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Abstract

Objective: To explore the effect of temporal distance and social distance on the college students’
and junior middle school students’ moral judgment. Methods: 80 college students participants in
grade 1 - 3 from Xinxiang Medical College and 80 junior middle school students in grade 8 from a
middle school of Anyang city were randomly selected, who were asked to answer some questions
about the moral judgments in six moral stories involving different temporal distance and social
distance. The 2 (temporal distance: today vs. a year later) x 2 (social distance: a good friend vs. a
stranger) x 2 (student type: college students vs. junior middle school students) x 6 (situational
stories: 1 - 6) were adopted, student type, temporal distance and social distance being between-
subject variables and situational stories being within-subject variables, and the evaluated moral
scores being dependent variable. Results: The statistical analysis indicated that, the main effects of
student type and situational stories was significant, F(1,146) = 10.355, P < 0.01, F(1,730) = 27.96, P <
0.001, and the interaction effect between situational stories, student type and social distance was
significant, F(1,730) = 2.566, P < 0.05. The simple-simple effect analysis showed that, the college stu-
dents’ mean scores of moral judgment in story 1 (cheat in a test) and story 3 (stealing money for
sick wife) from a good friend angle were significantly higher than junior middle school students’;
from a stranger angle, the college students’ mean scores of moral judgment were significantly
lower in story 1 (cheat in a test) and significantly higher in story 4 (concealing murders of elder
brother) than junior middle school students’; in story 1 (cheat in a test), the college students’
mean scores of moral judgment from a good friend angle were significantly higher than from a
stranger, but the mean scores of junior middle school students from a good friend angle were sig-
nificantly lower than from a stranger; in story 6 (workers stealing videotapes), the mean scores of
the college students and junior middle school students from a good friend angle both were signi-
ficantly higher than from a stranger. Conclusion: The three of student type, social distance and
situational stories together have a significant impact on moral judgments.
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EA A 5T 7~ O FE R 2 S A AT 3 £ ) ¥ (Eyal, Liberman, & Trope, 2008; Gong, & Medin,
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Figure 1. The comparison between the college students and
junior middle school students in moral judgment from a good
friend angle
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Figure 2. The comparison between the college students and

junior middle school students in moral judgment from a stranger
angle
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Figure 3. The comparison between the college students and
junior middle school students in moral judgment from a good
friend and a stranger angle in story 1
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Figure 4. The comparison between the college students and

junior middle school students in moral judgment from a good
friend and a stranger angle in story 6
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