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Abstract

The influence of intention and outcome informatiwrmoral judgments was investigated
by telling children aged 4-8 years and aduls169) stories involving accidental harms
(positive intention, negative outcome) or attemptetms (negative intention, positive
outcome) from two studies (Helwig, Zelazo, & Wils@®01; Zelazo, Helwig, & Lau, 1996).
When the original acceptability (wrongness) questvas asked, the original findings were
closely replicated: children’s and adults’ accepitgjudgments, and children’s punishment
judgments, were primarily outcome-based. Howevégemthis question was rephrased, 4-5-
year-olds’ judgments were approximately equallyuehced by intention and outcome, and
from 5-6 years they were primarily intention-baséithese findings indicate that, for
methodological reasons, children’s (and adultsilitghio make intention-based judgment has

often been substantially underestimated.

Key words: Moral development; moral judgment; ittem; outcome; replication;

acceptability; punishment
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Intention-based moral judgment 3

The influence of intention, outcome and questionedia on children’s and adults’

moral judgments

1. Introduction

Piaget (1932/1965) investigated whether childrem'sral judgments are based on
intention or outcome by asking them about pairsstofies. In one of each pair a well-
intentioned action accidentally resulted in a battome, and in the other an ill-intentioned
action led to a better outcome. He found that rabitiren below about 10 years of age judged
the well-intentioned agent to be the naughtiecpntrast to adults’ intention-based evaluations,
children judged actions and agents according teequence.

Although subsequent research has established hiidten’s moral judgments are not
exclusively outcome-based, and that children are often awhrand sensitive to agents’
intentions, many researchers have supported tiva that young children’s moral judgments
are primarily outcome-based (e.g., Buchanan & Thompson, 1973hi@an, Sheketoff,
Wharton, & Carey, 2013; Elkind & Dabek, 1977; Fdrri974; Gummerum & Chu, 2014,
Helwig, Zelazo, & Wilson, 2001; Imangtu, 1975; Killen, Mulvey, Richardson, Jampol, &
Woodward, 2011; Margoni & Surian, 2016; Walden, 2;98uill, 1984; Zelazo, Helwig, &
Lau, 1996). However, others have reported that geeng children’ moral judgments can be
strongly influenced by intentions (e.g., Baird &tikgton, 2004; Bearison & Isaacs, 1975;
Chandler, Greenspan, & Barenboim, 1973; Gvozdicyt\o, Dupoux & Buon, 2014;eon,
1982; Nelson, 1980; Nobes, Panagiotaki, & Pawsb6A92Nummedal & Bass, 1976; Vaish,
Carpenter, & Tomasello, 2010). Hamlin (2013) hasndy reported that 8-month-olds prefer
well-intentioned to successful agents (toys); thatike adults, they prioritize intention over
outcome. Hamlin suggests that her “results arensistent with past research suggesting that
young children focus mainly on outcomes (e.g., ®at032/1965), and support the possibility
that young children fail to privilege intention tiheir social and moral judgments [...] due to

methodological difficulties, not psychological orfep. 460). This echoes Keasey’s (1978)
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Intention-based moral judgment 4

view that: “the absence of intentionality [could] Iogerely an artefact of some feature of the
assessment paradigm” (p. 237).

Despite the fundamental importance of intentionedasioral judgment — Gray, Young
and Waytz (2012) describe our sensitivity to otherentions and experiences as the very
essence of human morality — there remains conditedisagreement between researchers
about its development, and substantial discrepameiindings. After decades of research, and
scores of studies, itis still unclear whetherdlagm that children’s moral judgment is primarily
outcome-based is correct. The key issue now fa@sgarchers is not so much to establish
whether evidence can be found to support eithee"qior, more accurately, the various sides)
of the debate — each can already refer to a lavgg bf research — as to determine the reasons
why researchers report such contrasting findinggy @hen this is done will we have a clearer
idea of their relative validity. Unfortunately, tleehas been little if any attempt to resolve in
this direct way the long and continuing debate aliweidevelopment of intention-based moral
judgment.

Duncan, Engel, Claessens, and Dowsett (2014) réipatt despite replication being a
key component of the scientific method, it is ofemerlooked in the developmental literature.
They argue that replicability and robustness shagdassessed by comparing results from
studies conducted by independent researchers, uliffegent methods, across varying
populations, and at different times. In this studytook this approach to examine the reasons
for the findings of two of the most frequently-dtstudies in this area (Helwig et al., 2001,
Zelazo et al., 1996). Both provide strong evidefiocghe prevailing view that children’s moral
judgments are primarily outcome-based (see for @k@nCushman, 2008; Killen et al., 2011;
Smetana, Jambon, & Ball, 2014; Young & Saxe, 20¥8}.the robustness of their findings
has rarely, if ever, been questioned, neither hia@ee studies been replicated, nor alternative
explanations of their findings investigated. We gduto address these issues by conducting

replications 15-20 years after the original studiesa different country, and examining the
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Intention-based moral judgment 5

effects of making one change to the methods.vifeite found that their findings could not be
replicated, or that the methodological change teduin children’s judgments becoming
primarily intention-based, then the prevailing viewwuld receive a substantial challenge.

1.2 TheHelwig et al. (2001) and Zelazo et al. (1996) studies

Helwig et al. and Zelazo et al. explored childrearsl adults’ evaluations of actions in
which the valence — positive or negative — of ititers and consequences was varied
systematically. In Helwig et al. the outcomes wasgchological: for example, a boy wanted
to make his friend happy by giving him a puppy, actidentally gave him a tarantula, which
scared him (accidental harm); another boy wantegiv® a tarantula, but accidentally gave a
puppy (attempted harm). In Zelazo et al. the comseces were physical: for example, a girl
wanted to stroke a pet animal but accidentallyti{&iccidental harm); another girl wanted to
hit a pet animal but stroked it by mistake (attezdtarm). After each story participants were
asked an “act acceptability” (wrongness) questimehsas “Is it okay for Kevin to give Rob a
puppy?” and a “punishment” question, such as “Sthédvin get in trouble?”

Helwig et al. and Zelazo et al. also sought to esklthe separate issue of whether
children and adults judge according to acts (pajting, hitting) or the harm that resulted from
these acts. They did this by comparing responsas‘mormal”’ condition (e.g., hitting causes
pain) with responses in a “non-canonical” conditionwhich, for example, a boy was scared
when he received a puppy, and a pet was happy whes hit. Their acceptability questions
were also worded with this issue in mind (see £I8W).

Helwig et al. reported that 68.7% of 3-7 year olisd Zelazo et al. that 80.7% of 3-5
year-olds, based their acceptability judgmentslgale outcomé. No children in either study
based their acceptability judgments on intentiamel Similarly, according to Helwig et al.,

when intention was positive and outcome negativecid@ntal harm), children’s mean

1 These and the following figures refer to the norgmidition in both studies, and to Helwig
et al.’s “animal” scenario. Figures for the non-@aical condition and “clothing” scenario are
similar.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26
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acceptability ratings were 1.79 (i.bad) on a 1-5 scale, and when intention was negatde a
outcome positive (attempted harm), 4.64 (approachaally, really good), indicating that
these judgments were influenced much more by owtcthran by intention. The equivalent
mean ratings in Zelazo et al. are very similarigpingly, adults also showed a strong tendency
to make outcome-based acceptability judgments: @28twig et al.) and 75% (Zelazo et al.)
used only outcome information, and none based phh@gments on intention alone. And, like
the children, adults also considered accidentahBanuch worse than attempted harms (1.75
vs. 4.83 in Helwig et al.)

Regarding punishment judgments, Helwig et al. aaldzb et al. respectively reported
that children rated accidental harms more punigh@bV'1l and approximately 0.58, where 1 is
‘a little’ punishment) than attempted harms (0.1®l approximately 0.28, where 0 is no
punishment), which again indicates greater infléeeottoutcome than of intention. However,
some children in Zelazo et al. took intention iatezount: actions with negative intentions and
negative outcomes were rated more punishable thaona with positive intentions and
negative outcomes (approximately 1.30 vs. 0.58(, actions with positive intentions and
positive outcomes were rated less punishable tti@gona with negative intentions and positive
outcomes (approximately 0.04 vs. 0.28). Moreover,0$ Zelazo et al.’s 33 children based
their punishment judgments entirely on intentioighe only on outcome, and nine on both
intention and outcome (the other children wereawuisistently influenced by either intention
or outcome). In contrast, punishment judgmentstolgien in Helwig et al. showed little or
no sign of being influenced by intention: actiongwegative outcomes were rated almost as
punishable when the intention was positive as wihwas negative (0.71 vs. 0.80), and actions
with positive outcomes were rated only slightly smgunishable when the intention was
negative as when it was positive (0.19 vs. 0.18)y©@ne of the 33 children in Helwig et al.
made punishment judgments solely according to titencompared with 12 solely according

to outcome, and four who based their punishmergments on both intention and outcome.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

Intention-based moral judgment 7

All the adults in both studies based their punishinedgments either solely on intention
or on both intention and outcome. While none imeaitstudy thought that accidental harms
should be punished, the influence of outcome ontsidpunishment judgments was also
evident from their rating actions with negativeaimtions considerably more punishable if the
outcome was negative than when it was positiveb(¥s7 0.92 in Helwig et al.; approximately
1.85vs. 0.35in Zelazo et al.)

In sum, according to both studies children’s andltatlacceptability judgments were
almost exclusively outcome-based; children’s pumisht judgments were also based
considerably more on outcome than on intention @wiy et al., and somewhat more on
outcome than intention in Zelazo et al.; and adultsoth studies judged punishment primarily
— but by no means solely - according to intention.

While these findings indicate that children’s judgrts are noexclusively outcome-
based, they are consistent with the view that ofld judgments anarimarily outcome-based
since they indicate that, at least until 7 yearage, children tend to base their acceptability
and punishment judgments considerably more on cgdban on intention. They also show
an outcome-to-intention shift in punishment judgitsesince adults assessed the punishability
of actions primarily (though not exclusively) acdimg to intention. Much more surprising is
that these two studies also suggest that, everdbliyhaod, there is no outcome-to-intention
shift in acceptability judgments.

One advantage of including adults in samples isitlemables developmental researchers
to establish the “mature” response against whighl@n at various stages can be compared.
As Coley (2000) argues, “To characterize the pr@oéxonceptual development, we need to
understand the adult model, the modal ‘endstateleslopment in a given society” (p. 82).
Another advantage of testing adults with childretasks is that it allows us to validate
methods: if even adults fail to give the “right"saver, the test is not measuring what it should

do. For example, if adults fail a children’s taglcause they find it confusing or ambiguous, it
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is very likely that young children will do so, tgsee Nobes & Panagiotaki, 2007; 2009 for
analyses of why adults failed a test of scientifitderstanding designed for 5-year-olds).
Perhaps the reason why Helwig et al.’s and Zelazd.'s adult participants made outcome-
based acceptability judgments was methodologicahething — or some things — about the
vignettes or questions led adults to appear touteome-focused moral judges. And if this
were the case, it is likely that these methodokalgfactors also influenced the children’s
responses, which would lead to their relative dsetention and outcome information in moral

judgments being misrepresented. One possible melibgidal reason for Helwig et al.’s and

Zelazo et al.’s findings is the wording of the gatedility question.

1.3 The acceptability questions

Helwig et al. and Zelazo et al. sought to invesggaot only the influence of intentions
and outcomes on moral judgments (the focus oftidy), but also whether children and adults
judge according to the nature of the acts (e.fingior petting) or to the harm that results from
these acts. For this reason, they asked accepgafiiestions that could be answered in
response to any of these four factors.

When told about a girl who wanted to pet an aniadbax”), but accidentally hurt it, a
mature, intention-based moral judge would be e)guktt say that she was good, regardless of
the outcome. However, in response to the accefitatpilestion asked by Zelazo et al. — “Is it
okay for her to hit the dax?” — the same judge mggdy “No, it's not okay” because it is,
indeed, bad to hit it. In answer to the next questi “How bad is it to hit the dax?” — it would
seem reasonable to reply “Very bad”. Similarly, whéelwig et al. told participants about a
boy who intended to give his friend a scary tarnbwt accidentally gave him a puppy, they
asked “Is it okay for Kevin to give Rob a puppy?&rd, it seems appropriate to answer “Yes,
it is okay”. In both cases, the acceptability gimsttould be interpreted by participants as
being about the outcome of the action rather theuethe agent or the reasons for the action,

in particular the agent’s intention. As a result tbfs perceived outcome-focus, some
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participants might have interpreted Helwig et ah/gl Zelazo et al.’s acceptability questions
as asking them to evaluate only the outcome obastiregardless of the agents’ intentions. If
so, these participants were not making moral judgmef the agents because such judgments
must take intentions, not solely outcomes, intaaaot. This might explain some, or even all,
of the high proportions of outcome-based acceptglpidgments reported by both studies.

1.4 The punishment questions

In contrast to the acceptability questions, theighument questions in Helwig et al. and
Zelazo et al. — e.g., “Should Sally get in trouble?are about the agent, not the outcome.
However, for several reasons the punishment questioght also have led Helwig et al. and
Zelazo et al. to overestimate participants’ useut€ome information in moral judgments.

First, punishment questions were asked directlgrdfie acceptability questions. This
means that, when asked about punishment, there imagle been a priming or recency effect
from the acceptability question that led particigsaio focus on the outcome. Outcome recency
(Feldman, Klosson, Parsons, Rholes, & Ruble, 18ténmedal & Bass, 1976) and increased
salience of outcome relative to intention (Bearigotsaacs, 1973; Nelson, 1980) have been
shown to lead children to make more outcome-baswdludgments.

A second reason why children’s punishment judgmest® based largely on outcome
in Helwig et al.’s study could be that the punishinguestion was asked only when
acceptability was judged to be quite bad or veny. l#e& a result, an intention-focused moral
judge who — perhaps because of the wording ofd¢beability question — made an apparently
outcome-based acceptability judgment of an attethpigm (i.e., good), would also be
recorded as giving an apparently outcome-basedponant judgment (i.e., no punishment).

Another possible problem with the punishment qoestis that some participants might
assume that punishing authorities (e.g., pareotdgaot read the agents’ minds and therefore
could not know their good or bad intentions. Simceeality intention and outcome are usually

congruent (bad outcomes tend to result from baghtrdns, and vice versa), it is likely that
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some participants interpreted the question in teyiwghat punishers should do, assuming that
they knew only about the outcome. Such responsgistmeflect children’s actual experiences
of being punished even when they didn’t mean tsamething wrong, perhaps because their
parents were unaware of, or didn't believe, thddthiactual intentions. That is, some
participants’ answers to the punishment questiogitmot have been moral judgments at all,
but instead predictions of how parents would redpon discovering the outcome of an
accident.

1.5 Thecurrent study

In this study we investigated the development ¢éntion-based moral judgment by
addressing the neglected issue of why researclages reported such discrepant results. Our
approach was innovative in two main ways: first,tfee first time in this area, replications of
previous studies other than Piaget's were conduetatisecond, the methods of these previous
studies — specifically, the phrasing of the acdapta questions — were manipulated to
determine their influence on moral judgments. Hglet al.’s and Zelazo et al.’s studies were
replicated because they provided strong supporthiriew that children’s moral judgments
are primarily outcome-based. This approach engiacany findings that differed from theirs
— particularly of intention-based judgment — coaidy be accounted for by this manipulation.

Three experimental changes from Helwig et al.’s Aeldzo et al.’s methods were made
(Appendix). First, as well as being asked the aagjiacceptability question (e.g., “Is it okay
for Anne to stroke the dax?”) about two storiegheparticipant answered an agent-focused
acceptability question (e.g., “Is Anne good, badjust okay?”) about two others. This
rephrased question is not a revolutionary changehe contrary, it is similar to those used in
most other studies in this area. For example, Cashet al. (2013) asked “Is Claire a bad,
naughty girl?” Nelson (1980) asked whether the tvag “good or bad, or just okay”, and
Piaget (1932/1965) asked which of the childreraichestory pair was naughtier. In fact, Helwig

et al.’s and Zelazo et al.’s acceptability questiorarked a departure from the approach taken
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by almost all previous researchers in this area kdve investigated judgments of agents and
their actions, rather than judgments of the outofe¢hose actions. Helwig et al. and Zelazo
et al. introduced this form of question (and thagamonical condition) to address the separate
issue of whether children and adults judge accgrttiracts (e.g., petting is always right; hitting
is always wrong), or to outcomes, that is, theltegpharm (e.qg., the pet feels happy or sad).

Second, when the rephrased question was usedmiafion and questions about the
agent’'s character (e.g., “Anne is nasty. She likesurt everyone... Is Anne nasty or nice?”)
were removed. This character information was inetloh the original studies presumably to
enhance children’s understanding of the agentshimins, but it was excluded here because it
provided the answer to the changed acceptabiligstion. Its exclusion is likely to have
reduced the salience of intention, and hence paatits’ understanding, recall and awareness
of intention, and therefore increased childrenisdency to make outcome-based judgments.
And third, unlike in Helwig et al., the punishmepiestions (e.g., “Should Kevin get in trouble?
A little trouble or a lot of trouble?”) were alwagisked, even if the acceptability judgment was
positive. This enabled us to obtain punishment noelgts on all four stories from all
participants, and to assess whether punishmeniedts were influenced by the wording of
the acceptability questions.

Two additional questions were asked after the pumest judgments. First, participants
were asked to justify their judgments so that wal@dononitor comprehension and determine
the actual reasons for judgments. For examplep#raicipant justified an apparently outcome-
based judgment such as punishment for a well-ilmieatl agent by saying “Because she
wanted to hurt the dax”, this would indicate thia¢ intention had been misunderstood or
forgotten, and that the judgment was actually itidenbased.

The second additional question was the “parentaikedge” question, for example, “If
her parents found out she tried to stroke the slaguld they tell her off?” It was asked when

participants made apparently outcome-based punishjueégments to assess whether these
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judgments were based on the assumption that paktgntnishers did not know the agents’
intentions. If so, then participants who made ontedoased judgments would be expected to
give intention-based responses to this question.

The first prediction was that, with the exceptidrpanishment ratings in the Helwig et
al. study, when the original acceptability questiarere asked participants would make similar
acceptability and punishment judgments to thosethef original studies. Second, the
participants’ acceptability and punishment judgreemtould be more intention-based in
response to the rephrased, agent-focused accdéptafiestion than to the original
acceptability question. Third, acceptability andigshment judgments of the same actions were
predicted to be associated such that outcome-laegptability judgments would tend to be
followed by outcome-based punishment judgments, amdntion-based acceptability
judgments by intention-based punishment judgmeftsl fourth, the parental knowledge
guestion would elicit some intention-based respstisen participants who gave apparently
outcome-based punishment judgments.

2. Method

2.1 Participants

There were 57 children (24 girls) aged 4-5 yekls=(61.64; range = 53-65 months), 38
(18 girls) aged 5-6 yeard/(= 69.26; range = 66-74 months), 43 (22 girls) agédyears ¥
= 93.37; range = 87-99 months) and 31 adults (2nemM = 28 years; range = 18-47 years).
The children attended five British state schoolgenerally middle class urban and rural areas.
The adults were parents of the children, and usityeadministrative staff and students. All
participants were white except for two Asian ana tfrican-Caribbean children and four
Asian adults. Children were excluded in the smaithber of cases when parental consent was
not given, on teachers’ advice, or when childresvstd signs of boredom or distraction. Eight

children withdrew early.
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2.2 Design and Measures

Participants were each told and asked about flustited stories — two from Helwig et
al. and two from Zelazo et al. — in which intent@md outcome were incongruent (accidental
harms, i.e., positive intention and negative outepmand attempted harms, i.e., negative
intention and positive outconfesSee Appendix). All participants were asked thigioal
acceptability question about two stories, and gépdirased question about the other two stories.
Half of the participants in each age-group wereeddke original question about Helwig et
al.’s accidental harm and Zelazo et al.’s attemtaxdn, and the rephrased question about
Helwig et al.’s attempted harm and Zelazo et acsidental harm, and the other half were
asked the opposite. This approach ensured that rgoders of responses were made when
the original and rephrased questions were askeat alidour stories, and that each participant
responded twice to each of the original and re@u a@giestions, twice about stories from each
of the original studies, and twice about storieseath action valence (accidental harm or
attempted harm). When the rephrased question Wasl @sformation and questions about the
agents’ characters (nasty or nice) was excluded.

The IVs were age-group, acceptability questiongiogal or rephrased), action valence
and source of story (Helwig et al. or Zelazo €}. a&he key DVs were acceptability and
punishment judgments. In addition, participants evasked to justify their punishment
judgments to ascertain whether they had undergteodgents’ intentions and the outcomes of
their actions. For example, if a participant judgieat an agent who wanted to scare his friend

deserved no punishment because “He wanted to makednd happy”, this would indicate

2 The ‘congruent’ stories (positive intention / gids outcome, and negative intention /
negative outcome) were excluded here because thafpund intention and outcome; for
example, a judgment that an ill-intentioned actoth a bad consequence should be punished
might be based on intention, outcome, or bothduttaon, in the original studies these actions
were scored at or near floor or ceiling (e.g., fsiintention / positive outcome actions were
not punished at all and almost always raedly, really good), and the same would have been
expected here.
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that the participant had not understood the storg,that their judgment — which would appear
to be outcome-based — was actually intention-based.

The final “parental knowledge” question was askdtem apparently outcome-based
punishment judgments were made, and concerned arttb#hagents should be punished if the
agents’ parents knew their intentions.

Judgments were scored on a 5-point acceptabildyes@rom 1 -really, really bad,
through 3 -okay, to 5 -really, really good) and a 3-point punishment scale (fromr@ rouble,
through 1 -alittletrouble, to 2 -alot of trouble).

Some linguistic changes were made to improve congm&on by British participants
(e.g., the mean children were nasty; the puppystraked, not petted; and the tarantula was a
big spider). Helwig et al.’s animal scenario wagdidecause the emotions involved —
happiness and fear — are better understood by ychiltyen than those that occur in the other,
clothing, scenario, namely embarrassment and gBdeerjee, 2002). The full texts and the
Zelazo et al. pictures were kindly provided by #loghors, but the Helwig et al. pictures are no
longer available so new ones, based on the tertsh@nZelazo et al. pictures, were used.

Each story was illustrated by seven colored 20c8@cm sketches showing the agents
and their intentions (e.g., a boy with a thoughitida showing his happy friend with a puppy),
the victims and their likes and dislikes (e.g., taeo boy looking happy with a puppy, and
scared with a big spider), how the accident waseae.g., the agent being given a box by a
shopkeeper), and the outcome (e.g., the victimitgplnhappy with a big spider).

2.3 Procedure

Children were interviewed individually in quiet aseof their schools. Following an
introduction and explanation, the child’s assentdoduct the sound-recorded interview was
obtained. The four stories were told in random grdecept that either the two Helwig et al.
or the two Zelazo et al. stories were read firstulés were interviewed in quiet areas of the

university or their homes.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

Intention-based moral judgment 15

2.4 Data analysis

First, as in the original studies, understandingj il@tall of aspects of the stories such as
the victims’ likes and dislikes were assessed fpamicipants’ responses to the confirmation
and prediction questions. Next, their comprehensibthe key components of the stories —
intentions and outcomes — was evaluated by analysesponses to the justification question.

The first prediction — that the original studieisidings would be replicated — was tested
by comparing judgment ratings reported in the aagstudies with those obtained here when
the same stories and questions were used. To ecmugarability, and to avoid the possibility
of age-differences between studies leading to miffees in findings, age-groups for these
analyses were as defined in the original studesexample, our “5 years” age-group included
children aged between 54 and 80 months when cochpaith Helwig et al.’s data, and
between 61 and 71 months when compared with Zedaab's. Since there were three age-
groups, two stories from each of two studies, amd fjudgment types (acceptability and
punishment), a total of 24 comparisons were madeobgucting univariate ANOVAs based
on the numbers of participants, judgment meanstaratlard deviations reported in each study.

In all other analyses age-groups were as defingoeiMethods, i.e., 4-5 year olds were
aged 53-65 months, 5-6 year-olds 66-74 months/ahgear-olds 87-99 months.

The second prediction — concerning the influencehainging the acceptability question
— was tested by running mixed ANOVAs in which thednt acceptability and 3-point
punishment ratings were the DVs. In each casegamgp, acceptability question type (original
or rephrased) and action valence (accidental harmattempted harm) were the IVs, with
repeated measures on guestion type and actioncealen

The third prediction concerned associations betwaeteptability and punishment
judgments of the same actions. These judgmentstwarsformed into dichotomous variables
i.e., either intention- or outcome-based. For eXamgaying that an accidental harm is bad is

an outcome-based acceptability judgment, wheregag#hat an attempted harm should be
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punished is an intention-based punishment judgnisdh action was therefore judged by each
participant in one of four ways, referred tgadgment pairs, namely outcome / outcome (i.e.,
outcome-based acceptability judgment and outcorseebpunishment judgment), outcome /
intention, intention / outcome, and intention emion.

The fourth prediction - that participants’ appahgnbutcome-based punishment
judgments would change if the agents’ parents kadsout their intentions — was assessed using
binomial tests to compare the frequencies with Withe punishment question and the parental
knowledge question elicited intention- or outconasdx judgments.

3. Results

3.1 Confirmation, behavioural prediction, and emotional prediction questions

All of the adults gave correct responses to thedttirmation questions (three per story),
to all four behavioural prediction questions, awdbbth emotional prediction questions.
Children were asked a total of 1342 confirmatiorgiions, to which 20 (1.5%) incorrect
responses were given by five children aged 4-®etlaged 5-6, and three aged 7-8 years. As
in the original studies, these children’s respongeshe subsequent test questions were
excluded from the analysis. Of the 527 behaviopradliction questions put to children, a total
of 32 (6.1%) responses were incorrect. Most (22he$e were made by 4-5-year-olds (10.1%
wrong). As in the original studies, emotional potidin questions were asked only in the two
Helwig et al. stories. These were asked 272 tiragd, all but five (1.8%) were answered
correctly.

3.2 Comprehension

Analysis of the justifications revealed that, désgiaving responded correctly to the
confirmation questions, 7.2% of the 4-5 year-oldahishment judgments were based on
misunderstanding of the key aspects (i.e., intentiooutcome) of the stories. An additional
16.7% could not be coded correct or incorrect beedbey were missing or irrelevant. The

equivalent percentages for 5-6 year-olds were aB&0l1.0%, and for 7-8 year-olds 2.1% and
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0.6%. All of the adults understood the stories ecity. Exclusion of judgment data when
comprehension was incorrect or unknown did notltaauany substantive changes to the
analyses below.

3.3 Comparisonswith the original studies

For these comparisons only, age groups were asedeiin Helwig et al. and Zelazo et
al. Acceptability ratings of all four stories inetloriginal studies were compared with those in
the current study when the same original questias asked (Figures 1 & 2). There were no
significant differences except that all twelve bét5-year-olds in the Helwig et al. study,
compared with 28 of the 46 in the present studyggal the attempted harm tormally, really

good, F(1,56) = 6.22p = .02.
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Figure 1. Mean (+SE) acceptability ratings (1 = really, hgslad; 5 = really, really good) from Helwig et 001) and the same psychological harm
stories and acceptability question replicated h@ieB. Ages are as defined in the original studye&rs = 54-80 months; 7 years = 81-95 months)
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and acceptability question replicated here. (N.Be#\are as defined in the original study: 4 yeat8-60 months; 5 years = 61-71 months.)
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Comparison of punishment ratings when the origatakptability questions were asked
(Figures 3 & 4) showed that attempted harm wasiriges punishable by Helwig et al.’s 5-
year-oldsF(1,67) = 5.29p = .03, and 7-year-old5(1,39) = 5.53p = .02, than by the children
in the present study. The 7-year-olds in Helwiglealso considered the accidental harm more
punishable than children of the same age in theeptestudyF(1,42) = 5.37,p = .03. In
contrast, there was only one marginal differencemwbunishment judgments of the Zelazo et
al. stories were compared: a surprisingly largeonitgtj of adults in Zelazo et al. thought that
the ill-intentioned agent should not get into trieubThis contrasts with the higher mean
punishment rating of the same agent in the presenly,F(1,41) = 2.80p = .10, and indeed

with the equivalent agent in Helwig et &(1,46) = 5.92p = .02.
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Figure 3. Mean (+SE) punishment ratings (0 = no trouble;2lst of trouble) from Helwig et al. (2001) anctbame psychological harm stories and
acceptability question replicated here. (N.B. Agesas defined in the original study: 5 years 8684nonths; 7 years = 81-95 months)
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Figure 4. Mean (+SE) punishment ratings (0 = no trouble; @ kot of trouble) from Zelazo et al. (1996) ané $ame physical harm stories and
acceptability question replicated here. (N.B. Agesas defined in the original study: 4 years 6@8nonths; 5 years = 61-71 months.)
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3.4 Theinfluence of question wording on acceptability judgments

Acceptability judgments (Figure 5) were analyzedrbgning a 4 (Age-group) x 2
(Question type [original, rephrased]) x 2 (Actioamlance [accidental harm, attempted harm])
mixed ANOVA with repeated measures on question gpkaction valence, and acceptability
ratings (fromreally bad to really good) as the DV. Preliminary analyses also includeadyst
source and gender, but these revealed no signiidtatts. There was a significant main effect
of action valence;(1,146) = 74.13p < .001n,* = .34, and a marginally significant main effect
of question typeF(1, 146) = 3.25p = .07,n,2 = .02. These were qualified by a substantial
interaction between these factofgl, 146) = 705.92p < .001,n,*> = .83: when the original
guestion was asked, almost all responses were raatbased (i.e., accidental harms were
considered bad, and attempted harms good), but thieerephrased question was asked, most
responses were intention-based (the well-intentd@oeidental harms were judged better than
ill-intentioned attempted harms). There was alsingaraction between age-group and action
valence F(3, 146) = 10.11p < .001,n,>= .17, and a 3-way-interaction between age-group,
action valence and question typ€3, 146) = 10.74p < .001,n,? = .18: the older participants’
ratings of accidental and attempted harms werengaBg reversed when the rephrased
guestions were asked, while the younger particgdalesponses to the rephrased questions
were less polarized, so that the 4-5 year-oldsirtite acceptability of accidental harms and

attempted harms approximately equally.
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Figure 5. Mean (+SE) acceptability (1 = really, really b&ds= really, really good) of Helwig et al.’s (200ahd Zelazo et al.’s (1996) stories, by
acceptability question type and action valence
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3.5 Theinfluence on punishment judgments of rephrasing the acceptability question

Punishment judgments (Figure 6) were analyzed hying the same mixed ANOVA as
for acceptability above, but with punishment rasiag the DV. Story source and gender were
again excluded following preliminary analyses. Ehesas a significant main effect of action
valenceF(1, 149) = 24.56p < .001,n,*> = .14: participants judged ill-intentioned actiagode
more punishableM = .64) than well-intentioned onegll & .32). There was also a marginally
significant main effect of question tyde(l, 149) = 2.93p < .09,n,2 = .02, and an interaction
between these factois(1, 149) = 7.21p < .01,n,2 = .05: when the original question was asked
there was relatively little difference between mimmnent ratings of accidental harms and
attempted harmaMs = .34 and .53); but the rephrased question eticsubstantially lower
punishment ratings for accidental than for attemhpi@ms Ks = .30 and .75). The interaction
between action valence and age-group was alsdisagmt, F(3, 149) = 8.86p < .001,n,2=
.15: pairwise comparisons indicated that adultsndjaished between the two action valences
more clearly than all three age-groups of childps< .05), and that 7-8 year-olds did so more

than 4-5 year-old(< .01).
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Figure 6. Mean (+SE) punishment ratings (0 = none; 2 =)adbHelwig et al.’s (2001) and Zelazo et al.’s 989 stories, by acceptability question
type and action valence.
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3.6 Associations between judgmentselicited by therephrased acceptability question

When the rephrased acceptability question was agkedment bases (intention or
outcome) of neither acceptability nor punishmenligjments were associated at any age. For
example, a participant who made one intention-basmeptability judgment was no more
likely to make a second intention-based acceptalpudgment than was another participant in
the same age-group whose first judgment was outdmased.

3.7 Associations between acceptability and punishment judgments of the same
actions

Table 1 shows the percentages of judgment pags @cceptability and punishment
judgments of the same actions) when the origindlraphrased acceptability questions were
asked. The original question elicited many moreouie-based acceptability judgments at all
ages than did the rephrased question, 96.3% v&%®25%(1) = 329.39p < .001, and led to
more outcome-based punishment judgments, 48.286\4%;y%(1) = 9.14,p = .002. Overall,
a punishment judgment was more likely to be outcbiaed when the acceptability judgment
of the same action was also outcome-based than wheeracceptability judgment was
intention-based, 53.9% vs. 23.794(1) = 56.73p < .001. This was particularly the case when
the rephrased question was asked, 72.6% vs. 23°8p= 64.87p < .001. When the original
guestion was asked this difference was less mad&@% vs. 30.8%, and, perhaps owing to
the low numbers of intention-based acceptabilijgiments in response to this question=(
13), non-significanty?(1) = 1.64,p = .20. When the rephrased question was asked%7@f6
outcome-based acceptability judgments were followsd outcome-based punishment
judgments, compared with 48.9% when the originastjon was askeg?(1) = 15.03,p <

.001.
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Judt?an;?grﬁ)air 4-5years 5-6 years 7-8years Adults All
Acceptability  Punishment Original phlr?:sed Original phIer;Jed Original phlr?:sed Original phlr?:sed Original phIer;Jed
Outcome Outcome 54.6 36.3 55.8 20.4 43.3 8.4 26.7 10.4 45.1 18.8
Outcome Intention 42.1 9.6 38.8 9.0 52.0 7.2 71.8 1.7 51.2 6.9
Intention Outcome 1.2 8.4 2.2 26.7 1.2 21.8 0.0 8.6 1.1 16.4
Intention Intention 2.2 45.7 3.3 44.1 3.6 62.7 1.6 79.3 2.6 58.0

Table 1. Percentages by age-group of judgment pairs (falodip/ and punishment judgments of the same as)itbased on intention and outcome

in response to the original and rephrased questions
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3.8 Parental knowledge

When participants gave a punishment judgment tithtated outcome-based reasoning
they were asked whether they thought the agentidibeyunished if the agent’s parents knew
their intentions. The 4-5 year-olds were asked qisstion 104 times, and their punishment
judgments changed to being intention-based on Za.¢%) of these, binomig < .001. The
equivalent percentages for 5-6 and 7-8 year-oldsaalts were 80.0%, 86.4% and 92.9%,
<.001. There were no differences according to drethe original or rephrased question was
asked.

4. Discussion

Four stories from Helwig et al. (2001) and Zelatale (1996) in which intention and
outcome were incongruent (accidental harms, whigmfion is positive and outcome negative;
and attempted harms, when intention is negativeoacbme positive) were told to 4-8 year-
olds and adults. The stories, pictures and questiegre similar or identical to those of the
original studies except that each participant veked the original acceptability question (e.qg.,
“Is it okay for Kevin to give Rob a puppy?”) abowwo of the stories, and a rephrased
acceptability question (e.qg., “Is Kevin good, bagust okay?”) about the other two. After the
judgments, participants were also asked to jushi§r responses, and to answer a “parental
knowledge” question.

When replications were conducted so that the saroepéability question was asked as
in the original studies, the findings were very i&am Children and adults alike judged
acceptability largely or almost exclusively accoglito outcome: accidental harms were
considered bad, while attempted harms were coreidgod. Similarly, regarding punishment
judgments, Zelazo et al.’s results were closelVicafed. (As expected, children’s punishment
ratings of the attempted harm in Helwig et al. wiekger than in the present study owing to
their excluding this question when acceptabilityswated positively.) These findings indicate

that, when the original question was asked, ineddlvant respects the methods used here were
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similar or identical to those of Helwig et al. aidlazo et al. The replicability of the original
studies was therefore endorsed, and the first hgsat — that when the original acceptability
guestions were asked participants would make siquitlyments to those of the original studies
— was supported.

The main innovation of this study was to introdaagifferent acceptability question and
to systematically manipulate which of the two -goral or rephrased - was asked. In contrast
to the replicated findings, when the very same igpents were asked the rephrased
acceptability question that — like Piaget’s (193%8) and almost all subsequent researchers’
— focused on the agents, very different resulteevadatained. Whereas both here and in the
original studies the original acceptability questalicited almost exclusively outcome-based
acceptability judgments, when the rephrased questas asked acceptability judgments were
based substantially more on intention than on eu&orlhe older children and adults made
essentially the opposite acceptability judgmentsnfwhen the original question was asked:
their acceptability judgments were now based alregslusively on intentions. Similarly, and
despite the punishment question remaining unchamgetirasing the acceptability question
substantially increased the proportion of intefb@sed punishment judgments: from 5-6
years punishment judgments were considerably nmbeation-based than outcome-based.

The youngest children’s judgments showed less ndarteough no less significant,
changes. When the rephrased acceptability questiasm asked their acceptability and
punishment judgments were based approximately Bgaalintention and outcome. This is
consistent with the second hypothesis — that jucdsn&ould be more intention-based when
the agent-focused acceptability question was askeaid indicates that the results of the
original studies are not robust to the rephrasin® acceptability question.

Consistent with the third prediction, there wasrargy association between acceptability
and punishment judgments of the same actions, thathmost outcome-based acceptability

judgments were followed by outcome-based punishijoueigiments, and most intention-based
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acceptability judgments by intention-based punighifiedgments. However, this association
was considerably stronger when the rephrased gueséther than the original question, was
asked. This difference might result from the rephdhacceptability question being similar to
the punishment question - and therefore elicitirggnailar response - since both concern the
culpability of the agent; in contrast, the origiaakeptability question elicits judgments of the
outcome of actions which are different from, anéréfore independent of, punishment
judgments.

The fourth hypothesis was also supported: wheniggaahts who made apparently
outcome-based punishment judgments were asked arragents should be punished if their
parents knew about their intentions, the large ntgjgave intention-based responses. This
finding suggests that many apparently outcome-bgaggpnents in the current and the original
studies occurred because participants assumedhingtunishers could not have known the
agents’ intentions, and therefore could judge atiogronly to outcome. If so, then even the
results reported here when the agent-focused guesfis asked are likely to underestimate —
perhaps substantially — the influence of intentrdormation on moral judgments.

However, these findings from the parental knowlegigestion should be interpreted with
caution. It is possible that this question eliciiatention-based responses only because it
reminded participants, or increased the salient#&eagents’ intentions. If so, for similar
reasons, an equivalent question that emphasizedmetmight elicit outcome-based responses
from participants who had made intention-basedmuelgs. Future research should avoid this
limitation by including counter probes to both miien- and outcome-based judgments, or by
telling participants before they made their judgtsehat the agents’ parents knew about both
intentions and outcomes. Another possibility ist tharticipants responded to this question
according to their expectations of parents (iepunish when intentions are bad) rather than

to their own views on whether the agent should irsighed. However, this possibility might

3 We are grateful to an anonymous reviewer for shiggestion.
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also apply to the original punishment question.(é$hould Ethan get in trouble?”) because
participants might have answered it from the pointiew of whichever authority figure they
thought the punisher would be. This could be tebtedsking instead, or as well, “How much
would you punish Ethan?” At this stage, it is only possitdeconclude that responses to the
parental knowledge question demonstrate that ekeset participants who initially gave
outcome-based judgments were usually aware oftpentance of intentions, and seemed able
to base their judgments of the same actions on.them

The finding that, within age-groups and for eacpetyf judgment (acceptability or
punishment), there was no association between l{adestion or outcome) of judgments
means that there no evidence of there being sepgratps within each age-group, one of
which made outcome-based judgments, the othertiatebased judgments. Rather, within
each age-group, all participants were approximagglyally likely to make intention- or
outcome-based judgments. This is consistent with Beaget’'s (1932 / 1965) and Nelson’s
(1980) observation that the same child can sometimase their judgments on intention, and
sometimes on outcome.

The main implication of these findings is that, whihe rephrased, agent-focused
acceptability question was asked, there was noeacil at any age to support the claim that
children’s judgments are primarily outcome-based i@ contrary, from 5-6 years, children’s
judgments were based primarily on intentions, andla years they were based as much on
intentions as on outcomes. Since in all other eévespects the methods were identical to
those used in the original studies and when ther@i question was asked here, the reason for
these dramatically different findings must be thphrasing of the acceptability question. It
appears that the majority of participants both teeré in the original studies interpreted the
original acceptability question to be solely abetether the outcome was good or bad, and so

did not take the agent’s intention — and theretuipability - into account.
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The two different acceptability questions — Helwigal.’'s and Zelazo et al.’s that led to
outcome-focused judgments, and the rephrased &gmrged question used here and in most
other research in this area — are, then, diffeyaestions that elicit different judgments. These
findings therefore demonstrate the importance stirtjuishing the type of dimension that is
being assessed in studies in this area: when asg@ssticipants’ judgments of the culpability
of agents, researchers should ask action- or dgeansed acceptability questions such as the
rephrased question used here; when assessingutigments of the outcomes of the agents’
actions, researchers should use questions sutie ast¢eptability questions asked by Helwig
et al. and Zelazo et al.

The increased influence of intention information mmishment judgments when the
rephrased acceptability was used is particulatiygning because the punishment questions
were identical in both conditions. We suggestedhia Introduction that there might be a
priming effect such that the original acceptabitjtyestion focused participants’ attention on
the outcomes of actions, and therefore influenbed punishment judgments as well as their
acceptability judgments. But it is also possiblt tihhe rephrased question focused participants’
attention on the agents’ intentions. However, weligés, Panagiotaki, & Moore, 2016) have
recently tested this possibility and found thatewhhe punishment question was adbefdre
the acceptability question, children’s and adydshishment judgments wenaore intention-
based than when the rephrased acceptability questas asked first. This indicates that
priming cannot explain the increased focus on tenshown by participants in their
punishment judgments when the rephrased accepyabilestion was asked; that is, any
priming by the rephrased question must have ledntwe outcome-based punishment
judgments in this study. And, since punishment judgts were considerably more outcome-
based when the original acceptability question aslsed, the priming effect of the original
guestion in this and the original studies must hla@en greater than that of the rephrased

guestion. Another implication is that the findingsported here of children’s and adults’
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punishment judgments when the rephrased accepyatpilestion was asked - despite being
substantially more intention-based than when thgiral acceptability question was asked -
still underestimate the extent to which childreaisd adults’ punishment judgments are
intention-based.

The available evidence suggests that, wheneveomgtdocused acceptability questions
are asked (e.g., Fu, Xiao, Killen, & Lee, 2014;\+Mglet al., 2001; Imamgu, 1975; Killen et
al., 2011; Zelazo et al. 1996; and here), childreand even adults — give primarily outcome-
based judgments. However, question wording alommataaccount for all outcome-based
judgment. The evidence also shows that agent-falogigestions do not always elicit intention-
based judgments, at least by young children: tbeydar-olds (and some older participants) in
this study continued to make some outcome-basegnjadts even when the rephrased
guestion was asked; and several previous studeesagent-focused questions and yet reported
mainly outcome-based judgments by young childreg.,(€Cushman et al., 2013; Piaget,
1932/1965; Yuill, 1984). There must therefore bether factor, or other factors, that also lead
young children to make outcome-based judgments.

One possible explanation is that Piaget was paghy and that, although intention-based
judgments occur considerably earlier than he cldinygung children are to some extent
outcome-focused. Cushman and colleagues (Cushn@@8; Zushman et al., 2013) have
proposed a model according to which two separaiegssses develop independently: young
children have only one, outcome-focused causalga®by which they judge punishment; this
is gradually constrained by an intention-based ggedy which acceptability is evaluated. By
adulthood punishment judgments are based on batoime and intention, while acceptability
is evaluated solely according to intention (e.gnd>Shu, & Bazerman, 2010; Walster, 1966;
Williams, 1981).

Cushman and colleagues’ model also provides amatiee explanation of our finding

that, despite the punishment question remainindghamged, punishment judgments became
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more intention-based in line with acceptabilitygaaents (i.e., when the acceptability question
was changed). These researchers propose that @uitigpjudgments constrain (i.e., exert an
influence on) subsequent punishment judgments Eswt of the acceptability judgments
triggering the second, intention-based, processveler, this proposal is not consistent with
our recent finding that punishment judgments e intention-based when punishment
guestions are asked before, rather than aftegdbeptability questions (Nobes et al., 2016).

The 2-process model might also explain why in thesent study even some adults’
judgments were partially influenced by outcomehaligh there was no evidence that this
influence was greater for punishment judgments tbaacceptability judgments. In addition,
the model would predict judgments of accidentahtsgfwhen the harmful outcomes trigger
the first, outcome-focused process) to be infludnme outcome more than are judgments of
attempted harms (which, lacking harmful outcomesnadt trigger the first process), but this
was not the case.

A related proposal that might also account for ypuwhildren’s outcome-based
judgments — at least of accidental harms — is élxatutive control resources are deployed
when intention information inhibits or constraimh@ional responses to harmful outcomes
(Young, Cushman, Hauser, & Saxe, 2007). If these@ve functions are compromised — for
example under cognitive load, or when the salieot®utcomes is greater than that of
intentions — judgments tend to become outcome-bdseéed, Buon, Jacob, Loissel, and
Dupoux (2013) report that, when engaged in a chgiihg task, adults’ judgments became
outcome-based. Since their control resources are hmaited than adults’, this seems likely to
apply also to young children, especially when pmese with relatively complex stories such
as those used by Helwig et al. and Zelazo et al.ntfake considerable demands on their ability
to remember and integrate intention and outconuenmdtion. Baird and Astington (2004) and
Nelson (1980) used simpler stories, and both reddHat even young children made intention-

based judgments.
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An alternative explanation of apparent outcome-thgisdgment, especially by younger
participants, is that they tend to assume thahtiges are congruent with outcomes (Nelson,
1980; Sato & Wakebe, 2014). If so, especially givikea greater salience and recency of
outcomes than of intentions in stories such as kgedval.’s and Zelazo et al.’s, young children
would be expected to misattribute positive intemtio attempted harms, and negative intention
to accidental harms. Judgments that were actualbgd on (misattributed) intention would
therefore co-vary with outcomes and so appear toubeome-based. This could be tested by
asking participants directly before and after thedgments about the agents’ intentions, to
assess whether they had been correctly understmbeenembered.

Another possibility is that participants might gigpparently outcome-based judgments
of accidental harms not because of the outcomes@ebut because they consider well-
intentioned agents who caused accidental harmmegkgent. For example, participants might
have judged Helwig et al.’s well-intentioned agenbe naughty and punishable because he
should have checked that the puppy, not a targnias inside the gift box before giving it to
his friend, and that Zelazo et al.’s well-intengoinagent was also blameworthy because she
should have held the animal more carefully to avsgumping up and being hit. Similarly,
when Cushman et al. (2013) told children aboutrbvgio spilled paint on the floor when a
paint can slipped out of her hand they might hadged her to be culpable because she should
have held the can more carefully. And Piaget’sigadants might have judged John to be
blameworthy not because he accidentally brokeefifteups, but because he should have been
more careful when opening the door which knockedntlover. Because assumed negligence
co-varies with outcome, negligence-based judgmemsid appear to be outcome-based.
Nobes et al. (2009) found that telling participatitat well-intentioned agents were careful
resulted in their making more intention-based judgts. (See alsNufiez, Laurent, & Gray,

2014, for a discussion of negligence and intentignp



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

Intention-based moral judgment 37

Another possible reason why young children ofterkenapparently outcome-based
judgments concerns their developing theory of mhhelwig et al.’s and Zelazo et al.’s stories
are typical in this respect because they includeatients’ desires (e.g., to hurt or make happy),
intentions (e.g., to hit or give a nice presenty] &rue beliefs (e.g., that the dax likes to be
stroked, or that the friend likes puppies), andarathnding and integrating this information is
likely to be challenging for young children. In atiteh, the Helwig et al. stories used here
require an understanding of false belief becausk &olves an agent accidentally giving the
wrong present (a puppy or a tarantula) as a re$altshopkeeper putting the wrong animal in
the gift box. Helwig et al.’s test of moral judgntaa therefore also a “deceptive box” or
“unexpected contents” task. As in the Smarties {@sner, Leekam & Wimmer, 1987),
participants know that the box actually containe titing (pencils or, say, a tarantula) and, to
demonstrate a theory of mind, must show understagrtiiat the story agent thinks it contains
another (Smarties or, say, a puppy). Accordinggamer et al., 43% of 3-year-olds responded
correctly to the Smatrties test. Wellman and Liu0@0report that one of 16 (6%) 3-year-olds,
and 14 of 21 (67%) 4-year-olds were correct on@nvalent task, and that the average age
when children first passed the unexpected confafgs belief task was 4 years, 11 months.
The implication is that many of the younger childri@ Helwig et al.’s task would have
believed that the agent knew that he was givingwheng animal (a puppy instead of a
tarantula, or vice versa). That is, these yountglednm would have believed that the agent gave
the animal deliberately, and that the outcomes wetaccidental. Whether they were actually
based on outcome or on incorrectly perceived idanthese young children’s judgments
would therefore vary only with outcome, and so a@ppe be outcome-based.

It is also possible that young children are condlulsg other aspects of stories such as
those used by Helwig et al. and Zelazo et al. kangle, they could have misinterpreted the
“thought bubbles” used to illustrate intentionstime pictures. As Yuill (1984) points out,

“Children may see the ‘thinks’ bubble pictures niyees interesting, novel depictions of action,
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rather than as hypothetical states of affairs ddday the thinker” (p.74). If so, they would not
have understood the agents’ intentions and thexefould not be expected to make intention-
based judgments.

This study illustrates the profound effect thatregke, apparently small, methodological
change can have on children’s and adults’ resporesas$ the importance of conducting
replications (Duncan et al., 2014). It also hightgythe advantages of asking for justifications
of judgments. It was only by asking participantspiirey made their judgments that it became
clear that the original acceptability questionsevieequently interpreted as referring solely to
outcomes, and therefore that the agents’ intentiere irrelevant. Justification questions also
enable monitoring of comprehension: when a youiid eixplains that she made an apparently
outcome-based judgment on the grounds of an incityreecalled intention, she actually made
an intention-based judgment.

A limitation of this study is that it focused onlprone of the possible explanations of
apparent outcome-based judgment — the phrasingeo&¢ceptability question. Although it
accounted for much of the outcome-based reasoepgrted by Helwig et al. and Zelazo et
al., and is likely to explain similar findings froother studies that used the same question (e.g.,
Imamazlu, 1975; Killen et al., 2011), other factors —Isas those discussed above — must also
be involved. All require further investigation, ally by replicating studies and systematically
manipulating individual factors.

Another limitation of this study concerns ecologjicalidity. As in previous research in
this area it involved unfamiliar researchers tegthildren in unfamiliar contexts by asking
about hypothetical events. In reality, others’ miens are often ambiguous and implicit and
cannot easily be inferred from behaviour. In casttrautcomes — such as happiness or distress
— are usually salient and unambiguous. As a reshilgren’s judgments of actual events might

typically remain outcome-based long after theycagable of intention-based reasoning.
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Related topics for future research concern the esa@d consequences of mature,
intention-based judgment. For example, peer intenag and relationships might be influential
in its development, such that popular children \whee frequent opportunities to discuss other
children’s intentions, and experience their actja®velop intention-based reasoning before
rejected children (Coie & Dodge, 1988; Harris, 20RMlget 1932/1965). If rejected children
were found to continue to make outcome-based judggreng after other children, this might
play an important role in the explanation and degp of rejected children’s tendency to
misattribute hostility to others’ benign intentigmehich in turn contributes to their aggressive
behavior (Arsenio, Adams, & Gold, 2009; Crick & Dys] 1994).

These findings show that Helwig et al.’s and Zeletzal.’s acceptability question is very
different from the agent-focused acceptability usece and in most previous studies in this
area. Their question leads the large majority dtiobn and adults to focus on the outcome of
actions, rather than the culpability of agent®ldb increases the tendency to make outcome-
based punishment judgments. But these resultstraos® of several previous studies, also
indicate that young children in particular somesniimse their judgments on outcome even
when asked the agent-focused question. The expmantdr this might be along the lines
suggested by Cushman et al. (2013), according ts&/B-process model the second, intention-
focused process only begins to influence childrggdgments at about 5 years of age. But we
have suggested several other reasons why it ishh@dbat even the findings of this study
underestimate children’s intention-based judgmiémst, when asked the parental knowledge
guestion, many apparently outcome-based judgmeats shanged to intention-based ones.
Second, some children might have wrongly assumat itltentions were congruent with
outcomes, in which case their intention-based juglgmwould have appeared to be based on
outcomes. Third, young children frequently misustiesd agents’ intentions owing to the
complexity of the stories (including a need to ustind false beliefs) and to features of the

pictures, such as thought balloons. Fourth, outcaa& more salient than intention, owing
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partly to its recency in the text and pictures. Aifth, participants might sometimes have
judged well-intentioned agents to be blameworthgalise they assumed them to have been
negligent.

This research investigated the reasons for disotefpadings in the literature on the
development of mature, intention-based moral judgm®y replicating two studies that
strongly support the view that children’s moralgatkents are primarily outcome-based. When
the acceptability questions were changed, almesbpiposite was found from 5-6 years of age,
and even 4-5 year olds’ judgments were influent¢éebst as much by intention as by outcome.
However, other factors must explain some youngdohil’'s persistence in making outcome-
based judgments even when the agent-focused gquesi® asked in this and in other studies.
Only future research that systematically testseatastors will reveal the extent to which they
can account for outcome-based judgments by youndreh. These findings indicate that
children’s moral judgments are considerably motention-based than most previous research

suggests. Quite how much more remains to be seen.
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Appendix: Example interview schedules

1. Accidental harm (positive intention; negativéamme): Psychological harm

Intention-based moral judgment

Issue / question

Original (Helwig et al., 2001) \

@dval (this study)

| Experimental (this study)

afraid. Tarantulas scare Chris. Wh

en

Chris sees tarantulas he is afraid and

he cries.

Preference: Here’s Ethan. Ethan has a friend named Chris. Chaity likes puppies. He likes to read about tlzerd play with them;
Puppies When Chris sees puppies, he feels happy becaldgeschem.

Comprehension 1:How does Chris feel when he sees puppies?

Puppies

Preference: Chris doesn’t like tarantulas thoughChris doesn'’t like spiders though. When Chris degspiders, he is afraid. B
spiders When Chris sees tarantulas, he| spiders scare Chris. When Chris sees big spidessdfeaid and he cries.

g

Comprehension 2:

How does Chris feel when he seg

gdow does Chris feel when he sees big spiders?

spiders tarantulas?
Character Ethan doesn’t want to scare anyone. ieés isn’t he? Yes, he’s nice.
Intention So, when Chris invited Ethan to hiSo, when Chris invited Ethan to hi8vhen Chris invited Ethan to h

S

puppies. He knows that Chris is sca
and cries when he sees tarantulas

and

ramlies when he sees big spiders and is happy ardsswiien he sees puppies.

birthday party, Ethan wanted to brindpirthday party, Ethan wanted to bring hirthday party, Ethan wanted to bring a
a gift that would make Chris happy.| present that would make Chris happypresent that would make Chris happy.

Comprehension 3:1s Ethan mean or nice? Is Ethan nasty or nice?

Character

Comprehension 4:Does he want to scare anyone?

General desire

Confirmation 1: Now, how does Chris feel when h&ow, how does Chris feel when he sees big spiders?

Spiders sees tarantulas?

Confirmation 2:| How does he feel when he sees puppies?

Puppies

Confirmation  3:| Is Ethan mean or nice? Is Ethan nasty or nice?

Character

Knowledge Now, Ethan knows that Chris likeNow, Ethan knows that Chris likes puppies. He kntiveg Chris is scared and
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is happy and smiles when he sees

puppies.

Behavioural What is Ethan going to get Chris foWhat is Ethan going to get Chris for his birthdé/fe going to get Chris a pup

prediction his birthday? Is he going to get Chyier a spider?
a puppy or a tarantula?

Intention Well, let me tell you what happened. Ethsnice and wanted to make Chrid/ell, let me tell you what happened.
happy and he knew Chris liked puppies, so Ethaiddddo get Chris a puppyEthan wanted to make Chris happy and
for his birthday. he knew Chris liked puppies, so Ethan

decided to get Chris a puppy for his
birthday.

Cause But someone at the pet store madBud someone at the pet shop made a mistake and pig spider in the bo

mistake and put a non-poisongusstead.

tarantula, that didn't bite, in the box

instead.

Outcome - act

So Ethan gave Chris a non-poiso
tarantula, that didn't bite, for hi
birthday.

n&asEthan gave Chris a big spider for his birthday.
S

Emotional state

How do you think Chris felt when heHow do you think Chris felt when he got the bigdgpP?

prediction got the tarantula?
Outcome - When Chris got the tarantula he wa#/hen Chris got the big spider he was upset. Chais scared by the spider.
emotion upset. Chris was scared by the

tarantula

Acceptability

Is it OK for Ethan to give Chris
tarantula? How good/bad is it to gi
Chris a tarantula? Is it really, real
good/bad or just a little good/bad
just okay?

ds it OK for Ethan to give Chris a bigls Ethan good, bad or just OK?
yapider? How good/bad is it to giveHow good/bad? Is he really, rea
WChris a big spider? Is it really, reallyyood/bad or just a little good/bad or ju
ogood/bad or just a little good/bad or jusikay?

okay?

ly
ISt

Punishment [If acceptability answered bad or Ohould Ethan get in trouble? A little trouble dotof trouble?
Should Ethan get in trouble? A little
trouble or a lot of trouble?
Justification Why should/n’t he get in trouble?
Parental [If should get in trouble:] If his parents foundtde tried to give Chris a pupp
knowledge should they tell him off? Why?
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2. Attempted harm (negative intention; positivecome): Physical harm

Issue / question

Original (Zelazo et al., 1996) \

gal (this study) | Experimental (this study)

Introduction Here's Anne. Anne’s parents went dnato Brazil, far, far away. You know what thégund there? They found
special kind of animal called a dax and they brauigback to Anne.

Preference: Now, a dax is pretty normal, it hatNow, a dax is pretty normal, it has skin just lifa and me. When you stroke

Petting skin just like you and me. When youwax, it feels good and it smiles

pet a dax, it feels good and it smiles

D

Comprehension 1:

What does a dax do when you pet i

[WWhat does a dax do when you stroke it?

Petting
Preference: It doesn't like to be hit, though. That reallyaltg hurts a dax, when you hit it. When you hjttithurts and it cries.
Hitting
Comprehension 2: What does a dax do when you hit it?
Hitting
Character Anne is mean. She likes to huxhne is nasty. She likes to hurt
everyone. She's mean, isn't she? Yesgryone. She's nasty, isn't she? Yes,
she's mean. she's nasty.
Intention So, when her parents gave her the daxvahéd to hurt it. When Anne’s parents gavetherdax

she wanted to hurt it.

Character

Comprehension 3:

Is Anne mean or nice?

Is Anne nasty or nice?

General desire

Comprehension 4:

Does she want to hurt anyone?

Confirmation 1:

Now, what does a dax do when V|

oNow, what does a dax do when you stroke it?

Petting pet it?

Confirmation  2:] And what does it do when you hit it?

Hitting

Confirmation 3:| And is Anne mean or nice? And is Anne nasty or nice?

Character

Knowledge Now, Anne knows that a dax |idow, Anne knows that a dax is normal. She knows ithaies when you hit i

normal. She knows that it cries wh
you hit it and that it smiles when yc

eand that it smiles when you stroke it.
u

pet it.

a
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Intention-based moral judgment

be

Behavioural What is Anne going to do?

prediction

Intention That's right. Anne is mean, and sfidat's right. Anne is nasty, and ghEhat's right. Anne wanted to make the
wanted to make the dax sad and shanted to make the dax sad and sHax sad and she knew it didn't like to
knew it didn't like to be hit, so she&knew it didn't like to be hit, so she triedhit, so she tried to hit it.
tried to hit it. to hit it.

Cause But, you know what? The dax wiggled away

Outcome - act so she ended up petting it by mistake she ended up stroking it by mistake

Outcome - and the dax smiled.

emotion

Acceptability

Is it okay for her to pet the dax?
How bad/good is it to pet the dax?
it really, really bad/good or a just
little bad/good or just okay?

Is it okay for her to strokéhe dax?
IsHHow bad/good is it to strokihe dax?
Is it really, really bad/good or a ju
little bad/good or just okay?

Is Anne good, bad or just okay? Hq
bad/good? Is she really, rea
sbad/good or just a little bad/good/
just okay?

W

ly
or

Punishment Should Anne get in trouble? A littutsle or a lot of trouble?

Justification Why should/n’t she get in trouble?

Parental [If shouldn’t get in trouble:] If her parents fodirout she tried to hit the da|
knowledge should they tell her off? Why?

g
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