Research Article #4—Children’s Behavior
Research Requirement
Psychology 350

This is one of the articles you may read and report about for your research component. Critiquing this article is worth 6
research credits. Each report will be graded on a pass/fail basis. To get a passing grade, it must be clear that you read

the article and have a basic understanding of it. Only passing grades count towards the research component. Remember
you must pass the research requirement to receive a grade for this class.

Instructions

1. Read the vocabulary words and background information.

2. Read the questions you will be asked to answer about the article.

3. Read the article, making notes on the answers to the questions as you find them.

4. Type up your responses to the questions on separate paper.

5. Keep a copy of your paper (if | can't find it, you have to produce a copy for me or lose the points)
6. Put the complete answers in my mailbox in room 237 Burnett Hall or email it to cgarbin@unl.edu

On the top of the page put your name, section number, and student ID number. Please number each question, type
out the complete question and then type your answer. Single or double spacing is fine. Make sure your responses use
complete sentences.

Vocabulary
These are the key scientific terms that you may not know. There may be other vocabulary with which you
are not familiar. Check a dictionary. Prosocial Behavior-positive behaviors such as helping others.

Background Information

The first author on this article is Prof. Gus Carlo. He is a developmental psychologist who is interested in moral
development and prosocial behavior. If you find this article interesting and would like to continue learning more about
psychology, you could take a class from Prof. Carlos or speak with him about helping with his research for course credit.
His office is in Burnett Hall.

Questions for the Report

1. Whatis the title of this article?

2. What is this article about? Why does it say it is important for psychologists to study this topic? Use your own
words.

Study #1

3. The independent variable is what the researcher manipulates. How many independent variables & what are they?

4. The dependant variable(s) is what the researcher measures to see what happens with the independent variable.
How many dependent variables were there and what were they?

5. Who were the participants in this experiment?

6. If you had been in this experiment, what would you have seen/heard/done? In other words, generally describe
what the researcher asked the participants to do. Not all participants did exactly the same thing so be sure to
indicate those differences. Use your own words.

7. What was done to control confounds in this study? What confounds were controlled and what do you think were
uncontrolled — be explicit!

8. In your own words, describe the primary conclusions from this study.

Study #2
9. The independent variable is what the researcher manipulates. How many independent variables and what were
they?

10. The dependant variable(s) is what the researcher measures to see what happens with the independent variable.
How many dependent variables were there and what were they?

11. Who were the participants in this experiment?

12. If you had been in this experiment, what would you have seen/heard/done? In other words, generally describe
what the researcher asked the participants to do. Not all participants did exactly the same thing so be sure to
indicate those differences. Use your own words.

13. What was done to control confounds in this study? What confounds were controlled and what do you think were
uncontrolled — be explicit!

14. In your own words, describe the primary conclusions from this study.

Summary

15. How might the findings in this research be applied (be sure to apply the info from both studies & to say something
that the author(s) didn’t!!).
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This research examined the correlates of prosocial moral reasoning ( PMR ) in 2 studies. Study |
investigated age. gender. and culture group differences in PMR 1n Brazihian chitdren and adolescents
tn=265)and US. adolescents (n = 67) Relations between PMR and both prosocial behaviors and
gender role orientations vn Brazihan adolescents (nn = 116 were explored in Study 2. Self-reflective,
ternabized reusoning was positisely related. and hedonisne reasoning was negatisely related, 10
peer ratings af prosocial behuviors. Femuninits was associated with more self-ceflective internalized
concerns and with less concerns regarding gaining others” apprval, In general. age and gender
ditferences in PMR were simelar tor both Brazilian and U.S adolescents Howeser, U.S. adulescents
scored higher on tnternalized moral ceasoning than Brazaihan adolescents Discussion focused on the

corrclates o PMR in Brazihan and LLS, childeen.

Children and adolescents often are faced with the decision
to help others at some cost to themselves. Many times. these
decisions are difficult because they arise in situations in which
formal external guidelines are absent or unclear. Decisions in
those contexts have been the focus of researchers interested in
prosoctal moral reasoning (i.e.. reasoning about moral dilem-
mas in which one person’s needs or desires conflict with those
of needv others in a context tn which the role of prohibitions,
authorities’ dictates. and formal obligations are minimal or ab-
sent; Eisenberg, 1986: see Rest. 1983).

According to Fisenberg (1986). developmental changes in
prosocial moral recasoning are somewhat consistent with devel-
opmental changes in justice-oriented. Kohlbergian (Colby.
Kohlberg. Gibbs. & lieberman. 1983) moral reasoning. This
similarity is due to the role of cognition as a necessary but not
sufficient factor for some tvpes of moral reasoning. However,
Eisenberg ( Eisenberg & Shell. 1986: Eisenberg et al.. 1987) hus
argued and presented some supportive evidence that individu-
als™ level of prosocial moral reasoring. within the limits of their
sociocognitive competence. varies as a function of personal
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(e.g.. sympathetic tendencies) and contextual (e.g.. cost of
helping) factors. Following this argument. social contextual fac-
tors such as culture might be expected (o influence level of pro-
social moral reasoning depending on the values and socializa-
tion emphases in the culture. Furthermore. because education
and logical skills appear 1o be assoctated with level of moral
reasoning (Colby et al.. 1983: Eisenberg, 1986). differences in
cducational experiences may result in cross-cultural variations
in prosocial moral reasoning ( particularly at the highest levels).

Consistent with cognitive developmental theory, researchers
frequentls have found that the sophistication of moral judgment
increases during adolescence. presumably due in part to an in-
crease 1in perspective taking and reflective abstract cognitive
skills (Calby et al.. 1983 Eisenberg. 1986. Rest, 1983: Selman,
1980 . In a series of longitudinal and cross-sectional studies on
children and adolescents trom the United States. Eisenberg and
her colleagues have tound several age-related changes in several
types of prosocial moral reasoning ( Eisenberg. Carlo, Murphy.
& Van Court. 1995: Eisenberg, Miller. Shell. Mc¢Nalley, & Shea,
1991). For example. when an interview measure of prosocial
moral reasoning was used. judgments regarding gaining the ap-
proval of others and global. stereotyped notions about good or
bad behaviors tended 1o increase in adolescence until between
the ages of 13-14 and 15-16 years. and then decreased some-
what in frequency. In contrast, self-reflective perspective taking
and internalized norms judgments tend to emerge in late child-
hood and increase through adolescence ( Eisenberg et al.. 1991,
Eiscnberg et al.. 19935). In addition, researchers interested in
the motives for prosocial behaviors have presented a pattern of
findings that is similar and consistent with the aforementioned
pattern. For example, intrinsic (e.g.. internalized or other-
oriented ) motives for prosocial behavior appear 1o be relatively
high during adolescence in industrialized European societies
such as Germany, Haly, and Poland (Bochnke, Silbereisen. Ei-
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senberg. Revkowski, & Palmonari. 1989). as well as ia other
countries such as Israel (Bar-Tal. Raviv. & Lewis-Levin, 1980:
Raviv, Bar-Tal. & Lewis-Levin. 1980).

Al present. there is relauvely Litle cross<ultural reseurch on
prosocial moral reasoning. Nonetheless, some research suggests
that the prosocial moral reasoning of elementary school children
and adolescents is similar (although relatively small differences
have been found) across various industrialized societies
(Eisenberg. 1986: Eisenberg. Boehnke. Schuler. & Silbereisen.
1983 ). For example, Israeli kibbutz children expressed more con-
cern with the humaneness of recipients and intgrnalized norms
and laws than Anglo-Americans or Israeli citv children (Fuchs,
Eisenberg. Herz-Lazarowitz. & Sharabany. 1986). Furthermore,
in one study on prosocial moral reasoning 1n a non-Western, non-
industriahzed culture, researchers found that adolescents from
two Maisan coastal communities in Papua New Guinea verbalized
virtually no higher-level internalized. stereotypic. or sympathetic
moral reasoning ( Eisenberg. 1986), although such reasoning is
found in adolescents from Western and industrialized communi-
ties. [nstead. the Papua New Guinea adolescents used substantial
amounts of reasoning based on the needs of others, concern with
assisting others connected or liked by one's self. and pragmatic
concerns. These types of reasoning presumably reflect the personal
ties and interactions and the collectivist orientation of their socicty
(Tietjen. 1986). In brief. prosocial moral reasoning appears to
be similar in the few industrialized societies examined thus far.
However, cultural factors do seem to influence the frequency and
report of some types of reasoning across Western and non-Western
socleties,

Brazilians. particularly from the southern region. in many
respects are perhaps the most Westernized people in Latin
America (Poppino. 1973)."' The southern region of Brazil is the
country's most populous region and is a center for manufactur-
ing. agriculture. and technology. In this region, approximately
80% of the workforce earns more than the region’s minimum
wage. infant mortality rates are about a third lower than in the
northeast region of Brazil. and most children stay in school at
least through the fourth grade (Lang. 1988). According to Hof-
stede (1982). on the whole, Brazil ranks close to the United
States on the masculinity-femininily dimension (i.e.. relative
importance of advancement, earnings. and recognition). In ad-
dition. some researchers { Haidt. Koller. & Dias. 1993) have
found that judgment of mores about specific affect-laden issues
generally were comparable between individuals from this region
of Brazil and a sample of individuals from the United States:
soclal mores varied more as a function of soctoeconomic status
than culture. Nonetheless. there is evidence that Braztlian soci-
ety is oriented toward collectivism (i.e.. less personal time and
{reedom, more dependency on a system) and personal and in-
terpersonal relationships to a greater degree than the majority
of society in the United States ( Botenmpo, Lobel. & Triandis,
1990; Hofstede, 1982).

An emphasis on collectivism and interpersonal relationships in
Brazilian society might be reflected in some modes of prosocial
moral reasoning, including generalized reciprocity reasoning (1.e..
the belief that helping would benefit everyone ) or atfectional rela-
tionship reasoning ( i.e.. consideration of the existing relationship
with the needy individual ). Presumably, some socialization prac-
tices in Brazil would be aimed at promoting and nurturing collec-
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uvism and personal ties and contact. Consistent with this noton.
Biaggio (1976} found that Brazilians scored high on Kohibergian
Stage 3 (i.e.. concern with interpersonal relationships) moral rea-
soning. However. note that generalized reciprocity reasoning. in
contrast to Stage 3 in Kohlberg's moral reasoning scheme. 15 a
high-level mode of prosocial moral reasoning. Moreover, there 15
some cvidence ( Botenmpo et al., 1990) that Brazilians ( from Rio
De Janeiro) may behave prosocially without much concern for
self-presentation (re., they appear to be intrinsically motivated)
In summary. we know little concerning the preferred modes of

_prosocial moral reasoning in Brazilians when compared directly

1o individuals from the United States. Consequently. it is difficuit
to predict whether generalized reciprocity and other high-level
modes of prosocial moral reasoning would be more preferred by
Brazilians or individuals from the Untted States.

Gender is another sociad category that has been finked o 1n-
dividual differences in prosocial moral reasoning. This 1ssue is
important in order to address claims (c.g.. Gilligan. 1982 ) that
there are cultural biases in moral reasoning. To dute. however,
the answer 10 this question rcmains rclatively unclear (see
Baumrind. 1986: Gilligan & Attanucci, 1988: Eisenberg. Fabes,
& Shea. 1989: Walker. 1991). Eisenberg ( Eisenbergetal., 1989)
and others (Gilligan, 1982) have theorized that gender-specific
socialization practices may lead to gender differences in care-
oriented modes of moral reasoning. Indeed. in adolescence,
girls sometimes have ¢xpressed more higher level, other-ori-
ented modes of prosoctal moral reasoning { e.g.. perspective tak-
ing and internatized affect about conseyuences-type reasoning;
Eisenberg et al.. 1995). although this pattern seemed stronger
in early rather than late adolescence (sce Eisenberg et al., 1991
Eisenberg et al., 1995). Furthermore. adolescent girls have ex-
hibited somewhat higher moral reasoning overall than have ad-
olescent bovs ( Eisenberg et al.. 1989; Eisenberg et al., 1995).

In research with a paper-and-pencil measure of prosocial
moral reasoning, some gender differences also have been found.
For example. girls from the United States score higher on inter-
nalized moral reasoning and lower on approval-oriented than
do boys ({ Eisenberg et al.. 1995) and also score higher than boys
on stereotypic reasoning (Carlo. Eisenberg. & Knight. 1992).
Because of the similarities between Anglo-American and Bra-
zilian societies in gender roles ( Hofstede, 1982). we anticipated
that Brazilian adolescents might display gender differences sim-
ilar to those in the U.S. sample.

To date. most of the research on prosocial moral reasoning has
been conducted using interview measures of moral reasoning.
However, Carloetal. (1992 ) recently introduced a paper-and-pen-
cil measure of prosocial moral reasoning ( the prosocial reasoning
objective measure, or PROM ) designed to examine prosocial
moral reasoning in adolescence. As pointed out by these and other
researchers (e.g.. Gibbs et al.. 1984; Kurtines & Pimm. [983:
Rest. 1983), paper-and-pencil measures of moral reasoning have
been designed to assess the individual's ability to choose among
alternative moral viewpoints, a skill that is related. but disunct.
from spontaneously producing. elaborating, and defending moral

! Some authors have raised concerns on the use of global. stereotypic
terms (e.g.. collectivism and Westermized) o deseribe culture, These
terms were used with the knowledge that there are wide variations on
psychological variables within cultures.
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VIEWPOINES (a8 1N INlerview measures) Paper-and-pencil measures
facthtate verihcation of standardized administravon. enhance
comparability of findings across studics. and may require less ver-
bal skills than interview measures. The benefts of paper-and-pen-
ctll measures may be particulachy evident when conducting studies
in different countrics and in applicd scttings.

In summary. based on socal and economic similarities be-
tween specific regons of Bruz:land the Unrted States and on the
cogmitive prerequisites lor prosocial moral reasoning. we hy-
pothesized that the pattern of age-related changes in prosocial
moral reasoning tor Brazihan children and adolescents would
be similar to that of U.S. children and adolescents. Further-
more. girls were ¢xpected ta score higher an ather-oriented and
internalized modes of prosocial moral reasoning (although no
cultural differences in the pattern of gender ditferences were
expected). In the first purt of Study 1. the age- and gender-re-
lated patterns of prosocial moral reasoning 1n Brazilian chil-
dren and adolescents were examined. In the second part. the
moral reasoning of Brazilian adolescents (aged L1 1o |5 vears)
was compared with the moral reasontng of a simular age group
of Anglo-American adolescents {selected from the sample used
in Cacloetal . 1992),

Study |: Part 1
Method
Participants

The participants were 271 hfth- theough tenth-grade chitdren and
adolescents (128 male, 143 femaie) (rom private schoolsin a predomi-
nantly White. middle<lass community in a southern city (Porto
Alegre) of Brazil. Six students left some items blank on the question-
naire and were dropped from the main analvses. Thus. there were 265
students (127 male. 138 femnale: A age = 14.6 vears. SN = 1.9 years)in
the final sample. Participation in the study was vofuntary. and the stu-
dents received no material compensation for participating.

Muterialy

The paper-and-pencil measure of prosocial moral reasoning ( Carlo et
al.. 1992) was based on a previousls developed (sce Eisenberg et al..
1987) interview measure of prasocial moral reasoning. The PROM was
transfated into Portuguese and back into English by a researcher who is
fluent in both Portuguese and Enghish and who 1s an expert in moral
development (Silvia B Kofler). Then the PROM was translated back
into Portuguese. and the translanon was confirmed by a fellow re-
searcher who is luent in both English and Portuguese. The PROM con-
tained seven story dilemmas designed (o invoke a conflict between the
actor's needs. wants. and desires and those of unother (or others). The
dilemmas dealt with the following issues: {2} choosing to get an injured
child’s parents versus going (o a friend’s party, {b) keeping food after a
flood versus giving some focd to others who had none. (¢) heiping dis-
abled children strengthen their legs by teaching them to swim versus
practicing for 3 swimming contest o win prize money. (d) continuing
1o stay and play 10 one’s own buckvard versus going to try and stop a
bully that is picking on a peer. (¢) going 10 the beach with friends versus
helping a peer to study for and pass a math test. () donating biood to a
needy other versus losing time and money at work and school. and (g)
helping a peer who is being leased versus risking rejection from peers.

The following is a sample story from the PROM ( English version ):

One day Mary was going to a friend’s party. On the way. she saw a

o

@11l who had fallen down and hurt her leg. The girl asked Mary to
80 to the girl's house and get her parents so the parents could come
and take her to a doctor: But if Mary did run and get the girl's
parents. Mary would be late to the party and miss the fun and socta)
achivities with her [riends.

The order of the PROM stories was randomized for ¢ach student. the
protagonists were the same gender as the student. and there was a prac-
tice story at the beginning. After reading each story. adolescents were
fArstashed to indicate whether (a) the protagonist should help the needy
ather. () the protagonist should not help the needy other. or (¢) they
were unsure what the protagonist should do. Following this decision.
the students were asked 10 rate the importance of six considerations
pertarming to why the protagonsst should or should not help the needy
otherin the story (on a S-point scales t = not atall. 5 = greaily). The
PROM ook each student about 15 to 20 min to complete.

A representanive sampling of frequently reported prosocial moral rea-
soming choices was selected for each story. Each of the stortes (there
were seven stories) included one hedonistic item (Level | 1in Eisenberg's,
1986, schema. which included simple hedonistic or direct recipracity
reasoning: ¢ g.. "It depends how much fun Mary expects the party to be
and what sorts of things are happening at the party™ Cronbach's a =
A1), one needs-oriented item (Level 2: e.g.. "t depends whether the
airl realty needs help or not™ a = .60). one approsal-oriented item
{Lovel e g ltdepends whether Mary's parents and friends will think
she did the right or she did the wrong thing™ « = .85). and one stereo-
tvpicitem (Levet 3:e.g.. "It depends if Mary thinks it's the decent thing
todaor not™; o = 61). In addition, each of the stories contained one
item that retlected higher level reasoning { Levels 4 and $: te.. sympa-
thetic. perspective taking. internalized affect. or absiract internahized
reasoning: ¢ g.. “lt depends how Mary would fee! about herself if she
helped or not™ o = .61), The sixth reasoning choaice was a lie / nonsense
iem (cg.. "h depends whether Mary believes in people’s values of
metacognition or not™*).*

Procedure

All adolescents were administered a demographic questionnaire and
the PROM. The session lasted about 20 to 30 min and was conducted
in the classrooms ( maximum group size of 30). Students then were
carcfully debriefed and thanked.

Scoring of the PROM

For cach parucipant. PROM ratings that corresponded to one of the
five types of prosocial moral reasoning were summed across the seven
siories to obtain a frequency score. A frequency score also was obtained
using the hie/nonsense items in the PROM: however. this scale was used
only to assess whether students scored 2 standard deviations or higher
on this scale (as suggested by Carlo ¢t al.. 1992). and no adolescents
met this criterion.

As in prior studies (Carlo et al.. 1992: Eisenberg et al.. 1995).
preliminary analyses using the frequency PROM scores suggested that
there wus a response bias in the use of the scale. Students tended to use
either the lower or the higher ends of the PROM scale. Thus. the fre-
quency PROM scores were transformed to proportion PROM scores
{see Bochnke et al.. 1989, for a similar procedure ) by dividing ¢ach of
the PROM scale scores (reflecting the five types of reasoning) by the
sum of the PROM scale scores. Conceptually. the proportion scores re-
flect a participant’s preference for a reasoning type in relation to the

! Both the English and Portugese versions of the PROM may be ob-
tained from Gustavo Carlo on request.
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Table |
Means and Standard Deviations lor Prosoctal Moral Reasoning by Samples in Study
Part 2
Pan t Brazil United States Total
(N = 265) (=210 tn =63 (N=17d8
Moral

reasoning M SD RV SO M SD M SD
Hedonistic 18 .03 18 03 A7 .04 A8 03
Approval S 0s s 05 ) 14 .05 13 03
Needs-onented 21 0l n 04 22 04 2 03
Stereotyped 23 04 2 03 2 04 22 04
Internalized 24 0} 24 03 26 04 24 04

N

Nore. The Brazilian sample in Part 215 a subsample of the Braahiun sample in Part | selected to match

the Anglo-American sample on age range

other reuasoning types. In the subsequent analyses ol the PROM. prupor-
uon scores were used rather than frequency scores.

Resules

Table | presents the means and standard deviations for the
PROM scales for Part . A series of hierarchical regression anai-
vses using prosoctal moral reasoning scores as the criterion were
conducted to assess age and gender differences in prosocial
moral reasoning. As suggested by Aiken and West (1991), all
predictors were centered ( by subtracting the means} before the
analyses to reduce nonessential multicollinearity. In each of the
analysis (there were five analyses corresponding to the five pro-
social moral reasoning scales). age and gender were entered on
the first block and then the Age x Gender interaction vector was
cntered on the second block.

There were significant main ettects of both age and gender on
the first step for approval-oriented. stereotypic. and internalized
moral reasoning, £s(2,262)=19.90.12.44, and6.51.p < .001.
p <.001.and p < 005 (R*changes = .13..09.and .05). respec-
tively. Younger children and bovs scored higher on approval-
oriented reasoning, (s(262) = —-4.31 and -4.67. p < .00t
(standardized Bs = —.25 and —.27). In contrast. children
scored higher on stereotypic and internalized reasoning as age
increased. (5(262) = 3.05 and 2.69. p < .005 and p < .0!
(standardized Bs = .18 and .16). respectively. and girls scored
higher than bovs on both stereotypic and internalized reason-
ing. 1s(262) = 3.00 and 2.44. ps < .00 and .02 (standardized
Bs = 24 and .15). respectively. There were no other significant
matn or interaction ctfects.

We conducted an additional set of analyses to examine linear
and quadratic trends in prosocial moral reasoning because
some types of reasoning have been found to show both decreuases
and increases in usage during childhood and adolescence
(Eisenberg et al.. 1995). In these analyses, therc was a signifi-
cant Quadratic Trend X Gender interaction for hedonistic
moral reasoning, F(5.259) = 3.86. p < .05 (R° change = .02):
however. tests of the simple trends for cach gender were not sig-
nificant. There were no other significant quadratic trend main
or interaction effects.’

Study |: Part 2

The second part of Study | was designed to directly compare
age. gender. and cultural group ditferences in Brazilian and An-
glo-American adolescents” ratings of prosocial moral reasoning

Method

Puarticipunty

The Brazitian participants were 219 students (a4 subset of the sampie
from Studs 1) muatched o the U.S. sumple by uge (sclected if age ranee
wus from (4110 198 months: 106 male. (13 temafe: Vage = 14 2aears.
SD = 1.5 vears).

The students from the United States were 67 adolescent students 1 28
male. 42 femule) from a prsor published study on prosocial moral rea-
soning (Carlo etal., 1992). The U.S. students were selected only it they
were between 141 months and 198 months of age (2 students frum the
orginal sample were dropped on the basis of this craerion: lor the final
sample. .M age = 14.2 vears. SO = 1.7 vears). Four students werz
dropped from some analyses because they left some items on the PROM
unanswered. The students were predominantly White, middle-class.
and from pubtic junior high or high schools in Tempe. Arizona. The
students reccived $10 (2 tenth graders recened $20 tnan etfort 1o re-
cruil more male students ) to motivale voluntary partcipation

Muterials

The paper-and-pencil measure of prosocial moral reasoning { PROM.
Carlo et al.. 1992) was the sume as Jdescribed earlier. Although the Bra-
zilians were admunistered all seven stones from the PROM (see Part t),
only the same five stories (the first hve stores deseribed carhier) that
were administercd to the U.S. sample were used for analyses. The scor-
g procedures were the same as deseribed presioushy, Two Braaidian
boyvs scored 2 standard deviations above the mean on the lie/ nonsense
scale of the PROM und were dropped tfrom subscquent analyses.

Procedure

As mentioned earlier. the Brazilian adolescents parucipated in un ex-
perimental session in which they completed a demographie intorma-

) Significant nonlinear trend interactions are a special case of moder-
ators and are often difficult to detect { MeCleNand & Judd. 1991).
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von sheet and the PROM questionnaire The session lasted about 30
min and was conducted in the classrooms { maumum group size of 10}
The U'S adoleseents parheipated 10 two experimental <essions fsee
Carloetal . 1992y hutonly the demographic information and PROM
questtannaire data from the st session were used 1n the present studs.
In this session. the demographic information and the PROM were ad-
ministered Pefore all other questionnaires were admimisiered. In both
the Brazihan and Anelu-American sessions. participating students were
carefulls debriefed and thunked

Rosults

Table | presents the means and standard deviations for the

PROM scales for the Brazilian sample. the U.S. sample.. and the

total sample mn Part 2. A series of hierarchical regression analyses
using prosocial moral reasoning scores as the criterion was con-
ducted to assess age. gender. and group differences in prosocial
moral reasoning (sce comparable analyses above ). [n each analy-
sis. age (in months). gender. and culture group were entered in
the first block: then all possible two-way interaction vectors were
entered in the second block: lastly the Age X Gender X Culture
Group interaction vector was entered in the third block.

There were significant main effects of age and culture group
on the first step for internalized reasoning. (3. 270) = 8.00. p
< .00t (R* change = .08). Older children and U.S. children
scored higher on internalized reasoning. 1s(270) = 2.71 and
351, ps < .01 and 00! (standardized Bs = .16 and .21).
respectively.

There also were significant main effects of age and gender on
the first step for approval-oriented and stereotypic moral rea-
soning. Fs(3.270) = 13.81 and 7.43. both ps < .001 ( R* change
= .13 and .08). respectively. Younger children and bovs scored
higher on approvul-oriented reasoning. r5(270) = —4.08 and
-4.75. ps < 001 (standardized Bs = —.23 and —.27). respec-
tively. In contrast. older children and girls scored higher on ste-
reotypic reasoning. rs(270) = 2.36 and 3.77. ps < .01 and .001
(standardized Bs = .13 and .22). respectively, There were no
other significant main ¢ffects, and there were no significant two-
or three-way interaction ¢fTects.

Discussion of Sndyv 1

The present findings from both parts of Study | were gener-
ally consistent wath the hvpotheses and yielded several interest-
ing Andings. More specifically. the age. gender. and cultural
group differences were generally consistent with prior findings
from studies using children and adotescents from Western and
non-Western. industrialized countries.

Of particular interest was the one cultural group difference
on prosocial moral reasoning in Part 2. Children from the
United States scored higher on internalized moral reasoning
compared with Brazilian children. This finding is somewhat
consistent with other researchers’ hindings that Brazilians score
approximately one stage lower than Americans on Kohlbergian
moral reasoning { Hutz, De Cont, & Vargas. 1993}. Because
moral reasoning has been found to be significantly related to
«Jucation and logical skills (Colby et al., 1983: Eisenberg.
1986}, it may be that the culture difference was partly a func-
won of these variables. Although children from both samples
ecte recrutted from schools, there may be differences in the de-
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gree 10 which the educational systems stress critical reasoning
skills that may be necessary for developmentally sophisticated
moral reasoning,

Despite the moderate sample size in this study, there were
no differences between U.S. and Brazilian adolescents in age or
gender effects on prosocial moral reasoning (i.e.. there were no
significant interactions of age or gender with cultural group in
Part 2). Indeed. consistent with Eisenberg et al.’s (1995) find-
ings. approval-oriented reasoning declined with age whereas in-
ternalized reasoning increased with age (in Carlo et al., 1992,
internahized reasoning increased with age particularly for male
paruicipants). In addition. stereotypic reasoning increased with
age in both studies. This latter finding may not be surprising
given that stereolypic reasoning appears to increase with age
sometime in mid-adolescence ( Eisenberg et al.. 1991) before
declining in frequency.

With regard to gender differences in prosocial moral reason-
1ng. there were several findings of interest. Girls preferred ste-
reotypic reasoning and rejected approval-oriented reasoning
more than did bovs. The former finding was consistent with the
suggestion that girls. compared with boys. may be more exposed
to global. traitlike verbahizations in socialization opportunities
(Carlo et al.. 1992). [t was less clear why girls did not report
more internalized moral reasoning than boys in Part 2 of Study
| as in the first part and as in prior studies using the PROM
(Eisenbergetal., 1995).

s Study 2

As might be expected. prosocial moral reasoning has been
theoretically and empirically linked to prosocial behaviors
(Eisenberg. 1986: Underwood & Moore. 1982). The higher lev-
els of prosocial moral reasoning often reflect other-oriented
concerns with the needs of distressed individuals and are con-
sonant with helpfulness and generosity toward others. More-
over. cognitively sophisticated individuals may be more apt to
understand and consider the relevant situational and personal
factors necessary for engaging in helping behaviors (Carlo.
Knight. Etsenberg. & Rotenberg. 1591).

Eisenberg and her colleagues ( Eisenberg & Shell, 1986; Eisen-
berg et al.. 1987 Eisenberg et al.. 1991: Eisenberg et al., 1995)
have found in general that prosocial behaviors are negatively
associated with hedonistic modes of moral reasoning and posi-
tively associated with needs-oriented moral reasoning and a
compostte index of moral reasoning. In addition. in one study
(Etsenberg et al.. 1995). using a paper-and-pencil measure of
prosocial moral reasoning (the PROM). researchers found a
posttive relation between a prosocial behavior aggregate and in-
ternalized moral reasoning and a moral reasoning composite,
and a negative relation between the prosocial behavior aggre-
gate and hedonistic moral reasoning. In contrast, self-oriented.
hedonistic modes of reasoning have been negatively associated
with prosocial behaviors. The present study was designed (0 ex-
tend the prior findings by examining these relations in adoles-
cents from a country (i.e., Brazil) other than the United States.

To our knowledge. one published study (Eisenberg et al.,
1985) was designed to investigate the relations between proso-
cial moral reasoning and prosocial behaviors in a country other
than the United States. In this study, German children who do-



236 CARLO KOLLER FEISENBERG. DA SILVA. AND FROHLICH

nated candres were hikely 1o report needs-ortented moral rea-
soning and scored relatively high on a prosocial moral reasoning
composite. and they were less likely 1o report hedonistic moral
reasoning. |n addition. picking up paper chps was not signifi-
cantly refated to prosoctal moral reasoning. In an unpublished
study (Avkel & Avkel. 1991), researchers found a significant
positive relaton between a composite of prosocral moral rea-
soning (using Eisenberg’s. 1986, scheme) and a prosocial be-
havior composite using Turkish high school students. Further-
more. these latter researchers found a significunt negative rela-
tion between hedonistic reasoning and the prosocial behavior
composite and a significant positive relation between internal-
1zed reasoning and the prosocial behavior composite. In two
studies on Israeh children’s motives for prosocial behaviors. re-
searchers ( Bar-Tal et al.. 1980: Raviv et al.. 1980) tound that
children’s justifications for helping others varied and included
egoistic (some direct reciprocity ). normative ( following a social
norm or expectation). and altruistic motives. However. in gen-
eral. those children who spontaneously donated most were mo-
tivated primurily by higher level altruism (1.e.. generatized reci-
procity motives and as a result of moral convictions and without
expectations of external rewards). In summury, the findings re-
garding the relations between prosocial moral reasoning or mo-
tives and prosocial behaviors in German, Israeli. and Turkish
children generally have been consistent with findings reported
in studies using children from the United States.

Based on the argument that the influences of prosocial be-
haviors in Brazitian adolescents would be similar to those in
adolescents from the United States and on the generally consis-
tent prior findings in cultures other than the United Stales.
higher levels of moral reasoning (e.g.. internalized) were ex-
pected 10 be positivelv related to prosocial behaviors. In con-
trast. self-focused. hedonistic prosocial moral reasoning was ex-
pected to be negatively related to prosocial behaviors (unless
there was some expectation of direct reciprocity from helping).

ASs mentioned previously. another issue of interest to re-
searchers 1s whether moral reasoning in male and female indt-
viduals differs (eg.. Walker. 1991). A somewhat different ap-
proach to address this 1ssue 1S to examine whether specific
forms of moral reasoning are associated with masculine or fem-
inine role characteristics that are often considered culture-
based ( McGraw & Bloomfield. 1987). Based on the assumption
that adolescents have clear stereotvped conceptions of gender
roles. it may be that specific moral justifications are perceived
as specific 10 a masculine or feminine orientation. It is these
stereotyped conceptions that may. in turn. intluence adoles-
cents’ reports of specific types of moral reasoning.

The study of gender role orientations in prosoctal moral rea-
soning would be of particular interest to moral development re-
searchers because prosocial moral reasoning is oriented toward
caring and inlerpersonal relationships (Eisenberg. 1986).
which are commonly feminine-typed vconcerns (Gilligan.
1982). Whereas there is little empirical support for the notion
that gender role orientation and moral reasoning arc signifi-
cantly related with rcgard to Kohlberg's (Colby et al., 1981)
justice-oriented moral rcasoning approach ( McGraw & Bloom-
field. 1987). there is evidence that there are gender differences
in some types of prosocial moral reasoning (at least in earh
adolescence; Eisenberg et al.. 1989). For example, by adoles-

cence. needs-oricnted. empathic, role-taking. and internalized
prosoctal moral reasoning sometimes are preferred by gyrig
compared with bovs. However. the relations belween gcndu}ule
ortentations and prosocial moral reasoning have not heen Ji.
rectly cxamined.

fn brief. there is evidence that female adolescents prefer some
types of internahized reasoning more than do male adolescents
(Carlo ct al.. 1992 Eisenberg ct al.. 1989). that some higher
levels of prosocial moral reasoning include feminiac-ty ped,
cmotionally based modes of reasoning forms (e.g. empathic
reasoning): and that Brazilian and U.S. socicties do not appear
to differ in emphasizing masculinits ~femininity ( Hofstede.
1982). Thus. fenuninity was expected to be positnels reluted o
higher level prosocial moral reasoning (c¢.g.. internahized ) and
negatively related o fower level prosocial moral reasoning (e g |
approval-oriented. hedonistic). Masculintly was expected 1o be
unrelated to prosoctal moral reasoning.

Method

Purticipants

Purticipunts were 136 adolescents (57 male, 79 female) lrom private
school clussrooms in a southern city (Porto Alegre) of Braal. The stu-
dents were mostly White Brazilians recruited from a predominantly
middle-class neighborhood. Of these adotescents. 6 did not complete
one of the scales (the Sex Role [nventory) and were dropped from the
main analyses (although their data are included 1n the prehiminary
analyses). Thus, there were 130 adofescents (33 mafe, 4/ age = (4.3
vears, SD = 1.5 vears: 75 female, M oage = 15,1 vears, $0 = 1.6 sears)
in the Anal sample. The students receised no material compensation for
participauon.

Muterials

The measure of prosocial moral reasening - The meusure of proso-
cial moral reasoning (PROM: Carlo et al.. 1992 that was used 1o the
Birststady (sec Part | of Study 1) was used 1a this study. As in Studs [,
scores from the hee prosocial moral reasoning scales were summed and
then transtformed to proportion scores. No students scored higher than
2 standard deviations above the mean on the he/nonsense seule. Crun-
bach’s alphas for the seven-item scales were .60, 83, 66. .71, and .64
tor hedonistic. approvat-oricnted. needs-oriented. stereotypic. and in-
wernalized moral reasoning, respectisels.

Sen Role Inventory, An adaptation (Hutz & Koller, 1992 of Bem’s
(Bem. 1974) 60 adjective-item sex role oricntution ( Bem's Sex Role {n-
ventors: BSRU) scale for use with Brazilians was used. The scale is com-
posed of several subscales, including a Masculinity scale (present study’s o
= .80, 20 tems) and a Fememinity seale (e = 93, 20 (lemy ). Asexpected.
prelummary correlutional analyses revealed that masculinity und leminin-
iy were not significantdy interrelated. r(130) = =05 s’

Peer raimngy Ill. [1ftl\llt'id/ behavior Students were askhed to name
their three best friends from their class. Then the students were asked (o
rate each of their classmates' helpfulness and generosity (vach were 7-
point scales. | = never, 7 = alinost ulways). Scores were summed and
divided by the number ol ratings for cach student to obtain a score for
helptutness and generosity. Correlational analysis revealed a sigaiticant

* Conceptually, femuminity and masculinity were the constructs of in-
terest. and several theorists fe.g.. Pedhazur & Tetenbaum. 1979: Tuvlor
& Hall. 1982) have raised serinus concerns regarding the androgyn
construct. Thus. only masculinity and femininity traits were used.
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sairve relanon between Helpfulness and Generosity scale scores,
A (36} =.67.p<.001. Thus aprosocial behusior COMPOSILE WAS COM-
mted by summing the Helpfulness and Generosity scale scores. and
@31 COMPOSHE WA used 1n the subscquent anutyses

Procedure

All adolescents partcipated 1n two experimental sexsions that lasted
soout 30 10 45 min in therr classrooms (each session had 2 maximum
o ) students), In the Airst session, the students were administered the
KSRIfirst: then the students were ashed to rate their friends’ and fellow
ctassmates’ dispositions to help others and 1o be giving. About a week
ad 2 half later. the students were administered the PROM  All students
en were carefully debriefed and thanked.

Resulis

lests of Sex Differences in PROM Scores, Maxculinity:,
wd Femininity

Means and standard deviations on prosocial moral reasoning
are presented in Table 2. A series of univariate analyses were
computed to assess gender differences in prosocial moral rea-
wning, masculinity, and temininity ( multivariate analyses
would not be computed because the PROM scores were
multicollinear). There was a significant effect of gender on ap-
proval-oriented reasoning, F(1. 134) = 4.37. p < .05. Bovs
wored higher than girls on approval-oriented reasoning ( see Ta-
nle 2). There was a significant cflect of gender on femintnity,
F(L128) = 78,62, p < .001. As expected. girls scored higher
than boys: A/ for girls = 5.48. 5D = 0.85. and V/ for bovs =
402, 8D = 1.03. There were no other significant effects.®

Relations Between Prosocial Moral Reasoning and
Prosocial Behavior Rutings

We conducted a senies of hierarchical multiple regression
anilyses to test homogeneity of slopes assumptions using the
prosocial behavior ratings as the criterion variable. In these
snatyses, gender and prosocial moral reasoning { hedonistic. ap-
proval-oriented. needs-oricnted. stereotvped. or internalized)
uere entered simultaneously in the first block. and then the
Gender X Prosocial Moral Reasoning interaction was entered in
the second block. There were two significant interaction effects.

Table 2
Vleans and Standard Deviatiomys for Prosoctal Aforal
Reasoning as a Function of Gender in Stidy 2

Gender

Overall Male Femule

(n=136) (n=357 (n=79)
Moral reasoning M Y2 M SO M Y2
Hedonistic 8 03 18 .03 18 03
Approval R .04 14 .04 R .04
Needs-oriented 20 03 .20 .03 .20 .03
Stereotyped 24 0} .23 .04 24 03
Internalized 28 0l 25 04 26 03
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Table 3
Correlutiony Berween Provocial Moral Reasoning and
Provocial Belunvior Within und Across Gender in Study 2
Prosocial behavior
Moral

reasoning Male Female Toul
Hedonistic - 24t - 16 -.20°"
Appeoval - 40" - 01 —
Neceds-onented 260 AR L
Stereotyped A -0l 07
{niernahized 6 284 270

Note o n= 55 for male and 7 = 75 for female adolescents.

' Gender x Appraval-Onented Moral Reasoning interaction was sig-
nificant.  ®Gender x Needs-Oriented Moral Reasoning interaction
was significant.

*p < 10 wwo-taded. ** p < 05 two-tailed. **" p < .OI. two-tailed.

There was a significant Gender X Approval-Oriented Moral
Reasoning interaction on prosocial behavior, R* change = .04
{over and above the contributions of the main effect vectors),
FOL126) for R?change = 5.85.p < .05 (multiple R = .27). For
bovs. approval-oriented reasoning was signiticantly negatively
related to prosocial behavior (see Table 3). In addition. the
Gender X Needs-Oriented Moral Reasoning interaction sig-
nificantly predicted prosocial behavior. R change = .05, F(1,
126) for R? change = 6.06. p < .05 {multiple R = .22). For
bovs. needs-oricnted reasoning was positively related to proso-
ciat behavior (see Table 3). There were no other significant in-
teraction effects.

We also computed zero-order correlations 1o assess the re-
lations between the PROM and the prosocial behavior ratings
across gender (all tests were two-tailed: see Table 3). As ex-
pected, internalized reasoning was significantly positively re-
lated 10 prosocial behavior In contrast, hedonistic reasoning
was significantly negatively related to prosocial behavior. There
were no other significant relations.®

Relations Benween Gender Role Orientations and
Prosocial Moral Reasoning

We conducted two sets ot hierarchical multiple regression anal-
vses to test homogencity of slopes assumptions using prosocial
moral reasoning scores as the criterion variables. [n these analyses,
gender and  gender role orientation (either masculinity or
temininity) were entered simultaneously in the first block. and
then the Gender x Gender Role Orientation interaction was en-

$ Correlational analyses on the relations between age and PROM,
masculinity, and femininity also revealed that younger adolescents
scored higher than older adolescents on approval-oriented reasoning,
r(130) = =22 p < .0l. There were no other significant effects.

¢ Correlational analyses both across and within each gender revealed
no significant relations between gender role orientations and prosocial
behaviors. Results of the regression analyses were virtually identical to
those presented when age (in months) was inserted tn the first block.
suggesting that age did not account for the relations between prosocial
moral reasoning and prosocial behaviors.
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tered 10 the second block. There were two signihicant interaction
effects (see Table ).

The Gender x Fermininity Orientauion interaction signifcantly
predicted hedonistic reasoning. R* change = .0« (over and above
the contributions of the main effect vectors). F(1. 126) for R®
change = $.66. p < .05 (muluple R = 22) Fur boys. femimniny
was significantly. positively related 1o hedomistic reasoning {see 1a-
ble 4). In addition. the Gender < Mascuhinity Oricntation nterac-
uon sigmficantly predicted approval-oricated reasoning. R°
change = .04, F(1. 126) for R* change = 5.66. p < .05 (multiple
R = 22) Forboss. masculinity was negatively related to approval-
oriented reasoning ( see Table 4).

To examuine the relations between gender cole orientations and
prosocial moral reasoning across gender. we conducted ¢ero-order
correlational analyvses (all tests were (wo-tuiled: see Table 4). As
can be seen in the table. femininity was negatively related to ap-
proval-oriented reasoning and positively related to intermalized
reasoning. There were no other significant relations,

Discussion of Study 2

In general. the present findings were consistent with the hypothe-
ses and provide additional information about the correlates of ado-
lescents’ prosocial moral reasoning. As expected. several subscales
of the paper-and-pencil measure of prosocial moral reasoning were
significantly related to prosocial behavior. More specificully. hedo-
nistic reasoning was negatively. and internalized reasoning was pos-
itnely. related 1o peer ratings of prosocial behaviors. In addition.
pantcularly (or male adolescents. needs-oricnted moral reasoning
was positvelv related. and approval-oriented reasoning ( which was
frequently rejected by adolescents) was negatively related. 10 peer
ratings of prosocial behaviors. These findings suggest that individu-
als who prefer other-oriented and sophisticated value-faden modes
of moral reasoning are viewed by others as generous and helplul and
that indimiduals who use self-focused and self-presentational types
of reasoning are less likely 10 be viewed by others as generous and
helpful. Perhaps morc important. these findings generally were con-

sistent with prior findings in other cultures. including samples of

U S. adolescents (see introduction ).
There was some support for the noton that teminine gender role
orientation was associated with prosocial moral reasoning. Adoles-

Table 4
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cents who reported feminine characteristics were more likely 1o pre
fer internalized modes of prosocial moral reasoning and less tike
to prefer approval-oriented reasoning ( mlermmgl\ as in Study |
boys preferced approval-oriented reasoning more than did grs). Ir
addition. boys { but not girls) who were feminine role oriented were
morce likehs 1o prefer hedonistic reasoning. This latter finding ma
reflect the noton that hedonistic reasoning may be 4 vable, prag-
matic way ol thinking for male adolescents with counterstercotypic
gender role preferences n a traditonally machismo-oriented societs
(there is some evidence that rejection of this traditional view ma
be oceurring in Brazil: Hutz, Koller. & Biaggio. 1992). ‘

Somewhat unexpectedls, there wus one signiticant relution be-
tween masculimity and prosocial morad reasoning ( buat onlv for
boys) Bovs (but not girls) who were musculine role oriented were
less likely to be orwented toward the approval of others. This finding
may reflect a belicl by these male adolescents that actions based on
gaining the approval of others (including parents and the general
community) are considered less masculine. The present Aindings
regarding the relations between gender role orentations and proso-
ctal moral reasoning are not necessarily incompatible with Walker's
(1991) or Baumrind’'s {1986) anulvses of gender ditferences in

- moral reasoning or with McGraw and Bloomheld's { 1987) unaly ses

of the retauons between gender role orientations and moral reason-
ing. Although one would expect both gender and gender role onen-
Lations  be multifaceted constructs and 10 be interrelated. cach
construct i1s considered uniquely mututaceted. For example. some
rescarchers (see Huston, 1983) huve argued that femininity and
masculinity also @p into instrumentality, CXpressiveness. agency.
and communion, Furthermore. whereas gender differences may be
considered relutively fixed and rigid. gender role orientations pre-
sumably are more fluid and more sensitive 10 socialization experi-
ences. in addition, there are distinct differences between Eisenberg's
and Kohlberg's approaches not only with respect to the moral focus,
but also in scoring methods (sce Eisenberg. 1986): together these
difterences may account for ditferent findings. 1t s clear that addi-
tional research is needed to further exanune these issues.

General Summary and Discussion

Overall. the present findings extend our prior understanding
of individuals’ thinking of care-based. interpersonal-oriented

Correlations Between Prosocial Moral Reasoning and Feminmity: and
Masculiniry Withon und Across Gender on Study- 2

Feminmnity Muasculinity
Moral
reasoning Male Female Total Male Female Total
Hedonistic 27 ~.13 —* 09 -.06 .02
Approval =21 -7 =250 —.35%ee 08 -
Needs-oriented -.08 .07 08 21 ! A5
Stereoty ped ~.08 3 07 06 - 01 01
{nternahized By A% 18 .07 ~.14 -.05

Note  n =55 for malc and n = 75 for female adolescents.
* Gender X Hedonistic Moral Reasoning interaction was significant.
® Gender X Approval-Oriented Moral Reasoning interaction was significant.

** p < .05, two-tailed.  *** p < .0l two-tailed.
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soctal dilemmas There was turther evidence that prosacial
moral reasoning 1s hinked (o prosocial behaviors i some West-
ern cultures. Spectheally, selffocused. hedonistic coneeras were
negatisely associated with helptuingss and generosity, whereas
abstract. other-oriented internalized concerns were positivels
associated with helprulness and gencrosity: Furthermaore, femi-
mnily was correlated with approval-oriented and internahzed
prosocial moral reasoning \ae and gender eencrallyv were re-
fated o prosocial maral reasoning 10 a theoreticallv expected
mananer and consistent with findings from U.S. samples. More-
over. the Partuguese version of the PROM appeared reliahle and
valid to use with Brazilian Sth to 10th graders (at least in a
middle-class sample). Future studies designed to examine
whether the corcelates of prosocial morad reasoning are similur
in other cultures may provide some insights about the underls -
ing structures of moral reasoning,
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New Editors Appointed, 1997-2002

The Publications and Communications Board of the American Psychological Association announces
the appointment of four new editors for 6-year terms begrnnming in 1997.

As of January 1. [996. manuscripts should be directed as follows:

s+ For the Journal of Consuliing und Clirucal Psychology, submit manuscripts to Philip |
C. Kendall. PhD. Department of Psychology. Weiss Hall, Temple University. |
Philadelphia, PA 19122. .

|

|

+ For the Journal of Educanional Psychology, submit manuscripts to Michael Pressley.
PhD, Department of Educational Psychology and Statistics, State University of New
York, Albany, NY 12222,

+ For the Interpersonal Relations and Group Processes section of the Journal of \
Personality and Social Psyehology, submit manuscripts to Chester A. [nsko. PhD, [
Incoming Editor JPSP—IRGP. Department of Psychology. CB #3270, Davie Hull. !
University of North Carolina. Chapel Hill. NC 27599-3270.

As of March |. 1996, manuscripts should be directed as follows:

« For Psychological Bulleun, submit manuscripts to Nancy Eisenberg, PhD, Depart- |
ment of Psychology. Arizona State University. Tempe. AZ 85287

Manuscript submission patterns make the precise date of completion of 1996 volumes uncertain
Current editors Larry E. Beutler. PhD. Joel R. Levin, PhD. and Norman Miller. PhD. respectively.
will receive and consider manuscripts until December 31, 1995. Current editor Robert J. Sternberg,
PhD. will receive and consider manuscripts until February 28. 1996. Should 1996 volumes be com-
pleted before the dates noted. manuscripts will be redirected to the new editors for consideration in
1997 volumes.
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