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FES OBETEHMOFEELBIEFEHD
RhRITBE 3 B ERITE

I ™ s

1 EEYEREDIE

BEEORZICET 3 0EEN 7 7o — FIE L B BOMFEE L L > TITHU T3,
REOBES (1967) i3, EEEDOLEZNFHZFEL TRO 4 2ORBICKD T3, (1)
NS, Freud OBE » BB, Erikson (D self-indntity, Sears, Macooby &
DU DI DWIF, (2) Piaget.] OREICISIT 5 EEHIK DWF5E, (3) Hartshorne, May, Havi-
ghurst, Peck 5 D (moral charater) DPIFE, () Hull 5 %A & 3 2 HifTE)E KM
HHEiRP Bandura b OFEKXEFERD 5 OWF,

FUT, b OBFREVTR S LAY « BHINSHHE TH b, £OBMOEMETTICK
XSt 5TV A Y, BREEOMOME, HENAE THNAEOWTHULICER?
BN TH Y, @L T3 EEREOHABTICII» 2 h EEPA LN,

LEIEMEORZE VI ERP S, HCHBEL T2 AU TEAZIER & 5,

B, —EOBEREE L TEAL BICE T 3 80K DB 2 5 ABIERDETE » 4 2
DICHERENCEBE, BALU TWBEEDPFET, Freud(1936) OHAEE A & BEEFEAI
DT, HIZVRERD SEBEHROIRE, Maslow(1962) OEBHIBCK, BESRELD S
B O B8K need for self actualization, Erikson (1950) o T —{LBE seli-identity
theory, Allport (1955) DEEFENY EH A fanctional autonomy (D, Whiting (1960) O
HWAEEIC & B A—s EOWRICREING DT, BEEORIRE E HEFAZED
HEEM» L BEREORZZEZEL TN UETH 3,

B2, BEADOHNR « BEICHT 2 BEBEIT HEKEORLZEL T, HABRD
Y FERELTZEBEOMETD 5. CONEIIARNORE « FEEEDFRZIC LB
KBRHOERE « BRICEHPHEL T3, Piaget (1932) 1, #EBEORZIRMRELE
BICERL TS EUT, BElEFREREA TV ARG « BRI BEEEI%AED M Z R IEHsE
OFZFLWTT20ENRHERORMEBA T B, 2UTC OOPBEARELZZM, T
BEBOERM S, UoULEMYE (FOEH OBERPAZERFIC K 2E8HDLOEF T
&% & U1 Aronfreed (1961) REF N B2 FEHRT LI L30HEEL DJEHdT 3K
JG2HSEL 12 Altinsmith (1960) 5 DOWFFE § FH AR @EVERL T3 DELTO



164

ERHEZEA TS, 7, BEMEOBRPHIHEOREE L BT T2 HIFHER T,
EHONMA # =X 2L b3 LA, EERMOEEIELERT B2 LD, EEDON
v vk b §EFRIEADERIC & 2 2T REl 2 ROHL, BEEEOPRPE Fik
LT3, ORFEZE L HE 5% Bandura 5 (1963, 1971, 1971) > Walter 5, (1964)
¥, ®7 Y modeling 1T 3 EEHMOELBEDOWHA» L, Plaget OBHEHIMTOBFA
R % ESEB Y age-specific DA TH Y, FZEDIEFH: sequencity DBEH TH 5 &t
HIL T3,

Pk, =20 Bi3Em TV « BEMSD, BE  EFVEDLOAUBOHEETD 50
DI TR ERE & T» E VI BEANERPHPRIRTD2 L AMBD Y, FEDREE
BXREL TS moral D Tugend LI HRILEZRICTIHEE DS, LnsIT, #IF
fic MEmeRaEtE | &b [T8oHE0N), FBEAOEANIRE~DENRT.T. |,

MTEOHENREBICETIEHR] R LFHBPINSE LMD, BarE-12, 75
FOHDEDHUILY U TV AR EREAL L, Bl () 2HBCMNEST T3 L
BARVBIKEDNS,

2. HEHWOLERICET 5 BAFEERNILYE & HRPFEROILY

BRI & b b EEIEICE T 3 HgRid Piaget (1932) ODOHEIHPFEL T3 EE
A AR, COFFIIIMAIR,» OELEN S D Th » 12, Piaget 3EMWIELAER & BRI
BOFEOPERT-> T, BRNEERRRFESOBTHOMNBBCHETSEDTHS
LT, WERBNEEE>EENEEYE, QRUOATER>TIZER, OVEDKHS{L—~HE
b, OREEIC & 3 HE L EICREL 20N, OBEURGE L U TOEBE~A#E~DH
FICET L BBRD 5 DORTEET THHUL TS, £UT s DR, RHEFEE
LAFTFETHERB L T b, BEEFREIT age-specific i3 sequencity 2R J OB T
HBEUN, FUTEERC LR, EBAROEERIURRALZ2E3DTHY, EARDE
RIS —EORFIDPROINS L 2FERUICCETH S, Piaget DR, ZDHOD
2L OWFREIC L - THEIWICHIZE 3N, BEHOZYYE, HIWBERITL 3 BEARZEERED
FENHEL PICIZ > T B,

Boehn & Nass (1962) 13, 10 DRTIC2WVT, ESHREAEOBERE2HEL T, 13T
Piaget DESFRERMH 2T LI, Kohlberg (1965) i3 Piaget DEYEF2ED DD,
WG EEERED 3 /KEE (level) , 6 B (stage) »#HL T 5, Armsby (1971)
Buchanan & Tompson (1973) 5 DA DWIFL TiX, Piaget DRI Y, BITESHES
S TR ZEREHLUTVS, T1, BOUDUODEE DEEFETIE Hoffman & Saltzstein

(1967) OWFED L 51, Lo HDOHEEBRIC L ) BERZOBTICEEIVBRLNSGD, B
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BHREZDIDZPRETEZ D TR RNETIHIENEZ . BVETS, &< 34 (1947)
DERHE (1949) 5WEREHEET, S10BE5DRDICOVT, HBEHHOEEDESHE
TRDTNE, FIEFE (1961) OEEZAMCH NS HEE, LM (1975) ORPHIK
JOCEEDBIZET, FREMN GERRE) HE» S EEN (BERAD) HK~DHERIX Piaget
DBRCB 3 HEEHOTERES LU IT I I~2FOETHRLNE, UL,
BARNEILPXUERBREDO BBV L 2 BITESOEVFET S 0D, —BRNSFEED
IERPEITERBINT &I,

ZHIZHL THRBRL 72035k Bandura & McDonald (1963) DHFETH -1z, 5
13 Piaget D35 BEHKTDE 1 DRILTh 3 BEOEEM D b LEMAOBTIZ, —BRHN
RRRLNZBRTHBELEPL S, MOADEEHK 2 FLICBEEIRI LI
T, FESDHEBOHEI»EARTEB I EREHLIL € UTHGIR, FEOEEHMIZ
BEECI->TESINZ SOT, ESEB L 3 DT & Piaget OFRHHML 12,

Bandura 53, ZDXI5WBERI>TEETEILEPEFT) VLR, FEL0O%ETE
BROPIE ) DB 2 EDTNB L ERERUI, KL T Turiel (1966) 9 Cowan
5 (1969) 13, (1) Piaget LIIBREBEDHHEPRIS-> T %. OFBHROEE I 2RKD T
g, (8) Piaget Bz BRI IIRML T b, WEEHHONR L HEEPXFIL T
Vo (B)EFY ¥ I —TBOBEIPBEN TS, HRET TRHL Tib, —J5, Walter
& Parke (1964) % Darwin & Steven (1974) OB, HATO/NE (1965) , HifF (19
66) OWFIC L - T, Bandura & EEREIC, 7Y L 7OHRPBAD 5N, HBEHWOE
7w, MR, BESBAOHN ZEET S CETERBTIHRPHEOTVE, DL, H
B 2D <> T, BREFFBOYRZPERTI LY L —FORBEFEOELE 2B 531
EDBEUWERPET LN TS,

R ICEBHWO S LICIEE INTESVEIN TV LREETHA 5. L,
EFVTHBOBEVEDL I REHT, EDXIBFLEICL>T, EEHHOEE2EL
DICDOWTREMICIBBE IN TR, 12, BROFE b i age-specific RFRER &
3 T EME L, ERRHE» O BEERITHET A~ DE LS — R TD 5%, CNPEFIC LS
LOPEEBINTOIRZV. 2UT, EFR2FAMI 6 HBTIUS, RBAWEE cognitive stru-
cture DZLEWNS T LB Y, BEEFTRIBEOLRILEE > EBELS Db, FERM S
BE, WA (1973) 5T S & 51, B genotype %>, BIZAE! phenotype HDRIEN
b b, EEHOERIEDOBMOEREL TR IO UEDL 5L, Bandura 4 OHEM
HEDEF Y v VEBRBARTABEERE > TNA I LRBEETER,

T Z TV, Piaget b OWMAZEMNR S & Bandura 5 DRMONILIR, F—ZERITIL-
TFE L OBEBEHRICOVTHRL T2 O0BHL TABZBEND 5. ROFRUTONTH
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TUIHBOLED LTOFEREIFTVEN X ) ITBbNI S,

(1) Piaget DBfFEIR, FHCEDLNTL 2 RZOMBE WEELINIRT, —ERIIC
SERUICE D) o GER) 285 DI T, Bandura LDEFY v FOHER, B
HIEEBREH TR I BRE—EAD o v A BUOTOBEHBBERELTBA LI LT3 0D
Thh, MECHTIMEDILTEH, RUAERNZBLFBRATICE > T3,

(@) BREIEFRL T3 TFE b OB, BEBENSIEREOER E, BEAR
BHE TOBREENEOERO OPIERAL T3 EEZAL SN DK, 5 IRISHICMHDE
HepZY /A bDEEL TS,

(B BREFOVNRZBDIES, FEIVER T BMENNIE, BEERETE, FEB
TR L T TR EL T30 WA, 5FRESFTRTR, FEIVERT 3 EEH
BEZICEDRELBOVBRLNG D)

(@) M, FEIRLETIMOAZR, FEILBERTIBEMWMAB2EDL HCERI®
T L D%

() BERFHFOWEAFRICL-T, LOBEET, HENSLORERE, Kith? b b
% o

P EoEMBREC U, BENCA LT3 B OMERED, &2 sibeRg
EFNTADBRC I ZFHEOBROEZELONTH 3 LERT S C & HARBICIEA Jo T
T, BEES S IHEBOHL TEE ORBICEROBEOES 2 T A LRI s 0
ANISL, WTICL T, F&E S OEMHNDOE LS, FEDRELEDBERORLH
DIET, FELOUPLDOBEPTOR FHEL) 2XLEBALZD, HA»50OE
(BEEZOE() 2FLEAI DT, BEHNNZHEROEELLICEDLERZ P, »ib
TENE D THD ERBPD ORI TOBEDTH 5,

3 BERFEHIROMER

Bandura & McDonald DOIFFE TS, BETAERE (FEB) DFRHELBEINITRLE
DOHEEBRICOWTRTOZBHBMA ST, B, EEUMBEECIL T &3
RGP BN TH I FE I RES R CAIKUT, RN 2 BRI 5 & BRI
WP EBRCHMLIZF — 2 — %2R0 T3, UhL, 80%%ERRmTHETA11TRE 5 F
RICA—DBERE S V2 RE585E, BUTEFVEROLGVRL THE P ET 5 5
DBHTL 3. NFOTFE IR, MOBEEEDTE § ZVHEROSHE 2L T3 DR BRI
RTWAILAI L, RABRBCEERNBEENM THIGT 2 2 EWF B> TWNABIZAS
D5, FRUCHIU CERBUMPHEO BT TBFES Th S, —f, 5F R, HIDTFE
B DPRAD LHRAOHNEERINDG ZEWZWVIZA I COMBICREAINZTRVA
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CE>TESCAUVEBRRZROERBALNLN, TLIDESPHBEORE, ZOMFED
OREICHIGUTZE S Y v VDRV D 3 EWEIND Y, DX ) IsrcBL THIRBS T
53 TIE |

%3, Bandura DIBOEF YV L IEBICI > THEINTEZES Y LIBT3
EPICOWTTh %, EFNVOWEHE, B, RO x 74 7 &%, RBERLDEATT. €
FY IR OF L SICET AP ESTBBEL L > T 5E, §FE TOWMETRLZ
HEBHINTOS, fAE, =©FVOPRICONTIE, FEEEFNVERATE T IVICEY
750 (McManis 1974 72 &), KAEFVHEERSH H (Bundura & Kupers 1964 73 &), [
' S AV DOREA(Bundura, Ross & Ross 19632, Madsen 1968 72 &), TREDERICDONT
RVTRMPEERE L ) 3R A(Chandler 1973), BUE & BEDE 7V DZE 2L (Bundura
& Mischel 1965752 &), BEILORZED 2 5D UME/ & B 196812 &) b3, U
HRILICOWT, SEZEDH B 3D 4 H 3 (Bundura, Ross & Ross 1963b 12 &) 5, Kl
FHE2EICOWTRRERLOPREIBEN SHEIZ W E, FARSL (1970) BHFERL TV
%o RO HICEEL Tid, Crowly (1968) (Z18HR, /MR (1965) (%14 H, Le Furgy
& Wolshing (1969) iZ 100 H 2 EDORYR 2 EIEHIM OEBEDEEP LR/ TVD, DL
i, REROPRIES) LV RBEDRBEC L > TRE AL, BEROXEEADES —%
BT 720 M SEBRGE, BEREEIC X 2WAPBEL L - T,

I H i}

APFOHNZ, Bandura 5 (1963) ODEEHEIOBEEEIC L 3 BEOWAZEHAL
DD, HICEITT, VL OPOMEAEELPICTE LD OBEEEREITI C LD B0
EROT AL,

(1) HEEERED» S /NREERES T, FESTLOBEEREEOYRZRS,

@) RHROTFE d DITRICHT 5 BEHE ELEOHE 2 H/NT, FLEBEENPIC
BT 2 ERHBRI % X < 5o

(8) BOBEHNPFEIREDL I KEEL THALRHETSIDIC, B—TFODEE
W O—BE, HBIZRY 3,

(1) BEEF RT3 REBEONREZFHNS,

(65) FEBEFNVERAEFTNVERME ST, EFVOPYRZTHENS,

6) EF S OBRERIERAZDIEL TATTDRVTRICL » TRBITA»BEINTS.
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m 7 i

1. % B #
R, MEMHAOHHERER (ERE39%7) , ME1EE (81%) , 2484 (3957 ,
SR (388) &, 1HEAEOEHE (408), 3ELEDEH (388) *

2. HFEAEORE

Bandura QDREE ARKICHEORERIC L > T, "L hE S 2BR I3 FE —xf
DOYFEINEN - BEIRIEBENPZ ORI THEENIHEZRI/NIVGTRZ2TETFEL, LEE
B« B T CUBEL 20 25, ZORR « HEVPREWTARZTEFE L, O=D0D
B LR T05, d L, BEREVAIEOR "X HEW LT TUSERGN s E
Biiotcdni iz, BEQZENIEEROIIN E 25, FEHWWEI—FRI6
FHEP LY, ehThBER BH WMICEHTIEDO2HEEIO>REATVS (IZL, ¥
MERDOA, Zheh 1REHSHEELLI) *, NANKELVWZRIIZABL T %4
D=D(] step K AREBIHFEHL T2

3. EEBRF

(1) Step | : FEREDUBOEZHIRI L~V %2RDZ DT, BEOI L “LHEL
B’ 2BIRT, zOERRICTRS. YHER, 1E4A3RPAVCTREEBRICE2H»
W3 EIEERTR ). 2, SEARYEBRERUIZ S 7 vy M RE/RL, —HICRES
3755,

(@ Step] : EFAPEBHWITIVIREZEMITS (KEBEH o

(3) Stepll : Stepl %, EHIT Step | & AROREXFRIIOFELBNTITE 5. %
FERIE 1 FAEIEING, 2, 3FRBAR 17— FLUNER—-FRERTL 5

(4) SteglV : Step I EMfitk 2 ~ 3HMBIC T, BIRIIBHNT Step ] L ABEDOFEHRT
EBAEOBRERITIZ 0

4. BEOEEHHORE

Step [ & i2izABGHAC, I, FE W Step [ TiF-» KEARIIOEBHBOWEN %
1HEELE SEEDOBBICKY, [CCRBETIFEIVHRICDLEE (3HE) DIBF
RERESIZETNE, AELLBIVBNERVE T, BEBEICIDL I BTRZLI
B, EB5 %MD T TH] ORI OWTHBOEE2KD 5,



F&boEBHMORE L BEFEOHRICET 5 RRMIBIE 169

5. BB H

Step [ TEEET 3 €778 Table 1 IKWRT LI, EFN (FEE—MA) ¥l
(ERRY—BRN) 2HEAERTABEOVTRY DD, 170 —78 AOBBREN—
DOVTREMPHRIEEE T 5, 538, FEIDEF VI STOBERTHY, HAEF M
20F T EDENLEE 55> T3, BB T F VORI TERE (7 L EIKBSE
U T a5%HE) e F VIcEERNRIL (BB) 2543547, ERERLIELDEFED
RS2 RIBOEHETH 3,

Table 1 Content of observation for each group in Step ]

subjects kindergarten, st grade (+L) ist grade (HH), 3rd grade
orientation of model’s intentional judgment consequential judgment
judgment
vicarious reinforcement vicarious reinforcement
no yes no yes
child A; group A, group B: group ‘B, group
model
adult A; group A4 group B;s group B, group
no observation As (control group) Bs (control group)

+L: Low intentionality score in Step |
+H: High intentionality score in Step |

v ZS

1. EEHBORRE

% Step T LT 6 FEDP, BREERDOWEL "L OBV LUIEERICL - TH
BB a2EHT 5, 122U, 20HEEZEENCBERBICIEBL»-12), Tk
o IIBBRE T ONTR, MEORBROATRRZHL P IOV TREDBR Tl
32 LT 5,

2. BEYIFOESHR

Step | THREINTCHEFOHEREEZRTAHSZ &, Figl Ljicinh, FELED
CHEERIHIEORBEML T 2RI, EVPRTRBFVRTFLIEL 2,
BEETREATVELRINTNEGY, ZOERWTNIFEBTIIEL, BRHE~D
EBICOWTOEZERIBD Szl HhRERICEL T 3 EUMERL 2 - 12DT1
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T T T T
Kindergarten 1st 2nd 3rd

Fig.1. Increase of intentionality scores with grades

Table 2 Analysis of variance of intentionality scores in Ist, 2nd and 3rd grades

source ss df Ms F
between grades 60.079 2 30.040 16.177
within Ss 287.759 155 1.857
total 347.875 157
Fo=16.177 PLL005

~3ELHETHIIDICEES 24 T Fig. 1 KEDLU T3, 1~ 3EDEHERBED
BREZERRLIIDIC, DM RTE 1. ZDiEHEIE Table 2 O Th b, 33HEER
WEBEPRLONTL, (Fo=16.177, P{.005) 2L T, €DOEEEI2EL 3FEDHDOE
WREL T h (t=38.422, df=75 P001), 1 2HRDBFBHBCRIBERLLBVR
Rohisl (1=1.861, df=118), Z DFFEIL Piaget b DMEITHIYEE HE & IFF—HLU T
WA BEEEPEE L OFE & ) BEEYINCIT 3 EEA~DOE BOHERIH 1 EEOENVR
b B,

3. B—FOEBHE DK

FELOETHWPBEOF EIDFTACHTIZNE ED X 5 BBRICH 2 0% HEtT
B12Hic, B—FHOBERERDHEZRD 3,

EA—BEBCN T 3 B—FOEEHK OMEENZ Table 3 DL HIC1E, 3ELIEELE
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Table 3 Correlation among child, mother, and mother’s scolding judgments

’ 1st grade I 3rd grade
child-mother judgment ’ r=.174 r=.273
child-mother’s scolding judgment l =508 MK r=,423 3%
mother-mother’s scolding judgment ( r=.619 XK 1 r=.258

XK P<.01

FOKK P<.005
DTV TCHL T, OB & FOZEEHEHIEELHEBKEETRL TV 3,
ZLTC ZOTER 1EEOR—FROBHBE 8> Thb, EIBOZERINT & b2kl
OB, 3ELETREB TV, 1EATRESERH-> T 5, DT &id, B
FEBOTRCNTBHMT L kB S — IV TS ERBLINCERTT, &f, &8
(34F) OFLRICHU TE LMW LB L EATNB T EREKL T3, 2UT FE
513, BEVEBICHKR{ILS & LITRD %, LY BN KT 3 EEND S EREDL
T3,

Table 4 Comparison of mother’s intertionality scores in two

grades and in child’s judgment levels

mother of 1st grade mother of 3rd grade
: t=2.544
means 4.13 df=70 4.85
mother’s P¢.05
moral judgment | child’s score:H+|4.27 t=0.807] H 5.06 t=0.976
df=36 df=32
child’s score:L 3.94 n.s. L 4.68 n.s.
t=2.076
means 4.05 df=70 4.65
mother’s P<.05
scolding judgment | child’s score:H 4.46  t=2.353 H 4.80 t=0.683
) df=36 df=32
child’s score:L 3.50 P<.05 L 4.53 n.s.

+ child’s score:H—more than 3 (in lst grade)
4 child’s score:H—more than5 (in 3rd grade)

Wic, RECHBRHSENOT & 1513, SOBHSRIHIE OB 21 T
VB BB ONTETAL 5,

Table 4 Dk 51c, HEHING & LEOHKT S, VNS 3 EEDFES 1 EEDREL D
BRAEDEBICE 2> T3, TN 1EE SEOBEESOEEIETIELY
OHEEVS Xh b, 1EEL3EEDTE L ICNT 2 BECEDSS T EBEDL T
BEEALNG. D%, BRI IELELD 3EEDTE ORI, &) BIERNICES
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UG F& 8 ICERGRIHN 2HRERL T3 LR 3IND, FE & OHMOBENE L&
OYIWABERD 5 & A5 IN2 DI L EEOFOWEHRIIIU Th 5. 1 FEDERIH
BENOTFE 13, 2OR INHERLELZ B> TS, 1EEDHTHWIEELD
BOWEPTFE L OEBHMICK X 2HBR2 3 > T0O5E EEA %, 3EARIW S DEBHIMT
DEOHNIP» 5 SubEP S § HEE M U T3 HEKH 5 & 5 IKBbh s,

4. EBHHOERCRITTEEEBOHR

A. Observation of intentional judgment

Kindergarten Ist grade

intentionality score
I\
AN
D
|/}
¥

T T T T T T
Step I Step Il SteplV Step I Step Il SteplV

B. Observation of consequential judgment

1st grade 3rd grade

\-
\
-

I T | 1 T T
Step1 Step Il Steplvy Step I Step I SteplV

Fig. 2 Effects of observation: Mean of intentionality scores produced by

observation of model’s judgment in three steps
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B ERETFIRT R CRE R AR 21572 5 € SV 2 BERL LR EBBOBRREB S OLSE
D%tz Fig 2 IKRT &6 H Th 3,

BEBEEE 3 Step I TEFAYMOHTNICEILL, Step N THHIDEIIZEITNTIS
BFBAHo03. UL, & Step [ TOERI X2 5H12 1 REROBRERG DN
L, FHERKLT, FEBKRENCEREDPLLUT, 2ER (7 xRE®RIL) Kl
AEBEOTHOH TREBREVR LN Z2N0A, BLOHAPEMEDOAEID
HEBRIER1T> 1 Wilcoxon DT F 2 M9 1T J 2 BHESOLILOEEHRE DR
i3, Table 5 ICRTEY T 3o

FEROL L OHHERROBRICONWTRBRTE I LIKLT,

1%, 3EOWFEEICD

Table 5 Significance of variation of intentionality scores tested among

three steps by Wilcoxon’s T-test

Step] << Stepll Step ] — SteplV Step] << SteplV .
(two sided test) (one sided test) (two sided test)
D=8 5 _ owreny | D=5 _ w | n=7 _
At | p_g P=.008000% | g5 P=.062 | 1_, 5 P=.062 X
n=7 o_ o | n=5 n=38 -
intentional Az T=o P=-016 #OK T=4.5 ns. | p_y P=.054 X
model A | RIS p=.0s2z xex| RI§ P=.oexex| 127 P=.138ns
t d = = == /NS
lst grade [, 128 P=.016 6% ,II“;(; P =.03133% ,Illzg P =.016%3%
n =6 n=>5 n=6
As T=7.5 ns. | p_g ns. | 1135 n.s.
Step] > Stepll Step]] — SteplV Step ] > SteplV
n=7 = D39 n =4 = n =7 = D4
At | o P=.016 36%| 7 P=.125ns T—3 P=.078 X
Ist grade | A | AZS p—.oomonu %Z‘é s 1}28 P =.03256%
n=7 _ e n=7 —_ n=7 = S
. B: | p—o P=-016 ¥6X| p_; P=.109ns | n_; P=.016%0K
’é B, | 15 P=-oosxcix | 125 ns. | RZ7 P=.016%0%
— n=5 n=6 n=5
'E Bs T=7.5 ns. | T_gsg ns T=8.5 n.s.
8 n=7 p_ sy | B=5 n =6 =
% B, | p_; P=.032 36X | g ns. | p_og P=.082%3K
2 n=7 5_ v | =4 _ w | =6 0N
: B, | T, P=-016 ¥6%| 12, P=.062 3| p°; P=.032%
Bs 5[1‘:8 P=.032 3% %ig n.s %ig ns.
3rd grade n=6 p_ wiye | =6 n=7
g B | po¢ P=.082 30X | 1.4 ns. | Tog n.s.
Bs ,![1‘ :g n.s. ,rll‘ 2(2) n.s ,III‘ Zg ns.

n : Number of Ss whose scores changed
T : Tatal order of variation of Ss whose scores changed into the unexpected direction

X P<.10

3K P<.05

B P<.01
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WTEAL ) MEFELS Step] 25 Stepll ~OEILIIPLOSTERTH . BELIC
il & B MBS ERICEML I BB SN, UL 2— 3 HEBOBEREFEOYRE
DFE#ETH% Stepll 5 StepV ~OEIZ, REHIM, BE, EFVECI>TER
STREDLNG 2L TS, 1ETIE, #MEWHN e S VEROSERE CREDIRVERER
A FL T, T U T, Biiiae F VBRI T, AAAHET Stepll 2
L StepV ~OFELREHBRLN, ROBAD I Wb s, FFCAHEHT Step [ -Step
VZEGOFBEEZEVRONT, BEOVAVETERLU TCVBEEALS, 3ELEDOMERE
FUVBEICEBOTIE, FESEFVEOBBAT Step [ >StepV TEENCEEMED D D,
BBEIDRAE FVEBE TREBLREENL . Cthud, FROERICEL T, kAT
WVEDFEREFTADPE->TVE L B2RDL T 5o Step [ KERIFTEROFHRICT DN
Tid Fig. 2, Table5 72U Tid, BHTUEHLPIKIES P> DT, BABIINXIESO
REIPABTRTCLICE ST EFvEREBICOBEROED 3 VIR EEM 2~
%
Table 6 13 1 EEEF 8 AZBEREBIEORNCIT T, MR TREMLLITEOHSE,

Table 6 Number of Ss whose scores change largely from Step [ to Step]]

intentional model

1st grade kindergarten
vicarious reinforcement vicarious reinforcement
no yes no yes
A A; A As
child 1 (12.5%) 2 (25%) 4 (50.0%) 5 (62.5%)
<20.70> <30.00> <(45.00> <52.24>
model
Az A4 AZ A4
adult 4 (50%) 5 (62.5%) 6 (75.0%) 6 (75.0%)
<45.00> <52.24> <(60.00> <60.00>
( ) : percentage of Ss
< > tscore of inverse sine transformation
consequencial model
1st grade 3rd grade
vicarious reinforcement vicarious reinforcement
no yes no yes
B, Bs B, B;
child 4 (50.0%) 5 (62.5%) 5 (62.5%) 5 (62.5%)
<45.00> <52.24> <52.24> <52.24>
model
Bz B4 Bz B4
adult 6 (75.0%) 5 (62.5%) 1 (12.5%) 3 (37.5%)
<60.00> <52.24> <20.70> <37.76>
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D2EBLOVTRAB TR 3 RUEOREMZRU ILAlE, BHTR 2 RUEOBSE2RL
THEBREDEEGZEDLL T3 (( ) RZOMPEMEZEH (AEH) X=sin"VP LT
bDTH3)

Table 6 DAZHEZ? —ERDOIHIFLIZE DD 5 B*, 76 HLOBEEREADE B
RO LNIEHEBCONTRICUIZS O Table 7 Tdh 3,

Table 7 Analysis of variance based on Table6

1st grade intentional model
source SS df x2=S8S/ow? P
between models 541.493 1 5.276 <.025
between reinforement 68.393 1 0.666 n.s.
interaction models X reinforcement 1.061 1 0.010 n.s.
total 610.947 3
within group —_— Y ocw?=102.625
3rd grade consequencial model
soure SS . dy x2=88/cw? P
between models 529.461 1 5.159 <.05
between reinforcement 72.762 1 0.709 n.s.
interaction model X reinforcement 72.760 1 0.709 n.s.
total 674.983 3
within group — e cw?=102.625

1EDAEE SEOBROFINFNT, EFNVERICLZEEEHAD b, REREL
RO e 7ou X (REBLORX BRI OTHORE, KBRS TIARSL O TR, -
120 1ETRERAEFT VYN, SETRFELEFNOYREPRKINC EDFELPITE -T2,
UL, ZHiZA, BRETTHXICRINIZE DT, RBIFTABT-> T30, b
HHEDBICE 7V OFPRICEL T3 T X205, Fig. 2, Table 5 2HRTEALZ 25
ERIZBA (RA) , FDRCZFES & (FHHE) PEFVEUTRERREZPRITC
EVHERIIN G,
RICA—BEANBPRIITIROESCIZ 5BV ERTAL S, 15E, 3EOBEMNL,
Step [ ICRINTBEFOEBHIMI v _ADEL 23 &I /L IVTZOFEHRE 2 RY, HE
WEFNVEERBEOBEOER R THAB L Fig. 3 DL IWIs3, 2L T, Step ] H>5Step
I~DOEBERPOREIPLRTAS L Table 8 OIS, 14EE 3EE CEASRD
DREITEVRLN, 1FEOHVBEFNVEEROLERL RIS RIIBEVERLCELL-T
Wh, CHRETY L VHROESKEIIERPRIEETH 3, A—KHOBEEEETLE
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HEUOERDENT, ZOEFYPRICESRLNS T E2HRL TN 5,

5 - " 1st grade
2 3rd grade
4 .
[
St
Q
Q
2 ]
2
d
8 3
=
£)
E
2_

t t t
Step I Steplll SteplV
Fig. 3. Comparison of scores’ change between Ist and 3rd grade

by consequencial model

Table 8. Comparison of number of Ss whose score changes greatly

from Step] to Step i

1st grade 3rd grade total
Number of Ss whose score 6 1 7
reduced more than 3
Number of Ss whose score 11 16 27
reduced less than 2
total number of Ss 17 17 34

#? with modification of Yates=2.878
df=1 0.5<P<.10

BRBRICHHERP LB — % =T DN THBRNTI6 o FRERB Db -Tzlcw, 1
F, SEELOEEOHBBTE TN, UL, Stepl 25 Stepll ~DOE{GIZBEL B
FEMYD S, UL Stepl[>SteplV, Step I —>SteplV OE{LIIBE T2 HUIEF
) U IHROFEEPBDOLNZNEEF ) &b, BERVD2TES C LT kB HERHETHIL
BOR#EE»D Y, ERFHEORMEEZEBRL T3, ZOHHRER, 14, 3ELHE
ice 7Y v 7 OFRE TR LB,
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1. EEHMICIST A REZLEBOBRZ

6~9FDFE bFC Piaget HOYFELE TEEHIM 2RO T, 1TRAEOHHE « BRI
BHT2, TROKTTHERCHEETIDR2FNI FRICRU IRICES & IICENE -
BRANDBELOPZL 2 >TETNS, JTUIBMBEERIC L 3 BEFICRKE) D Th 3,
AEETIX, Bandura LW EITEST, HKEAZENIL, 22AY, TEIEDS
B 5 00ER, WELEHRISUVEHETH-2), £ EBHMBERONEP -1, 20
CERFEINDLOETH, FR « BROTGTHROHE 217> T3 ERBLBNEWSEE
MICH 2 >TL %, 0% Y, EREFOFEENI CORTAHT, P ELD, HRE2ER
DEEELIIOTH B, FEBEDS bIIT, BEVHERRZED IBTNB EWVIFAD
AR DP S ICHBEL B0y, BEEOLED 3 EREOEKRVTE T, &
VEIBEEELU VR (3B PHELU T 3EPWIIC L TH B, BBEPALTRRTHIZ
Figd DX 5B THAHo EREOEREX I ERBOEBHINIIL, I COBERIE
TU, €DH 1 20BRBITONT, OXZEP L VBN EHEFINE 2 -85,

adult or older child younger child
1st
& intention cosequence
e Uty
’ S - \
intention consequence ! ~. R \
N - 1]
PR N s ~ /
// \{ ~ /{/ \\ d
RN AN o
“) h _— C: AT T S A T o
[EEAN IS | 7
! No e ~ b LT i
' N4 “\’ )
! P Pl 1
) 7N S0 1
; I B BN
e o i N
@ Iz 1 Ca PR L P N | Cz \;\
;N VR4 V2N
N7 N \
- . % ;
2nd  lor2 2nd  lor2 N S
Ist Iz or Ca L1 or C2
' et.al.

Fig.4. Good-or-bad judgment in consideration of consequence-intention level

LU, $0FESDHINING TU § ZBEDOR 7 v SRt L3R5 T, 1RO
W TEIL TN B2EWD B, AR, 4 DOFEHFOHTIL & C, ODHEDIL & C, D
BMBTRONEHETHS. D) sHEBHINNICE D C EBHN TIREROSIB LD T
gz h, MRUILH, BEIETER B0 THEDF 0 BEOUPHELNFE
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BIREDRIIED L, YHETHONTHAD, FEFELEITHPLT, 3EETI S %L
Tiis > T3, D& 5 BHEHENIZEHWLAIOMETDH b, BEREEZEVHERD
BRICH B L0 EBPBHES »E S DORBL NNVOMBETH 205, TOBBIFEE 8
BOHIMTDEBR L 72> T B T LRHENPTH S, Cb C OVLTRD L HBEVDLTIERL, L=
Ci, L=C, OWTN & ) B OHEIZ—E (RRBER) OBEMPHIREL T T LW,
HHIUDOESICIHBEL»ITIE 5T,

D& HTEBLIL, BRI &, ERROVHN S, cORECRRBEROER L
W BHIFE LR T A EME L, Plaget HHPERBINDG CLICH 8-> TL %,

Rid Piaget OF J 5 DORTLOFKZENHEEDOMBEICEL TTh s, EEHMOEHRIT
T, MEHOHETY, BSERTIRZVEZHTTHETI LAY NIZZETH S,
CDZER6—9TFTDFEIDTTH, R« HWORTOHTHM T3 LIEALRNC
ERRUTish, nhEPHA, BB EMOIKTTOHMIHBNAL TL 2T E2ERL T
Who BIL, ZHEHMOEEDHIC, EOREHER « BEOIT@IRY ANSNTHE0E
WH T ETHD, FRILVBENSINZREHPBRIL - T3 10D EBHIRIT S5 5 BALZ R
TEWELL T EBALGNA THA Ho d L, Piaget 05 DOXILBHEELINSIEF
P, Figsh DX HiCind ERELVIZE S, 1 OREATIE, shFIT I 2HWPBLAITH b, {fi
EPHE BRI 22, [ORPTENEEER - BRVBEMNTH Y, N> TRAKE
BEPHTL %, COL 5 ICEMRRITOHEE « BILE &L B ICERITATOFBH S 125
jo MER - HEOKTHEBHMOBEDOERE L THARIN T A, LT, #FRIC

dominancy

B e e e R T

period

Fig. 5. Hypothetical schema of the appearance of

good or bad judgment’s demension
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AN EXPERIMENTAL STUDY ON THE DEVELOPMENT
AND EFFECTS OF OBSERVATIONAL LEARNING OF
THE MORAL JUDGMENTS IN CHILDREN

KosHo NASU

The purpose of this study is to verify whether the development of moral judgment
depend on cognitive development or observational learning by followfng the research
of Bandura et al. (1963).

The subjects (6-9 years old) were requested to judge the good or bad based on
intentional or consequential level. And by letting the subjects watch the program
recorded by VTR in which either child model or adult model try good or bad judgment.
The differeme of the effects was examined between the judgment right after watching
and that of 2 ~ 3 weeks later. And at the same time, the mothers of subjects were
requested the same judgments and also the norm of the scolding and the relationship
of judgments between children and their mothors was investigated.

Main results from this study are as follows;

(1) The good or bad judgments of children switched from consequential judgment to
intentional judgment by the increase of age.

(2) The correlation between the children and their mothers on good-or-bad judgments
is not significant, but the norm of the scolding of mothers are related to the good-
or-bad judgment of children and this tendency is obvious for the younger.

(8) It is changeable of the good or bad judgment by the observation of behavior of
the model.

(4) That change is not caused by the structual level but by the temporal and sur-
facial elements.

(5) The younger children were effected greatly by the adult model and the older by
the same age model

(6) Any effects of vicarious reinforcements were not found.

(7) Moral judgments should be differenciated into two levels, one based on cognitive
development and the other on learning. Further critical points I should consider on
this experiment are as follows;

(1) The contents of moral judgments should be analysed more carefully.

(2) The number of subjects should be larger.

(3) Questions for good or bad judgment are too few to deal with the statistical pro-

cedures completely.



