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Developmental research on moral psychology has long been driven by the classic 

studies of Lawrence Kohlberg with an almost exclusive focus on reasoning. The adoption 

of an evolutionary perspective has opened moral psychology to investigations into the 

deep roots of morality. From this perspective, it is thought that group living 

(cooperation), evolved psychological mechanisms, disgust, emotion, and punishment 

make for the complex building blocks that is morality. Based on this notion, it is quite 

possible that morality is present early in life and driven by the forces of natural selection. 

Thus, moral development may be understood by taking a different approach, one that 

takes into account the tenants of evolution. The purpose of this study was to investigate 

the effects of third-party punishment on children’s moral sentiments using a common 

moral transgression (exclusion from a group).  For this cross-sectional study, children in 

age groups 4-5, 7-8, and 12-13 years heard two short stories describing a perpetrator 

(matched in gender to the participant) who excludes a victim (also matched in gender to 
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the participant). For each story, children were asked to imagine a different relationship to 

the victim: kin (i.e., brother or sister) or non-kin (i.e., friend/stranger). After each story, 

children were asked to rate the intensity of the moral transgression, choose a possible 

punishment for the perpetrator, identify an emotion associated with the transgression, and 

then offer a justification for the emotion. A total of 109 children were interviewed for the 

study. Results were mixed. Relationship (kin vs. non-kin) made a difference in some 

cases, while not in others. Overall, all children rated the treatment of the victim as wrong, 

deemed punishment as necessary, and reported neutral emotions. The children in the 12 

to 13 age group were different on measures of wrongness and emotional responses. There 

is some evidence that relationship may influence moral sentiments, which is in line with 

an evolutionary hypothesis. Moral sentiments seem to be present early, and common 

moral transgressions are perceived as wrong early and consistently across age groups. 

This study provides some insight into the evolutionary roots of morality. Additional 

research is necessary to gain a greater understanding of other factors contributing to the 

evolutionary roots of morality.     
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The evolution of the moral sense was a stepwise process, a highly complex 

sentiment, having its first origins in the social instinct, largely guided by the 

approbation of our fellow-men, ruled by reason, self-interest, and in later times by 

deep religious feelings, confirmed by instruction and habit, all combined, 

constitute our moral sense and conscience. (Darwin, 1871, pp. 71–72) 

Background 

Morality, or the sense of right and wrong, seems readily obvious to most. 

Complex moral dilemmas aside, the morality of everyday behavior (e.g., do no harm) 

seems quite clear. There are of course issues that can be quite perplexing (e.g., 

euthanasia) or seemingly unjustifiable (e.g., innocent victims of war), making morality, 

or more specifically, reasoning about moral issues, extremely difficult. Humans have 

contemplated morality for ages, and a number of thinkers have weighed in on the issue. 

Plato, Aristotle, and later David Hume and Immanuel Kant all wrote with great insight 

into the meaning and implication of human morality, drawing vastly different 

conclusions. These past ponderings of morality were largely driven by a curiosity about 

the origins and development of morality. Early notions about the origins of morality were 

long assumed to emanate from an ultimate authority and most obviously manifest in 

religious beliefs and practices. For many, religion provided the foundation and was 

thought to be required for morality. 
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A religious account of morality leaves a number of unanswered questions. In spite 

of assumed universal claims, it is not clear that religion provides answers to why or how 

questions about morality. Specifically, if humans are moral beings, why and how might 

humans become moral? Although there has been some debate about the appropriateness 

of a scientific inquiry into morality, it would seem that one is left with an incomplete 

understanding without a more systematic approach (see Harris, 2010 for a review of a 

scientific inquiry into morality). The scientific study of morality has a robust history, and 

there have been a number of theories about its origins and development (e.g., Alexander, 

1987; Bergman, 2002; Gray & Graham, 2018). The consistent theme running through 

most inquiries into morality has been the critical importance of reason. Many have 

assumed that morality is essentially rational thought that serves as a basis for a suite of 

behaviors that most reasonable people would call moral. Although such thinking has 

been questioned (e.g., Haidt, 2001, 2012); notions about the supremacy of reason did not 

start in modern times. Hume questioned the superiority of reason and shed doubt on the 

reliability and even the necessity of using reason as a moral compass (as described in 

Hauser, 2006).   

Behaviorists (e.g., Skinner, 1974) also questioned the role of reason and posited 

that morality was not couched in cognition but rather developed as a result of the 

interaction between the environment and the reinforcement history of the individual. 

Morality was thought to be a learned suite of behaviors. Learning was made possible 

through exposure over time to rewards and punishment, and, according to the 

behaviorists, shaped by contingencies of reinforcement. In contrast to behaviorism, the 

rise of the cognitive revolution and later the affective revolution, moral psychology took 
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a decidedly different turn. Both revolutions acted as catalysts inspiring research intended 

to identify and understand the underlying cognitive and emotional mechanisms 

responsible for morality, drawing ever closer to a fuller account of morality. 

Morality as a Developmental Process 

In spite of the uncertainty about the role of reason, moral psychology was driven 

by the search for mechanisms well nested in reason (Haidt, 2007, 2013). The body of 

work that is moral psychology raises several interesting questions. Is moral development 

progressive, improving with age? Does morality require reason and if so, might some 

individuals have the capacity to reason more effectively than others? Finally, might 

gender have some impact or moral development, moral reasoning or sensitivity? These 

questions will serve as a guide for the remainder of this section to discuss morality as a 

developmental process. 

Psychologists interested in morality, largely influenced by developmental 

psychologists Piaget (1965) and Kohlberg (2008), set out to understand morality as a 

developmental process and assumed that children’s moral development might be best 

characterized as a series of stages tracking increasing reasoning abilities. The story of 

moral psychology did not originate with Kohlberg, but the dominance of his work 

dictates that almost any inquiry from a developmental perspective must begin there. 

Kohlberg (2008) described data based on 72 boys living in suburban Chicago in three 

different age groups: 10, 13, and 16 years. The participants were interviewed extensively 

using 10 different situations describing a moral dilemma. Additional sets of children were 

also interviewed, including 24 delinquents [sic] aged 16, 24 six-year-olds, and 50 boys 

and girls aged 13.  
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Based on extensive interviews, six stages, nested within three levels were 

conceived. This work revealed a developmental trend hypothesizing that children move 

from personal perceptions to abstract moral principles requiring mature cognitive ability. 

The findings from these interviews revealed a developmental trend in which children 

under age 10 base their moral decisions on Type 1, or pre-moral reasoning. These 

children largely see punishment and obedience as central to morality. In contrast, older 

children, age 16, but as young as 13, respond to morality much differently and use Type 

3, or moral principles in response to moral dilemmas. The trends are quite clear, but it is 

interesting to note that each moral stage was not absolute. In other words, while younger 

children did seem to make qualitatively different decisions according to developmental 

trends, there was enough variability that shed doubt on the universality of moral stages. 

Interestingly, Type 2 reasoning is dictated by societal rules and an effort to please others. 

The implication is that children develop into moral beings through a process that begins 

with punishments and rewards, followed by a shift to societal rules and attempts to please 

others, ending in the development of cognitive complexity allowing for moral reasoning. 

This would imply that most adults, on average, should possess the ability to engage in 

calculated moral reasoning and children under 12 would not.   

There have been criticisms of Kohlberg’s work, largely questioning the utility of 

stages, leading to more cognitive complexity. The work does seem to account for the role 

of emotion or intuition, specifically, those factors that almost certainly impact moral 

reasoning in real time (Garrington, Adlam, & Langdon, 2018). Moral reasoning, 

according to Kohlberg (2008), is a cognitive process that is ever more complex, and 

higher forms of reasoning (i.e., moral principles) displace lower forms of reasoning (i.e., 
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obedience orientation), resulting in one’s ability to apply these principles across different 

situations. Thus, it is expected that older individuals should be consistent in their moral 

reasoning and use similar moral principles to make decisions. This does not seem to be 

the case, however, and there is evidence indicating that many people make different 

decisions under different conditions, and some adults make child-like decisions in 

response to moral dilemmas (e.g., basing moral decisions on obedience or rewards and 

punishment), if Kohlbergian reasoning is applied (see Krebs & Denton, 2005). According 

to Carpendale (2000), Kohlberg actually misinterprets Piaget’s conception of cognitive 

development. The misinterpretation is based on the general notion that Piaget 

conceptualized cognitive stages, and in this case moral stages, as general structures 

applied across different situations, thereby implying consistent thought across situations. 

This is not the case and in fact, Piaget (1965) argued for two moral systems: constraint 

and cooperation. Constraint consists of rules imposed from the outside (i.e., adults) and 

cooperation is based on the social interactions children have with others, helping them 

understand different situations based on cooperative give-and-take.  

Gender was not considered to a great extent in the early days of moral 

psychology. Yet, there is reason to consider gender when examining the moral 

development of children. Children are aware of differences very early in life, and it seems 

that these differences serve as the basis for making decisions about the self and others. 

For example, children as young 3 make judgments about others based on race and gender 

and at times deciding to exclude another individual based on these demographics 

(Mulvey, 2016). The social-cognitive developmental perspective as described by Rutland, 
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Killen, and Abrams (2010) provides a theoretical base for why gender may be such a 

salient feature to moral development.  

In the past, there was a notion that children made relatively simple distinctions 

between people and did not hold more than one demographic characteristic in mind at a 

time before the age of 7. In other words, a child may have seen another individual as 

simply Jude’s mom, not paying attention to gender or race. Up until about age 7, as the 

thought went, children held these simple distinctions in mind and just did not pay much 

attention to other salient demographic characteristics that might drive identification for an 

adult. This theory has been described as limited, not recognizing that children, at a much 

younger age than 7, are not only aware of other demographic characteristics, but make 

distinct decisions based on these notions. For example, Weller and Lagattuta (2014) 

asked 82 children 5 to 13 years (41 females and 41 males) to respond to prosocial and 

prohibitive moral dilemmas featuring characters whose desires conflicted with other 

individuals’ need for help or ownership rights. The gender of the characters was matched 

to the participants for half the trials and mismatched for the other half of the trials. Both 

the boys and the girls judged that people would help those in need. Girls exhibited a 

gender bias, judging that girls would be happier to help girls.  

This study and others bring to the forefront an interesting idea about prosocial 

behavior. There is a popular social narrative about prosocial behavior as a feminine 

endeavor and that girls are more likely and perhaps more obligated than boys to exhibit 

such behavior (see Hine, 2017 for a review). The socialization of boys and girls makes it 

difficult to then speculate about possible universal mechanisms that cut across gender and 

ultimately influence moral development. But this work does give some indication that 
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gender may influence children’s moral sensitivity. Further, it is possible that prosocial 

behavior, particularly cooperation, according to social norms, may be integral to 

morality.  

The link between cooperation and more specifically, social interactions, was 

picked up by others (e.g., Gilligan & Wiggins, 1987; Smetana, Jambon, & Ball, 2014) 

and opens some interesting paths to studying and understanding morality. 

Conceptualizing human morality as a variant process developed through social 

interactions, prosocial behavior, emerging from human cooperation, over time, paves the 

way for a vastly different research agenda than that of the past. Thus, it is possible and 

even expected that moral reasoning will be inconsistent, as different situations yield 

different responses.  

A New Perspective on the Development of Morality 

The dominance of reasoning particularly as espoused by Kohlberg (2008), as the 

basis for morality may have constrained the study of morality as a process driven by 

reason and not by psychological mechanisms (e.g., perspective taking), human propensity 

toward cooperation, emotion, and other factors. The intellectual history of morality began 

as an inquiry into human reason and an ultimate cause has since turned to an inquiry into 

the human mind and cooperation driven by the tenets of evolution. As evolution 

continues to gain acceptance as the theoretical base for much of psychological inquiry 

(Bjorklund & Hernandez Blasi, 2012; Bjorklund & Pellegrini, 2000; Confer et al., 2010; 

Ellis & Bjorklund, 2005), it makes sense that a much broader scope has been applied to 

the study of morality, leading to hypotheses about the origins of the underlying 

mechanisms leading to the development of morality in humans. The modern inquiry into 
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morality (arguably dated back to 1975, see Wilson, 2000) and its developmental course 

should take account of this expanded literature base. Therefore, each of the following will 

be considered: cooperation, emotions, disgust, and punishment. 
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CHAPTER 2: HUMAN COOPERATION

Questions about the uniqueness of humans (e.g., language, tool making, etc.) have 

been posed for years, with no paucity of possibilities that might separate us from the rest 

of the animal kingdom (Ehrlich, 2000; Ehrlich & Ehrlich, 2008; Trefil, 1997). There are a 

number of possible characteristics distinguishing humans as unique within the animal 

kingdom. Almost instantly, human cooperation seems contrary to fundamental tenets of 

evolution. Humans cooperate to a greater extent among non-kin than other species. For 

example, in a number of different social interactions, humans use others as a point of 

reference to make choices and decisions about their own behavior (Tomasello, 2009). 

And yet, while cooperation does not separate us, humans have been described as super-

cooperators, indicating the far-reaching links to which humans cooperate (Nowak & 

Highfield, 2011).  

Cooperative behavior is beneficial to individuals living in very large groups, and 

the stability of the group largely depends on members interacting in particular ways 

(Broom, 2006; Wilson, 2000; Wrangham, 2019). Indeed, actions within groups are 

judged to be right or wrong, in the social-relational context (Rai & Fiske, 2011). A lesser 

focus on reasoning and a greater focus on group living may open new lessons to be 

learned from a number of different sources. For example, de Waal (1996) described the 

incredible story of Mozu, a Japanese macaque who was born without hands or feet. She 

gave birth to and raised five offspring and was a welcome part of the group. The survival 

of the weak, physically disabled, or perhaps even intellectually disabled, may be 



 

10 

examples of compassion and moral decency. Should such instances, which seem to 

resemble morality, be ignored or dismissed as something other than morality? Perhaps 

calling such events moral goes beyond reasonable interpretation, but the greater point 

here is that these instances do exhibit a kind of cooperation, a kind that may have laid the 

foundation for the group cooperation that led to what we now call human morality. See 

Jensen and Silk (2014) for a review of the roots of human morality and their account of 

some evidence for prosocial behavior observed in non-human primates that might be 

characterized as moral sentiments. 

The social nature of the human experience, at least in part, is driven by our unique 

ability to perceive the minds of humans (Dahl, 2018). Even the most mundane 

interactions can become quite complex when attempting to understand, interpret, and 

then act on the perceived beliefs and desires of another human. The obvious question that 

emerges from this consistent pattern of behavior is - why? Why do humans spend much 

of their time with other humans, cooperatively working to solve problems and the like? Is 

there an advantage to such behavior and if so, what might that advantage be? In addition, 

what is it about humans that might at least in part account for such differences in social 

behavior? Although many examples of human behavior can be observed across species 

(e.g., food sharing, mate seeking, etc.), human social relations constitute an entire suite of 

behaviors setting humans apart from the rest of the animal kingdom. It is humans who 

cooperate on a large scale, creating extensive social systems. It is difficult to imagine 

such accomplishments in the absence of human cooperation.  

Large-scale cooperation creates a Darwinian puzzle that is not easily solved. 

Consistent behavioral patterns that are seemingly inhibitory to reproductive efforts and 
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inhibit reproduction at a future date are referred to as a Darwinian puzzle (Alcock, 2005). 

There does not seem to be any good reason to cooperate with others and certainly no 

reason to act moral, from an evolutionary perspective. Instead, it seems to make more 

sense to protect one’s personal interests and make decisions that benefit the self, ignoring 

others. The free rider problem is the prospect that an individual will reap the benefits of a 

group without making a contribution (Laland & Brown, 2002). This of course is not how 

humans have chosen to live for many thousands of years now. There are countless 

examples of humans assisting others in life and death situations and even in situations 

that on the surface seem completely inconsequential. 

Human cooperation, as does everything else, must develop. By investigating this 

developmental history, it is apparent that many of the behaviors that are taken for granted 

and included in the corpus of cooperation share the same origins. Nowak (2006) 

describes five rules for cooperation: (a) kin selection, (b) direct reciprocity, (c) indirect 

reciprocity, (d) network reciprocity, and (e) group selection. It is no mistake that three of 

the five rules are some form of reciprocity and the other two require some level of 

reciprocity. Nowak makes the argument that cooperation is necessary “for evolution to 

construct new levels of organization” (2006, p. 1560). His arguments are based on the 

idea that organization is necessary for reproduction, and in order for evolution to build 

more complex structures, cooperation must be involved. The organization of more 

complex structures, including large-scale social institutions, are only possible through 

extensive cooperation. Thus, the give-and-take of human interaction is deeply engrained 

in our evolutionary history.  
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Evolutionary hypotheses are driven by the idea that generally consistent selection 

pressures have been present over deep time resulting in the inclination for humans to 

develop a set of cognitive biases and, in some cases, similar behavior patterns, which 

allow them to adapt to the environment in which these pressures were present 

(O’Gorman, Wilson, & Miller, 2008). The need to cooperate and interact so closely with 

conspecifics created a special case for humans and their cognitive evolution, as it became 

necessary not just to become knowledgeable of one’s environment to locate food and 

shelter, but it was also necessary to have knowledge of another individual’s mind. 

According to Adolphs (2009), it is knowledge of the outside world that may help explain 

the unique features of the human brain that seems to be specialized for processing social 

information. For humans, knowledge of the surrounding environment, in addition to 

knowledge of the beliefs, desires, and intent of others, is necessary to operate in the world 

(Gazzaniga, 2008; Geary, 2005).  

Human Cooperation Explained 

Theoretical biologists have offered four distinct mechanisms for cooperation. Kin 

selection, or Hamilton’s Rule, is cooperation based on a genetic relationship (Hamilton, 

1964). This idea is one of many emanating from the new synthesis in evolution when 

Haldane (among others) introduced genetics into the study of evolutionary biology in the 

first half of the last century. What emerged on the other side of the new synthesis was a 

greater understanding of evolution and how genetics might account for the driving force 

behind natural selection. The gene’s-eye view and the selfish gene were ideas promoted 

after the new synthesis and served to be highly influential for understanding how genetics 

drives the evolution of all species, including humans (Alcock, 2001; Dawkins, 2006). Kin 
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selection makes sense, in that cooperation is not counter to general evolutionary theory, 

but rather specifically in line with it. Hamilton’s Rule predicts that genetically related 

individuals are more likely to cooperate with each other as a means to promote 

reproduction. Thus, a mother is highly likely to cooperate and treat her offspring with 

high regard and ensure its survival. Trivers (1971) introduced the notion of direct 

reciprocity – cooperation based on repeated encounters with other individuals. This 

mechanism for cooperation is often associated with the strategy tit-for-tat – and more 

recently, generous-tit-for-tat (see Nowak, 2006 for a description).  

While kin selection makes sense in light of genetic relatedness, the theory does 

not account for more widespread cooperation, especially with unrelated individuals. 

Direct reciprocity, or give and take, does account for many of the everyday interactions 

that take place between humans. Indirect reciprocity – cooperation based on helpful acts 

and being paid at a later date from someone other than the recipient of the help – also 

accounts for acts of cooperation observed between humans (Nowak & Sigmund, 2005). 

Finally, costly signaling – cooperation enacted to build one’s reputation, may also 

account for more widespread cooperation among humans (Gintis, Smith, & Bowles, 

2001). The idea here is that an organism that cooperates with another can only do so at 

some cost to itself. If the organism is able to expend the resources to cooperate, this 

expenditure of resource is costly, signaling information about the overall well-being of 

the organism. These acts may enhance the organism’s reputation with other members of 

the group. Each of these mechanisms for cooperation offers a much richer account than 

previous ideas about human cooperation, but questions about how these mechanisms 

facilitate interactions among humans requires a deeper look into cooperation.  
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Stevens and Hauser (2004) noted that Trivers (1974) described some prerequisites 

for cooperation, and these prerequisites may have been underestimated. This is worthy of 

note, as some mechanisms do address the why of cooperation, but there is a need for more 

information to address the how of cooperation. It may be that constraints on time 

estimation, detection and punishment of cheaters, analysis and recall of reputation, and 

inhibitory control, all shape and dictate the extent to which humans cooperate. For 

example, temporal discounting (relating to time estimation) or the discounting of future 

rewards may play a part in one’s willingness to exchange food or favors with another, 

particularly in situations requiring a delay (see Stevens & Hauser, 2004 for other 

examples). There is still a need to understand the mechanisms facilitating the frequent 

cooperation among genetically unrelated people, in non-repeated encounters, where there 

are few or no reputational gains (Fehr & Gachter, 2002). Human cooperation is so well 

engrained in human interaction that it may be difficult to disentangle where cooperation 

ends, and morality begins. It may be that cooperation and morality are not necessarily 

related in a progressive linear fashion, but rather part of a more complex process that is 

linked to the human ability to create large social institutions based on agreed upon social 

norms. It may be that groups that engaged in cooperation provided the breeding ground 

for the behavior that is now called morality. The relationship between human cooperation 

and morality will be discussed next.  
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CHAPTER 3: HUMAN COOPERATION AND MORALITY

Although human cooperation does occur frequently, it is not clear that morality 

follows. This is interesting, as societal norms based in morality (e.g., fairness, do no 

harm, social justice) have been deemed universal and operate in most modern societies 

(Rutland et al., 2010). It may be that society needs morality, but cooperation is not born 

out of morality, rather more likely, morality is born out of cooperation. In other words, 

humans may be moral beings because cooperation acts as an efficient and effective 

survival mechanism for the species that can only be accomplished when humans work 

together to maintain the larger group. Thus, morality, or a general moral sense, may be 

necessary as a means to help define societal norms and obligatory behavior (Hinde, 

2011). This analysis is quite different from the position taken by many theological 

philosophers and others who may look for a religious basis to morality and search for an 

ultimate good. This is problematic for science, as there is no clear answer to questions 

such as, Why be good? or Why cooperate with others? Nevertheless, perhaps it is now 

possible to put morality through the rigors of science and understand its link to general 

human cooperation as well as its developmental trajectory.  

Human cooperation and its link to morality are by no means straightforward. 

Similar to many aspects of humanity, there is most likely some interplay between innate 

abilities and environmental influences. While it is too simplistic to claim a bidirectional 

interaction between nature and nurture, there are some indications that humans come into 

the world prepared to cooperate and develop in a cooperating world. Tomasello (2009) 
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posits that very young children, perhaps by the age of 1, are cooperative beings and begin 

to parcel their cooperation as they age based on the likelihood of reciprocity and 

judgment from other group members. Additionally, as children begin to internalize social 

norms, they are able to learn quite efficiently how to be members of many different 

groups. Tomasello (2009) referred to this thesis as the Early Spelke, Later Dweck 

Hypothesis, noting the developmental psychologists Elizabeth Spelke for her extensive 

work in illuminating core, or innate, knowledge and Carol Dweck for her work delving 

into the influence of culture, or sets of practices that shape human behavior. Tomasello 

goes on to describe his evolutionary hypothesis, Silk for Apes, Skyrms for Humans 

Hypothesis. This hypothesis is named for Joan Silk, who has conducted work with 

primates confirming current ideas about kin selection and direct reciprocity, and for Brian 

Skyrms whose work has shed light on how humans have moved from acting in their own 

self-interest to collaborating for the sake of the reward available to the group and not just 

the individual. Additionally, there is good evidence demonstrating that children take a 

normative turn at the age of 3 exhibiting: (a) joint commitment, (b) conceptions of 

fairness, (c) feelings of guilt when violating social norms and (d) a willingness to enforce 

social norms (Tomasello, 2018), whereby the cognitive foundation for what is considered 

moral is laid.   

The theses above provide the foundation, and the evolutionary hypotheses 

completes the argument. In order for humans to move from a collection of individuals 

who operate primarily with self-interest and engage in the large-scale cooperative efforts 

that are readily observed every day, they must develop three processes: (a) social-

cognitive skills and the motivation to coordinate and communicate with others in joint 
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goals, (b) trust of others and the willingness to tolerate each other in different contexts, 

particularly when forging and later consuming food, and (c) group-level and institutional 

practices involving social norms and ultimately assigning deontic status to some 

institutional roles (Tomasello, 2018). de Waal (1996, 2008) offers an account of the 

required features of morality that include: (a) sympathy-related traits, including the 

ability to trade places mentally with others, or cognitive empathy, (b) norm-related 

characteristics, including prescriptive social rules and internalization of those rules and 

anticipation of punishment, (c) reciprocity, including a concept of giving, trading, and 

revenge, and (d) getting along, including peacemaking and avoidance of conflict.  

Both de Waal and Tomasello provide strong arguments detailing the progression 

from self-interest to cooperation to moral beings. A research agenda detailing each of 

these processes may provide the empirical inquiry necessary to illuminate the entire 

structure. For now, there are investigations that offer some support for different aspects 

of the processes. For example, Wilson and colleagues (2009) conducted an interesting 

study in which the entire city of Binghamton, New York served as the setting. These 

investigators were interested in learning about social support and the means by which 

large groups might adhere to social norms, or in their terms, exhibit prosocial behavior. 

The study used a survey and a lost-letter method. The second method, lost letter, is more 

relevant to the current discussion and will be described in more detail here. Two hundred 

and sixteen letters were dropped in different neighborhoods around the city. Letters were 

dropped in different kinds of neighborhoods with people from diverse racial, ethnic, and 

socioeconomic backgrounds. The question was whether people who found letters simply 

lying on the ground would return these letters to a nearby mailbox on their own volition. 
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In total, 143 letters were returned. After adjusting for economic status of the 

neighborhoods and level of perceived support in a neighborhood as reported in the 

survey, the results indicated that neither had an impact on prosocial behavior, nor was 

returning the letter carried out more often than not. Returning a letter or opening a door 

for someone before entering a store may be less important than other acts characterized as 

moral, but it is important to note that morality more than likely constitutes a full range of 

behaviors. A great deal has been set forth to account for morality, but how might humans 

deem one action good or another bad? Moral reasoning and decision making will be 

discussed next.
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CHAPTER 4: BEYOND MORAL REASONING AND DECISION MAKING

Morality does not permeate every aspect of the human experience, but there is 

reason to believe that a great deal of human interaction and relationships do, in fact, 

relate to some aspect of morality (Rai & Fiske, 2011). The basic idea – do no harm – 

seems clear, but of course there are infinitely more decisions and actions that have at least 

some link to morality and the basic distinction between right and wrong. Thus, it is no 

surprise that Kohlberg (2008) made attempts to understand both the philosophical 

underpinnings of morality and the conscious reasoning it seemed to require (Turiel, 

2008). Many of the early psychological studies on morality were primarily intended to 

tap into the thinking process associated with avoiding harm. There has been no shortage 

of other inquiries into the study of morality, from biological, philosophical, and other 

perspectives, but it is only recently that integrative approaches have been used to gain a 

broader understanding. Killen and Smetana (2008) reviewed research from both 

developmental science and neuroscience revealing some insight into the biological basis 

of morality. For example, it is clear that humans make moral judgments based on harm 

versus no harm, and it is clear that different portions of the brain are used when making 

qualitatively different moral decisions (e.g., personal versus impersonal acts).  

Cushman, Young, and Hauser (2006) tested three principles of moral judgment: 

(a) action, (b) intention, and (c) contact. As in much of the past research, this study asked 

participants to respond to different moral dilemmas. In their study, a version of the trolley 

case was used as the stimulus. This scenario describes a trolley as traveling 



 

20 

down a set of tracks toward unsuspecting people, and the only way to stop the trolley is to 

allow it (i.e., take no action) to hit a single person and save five or push a single person 

over a bridge, again to save five people. The difference between the two choices taps into 

three principles: action, intention, and contact. Results indicated that participants rated 

harmful actions (i.e., pushing one person over a bridge to save four) as morally worse 

than omissions (i.e., taking no action). Harm intended as the means to an end was rated as 

morally worse than harm as a side effect of an end, and harm involving physical contact 

was rated as morally worse than harm without contact. Interestingly, almost all of the 

participants in the study were able to provide justifications for the action principle, 

whereas only one third were able to provide justifications for the intention principle. This 

inability to reason about moral judgments has perplexed many. If a morality requires 

conscious reasoning, that results in particular decisions (e.g., do no harm to others), it 

would seem that adults who seemingly operate in Kohlberg’s (2008) Stage 6 (Level 3) 

would be able to articulate the moral principles used when making that decision. This 

does not seem to be the case and may provide support for other findings that have been 

the impetus for investigations in morality that go beyond reasoning and include emotions 

and intuitions. 

An Expanded View of Morality 

The ability for one to take on the perspective of another, or role taking, is 

important to human interaction. The ability to learn, change behavior, and make different 

decisions in future interactions, is all keenly linked to moral reasoning. The development 

of moral reasoning over time does not seem to tell the whole story about morality as more 
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is learned about the different parts of the brain associated with moral decisions and 

findings from other investigations that have gone beyond moral decision making.  

Even if cooperation and morality are linked, it is still a mystery as to why 

virtually every human is so concerned with moral behavior and evaluating others to 

determine if reciprocal interactions have been violated. Lovett and Jordan (2010) have 

coined the term moralization, or “seeing an issue as morally loaded” (p. 176). In this 

view, it is possible to think of some issues as having no relation to morals, while other 

issues relating to the self, others, or the public good may be heavily based in morality. 

The idea that different issues may carry differential importance based on personal 

motivation, relationships, and the like, seems to support the expanded view on morality 

including both emotion and institution.  

The idea that morality is more than a set of guiding principles is not new. 

Intentions to identify an expanded suite of morality began early in moral psychology. For 

example, Smetana (1981) conducted a study in which she distinguished between morality 

and social conventions. Moral conventions referred to the traditional ideas of right and 

wrong, whereas social conventions referred to patterns of behavior that may or may not 

be readily identified as moral depending on individual interpretation and the context. In 

the study, she asked 44 children aged 2 to 9 questions about moral conventions (e.g., 

hitting another child) and social conventions (e.g., not participating in a preschool 

activity). Her results indicated that by age two and half, children’s judgments about 

different kinds of transgressions are based on the act and context. In other words, young 

children have a difficult time distinguishing between moral and social conventions, while 

older children (around age 7) are able to make this distinction quite clearly. Younger 
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children are able to identify moral transgressions as wrong and deserving of punishment 

(by age 2 ½). Similar findings have been reported in other inquires as well (e.g., 

Shweder, Turiel, & Much, 1981).  

Developmental research following Kohlberg (2008) highlighting distinctions 

between moral transgressions (e.g., harm to another) and social conventions (e.g., talking 

with a mouth full) relates well to later work that posits that morality is a complex mix of 

emotion, intuition, as well as reason. Nichols (2002) argues that the ability to make 

distinctions between moral transgressions and social conventions is in part, based on the 

establishment of social norms that provide the normative set of actions. When and if 

these norms are violated, it is possible to then decide on an action.  

The primacy of reason suggests that morality is a methodological process that 

requires a reasoned response associated with mature cognition. But this assumption does 

not map to the most common conditions when moral reasoning is required. For example, 

a moral transgression may be conditional, depending on who is present, the situation at 

hand or several other factors, requiring different reasoning. The idea here is that pure 

reason does not account for the full suite of psychological mechanisms humans utilize 

when faced with moral situations. Hoffman (2000) argued for an understanding of 

morality placing affective emotion (e.g., empathy) at the center. This theory about moral 

development assumes that humans use emotion as an anchor for making decisions about 

moral transgressions, taking into account several factors. For example, the identity of the 

perpetrator, relationship to the perpetrator, rules governing the particular situation, and 

other factors. Malti and colleagues (2016) found that sympathy predicted helping, 

cooperation, and sharing in 6-year-old children followed in a longitudinal study 
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conducted over 6 years. Of note, the study provides evidence that sympathy (or affective 

concern) seems to orient children to cue into certain decisional pathways for making 

particular decisions about morality. Emotion (e.g., empathy) should be considered in 

tandem with disgust, which is often described as an emotion, as part of the larger 

psychological mechanisms that account for an expanded view of morality. 

Essentially, attempts have been made to better understand the role of more basic 

processes that may or may not be linked to reasoning. Narvaez and Bock (2002) discuss 

the development and use of the Defining Issues Test (DIT) that uses the same logic as 

other measures intended to tap implicit cognitive processes. Questions on the test are 

intended to detect the initial reactions to different moral situations, again lending support 

to the role of emotion and intuition in moral decision making. Although some have 

stopped short of making claims about innate abilities, there are some who see the move 

away from the primacy of reasoning as some confirmation that innate processes are 

associated with morality or perhaps morality itself is an innate process. For example, 

Universal Moral Grammar (UMG) likens morality to language, hypothesizing that an 

innate structure, similar to universal grammar as hypothesized by Chomsky (2006), may 

act as the underlying mechanisms of morality. The idea here is that more evolutionary 

ancient systems were co-opted for other purposes later in evolutionary history (Hauser, 

2006; Mayr, 1960; Rozin, 1996). This preadaptation process supposes that biological and 

cultural evolution may be responsible for this co-opting process, enabling humans and 

other species to develop other behavior built on the structures of other systems (Rozin, 

1999, 2005).  
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In regard to morality, the argument is put forth that the preadaptation may be seen 

in the food or toxin aversion system (Chapman, Kim, Susskind, & Anderson, 2009; 

Rozin, Haidt, & Fincher, 2009). It is possible that humans developed a system to help 

eschew spoiled food to avoid contagion and disease, and this system was later co-opted to 

avoid other events, people, and so ofrth, that may also evoke the same disgust response. 

Some violations are instantly recognizable and are often met with the disgust response. 

These violations are thought to disrupt the flow of interactions and may be harmful to one 

or many members of the group. For example, taking a human life or denying health care 

to a sickly individual in most cases elicits a general feeling of disgust. This hypothesis 

would in part account for the findings that children, very young children, have some 

moral sense and that morality develops over time beginning with an innate structure (see 

Mikhail, 2007). There are critics of this notion (see Dupoux & Jacob, 2007), claiming 

that the comparison only has limited applicability and may not provide any explanatory 

power.  

Clearly, there is more to moral psychology than a narrow focus on reasoning and 

investigations into the progression of stages. There is now a strong theoretical basis 

guiding inquiry into moral development as it pertains to moral reasoning and decisions. 

Research of this type should be directed toward identifying the origins of morality as well 

as the processes by which morality operates. To this point, several different building 

blocks have been discussed as contributors to morality. A remaining mechanism may also 

contribute to morality, not as a building block, but rather as a driving force, providing a 

check on human behavior as the signal for what is deemed right and wrong. Thus, 

punishment will be discussed next. 
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CHAPTER 5: MORALITY AND PUNISHMENT 

Instances of human cooperation are overwhelmingly obvious, and the link to 

morality is evident when considering the emergence of social norms in large groups that 

regulate group interactions generally to the benefit of all group members. Information 

now available more clearly indicates how, when, and even where (in the brain) the moral 

sense may develop. Similar to many other aspects of human nature, it is insufficient to 

evoke nature or nurture in isolation as the answer, but it is also insufficient to claim that 

both processes equally contribute to moral development. Instead, answers to questions 

about moral development are most likely much more complex and dependent on a 

number of different processes. It may be that humans have a “reservoir of moral 

predispositions based on an innate prosociality” (Gintis, 2008, p. xx) and if “morals are 

defined as concepts, reasoning, and actions related to well-being, rights, and the fair 

treatment of other people” (Ostrosky-Solis & Garcia, 2006, p. xx), it would seem that a 

complete understanding of moral development will require an understanding of how 

people treat other people, when, and why. Generally, this has been the focus for moral 

psychology, as many previous studies have focused on harm or care for others (Hauser, 

2006). Although harm and care for others is clearly an important aspect of morality, there 

are others. Haidt (2007) describes five different areas with potential for study, to include: 

(a) harm and care for others (heavily investigated to this point), (b) fairness and 

reciprocity, (c) in-group locality, (d) authority and respect, and (e) purity and sanctity 

(see Haidt, 2012 for a similar account of these aspects of morality). An interesting line of 



 

26 

research now exists concerning social and moral reasoning in regard to inclusion and 

exclusion of group members (see Killen, 2007 for a review). This line of research pulls 

away from the more traditional investigations into harm and care and may illuminate a 

deeper understanding of moral reasoning.  

Fairness and Reciprocity 

The ways and means of resource distribution are an essential matter to human 

interaction.  It is critical to understand how, when, and to whom resources are passed 

within and between groups.  Fairness goes beyond sharing of toys or food but extends to 

fair treatment of an individual participating in a group.  For humans, fairness and 

reciprocity is not limited to tangible resources, but includes interactions used to convey 

like, dislike, inclusion, or exclusion. The ability to form groups is well developed in 

humans and even the smallest differences can form demarcation lines between 

individuals and ultimately used to define in- and out-groups.  Clearly, race, ethnicity, and 

language are examples of these distinctions.  For example, Witenberg (2007) asked 112 

children (45 males and 67 females), ages 6-7, 11-12, and 15-16, about racial and ethnic 

tolerance. Three different stories were used in the study with different characters in 

different contexts. For example, one story portrayed a storekeeper who served one 

customer last because the customer was Asian, while in another story a potential 

employee was not hired because she did not speak English. The children were 

interviewed and asked to offer judgments about tolerant and intolerant behavior. Fairness 

emerged as the most common justification for tolerant behavior. The younger children (6-

7 years old) reported fairness more often than any other group, while all of the older 

children mentioned fairness to some degree, but there was a more detailed account of 
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tolerance. For example, older children mentioned freedom of speech as justification for 

both tolerant and intolerant behavior. Females tended to appeal to fairness and empathy 

more than males, but it was not clear why this may have been the case. The results 

indicated clear age trends. In another study, Feigenberg, King, Barr, and Selman (2008), 

168 middle school students in five different schools were presented with a story about 

Eve, who observed one of her classmates being bullied, teased, and excluded from the 

larger group. Eve is even invited to join in on the teasing and bullying of another child. 

The children were asked to list two different ways Eve could have handled the situation, 

and then identify which way might work best. The findings indicated that those children 

who considered the teasing and bullying as a violation of a social rule or norm, 

recommended that Eve do nothing and remain a bystander, but those children who saw 

Eve as an agent for social change, recommended that Eve step in and stop the teasing.  

Inclusion and exclusion from a group based on physical difference has also 

yielded an interesting body of work from which to understand fairness and tolerance.  

Diamond and Hong (2010) asked 72 children in an inclusive preschool about including a 

peer with a physical disability in a series of games. The children made their decisions 

about inclusion or exclusion based on features of the physical environment, fairness and 

empathy, and individual child characteristics. For example, if the game required a 

physical ability (e.g., kicking a ball), the children justified exclusion based on the 

character’s inability to kick a ball, in contrast to other games when the most salient factor 

may have been opportunity to play (i.e., everyone should have a chance to play – fairness 

and empathy) (see Frederickson & Simmonds, 2008 for a similar study). It is difficult to 

draw direct conclusions about the development of morality from these studies, as these 
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studies were not intended to illuminate insights into moral development, but it may be 

that this promising line of research is ripe for accomplishing that goal.  

The Necessity for Punishment 

The findings detailed above may begin to provide a more comprehensive 

understanding of moral development, but in order to understand how morality may be 

maintained, it is necessary to review a different body of work. As mentioned previously, 

punishment is possibly an essential mechanism to maintaining certain behavior within 

groups. It is too early to make claims about the definitive role of punishment in moral 

development, but there is a host of evidence detailing the role of punishment in the 

maintenance of group living.  

There is evidence that social norms and cooperation, and perhaps even morality, 

may only be maintained over time in light of actual or the threat of punishment. Fehr and 

Fischbacher (2004) described a number of experiments in behavioral economics in which 

a series of public good games that illustrate this point. In the ultimatum game, player A is 

given a specific amount of money (e.g., $10). Player A must offer some portion of the 

money to player B. The offer can be of any amount, and player B has the option of taking 

or leaving the offer. If player B rejects the offer, no one gets any money. Based on classic 

economic theory (assuming the most rational being), player B should take any offer, as 

some money is better than none at all. This is usually not the outcome, and, in fact, in 

most western societies, player A’s offer is usually close to 50%. But these results change 

drastically if the two players do not know the identity of the other or if the game is played 

in one round as opposed to many. The most revealing finding from this series of studies 

is that when the game is played over time with the same players and punishment is 
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allowed, not only do more players contribute more money, but they are also willing to 

contribute some money to ensure that those players who do not contribute enough are 

punished (Bennis, Medin & Bartels, 2010). These findings imply that in order for 

cooperation to be well maintained, punishment may be necessary.  

The idea that punishment is necessary to maintain social norms and serve as the 

explanatory link between morality and cooperation is in need of further investigation, but 

this hypothesis may help illuminate at least part of the broader range of possibilities for 

how cooperation and morality may be linked. Perhaps moral development is not solely 

based on repeated interactions with socializing agents or the result of a developmental 

process leading to moral reasoning, but rather a prosocial instinct or moral heuristic that 

can be better understood through an investigation into the underlying mechanisms that 

shape human behavior (Sustein, 2005). It is possible that a cognitive bias to detect and 

maintain social norms (essentially, moral behavior) is maintained by mechanisms like 

altruistic punishment or overt actions individuals take to punish other individuals, even 

when the action is costly (e.g., money or time) and yields no material gain (Fehr & 

Gachter, 2002). This is a very different view from that proposed by those interested in 

human moral development in the past. Reason is important but may not be essential, and 

there are a number of other cognitive and environmental factors that almost assuredly tell 

a more complete story about moral development.   

De Quervain and colleagues (2004) hypothesized that individuals derive 

satisfaction from the punishment of norm violators. In an effort to identify a neurological 

basis for this hypothesis, the group scanned the brains of people playing an economic 

game. Two players anonymously played a seven-trial economic game with three fair 
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trials and four unfair trials under four different conditions. Two conditions involved 

actual punishment (i.e., reduction of monetary units), one condition involved symbolic 

punishment (i.e., threat of reduction), and non-intentional condition (i.e., Player B’s 

actions were determined randomly – i.e., no intent). Results indicated strong activations 

of the caudate nucleus (portion of the dorsal striatum), a key part of the reward-related 

circuits of the brain, in conditions where players could punish (i.e., reduction of monetary 

units) and less activation in other conditions. Other studies indicate that enhanced 

activation is detected in the striatum when a defector (violator of a social norm) is 

receiving pain. This indicates that humans receive satisfaction from seeing justice 

administered, even when the punishment is out of their control (Frith et al., 2006). In the 

corpus of this work, whether comparative, children or adults, there are indications 

supporting punishment as a mechanism for moral development. 

In Sum 

Morality is a complex enterprise and is almost certainly driven by more than 

reason. Rather, human morality as it is known today, is more likely a system based on 

mechanisms present in the human brain activated by and sustained through social 

interactions with other humans in the context of the social world. Haidt (2012) defines 

moral systems as the “interlocking sets of values, virtues, norms, practices, identities, 

institutions, technologies, and evolved psychological mechanisms that work together to 

suppress or regulate self-interest and make cooperative societies possible” (p. 314). The 

key here is the evolved psychological mechanisms operating to help guide human 

behavior. The selection pressures of group living, created the context for cooperative 

behavior. Further, group living shaped human moral systems (as described by Haidt 
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above), along with other mechanisms as well, to include disgust, emotion, and 

punishment (Boehm, 2012; Curtis, 2013; Tybur, Lieberman, Kurzban, & DeScioli, 2013). 

Thus, the quest for understanding moral development requires an understanding of how 

psychological mechanisms, disgust, emotion, and punishment operated over time 

(ultimate causation) and during development (proximate causation), leading to morality.  
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CHAPTER 6: PURPOSE AND HYPOTHESES

For this cross-sectional study, children in age groups 4-5, 7-8, and 12-13 years 

heard two short stories describing a perpetrator who excludes a victim. For each story, 

children were asked to imagine a different relationship to the victim: kin (i.e., brother or 

sister) or non-kin (i.e., friend/stranger). After each story, children were asked to rate the 

intensity of the moral transgression, choose a possible punishment for the perpetrator, 

identify an emotion associated with the transgression, and then offer a justification for the 

emotion. This cross-sectional age range should reveal a developmental pattern closely 

resembling Kohlberg’s (2008) stages.  Thus, it is expected that each age group of children 

will exhibit reasoning following the developmental pattern from Level 1 to 3, indicating 

more sophisticated reasoning as children age.  But, if current notions about moral 

development are correct, these children should reveal relatively similar moral cognition 

or sensitivity, if other mediating factors are introduced. Specifically, if kinship and 

punishment are introduced, children should be more sensitive to moral transgressions 

against kin, thereby calling for more severe punishment and more intense emotional 

reactions. The purpose of the current study is to investigate the effects of third-party 

punishment on children’s moral sensitivity using a common moral transgression.    

The following hypotheses were investigated in this study: 

Hypothesis 1.  Consistent with theories about the moral development of children 

(Kohlberg, 2008), participants should report moral sensitivity consistent with established 

developmental trends in the absence of punishment.
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Hypothesis 2. The relationship between emotion and morality has gained support 

(e.g., Haidt, 2013) leading to the hypothesis that children will rate wrongness of the 

moral transgression in each story relatively the same, as any moral transgression should 

be deemed as wrong in spite of relationship (Lieberman, 2007). 

Hypothesis 3. Consistent with current theories about cooperation and punishment 

(e.g., Gintis, 2008), the magnitude of punishment children choose for perpetrators should 

be highest when the victim is described as kin (related) and lowest when victim is 

described as friend/stranger (non-related). 

Hypothesis 4. Emotional contagion, or the idea that morality is in part connected 

to one’s emotional state and the ability to experience other’s emotions (de Waal, 1996), 

leads to the hypothesis that children should report more intense emotions when the victim 

is described as kin (related) and lowest when victim is described as friend/stranger (non-

related). 
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CHAPTER 7: METHOD

Participants 

 Participants for this cross-sectional study were recruited from two university 

laboratory schools in the southeastern United States. A total of 109 children participated 

in the study. Sixty children were recruited from school A, and 49 children were recruited 

from school B. Forty-six children were male across all three age groups, and 63 of the 

children were female. The gender breakdown for each age group is as follows: 4 to 5 

(Kindergarten, N = 22; M = 7, F = 15), 7 to 8 (first and second grade, N = 54; M = 26, F 

= 28) and 12 to 13 (seventh and eighth grade, N = 33; M = 13, F = 20).   

Design 

Data were analyzed using a series of three-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) - 

one within comparison and two between comparisons. Specifically, a 2 (relationship: kin 

vs. non-kin) x 2 (gender) x 3 (age) design, with relationship as a within measure and age 

and gender as a between measures. An a priori effect size of .40, and alpha level of .05 

were used to determine a sample size. Based on this calculation, an estimated total 

sample size was determined to be 127, requiring approximately 42 children per age 

group. 

Materials 

The stimulus materials included a series of stories. One story (read aloud) was 

used as an introductory story to help participants understand the nature of the task, and 

stories (videos) were used to assess each of the hypotheses. 
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The first story was used as a warm-up activity to help orient participants to the 

task. The story described two characters (John and Mary). The two characters are 

described as participating in a field-day activity. One character (John) is described as 

perpetrating a transgression. A series of stories (nine in total) were created to assess each 

of the hypotheses. In each story one character is described as a perpetrator—Jonathan 

(boys); Janet (girls)—the person responsible for excluding the victim. A university 

student was videotaped reading each of the stories. Each video was edited for 

consistency. All video stories lasted just under 2 min and included the same beginning 

and ending. Each video began with an introduction to story time followed by the 

presentation of the title and the story. In each story, the relationship of one character is 

described as kin (i.e., brother-Adam for boys; or sister-Hannah for girls ) or non-kin (i.e., 

friend/stranger). The setting for the stories was varied, to include field-day activities, 

free-choice time in a classroom, opportunities to play games in the cafeteria, and time to 

kick a ball around on a soccer field. All stories are presented in Appendices C (for boys) 

and D (for girls).  

Procedure 

 All procedures were approved by the university Institutional Review Board (IRB) 

before implementing any study procedures. Recruitment materials were shared with the 

designated contact person for both Schools A and B. These materials included a flyer 

describing the study and parent permission form. Each school used pre-arranged 

distribution methods to share the materials with parents (e.g., hard copies were sent home 

with children or posted on the school website where research activities were detailed). In 

each school, parents were asked to return the permission form within 2 weeks from the 
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date of distribution. The designated contact person at each school made contact with the 

primary investigator (PI) after collecting the forms and creating a list of potential 

participants by age and grade. Schedules for interviewing children were arranged by the 

school contact. Children were scheduled in groups of two to three. In School A, data were 

collected on 15 select days between October 2018 and January 2019. In School B data 

were collected over three select days in February 2019. 

A room typically used as a computer lab with dimensions 9 feet by 9 feet was 

used for interviewing children in School A. A conference room typically used for faculty 

and staff meetings with dimensions 10 feet by 12 feet was used for interviewing children 

in School B. On each day that data were to be collected, the PI met with the school 

contact and made arrangements to meet with groups of children in the designated area. 

Thirty-minute time blocks were allocated to interview each group of children. Once 

details were verified—time schedule, class location, and teacher—the school contact 

called up to three children at a time to the interview room. The interview sessions took 

between 25 and 35 minutes (younger children, 4 to 5, typically took longer). The PI 

conducted each interview. In School A, a school representative was present for each 

session, while no school representative was present in sessions conducted at School B. 

Children were called out of class and asked to go to the room for the interview. 

Upon arriving at the room, the PI greeted each child and explained that “a form was sent 

home to ask permission to talk to kids about their thoughts on what is right and wrong.” 

If children agreed to stay, the assent form was then explained and signed. After getting 

assent, the PI signed the form for children 4 to 5 and 7 to 8. Children 12 to 13 signed their 

own assent forms after agreeing to participate. All children (two or three across all three 
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age groups) sat at the same table and then the PI explained that “everyone will hear three 

stories today.” All participants heard the John and Mary story first (see Appendix A). “In 

the first story, you will hear about two characters, John and Mary, and their field-day 

activities. Then I will be asking you about whether you think John did something right or 

wrong.” The PI then read the first story intended to help children understand the nature of 

the task and expectations for the next two stories. After hearing the John and Mary story, 

children were asked five questions verbally to gauge comprehension: (a) “do you think 

both John and Mary knew the rules before starting the race?” (b) “was there a rule against 

cheating?” (c) “did John cheat?” (d) did the hole in the bottom of John’s potato sack help 

him to win the race?” and (e) “did Mary know about the hole in John’s potato sack?” 

Questions were verbally posed to the entire group of children. Each child was asked to 

answer questions verbally for the entire group. If there was any disagreement or the 

question was answered incorrectly by any child, the PI used a probe, “are you sure are 

about that,” to encourage some reflection about the answer and another attempt. After 

using the prompt, the PI asked for another answer. If the question was answered 

incorrectly a second time, the PI went back to the story and read a portion to help clarify 

the misunderstanding. After verbally checking for comprehension, the PI presented a data 

sheet with questions asking about the perceived wrongness of John’s actions (from 

Mary’s perspective), possible punishment for John and an emotional reaction to the 

situation described in the story (see Appendix A for the data sheet). Additionally, 

children were asked to pretend what they might relay about John and Mary’s story to 

another child. They were then asked to gauge this child’s perception of wrongness in 

relation to the story. All children across all age groups wrote directly on the data sheets, 
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using pens provided by the PI. Questions were read to children aged 4 to 5 one-by-one, 

then children circled the answer. Children aged 7 to 8 were given a choice. In all cases, 

with the exception of one group in School B, the PI read each question to the children 

one-by-one and then children circled the answer. All 12- to 13-year-old children read and 

answered the questions independently by circling the chosen answer.  

After answering questions based on the John and Mary story, children were told, 

“we now will watch two different videos. In each video, the narrator will read a story in 

which you will be introduced to two characters” (boys heard stories about Jonathan and 

Adam; girls heard stories about Janet and Hannah). “While listening to the story, I will 

ask you to pretend that you are related to or know one of the characters.” The order of 

video stories was counterbalanced between kin (related) and non-kin (friend/stranger). 

For the kin video, children heard the following introduction, “For this story, I want you to 

pretend that Adam/Hannah is your brother/sister.” For the friend/stranger story, children 

heard this instruction, “For this story, I want you to pretend that Adam/Hannah is your 

friend (or for the stranger condition, that you don’t know Adam/Hannah).” Then, children 

were shown one video and asked two questions: (a) “now that we have watched one 

video, what can you tell me about what happened in the story?” and (b) “what did 

Jonathan/Janet tell Adam/Hannah?” Verbal responses were sought from at least two of 

three children before moving on to the questions. If children were unable to answer 

questions about the video, probe questions were used to help spur some conversation. For 

example, the PI asked “think about Hannah, she was your…” After responding to the 

comprehension questions, children were asked to complete four questions about the story 

(see Appendix D for data collection sheets). All questions were read to children aged 4 to 
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5, one-by-one, then children circled the answer. In all cases, with the exception of one 

group in School B, the PI read each question to the children one-by-one and then children 

circled the answer. All 12- to 13-year-old children read and answered the questions 

independently by circling the chosen answer.  Separate data sheets were used for each 

story and collected after each story. Upon completing the interview, children were 

allowed to ask any questions about the experiment, and then all children were offered a 

pencil to take away. 
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CHAPTER 8: RESULTS

Three dependent measures were used to assess the developmental trends of moral 

sensitivity: perception of wrongness, levels of punishment and emotional response 

(feeling about the situation) to stories describing moral transgressions perpetrated against 

a related (kin) and non-kin (friend/stranger) character. Each measure was assessed using 

a 5-point scale. For perception of wrongness the scale went from 1-not wrong at all to 5-

very wrong. Levels of punishment were also represented by a five-point scale with more 

progressively intense punishment, ranging from 1-no punishment to 5-sent to office. The 

emotional response or ‘feeling about the situation’ five-point scale went from 1-very 

happy to 5-very unhappy. Each dependent measure was analyzed via a 3 (age: 4 to 5, 7 to 

8, and 12 to 13) x 2 (gender) x 2 (relationship: kin vs. non-kin) analyses of variance, with 

repeated measures on the relationship factor. A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was 

calculated for each measure, correlating the association between wrongness, punishment, 

and emotional response for kin and non-kin.  

Additional analyses evaluated the effect of School A and B on performance. The 

analyses detected no main or interactive effects for wrongness. In contrast, an interaction 

was found for punishment. A significant main effect and interactions were found for 

emotional response for the school variable. The anomaly of these effects requires further 

explanation and are reported in Appendix F. 
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Wrongness  

Mean and standard deviation scores for wrongness (from 1 to 5) are presented in 

Table 1 by age, gender and relationship. The 3 (age: 4 to 5, 7 to 8 and 12 to 13) x 2 

(gender) x 2 (relationship: kin vs. non-kin) analyses of variance, with repeated measures 

on the relationship factor produced no significant main effects for age, gender or 

relationship.  

Table 1 

Scores for Wrongness by Age, Gender, and Relationship 

Age 

Male   Female 

Kin 

M (SD) 

Non-kin 

M (SD) 

 Kin 

M (SD) 

Non-kin 

M (SD) 

4 to 5 4.5 (.347) 4.6  (.298)  4.3 (.262) 4.9 (.225) 

7 to 8 4.2 (.192) 4.5 (.165)  4.6 (.185) 4.2 (.159) 

12 to 13 4.2 (.272) 3.7 (.233)  4.7 (.219) 4.5 (.188) 

 
The analysis produced a significant three-way interaction between age, gender, 

and condition, F (2, 103) = 3.15, p < .047, h2 = .058. Post-hoc Bonferroni tests revealed 

no differences among either males or females at the different ages for the kin condition 

(i.e., 4 to 5 and 7 to 8 were equal to 12 to 13). In contrast, the non-kin condition did yield 

some differences. Post-hoc Bonferroni tests revealed a significant difference between the 

scores for 4 to 5 males (M = 4.6) and 12 to 13 males (M = 3.7), t (53) = 12.543, p < .001, 

95% CI [0.756 to 1.044]. The 4 to 5 (M = 4.6) and 7 to 8 males (M = 4.6) scored 

wrongness statistically equal. Females did not differ for the non-kin condition. All female 

age groups, 4 to 5, 7 to 8, and 12 to 13 scored wrongness as statistically equal. There 
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were no other significant effects. The correlation between the wrongness measures for 

kin and non-kin were only slightly positively correlated and not significant, r (108) = .16, 

p < .10.  

 

Punishment  

Mean and standard deviation scores for punishment (from 1 to 5) are presented in 

Table 2 by age, gender and relationship. The 3 (age: 4 to 5, 7 to 8 and 12 to 13) x 2 

(gender) x 2 (relationship: kin vs. non-kin) analyses of variance, with repeated measures 

on the relationship factor produced no significant main effects for gender or relationship. 

In contrast, the analysis yielded a significant main effect for age, F (2, 103) = 4.97, p < 

.009, h2 = .088. Post-hoc Bonferroni tests revealed a significant difference between the 4 

to 5 (M = 3.9) and 12 to 13 (M = 3.2) age groups, t (53) = 14.874, p < .001, 95% CI 

[0.567 to 0.744].  A significant difference was also found between the 7 to 8 (M = 3.7) 

and 12 to 13 (M = 3.2) age groups, t (85) = 17.322, p < .001, 95% CI [0.423 to 0.532]. 

The 4 to 5 and 7 to 8 age groups scored punishment statistically equal. The results for 

levels of punishment revealed no significant interactions between age, gender, or 

relationship. The correlation between the punishment measures for kin and non-kin were 

significant and positively correlated, r (108) = ..45, p < .000. 

  



 

43 

Table 2 

Scores for Punishment by Age, Gender, and Relationship 

Age 

Male   Female 

Kin 

M (SD) 

Non-kin 

M (SD) 

 Kin 

M (SD) 

Non-kin 

M (SD) 

4 to 5 3.8 (.350) 3.9 (.356)  4.0 (.264) 3.8 (.269) 

7 to 8 3.5 (.194) 3.2 (.274)  3.6 (.187) 3.7 (.190) 

12 to 13 3.1 (.274) 2.4 (.279)  3.7 (.221) 3.6 (.225) 

 
Emotional Response  

Mean and standard deviation scores for feeling or emotional response (from 1 to 

5) are presented in Table 3 by age, gender and relationship. The 3 (age: 4 to 5, 7 to 8 and 

12 to 13) x 2 (gender) x 2 (relationship: kin vs. non-kin) analyses of variance, with 

repeated measures on the relationship factor produced no main effect for gender or 

relationship. In contrast, the analysis did indicate a significant main effect for age, F (2, 

103) = 10.36, p < .000, h2 = .168. Post-hoc Bonferroni tests revealed a significant 

difference between the 4 to 5 (M = 3.8) and 12 to 13 (M = 2.2) age groups, t (53) = 

21.336, p < .001, 95% CI [1.39 to 1.67]. The post-hoc analysis also revealed a significant 

difference between the 7 to 8 (M = 3.4)  and 12 to 13 (M = 2.2) age groups, t (85) = 

25.205, p < .001, 95% CI [1.04 to 1.22]. The correlation between the emotional response 

measures for kin and non-kin were significant and positively correlated, r (108) = .76, p < 

.000. 

  



 

44 

Table 3 

Scores for Emotional Response by Age, Gender, and Relationship  

Age 

Male   Female 

Kin 

M (SD) 

Non-kin 

M (SD) 

 Kin 

M (SD) 

Non-kin 

M (SD) 

4 to 5 2.9 (.511) 4.1 (.491)  4.0 (.386) 3.9 (.371) 

7 to 8 3.0 (.284) 3.1 (.272)  3.7 (.273) 3.5 (.263) 

12 to 13 1.9 (.401) 2.3 (.385)  2.5 (.323) 2.2 (.311)  

 
A significant interaction was found between gender and condition, F (1, 103) = 

14.649, p < .000, h2 = .125. Further analysis indicated that males (M = 2.6) reported less 

intense feelings in response to transgressions perpetrated against kin than females (M = 

3.4), t (107) = 19.555, p < .001, 95% CI [.719 to .881]. For non-kin, males (M = 3.2) and 

females (M = 3.2) did not differ. 
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CHAPTER 9: DISCUSSION

The evolutionary origins of morality will most likely only be uncovered through 

extensive inquiry into the proposed building blocks that create moral beings. Evolved 

psychological mechanisms, disgust, emotion and punishment may have operated over 

deep time (ultimate causation) and during development (proximate causation), leading to 

what is now called morality. The selection pressures of group living and perhaps group 

selection (Haidt, 2012, Wilson, 2015; Wrangham, 2019) may be in part responsible for 

creating the context for the cooperative behavior pushing forward the development of 

moral behavior. An evolutionary perspective on moral development, in part dictates that 

moral sentiments are present early on. This sensitivity was likely shaped by social 

interactions within context of group living. Yet, it is unlikely that a straight line can be 

drawn from group living/group selection and moral development. The relationship is 

much more complicated. While group living most certainly contributes to moral 

development, it is the demands of group living and the most delicate task of choosing 

partners that must be taken into account. Choosing cooperating partners, high quality 

cooperating partners, placed pressure on humans to be highly discriminating as a means 

of survival. Thus, social interactions were not casual encounters to be taken lightly, but 

rather critical decisions about one’s future well-being. Further, as social norms came into 

focus and provided a foundation for acceptable and unacceptable behavior, the 

parameters defining group living were formed. It is out of group living, specifically the 
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social interactions necessary to live and thrive as a group, that provided the most essential 

foundation for moral development.  

In this study, three groups of children, ages 4 to 5, 7 to 8, and 12 to 13 heard short 

stories as presented through videos describing a perpetrator who excludes a victim. Each 

story portrayed a different relationship to the victim: kin (i.e., brother or sister) or non-kin 

(i.e., friend/stranger). The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of third-

party punishment on children’s moral sensitivity using a common moral transgression. 

Four hypotheses were proposed for this study.  

For the first hypothesis, it was expected that consistent with theories about the 

moral development of children (Kohlberg, 2008), participants would report moral 

sensitivity consistent with established developmental trends in the absence of 

punishment. Children develop a general sense of right and wrong relatively early on and 

recognize moral transgressions as wrong. There are some qualifiers that should be taken 

into account. For example, differentiating between moral transgressions and rule 

violations (Smetana et al., 2014), as well as cross-cultural differences in egregiousness of 

the transgression (Blake et al., 2015). As expected, all children rated moral transgressions 

perpetrated in each story as wrong, regardless of relationship to charter (i.e., related or 

non-related). This make sense. Kohlberg (2008) and a number of others have 

demonstrated developmental trends in children’s decisions about recognition of moral 

transgressions from an early age (see Gray and Graham, 2018 for an extensive review of 

this work). These results are not surprising, as children do develop the ability to 

discriminate between right and wrong early and will identify events as such.  
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Related to the first, the second hypothesis proposes that children will rate 

wrongness of the moral transgression in each story relatively the same, as any moral 

transgression should be deemed as wrong in spite of relationship (Lieberman, 2007). As 

indicated above, children across all three age groups rated the wrongness of each story 

relatively the same. Each of the stories was structured in a similar manner, detailing a 

moral transgression committed against a victim in a school-related setting. As expected, 

the moral transgression violation was rated similarly wrong in each story. 

The second hypothesis, proposed that consistent with current theories about 

cooperation and punishment (e.g., Gintis, 2008), the magnitude of punishment children 

choose for perpetrators should be highest when the victim is described as kin (related) 

and lowest when victim is described as friend/stranger (non-related). Punishment is 

highly influential and deemed as necessary for group living (Curtis, 2013). The necessity 

here seems to be that in spite of well-established social institutions facilitating the 

espoused social norms, it is still possible that some might violate these norms. In fact, 

some may violate a norm and possibly benefit from this violation. Thus, social norm 

violators and free riders must be checked, if the group is to survive and thrive. This 

hypothesis yielded mixed results. For this study, levels of punishment were relatively 

high, yet the ratings of punishment for kin did not consistently outpace that for non-kin. 

The main effect for age revealed a difference between ratings from the 12- to 13-year-

olds and the 4- to 5-year olds and the 7- to 8-year-olds. The youngest children called for 

the most intense punishment. This may be linked to a dichotomous notion about the 

moral transgression. In other words, younger children may have seen the violation as 

wrong and all violations must be punished. It is also possible that younger children 



 

48 

choose more familiar punishment (e.g., sent to the office) and in this study, this 

punishment was scored as 5 or the most severe. But, all the choices for punishment used 

in this study have been used in past studies and have been deemed familiar for children as 

young as 4 (Smetana et al., 2014).  

The distinction between the older children (12 to 13) and the two younger groups 

(4 to 5 and 7 to 8) may also be linked to the moral transgression as well as the 

punishment type. Older children may hold qualitatively different perspectives about the 

moral transgression. The older children may not have viewed the exclusion as wrong as 

the younger children and thus, the lower or less intense punishment ratings resulted. Yet, 

there is some indication from this study that kin may act as a cue. Identifying high quality 

cooperation partners is a salient selection pressure brought on by group living and kin 

may be a relatively quick and efficient indicator of a high quality cooperator (Wilson, 

2018). The significant correlation between the overall punishment ratings when victims 

were described as kin (related) and friend/stranger (non-related) is not surprising. 

Although the results are mixed making it difficult to draw definitive conclusions, it may 

be that the children, all children, responded to the stories considering the social norms 

observed in school settings. One function of punishment is to maintain stable group 

interactions and within well-established institutions, like school, these social norms are 

generally well observed (Wilson, 2019).Findings from this study may suggest that a trend 

may be present early, indicating a cognitive bias for cooperation with related individuals 

is present here (Kurzban, & Descioli, 2016). 

Emotion may also have some role in moral development. The role of emotion is 

most certainly multi-faceted, linked to intuition and disgust (Haidt, 2013) as well as guilt, 
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shame and empathy (Malti et al., 2016). The third hypothesis proposed that emotional 

contagion, or the idea that morality is in part connected to one’s emotional state and the 

ability to experience other’s emotions (e.g., de Waal, 1996), dictates that children should 

report more intense emotions when the victim is described as kin (related) and lowest 

when victim is described as friend/stranger (non-related). Emotions may help humans 

sense or feel the distinction between right or wrong. This notion is based on the co-opting 

of the oral system (Rozin, 1999). In this study, children were asked to rate the moral 

transgression using a 5-point scale ranging from very unhappy to very happy.  

Similar to ratings for punishment results were mixed. More intense or very 

unhappy emotional state was not consistently reported for moral transgressions against 

kin in contrast to non-kin. The 12- to 13-year-old group differed from children aged 4 to 

5 and 7 to 8. The 4 to 5 group scores were equal, but overall scores were higher than the 

12 to 13 group. While the 7 to 8 group did report a slightly higher score or more intense 

emotion for kin rather than non-kin, the overall scores were higher than the 12 to 13 

group. In spite of the mixed results, the overall emotional ratings were significantly 

correlated when the victim was described as kin (related) and friend/stranger (non-

related). Perhaps indicating that the moral transgression acted as a cue, eliciting some 

emotional, albeit at low levels.  

In the absence of clear trends, it is not possible to draw conclusions, but it is 

possible that two factors can help explain the mixed results. First, similar to the ratings 

for punishment, emotional response may be mediated by the moral transgression type. 

The contribution of disgust to human morality is largely based on adults. Thus, it is not 

clear whether or not children experience disgust in relation to moral transgressions or to 
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what to degree, if any. Second, disgust or emotions similar to disgust are not always 

expressed using verbal language. For example, many people express feelings of disgust 

using sounds or facial expressions (see Curtis, 2013 for a review). It may be possible that 

a different response format (e.g., pictures of children expressing disgust after smelling 

spoiled food) may have elicited different ratings to this question. A different stimulus 

may be more effective in relating the meaning of the ‘disgust emotion’ to the children.  

Moral disgust is quite complex and there is disagreement about whether moral 

disgust is an actual distinct phenomena (see Tybur et al., 2013 for a review). The current 

study does seem to indicate that children have an emotional reaction, some stronger than 

others to moral transgressions, but not to the point that this response should be 

characterized as disgust. This finding is in line with the fourth hypothesis that violations 

of social norms (i.e., exclusion) does elicit an emotional reaction that may then trigger a 

feeling that signals something is wrong, a moral violation. 

The current study does reveal some insight into an evolutionary perspective on the 

moral development of children. But this research also raises a number of questions. 

While there is some indication relationship (i.e., kin vs. non-kin) may act as a cue, 

perhaps pointing to a high-quality cooperator, it is not clear that this, in turn, is directly 

related to moral sensitivity. Further, it may be that other kinds of relationships (e.g., birth 

order) may operate in the same, similar, or perhaps even in different ways. For example, 

birth order may have an influence on one’s willingness to help/cooperate, thus having 

some influence on moral sensitivity. As group living introduces a host of social 

interactions with other conspecifics, it is necessary to understand multiple perspectives, 

including those gained from studying children from an evolutionary perspective 
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(Bjorklund, Hernandez,  Ellis, 2016). In the current study, participants were asked to 

consider the victim’s perspective. It is not clear how children may rate the moral 

transgression when actually perpetrating that transgression. Potentially, emotions, 

conditions, relationship to victim and other factors may mediate perceptions of what is 

and what is not considered wrong. While the current study focused on exclusion as the 

moral transgression, it is possible that exclusion is still viewed as some form of harm. 

Thus, it is necessary to investigate other aspects of morality to gain some insight into 

possible developmental trends. Might children be more or less sensitive to other areas of 

morality (e.g., sanctity). Adults consistently show high sensitivity to religious objects, 

symbols and beliefs. Misuse of an object, misrepresentation of a symbol or belief 

possibly trigger a moral violation. Might there be developmental trends for sanctity? If 

so, might these be conventions of culture? More research will help to answer these and 

other questions. 

Limitations 

The results of this study should be considered with some limitations in mind. 

First, the moral transgressions described in each story were set in different environments: 

classroom and non-classroom. Yet, it is possible that children perceived the stories were 

school-based and, therefore, subject to school rules. If this is the case, it is possible that 

children did not perceive the exclusion of the victim as a moral transgression, but a 

conventional transgression or rule violation. Breaking the rules can be wrong, but there 

are special circumstances in which rule may be broken. In these cases, children do not 

understand the rule violation to be wrong and almost certainly do not see the 

circumstance as any sort of moral violation (see Rutland et al., 2016). Second, the 
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differences identified for the feeling or emotional response between the two schools must 

be interpreted with caution. The 4- to 5-year-old males and females both rated the acts 

described in the stories as more wrong than the 7 to 8 and 12 to 13 age groups. The 

youngest children also called for more intense punishment and described a more unhappy 

emotional response than the other age groups. It is possible that the 4 to 5 age group 

perceived these measures as dichotomous in nature (e.g., right or wrong, happy or 

unhappy).   



 

53 

APPENDICES 



 

54 

Appendix A: John and Mary Story and Data Sheet 

 The annual Field Day at Sunshine K-8 Educational Center was fast approaching. 
Talk about the May event already seemed to be heating up, but this year was going to be 
a bit different, the teachers decided to start a new tradition. Each event would be judged 
not just for winners and losers, but each player would also be watched rather closely for 
something the teachers were calling ‘rightness’ and ‘wrongness.’ It seems that the 
teachers were interested in who was right, as in correct or like ‘doing the right thing’ and 
who might be wrong, as in doing something against the rules. The teachers were 
concerned, so that’s how things were going to be.  

John and Mary were winners in the past and everyone was looking forward to 
seeing how they would perform in “The Great Field Day Potato Sack race,” the most 
popular event of field day. Mary and John arrived at the start line just about the same 
time, staring in each other’s direction, as if to say…you know this is serious business, 
right? The teachers, or the ‘rightness’ and ‘wrongness’ monitors were lined up and 
looking intently while the kids took their places at the starting line.  

One teacher, Mr. Salamander added a bit more to his introduction of the race. “If 
anyone is caught or suspected of cheating while participating in this race, that contestant 
will be automatically ejected from the remaining Field Day activities and face serious 
consequences.”  Then finally, Mr. Salamander went into the final countdown and said the 
magic words- “ready, set…go!”  

John jumped and jumped and seemed to pull ahead quite easily. Mary was not far 
behind but couldn’t quite seem to keep pace with John. This went on for a while, until the 
finish line was in sight. John and Mary were very close, almost too close to really see 
who might win. The teachers were still watching closely. Then, John made what seemed 
to be the jump of all jumps and crossed the finish line just before Mary could make her 
last push. The teachers serving as ‘rightness’ and ‘wrongness’ monitors all declared John 
the winner and Mary the runner-up. What the ‘rightness’ and ‘wrongness’ monitors 
didn’t know is that there was a hole in the bottom of John’s potato sack which allowed 
him to jump more and farther. No one knew, except for one person…Mary. She caught a 
glimpse of the sack after John threw it in the air to celebrate his victory. Mary and 
everyone at Field Day heard the rules Mr. Salamander yelled for all to hear.  
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I would like to ask you some questions about John and Mary. I am going to ask you to 
use the faces below to help describe how you feel. 

 
o Did John do something wrong? 

Yes  No 
 

o Use the faces below and try to decide, how wrong is it? 

 
 

o Try to think like Mary.  Does she think John did something wrong? 
Yes  No 

 
o Use the faces below and try to decide what Mary believes. 

 
 

o Should John be punished for breaking the rules? 
Yes  No 
 

o Use the choices below and try to decide. 
a. No punishment 
b. Warning from the teacher 
c. Teacher makes him apologize and promise not to do it again 
d. Time-out or loss of privileges (loss of something he likes to do) 
e. Sent to the office 

 
o Imagine another kid who did not see the race or knew what happened. How 

might he or she feel about the race? Use the faces below and try to decide. 
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Appendix B: Moral Sensitivity Data Collection Booklet  

I. Demographic Data (circle the correct response) 
 

Child’s age: 
5-6 

9-10 

12-13 

 
Gender: 

Female  Male 
 

II. Questions:  
Insert story number and name here 
 

2. Is it wrong for [name of perpetrator here] to tell [name of victim here] he can’t come into the 
play area?  Circle the number (1= not wrong at all, 5= very wrong) 

 
 

3. Should [name of perpetrator here] be punished for what he said to [name of victim here] when 
he tried to go into the play area? Circle YES or NO 

                     YES                             NO    
 

4. How should [name of perpetrator here] be punished? Circle the letter of your choice. 
a. No punishment 
b. Warning from the teacher 
c. Teacher makes him apologize and promise not to do it again 
d. Time-out or loss of privileges 
e. Sent to the office 

 
5. When you think about what [name of perpetrator here] did, how does that make you feel? 

Circle the face that best describes how you feel. 

 
 
 
6. Why do you feel that way (try to give at least two reasons)? 

________________________________________________________________________________________________
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________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix C: Scripts for Boys’ Stories 

Opening scene 
 
[Stage direction]: Teacher is sitting in a room.  The background is school-esque, visible 
with tables, chairs and child friendly decor.  The camera slowly zooms in on teacher for a 
close-up. 
 
Narrator: “Hello, I’m Ms. Smith and welcome to Story Time.”  “Story Time brings 
together a collection of stories about the daily lives of children and the decisions they 
make.”   
[Stage direction]: the words, ‘Welcome to the Story Time,’ scroll across the screen while 
the narrator is speaking.   
 
 
Scene One [Introduction] 
 
[Stage direction]: Camera pans the room, then settles on the teacher, teacher looks up 
and smiles. 
 
Teacher: “Hello, today I'll be reading you some stories about children and the decisions 
they make and then ask you what think about their decisions.” 
 
Teacher: “In each story, you will hear about some children and pretend that you know 
them.” 
 
Teacher: “As I read, listen carefully and you will hear me say how you know the children 
in the story.  I am going to ask you to pretend that one of the children in the story is your 
brother, classmate, or a stranger.  After each story, I'll stop and ask you some questions.” 
 

 
Relationship: Kin 

It’s free-choice time in Mrs. Brown’s class: Jonathan and Adam 
 

Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Let’s begin with the story… In this story Jonathan, a boy in your class and 
Adam, your brother [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your brother’] find themselves with 
free-choice time in Mrs. Brown’s class.” 
 
Mrs. Brown just finished teaching the children some math problems and told the class 
they had some free time. During free time, the children had two choices: sit in the play 
area or use the computers to play games. 
Jonathan, a boy in your class, decided to spend some time in the play area with some 
students who were already there. Adam, your brother, [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your 
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brother’] finished his assignment and decided to go to the play area with Jonathan and 
the others. When Adam walked toward the play area, Jonathan stood up and with a big 
voice said, “you can’t come back here; this is our area.” [Stage direction: use a somewhat 
threatening voice to say ‘you can’t come back here’]. 
Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of this story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Jonathan and Adam.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Jonathan to tell Adam (your brother) he can’t come 
into the play area?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Jonathan be punished for what he said to Adam (your 
brother) when Adam tried to go into the play area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Jonathan did to your brother, how does 
that make you feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you listening to this story.” 
 
 

Relationship: Friend 
It’s free-choice time in Mrs. Brown’s class: Jonathan and Adam 

 
Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Let’s begin with the story… In this story Jonathan, a boy in your class and 
Adam, your friend [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your classmate’] find themselves with 
free-choice time in Mrs. Brown’s class.” 
 
Mrs. Brown just finished teaching the children some math problems and told the class 
they had some free time. During free time, the children had two choices: sit in the play 
area or use the computers to play games. 
Jonathan, a boy in your class, decided to spend some time in the play area with some 
students who were already there. Adam, your friend, [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your 
classmate’] finished his assignment and decided to go to the play area with Jonathan and 
the others. When Adam walked toward the play area, Jonathan stood up and with a big 
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voice said, “you can’t come back here; this is our area.” [Stage direction: use a somewhat 
threatening voice to say ‘you can’t come back here’]. 
Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of this story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Jonathan and Adam.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Jonathan to tell Adam (your friend) he can’t come into 
the play area?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Jonathan be punished for what he said to Adam (your friend) 
when Adam tried to go into the play area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Jonathan did to your classmate how does 
that make you feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you listening to this story.” 
 
 

Relationship: Stranger 
It’s free-choice time in Mrs. Brown’s class: Jonathan and Adam 

 
Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Let’s begin with the story… In this story Jonathan, a boy in your class and 
Adam, a boy in your class you don’t know [Stage direction: emphasize ‘a boy you 
don’t know’] find themselves with free choice time in Mrs. Brown’s class.” 
 
Mrs. Brown just finished teaching the children some math problems and told the class 
they had some free time. During free time, the children had two choices: sit in the play 
area or use the computers to play games. 
Jonathan, a boy in your class, decided to spend some time in the play area with some 
students who were already there. Adam, a boy in your class you don’t know [Stage 
direction: emphasize ‘a boy you don’t know’] finished his assignment and decided to go 
to the play area with Jonathan and the others. When Adam walked toward the play area, 
Jonathan stood up and with a big voice said, “you can’t come back here; this is our area.” 
[Stage direction: use a somewhat threatening voice to say ‘you can’t come back here’]. 
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Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of this story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Jonathan and Adam.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Jonathan to tell Adam (a boy in your class you don’t 
know) he can’t come into the play area?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Jonathan be punished for what he said to Adam (a boy in 
your class you don’t know) when Adam tried to go into the play area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Jonathan did to a boy in your class you 
don’t know, how does that make you feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you listening to this story.” 

 
 

Relationship: Kin 
A day on the soccer field: Jonathan and Adam 

 
Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Here’s a story called…A day on the soccer field.  In this story Jonathan, a boy 
on your team, and Adam, your brother [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your brother’] are 
both at soccer practice.” 
 
Coach Mulligan just finished showing the team how to kick balls and keep them in the 
air.  He then gave some time for everyone to try some moves; he asked the team to divide 
up into groups of three.   
Jonathan, a boy on your team, grabbed a ball and ran to a spot near the goal.  He asked 
another boy to be part of his group. Adam, your brother [Stage direction: emphasize 
‘your brother’] raced over to the same goal, so he could kick the ball around with 
Jonathan. Jonathan kicked the ball away from Adam and with a loud voice said, “you 
can’t play with us; you’re not good enough.” [Stage direction: use a somewhat 
threatening voice to say ‘you can’t play with us].  
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Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of this story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Adam and Jonathan.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Jonathan to tell Adam (your brother) he can’t play 
with the others?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Jonathan be punished for what he said to Adam (your 
brother) when Adam tried to go into the play area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Jonathan did, how does that make you 
feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you listening to this story.” 
 
 

Relationship: Friend 
A day on the soccer field: Jonathan and Adam 

 
Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Here’s a story called…A day on the soccer field.  In this story Jonathan, a boy 
on your team, and Adam, your friend [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your teammate’] are 
both at soccer practice.” 
 
Coach Mulligan just finished showing the team how to kick balls and keep them in the 
air.  He then gave some time for everyone to try some moves; he asked the team to divide 
up into groups of three.   
Jonathan, a boy on your team, grabbed a ball and ran to a spot near the goal.  He asked 
another boy to be part of his group. Adam, your friend [Stage direction: emphasize 
‘your teammate’] raced over to the same goal, so he could kick the ball around with 
Jonathan. Jonathan kicked the ball away from Adam and with a loud voice said, “you 
can’t play with us; you’re not good enough.” [Stage direction: use a somewhat 
threatening voice to say ‘you can’t play with us].  
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Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of this story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Jonathan and Adam.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Jonathan to tell Adam (your friend) he can’t play with 
the others?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Jonathan be punished for what he said to Adam (your friend) 
when Adam tried to go into the play area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Jonathan did, how does that make you 
feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you listening to this story.” 
 
 
 

Relationship: Stranger 
A day on the soccer field: Jonathan and Adam 

 
Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Here’s a story called…A day on the soccer field.  In this story Jonathan, a boy 
on your team, and Adam, a boy on the team you don’t know [Stage direction: 
emphasize ‘a boy you don’t know’] are both at soccer practice.” 
 
Coach Mulligan just finished showing the team how to kick balls and keep them in the 
air.  He then gave some time for everyone to try some moves; he asked the team to divide 
up into groups of three.   
Jonathan, a boy on your team, grabbed a ball and ran to a spot near the goal.  He asked 
another boy to be part of his group. Adam, a boy on the team you don’t know [Stage 
direction: emphasize ‘a boy you don’t know’] raced over to the same goal, so he could 
kick the ball around with Jonathan. Jonathan kicked the ball away from Adam and with a 
loud voice said, “you can’t play with us; you’re not good enough.” [Stage direction: use 
a somewhat threatening voice to say ‘you can’t play with us].  
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Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of this story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Jonathan and Adam.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Jonathan to tell Adam (a boy on the team you don’t 
know) he can’t play with the others?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Jonathan be punished for what he said to Adam (a boy on the 
team you don’t know) when Adam tried to go into the play area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Jonathan did, how does that make you 
feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you listening to this story.” 
 
 
 

Relationship: Kin 
Playing games after school: Jonathan and Adam 

 
Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Here’s another story…Playing games after school.  In this story Jonathan, a 
boy in your class, and Adam, your brother [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your brother’] 
are both in the cafeteria after school.” 
 
Mr. Cassidy just told everyone that homework time is complete and that it was ok for 
everyone to go to the gaming area.  Gaming time meant that everyone could go to the 
back of the cafeteria and play games with other kids.   
Jonathan, a boy in your class, decided to spend some time in the play area with some 
students who were already there. Adam, your brother [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your 
brother’] finished his homework put everything in his backpack and went to the gaming 
area. When Adam walked back to the gaming area and sat in an empty seat, Jonathan 
stood up and with a big voice said, “you can’t play now; this is our area.” [Stage 
direction: use a somewhat threatening voice to say ‘you can’t come back here’]. 
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Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of this story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Jonathan and Adam.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Jonathan to tell Adam (your brother) he can’t come 
into the gaming area?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Jonathan be punished for what he said to Adam (your 
brother) when Adam tried to go into the gaming area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Jonathan did to your brother, how does 
that make you feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you listening to this story.” 
 
 

Relationship: Friend 
Playing games after school: Jonathan and Adam 

 
Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Here’s another story…Playing games after school.  In this story Jonathan, a 
boy in your class, and Adam, your friend [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your classmate’] 
are both in the cafeteria after school.” 
 
Mr. Cassidy just told everyone that homework time is complete and that it was ok for 
everyone to go to the gaming area.  Gaming time meant that everyone could go to the 
back of the cafeteria and play games with other kids.   
Jonathan, a boy in your class, decided to spend some time in the play area with some 
students who were already there. Adam, your friend [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your 
classmate’] finished his homework put everything in his backpack and went to the 
gaming area. When Adam walked back to the gaming area and sat in an empty seat, 
Jonathan stood up and with a big voice said, “you can’t play now; this is our area.” 
[Stage direction: use a somewhat threatening voice to say ‘you can’t come back here’]. 
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Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of this story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Jonathan and Adam.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Jonathan to tell Adam (your friend) he can’t come into 
the gaming area?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Jonathan be punished for what he said to Adam (your friend) 
when Adam tried to go into the gaming area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Jonathan did to your friend, how does 
that make you feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you listening to this story.” 
 
 

Relationship: Stranger 
Playing games after school: Jonathan and Adam 

 
Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Here’s another story…Playing games after school.  In this story Jonathan, a 
boy in your class, and Adam, a boy in your class you don’t know [Stage direction: 
emphasize ‘a boy you don’t know’] are both in the cafeteria after school.” 
 
Mr. Cassidy just told everyone that homework time is complete and that it was ok for 
everyone to go to the gaming area.  Gaming time meant that everyone could go to the 
back of the cafeteria and play games with other kids.   
Jonathan, a boy in your class, decided to spend some time in the play area with some 
students who were already there. Adam, a boy in your class you don’t know [Stage 
direction: emphasize ‘a boy you don’t know’] finished his homework put everything in 
his backpack and went to the gaming area. When Adam walked back to the gaming area 
and sat in an empty seat, Jonathan stood up and with a big voice said, “you can’t play 
now; this is our area.” [Stage direction: use a somewhat threatening voice to say ‘you 
can’t come back here’]. 
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Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of this story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Jonathan and Adam.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Jonathan to tell Adam (a boy in your class you don’t 
know) he can’t come into the gaming area?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Jonathan be punished for what he said to Adam (a boy in 
your class you don’t know) when Adam tried to go into the gaming area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Jonathan did to a boy you don’t know; 
how does that make you feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you listening to this story.” 
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Appendix D: Scripts for Girls’ Stories 

 
Opening scene 
 
[Stage direction]: Teacher is sitting in a room.  The background is school-esque, visible 
with tables, chairs and child friendly decor.  The camera slowly zooms in on teacher for a 
close-up. 
 
Narrator: “Hello, I’m Ms. Smith and welcome to Story Time.”  “Story Time brings 
together a collection of stories about the daily lives of children and the decisions they 
make.”   
[Stage direction]: the words, ‘Welcome to the Story Time,’ scroll across the screen while 
the narrator is speaking.   
 
 
Scene One [Introduction] 
 
[Stage direction]: Camera pans the room, then settles on the teacher, teacher looks up 
and smiles. 
 
Teacher: “Hello, today I'll be reading you some stories about children and the decisions 
they make and then ask you what think about their decisions.” 
 
Teacher: “In each story, you will hear about some children and pretend that you know 
them.” 
 
Teacher: “As I read, listen carefully and you will hear me say how you know the children 
in the story.  I am going to ask you to pretend that one of the children in the story is your 
sister, classmate, or a stranger.  After each story, I'll stop and ask you some questions. 
 
 

Relationship: Kin 
It’s free-choice time in Mrs. Brown’s class: Janet and Hannah 

 
Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Let’s begin with this story… In this story Janet, a girl in your class and 
Hannah, your sister [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your sister’] find themselves with free-
choice time in Mrs. Brown’s class.” 
 
Mrs. Brown just finished teaching the children some math problems and told the class 
they had some free time. During free time, the children had two choices: sit in the play 
area or use the computers to play games. 
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Janet, a girl in your class, decided to spend some time in the play area with some 
students who were already there. Hannah, your sister, [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your 
sister’] finished her assignment and decided to go to the play area with Janet and the 
others. When Hannah walked toward the play area, Janet stood up and with a big voice 
said, “you can’t come back here; this is our area.” [Stage direction: use a somewhat 
threatening voice to say ‘you can’t come back here’]. 
Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of the story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Janet and Hannah.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Janet to tell Hannah (your sister) she can’t come into 
the play area?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Janet be punished for what she said to Hannah (your sister) 
when Hannah tried to go into the play area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Janet did to your sister, how does that 
make you feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on the teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you for listening to the story.” 
 
 

Relationship: Friend 
It’s free-choice time in Mrs. Brown’s class: Janet and Hannah 

 
Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Let’s begin with the story… In this story Janet, a girl in your class and 
Hannah, your friend [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your classmate’] find themselves with 
free-choice time in Mrs. Brown’s class.” 
 
Mrs. Brown just finished teaching the children some math problems and told the class 
they had some free time. During free time, the children had two choices: sit in the play 
area or use the computers to play games. 
Janet, a girl in your class, decided to spend some time in the play area with some 
students who were already there. Hannah, your friend, [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your 
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classmate’] finished her assignment and decided to go to the play area with Janet and the 
others. When Hannah walked toward the play area, Janet stood up and with a big voice 
said, “you can’t come back here; this is our area.” [Stage direction: use a somewhat 
threatening voice to say ‘you can’t come back here’]. 
Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of the story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Janet and Hannah.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Janet to tell Hannah (your friend) she can’t come into 
the play area?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Janet be punished for what she said to Hannah (your friend) 
when Hannah tried to go into the play area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Janet did to your friend how does that 
make you feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you for listening to the story.” 
 

 
Relationship: Stranger 

It’s free-choice time in Mrs. Brown’s class: Janet and Hannah 
 

Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Let’s begin with this story… In this story Janet, a girl in your class and 
Hannah, a girl in your class you don’t know [Stage direction: emphasize ‘a girl you 
don’t know’] find themselves with free choice time in Mrs. Brown’s class.” 
 
Mrs. Brown just finished teaching the children some math problems and told the class 
they had some free time. During free time, the children had two choices: sit in the play 
area or use the computers to play games. 
Janet, a girl in your class, decided to spend some time in the play area with some 
students who were already there. Hannah, a girl in your class you don’t know [Stage 
direction: emphasize ‘a girl you don’t know’] finished her assignment and decided to go 
to the play area with Janet and the others. When Hannah walked toward the play area, 
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Janet stood up and with a big voice said, “you can’t come back here; this is our area.” 
[Stage direction: use a somewhat threatening voice to say ‘you can’t come back here’]. 
Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of the story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Janet and Hannah.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Janet to tell Hannah (a girl in your class you don’t 
know) she can’t come into the play area?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Janet be punished for what he said to Hannah (a girl in your 
class you don’t know) when Hannah tried to go into the play area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Janet did to a girl in your class you 
don’t know, how does that make you feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you for listening to the story.” 

 
 
 

Relationship: Kin 
A day on the soccer field: Janet and Hannah 

 
Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Here’s another story called…A day on the soccer field.  In this story Janet, a 
girl on your team, and Hannah, your sister [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your sister’] 
are both at soccer practice.” 
 
Coach Mulligan just finished showing the team how to kick balls and keep them in the 
air.  She then gave some time for everyone to try some moves; she asked the team to 
divide up into groups of three.   
Janet, a girl on your team, grabbed a ball and ran to a spot near the goal.  She asked 
another girl to be part of her group. Hannah, your sister [Stage direction: emphasize 
‘your sister’] raced over to the same goal, so she could kick the ball around with Janet. 
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Janet kicked the ball away from Hannah and with a loud voice said, “you can’t play with 
us; you’re not good enough.” [Stage direction: use a somewhat threatening voice to say 
‘you can’t play with us].  
Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of the story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Janet and Hannah.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Janet to tell Hannah (your sister) she can’t play with 
the others?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Janet be punished for what he said to Hannah (your sister) 
when Hannah tried to go into the play area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Janet did, how does that make you 
feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you for listening to the story.” 
 
 

Relationship: Friend 
A day on the soccer field: Janet and Hannah 

 
Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Here’s another story called…A day on the soccer field.  In this story Janet, a 
girl on your team, and Hannah, your friend [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your 
teammate’] are both at soccer practice.” 
 
Coach Mulligan just finished showing the team how to kick balls and keep them in the 
air.  She then gave some time for everyone to try some moves; she asked the team to 
divide up into groups of three.   
Janet, a girl on your team, grabbed a ball and ran to a spot near the goal.  She asked 
another girl to be part of her group. Hannah, your friend [Stage direction: emphasize 
‘your teammate’] raced over to the same goal, so she could kick the ball around with 
Janet. Janet kicked the ball away from Hannah and with a loud voice said, “you can’t 
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play with us; you’re not good enough.” [Stage direction: use a somewhat threatening 
voice to say ‘you can’t play with us].  
Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of this story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Janet and Hannah.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Janet to tell Hannah (your friend) he can’t play with 
the others?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Janet be punished for what she said to Hannah (your friend) 
when Hannah tried to go into the play area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Janet did, how does that make you 
feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you for listening to the story.” 
 
 

Relationship: Stranger 
A day on the soccer field: Janet and Hannah 

 
Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Here’s another story called…A day on the soccer field.  In this story Janet, a 
girl on your team, and Hannah, a girl on the team you don’t know [Stage direction: 
emphasize ‘a girl you don’t know’] are both at soccer practice.” 
 
Coach Mulligan just finished showing the team how to kick balls and keep them in the 
air.  She then gave some time for everyone to try some moves; she asked the team to 
divide up into groups of three.   
Janet, a girl on your team, grabbed a ball and ran to a spot near the goal.  She asked 
another girl to be part of her group. Hannah, a girl on the team you don’t know [Stage 
direction: emphasize ‘a girl you don’t know’] raced over to the same goal, so she could 
kick the ball around with Janet. Janet kicked the ball away from Hannah and with a loud 
voice said, “you can’t play with us; you’re not good enough.” [Stage direction: use a 
somewhat threatening voice to say ‘you can’t play with us].  
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Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of the story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Janet and Hannah.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Janet to tell Hannah (a girl on the team you don’t 
know) she can’t play with the others?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Janet be punished for what he said to Hannah (a girl on the 
team you don’t know) when Hannah tried to go into the play area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Janet did, how does that make you 
feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you for listening to the story.” 
 
 

Relationship: Kin 
Playing games after school: Janet and Hannah 

 
Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Here’s another story…Playing games after school.  In this story Janet, a girl in 
your class, and Hannah, your sister [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your sister’] are both 
in the cafeteria after school.” 
 
Mr. Cassidy just told everyone that homework time is complete and that it was ok for 
everyone to go to the gaming area.  Gaming time meant that everyone could go to the 
back of the cafeteria and play games with other kids.   
Janet, a girl in your class, decided to spend some time in the play area with some 
students who were already there. Hannah, your sister [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your 
sister’] finished her homework put everything in her backpack and went to the gaming 
area. When Hannah walked back to the gaming area and sat in an empty seat, Janet stood 
up and with a big voice said, “you can’t play now; this is our area.” [Stage direction: use 
a somewhat threatening voice to say ‘you can’t come back here’]. 
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Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of the story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Janet and Hannah.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Janet to tell Hannah (your sister) she can’t come into 
the gaming area?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Janet be punished for what she said to Hannah (your sister) 
when Hannah tried to go into the gaming area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Janet did to your sister, how does that 
make you feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you for listening to the story.” 
 
 

Relationship: Friend 
Playing games after school: Janet and Hannah 

 
Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Here’s another story…Playing games after school.  In this story Janet, a girl in 
your class, and Hannah, your friend [Stage direction: emphasize ‘your classmate’] are 
both in the cafeteria after school.” 
 
Mr. Cassidy just told everyone that homework time is complete and that it was ok for 
everyone to go to the gaming area.  Gaming time meant that everyone could go to the 
back of the cafeteria and play games with other kids.   
Janet, a girl in your class, decided to spend some time in the play area with some 
students who were already there. Hannah, your friend[Stage direction: emphasize ‘your 
classmate’] finished her homework put everything in her backpack and went to the 
gaming area. When Hannah walked back to the gaming area and sat in an empty seat, 
Janet stood up and with a big voice said, “you can’t play now; this is our area.” [Stage 
direction: use a somewhat threatening voice to say ‘you can’t come back here’]. 
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Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of the story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Janet and Hannah.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Janet to tell Hannah (your friend) he can’t come into 
the gaming area?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Janet be punished for what he said to Hannah (your friend) 
when Hannah tried to go into the gaming area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Janet did to your classmate, how does 
that make you feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you for listening to the story.” 
 
 

Relationship: Stranger 
Playing games after school: Janet and Hannah 

 
Scene One 
 
[Stage direction]: transition scene, teacher looks away and picks up ‘story book.’ 
Teacher: “Here’s another story…Playing games after school.  In this story Janet, a girl in 
your class, and Hannah, a girl you don’t know [Stage direction: emphasize ‘a girl you 
don’t know’]are both in the cafeteria after school.” 
 
Mr. Cassidy just told everyone that homework time is complete and that it was ok for 
everyone to go to the gaming area.  Gaming time meant that everyone could go to the 
back of the cafeteria and play games with other kids.   
Janet, a girl in your class, decided to spend some time in the play area with some 
students who were already there. Hannah, a girl you don’t know [Stage direction: 
emphasize ‘a girl you don’t know’] finished her homework put everything in her 
backpack and went to the gaming area. When Hannah walked back to the gaming area 
and sat in an empty seat, Janet stood up and with a big voice said, “you can’t play now; 
this is our area.” [Stage direction: use a somewhat threatening voice to say ‘you can’t 
come back here’]. 
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Teacher: “We’ve reached the end of the story, now I would like to ask you some questions 
about what you think about Janet and Hannah.  Get your pencils and booklets ready to mark 
your answers.” 
Teacher: “Question one: Is it wrong for Janet to tell Hannah (a girl you don’t know) she can’t 
come into the gaming area?”   
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question two: Should Janet be punished for what he said to Hannah (a girl you 
don’t know) when Hannah tried to go into the gaming area?” 
“I’ll wait while you circle your answer.” [Stage direction: pause five seconds, by counting 
one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question three: “What do you think should happen next?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question four: When you think about what Janet did to a girl you don’t know; how 
does that make you feel?” 
“I’ll wait while you choose your answer.” [Stage direction: pause seven seconds, by 
counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Teacher: “Question five: Why do you feel that way (try to give me at least two reasons)?” 
“I’ll wait while you write or get help to write your answer.” [Stage direction: pause ten 
seconds, by counting one-one thousand, two-one thousand, etc.].  
Scene two 
[Stage direction]: The camera slowly zooms in on teacher’s face, while she says 
dialogue, then pans back. 
 
Teacher: “Thank you for listening to the story.” 
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Appendix E: Facilitator Directions 

Facilitator direction: Welcome the child(ren) to the space where video will be shown.   
 
Facilitator lines: “Today you are here to listen to some moral stories.  Moral stories are 
stories about how people behave.  I am going to show you some videos, so you can hear 
the stories.  After each story, I am going to stop the video and ask you to answer some 
questions, so I will know what you think of the story.” 
 
Facilitator direction:  give the child the answer booklet and the pencil. 
 
Facilitator lines:  “Before I share the first story, I would like to know a little more about 
you.  I have given each of you a booklet.  On the first page, you will see some questions.  
Let’s answer those questions first and then begin with the first story. 
 
Facilitator direction: Show the first video.  Be sure to stop at the appropriate times. 
 
Facilitator lines: [to be stated at the conclusion of the final video] “That was our last 
story, I hope everyone had fun listening to the stories.  I want to thank you for coming 
here today.  You may keep the pencil for yourself.  Let’s go back to the classroom now. 
 
Facilitator direction: stop the video.   
 
Facilitator lines: “please choose your answer in your booklet.” 
 
Facilitator direction: stop the video.   
 
Facilitator lines: “please choose your answer in your booklet.” 
 
Facilitator direction: stop the video.   
 
Facilitator lines: “please choose your answer in your booklet.” 
 
Facilitator direction: stop the video.   
 
Facilitator lines: “please choose your answer in your booklet.” 
 
Facilitator direction: stop the video.   
 
Facilitator lines: “please try your best to write your question in your booklet.” 
 
 
Facilitator lines: [to be stated at the conclusion of the final video] “That was our last 
story, I hope everyone had fun listening to the stories.  I want to thank you for coming 
here today.  You may keep the pencil for yourself.  Let’s go back to the classroom now. 

  



 

79 

Appendix F: Results for School Effects 

School Information 

School A is a K-12 school, serving a total of 1,101 students. Students in school A 

score well above the state average in math proficiency (90% compared to 54% for the 

state) and reading/language arts proficiency (90% compared to 52% for the state). Fifty-

eight percent of the students in school A are classified as minorities (i.e., 9%-Asian, 28%-

Hispanic, 17%-Black, and 4%-two or more races). Twenty-seven percent of the school 

qualified for free and reduced lunch. The school maintained a balanced 50% female and 

male split during the data collection period. School B is a K-8 school, serving a total of 

1,422 students. Students in school B score well above the state average in math 

proficiency (78% compared to 54% for the state) and reading/language arts proficiency 

(67% compared to 52% for the state). School B also has 58% minority student enrollment 

(i.e., 1%-Asian, 33%-Hispanic, 20%-Black, and 4%-two or more races). Seven percent of 

the students were deemed eligible for free and reduced lunch. This school also 

maintained a balance of 50% male and 50% female ratio during the data collection 

period.  

Punishment 

Analysis of school effects revealed a significant four-way interaction between 

age, gender, school, and punishment, F (2, 97) = 4.51, p < .013, h2 = .085.  

Emotional Response 

The analysis of school effects was conducted using a 3 (age: 4 to 5, 7 to 8 and 12 

to 13) x 2 (gender) x 3 (relationship: kin vs. non-kin) x 2 (school: School A and School 

B) analyses of variance, with repeated measures on the relationship factor. This analysis 
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of school factor produced a main effect for school: (a) F (1, 97) = 256.022, p < .000, h2 = 

.725. Means and standard deviations for the emotional response by age, gender and 

relationship for School A are displayed in Table 4. See Table 5 for mean and standard 

deviation scores for emotional response by age, gender and relationship for School B. 

In addition, several interactions were also revealed: (a) gender and emotional 

response, F (1, 97) = 28.316, p < .000, h2 = .226; (b) gender, school and emotional 

response, F (1, 97) = 11.112, p < .001, h2 = .103; (c) age, gender and emotional response, 

F (2, 97) = 6.018, p < .003, h2 = .110; and (d) age, gender, school and emotional 

response, F (2, 97) = 7.878, p < .001, h2 = .140. 

The analysis produced a main effect as well as several two-, three- and four-way 

interactions, requiring extreme caution in interpretation. A portion of these results are 

congruent with patterns revealed from the rest of the data. For instance, males and 

females reported higher scores for levels of punishment for kin in contrast to non-kin. 

Similarly, in many instances, both males and females in both school A and B reported 

lower scores for emotional response for kin than non-kin. However, in spite of these 

similarities with some of the other data, the disproportionate sample size for the 4 to 5 

group in school A make these results questionable.   

Table 4.  

School A scores for emotional response by age, gender and relationship 

School A 

 Male  Female 

 Kin 

M (SD) 

Non-kin 

M (SD) 

 Kin 

M (SD) 

Non-kin 

M (SD) 
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Age      

4 to 5 1.0 (.460) 3.3 (.381)  3.7 (.460) 1.7 (.381) 

7 to 8 1.6 (.221) 1.8 (.183)  1.7 (.301) 1.1 (.249) 

12 to 13 1.8 (.252) 2.3 (.209)  1.3 (221) 1.3 (.183)  

  

Table 5.  

School B scores for emotional response by age, gender and relationship 

School B 

 Male   Female 

 Kin 

M (SD) 

Non-kin 

M (SD) 

 Kin 

M (SD) 

Non-kin 

M (SD) 

Age      

4 to 5 4.0 (.356) 4.6 (.295)  4.2 (.240) 4.5 (.199) 

7 to 8 4.4 (.221) 4.6 (.183)  4.4 (.174) 4.3 (.144) 

12 to 13 2.3 (.460) 2.3 (.381)  4.5 (.301) 3.9 (.249)  
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