,33
‘ s

The subjeét is not penalized for a non—classifiable_response'in terms of
an already developed stage of moral reasoning as indicated by his

responses to the other storieé.



123

6.2.2 Prosocial Behavior

A Likert-type rating scale (Appendix B) was constructed to
measure dimensions of prosocial. behavior to be completed by

the two teachers.

For question No. 1 and No. 2

Yarrow and Waxler.(l976) state = that vvariations may exiét
between'the.two possibly beacause of a perceived omniscence
of the adult by the child and therefore fewer incidehces of
teachér—peer prosocial'behavior:than peer - peer prosocial

behavior.

Questibn No. 3 and No. 4.

vbahon (1977) states that a ydung‘child méy well be severe
With personal characters in a story but at the same fime be
sympathetié and underStanding of circumstances which affect
real life moral issues of himéelf and his friends. It is in
the child's self intérest and also much easier to consider
intentions which excuse his own _faults and misdeeds than
hypothetigal Sfory problems. A l&wer'level of moral judgment
may be- usedv in the child's Vself interest, because these

leVels tend to be more egocentric and self-serving.
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Scoring Procedure

Prosocial behavior rating was calculated thus.

60

"

- Strength of actual response . - = Eg —

Maximum p¢ssible strength of response ' .20

The two categofies of questions were decided upon in order

to differentiate for the above stated reasons.

' 6.2.3 Social Maturity .

It was decided fo use the Vineland Social Matﬁrity scale to
see Qhethervr relationships exist bgtWeen’  the social
’development of the -child' and his moral. developménf.'
(AppendixvC) Thé scéle was developed at the training sChodl
_in New.Jérsey; Unifed States of - America ovér a péribd ofv201
years and‘has been widely used. Items on the scalevrepreseﬁt
‘a’ general growthv in: soéial devélopment and  progressive
maturatién 'in: the iaréas of »seif—heip, Self-directioﬁ,'
1qcoﬁo£ion,  6ccupation, communicatiqn vrand A social
re;ationéhips. The items are 'arranged in  order of. nbrmél
' averége life progressién and therefore also in the direcfion
of incfeasingvaiffiéulty. fhe>scale;thus proQides,anvbutline'

- of . increasing social competence for each individual.j



The experimenter interviewed one parent from'each fahily. in
all cases it was the mother. Some wére'intervieWed on fher

school premises and ofher weré interviewed iﬁ fheif homes.at
fheir convenience. The school -register was consulted for
details of general social sfatus, occubation of parents,
- handicaps of bhiidren (if any) and number of siblings (if
any) . This was dﬁne to avoid a father formal pfesentation of
Quesfiohs and answeré. The interview was posed in the manﬁer
of a general -informatiye disCuésion so as to develop a
feeling of trust and‘éllay the parents‘apprehensioﬁ during
the interview. This encoufagés a'mofe spontaneous diséussion
.and also more information.viAf the same time thbugh,_.the
parent's responses were discfetely noted in the appropriate

‘categories.

'Itzwas felt that this scale avoided_thé subjectivity of the
interview criticized by some sources (Altman 1958) and at .
the same time provided detailed facts of the child's actual

performance.

Items were questionédv in terms of 'does ‘he usuélly dov
this"?, vnot "can he ‘dQ thisf?. This is to determine .the
éxtent to whicﬁ performqnce of an- item actually.QCCUrs and
fhe degbee of aédmpiishmént;achieVed'by the Child.'vamay

- also be necessary "to find out how .long the child has
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actually.been doing this and also if he still does it.

Scoring procedure

(a)

(b)

The scoring is as follows:

itmes. are scored "pius“ when Iit is élear .that the
child can and does the action spoﬁtaneously:_or if it
is no longer performed because it ﬁas béen replaced by
a mofe advanced- type of behévior.’ It carries full

credit.

Example: - Quéstion No. 12. '"Does your -child' move

about on the floor" (that is by crawling). The

pre-primary child is ndw running and walking.

Items are scored ”ﬁlus'F” if Special festraihts‘are
imposéd by the barents or  theré is a lack of
opportunity to 'perfcrm which hev'previously did
perform. Full gredit..

Example: - Question No. 61. "Does your child go to

school unattéended?".' A ruling of _the University

Pre-Primary School ~ is _that all children are to be

accompanied to and from school, even if they live.

"round the corner.
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- (d)

(e)
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Items are séored “plus NO" (no opﬁortunity) if‘theré
are actions which the child could perform or leafn how
to perform ,quickly if permitted, but because of
particular ‘parental, scholastic, .or enviornmental

restraint hé does perform.

Example: - Question No. 38. '"Does your child eat with

a fork?". A child who used to eat with a fork slowly

‘now must Use a spoon because the mother does not have

the time to wait for the child to finish eating with
the fork. These items carry full credit in the
continuous plus scores but only % credit in a mixed

prlus and minus lot of scores.

Items are scored 'plus-" for actions which ‘are

emerging, these actions are occasiohally performed but

~not always. They carry % credit in the final score.

Items are scored "minus'" wheh the child has not yet
succeeded in performing these actions, or rarely and

possibly under pressure.

A basal score of continuous“piusses is'dbtained and
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the additional plusses and % plusses are Summed to
that total. The total score is converted to an. age
score. _A social quotient is  calculated.

(S.A.+L.A.)x100.

It should be noted however that as this is an American
scale the scoring is rather high in terms of the
possible social advancement of the American child of

the same age.

‘Family Functioning

To determine whether a ‘relationship'_existéd betwéén family
functioning and the eafly deQelopment of moral reasoning it Qasl
decided to use .the ‘Family . Assessment Device | (F;A.D;S
qﬁestiohnaire.‘(Appendix D). It evolved from fhe McMaster Médel of
Family Fuhétioning and is based on the systems_approéch towards
the. family _unit  iﬁcorporating_:severa1 diﬁehsions whereby ‘thé

family can be evaluated.

The F.A.D. developed from the previous work of Epstein, Segal and
Rakoff 1962; Westley and Epstein 1969 (Epstein, and Bishop 1983) -
in the field of_family'therapy ahd family functioning. Théy found

that family functioning ' related ‘more to transactional and
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systematic properties in the family system rather than in the
personal characteristicé of each family member. It resulted in the.

construction of the F.A.D.

The McMaster Model of Family Funétioning is a clinically ‘oriented
conceptualization of families which describes the intrafamiiial
transactions and the structural and'organizatiohalvproperties of
fhe family system. The F.A;D. is a screening instruhent and use of.
this questionnaire doeé not preclude the use:of ‘other measuring
instruments. However for the purbose of this study it is deemed
sufficient for the.polleCtion of information of family functioning
as it incqrpopates several Cimehsions upon which the family may be

evaluated.

Theré are seven dimensions of'family functionihg; problem Sqlving,v
'_which réfers to the ability of the family..to resolve ‘problems
_satisfactorily- in 'a way that does not disrﬁpf the fdnétiohalf
capaéify Of_ the 'family;:-pommunicétion>.which refers to thg
processes wheréby. ¢ach family member éxchanges_ information. It
refeps particﬁlarly to the'aégfee Qf clarity of the'cpnteht and
the extent .to ‘which persons speak directly to the intended
recipient of that commuhicétion. A third _dimen§ion is roles;
beha?ior'pattefns within the family arée examined ihcluding the
manner_ih Which individual.membe;s cope Qith pérticulgr‘tésks and.

functions: for example, the provision of resources, nurturance and
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support, tﬁe maintenance of the family system‘supporting‘personal
development and the'provision.of adult sexual gratification. This
dimension also assess the degree of responsibility io fullfiliment
of: their familyv roles. The fourth dimension is affective
responsiveness which is.concerned'with the extent to whichvesoh
‘ member expresses tHe appropriate emotion in,varying‘circumstances.
Affective involvement is the fifth dimension and tﬁis conoerns the
extent to which membefs in the family are interested im end value
the other family member's interests. The sixth dimensiom is
behavior control which looks at the ways 1in whicm the famiiy
'expresses and maintains standards of diffepent types of behavior .
in the family. It also eyaluates.the aifferent patterns of control
(flexible, rigid, léissezfaire'v_and | chaotic) applioabie to
different types of’situationsi Finelly'general functioning; which
fconsiders the overall degree of healthy'or unhealthy functioning

of the family.

The 'seven  scales. which make _up »the .E.A.D.. are. intetcorroiated
which conflicts withi traditiomal psychometric practice ‘which '
oroposes independence} between .subsceles. But from a general
systems theory aporoach which evaluateés different- afeas .of ‘
functioning it vis expected that diffepent aspects of 'family
‘functioming willvoepend upon each other; for example, problems
with communication may also_be associated'with:a.lack'of affectiye

responsiveness. The correlation between six dimensions (excluding -
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general functioning) ranged from ,4 to ,6. When general
functioning.is held constant partial correlations are near to O
(zero); the variance therefofe shared between'the dimensions is
moétly'accountéd for by the variance that each diméension shareé

with the general functioning subscale.

vValidity is Suggested\by a comparison of F.A}D;'s of clinically
presenting families (N=98) with non-clinically presentihg
families (N=218) in a discriminant analyéis.ré4% of the clinical
group and 67% of the non—clinical group were predicted correctly.
Meansi aﬁd standard deviations of thé non-clinical groub were
iower (that is more healthy) in all instancesvthan the clinical .
group..Furthermore frrture studies are.planned tovinvestigéte the
validity of ‘the F.A.D. and determine ‘other psychometrié

properties.

Theré‘are 53 items in the questiénnaire (APPENDEX D ) which
consists of statements a persén could make aﬁout. his: or Her
family,‘ for example; problem solving '"we uSuélly act on our
-decisiéns regarding problems".vThe questionhaire may be.completed
by all .family meﬁbérs. for the purposes of this study the
questionnaire wa; completed by each parent'independently.ofvthe
other in each family. The pérent rated his/ﬁer agreement or
disagreement with fhe‘ stateﬁent by choosing one of" foﬁr

responses; strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly' disagfee.
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Completion of this questionnaire usually takes 15 to 20 minutes.

Scoring procedure

ALl responses are coded as follows

Strongly agree _ ' = 1
Agree ' o : - =2
Disagree o \ ' =l 3
Strongly disagree | = 4

.Somé .of the items describe healthy functioning - and = others
describe uﬁhealthy functioning.'TheSe“are marked accdrdingly'in
" the scering s&eet. The  scores .of those items which describe
gnheaithy functioning are transférméd by:sgbtrécting them ffom,S.
“This vinvertsv the gesponse scales on the heaithy items .and
therefore equatés a "strongly agree” response tb an unheélthy
Citem withAa "strongly dlsagree” response to the hgalthy’iteh and

therefore 1 = healthy response and 4 = unhealthy response.

The mean is obtained of each set of scale scores giving 7 scale

scores within the range 1,00 (healthy)'to 4,00 {unhealthy).

6.31 Experimental procedure

At this ‘stage it seems neccesarybto preseht a brief -
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_outlihe of the total experimental procedure that was

adopted.

A talk on early moral development together with ‘an
outline of the research to be undertaken was given at

a PTA meeting of the University Pre-Primary School.

1. The experiméntef visited the school on a daiiyv
basis in the capacity of an observer for
approximately 6 weéks’so that the children wodld
become used to seeing hervon the bremises. fhisv
wes done so that the children woﬁld feel more3ét

ease when the meaéuring of moral':feasoning

began.

2. The' Family Aésessment Deviée questionnaires_werev
handed to the parents for éompletion at'home and'
"were returned- in a sealed enveldpe.'to’ the
principal of the school who retained them until
thé end of the research program in December
1984.
3. The moral reasoning stories were adﬁiﬁistefed‘to 

the children and responses were tape-recorded.
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" The prosoéial behavior ratingvscales were handed
to the principal and assistant teécher .for
.completion. They were .also retained by the
principal in a seaied envelope until the end of

the research program in December 1984.

The Vineland. Maturity » scale was.  then
adminiéteréd. One parent from each family, (the
mother iﬁ all cases) was iﬁterviewed at her
convenience either on the'school premises or.at

home.

The childfen% responées té these stories were
then vcategorized. by the experimehtef ‘and an
independent rater. (Table 7 ). At‘this stage
- both were blind to each child%_ .protocol. A
- percentage agreemeﬁt' for 'categorization'“wé
computed.. Where differences existed >in the
classification of fesponses in the_qétegbries a

discussion was held and consensus was reached.

Iﬁ'terms of this sthdy it was essential that the
experimenter remainedt_blind to each__subject's
grogp membership'- of the 'FamilybAssessment
Device énd cafegorizatién of the‘Méral reasoning

Vreéponses to the stories. At the end of the collec-



tion{ofldataf?thé pfincipél.h?ﬁdég 6vérAfhéﬁéom— '"""
ﬁléfed;FéhilyﬂAsse%sﬁéhﬁ ﬁévgéé qusti6ﬁﬁéiﬁe$ﬁand’n  

.'_tﬁe Prosocial.Behéviér ratinglséaié#tin'th?i#t#g;:'_f
‘spéctivefsealéd'eﬁQéloééé to tﬁé:éxéébiménﬁef,at :_”’

~

- the. end of the ‘school-year on:Decémbeb-Oq{ 1984.‘ 
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CHAPTER SEVEN

RESULTS AND INTERPRETATIONS

The = next 'step was to determine the extent of any significant

. relationship between and amongst the variables of interest.

- As the form of measurement of the variables was ordinal it was decided
'_td' calculate_'relationships using Spearman's non-parametric rank
correlation. . ‘I%gdian tables are utilized. (Siegel 1956).

It 'will be remembefed_that,the General Systems approach was decided upon

for examination of child rearing patterns. Therefore the scores of the
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fathers' and mothers' F.A.D.s were first pooled in accordance with this

perspective.

TABLE 2.
Spearman's rank correlation betwegn vafiablés
| Par. FAD | V.S.M. | Moral R | Pros.B.R.]|
| | | | |
Par.FAD | i,OO_ I —,03 ] 18 | -1 |
V.S, ’ | 1,00 | ,32%% | ,50%% |
Moral R. | | | i 1,00 | ‘,21% '.|’
Pro B.R. | | O | | . 1,00 |
| | l l |
p = ,10>’(One-taii)
p*ib= - .10
pr* = .05 )
PAR. FAD L parental F.A.D. (poolgd'séoreé)
V.SfM | = Vinelahd Social Maturity_SCale
Moral'R = Moral reasoning |
Pros: B.R. = Proéocial.Behavior réting“



138

As the area of prosocial moral reasoning 1is an area in which 1little
research haS'ﬁeen condﬁcted particularly with the variables of family
functioning social maturity and prosocial behavior, the 10 level of_
significance was chosen as an indicator that certain lines-of‘research

"may be pursued further.

Although there was a‘slight positive rélationship betWéen the parental
F.A.D. and Moral R. scores it was not statistically significanf (rs =
,18). It appears that fhere is véry little relationship between the
child rearing pattern of the parents and the develbpmént of fﬁdral
reésoning at this ége level. This was unexpected particularlyvih>the
.,lighf of the resglfs of Baumrind (1967) study on fhe' child~rearing
dimensions of ccntrol, maturity demands, ciarity of ?ommuniﬁation and

nurturance.

‘There was a statistically significant positive rélationship'between the
V.S;M. and Moral R scores (r; :‘,324*) at fhe 5% level of significance.
Pros B.R. has a slightly higher significant'pOSitiye relationship Qith. 
the V.S.M. (rs = ,50%**) at tﬁe.S% ;eQQI of significance; It apbéars to

support the argument that increased social competence‘ facilitates

prosocial behavior.

Showing the least positive relationship of significance was that between
the Pros B.R. and Moral R scores (ré = ,21*). Although in a positive

direction .the low correlation indicates 'only a slight. relationship
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between these variables However it is noted that the child's developing
ability to recognise need for help and increasing knowledge about how to
help are significant factors in behaVing’prosociauy(Ladd, Langer and

Stremmel 1983).

The parental F.A.D. correlates non-significantly in a negative direction
with the Pros. B.iR.\rs = =-,11). A very low non-significant correlation
in a negative direction exists between the parental F.A.D. and V.S.M (rs

= -,03) indicating practically no relationship between these variables.
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It was then decided to correlate the F.A.D.'s of the fathers and mothers
separately with the V.S.M., Pros. B.R., and Moral R. scores to determine
the relative centributicn of either parent to each of these variables.

TABLE 3

Correlation Matrix of Fathers'and Mothers'F.A.D.'s

|  F.FAD | M.FAD | V.S.M. | MORAL R | Pros B.R. |

] . | |
F.FAD | 1,00 | ,45%% | —,04' | ,05 | -,12 |
M.FAD | - | | 1,00 | -,01 | ,10 13 |
v.s.M.| - |- | 1,00 | ,32%x | ,50%% |

Moral R| - |- ] - |1 1,00 | ., |
Pros BR] - | - [ |_' | 1,00 -

B o | I . !

P = ,10 (One;tail)’

p* = ,10

p** =.’05

F F.A;D = Fathers Family Assessment Device

=2
3
=g
w)
il

Mothers Family Assessment Device

There is a very low negativé relationship between the F. F.A.D. and the

V.S.M.v(rs.z ~,04). It is also non-significant. Between the M. F.A.D.
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énd the V:S.M. there is practically no‘relationéhip, It ig in'a negative
direction (rS = —,Ol).aﬁd.is not significanf. The correlation between
the F. F;A.D. and>Mora1 R. is low (rs = ,05) and although it.indicates a
very slight'positive relationship it ié not significant. However the
correlation betweeﬁ the M. F.A.D. and Moral‘R. although still véry low:
(rS = ,lO)Iand non-significant does show a slightly higﬁer'felationship

than that of the father's F.A.D.

Showing the highest'relationship Was that of the M. F.A.D. and Pros.
B.R. (rs_z ,13) but correlating non-significantly and in"a negative
direction. The F.  F.A.D. and Pros. B.R. relétionship (rs'='—’12) was

also a non-significant correlation and in a negative direction.

Relationships of the correlations between and among the V.S.M. Moral R

and Pros B.R. have already been given.

An interesting'obsérvation is the moderate relationship between the F.
F.A.D. and the M. F.A.D. (rs = ,45). It is significant and in a positive
direction. Although further analysis of thié_relationship is beyond the

-scope of this paper it does indicate an avenue for further research.



The data from the_ differeﬁt dimensions of ‘the fathers and mothers

F.A.D.'s was then correlated with the Moral R. scores to determine

further relationships.

TABLE 4

Spearman's rank correlations of the Parental F.A.D. Dimensions and Moral

Reasoning Scores

|

- Behavior Control

_General Fuhctionihg

DIMENSIONS
lpfo S.| Com.}IRoles |Aff.R |Aff.I |Beh.C !Gen Fun|
N TR T (R N B |
Fatﬁers‘ | | I_' vvl  ! | !
Ty to . | ,02 | 09 i ,10 | =,17 ['.25**|:v,09 | ,05- |
e L e N
R | ]
Mothgrs‘. | | | i | !
rs_tovv. | o8 | ,01 YI ,10 |. ,20&]  ,15_] ,04 | ,06 |
Moral score| o | .|' | | nE
. p = | ,10 (one—téii) Beh ¢ ' =
p* = 10 céh F o=
p** = 05
rs = Spearman's correlation
F.A;D = :Family.Assessment Device
M.R = Mofal Reasoning Score
Pro S = Probléﬁ soiving_
Com = Cpmmunication
Réieé r="R§lés
ATT 1. = Affective Inv§1veﬁen£
AFT R - Affective Responsiveness
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There‘are two significant relationships. The highest correlation is that
between the fathers' dimension of Aff.I and Moral R (rs = ,25) af the 5%
level of significance. Although it is a low correlati;n in itséif it is
significant and 1in a positive direction. Whereas the mothers‘
correlation of Aff. I. and Moral R. is less pbsitive (ré =v,15)_and‘
non-significant. The correlation Bétween_the mothers' dimension of Aff. -
R and Moral R is slightly lower (rS = ,20) butbit is significant and in
a positive direction. This result was anticipated alfhough a stfonger
relationship was expected. ‘it supports findings indicating. the
importance of maternal warmth and Contingent.responsi?enesé (Sears et al
1957). Unexpected was the correlation of the fatheré' dimension ovaff.
R; and Moral R. (rs‘z - ,17)..Although'it is non-sigrificant itvis in a

negative direction albeit weakly.

There’is a very low non-significant correlation between the mothers’
.dimensioh of Pro. S and Moral R. although in a positive direction (rs =
,08) and almost no relationship between the father on this dimension and’

Moral R (rS = ,02). It is in a positive direction but not Significantiy.

Positive correlations between the dimensions of Roles and Moral R,_are‘
equal for both the fathers and mothers (rS‘= ,10) but again they are not .

significant.

The correlations on the dimension of Comm. and Moral R. for the fathes.

(rs = ,09) and for the mothers (rS = ,01) although in 'a positive



“direction are non-significant. These very'low correlations signify that

there is little or no relationship between performances. -

Further low correlations exist between Beh. C. and‘Moral R. for both the
mothers (% = ',04) and the fathers (tf = ,09). These relationships
although positively correlated are again nonfsignificant; Higher
signifiéant positive cbrrelétions were anticipated on this dimension -
_ because of the importance of behavior eontrol in the .childs'.vmofal

development as supported by findings (Hoffman 1970).

Non-significant relationships between GenQ' F. and Moral R. for both .
fathenSand.mothenswere almoSt equal (fathers' rs‘z »05: mothers? rs =
,06). The relationships were in a positive direction but because of the

low correlation indicate very litfle ,relationship between - these .

dimensions. .



'A.factor'analysis of the scores of the dimensions of the F.A.D; of the
mothers and fathers was then calculated. It yielded  one factor; overall
general functionihg which confirms thé authors‘argUments that dimenéions_
of family functioning williinteract and intercorrelate.“They conclude
that there is no reasohv fo ~assume that different dimensions can be

totally independent‘of each other.‘(Epstein and Bishop 1981).
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Spearman Rank Correlations between Scores of the Dimenéioné of the

FATHER

|Pro.s

F.A.D. of the Mothers and Fathers

| Comm |Roles |Aff R |Aff I |Beh C | Gen F |

Pro S | 1,00

Comm | -
Roles | -
Aff Re| -
U Aff In| -
Beh ¢ | -
- Gen F | -

p =

MOTHER

{Pro S

| ,68 | ,70
| 1,00 | ,46
f- - ]1,00

D

,05 (one-tail)

,47 | ,27 | ,68
,49 | ,51 | ,s9
,36 | ,47 1' ,73
1,00 | ,17#+*| . ,38
- . f1,00 | ,s5
- | - l.1,00
- - -
**p = 1,001

l

,65 |

Gen F |

Pro S | 1,00

Comm | -~.

Roles | -

Aff Re|

Aff In|
Beh C | -

Gen F |

| 1,00 | ,Sevl
b - 11,00 ]
- -
| - 1 -
- -
| y

» 05

Problem solving

Communication

Roles

1 /46 | ,52

s g0

| ,63 Ij,58

| ,46° | ,32

l - 1,00 | ,56

] - 1,00
| - |-

AfE R

Aff I

Beh C

Gen F

i

n

Affective Responses
Affective'Involvement

BehaVior Cohtrolv

-General Functioning
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Moral Reasoning Categories

Additional Study

Prosocial moral reasoning is‘a little researched area. As this study is
a partial repliction of that of Eisenberg-Berg and Hand (1979)
relationships between the moral reasoning categories were then examined

for comparative purposes.

Spearman's rank correlation was calculated between the moral reasoning

categories of the children's responses.

As no responses were categorized within the approval-orientation’

éategory this was excluded from all further tables and figures.



TABLE &

Correlation matrix of Moral Reasdning Categories

- |Category| Pragm |Auth & P| Hedon | Needs | Stereo| Mut.B l

| Prag. | 1,00 | ,20 | -,19 | -,15 | -,18 | -,10
fAauth & P| - | 1,00 | ,06 | -,15 | -,16 | -,02
|Hedon J_ - | - l 1,00 I ~,47% l -,28* | -,11
INeeds 0 | - | - | - | 1,00 | -,02 | -,14
|Stereo | - | - | - — | 1,00 | -,03
fmutB | - | - | - | - | - |1,00 |
] | | ]

P = ,05 (Two-tail)

p* = . ,001

:Prag = Pragmatic

Auth & P = Authority and punishment

Hedon = Hedonistic

Needs 0. = Needs orientation

Stereod = Stereotypic orientation

Mut B

H

Mutual benefit OPientatiQn

“~ [\‘ o}



There are few significant relationships between the moral reasoning

categories and correlations are low to moderate.

The Pragmatic category is non-significantly relafed to thé"Auth. & P
category (rs = ,20) in a positive direction.but it is a nOn;sigﬁ;ficant‘
correlation. Pragmatic éorfelates nonQSigﬁificantly in a negative
direction with the Hedon. - cafegofy‘ (r‘S = -,19). Low non;Significant
vcérrelationsvexist betwéen the categories of Pragmafié and Needs‘iO._’(r‘S
= -,15), and Prgmatic and Stereo; (rS = ~,18}). The_diréctién of‘bpth
these correlations is negative. The negative correlation between
Pragmati¢ and HMut. B cétégofies' is"lower r, = —,10):-éndl it is

non-significant indicating little relationship between these categories.

The very low ndn—significant correlatiohs between Hedon. andvAuth. & P.

(r_ = ,66) érevin a pésitive direétion whiist_fhe léw.non—éighificant

felatioﬁship beﬁween Au£h. & P. and Mat. B. is (rs.:»‘{02) in a'negative 

d;rectién;'further nOn—significéﬁt hegative‘relaﬁioﬁships ekiét.ﬁétween
AY

‘the categories of Auth. & P. and Need O. (r_ = -,15) and betwéen Auth, &

P. and Stereo (rs_z ~,16)

The higheéf.correlétign is between the.Héddn. an¢ Négdé 0. cétegbries‘
(r _=v5,47). itvis’sighificany and iﬁdicates a moderate rélatioﬁship_inv
a négati&e .diredtion at the 1% ~level _5f‘ significahce.‘ . ldwe¢ 
corr¢la€ibn. a1thbugh .signiféﬁahﬁ‘léxists betwoen Hedbn, and  Stereo.

categories (r_ = -,28) and also in a negative direction. These two
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significant~correlati§né supportvthe findings of Eisenberg-Berg and Hand
(1970). The use of the Needs 0. category, a developmentally mofe mature
reasoning suggests a developing respénsivenéss to others ﬁeeds and an
increaée'in'“other~orien£ation“. The early emergence of thisvtype df
reasoning has been explained as due to the exposure by the child to both
sides of a prosocial conflict. He has been a recipient of -help éndva.

giver of help from the early stages of socialization. (Eisenberg 1982)

Practically no relationship is iﬁdicated>iﬁ the non—sigﬁificant Ver low
correlation between the.Needs 0. and Stereo. categories (rsvz f,Oé) in a
. negative direction and again there is little relationship betweeﬁ'stefeo
and Mut. B. (rs = ,03). Although it is in a positive direction it is not

significant

The Mut. B. and Hedon relationship 1is "slightly stronger with a.
non-significant correlation (rs = =,11) but in a negative direction. A
slightly higher negative correlation although non-significant exists

_ between Mut. B and Needs O (rs = —-,14).

- Although the negative relationships were anticipated between some of the
categories the _corrélations were expected to indicate stronger

" relationships.



TABLE 7

Percentage Agreement between Experimenter and Independent Coder of the

Categorized Moral Responses

| Category | N |% Agreement |
] L |
|Pragmatic ' | 62 | 35 |
| Authority | ] 33 . |
]Hedonism‘ o ] a7 | 45
|Needs—oriéntation 1 51 1 44 N
| Stereotypic | 8 | 75-  _|

| Approval orient | 0 | 100 |
IMgtual Benefit I 12 | 50 |
|Noﬁ-c1assifiab1e 19| 75 |
o |
[ R _
.Mean%Rating of Agreement =  57% '

The percentage agreement between the experimenter and independent coder
was from 33% for the category of Authority and Punishment to 100%
agreément for the category of Approval orientation for which there were -

no responses.

There is a'cohsiderable range of agreement but note should be taken of’



. 'the possible lack'df'involvemeﬁﬁ‘of:thé coder in this'liﬁtle résearched
area;it may. be considered a contributory factor andffor~th¢‘modérate'
mean % réting of_’agreément._ Under . these jcircumsténces' it is? deéméd‘

adequate.
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The percentage of responses in the various categories by the children
was then examined to determine whether story content elicited use of

particular levels of reasoning.

TABLE (8)

% Responses of Pragmatism

Story No. | Total % | Boys % | Girls % |

| | - l

1 | 27 | 57 I 43 |
2 | 31 | 75 | 25 |
3 | 11 | 67 | 33 |
4 | 38 |- 75| 25 |

| ) l |

100 |

Résponses are'évenly spread amongst the. stories with the exceptiop of
story No. 3; it accounts for only 11%. Of that total 67%: of the
responses_wére given by the boys and 33% by the girls. fory No. 1
elicited 27% of thé total responses; Of that pércentage-S?% applied to
boys! noteworthy is that theilboyéi use of pragmatic reasoning is muéh

grezter than that of the girls. The sex differential may point towards
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use of higher 1levels of reasoning by the girls and an orientation
towards concern for ofhers. 43% applied to girls, stories Né's 2 and 4
elicited 31% of the total.responses. In each case the identical higher
.percentage (75%) was applicable to the boys and the idehfical lowef

percentage (25%) applied to the girls' responses.

TABLE 4

% Responses of Authority and Punishment

Story No |[Total % | Boys % | Girls % |

) ]

1| 33 lv 100 | 0 )

> 1 o | o | o |

3 | 67 | 50. | 50 |

4 | 0 | 0 | 0 I
| | L. l
| 100 |

~Responses in the authority and punishment'category were applicable only

to Story No. 1 = 33% and Story No. 3 = 67%.

Of the responses to Story No. 1 only the boys gave authority and
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punishment~type responses. In. Story No. 3 the responses were equally

divided between boys and girls.

It is speculated that'the situations of stories No. 1 (the child falls
and hurts himself) and No. 3 (friends fighting in a sandpit) - are
familiar‘to pre-~schoolers. The child fecognizes his subservient'posifioﬁ
.and the fundamental importance of authority at this age.vHis relations
with adults are governed by authority and the successful calls for'help

on similar occasions may actually stimulate:this respohse (Damon 1977).



TABLE 1.0

% Responses of Hedonism

Story No | Total % | Boys % | Girls % |

| | | |
1 32 | 62 | 38 ]
2 | 7 | 67 | 33 |
3 | 37 I 73 | 27 |
4 | 24 | 50 | - 50 |
I | I |

| 100 |

The highest No of responses applied to Story No. 3; 37%. The boys
percentage of responsés " was also the highest. - 73% and the girls
responses were the lowest - 27%. Story No. 1. elicited 32% of responses

and the boys percentagevwas 62% whilst the girls responées were 38%.

The total percentage for Story No. 4 was 24% and the respdnses were
divided equally between the girls and boys. Story No. 2 elicited_the'
least number of total responses - that of 7%, and 67% of those responses.:

were applicable to boys and 33% to girls. It is noted that boys



responses in this moral reasoning category are greater in number than

the girls) for stories No's 1 2 and 3.

The cost-benefit ratio to the boys may be such that the proposed story
"solutions" stimulate the verbalization of hedonistic reasoning.
Children tend*o justify a decision not to help needy others by use of

this type of reasoning.



TABLE il

% Responses.of Needs-Oriented

Story.No |  Total % | Boys% | Girls%]
I | 1 l
1 [ 12 | 8 | 20 |
2 | 42 | 50 | 50 |
3 I 21 | 44 | 66 . |
4 | 25 [ 27 | 73 |
| | I
| 100 l. |

The highest number of responses (42%) applied to'Stornyo. 2 and they

were equally divided betWeen'boys and girls. Story No. 4 elicited 25%‘of

the total responses: the girl$ Tresponses elicited 73% and the boys. 27%

‘of that total. Story No. 3 evoked 21% of the responses'and the girls

‘responses were again Higher_for that story (66%) that thé.boys (44%)

responsés; Story No,xl evoked the least perCentage of.responses (12%)

with the boys contributing 80% and the girls 20% of that fotal.



159

Stories No's 3band 4 eiicitedvmore needs oriented responses from the
. girls. Underwood and Moore 1982 _(Eisehberg 1982) propose that a sex )
difference favoring females is consistent 'with: é tendency towards
nurturance and concern for others. This is further supported by Béumrind
(1979) who noted that young girls of 4 aﬁd 9 §ears‘9f age are more .
.prosocial than boys of the same age. The greaﬁer.number.of responses of
- boys td Story No. 1 in:this category are unclear. It will be discussed

in Chapter'8.
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TABLE 12

% Responses of Stereotype orientation

Story No' | Total%| Boys%| Girls%|

|

1 | 28 | - 50 | 50 |
2 | 28 100 | o ]
3 | 16 | o | 100 | .
4 | 28 | 100 | | o |
| | |

| 100 |

" Stories No's,l, 2 aha'd elicited 28%'of the tétal Nd. of respénses,
whereas in‘Story No 1 the reéponseé Qere equally divided befween boy§3
and girls. Stories No's 2 and 4 eliqited.loo% of responses from- the
bOys} There were no responses of this catégory ffom the girls in either
of thgsé .sfories.. Story No; é wgs .responSible for 16% 'of tﬁe totai

‘responses, _and 100%. were evoked only by the girls. Boys gave no



responses to this story within this category.
The boys’ use of stereotypicbreasonihg is ‘greater overall than that of
the girls:

. TABLE 13

% Responses of Mutual Benefit Orientation

Story No ] Total % | Boys%| Girls%|
N ]
1 1 11 | o .| 100 |
2 | 56 | 20 | 80 |
3 | 0 | o | o |
4 | 33 | 67 | 33 |
| | | l
| 100 |

rThere were no responses categorized to Story No. 3. -The total responses

to Story No. 2 (56%) were mainly from the girls (80%) with 20% from the .
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boyé..Whereas the 11% totél résponéesiof Story No. 1 was elicited only
froﬁvthe girls_(lOO). The total responses‘of Story No. 4 was 33%; the
-boys'responses accounted for 67% and the girls' responses for only’33%;.
The total lack of responses to Story No.3 of this category is unclear.
Eisenbergv (1982) ‘ " has stated_that fahiliarity pf fhe situation
is an ihfluénce on the use of a higher'modé of reasoning. The "sandpitﬁ

situation is presumed to be familiar to pre-primary school children.

The responsés of the childrén were then  examined to see whether»

they made usé_of_avdbminant mode of moral reaéoning in a'prosocial
conteXt.(Seg Appendix E) It will bev no{éd that Kbhlberg (1969) has
étated that;.a'child's moral reasoning'vié dominént, for one mode of
response with an occasional use of.a:stagé (or categdry) either one
stage (category) above or below. ‘(ﬁominant = SO% or moré of the
shbjects’ ,responsés musf fali into one ¢f the épeéified' iévels.‘.The
altérhative cafegorizafions.(if any) in'fulfillment of Kohiberngrthéory
‘ of moral‘development sh§uld represeﬁt.either one stage aﬁove'or_Below
fhe_dominént stage). Kohlberg's statement'ig appliéable.to béhavior.in a

. prohibition-oriented context.
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iability'of category responses.



TABLE 1k

Percentage Table o. Usage of

164

Dominant Modal Response with Other Categories

| Categ. ReS"| Total % | Boys [_Girls
| I I R

| Dom. R. | | .. |

| + 1 cat. | 31 | 34 v| 66
| a/B ) R |

|

| Dom R+ l» l .l

|'2 Cat. A/B | 18 | 57 | 43
{

{ Dom R+ use | | |

| of a 3rd | 23 | 78 | 22
‘ .

| vary levels | 28 | 55| 45

Dom R+

it

1Cat A/B =
Dom R+ - =
2Cat A/B =

Dom R+ =

Cat. with 2st
A/B ‘ . =

~ Vary leveis

Dominant Response and

Dominant Response and.

I
I

use of 1 category above or below

use of 2 categories above or below

Dominant Response and

above or below

Varing levels of categbries

modal reésponse

~use of .a 3fd category of 2 stages

: no dominant
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Those children who made use‘of a'dominant modal response (i.e. 50% or
" more) and one other category either a stage above or below‘totalled 31%
and of that'befcentage 66% were girls and.34%'were boys. Whereas those
children who made use of a dominant mode of reasoning and also
additional categories of either two above or below their dominant
response totalled 18%. The sex differential was less, the boys totélled
57% and the girls accounted for'§3%. The children who used a_domiﬁant
mode of reasoning and one other category only, but either two stages

above or below totalled 23%; of that percentage 78% was'contributed.by

the -boys and the remaining 22% by the girls. Those children whose
reasoning indicated no dominant mode of response, (that is they made use
of various categories for each of the 4 stories). totalled 28%;”and of

that percentagesds% was accounted for by the boys andis% by the girls.

Kohlberg's statement_concerning the dominant modal responSé and use ' of
 one other stage of moral reasoning appears to be partially'supported by
31% of this sample but more applicable to girls.(66%) than to boys (34%)

of this age-group.
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The percentage of the dominance of the modes of moral reasoning was

compared with the median S Qs of the V S M.

TABLE 12

. Comparative Table of % Dominant Mode of Reasoning

And S Q@ of 100 and Below and Above 100

| % of dominant | % of dominant]

| Moral R with | Moral R with {

 'category_'_ | sQ of 100 & beléw | sQ above 100 |
| I |

Pragmatici - 19 v [~ 0o . N

Hedon | © 19 s a2 |

Needs'o. o s N 32 -

~Stereo - | 6 . | 4 | |
Mut. B. | ] ' o | 9 o ‘|

Mixed Cats:  | : : 3iv | 23 | |

| R il

'Mixed Cat; = Mixed cétegories - (whére_there is

no dominant mode of reasoning.

‘There has been an increase in the dominance of modes of reasoning in
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those subjeéts with an S Q "above 100" compared with those subjects
whdée S QAis 100 énd bel§w” in most categories. The two exceptions afe,
Pyagmatié reasoning (non—moral) which is not verbalized at.ail'by those
s@bjects with:an S Q “éboVebloo” compéred with 19% with an S Q of “lOO
and below'": andvStereotyﬁickreas§ning‘which has decreased in_dominance
from 6% (S Q@ = 100 and.beléw) to 4% (s Q = above 100). Those subjects
who made use of varying categories ih their responses decreased from 31%
(SlQ = 100 and beiow) to 23% (S Q = above 100). The increases in the
usage of dominant modes of reasoﬁing weré in thoée cétegories of Hedon
where there Qas a marked inbrease from.19%_(S Q = 100 beiow) to 32% (S Q
= above 100): Néeds 0. with a smallef increase from 25% (s Q@ = JQO_and
below) to 32%.(8 Q = above 100) and‘Mut:B.'where thére was né use of
this category in.fhose cubjects with an S Q.of "100 and béloW” to a’' 9% .

usage by those with an S Q of "above 100”.



168

The medians of the_social quotiehts of the VS M were examined then to_b
see what relationships. if any\ekist between the social development of

the subjects and the scores of the Moral R.

'TABLE 16 -

Compabafive Medians of Moral R.

And SQ's of the V.S.M.

| sSQs of 100 | : |

l'énd'below7 | SQs above 100 |
]
Median . | - |

Moral R . | 2,63 | 3,13 |

'.vat is noted thét‘thé>mediénvMorél R. score for_those subjécts whose.s Q .
‘is 1OO and below_isv2,63; thé giris acéoun£ for 19% and the boysbaccouﬁf
.for_Sl%.-WhereaS those subjects'whose S Q is above 100 héve a highef

mediaﬁ Moral R. of'3,13g the girls account fér 41% and the boys acéount

for 59%. | | |

- Thosé children who Héve a higher level éf social maturi£§ ais§ verbalize

. mqre méture levels‘of morai‘reasonihg than thos¢ chiidreﬁ with é lower. .

4

level of sOCiai‘maturity.



The medians of the Pros. B.R. were. then compared with the dominant
response modes to determine whether the use of a .higﬁer level of
reésoning of Moral R is related to an increase of Pros. B.R.

~ TABLE 17

Comparative Medians of Dom. Mode

Of Response and Pros. B.R.

Categ. of |  Pros. B.R. Med l Gr. Medians of'Pros B.R|
" Dom. Mod of R|Qs 1 &2 |Qs 3 & 4|Gr Med|Qs 1 & 2|Qs 3 & 4|Gr Med]

B, | [ B |

Pragmatic | ,60 | ,60‘ | ,60 | _ | - S |
~ Hedon ] ,70 | ',70 |‘ ;702] 65 | ,60 | ,60 |-
Needs 0. |- 80 | .80 | 80| I |
Stereo ‘.l ,60 | . ,69' |- ,55.1:‘ | A B |
Mut B 2v! ,65 .|  .60 | .65 N TR [ ! ,'
| | | I )
‘Categ. of
bomf fod. of R _ £;: Category of dominant mode of heépohse of

Subject

Qs 1 &2; Qs 3 & 4 Questions 1 & 2; 3 & 4
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The' dominant responses of the categorles of Hedon and Needs 0. and Mut B
are assoc1ated w1th hlgher medians of Pros b.r. {,70 and ,80) than other

categories.

These medians are also higher than the grand medians of Pros. b.r. (;65;
,60 ,605. The Pragmatic and Stereotyplc medlans almost equal the" grand .
medians (,60; ,65).The category of Mut_~B has a sllghtly higher grand
hedian than the Steréotypic category ana is ‘also above the grand mgdian

_for_Pros, b.r.

Those children who verbalize hedonistic, needs oriented and mutual
‘benefit types of moral reasoning are .ore prosocial in their behavior
than the médian. Those children who utilize stereotypic moral reasoning

are slightly below the median in prosocial'behavior.'
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- The medians of the parental F A D s were then examined and compared with
the medians of the children's Moral R. score. It will be remembered that

the F A D indicates a spectrum of héalthy to unhealthy functioning (1,0;

2,0; 3,0; 4,0). Although a non-significant positive relation was
indicated with the Spearman correlation (rs = ,05 for the F F A D and
Moral R.j.and rs = ,10 for the M F A D and Moral R. p = ,10) it was

decided to investigate the medians of the parentél F A D s in the ranges

“as shown below in the table with the Moral R. scores.
TABLE 18

.COMPARATIVE MEDIANS OF THE FAD'S AND MORAL R.

[F&M | F&M |F

= 1,00 - 1,99{F = 2,00 - 2,99 |

;’l;,oo_- 1,9é | 2,00 - 2,99 |M =.2,oo - 2,99|M = 1,00 - 1,99 |

[P [ O 0

© Moral| | o | o
R Med| 3,00 | | 3,25 | 3,25 | 2,27

R R _ o ]

Father

1y
i

3.
H

‘Mother

The highest.Moral R median is associated with the pareﬁtal'range of 2,00

- 2,99 and also the fahge in which the fathér is in-the 2,00 ~ 2,99 and‘



e
| the;'.mot_he'r‘v ibs ' in_v, the 1, OO — l ,9"9 réﬁgé. i"fhe.',MAdral R ' r_rl;ed- = 3, _25:) f.l“hbe';'
rénge 1n thc.h‘M par‘enfé_ .are in the: 1,00 —.: 1;.9.9v is "as.so'éiat_é‘d w1th a
lé_\s_f_é{ med.ia'r'i .('3‘, QO)'. .- T.h; | low'estvv. Movvr‘al .R". ‘médian ’('2,27.)’ . 1sassoc1ated
L with- .tl;ése_ pareh{:s- of d_iffefing ‘ranges: t.:fie ifatl'bler'ﬁ"’v' éco.r‘e'.2,'00 »-4 2:,99-_
" and ‘the mothers’. score j_1,oo' ~1,99. » | |

S C
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CHAPTER EIGHT

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Hypothesis No. 1

It was hypothesizéd that a significant positive relationship would -

exist between scores on the Moral R. and scores (i.e. extent. of

healthy functioning) on the F.A.D.' This hypothesis was ndf

supportedyfTable 2). Although a weak nositive relationship between

the parental F.A.D. and Moral R. scores was found it was not

statistically significént (rs = .,18p = ,10).The fathers' and

‘mothers' scores on fhe F.A.D.s were then correlated separately

with the Moral R. scores (Table 3). A very weak positive
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non—significant correlation‘was found between the fathers' F.A.D.
r
(

s = ,05) -indicating practically no

scOre and Moral R.
relationship between the score. The relationship between the
_mothers' F;A.D. scores and Moral R. although Qery‘weak is siightiyv
- higher (réi= ,10) in a positive direction but nothstatistically.

significant. These results 'were unanticipated. The lack of

statistical significance is unclear.

Correlations of the F.A.D. and Moral R. were then taken one step .
further. Each dimension of the mothers' and fathers' scores on the

F.A.D. was correlated.with the Moral R. scores (Table 4).

The only s1gnificant pos1tive relationships were those of the-

dimension of affective involvement of the fathers and Moral R.

scores _(rs'= ,25 p =(,10) and affective responsiveness of the
‘mothers with Moral R. scores (rs = ,20) at the 10% level of
Significance.

Noteworthy is - the higher Significant pos1t1ve correlation of the
' father's affective involvement with the Chlld and Moral R scores.

This finding supports that of Biller ( 1974) who interprets the
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involvement of the father as essential in the develophent of,en>
internal locus of control for the growth of conscience. A lack.cf

internal iocus of cdntrolileads to difficulties in self—controi

and subsequent inhibited development of reflectivity.
~The mothers™ F A D scoreson inis dimensionare lower (mothers' rs =

,15 compared with fathers' roos ,25) and althoughv it did nct

S

attain statistical‘significance it is in a positive direction.

Epstein and Bishop ‘(1931) define affective invcivement as the
.extent.of interest and value which family members invest in eacﬁ
other. Affective involvement of an empathic nature is viewed by
the authors as the most effective. The positive significant
relafionship between fhe fathefs' score and Moral R. (rs = ,25)
indicates that a healthy concern exists between father.and child
in which neither moods nor actions are ihherently'wrong. It is
rather the responses which are elicited which teach the child how
they are regarded. These correlations supporf the_ father's
affective inQolvement'with the child rather than the mother. The
authors of the F.A.D. affirm that empathic involvement requires
demonstration of an affective_ concern for others. The child's
ability tc take the'role of othere is cOnstantly reinforced within’
'this relationship; This ability is_considered by many researchers
‘(Hoffﬁen 1975) to be significant in the development of proeocial

reasoning. An individual's affective perspective-taking empathy is
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a function of specific circumstanceS; The quélity of the emotion
determines whether or not he takes another's perspective,' the -
idegree to which he does so and the é#tent to thch the'individﬁal
will enter the internal world of others,‘experiencing roleftaking.
" leading to altruistic behavior. Affective role-taking is defined
as "the ability to assess another pérson}s eﬁétional state" (Kurdek

and Rodgon 1975).

It is cautiously ﬁropoéed that the speéiai nurturanf care-giving
relationship betweeﬁ mother and child‘may even work agaihst the
hgalthiesf form of affective involQemenf of é.”YiddiSh—mama" £ype
relationéﬁip. The ﬁedian ofvthg mothers" dimension_is slightly
higher'(Z,O) than thé fathefs"median (1,86 see Appendix H), The
father's relafionship “with the child‘.is thereforev sligﬁtly

*healthier'" than with the mother in this group of children.

'vThe' rehaining significant relationship is between the motheﬁs"
dimension.of’affecfive responsiveness and Mdrél R. Scores (Table‘
4); Althoughvit is a fairly weak belatibﬁship it is iﬁ a positiyé
directioﬁ.' Epstein’ and Bishop _(1982) ‘define | affective
responsiveness as the ability to respond to‘.stimuli' witﬁ ‘the
_appropriaté >degree and quality. of ‘emotion.':The' dimenéibn ‘is
furthér.‘differentiated into:VWelfare 'feelings _éuchv asr,loVe'

tenderness, happiness and joy; and emérgency. feelings of féar,
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anger, sadness, disappointment and'depfessiqn; It i; considered
fhat for individﬁals to feel able to express a wide range of
emqtions openly presupposes an underlying dimension of aéceptanée;
The responsive parent is a constant source of reinforceﬁenf to” the
child and in -that way is more effective as a teacher iﬁ the
internalization process of moral dévelopmeht than a non-responsive
parént. The responsive mother ﬁakes use of - the praétibe‘:of
induction. The mother is- traditionally the major carégiver éf the
child and.therefdre learns cue responsiveness as a functioﬁ of her
being with the child. This supports Hoffman and Saltzstein%(iQG?)
statement that. the mother.carries a more importapt role ih ﬁoral
deyelopmént than fathers. Mothers seek information concerning the
~child's feelings ~and  the childfs interprétations_> of hié

transgfeSsions before punishing the child whereas fathers tend to

punish immediately without discussion. Sears et al (1957)'affirm
the sighificaﬁce of this dimension in the formation'éf_COnscience;
. Hurley‘(1965) supports its. significance in the encoUragemenf §f
the child interacfing fréely and fully with his énvirbnment.
Reaspns for the negative relationshié (rs = =,17) of the fathanon
this dimension and Moral R.'ﬁcores are not clear. Socially imposed
"working hoﬁrs of the fathef restrict times of_intefaction. Hoffmaﬁ
»(1963’ indicates increésing importancé of:the father with gggvin a

child's moral development.

Low non-significant positive correlations on the dimension of'b
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problem—solv1ng for the fathers rs' = 02l -and mothers,‘r-s = ,08
although positive 1nd1cate practically nov relatlonshlp between
these two sets of scores. Although the authors con51der- this
fdlmen51on significant in effectlve famlly functlonlng,'lt does notf

appear to facilitate prosocial moral reasoning in this study.

A weak relatlonshlp is found onvthe dimension of comnunlcatlon and
MOral R. scores. An extremely 1ow correlatlon for thefmother (

,01) and a slightly higher correlationﬂfor the father (,s = ,09).
Although a oositive relationship, it |is ‘not statistiCally.

significant.

._But eOmmunioation is consideredbto be osychologieally siénificantt
Epsteln and Blshop (1981) define it as'-the. way in which.
“information is transmltted within a famlly whether clear, d1rect |
‘masked or indirect. From a general systems theory approacn Satir" s
(1967) bas1c assumptlon states that a degree of."psychologicai
maturity underlles the learning of effective communlcatlon thus
avoiding "double—bind“ messages. Effective communication 1is
considered to be a prerequisite in the'development of morality.
The use_of'induetion\pﬁsnpposes ciear and ‘direct oommunication,rn
(Hoffman 1970) as a prereduisite"for noral:‘internalization‘
'Younlss (1982) considers co- operatlve communlcatlon. v‘accounts

for the constructlon of pr1nc1ples and mutual respect leadlng to

morality.
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It is considered that the meaning of communication in this'

measuring instrument is in the widest possible sense. Piaget

-{1932) and Kohlberg (1969) view morality as selfconstructéd. The
child's interpretationé of his own experiences form fhé BaSis of'
his moral code. Iﬁ‘contrast,rsoéially constructed knowledge is
received from QEEEE people and it is felt that this dimension ié

less applicable therefore to emerging morality of the age-group of -

this paper than to sbcially—constructed knowledge.v

Correlations between moral reasoning and the dimension of behavior
.control for béth the father (,09) and»fhe mother (,04) are very 
weak 'aithough positive. They did ' not reachv statistical
.sighificance., The 'authofs of the ‘questioﬁnaire 'idehtify four
styles.of behavior control namély;'rigid, flexible, laiéseszaire"
'énd chaotic. Similérities are nofed ‘between the‘ dimensions vdf
authoritarianism, .autﬁoritativéness aﬁd» perhissivenéss of child
rearing (Baumrind 1971). On clése‘exémination it ié apparent that
the st&les of'disgipline considered by researchers(Héffmén 1970;)
as.éignificant in moral internalization are not exblored in this
measuring instrument. This paper treafs behaVior.control.in tﬁe
traditionai harrow interpretationslof love—oriehtation,‘positive‘

or négative and power assertion.

~The relationship betweén’ moral reasoning and the dimension .of
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roles forv both the father and  the mother was equal. (,10).
Although weak it is in a'positive.diréction but not statistically
significant. This dimension is defined as the patterns of behéviorb
by which individuals fulfill family requirements. They consist of
instrumental areas, namely; the provision of resources, clothing,
life skills development, and affective areas; exéﬁpleé’of which
ére sexual gratification and provision of‘ nurturance. - It is
possible‘thaﬁ thesevareas are inappropriate to moral réasoning;
Although it is accepted that transactionalvpatferns of the family
system do influence the behévioral .styles of all the family
members, it is cautiousiy broposed that stronger relationshipé méy

be elicited with the study of moral reasoning in an older age’

group.

The relationship bétwéen moral reasoning and general fuﬁctibning
" of . the father and the hother was‘very weak indicating praéticaliy
-no relationship between_these variables for eiﬁher parent (father
rs = ,05: mother 'rs = ,06). Although the correlation was
positive it wés not statistically significant.' This diménsion
assesseé the extent of the health/pathology of the family systeﬁ.
The reasons for_fhe non—significant/relationship are not entifely
clear as it was felt that this dimension wduld be an imbdrtant-
féctdr iﬁ the child's interpretatioh of bis own social experiences

in the development of moral reasoning.
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Hypothesis No. 2

It was also hypothesized that a'significant positive relationship -

would be found between high scores on .the V.S.M. (social maturity)

and high scores on Moral R. Findings supported this hypothesis

. (Table 2). Those children who are socially more competent also

‘utilize higher levels of moral reasoning.

Those children whose $.Q. was "100 and below" were conmpared with

those children whose S.Q.'s.were '"above 100". (Table 15). They .

were examined in terms of the dominant mode of moral reasoning.

For those children with an S.Q. of -"100 and below" 19%% of the »
responses were categorized in the Pragmatic dominant modé,"with a

median Moral R. of 2,63 (Table 16). Those children Withvén S.Q.

t"above - 100" did not verbalize any dominant Pragmatic. modal

responses. The median Moral R. of this group is also higher_(Tablé.

15). The boys_accounted for 59% and girls accounted for 41%. But

" of those children with an S.Q. of "100 and below" only 19% were

girls; the remaining 81% were boys. In that group the boyé'appear

" to be significanﬁly lesé'socially mature than the girls butvmore

boys verbalize higher levels of moral R. with S.Q.'s "above 100"

than girls.‘

It is noted at'this'age level that there'can.be large individual



differences in children's reasobing» because of personality
experiences and socialization expériences. The pragmatic-dominant
child is considering only the practical asbects which are

unrelated to the fulfillment’of'another's needs. Thbse children
with V.S.M. scores of '100 ‘and below" lmay reflect>ua slower.
developmenf in.sociél compétence; Those families with 2 working
barents may retard the child's progress towardsvself¥help through
pressure of time. A response to Question No. 38 '"Does the'chiid
" eat with a fork?" elicited responses from somé of the mothers that
the child is able to ao so but is so slow that shé prefers h%m to.
usé a spoon. to save'time. The practise of this sociai skili is'

inhibited. The éhila's environment is . not 'responéive ‘to .this

emerging skill (White el al 1979).

The parent enforces his or her demands and therefore restricts the -

child's feelings of a sense of mastery over his environment.
‘ g : : v .

Those children Wifh' dbminént. hedonistic responses tofalled_ l9%
with S.Q.'s 1100 ‘a_md.below". All of these were boys. Thés’e‘
children with S.Q.'s of "above 100" totalled 32% of the'total and
ofvthét 64% were boys; the remaining'36% wefe'girls. On closé
examinétion,story No. 3 elicited most >5f these reSponseS, fhe :
majofity of which feflected parenta1 stress oh‘hitting..For e;g.
'Sub.v19 (M) feéponded "Robert should hit him back".‘Reséonses

dOmihant'for_the Needs O. categer with an S$.Q. "100 and belbw”
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totalled 25% compared with a slightly higher perceﬁtége (32%) 0£_
those children wifh an S.Q. "abeve.loo". Boys and girls acceunted
- for 50%. Boys contributed 14% and gifls 84% in this category. It
appears that the young child is responsive to other's needs (and
partieularly girls in this study). Underwood aﬁde Moore (1982)
propose that the sex difference is consisfent with an orientation
ﬁoward; nurturance and concern for others. it is  further
» influenced by the family structure which venforcee the
subofdinate position of females (Baumrind 1980).‘Eisenberg—8erg
and .Hand (1979) propose that the responsiveness may ee a
rudimentary form df empathic moral‘reasoning'further reinforced
because fhe child has _personaily experienced both sidee of a
prosocial conflict. At one time or another, he has'both been a
helper and'a reeeiver of help contributing to the development of

role-taking ability.

An uﬁexpected result was that of thoee children witﬁ'a dominant
modaivresponse in the Stereotypic category totalling 6% with an
S;Q. of "100 and  beloﬁ" and 4% 1in _"aﬁove 100"; As. this mode
reflects a more advanced level of reasoning it was unanfieipéted.:
Although.the percentages across Stories l,.2 and 4 all elicifed
28% of these responses and Stery No; 3 16%; it is considered that -
 0§Hef féctqfs such as awareneSs‘of socialynorms end the desire to

- act accordingly may be operating.
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It is proposed that those children who are more socially mature’
and hence more task competent have also a greater sense of
responsibility and self-control which is “influenced by an

awareness of social norms.

There is a clustering of responses with those of the Needs 0. and

Mut. B. categories indicafive of a more mature level of moral

reasoning.

There.ere'no dominant modal responses.in tne Mut. B. category for
subjects with an'S.Q. of "100 and below" whereas 9% of subjects .
responded with an S;Q. of "above 100". These responses focused.
nainly on Story No{ 2 (farmers). The conceptvof deservedness or
distribution Justice (Damon 1977) is considered applicable'to thds”
~story content. Of the 9% therevwas an equal distribution_between
boysfand girls;_Thebnse of Mut. B. reesoning thch.is a,nore_
advanced'level ofvreasoning.is only used by those children’who are
'more _task.‘competent. This fype 'Qf reasoning requires a more
advanced ievel of roletaking ro be able to judge néedsvof'the

benefactor and recipient. (Petersen 1982)."

It is noticeable that the majority of the dominant modal responses :
verbalized by the children were mainly hedonistic and needs
oriented reasoning. The predominance of this reasoning sUpports:

‘the findings of Eisenberg-Berg and Hand (1979).
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Hypothesis No. 3

It was hypothesized that significant correlations in a positive
diréction Qquid be found between high écores on the V.S.M. and
high scores on'the‘Pros. é.R. fhis hypotﬁesis was supported by the
findings‘(Table 2). This relationship was ﬁot unexpected. This is
a méderate cqrrelation. Pre;sghoolers of the age groﬁb of thié
study appear to Dbe sensitiQe to the needs of othérs.
(Eisenberg—Bérg.1979). Those children who behave mofe'prosocialiy"

are more socially competent than those who are less prosocial.

Dimensions on a rating scale :although"clearly defined cannot

eschew differences 6f ihterpretation, as this scale was completed
by the principal and'aSéistant-teacher.at the school. The teachers
rated the instances of prosocial behavior towards themselves and

the childrén's peers as more frequent than the verbalization of

concern about friends and .story-characters during the reading

time; It is not unreasonable to assume that prosocial behavior is

more observable- than . verbalized concern 'byﬂ the ‘children._

'AnderSOn‘s (1949) concept: of “'social visibility' is pertinent_-

here.

These children with S.Q.'s "above 100" have a grand median score
on the Pros. B.R. of ,70 ( Appendix G. ). This is significantly =
higher than those children with S.Q.'s of "100 and below". (median

= ,50). This result partially supports Piaget's (1932) conceﬁt of
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"functional . | ﬁnity". .. Research of Eiéenberg—Berg (1979)
Eisenberg-Berg and ‘Hahd (1979): _Eisenberg-Berg and Neal and‘
Rheingod, Hay and West (1976) posfulate the belief iﬁ ahb"internal
rule" which is infiuenced by.situational factorsl'interpersonal'
differenées; and developmental - leyel. Peterson (1982) confirms
that perspective taking relates‘ to helping by. preschooiers
Suggesting‘tha£ their ability.to pefceive'the need for help is
associated with tﬁeif ihter bersonal peréeptual ability. It would
‘therefore be naive to anticipate high scores on the Pros; B.R. for

~ those children with‘én S.Q. on the V.S.M. of "100 and below".'

More prosocial' activity may be anticipated with those .childrén
with a higher meaian (,70) indicating a higher developmental level
‘and further differentiation of the “infernal rule"; But factofs
‘suchvas the degrée of deservedness for helping and an incréased‘
awareness of sociél norms may ,inﬁibit"an increase in behaving_

vprosocially.

. Application of Peterson's (1982) argument to the children with an
- S.Q. of "100 and below" with the lower median implies that these
children lack the.perspective taking ability and task competence

which are deemed to be significént in giving help.

of fhose.children with. an S.Q. of "100 and below" 8l% were boys

‘and the remaining 19% were girls, whereas of those children who
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S.Q. was ''above 100", 64% were girls and 36% were boys. In this
study there were more girls with a higher S.Q. than boys of this
age-group pointing towards a more: advanced .level -of social

méturity;

Hypothesis No 4 )

It was hypothesized that those children with higher scores on
Moral R. would also attain- higher scores én the Pros. BLR; Thiose
childrén who use higher levelé of moral reasoning will behave-more
prosocially than children who use lower levels of reasoning.vThis
hypothesis was supported by a significant poéitivé relationsﬁip
‘kTable 2). Examination of the scores of Moral R. and the medians
of Pros; B.R. show a grand sample median of ,65. It will bé
) remémbered that it was decided to examine the dominant modal
response of the children in this study in the relationships.
betwéen these variables (dominant = at least 50% of feasoning was
in oné category; the other respbnses are above of below that

category by 1 or 2 stages).

Those subjeéts whose dominant _modali response was. Pragmatic
(Iable 17 ) éttained a iower median of ,60. They were beiow the
grbup éverage in. behaving prosocially and verbalizing COncerh fOr
.otheré. A possibie explanation is that non-moral reasoning may be.
considered as an inhibitory facfor'fof prosocial behavior: Réaséns

for this are not clear, Eisenberg-Berg (1982) proposes that
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developmental cbanges.in moral reasoning may parallel age-related
cdgnitive development in roletaking abilites and élso the ability.
to behave prosocially. éll'thelpragmatic respohses apply.fo.story
No. 4 (the swimming competition) (Appendix E). It is notéd that
.children's reasoning about hypothetical moral diiemmas may not be
‘as advanced as real-life méral dilemmas and the unfamiliarity of
the story éontent may have influéncéd the child to resoft to a
practical non-moral féasoﬁing at this age level.

There were no subjects whose dominant modai respohse:was that of
the Auth & P. éategory. This contrasts with Kohlbergs (1969)
probosal that moral reasoning is dominated by this orientation; It
suggests that prosocial moral reasoning is more advanced than

prohibition-oriented moral reasoning.

-:The lack of avdominant modal response in this categony supports
the fiﬁdings of Eisenberg—Berg and Hand_(lsfp) Eisenberg—Berg and
Roth (1980) and Eisenberg-Berg Iand Neal (1981) in a prosocial
céntext. Althoughvchildren"recognize'subservience to pareﬁts.and
other adulfs (Youniss 19?6),Dam6n (1977).offers confirmétion of
>yoﬁng children using principla;df justice in moral reasoning. A
highef median (,70) oﬁ the Pros.vB.R. fér Lhose subjects with é
dominaﬁt modal résponse of hedonism is noted. ¢ Table: 17 ); In
terms of this scale these children behaved more prosoéiail&rﬁnd

verbaliZed more concern for others. This relationship should be
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viewed with caution as teacher-ratings may represent global
perceptions of the children rather than accurate indices of their
.actual behavior. The stories of the Moral. R. are hypothetical
involving a cost to the chief story character and the Pros. B.R.
observes dimensions of behavior which may not neccessarily prodﬁce
_any cost to the child but may occur.because of possiblé futuré
- reciprocity. Hedonistic reasoning focuses on the gain to the child
himself or to others who he needs orvlikes. This group of children
is more prosocial than the pragmatic group.v Some theorists do
argue that prosocial or‘ ‘altruistic behavior is actually »
‘hedonistically motivated. A state of ihward empathic distress 'is

reduced by postive prosocial behavior (Eisenberg 1982).

Those subjects whose dominant modal.response was of the Needs O.
category ( Table 17) have the highest median on the Prés. B.R.
t,80). These children are focussing directly on  others needs .
unlike the Stereo_and Mut. B. groups. The median is higher than .
those whose dominant modal responseé are Stereo (,55) and:Mut. B
{(,65). Those children dominant for the Mut. B. category considered.
both the chief story character and the recipiehf. A cost - benefit
ratio is involved. This is the only category where différences in
the medians between the pairs of questioné were noted. (Q 1 & é =
>,6$:YQ 3 &’4 = ,60)..A_pOSsible.interpretation is the."greater 
social visibilify“ of Dbehaving prosocially 'compafed ‘with - the

verbalizations of concern. Those subjects whose dominant modal
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response was Stereo._have the lowest median on the Pros. B.R.

i(,55). These children were the least prosocial of the group. A
developmental awareness of the 51gn1ficance of social norms, a
desire '"to be kind" as verbalized by Sub No.Jé¢ and the w1sh of the

child to act in accordance with these'norms may at times;work
against behaving prosocially éompared with those children of the

Needs O. category. (Proé' B.R. median = ,80) It is a
'developmenfally lower levél of moral development ~in  the

Eisenberg-Berg (1979) classification of moral’ reasoﬁing buf
without the éocial.awareﬁess of social norms.

Althbugh the correlétion between scorés on the Pros; B.R. ang

Morél R. is léw(rS =,21 p = ,10), it is pefhaps realistic. It is

questionabie whether a simple_ and  direct relationship- can be

conSidergdf A simple action may épring from a variety of_motiVes,

inflﬁenced by situational variables and presence or absence of
'teachers ihv the schooi—situation; Othef- variables such as :the

extent of - developed reflectivity, .vrequiring a . degree .'of

responSibility and self-control are Significant in behaving

- prosocially. ‘Berkowitz (1982) proposes that children at about 5 -
6 years of age are using strategies of self—control in delaying

_gratification. It will be' remembered that the definition of
prosoéial utiiized for this paper {(Mussen and Eisenberg 1977)

v [
contains components of these variables. -
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~ Hypothesis No. &

It was hypothesized that healthier family functioning (FAD) would
account for increased social maturity. V(VSM) Findings did not
support this hypothesis. The correlation was very weak énd
negative and non-significant (Table 2) indicating practically no
relationship between the more soéially competent childreﬁ.and the

healthier types of family functioning.

It was felt that the seven dimensions of the F.A.D. covered the
mbst important areas of the parent-child ‘relationship. The
decision to lock at relationships from a general systems appréach
was further r:inforced by the finding of one factor in a .factor

analysis.

This apparent lack of relatiqnship may be attribufed to the émall
sample (N=38)vand to its hoﬁogeneity. It ié also proposed that
theré'may be other factors obérating such as.birth drder. White et
al (1979)vf0und that the difference of birth sfatus was higﬁly
significant in the amount of verbalization énd time spent by the
mothér with the child.,The'first—erd receives twice as' much of

.each variable as later-born children.



192

Hypothesis No. 6

L]

. It was hypothesized that the healthier types of functioning (FAD)
would promote increased prosocial behavior.(Pros. B.R.) Results
did not support this hypothesis. The relationship was in a

negative direction of both the pooled parental scores and the

seperate parental scores.

It will be remembered that the rating scales were completed by the
'principle and teacher respectively for the two 'classes of
children. Differences in the degree and amount of prosocial

behavior need to be considered with these results.

Thevdegrees of friendliness and sociability of the children‘may.
account ifor greater 'social visibility" resulting in distorted
findings. It is possible that the rating scale is actually'tapping
these personality characteristics rather than the extent of the

prosoc1ality of the child

An alternative proposal is that of Berkonitz (1982) who reports
that a longitudinal research by Block and Block. (1979) found that
teachers reports of prosocial tendencies were correlated, with
neasures‘of seif—control. Although more research is neccessary the
.degree o f social competence required to behave prosoc1a11y may .

develop only when self—control has developed.
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It is further considered that the lack of relationship may be as a

result of the lack of refinement of the prosocial behavior rating

'scale.

It is suggested that for futnre work . that participant.obserners
rate the children's prosocial behavior, or that parental ratings
- of the behavior be considered in' addition fo teacher ratings.
Controls for birth status should be incluoed as researoh evidence

exists showing that older children help more. (Clausen 1972).

1

Additional Study

It was decided to intercorrelate the moral reasoning categories to
investigate 'relationships between them. Spearman's rank

non-parametric correlation was performed. (Table 4).

‘Hedonistic reasoning was negatively'related to Needs‘O,'reasoning
(T

s = ,47) at the 1% level of significance. It is suggested that

this'indicates an increasing ability to‘take the role of the otner
in: contrast with Hedon, reasoning where the "right" reasoning is
‘that whioh. satisfies the desires or needs of the vself.'bThiS'
relationship reflects the prgressive _differentation of 'thé"

perspective taking ability. bEisenberg (1982)‘ proposes that the
: [ . : | = e _
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Needs 0. reasoning reflects an early presence of empathy. Other
researchers (Zahn-Waxler and Radke-Yarrow 1979) also support this

proposition.

' Hedonistic reasoning was aiéo negatively.related to Stefeotypic
reasoniﬁg (rs = ,28) gt the 1% level of significance. A clustering
pf' responses with Needs 0. and Mut. B. éategories is noted
(Abpendix E) pointiﬁg towérds an emerging maturity of.judgment.
' The weaker negative correlation compared with-that‘of Hedon and
Needs 0. (¥ = -,47) may be accounted for by desires to reépond'to

social principles which inhibits the expression of the child's

natural developing empathy.

Theée results support the findings of Eisenbefg—Berg and Hand-
_(1979); Other relatiqhships between the catégdries were not
_'sigﬁificant. The relationshipsv between fhe categories of
Pragmatism and Needé 0. and Auth & P. and Ngeds bf werebboth —,15;v
.Non—significant.relationships were not expectedras:theistruéture
of these forms 6f reasoning reflects increasing differentiétioh éf
"cognitive and perspective takihgrabilitiéé.lt is felt that the
size of thg Sample may be rather small (N ¥_38) and may be a
contributory factor. in the lack of more significant relationships;
It i§ ﬁoted thét the ofigiﬁalvstudy by‘Eisenbefg-Berg'and Hand
(1979) yielded  one 6thér_ significant rgiationship; betweeh'

Hedonistic and'Approval 0. It will be remembered that this present
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study yielded no dominant modal response of the lattef category.

The reader is reminded that the milieu of the Eisenberg>énd Hand
study is America. This measuring instrumentv(Moral R. stories) has.
not to the researcher's knowledge been uitlized inv the’ South‘
Affican‘ context. Aithough Approval O. 1is not thev mosf advanceﬁ
lgvel of morél reasoning it does mark an emerging use of the

higher categories reqdiring'increased perspective taking;\
Conclusions

Recommendatisns for further research

It is considered that the following factors prevented this.

_inVestigation from yielding more significant‘results.

 a. Lack of suitability of the F A D.
b. Lack of suitability of the Pros. B.R. measure.
c. The selection of a highly homogeneous group.

d. The small size of the sample.

Lack of suitability of the F A D

Although the F A D appeared suitable as a measuring instrument it



is cautiously proposed that the diménsions of the F A D embrace a
wider spéctrum df parent-child relations than that required in the
examination of morél reasbning. For example, firstly thé dimensibn
of behavior control is treated in this paper from the morep
traditional narrow focus of love-orientation, posifive or negative
and phjsical power assertion. The F A D approacﬁes behévidr
control as styles 'of family_ functidning vizs rigid, .flexiblé,"
laissez-faire and chaotié. As noted earlier fhere are:similarities

 to.the authoritarian, authoritative and permissiveness typev'of
vchild fearing by Baumrind (1971). Although it is suggested that
the general systems'theéfy approaqﬁ'be'retained)a questiqnnaire
could be ccnstructed which incofporates questioné that -arc
appliéable to the narrower focus required forvresearch into_mqral
reasoning. Thé second example. is that of the dimension of
éémmunication. As already stated morality ‘is self-constructed
knoQiedge (Piaget 1932: Kohlberg 1969) by the child from his own
experienées, rather than socially constructed knowledge which.is
gained from otheré. It‘is possible that questioné which focus oﬁ
the ‘area of self-constructed knéwledge. may yield mofe positive
resulfs. It is further proposed that these additional questions be
subjected' to item analysis so. fhat .the ‘exact' natufé of the
interaction‘ _betwéen ~moral lreasoning and communication is.

understood. '



197

b. Lack of suitability of the Pros. B.R.

This measure was constructed for the research. It is possible that
Vthe instrument was not sufficiently refined.to tép the prosocial
vbehavior of‘the children. It was hypothesized thatvthebhealthier
typés'of family functioning would account for increased prosocial
"behavior. Results did not support this hypothesis. It is thought
that the teachers (who completed the rating scale) may have been
 responding to actual personality characteristics of thé cﬁildren.
vFor gxample, the traité of friendliness and sociability may lead

to greater social visibility'and the halo effect may result in

For future research of this nature it is suggested that rating
scales‘of prosociél'behavior be completed by teachers and parents.

Controls for bifth—order should also be considered.

c. The Selection.of'a highly homogenous group

As the reSearcﬁ programmé was ‘concluded it became cleér that by
'selecting‘all.the subjects from fhe same SChoql and of similaf'
.socioféconomic status. (middle—cléss), ~child 'rearing patferns
 appeared ,rélatively 'homogeneOUS.. Furthermore aé the school’ is
adminiéféréd_by theipérents, inferchahge of ideas éhd interéction'

by'the parenté is encouraged by the principal. It is suggeSted:for
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future research that the sample selection be more heterogenous.
Comparisons of the results can then be obtained. In fhis manner
information may be gathered concerning - the diffefent typeé of
family functioning and moral reasoning'levels in different social
and’culturél groups. It_is also felt that mnral reasoning levels
“of the parents would need to be examined in order to draw

meaningful social and cultural comparisons.

'd. The small size of the sample

It is considered that the size of the sample (N=38) prevented this .
invéstigation from yielding.'more clear~-cut  results. It is
suggested that in future research in this area the numbers of
sUbjecté..be‘ increaéed and - different schoqis be selected. The
sample will then-bg"larger and more heterogénepus than thé group

under investigation for this paper.

This research into prosocial moral reasoning looks at an area in
which little investigation has been conducted and therefore may be

seen as é pilot study in this field.
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" APPENDIX A

;-

e

MORAL REASONING 'STORIES. = -~

. Stories are sex—approﬁriéte to the child,‘Thé stbfy¥sequence'dfil,.2, 3,

-4 is_reverséd With each altéfnéte'child,_héle and‘female.f1 f\,"
STORY NO'1

One'day_é girl_(boy)vnamed<MaryY(Efic)_Was'going‘fo a‘friendfé7bifthdéyl'
' "pafty;x}'On hér (his)'way:she'(hé)_séﬁ a gifl’(boy)Vth_had_fallen and

e



hurt her (his) leg. x2 The girl (boy) asked Mary (Eric) to go to her
(his) home and fetch her (his) parénts so that they could take her (him)

to.the Doctor.

But if Mary (Eric) did run to fetch the parents, she (he) would be~iate
for the birthday party and she (he) would miss the nice ice-cream, cakes

and all the fun and games.

x1 = Picture presentation

X2 = Picture presentation
Question: ~ 1. What should Mary (Eric) do?
2. Why?

. STORY NO 2

There was a valley not far from Cape Town. In there were several farms.
Some of the farmers only grew-vegetables éndvothers farmed cattle as

well as vegetablés.X1

This winter was Very wet and cold-and'the river runnihg through'the

valley overflowed and killed off lots of the young vegetableé.x2 Séme_of-



_the farmers therefore had practically no food. Other farmers_who lived
further away from the river, had plenty of food. They were asked to give
food to the poor huhgry farmers. If they giVe food to the poor hungry

farmers, they will not have very much for themselves.

x]1 = Picture presentation

x2 é’Picture presentation
Questions: - 1. What should the farmers do?

2. wWhy?

STORY NO 3

Jean (John) is playing in the gar‘den.X1 She (he) decides to go and play
with some friends in the sandpit. When she (he) gets there, she (he)

sees her (his) friend Helen (Robert) being hit by Barbara (David).xz

If she (he) jumps into the sandpit to help rescue Helen (Robert), she

(he) may also be hurt by the other child.

x1 = Picture presentation
x2 = Picture presentation
Questions: 1.  What should Jean (John) go?

2. wWhy?



STORY NO 4

There was a young man (woman) who was a very clever swimmer._X1 He (she)
won every swimming competition. On the day of a very important swimming
gala for which the prize was R500 he (she) was asked to help some

~crippled children by teaching them to swim fof the whole day,xg

If he (she) helped the crippled children by teaching them to swimvon
that day, he (she) would miss the swimming gala and the chance of

winning R500.

x1 = Picture presentation
. x2 = Picture preésentation

: Qﬁestions: 1. What should he (she) do?

2. . Why?



APPENDIX B

PROSOCIAL BEHAVIOR RATING SCALE

| ' |Always| Générally]Sometimes]Seldom I Néverj-
| s |4 |3 |_2 1]
|1. Helps peers sponté— | | - - N - N
Iomeowsty L1
|2. Helps teacher sponta- | B | ' . | |'  . llv .l
| bneously‘ | .,‘ I‘ | | ] . :‘I   ?_.1 a I
l3; Expresses verbal con- v| | ' .lvl‘_ N ' v| o |
i» cern re. peers I ! ‘ j} ” L ] i b
14, Dﬁfing story time,:ex— | | .'_' _ | [ ) .i
Iv: presses concern re. o N ' o | o : | - i
| story éharacfers o | I : | oo [
| (R (Y SIS A N

PLEASE BE ASSURED OF COMPLETE CONFIDENTIALITY IN THIS MATTER



1
APPENDTIX C
Age Periods h . : S
. ) o LA
poryt Score*  liems O-1 : : Mcarf
C . 1. “Crows”; laughs .. .. .. .. S . e e e I e e S 25
HG 2. Balances head .. ' ... .25
HG .............. 3. Grasps objects within reach ... 30
S .. ... 4 Reaches for familia_r PETSOIIS . | o oooe | aoeomn it e o s .30
HG ... 5. Rolls over - .. N SR . .30
HG ... ~ 6. Reaches for nearb.y objects ......... e .35
O ...... ... 7. Occupics self unattended e A3
HG ... 8. Sits unsupported ... . I 45
4G . 9. Pullsself upright . . . . e i e 55
C ... . 10. “Talks™ imitates sounds .. ... .. . . ... o [ PR .£5
HE ... . .. 11. Drinks from cup or glass assisted . Tl 55
‘L. ... .. 12, Moves about on floor .. .. .. .. ST 63
G . ... . 13, Grasps with thumb and finger ... . o .65
S ... .. 14. Demands personal attention . . .. .70
4G ... IS, Stands alone ... . e e e .85
HE ... .. 16. Does not drool .. ... . .. . S .................... U S 90
C ... A 17. Follows simple instructions o L . S 93
by to categorical arrangoment of items: : : . . . : 87 o e
G — Self-help venera! - C-—Communication L. — Locomotion . A]]]ﬁ?ﬂdﬂ /;’Z[MMK&&]]WZ&Z Z‘”./f

D — Seif-help diossing S > —- Self-direction 0O — Occupation

T Selfhelp eating S —— Socialirati : - i . s s .
et of < 720 Wasingion Avenee S, Minneapolis Minnzsol 5311

br methad: of scoriug see “The Mcusurement of Social Competence.™




I-mm
| S 18. Walks about room Unattended ..o e tea e nat et ees e es e 1.03
(o JUUT 19. Marks with pencil or crayon ........ Creusuesesseemetas e st s sser s mannn s s e s es s sees e e eeese i, 1.10
SHE .............. 20. Masticates fOO ...o...cooeii et ettt eeeseien et e rnees sttt eenn 1.10
SHD oo 21, PUIS O SOCKS ..oo_iumeomoroeoeooeceoe oo eeeeeeemeeeseee s eeesoeeemeesecoeeee e seeeseemeseeeee et 1.13
O e 22. Transfers objects .....c....cccococooeeis erenees Saeetnsnasesmeairasa sresmmaseaes e ne e setacs st eies amsmememe et e nrns 1.20
SHG .............. 23. Overcomes SIMPlE OBSIACIES ..o resmeneenaes 1.30
6 ST 24. Fetches or carries familiar objects ....... aeemaeeeteateeeneennenes eeeteeeeaneiereresannaeas v S 1.38
SHE ........ — 25. Drinks from cup or glass Unassisted .........c.ooceoirerioiianriece et e 1.40
SHG ............. 26. Gives up baby carriage .......c...ccoceoeencn, eeeeeceeeeesseenereeeeansmeeaes e srnesea et eaenainen reeeroe et e 1.43
R 27. Plays with other children ........ooooiooeeoeoeeeeeeee oo eeeeseeeneeee e . 1.50
SHE. ........... 28. Eats with Spoon ... eremteet e e te s et e e eenen S [ RURU - 1.53
Lo 29. Goes about hOUSE OF YANA «..o..oveoeoeeeeeeooeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e eeeaeaee e e aneeas e I 1.63
SHE ... 30. Discriminates edible SUDSIANCES ... oiiiiiie oo ettt eme s e 1.65— -
C o 31. Uses names of familiar 0bJECtS .........o.cucvemriuesrimruiuceniecrienerenecaes evreee et 1.70
Lo . 32, Walks UPStAIrS UNASSISIEA -......o.omoceeeoeeemeeeccaeeeceeeeene e seeeeseeee e eemeeereas seeaeeeaeeeeieeresemsemeen S 1.75
‘SHE .............. 33. Unwraps Candy - .eceecceeeecceseeeeececnaas reeneamereeseeeseeaessessesteseaeseieeaianeanenrens et ees 1.85
L - 34. Talks in short sentences ...........cc...c... e ienatrencmmresteeataeemecteesee smeeamt et Seacenenaeane s s e emeanan e gore arenn 1.95
| -1
(SHG ... 35. ASKS 20 80 10 TOHIEE w.ooooiooio oo oo eeeeeeoeeeoe oo eeeese s e sn s e e eress e nr e - 1.98
- O ..X. 36. Initiates OWn PlAY GCHVIHIES ..ocoiiierrreieeieceesices e iiaesesesenes saesescaemcsenaeiebs semetasmsinscssssae s seasseeeas 2.03
SHD. ..... X0 37. REMOVES COAL OF AIESS .oooeieiieiiiieeieteeaterians steeneetaesreamaaeenseaceresarreeseesscerasaemensresarrann S 2.05
SHE ... 38 Eats ith fOrk ..ottt 2.35 7
SHE ... .*.... 39. Gets drink unassisted ........... et atesstreree et eeae et e e s eaa s s mamn s snenns eetereeeseat s scees 2.43
SHD ... ¥ . 40, DIIes OWN MANGAS oottt e oo as e eseas et es e eae st rn e s e e ne s maae st e st emeasennas 2.60
SHG ... T... 41. Avoids simple hazards ........ccc.ccooeeiiverearnranen e eeer et eeetse e ateana s e eaa e e e e memnns ereseneeeannrene 2.85
SHD ....57..... 42. Puts on coat or dress UNASSisted .........o....oooueevuessimmersin e e e e 2.85
O X 43, Cuts WItH SCISSOTS ool e e na e eennees e 2.88°
c ... do 44, Relates EXPETIENCES ... ieeii e eciiianieeeaeeeeieeemeeeaes e e eeinecaies e eesaeaneseeas e e 315
| M-IV '
L ...y 45. Walks downstairs one step per tread ............ e e e e et 3.23
R *.... 46. Plays cooperatively at kindergarten level ................ e e 3.28
SHD ....7F7.... 47. BUUONS COAL OF AIESS ..eoceiiterieiireieeeaeemieasenemaeseeeeseseses s emeaesesscn seee e seeescannes S ... 335
o ... Y 48. Helps at little household taskS .oooooio i it eer s eeee e e ee e e e eaeaerae s emaer s 3.55
S o 49. “Performs” for others .......coocoeeeeee. e ........................... e 375
SHD ... }7.... 50. Washes hands unaided .........ooocooooooerreee. e e e 3.83
. . o . IV-V
SHG ... ... 51. Cares for Self at tOIlEt .. . .o....oorreiieemereeinerreae e emeries oo cenrenseeeses s eesnnseeeeeen e ... 3.83
SHD ... %= 52. Washes face unassisted .. ..... U et et s 4.65
L . —*‘:‘ 53. Goes about neighborhood unattended ...... SRR : ............... s 4.70
SHD ... 54. Dresses self eXCept tYiNg ......looeeerorerreomereiressiore e woeeerren et .. 480
o..=1. 55. Uses pencil or crayon for drawing ....... ettt g e ' TSR SN UU R VPSRRI 513
S T 56, Plays édmpetitiv‘e exercise ganics B e e e i, 5013




V-VI
O ... e 57. Uses skates, sled, WAZON ... oot e reees e 2ot e st e et s e st e e et 5.13
C oo S8, Prints SIMPIE WOTAS .ooiieiiiic et et L et 5.23
S s SO, PlAYS SIMPIE 1ADIC BAMICS wovoroee oo seeroceesrreee s st 5.63
" SD 60. Is trusted with money et e e e et ee ettt e et e ee st oo en e eeeae e ne e 5.83
L ... i 61, Goes to school unattended ..o et s eenn e e 5.83
Vi-vi
SHE .............. 62. Uses table knife for spreading ..........c..ce S eeeeereeeinanaan eeectaee s eaecanens 6.03
" C oo 63, Uses pencil for writing e eee e eee e ee e ee et e eeee et s e eeaneeee . 6.15
SHD ... . ... 64. Bathes self 3 ] (=1 A OO U SO S USROS 16.23
SHD ... 65. Goes to bed unassisted .......oooeiieiiiair et s e nennes eeeememnreneneereeereaeernnas e 675
VI - vl
SHG ... . 66, Tells time t0 QUATTET BOUT oo e nnes 728
SHE .............. 67. Uscs table knife for cutting e e e eneee e e aen 8.05
S e 68. Disavows literal Santa Claus e e et e et et st e e et eem s eena e emeee s eemeeens - 828
S ... R 69. Participates in pre-adolescent play ... e eeeeateaterteeteninesmmaeeaans 8.28 |
S HD .. 70. Combs or brushes Bair ...ttt st e e eeeenes 8.45
. VI - IX
O o 71. Uses tools or utensils ......oooeimeimiminiecnennns reeeeeseesereseneeeecesseeesantieimaaeiaeaamaaenanerebaabensreren 8.50
S 0 72. Does routine household tasks ..................................... 8.53
C .. .. 73. Reads on own INFHATIVE Lo e e e e e s 8.55
SHD ... 74. Bathes self UNAIdEd ..o.oo.ooiiiiieeee e ieeeee e eeote s e ceeen e e me e s et e e e e aneenne e e nnes 8.85
. IX-X
SHE ... 75. .Cares for self at table ............. e eeeeieeeeeseneeeeeeteesteaereeeesienesaneetesaiann s e eaae crererens N 9.03
SD 76. Makes minor purchases ...........cccoceeiiiniceieeiccns ereeenemmeee e eaeaes 9.38
L 77. Gocs about hOme tOWN FIEEY wi.....ivmoroeoreerereeeoeeeeereeeenereeeees S  9.43
) ‘ X-XI
C oo, 78. Writes occasional short 1etters ... vomreroeeereriene e e 9.63
C o, 79. Makes telephone Calls . ...t e 10.30
O ... 80. Does small remunerative WOrk ... N RO s 10.90
CC 81. Answers ads; purchases by mail ..........cc......... e e 11.20
. XI - XI1
O ... 82 Does simple creative work ................... e meemmemsaseegaes baseraennasereieeeesenareneeaneaeiasens SN 11.25
SD ... 83 Islcft to care for SEIf OF OtREFS ..o.o.oiiiiiiievieeeieireireie s+ eeccaeaee e e SUTTTUO S 11.45
C 84. Enjoys books, NEWSPapers, MAGAZINES ........ccooovimniiiiinns © eoieeeein e e 11.58
. _ XH - XV
S o 85. Plays difficult games ... ... e e e 12.30
HD ... 86. Exerciées complete care of dress ........ et e 12.38
SD ............ 87. Buys own clothing accessories ... e e e 13.00 _
S e 88. Engages in adolescent group activities .........ccoceiviniee o erersneeties i enaaee it e e s inannens S 14.10
o SO 89. Performs responsible routing chores .......cooorcer. L s ...... creererereene 14.65



XV.XVill
C e 90. Communicates DY JetEr Lo ettt et 14.95
C o 01. FOIlOWS CUITENT CVCNTS .o.ioiuieiieniiuiniimeimermensaasa s creese o ee et manas e raaaaannsas e ea v —————————— 15.35
| | SRR 92. Goes to nearby places alone ..o et eevae e aentee e e enae 15.85
"SD e 93. Goes out unsupervised daytime ... e 16.13

) 0 I 94, Has own spending money e ee et e e e ettt eea e e eee e te et e n et s e see e e e eereeeen 16.53

SD ..oeeen - 95. Buys all'own ClOthiNg .eoven e e e L 17.37

| | XVIH - XX '
| R 96. Goes to distant points alone ................................................................................. 18.05

£ 2 JOR 97. Looks after own health .........cccooimiiniicluiiiinnins et eeeaeeae e et et es e e eeme et e e e enree et et nen 18.48
O . 98. Has a job or continues schooling ................... eeeeeemeeeas oeeaesmeeereeeemmeeme st eeemestseseseen eemeeenesea- 18.53

SD e © 99, Goes out nights unrestricted .......ooooiiin ettt e O 18.70

SD s 1100. Controls own MaJOr EXPENAitUIES ...coovvieeieii et feee e e 19.68

SD 101. Assumes personal responsibility ................ SRR e e 20.53

o XX - XXV '

SD i ]02. Uses money providently ........oooveereeeeeeinieesiionicnnne ...... eseeeerentens 21,5+
S e 103. Assumes responsibility beyond own needs ... —_— 21.5+
S e 104. Contributes to social Welfare ..o reemetece s e eneas 254

SD oo 105. PrOVIAes fOT FUIUIE oouomeieeeeceeeceeeueeeareeeteemcecetcecuccaciaessmcsessmse s essnssesemsnsse e enemsmsscmonsacasensacn 25+

XXV4 |

e J—— _ 106. Performs skilled WOTK -........ccoorsrveeern OSSOSO 1 B
O e 107. Engages in beneficial recreation ...t SRR 2 5'+
O e 108. Systematizes OWIl WOTK ...oo.oiiiiiimieiaii et eeeeeene e eaeend S 25+

[ 109. Inspires confidence ..o S0 SOUSORNDIE 1

B 110. Promotes CiVIC PrOZIESS ....ocercrueririnvemnueccranennenss s SRR ettt e et s e es 254

v O e 111. Supervisés occupational PUrSUits .........coeoriiiiniiiiloinens eretaeneteiteaere e ees it ear e s snnen 254

SD e 112. Purchases for others ................. [ tveeneen et nneens SO OO e 254
(o JU— 113. Directs or manages affairs of others .......... ettt ettt en e ST 254
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11.

12.

APPENDTIX: - D

page 1 ID

Plannlng family activities is difficult because we
misunderstand each other.

SA A D ) SD

We resolve most everyday problems around the house.

- 5A A D SD

When someone is upset the others know why.

SA A D SD

When you ask someone to do ~something, you have to
check that they did it.

SA - A' D SD

If someone is in trouble, the others become too
involved. :

SA A D SD

In times of crisis we can turn to each other for
support.

——

SA A D SD

We don”t know what to do when an emérgencY'comes up.

SA A )  sD

We sometimes run out of things that we need. ;

sA ' A D SD

We are reluctant to show our affection for each
other. .

sa A D SD

. We make sure members meet thelr family

respon51b111t1es.

SA A D SD.-
- We cannot talk to "each other about the sadnéss..
we feel. -
sa A D 'sD

- We usually act on our_decisions regarding problems.

———

SA a D SD



“13.
14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

22

23.

24,

page 2 ID

You only get the interest of others when something
is important to them.

SA A - D SD

You can”t tell how a person is feellng from what they

are saying.

SA A D SD

 Family tasks don”t get spread around enough.

SA _ A D ' SD

Individuals are accepted for what they are.

SA A D SD

You can easily get away with breaking the rules,.

SA A D SD

People come right out and say things instead of
hinting at them. .

SA A - SD

. Some of us just don“t respond emotionally.

SA ' A D SD

We know what to do in an emergency.

SA A D  SD

We avoid discussing our fears and concerns. -

sa A D  SD
It is difficult to talk to each other about tender
feelings. -
SA A D SD

‘We have trouble meeting our bills.

SA A . D 8D

After our famlly tries to solve a problem, we usually

discuss whether it worked or not.

sa A ‘D ‘SD»




25. .

26.

217.
28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35,

36,

page 3 ID

We are too self-centered.

SAa A D SD

We can express feelings to each other. -

SA A D SD

We have no clear expectations about toilet habits.

SA A D SD

We'do not show our love for each other..

sa A D SD

We talk to people directly rather than through |

~go-betweens.

SA A D "~ sDp

Each of us has particular duties and responsibilities;

‘SA A D 8D

There are lots of bad feelings in the'familya»

SA : A D : SD

We have rules about hitting people..

SA A D g SD

 We get involved with each other only when somethlng

interests us.

SA A D ' SD
There”s little time to explore personal interests,

SA A D - 8D

We often don“t say what we mean.

SA : A D 8D

We feel accepted fOr'what we are.

sa A D 8D

——— | erm—



37.

38.

39.

40.

43.

T 44,

45 .o

] 46.

48.

Making decisions is

B ks

page 4 - ID

We show interest in each other when we can get
something out of it personally.

SA ' A D SD

We resolve most emotional upsets that come up.

sAn A D SD
Tenderness takes second plaée to other things
in our fanily. ,

SA A D . spD

We discuss who is to do household jobs.

SA A D )

a problem for our family.

sA A 'p SD

our family shows interest in each other only when they

can ¢et comething out of it.

SN . A - B SD

We are frank with each other,

en A D . 8D

We don”t hold to any rules or standards.

sA A D SD

"If people are asked to do somethlng, they need

reminding.

SA A D SD

"We are able to make dec151ons about how to
"solve problems.

sSa B A ‘ D ' SD

47. ; 1f thevrules are broken, we don”t know what to expect.

D SD

ettt

sa A

Anything goes in our family.

sA A D sD

S ————————



49.

50.

Sl.

52.

53.

54 L]

55,

56.

57.

- 58.°

59.

60.

page 5 - ID

We express tenderness.

SAa A D SD

We confront problems involving feelings.

SA A : D SD

We don”t get along well together.

SA A D __sD

We don“t talk to each other when we are angry. .

SA A D SD

We are generally dissatisfied with the family duties

assigned to us.

SA A D "~ sD

Even though we mean well, we intrude too much into
each others lives.
SA A ‘ D : SD

There are rules about dangerous situations.

SA v A D » SD

We confide in each other,

SA A D SD

We cry openly.

SA A D sp

We don”t have reasonable transport.

sa A D SD

When we don”t like.what,éomeone has done, we
tell them. '

SA ' A D ' SD

We try to think of different ways to solve problems,

SA " A D . - 8D



APPENDIX E

Scores obtained on the 4 main variables under investigation:-

Moral Reasoning

TABLE
SCORES

Subject | Story No's | Score|Subject| - Story No's | Score |

|l2dalal_ 1 Jaldedslal____ |

1 |3lo]lalo| 35| 20 |3 lol3|s] 2,25']

2 | 0 | a4 l.3 |11 3,5] 21 | 3]4]|nAlal 3,67

3 [ 3] a] 3] 4| 3,5 22 | 1] 4] 4 |n/al 3,00 |

4 |3lal113]| 2,75 23 | 3|42 11 2,50 |

5 |.4 [n/a] 1 |N/A} 2,50] 24 | 1 |’7.| 314 3,75 |

6 | 3] 413 1] 2,78 25 | ala]a)] 4| 4,00 |

7 l1]a]3]1| 2,25]  2 | 3 lalala] 2,75 |

8 a1 21 4| 2,751 27 |5 | 1| 3] 4| 3,75 |

9 l211]3]1| 1,75]. 28 |N/a|N/Al 1] 3] 2,00 |
10 | 5 lslsal a,75] 29v,| d_l 7147 a,50 |j'

11 | a 1141 2,50 30 | 3]4al2]3| 3,00]|

12 J115]3 | s l: 3,50| 31 |'3 |»4'I.4 1'3 | 3,50 |

a3 l2]1]4] 3| 2,50] 32 | 3| 3 | 3131 3,00 |

14 | a1l 7| 5 | 7 ] 5,75/ 33 | 1]4a]o|a] 2,25]

15 1 70113]3] 3,50 34 T1171213] 3,251

16 talsl3l7] azs] 35 |n/al1]alal 2,67 |

17. - | 3 1:3'] 3} 3] 3;oo|‘ 36 | 514a)a)al| a,25]

18 - " |N/A] 1 |N/A|N/A| ‘i,OOI: 37 |11 7 | 4 .l 4,00 I

19 1 lal3l1] 2250 38 | 3]alnmlal 2567



0 = _Non-classifiable

No's 1-7 ' Mdral reasoning category response
N/AS o= No answer =

1 = Progmatib’r'

2 = ‘Authority and Punishment

- g 3,ﬁ>”:T1 = . Hedonism

oA    “ = Needs Ofientatiqn>g]l.

5 = Stereotype

Y “  ="_Mutual.Benefit'



DOMINANT MODAL RESPONSE AND USE OF A.3RD OR
4TH_CATEGORY OF EITHER THE SAME OR 1 STAGE ABOVE OR BELOW

Subject No. | Story No. |

l

10 |
17 |
25 |
28 |
31 |
32 |
36 |
38 |

I> 1a Jw b Id Ibd Jw o &
Cld wib O & w v iw
b &5 w widb & W & »

W Uilw W wlibd W

=
1}
[le]

DOMINANT MODAL RESPONSE AND USE OF A'i
3RD CATEGORY OF 2 STAGES ABOVE OR BELOW .

Subj. No. Story No.

-
N
o
N

a l3lal1ilal
6 lalal3la
7 i lae ] 3] 1]
: l2l1ls 1|
12 1115135 |
14 lalz15 ] 7]
19 l1lal 3|

26 3} a3t |
| N=8 |

= dominant mode of response



DOMINANT MODAL RESPONSE AND USING A 3RD

AND ATH CATEGORY OF 2 STAGES ABOVE OR BELOW

Subj. No. Story No.
11 2] 3] 4
8 tal 1] 214
11 a1l af1
15 7111313
16 a1l 31317
19 11 4] 3|1
37 1] 71 4] 4

] N = 6

A _DOMINANT MODE

13
23
24
27

34

No._ Stbry No.
[1 ] 2] 3| a
IN/c] a3 T 1
'3l a] 2]
1171314
l's 1 1] 3] 4
2] 1] a] 3
l 171 2] 3




DIX

APPEN

PROSOCIAL BEHAVIOUR RATING SCORES

(2)

Median
Score

1

Subject |
|
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|Median
[Score

1

|
!

Subject

165

MEDIAN SCORE



MATURITY SCALE

VINELAND SOCIAL

SOCIAL QUOTIENTS OBTAINED ON THE
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~

[o

Q.'s OF 100 AND BELOW AND

SCORES OF MORAL R AND PROS. B.R.
Subject | Vin. SM Moral R. Pros. BR|
2 } 91 | 3,5 | ,60 {
7 | 100 | 2,25 [ ,60 |
9 } 100 } 1,75 { ,60 =
11 l 91 |~ 2,5 | ,70 |
12 { 98 E 3,5 } , 40 {
13 | 98 l 2,5 | ,40 [
T T
16 1 84 | 4,25 | , 40 l
17 } 100 { 3,00 } ,50 '}
18 | g6 | 1,00 | ,40 |
19 } 93 I 2,25 ‘ , 50 }
20 | 5 | 2,25 . | ,40 |
21 } 96 } 3,67 'g , 30 {
27 l 38 !_ 3,25 | ,60 {
33 { 91 } 2,25 { , 80 {
38 { 93 | 3,67 [ ,50 |
1 - | } {
N = 16 :
| I | |
Vineland S.HM. lMedian = 94
Mcral Reas. Median = 2,63 .
Pros. BR Median = , 50




Qs ABOVE 100 AND SCORES OF MORAL R AND PROS. B.R.

| vin. S.M. Moral R.|Pros BR|
1 I 111 I 3,5 ' ,60 }
3 | 102 | 3,5 | .80 |
4 ; 124 }_ 2,75 { , 80 {
5 | 1107 | 2,50 | ,70 |
6 { 102 }' 2,75 }. ,70 }
8 l 109 | - 2,75 | .80 |
10 { 110 { 4,75 { ,70 {
14 | 113 | 5,75 | ,60 7|
22 1 118 } 3,0 } ,80 }
23 | 105 " 2,5 | ,80 | -
24 { 120 } 3,75 : , 80 {
25 | 120 | 4,0 | ,80 |
26 { 108 } 2,75 I , 20 }
28 | 108 | 2,00 | ,60 |
29 1 110 = 4,50 { ,60 -}
30 | 106 | 3,0 | .40 |
31 % 109 i‘ 3,5 -} .80 {
32 | 113 - . | 3,0 | ,60 |
34 } 117 ‘{ 3,25 ; , 80 »{
35 | 102 | 2,67 |  ,50 |
36 } 112 } . 4,25 {‘ ,7o;_;
37 [ 104 | 3,67 { ,80 |
| ' -
|N = 22 |
Vineland S.M Median = 109,5
 Mpra1 Reas; Median = = 3.13_

"Pros. B.R Median = , 70



APPENDTIX H

R AW

DATA

|Beh.

Con.|Gen.

Fun

F ol M

|

l

1,4411

1,78|1,67
2,11]1;89
2,2211,44
1,44]1,44
1,78!1,56
2,11}1,78
2,00]1,67
2,00[2,11
1,33]1,56
1,56]2,00
2,00|2,00
1,33/1,33

2,33(1,56

K

1,89/1,78

I m

1,8312,00

,78|1,50]2,00

|1,86(1,14]1,50]2,00

1,50]1,67
2,1812,17
2,17(1,67
i,45|1,08

2,00]1,42
2,00(1,67
2,58[2,25
1;67|2)O8
1,8312,08
1,58{1,75
2,00]2,00
i,33l1,08

2,1711,75

(4) SCORES OBTAINED ON THE FAMILY ASSESSMENT DEVICE
OF FAMILY FUNCTIONING
ubs|Pro. ISolv.I Com. | Roles- | Af. Res | Af. Inv.
| F F ( F [ F Iu | F I M |
2, 17!2 33 {2,00[2 33 2,9113 ool1,50]1,67(1,7112,57
|2,00(2,60 }2,44|2 00}2 73|2,56|2,33]1, 67{2.17]2 28{1,89]2, 38{2 082,36
|1,50{1,50 {1 s6|1,44|1,73|1,82|2,00|1,67|1,43|1,29|1,33|1,33|1,25|1,17
|1,00}1,83 {1 33|1, 22}1 45|1,73|1,00]|1, oo=1 57|1,43|1,00|1,56}1,00}|1,17
|1, 50|1 50 {1,56[1 67}1 73[2,00|1,67|1, 33}1 5711,57|1,33}1,33{1,17|1,42
|2,17}2,17 %2,22]2 00|2,27]|2, 5512 17[2 33|2,43|2,43|2,11}1,89|2,17|1,75
|1,83]|1,50 }2 00|1 56{1 911, 82[2 17|1,67|1,57|1,57]|1, 22[1 67|1,58|1,33
|2,33]1,83 {2 00|2,00]2,36|2,45|2,67|2,17|1,71|1,86|1,44]1, 33]1 921,67
|2,50]2,00 }2,22|2 11{2 36|2,27|1,67|1,17|1,67|1,86|2,13|2,33]|1, 75|1 75
|2,00]1,67 }1,58|2 11|2,18]}2, 11|2 33(1, 80|l 86(2,43]2,00(2,00(2,00]|1,92
[1,83]1,83 {1,89]1 891,911, 80]2 17|1,50|1,71{2,14|1,78|1,78|1,67|1,83
}2,00}3,00 }2 00|2,33|1,73|1,91/1,83|1,91|1,86(1,14
|2, 00|3 00 {1 731, 91}2 00}2,33|1,83|1,91|1,44(1,78
|2,oo|2,17 1,67|1,67]|2,18|2,27 1,67[1,83 1;71|2,oo
lz,oolz;bo_ 2,00[2,33|2,36|2,36|2,50|2,50(2,43}|2,57
|2,17]1,67 |2,44|1,78 2,45!1,91 2,60[1,67 2,29]1,57
|1,33|1,50 1,44]1,56[1,91]1,82{1,17[1,33]1,86/1,71
|1,83|1,56 1,89|1,33 2,18|1,91 1,8611,50(1,86]1,43
|2,00}2,17 |2,33]2,22 2,36|2,27 2,17}11,50|2,29]2,29
l2,50}{2,00 |2,67]2,33 2,55|2,36 3,00l2,17 2,29|2,14
l2,1712,50 |2,22]2,22|2,18]|2,36|2,00/1,83]1,57|2,00
{2,00]2,33 |2,56}|2,56|1,73]|2,18|2,17|2,83]1,35}|2,00
{1,67|1,67 |1,56]2,00|2,00]2,18]1,83|1,83|1,86/2,00
12,17[2,00 2,1312,33/2,10|2,55/2,17|2,00 2,00!2;00
l1,50]1,33 1,89]1;33 1,91]1,73{1,17l1,00/2,00]1,29
‘|l2,17}2,00 |2,33]1,89|2,09/2,09]2,33(|1,33 1;86[2,14
l2,20}2,00 |2,63(|2,00 2,44!2,18 2,40|2,17|2,40j2,14

2,00]1,92



2

~Gen.

Fun. =

| _Pro.Solv Com. Roles | Af. Res| Af. Inv. Beh. Con.|Gen. Fun.

F | M F | M F | M F M F vIM F | M F M
2,00l2,17 |1,33]2,11|2,45]|3,00|2,00|1,67|1,29}1,86{2,11]|2,44|1,42[2,00
1,8312,17 |2,33}1,89(1,91]2,36{1,67|2,00{2,57(2,29|1,78]2,00(1,67|1,75
2,17|2,00 {1,89}1,89|2,09|2,27|2,17|1,671,71|1,71|1,78]1,67{1,75|1,58
2,33|2,00 |2,11|2,00|2,64]2,82|1,67|2,00|2,43|2,43|2,11]1,89|1,92]1,92
2,00|2,00 |2,56]2,33|2,09]2,18{2,17|1,33|2,29]2,14|2,11{1,78{2,00{1,67
2,00]2,00 |2,00]2,00{2,09}2,36|2,00]|2,00 2,06[2,00 2,00}1,89(1,83]2,00
1,50/2,00 |1,56|1,78|2,18|2,27|1,67]|1,50 2;4311,86 1,67|1,56(1,58]1,58
2,00|1,83 |1,67]1,33|2,09]|2,18|2,83|1,17{2,00|1,86({1,67|1,78[1,50{1,33
2,17]2,00 |2,56|2,00{2,64|2,27|1,67}2,00[|2,57|1,71|2,22]1,89 1,92[1,75
2,00/1,83 |{2,00]2,00(2,36]|2,45|2,00|2,00[|2,14|2,29|2,22{1,89 2,ob|1,92
1,50|1,83 |1,33}2,00(1,73|2,09|1,00{1,00|12,14]1,29|1,00{1,44|1,08]1,33

F = Father M = Mother-

Pro. Solv. = Problém SélQing |

Com. = Communication

Roles |

‘AI. Res. . = Affective Responsiveness
Af. Inv. = Affective Involvement
Beh. Con. = Behaviour Control
| General Functioning

The lower the score the greater the efficacy of each parent

in

problem solving,

communication roles affective responsiveness

affective involvement, beHaViour control and general functioning.



F.A.D. MEDIANS OF THE FATHER AND MOTHER

M

SUBJECT No. _F_______M ____Subj No. __F_ - M _
1 | 1,89 | 2,33 | | 20 | 2,58 | 2,33l
2 } 2,17 ,} 2,36 { : 21 i 2,00 : 2,111
3 | 1,50 | 1,42 | | 22 | 1,83 | 2,18l
4 { 1,00 } 1,43 I } 23 : 1,67 { 2,00}
5 | 1,56 | 1,50 | | 24 | 2,10 | 2,00l
6 } 2,17 } 2,33 }_ { 25 .! 1,50 } 1,331
7 | 1,83 | 1,57 | | 26 | 2,17 | 2,00l
8 { 2,00 ,: 1,86 ; } 27 { 2,40 { 2,14}
9 | 2,13 | 2,00 | | 28 | 2,00 | 2,11l

| | o S !
10 2,00 2,00 29 i 1,83 2,00

| | [ . | l
11 | 1,83 | 1,83 | | 30 | 1,89 | 1,71l
! [ [ | ' ‘
12 1,86 1,91 3 2,11 2,00
| | . | i |
13 | 1,83 | 1,91 |- | 32 | 2,11 | 2,00l

I l I | |
14 1,71 1,83 33 2,00 2,00 |

| I L] l l
15 | 2,18 | 2,33 | | 34 ' 1,67 | 1,78l
16 } 2,22 ; 1,67 } } 35 ! 1,83 } 1,78

§
17 | 1,44 | 1,50 | | 36 | 2,22 | 2,00l
| : ' ,
18 i 1,86 } 1,50 { i 37 .'f, 2,00 { 2,00 |
i9 2,17 | 2,17 | | 38 1 1,33 ] -1,aal
" F = Father
= Mother
The grand median of the F F AD = 2,00
The grand median of the M F A D - 2,00

It is noted that the range from 1,00 (pooled mediaﬁs)'to 2,36 .-

is not large and possibly reflects a‘very homogenedus éample.





