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PREFACE 

Interpersonal trust is an important factor in man's societies. 

This study was done in an attempt to gather information regarding the 

usefulness of the Children's Interpersonal Trust Scale in measuring 

trust in children. If the CITS is found to be a valid instrument for 

measuring trust, it would be useful in predicting behavior in many 

situations. 
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CHAPTER· I 

STATEMENT OF Tm~ PROBLEM 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to collect validity data regarding 

the Children's Interpersonal Trust Scale. Criteria used to measure va­

lidity were the Prisoner's Dilemma Game, personal space, and the trust 

walk. The Children's Interpersonal Trust Scale (CITS) was developed by 

Hochreich (1966) to measure trust in children., The scale is based upon 

Rotter's definition of trust. Rotter (1967) defines interpersonal trust 

as 11 • • • an. expectancy held by an individual or a group that the word, 

promise, verbal or written statement of another individual or group can 

be relied upon.n 

Man lives in societies and is therefore in close contact with other 

people. Cooperation'and trust are neci3ssary fora society to function 

smoothly. Rotter (1971) has pointed out that the importance of trust 

increases with the complexity of the society. 

People differ in the degrees of trust they place in others. Rotter 

(1967) developed the Interpersonal Trust Scale to measure trust in an 

adult population. His scale consists of' forty items using a Likert for­

mat. A wide variety of social situations and objects were utilized in 

order to tap a variety of social situations with which an individual 

might have experience. 

,r 
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Data gathered by Rotter (1967) through the Interpersonal Trust 

Scale indicate that trust may vary predictably. Individuals who have no 

religious preference or whose parents are of differing religions tend to 

show a lesser degree of trust in others. Also generalized trust tends 

to decrease as one travels down the socioeconomic ladder (Rotter, 1967). 

In a six year study, Rotter (1971) administered his Interpersonal 

Trust Sealeto incoming college freshmen. His results indicate that, 

although the population samples have remained very similar in composi­

tion, every year shows a significant drop in the mean trust scores. 

Rotter (1971) feels these decreases in interpersonal trust may be harm­

ful to our society. 

Children vary in degrees of trust also. 'l'he amount of trust a 

child has in others can affect his beha.vior in many areas. How a child 

behaves in school and how much he learns may be affected by how trust­

worthy he perceives teachers to be. Mµch of man's learning is based 

upon statements .made by other people and what is learned is affected by 

how much he believes what he is told (Rotter, 1967). A child's peer 

relationships a.re affected by how trusting he is of other children. A 

non-trusting child would be difficult to treat in psychotherapy because 

he would tend · to not believe what the therapist tells him. The ''genera­

tion gap" may be due, in part, to a lack of trust of children in their 

parents. If a child feels his parents cannot be trusted, it would be 

difficult for meaningful communication to develop. 

Development of the Children's 

Interpersonal Trust Scale 

'l'he Children's Interpersonal Trust Scale consists of twenty-two 



items which depict stick figures in a va:riet:,r of situl'\tions. Twelve of 

the stick figures depict male children and ten depict female children. 

Each item consists of a statement being made to the child in the pic­

ture. The child taking the test is to choose one of four statements 

offered in multiple choice form which best represents what he would be 

thinking in the situation. Two of the statements represent a trusting 

response and two represent a non-trusting response (Hochreich, 1966). 

Hochreich (1966) originally included twenty-five different situa­

tions with four additional test items. Two items were designed to de­

tect over-compliance in a child's test taking behavior and two were to 

detect negativistic attitudes toward the scale. The original CITS stick 

figures were on 5"x811 cards. The cards were presented to subjects one 

at a time. The examiner read aloud the statement made in each situation 

and the subject replied verbally with his idea of what the child in the 

situation might be thinking to himself. Following the administration of 

the free-response CITS, the Children's Social Desirability questionnaire 

was filled out by each subject. Each child's responses were scored as 

either irrelevant to trust, trusting or non-trusting by Hochreich and 

her assistants. A child's percentage of trusting responses was his 

score on the scale. 

Hochreioh (1966) found a .075 biserial correlation between trust 

scores and Children's Social Desirability scores. Hochreich (1966) has 

stated that this low correlation does not indicate that social desir­

ability was not a variable in test-taking behavior as the validity of 

the measure of social desirability has not been fully explored. The 

four items designed to detect over-compliance and negativistic attitudes 

were not included in the later multiple-choice form of the CITS because 



inappropriate responses on these iter'!s showed no relationship to extreme 

trust scale scores. Also eliminated from the later scale were items 

which elicited responses irrelevant to truet and items which showed a 

strong tendency to ''pull'' responses in either a trusting or non-trusting 

direction. Multiple choice statements used in the twenty-two item 

scale were taken from the free responses given most frequently by child­

ren in the twenty-nine item scale (Hochreich, 1966). 

In collecting her preliminary validity data, Hochreich (1966) 

applied the delayed choice paradigm and a situation using water pistols 

which involved the child's belief in a statement made by the experi­

menter. The delayed choice situation involved the eJq>erimenter~ s offer­

ing the child a one cent candy bar which he could have the same day or 

a :five cent candy bar which he could have a week later. Hochreich (1966) 

defined a trusting response in this situation as one in which the child 

chose the delayed reward. The water pistol criterion for trust in­

volved the use of three water pistols which were placed before the 

child. The experimenter told the child that two water pistols were 

filled with water and one was empty. The empty water pistol was point­

ed out by the experimenter and the child was asked to pick it upi point 

it at his own face, and pull the trigger. Hochreich (1966) hypothesized 

that a child who hesitated or gave other i:r1dicatione that he did not be= 

lieve the experimenter's statement that the 1,i,;tol was empty would tend 

to be less trusting of other people. 

Hochreich's (1966) results indicate that the GITS has an uncorrl!ct= 

ed split-half reliability coefficient of .78, and when corrected by the 

Spearman-Brown prophecy formula, a correlation of .88 was found. Item 

reliabilities indicate that 19 of the 22 items are correlated at less 
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than a .01 level of significance with tho total score. T'ne author's 

hypothesis that children who scored higher on the CITS would te:nd to 

choose the delayed reward was not fully supported by the data, but the 

results were in the predicted direction and statistical significance 

was approached. Hochreich's (1966) results indicated that the use of 

the water pistols did not seem to be a good behavioral measure of trust. 

AB the author suggests, her results may have been affected by contami­

nating factors such as the children 9s being in the protected environ­

ment of the school or attempts by the children to not appear greedy by 

choosing the greater candy reward. Hochreich (1966) found no signifi­

cant sex differences in C'.CTS scores for her subjects. 

Trust is an important facet of our society. A measure for trust 

in children would be a valuable tool in predicting ranges of behavior 

of individuals. llochreich (1966) and Rotter {1971) have suggested that 

further research is needed before the value of the C!TS can be deter­

mined. More research is needed in the area of interpersonal trust and 

its predictability. 

Review of the Literature on the 

Prisoner's Dilemma Game 

The Prisoner's Dilemma GeJtle :has been usef'u.l in studying competi­

tion and cooperation. The game is regarded as a mi~{ed motive game be­

cause the player::; have to choose between :increasing the total gainP- of 

both players and increasing thei.r own immediate gains (Bi:censtine~ 

Potash, and Wilson, 1963). Deutsch (1960:· lms su~gested that trust is 

a factor in whether an individual plays the game cooperatively or com~ 

petitively. A pla._yer who attempts to maximize his gain will cause both 



players to lose, however, a player mal(ing cooperative choices risks 

maximum loss unless he can trust the other player (Deutsch, 1960). 

The general form of the Prisoner's Dilemma Game is illustrated in 

Figure 1. 

Player I 

t. 

X (X1,x1) 

Player II 

B 

(X2,X3) 

(X4,X4) 
X4.,;:<2 

Figure 1. Prisoner's Dilemma. Game Form (Evans, 1964) 

\'Jhen the sumbols in Figure 1 are explained as specific choices made by 

players, the game procedure is clarified. Two people play the game 

which consiBts of a numb1:~r of choices 'b1~t'.lreen two colors of poker chips 

with differing point values resulting. For example, if red poker chips 

are defined as a 0001,erative choice and blue poker chips are defined as 

an uncooperative choice, the following results would occur. If both 

players choose red poker chips (2..X1), they profi'l:; equally in terms of 

points; and, if this response is continued, in the long run both play-

ers will attain a greater score. A choice of a red chip by one player 
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and a blue chip by the other (X2+x3) gives points to the blue chip play­

er and no points to the red chip player. If both players choose blue 

chips (2X~), neither individual earns any points, The game positions 

of XyX1, x37x2, and Xi,i,:>X 2 are illustrative of one player's choosing a 

blue chip and ea.ming points while one·player chooses a red chip and 

earns none. 

The game has been applied in many studies and many factors have 

been found which can influence whether an. individual plays cooperative-

ly or competitively. One influence of game behavior is the type of 
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reward given. Monetary rewards have been found. to increase cooperative 

playing (McClintock and McNeel, 1966a; Radlow, Weidner, and Hurst, 

1968). Rapaport·and Dale (1966) found that there is an "end" effect 

when subjects know how many trials to expect. They suggest that play­

ers are cooperative initially, followed by a decline in cooperation 

which remains constant until the end of the game when cooperation 

ceases. 

Sequential choices rather than simultaneous choices may also affect 

cooperation (Kee and Knox, 1970). Kee and Knox (1970) indicate that 

meaningful incentives as well as sequential choices increase the game's 

applicability to studies of trust. These authors differentiate two 

types of trust evident in game playing. "Subjective trust" is one's 

decision that someone is trustworthy and ''behavioral trust" is the 

amount of trust one mu.st feel he has in someone before a trusting deci­

sion is actually made. Swinth (1967) also supports findings that se­

quential choices can increase trusting or cooperative playing. 

Knox and Douglas (1971) have found additional variables which in­

fluence game behavior. Subjects tend to play similarly and competitive­

ly when they receive low incentives. With large incentives, Knox and 

Douglas (1971) found more variance. Subjects were found to become 

either more cooperative or more competitive. These authors have also 

stressed the importance of the subject's understanding instructions for 

the game. McClintock and McNeel (1966b) also conducted a study of re­

ward levels and their results indicated subjects who received high re­

wards were more cooperative than subject8 who received low rewards. 

A study by Oskamp and Perlman (1965) offers further support for 

the hypothesis that larger rewards increase cooperative playing. Other 
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results of this study indicate that friendship between subjects does 

not increase cooperative playing, a small amount of' social interaction 

at the beginning of the ga.me may increase cooperative playing, and com­

petitive playing may increase within a span of thirty trials. Swinth 

(1967) supports the hypothesis that communication in terms of expected 

trust may increase trust between players. 1.l'he explanation offered for 

these results is that trust maybe established between the players if 

they are able to expose their ''selves" to each other and the exposure 

is met with acceptance (Swinth, 1967). If an enforceable promise of 

cooperative playing is made and followed, cooperation and trust feelings 

are increased (Evans, 1964). Evans (1964) suggests trusting responses 

in the Prisoner's Dilemma Game a.re difficult to establish if the player 

fears his opponent will not act on his promise of cooperative playing. 

Horai (1969) has also found that cooperative playing is increased if 

promises made are ltept. :i:;ven under oircumstances where people may not 

be overtly concerned with others' welfare, mutual trust may occur if one 

expects one's trust to be fuli'ill~d (Deutsoh, 1958). 

In a study by Bixenstine, Potash, and Wilson (1963), no changes in 

the number of' cooperative responses were founcl in relation to the num• 

ber of cooperative or competitive responses made by the subject's part­

ner. However, if the subject's partner matched the subject's responses, 

cooperation increased. 

Some controversy exists concerning the dynamics of the Prisoner 9s 

Dilemma Game and its value in research. Deutsch (1960) suggests that 

the aspects of personality which the game taps are"·-· internaliza­

tions of a reciprocal pattern of interrelationshipstt rather than one­

sided internalized orientations or expectations. The possibility exists 
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that the game taps behavior specific to a laboratory situation 

(Hochreich, 1966). Also the game may be irrelevant to the study of 

trust or it may produce competitive reactions because of its character­

istics (Rotter, 1971). Knox and Douglas (1971) warn that caution 

should be exercised in generalizations using the game and relegate its 

usefulness to the position of a parlor game. 

Despite these criticisms of the Prisoner's Dilemma Garne, it has 

been widely used in studies of cooperation and trust. The question of 

whether or not the game is relevant to studies of trust has not been 

resolved. Its use in the present study will allow a more direct com­

parison with pa.st research results. 

Review of' the T,itera.ture on }'ersonal Space 

Personal space is an area of psychology which has been widely 

studied. Hall (1959) has said, while physical boundaries separate all 

living things from their environment, some animals also have non­

physical boundaries which enclose their territory. Territoriality plays 

an important role in the lives of mEU1y animal species, including man 

(Ardrey, 1967). Sommer (1959) differer1tiates territory and personal 

space by the mobility of personal space. He says that personal space 

is carried with the organism while territory is stationary. Little 

(1965) defines personal space as 11 ., •• the area immediately surrounding 

the individual in which the majority of his interactions with others 

take place.'' Dosey and Meisels (1969) and Horowitz, Duff, and Stratton 

(1964) see personal space as acting as a buffer zone between the indivi­

dual and his environment. 

Many studies have been carried out to gain more information about 
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personal space. Research indicates tha·t people may display a variety 

of reactions such as avoidance, fear, embarrassment, and anger when 

their personal space is invaded (Garfinkel, 1964). Felipe and Sommer 

(1966) found that people may initially react to invasions of their per-

sonal space by attempting to adapt; but, if the tension created by the 

invasion persists, they will leave exhibiting a ''flight reaction. 11 A 

study by Hartnett, Bailey, and Gibson (19'70) suggests that females will 

allow deeper penetration of their personal space than males due to their 

more passive upbringing. Dosey and Meisels (1969) have also found sex 

differences in personal space. They account for their findings that fe-

males approach closer to same sexed persons than those of the opposite 

sex while the approach distance·of males is the same for both sexes by 

suggesting females have a cultural norm to be distant with unknown 

males. Resea!'ch also indicates that personal space boundaries are 

narrower with neutral inanimate objects than with people (Horowitz, 

Duff, and Stratton, 1964) .. 

Kuethe (1962a) found that subjects arranged felt figures on a board 

in an organized fashion although the figures could be placed any way. 
' 

Kuethe (1962b) also found that the content of the :figures determined how 

the subjects arranged them in that figures of two women were not placed 

as closely together on a board ru"> a woman :figure and a man figure. 

Perceived personal space may also vary with the particular setting and 

how well acquainted people are seen as bein·g (Little, 1965). The 

affective tone and formal nature of a situation ca.11 also affect percep-

tion of distances between people (Little, 1968). 

Other variables have been found to influence personal space. 

Culture affects the distance at which individuals feel comfortable with 
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others (Watson, 1970). :rrurther variables acting on an individual• s per-

sonal space are drives, individual history, and interpersonal occur-

rences (Horowitz, Duff, and Stratton, 1964). Emotionally disturbed 

children may see humans as less trustworthy and supportive eo they place 

greater distances between human figures (Weinstine, 1965). Children who 

feel accepted by their parents tend to see human pairs as being closer 

together than they actually are (Weinstine, 1967). Horowitz, Duff, and 

Stratton (1964) found that personal space distances tend to be greater 

for schizophrenic subjects than for non-schizophrenic subjects. 

Review of the Literature on the Trust Walk 

Little information is available regarding the trust walk. The 

trust walk is a variation of the blind walk used in sensitivity train-

ing. The blind walk consists of one person's leading another person 

whose eyes are closed. The walk may l~t for ten to thirty minutes and . . . ' . . . ' 

no talldng is to be allowed during the walk (Gunther, 1968). The blind 

walk's major concern is the sensory experience of the person who is 

being led. The trust walk procedure is the same as that of the blind 

walk, however the primary concern of the trust walk is that the person 

being.led is dependent upon his leader to safely walk with him 

(McHale, 1971). The ease with which he ca..11 accept this dependent sit-

uation is defined as trust. 

Summary of the Problem 

Trust is an important factor which affects man's behavior toward 

others. A scale which could measure interpersonal trust in children 

would be useful in predicting a child's behavior in many areas such as 



school~ psychotherapy, and peer groups. The validity of such a scale 

needs to be clearly established before it is practically applied. 
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The Prisoner's Dilemma Game, personal space, and the trust walk 

seem to have the potential to be satisfactory criteria for validation of 

the CITS. The literature concerning the Prisoner's Dilemma Game indi­

cates some controversy as to its usefulness in research; however, be­

cause it has been widely studied and many factors affecting its 

dynamics are known, it could be of use in studying trust. Personal 

space can be affected by the feelings of trust an individual has as well 

as by culture, environment, sex, and many other variables. By measuring 

a child's personal space boundaries, information regarding his trust in 

other people may be obtaii1ed, The trust walk can bri..TJ.g out differences 

in behavior which are indices of trust. The author has observed that 

an individual who is relaxed rather than rigid and hesitant during the 

trust walk seems to be more trusting of the person who is leading him. 

Statement of the Hypothesis 

The hypothesis of this study is that positive correlations be­

tween CITS scores and criterion measures would occur and therefore the 

validity of the CITS would be supported. The present study involved the 

administration of Hochreich's CITS to children of elementary school age. 

One week later, further measures of trust were taken using the 

Prisoner's Dilemma Game, personal space, and the trust walk. It was 

predicted that children with low scores on the scale would be less coop­

erative in the Prisoner's Dil~rnma Game, have broader boundaries of per­

sonal space, and behaviorally indicate distrust in the trust walk; and, 

that children with higher scores on the scale would be more cooperative 
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in the Prisoner's Dilemma Gamet have narrower personal space boundaries, 

and be relaxed during the trust walk. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD AND :t.'ROCEDURES 

Subjects 

The experimental subjects were 32 fifth and sixth grade boys from 

6 Boy Scout troops and 1 church youth group in a southwestern city with 

a population of 50,000. Permission from the parents of prospective sub­

jects was necessary before the boys could participate in the study. 

Seven boys did not participate due to their parents' withholding their 

permission. All subjects were Caucasian and were naive in regard to the 

purpose of the study. 

Experimental Assistants 

Four male Caucasian experimental assistants aided in the conduction 

of the experiment. Male assistants were used in order to control for 

any variation in a child's performance which might be due to sex differ­

ences. One assistant administered the CITS. The other three assistants 

aided the author.in the Prisoner's Dilemma Gaine, the personal space 

study, and the trust walk. Each.assistant's task was randomly assigned 

to him and he retained that task throughout the study. The assistants 

differed in size and appearance. The administrator of the CITS was 25 

years old, 6 feet tall, slender, with short hair and a moustache. The 

assistant for the Prisoner's Dilemma Game was 22 years old, 5 feet, 6 

inches tall, slender, withhai:r of medium length. The personal space 

,t I. 
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as:3istant was 26 years old, 5 f'eet, 7 inches tall, slender, with short 

·hair. The trust walk assistant was 22 years old, 6 feet, 2 inches tall, 

heavy, with long hair and a moustache. All assistants were dressed 

cnsually and similarly throughout the study. 

Procedure 

F..ach assistant was given an opportunity to practice his .task prior 

to tho a.ctual study. To familiarize the assistants with the study, a 

group meeting was held and the entire procedure involving their tasks 

was discussed. The tasks we~e then randomly assigned and each assist-

ant was instructed as to his exact duties. Following these instruc-

tions, e~.eh asr,1.:"'t~'l'C 'l'.)racticecl his task three times with the author 

acting as a subjec·::, ;,then no r:1ore questions ~,ere raised as to pro-

cedure, the Jlractice session was ended. 

The. suhjectr-; 'i!t;re •• een at the locations of their group meetings. ~. . 

li'or ea~h group of boys used, the study was carried out in a room sepa-. . ·.. . ... ·. : : 

rate from boys who were not participating in the study. The number of 

oubjects in each group varied because of differenc~s in the meeting 

groups. Sqme groups had lew ooys of the desired age, group sizes varied, 

and some boys were unable to participate due to a lack of parental per-

mission. A total of 7 groups of subjects were used. The number of boys 

in each meeting group and under study at one time were 3 b~s in the 

first group, 4·boys i).l the second group, 6 boys in the third group, 4 

boys in tlle, .. fourth grotr;:1, ( boys in the :fifth group, 3 boys in the 

sixth group, and 6 hoys i~ the seventh group. 

T::ie CITS was administered to the boys as a group. The Prisoner's 

Dilemma Game, person.."'l.l space, and the trust walk were administered 
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individually. These three criterion measures were grouped in their six 

pos$ible oombin..~tiona, and these orders of prosentation were randomly 

asei~ned to individual subjects. Each assistant actively paZ"tioipated 

JJroce,iu.,:-e w:·l.t, :L(v.lluded to control for pos::dble sequence eff'eots in terms 

of co~tact with the assistants. 

Instructions for the written test were adapted for use with boys 

:f1•om lfocbreic.~1•s (19c6) study-. The instructions which were read to the 

subjects we:'.'e: 

I'm from Oklahoma State University. 
I'm interested in learning somethin.g about boys' opinions, 
and I'm r.o:i.nl';\: to ask your help in doing this. Thie is not 
a test, and there are no right o-,: wrong answers. You all 
know that people vecy often ha:v~ different opinions about 
things. So I'd like you to pu't down what you really think. 

The test booklets and pencils were then passed out to the subjects. 

They were then asked to follow along as the examiner read the test in-

atructions aloud. These instructions were: 

,Je are interested in finding out the diif erent ways in 
which young people think about things that could happen to 
them in their everyday lives. 

On the following pages, you will see a series of car­
toons. · In each of these cartoons, people are talking to 
each other. li'irst, read what one person in saying to · the 
other. Then look at the four sentences listed below the 
cartoon. These are the.kinds o:f thinr;s that the child in 
the cartoon might be thinking to himself. Choose the sen­
tence which you feel says best what you would be thinking 
if' you ,1ere that' child, and circle the letter of that sen­
tence (a, b, c, or d). ·You nhould circle only one answer 
for each cartoon. Plea.~e read ea.ch one carefully, and do 
not skip any of the items. 

Tff~re are no right or wrcnp;.'answers; all of the an­
swers are all right. Pick the one tr.at comes closest to 
what you would really be thinking. Tieme'ltber that we a.re 
interested in what you 111ot1l.d be thinking or say:ing to your­
self •.• n.ot what you would really say out loud or what you 
would do, but what you would i:Je thinking to yourself. 



There was no time limit on the test. The scoring procedure in ... 

valved a soore of 4 :f'or the most trusting respori.Se on an item, a score 
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of 3 for ales~ trusting response, a score of 2 tor a.n untrusting re­

sponse. and a. score of 1 for the most untrusting :response. Rochreioh 

(1966) scored the CITS by scoring 1 for a trusting response and O for a.n 

untl'USting response. The scoring procedure for the present study was 

devised in order to give further differentiation between scores. The 

scores of 1t 2. 3t and 4 were seen as providing sufficient different• 

iation for the study. This scoring procedure was developed by having 

; individuQJ.a independently evaluate the an.ewer choices on the test. 

Each individual rated the test answers f~om lea.st to most trusting (1, 

2, ;i or 4). When at least two of the three persons agreed on a point 

value for an answer, that value was used in the scoring procedure. For 

ea.oh subject, a total test score and a score using only the items with 

male figures were derived. This step was ta.ken to enable the author to 

find if the sex of the stick figures affects the accuracy with which the 

test measures trust. 

One week after the ad.ministration of the CITS, the subjects parti­

cipated individually in the Prisoner's Dilemma Game, the personal space 

study, and the trust walk. Equipment used in the Prisoner 1s Dilemma 

Game consisted of a card table, two chairs on opposite sides of the 

table, 24 blue poker chips, 24 red poker chips, and a barrier measuring 

1811 x 4° x 12" which was placed on the table between the assistant and 

the subject. The subject and assi&tant were asked to be seated at the 

ta.bl&. The poker chips were divided between the subject and the assist­

ant with both players receiving half the blue chips and half the red 

chips. 



18 

Instructions, as adapted from Tedesco (1971), were read to the sub-

ject by the author. These instructions were: 

There are two of you who are going to play a game in 
which you can either win points or lose points. Here is how 
the game is played. There are two of you, and how many points 
you win or lose is determined not only by what you yourself 
do, but also by what the other person does. 

If you and the other player both choose red poker chips, 
you both get 9 points. If you choose a red chip and the 
other player chooses a blue chip, you get O points and the 
other player gets 10 points. If you choose a blue chip and 
the other player chooses a red chip, you get 10 points and 
the other player gets O points. If you both choose blue poker 
chips, you both get O points. 

After you select a poker chip, keep it hidden in your 
hand until I tell you it is all right to show your choice. 
When I tell you to, show the poker chip which you have cho­
sen. Are there any questions? 

A color coded diagram showingthe scoring procedure was provided 

for the subject and was taped to his side of the barrier for easy view-

ing. The experimental assistant gave a set response on each trial. 

Thirty trials were given and thirty responses had been randomly deter-

mined for the assistant prior to the actual study. The assistant's 

responses were written on his side of the barrier so he could play the 

game identically with every subject. The subjectis score for the 

Prisoner's Dilemma Game portion of the study was the number of red 

(cooperative or trusting) poker chip choices he made in thirty trials. 

Each subject also participated in the personal space portion of the 

study. The equipment involved in this criterion study was a sheet of 

paper measuring 72" x 24" on which vertical lines 111 apart were drawn. 

The lines were enumerated in 3" groups and a jagged line crossed all 

vertical lines so the measuring sheet appeared to be a graph. This step 

was taken so the sheet of paper would be less obvious as a measuring 

device. The paper was taped to a wall of the room in which the study 
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was carried out. The assistant stood at the on line of the paper and 

the subject was led to the 7211 mark so he stood 6• away from the assist­

ant. The subject and assistant faced each other and instructions were 

read to the subject. These instructions were, ''Walk slowly towards the 

other person; when you reach him, stop and wait until I tell you to re­

turn; then return to your position" (Dosey and Meisels, 1969). The 

assistant's eye contact was controlled by having him look into the sub­

ject's eyes for 1 second and down at the floor for 1 second. At what­

ever point the subject stopped while approaching the assistant, a 

measurement was taken to the nearest 111 mark on the paper sheet. The 

subject's score in personal space was the final distance he stood away 

from the assistant. 

Every subject participated in the trust walk. Equipment used in 

the trust walk was a blindfold and a stopwatch. Each subject was blind­

folded and led about the testing room by an assistant for 3 minutes. 

The assistant led the subject by placing one hand on the subject's left 

forearm and one hand on the back of the subject's right shoulder leaving 

the boy's right arm free. 

The subject's behavior while walking was observed by the author and 

another assistant. The subject's behavior was independently rated by 

the author and an assistant. Behaviors which were rated were feet 

shuffling, the free arm's being used to feel space, body angle (the 

lower portion of the body preceding the upper portion), and the sub­

ject's having to be pulled alongside the assistant who was leading him. 

Each subject began the trust walk with 10 points. For feet shuff­

ling, free arm out, and body angle, 3 points for each behavior present 

were subtracted from his score. The scores of the 2 observers were then 
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averaged. Only 1 point was subtracted from the subject's score if he 

had to be pulled by the leader and this behavior was rated by the lead­

er. This behavior was assigned 1 point to avoid giving too much weight 

to a single judge in the scoring procedure. Behaviors were determined 

to be present if, in the subjective opinion of the judges, they were 

being exhibited. Instructions which were read to the subject by the 

author were, ''! am going to blindfold you for a while. You will be led 

about the room for a time and I will tell you when to stop." The sub­

ject was led by an assistant in a rough figure-eight pattern with furni­

ture in the room present as obstacles which he was helped to avoid by 

his leader. 

In summary, the scoring procedure for each subject involved re­

cording his score on the CITS (total score and male items only), the 

number of times he chose a red poker chip in the Prisoner's Dilemma 

Game, the final distance between him and the assistant in personal 

space, and his remaining points following the 3-minute trust walk. The 

higher the subjects' scores on the CITS, Prisoner's Dilemma Game, and 

the trust walk, and the lower his score in personal space, the more 

trusting he was seen as being. 

Statistical methods used to study results were the Pearson product 

moment correlation, measures of central tendency, and ranges of scores. 

The Pearson product moment correlation was implemented to determine the 

degree of relationship between the CITS scores and scores on the criter­

ion measures. The measures of central tendency and ranges of scores 

were used to evaluate the distribution of the variables under study. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

A Pearson correlation coefficient was obtained for the 32 subjects' 

scores and criterion measures. None of the correlations were signifi-

cant. Table I shows the correlations between these scores. 

TABLE I 

CORRELATIONS OF CITS SCORES AND CRITERIA 

CITS Prisoner's Dilemma Personal Space Trust Walk Total Criteria 
Score Score Score Score Score 

Total .12 

Male Items -.08 

.16 

.08 

-.01 

.oo 

.07 

.03 

Correlations were also derived to measure the relationship between 

the criteria. These results were also not significant. Table II shows 

the criteria correlations in matrix form as suggested by Roscoe (1969). 



TABLE II 

CORRELATION MATRDC FOR PRISONER'S DILEMMA 
GAME, PERSONAL SPACE, AND TRUST WALK 

22 

Criteria Prisoner's Dilemma Personal Space Trust Walk 

Prisoner's Dilemma 1.00 -.16 -.16 

Personal Space -.16 1.00 .04 

Trust Walk -.16 .04 1.00 

The measures of centra1 tendency and the range of scores for the 

CITS and criteria are shown in Table III. Frequency polygons illustrate 

the distribution of scores for the CITS and criteria in Figures 2, 3, 4, 

5, and 6. 

TABLE III 

MEASURES OF CENTRAL TENDENCY AND RANGES OF 
SCORES FOR THE CITS, PRISONER'S DILEMMA GAME, 

PERSONAL SPACE, .AND TRUST WALK 

Measures Mean Mode Median 

CITS (total score) 60.4o 55,65,70 63 

CITS (male items) 33.40 34 34 

Prisoner's Dilemma 15.02 15 15 

Personal Space 5 1 4 

Trust Walk 7.78 9 8.5 

Range 

35-76 

16-42 

8-21 

0-16 

3-10 
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In regard to the internal consistency of the CITS, the uncorrected 

split-half (odd-even) reliability coefficient for the complete test was 

.62. Corrected by the Spearman-Brown prophecy formula, the correlation 

was .77. The uncorrected split-half reliability coefficient for the 

CITS using only male-figure items was .68. Corrected by the Spearman­

Brown prophecy formula, the correlation was .81. 



CHAPTER· rv 

DISCUSSION 

The present research was designed·to investigate the validity of 

the Children's Interpersonal Trust Scale. Criteria used to study the 

scale were the Prisoner's Dilemma Game, personal space, and the trust 

walk. None of the criteria correlated significantly with the CITS 

scores or each other. Utilizing only male-figure items of the CITS made 

no significant difference in correlations with the criteria. The hy­

pothesis that the Prisoner's Dilemma Game, personal space, and the 

trust walk would correlate positively with scores on the CITS was not 

supported. 

The nonsignificant correlation betwe.en the Prisoner's Dilemma Game 

portion of the study and CITS scores is consistent with the opinion of 

Rotter (1971) that this measure is not relevant to the study of trust. 

Characteristics described by him as objectionable, such as incentives, 

were shown by Knox and Douglas (19?1) to increase competitive behavior 

when low. No incentives were included in the present application of 

the Prisoner's Dilemma Game in order to prevent active encouragement in 

the direction of trust. By not encouraging trusting responses with in­

centives, competitive responses may hetvebeen increased due to this 

lack of incentives. Knox and Douglas (1971) have also stressed the im­

portance of the subjects' understanding instructions for the game. Two 

subjects played the game by alternating red and blue poker chip choices 
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regardless of choices made by the assistant. Although no subjects had 
I 

questions concerning the rules of the game, these two boys played in a 

style which suggests they were unmotivated to play or they did not under-

stand the game. 

Results of the personal space portion of the study were also not 

significant. The frequency distribution of scores on this criterion 

illustrate that the subjects' scores tend to collect a.t the trusting end 

of the range of scores rather than approaching a normal distribution. 

A possible explanation for these results is that the subjects used were 

not a random sample, but members of groups which encourage trust. Also 

the author noted an uncontrolled variable which appeared to affect the 

boys• behavior. This variable was the assistant's arm position. 

Whether the assistant's arms were behind his back, at his side, or 

crossed in front of him seemed to affect the distance at which subjects 

halted their approach to hi.m. In future research, body position as well 

as eye contact should be controlled so its effect on personal space can 

be determined. 

The correlations between the trust walk scores and CITS scores and 

between the trust walk and. other cri te:da were also not significant. As 

shown in the frequency distribution of trust walk scores, the scores 

tend to collect at the trusting end of the range of scores. As in the 

personal space study, these results may be explained by the type of sub-

jects used in that they were members of groups which encourage trust. 

Also the boys with parents who d.id not allow them to participate may 

have been less trusting than those w•m were able to participate because 

their parents may have been untrusting; of the 1:,tnd.:y. 

The frequency of scores on the Fds,4,.ner• s Dilemma Ga.me was 
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concentrated in the middle of the range of scores. These results may 

have been affected by the variables present in the study which can in­

crease competitive playing such as no incentives. One problem with the 

Prisoner's.Dilemma GaJJie is that in attempting to create a neutral game 

which does not encourage trusting or cooperative responses, one can 

thereby encourage competitive responses. 

The distribution of the subjects' scores on the CITS is scattered 

throughout the range. No clear pattern is apparent in these distri­

butions. T'ne scores on the personal space and trust walk indicate the 

subjects may have been a trusting sample. The scores on the Prisoner's 

Dilemma Game may have been affected by the variables present which can 

increase competitive playing such a1;.; no ir~~<~nt:ive/3 and simultaneous 

choices. Although the CITS appears to have face validity, these re­

sults indicate the scale may not be a valid measure of interpersonal 

trust. Hochreich's (1966) results with the CITS approached statistical 

significancei but did not achieve it. Results of this study were also 

not significant. The results of these two studies cast serious doubt 

on the validity of the scale. However, with no significant results in 

the studyt further research is called for before the scale is defined 

as not being applicable to the study of trust in children. 

Several general factors may have had a confounding effect on the 

study. Lighting differences, extraneous noise~ occasional interrupt­

ions by non-participants, and room sizes are possible contaminating 

factors which the author was unable to control. These variables could 

prevent a significant relationship from being detected. 

A suggestion regarding later studies of the CITS is to rotate the 

assistants as well as the order of critGria. Because each criterion in 
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this study had one assistant assigned to it throughout the study, the 

subjects• behavior may have been affected by a particular assistant's 

personal characteristics. By rotating each assistant's tasks, the vari­

able of assistant characteristics can be better controlled. 

A specific factor which may be the most important in terms of 

later attempts to validate the CITS is Rotter's definition of trust. 

Within Rotter's framework, interpersonal trust involves the belief of 

an individual in another's verbal or written statement. The CITS is 

based upon this definition of trust while the criteria used in this 

study are not. This situation could have been rectified by devising 

verbal promises for each measure. It would seem that this departure 

from Rotterts definition may have had major consequences on the ob­

tained results. 

The trust walk and personal space results reflect scores which one 

might expect from a church youth group and Boy Scouts, i.e., to be 

trustworthy and trusting. The CITS scores do not reflect this tend­

ency. A possible explanation for this difference is in the criteria's 

departure from Rotter's definition of interpersonal trust. The trust 

walk and personal space may reflect a broader type of trust than the 

CITS, such as a general ability to be close to other people without 

feelings of discomfort. These feelings may be necessary but not suffi­

cient to trust as defined by Rotter. The CITS, on the other hand, may 

measure a narrower type of trust which involves an extension of one per­

son or group through a promise or statement and a judgement of that 

statement's reliability. If, in future studies, the reliability of the 

CITS is established, caution should be taken in generalizing trust 

scores on the scale to children's general behavior toward other people. 



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of this study was to gather validity data regarding 

the Children's Interpersonal Trust Scale. Criteria used for validation 

were the Prisoner's Dilemma Game, personal space, and the trust walk. 

Thirty-two male fifth and sixth grade students were administered the 

CITS. One week following the scale administration, the subjects parti­

cipated in the Prisoner's Dilemma Game, personal space, and the trust 

walk. It was predicted that scores on the criteria would correlate 

positively with scores on the CITS and the validity of the scale would 

be supported. 

No meaningful correlations were found to exist between the CITS and 

criteria or between the criteria themselves. Differentiation of test 

items by the sex of the figure made no significant difference in the 

correlations with criteria. The scores on the trust walk and personal 

space portions tended to fall in the more trusting range of scores which 

may suggest the subjects were not a random sample, but a trusting sam­

ple. Scores on the Prisoner's Dilemma Game fell in the middle range of 

scores which may be due to factors in the study which can increase 

competitiveness. Scores on the CITS were scattered throughout the range 

of scores. 

Further study of the validity of the CITS was suggested and poss­

ible contaminants of the present study were discussed. The modification 



of the criteria instructions was suggested as being important in terms 

of further study of the CITS. The possibility of different types, of 

trust was put forth as a result of the trusting responses evidenced in 

the personal space study and trust walk and the more widely distributed 

CITS scores. 
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SUBJJOC:T'S RAW SCORES ON 

THE CITS AND CRITERIA 
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CITS• Personal Trot 
Subject 1'otal CITS Male Items Prisoner's Dilemma SP!;Oe Walk • 

1 62 35 16 9 7 

2 66 38 12 14 10 

3 35 20 12 3 7 

4 55. 31 13 3 10 

5 73 40 15 5 9 

6 61 34 17 3 9 

7 70 40 17 1 10 

8 65 37 18 1 10 

9 55 29 13 12 8.5 

10 51 28 13 5 6 

11 64 34 16 1 8.5 

12 47 25 17 6 6.5 

13 46 28 14 5 8.5 

14 56 30 15 1 9 

15 65 38 13 1 7 

16 73 42 15 1 3 

17 54 29 15 1 9 

18 68 37 8 0 10 

19 75 42 18 16 7 

20 67 37 13 6 9 

21 49 27 19 1 9 

22 70 41 14 1 6 

23 65 34 14 5 10 

24 72 39 15 9 10 

25 57 28 17 9 3 
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CITS· Personal Trust 
Subject Total CITS Male Items Prisoner's Dilemma • SE!Ce Walk 

26 70 39 21 10 7 

27 55 30 14 5 6 

28 48 26 14 1 7 

29 68 40 15 11 9 

30 76 41 16 6 6 

31 42 16 16 10 9 

32 53 34 16 3 6 



APPENDIX B 

COPY OF CHILDREN'S Jm'EBPERSONAL 

TRUST SC.Am 
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Name ~~-~---------
Age~------~----~--

Grade ~-------------
School._. ----------

Male or Female -------
INS'fflUCTIONS 

t-le are interested in Undins out the different 
wey_s in vhich young people think obout things that 
could happen to them in their everyday lives. 

On the followin~ pages, you will see a series 
of cartoons. · In each of these cartoons people ere 
tolking to each other. F'irst, read uhat one 
person is saying to the other. '!hen, look at the 
four sentences listed bel°'' the cartoon. 'lhese are 
the kinds of things that the boy or girl in the 
cartoon might be thinltinG to himself. Choose the 
sentence which you feel !mys best what you would be 
thinking if you~re tha~.boy· or girl, and circle 
the letter of that sentc11ce (a, b, c, or d). You 
should circle only one·enwer for each ·cartoon. 
Please reed each orur-carefully, and do not skip 
ony of the items. 

'!here are no right and wrong ansucrs; all of 
the anevcrs ore all right. Pick the one that comes 
closest to what you would really be thinking. 
Remember that we ere interested in whet you would 
be thinking or saying to yourself --- not in what 
you would really say out loud or uhat you would do, 
but in what you vould be thinking to yourself. 

~ 
(\.} 



I'm really sorry we have to 
cancel our fishing trip because 
that meeting tomorrow, Son; but 
we'll plan to go up to the lake 
next Saturday instead. ·- -- ~ 

l~) a. I bet next Saturday another meeting will 
come up cad he'll cancel the trip again. 

b. Okey, I can wait till then. 

c. I guess that's ell right. 

d. He's said that e million times before. 

• ........ • t .,,/ 

; ..... ' ~ 1 --- . 1 _______ . ...- -. . ·------- ...... 

, ':-. , .... ,.... \ : ~ I kncu you. brc;{:: ~l'ii!· i~ 1!".:ic.-.r. 
- _. ~----•• I' /' Ki" Ad i" ' ··-,.,, • 1 ' --' · .'-~ ;. I,, , , ; C., D • yO:J C-., 't cc_.._ ... L • 

f · 7·-:: .< I ;.· \ ~,here you l!v.e., ! '=. B. =ing to /"" 
l (,,_.,d I ! ,,\.have t?_ tckc you to JE::il. _..-_,, . 

!.----- .i/ ··---,-~--/ .. -../"~ . . Jt !-;,, ..• ~-----· ,I . ~ ,__ .~UJ.LJ..U,. . I 
,,.._/ ( . ( 

} f 
. ·7.. . J s·-,~-
~ Ji>!! . ;:(' n ~ c\ L1 

2.) a. He probably won't take me to jail. 

b. I'd bette~ tell him where I live. 

c. He won't do anything to me. 

d~ 'He really might take me to Jail if I 
·don't ten. · 

.;:­
'vi 



.-.----:--'---. -~ 
Jene, I'd Ukc .vou· to ... ~~~r \ 

,~cmc 'thie afternoon and babysit i 
I fer .101.:r orothe;r for a feu hours I 

"'/'-. __ / . •,1hile I do some shcpp1r.g. Then/ 
/ j' ,\·., / meybe there'll be a sur~rise _J / "~~?.oa~.-· .'\.... 

f J-, 

!~c .. 
J1 
~ .\'.0 ~ 

,.) a. I wonder what the surprise is going to be~· 

b. No aatter what she sey1, there's never 
1nything tor me. 

c. She'll probe,ly forget to bring the 
turpr1ae. 

d. Ok1y, I'll d• it I like sur)l'isea. 

.,,,,,,...... ------··--
Tim.iny1 if that ball comes over 

into my yard Just once more, you're 
never going to see it again! --_;_--~ 

\ 

,- . 

' I -~-
/ j 

d 6 I 
LI 

4.) a. I'• better be careful --- lle'll reelly 
take it awey. 

b. He's Just trying to scare me·--- he won't 
take the ball •. 

c. It's the only ball I llave, so I'd better 
be careful froa nOII on. 

d. That's what he said last time,· but he won't 
really do it. 

t= 



,---' 'Ibis isn •t the kind of tire' you 
-·----- --- ----·---~ 

i usually buy, Mr. Royce, but I'll bet , 
~sis the best tire on the road todey~ -:='v,,...-- _____ , -~ 

..... 

() [)('--,,1 

~
: ,\\,-i/ .\ . <.·"N~ 

J 

I t·-, .. ..._, 

~~~· . \ 
\~ 

\~ 

.... l .i~ 
""' 0 -C) 

I \ Jt 
d d cL1 

5.) a. He's Ju•t trying to talk Daddy into buyinc 
it, that's all. 

b. I think he'd better buy it then. 

·c. -It must be a good tire if the can says so. 

d. I bet it isn't a• good as the tires we 
usually get. 

r:/ ;~~,~-,;~;7he -~~-;---~ ',. 
I ~or me today, Son? Then 1;,oybe : 'c . .:. ) 
l !:1~~!~ work early and we; ca!'). :;:lr .. y __ ,/. 

~:~-?~·--r7\'---

6.) o. He probably won't finish work early, and 
we won't get to play. · 

b. '!hat sounds like a good de&l. 

c. He won't play ball --- he's Just trying 
to get me to wash the car for him. 

d. Okay, I'll do it. I't like to ploy ball 
later. 

ii 



,---__ . ·-

~ If you do one more bad thing,"'\ l. Sus:, I'm going to tell your 
her vhen she gets home. --- ~;::· ~ '/ff.<..' w \' •,\...\../ 

7.) o. I'' better •top •oinc bed thincs then. 

b. Oh, she's Just a shov-oft ---- she von•t 
teU. 

c. Sbe'e Just aeyin,i that to JD~ke ~ be gool; 
she never tel.le my mother anything I Co. 

d. I'll be gooll --- Jus:t don't tel;L my mother. 

Z,. You.only hove one.11tthcevity') 
this time, Jeannie. I'r.i going to ( 

~ fill 1t for you nov. It may hurt e -
little bit, but not very much --- I 
promise. --- · '\,... ___ , 
t@ 

ll 
[1_~ 

8.) a. He wouldn't say that it 1t_ was gotns to hurt 
a lot. 

b. Oh yeah, I!?!:! it won't. 

c. Okey, I guess it von•t hurt.much. 

d. 1bet's whet he always 11ys, but I ·thillk it will 
hurt• lot. 

~ 



IA:!t 's Jump . rope first, Ann. 
'lben after we do thet;-rri"l play 
vM~r y~ vant t~ 0 

9.) ' a. Then we probably won't have enough time 
to play &_ game. 

b. Okey, that's fair enough. 

c. I'll plEy Jumprope.and then she'll let me 
pick a ge~e. ~ 

d. Will sh£ really play whet I went to play 
afterward eT -

0 
~ 
~~ 
~-

~u 

~LJ 

.~ybody kncr.1s bis 
spelling lesson perfectly 
tomorrow, I won't give you any 
~omevo~~~-

10.) a. She always says that, but somehow we 
always get homework. 

b. l'd better learn it then. 

c. She's Just saying that so we'll do our 
homework --- she doesn't really mean it. 

d. That sounds like e good deal. 

;:.­
-...] 



11.) 

'Ibis is the breakfast of champions: 
You'll feel s~ronger, have more pep and 
reel tops tf you eat some-_i!very day. 

CJ?J 
00 oO . r~f---)· 

-~-~ 

a. I think I'll try lt. 

b. 'lbat 's e bunch of baloney. 

c. 'lbe guy on t.v. is Just saying that to 
cet fN!~ple to ,uy tlle cereal·-- lt voa•t 
really wort. 

d. I'll have to esk Mom to get some for me 
tooorrow. 

,,,----------~~~~~~-... 
/ Now, don't be frightened, 
! J1ml:ly. I'm not go-ing to de;, 

anything tbet vill hurt you. 
Whatever I do will make yOu 
~~:_ter. Okay?~ 

--.....r 

lR, R. i:t. 
·:,o'°i,.sol'\ 

0 

12.) a. Well, he didn't hurt !!le lest time vben he 
said be wouldn't. 

b. I'• scared --- he'll prob8'ly glve me a 
really big shot or something. 

c. Okey, I guess I can trust ~1m • .. 

d. I vonder whet trick he'll ~l on 111..e tode.Y• 

+" 
00 



.If you tell me the truth, 
Billy, you won't:be punished 

·as hard for what you've done. 

13.) e. I don't knOW' if I should tell him the 
truth or not. 

b. Okay, I'll tell him what I did. 

c. I'd better tell him the truth, because 
otherwise I'll be in real trouble. 

d. I'll be better off if I don't tell him. 

:::::,, ,<; ..-- ----

14.) e. He won't really take me home. 

b. '!hat's great··· I aon•t feel like walking 
anyvay. 

c. Oh, I vollder if I should ·take. a ride from 
him. 

d. I believe him, but my. ·mother wouldn't vent me 
to. 

$ 



• 

• • 

--------
__./' If you don't tell MOl!I about 

/' this broken·plate, then I won't 
tell her vhat ~ did this afternoon. 

I~ 
~ 
i' 
'1 

15.) •· <ltay, I voa•t tell. 

~. I wonller lf he'll·keep bis pranise. 

c. Last ti~e he said that, he~ tell. 

t. Coad. 'lbat way I won't cet yelled at 
either. 

I'n sorry I don't have the kind 
.of crayons you vented, but theee ere 
.really much better anyway. ,... -

~ ~ CJ 
----- @ J 

~ 
l'--~ 

j Cb 
~ 

16. ) •· atay, I'll buy then if be saya they 're better. 

•· 'nley 're probably not ae Sood H tlM! .killi I 
usually get. 

e. Well, I'll try tbeo thea. 

t. Be I e ~ust aeying that to aell the• to • 
they're not really better. 

\JI 
0 



~--~' 
~ Hey, P.obby, can I borrow 01 

a dime frolil you? I'll pay 
\ you back Monday morning before · 

school. _ 

r-f~ 

! 
I 

\ 
17.) e. No. Last. time he didn't pay up. 

b. Okey, I'll let him borrow it. 

c. He's always paid me back before. 

d. I bet he'll forget to pay back the dime. 

,-· . i .,--------------. _, . ..-. / ............ 
. · .· r.;:·,~• J ! ,,.---" What your teccher, Mrs. Jones, , 
P:'.-}(icf. 

1
, ( accuses you of doing is pretty serious,~ 

·' Q \ Billy. But you've never been in 
trouble before, end I promise that if you 

I tell me the truth about vhat hnppened ,r--"-
. ·/.·-· -- ~you won't be punil!lhedy--------1" / (-,,y--

\.) 
A--

I ' 
,,...,,,,.--.--, r' .,, 

;:~/ ~ ";t, ' ~ 
J 1) ""-,J 

r.tJ c) 
i8~') a. · I always- get punished, even if I do tell 

the truth. 

b. I'll tell him the truth so I von't be 
punished. 

c. If I tell the truth, he might change his 
mind end punish me anyway. 

d. Okay then, I'll tell l!lia. 

\Ji 
~ 



---------- -~ 
..,Alary! Keep your eyes on your' 
· oun pape:r! If you look up just 

once more, you won •t be allowed.~_ 
to come back to school. 

1,.) •• She'll do it, too • 

b. She •oesn't reelly mean it. 

c. She always says that, but she never 
does it. 

d. Mary had better watch out. 

1~-------. 
.-" If ~roc1·will '-l.ll be. ,rery qui,..,t and '-, 

( bE:h?.Vi:· i .)t;,,:-::;e.l,:ios +his morning, I' 11 ;}~V(; 1 r·j 
\ a nic:; ;;,.ir~ise f::;:r yc,u later .,n. /'.. '\\ , _ __...- ' 3 ' -•>d.·~ .r, _.. ;\ ., x'°'· 

I /'"' . ..--·· ·-'\ ' i_i\ n (-
. I A l • \ ,\ \ .1 -'· .....r,. 

r-'o W 
Ll --~ A~ci ~ . 

J~. - _,I 

·cbU-1 

20.) a. Maybe she'll ·1et us play gemes for the 
last hour. · 

b. Sure, she'll read us one other crumby 
stories. 

c. I ·wonder what the surprise vill be. 

d. She'll find some excuse not to give us a 
surprise. 

\JI 
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.·"'" ... ··--.-- ... --- . ~·· .,.------- ----_ .... 
; If you act like that cgdn, ~:;.sie, \ 

:'you uon 't gE;t any pres~mts for yo•J.r ) 
\birthday./'----.. ____________ ..,. (t}'. / ·-· __ , 

<:) 

t \_ 
0 ~.._) 

21.) a. She'll give me birthday presents anyway. 

b. I'4 better not do it anymore. 

c. She'll forget she ever said that. 

d, I'll heve to try to be good --- she 
11eana ,1hE t she says. 

C'mon Louise. 
Tell me the secret. I won't 
tell anyone, I promise. 

22,) a. She's always been my closeat friend 
she won't tell. 

-b, Sure, everyone vlll know about it "Illy 
tomorrov. 

c. I have to tell someone, and I think I 
can really trust ber. 

d. She can't keep• seoret. 

~ 



APPENDIX C 

DIAGRAM OF PRISONER'S DILEMMA 

GAME PRESENTED 'ID SUBJECTS 
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