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Abstract

This study aims to explore the influence of children’s moral sensitivity under two moral orientations,
care and justice, on their prosocial behavior, while examining the moderating effects of age and
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gender. Using the “Preschool Moral Sensitivity Scenario Questionnaire” and a donation behavior ex-
perimental paradigm, 150 children from the middle class (aged 4 - 5) and upper class (aged 5 - 6) of
kindergarten were assessed. The results revealed that: 1) Care moral sensitivity was significantly
positively correlated with prosocial behavior; 2) Justice moral sensitivity was also significantly pos-
itively correlated with prosocial behavior; 3) Children in the upper class scored significantly higher
than those in the middle class on both care and justice moral sensitivity; 4) There was a significant
interaction effect between age and gender on care moral sensitivity, with girls showing a more pro-
nounced increase in care sensitivity during the upper class stage. The study indicates that the devel-
opment of moral sensitivity exhibits age-related stage differences and gender variations, and positively
predicts prosocial behavior, providing empirical evidence for moral education practices in early child-
hood. Furthermore, the study found that the care orientation slightly outperforms the justice orien-
tation in predicting prosocial behavior, and sensitivity in different moral contexts exhibits differenti-
ated influencing pathways.

Keywords

Moral Orientation, Moral Sensitivity, Prosocial Behavior

Copyright © 2026 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

1. 5|18

SRAL AT A E N A SRR T B D ARG 7, AR AL 2 IS 5 ST D A JER, SR JLE
TR e E R IUE R . AT AN, R LSRR SAT N RN E S TR E GRS —.
SRAE AT NN A S KRR 2 R Z M, BRI N A W A D 8 L E O B T K (Eisenberg-
Berg & Hand, 1979). JL4EK, BEEEEOCHEZVIFMRAN, FENBHEIRE], MRRTEE AW IFAE R
YRR R, TR T AN R A TE A E R T I B A A R S A TR

TE A 2 1A AL DO B R BEIN T R0 A O TE B OB BORTE s (R, 2021)0 fEARZIETE
HC R R o, RPN R) 5 2 T BT RS TR 52 38 )32 SRYE (A [ b, 1992)0 SRPRH 1) 35 38 A B 18] PR 175
B UG R0 SR 0 R B, B AE T-4E57 58 RIANE 5 R RIRRAL s 2 EEC A )
EFMN AR APEES, MRS P R SRS 55 KPR AR AR AT, T2
FEANF SBT3 FAE AR ECE AW 547 9 T

TETERBURTEME NSRBI R SIE BT OIINRR, TR IR MAXHEE B w5 RS R e
N(EE%, 2022). CATBEFRY], JEEBUEIEA DG A AXHEERS SRR 5IRE, EEHERREH
JE SLREAE R W SAT IR AT, DA S TN EGE AR, X4l ) L BOB B RURRE IR A f
R M H SR AT NIRRT MATE . CHERER IR, KM 5 A IEPRSE B T (U ey
REFE A AN VE S 22 57 BAT N TN /g E R DU AN AR s, 3K DA E AT STk P 1 R A5 B R GE i -

BEAh, SRR S YRR LB R SR AN SEAYE L, B S BURTE T RS RS B AT R . AR
WA, 2 LR TE ARG FE OB B, A FRIER 4 LTS (B AR . 15 kS 500 Y
W REAFAE R E Z . MMERMZERWME, Rt B2 LENARBES#IR50, ThE
SEAAEEEICE U GT NRIE LRI E R BRI ZER, XT3 B RS R M
IRYERTEE AR T BT SR
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BT EABIRT S U S, BT E ARG LUR ARG 1) 2h) LOGPRIE IR T A
BB 5 SR AT N IEARSE? (RBE 1) 2) 4h)LAIETEZERA R ISR BUR T - 15 5 55 247 W IEAE
KT (BB 2) 3) AFAERHALILAEEEBURIE LR AR FZER? (R 3) 4) FER SRR ETXIERE
BRI BT AC H R 2 (A 4)3d I o 3 24 o PR S UE AR 7T, S EE AN R A% = 40 LT A e (1 B0 R A
SERE NS LIE B BOB B HCH 1L B S ST XA B2 R -

2. ik
2.1. MR

AR GRS 5 AT SR IO 45 S I T ettt 1 Sl S 1 S SRR s, BERS
HE 4 VETERUBYE 5264 AT NI R LR SR ZE R . IR0 HIE T4 LINRISET A
JEMIRE A, SRR 1 SACER 17 Sk SLIR 77 50, B IR SR A U 5 AR SRV
2.2. MIRMR

KT EHEEE, A S T 1 P asigh ) LRI PBES KBRS LI 166 4. HIFREHE 75, &
HFE 150 L 4)LKEERBAT 2 Geit, BTN RAVEL D AR WL 1.

Table 1. Distribution characteristics of research sample (N = 150)

1. ARMRERS TN = 150)

TE 25 A H 3 A #M + SD)
FHE(4~5 %) 75 50% 56.32+4.21
W B
KIE(5~6 %) 75 50% 68.45 + 4.87
B 75 50% 62.14 £6.52
451
p-gis 75 50% 62.83 +6.78

PP NG LIFFE LR AR AE: 1) SFRAE 4~6 L2 (0] 2) TR BIBL . IR EAT A 3) X
KEEZ R R EBIFIC A e BEAE R E . W@ ieg) LR, Blise Bk R . AL s
FE AL AR L A% o

23. fiRIA

2.3.1. (Gl EEERMEEREE) @E, 2022)

G R T TR 4~6 54 LB e g & T B, BA R OEN &R e, nGta
o8 MBS, AR, W 2 s,

TH53 77 2R F W 22 42 v

FE— WA AREAFXAN NPT RAXS? 7 BIE R O 0 5, SExE; B AR A
[ b

BB W A AT N R SRS EEEBAKE . BRI AT ? 7 R4 LIEIZ i 1~3 4
(AREMUE LR =177, ARAX =174, WERAX =27, EFAX =3 2).

ZREFNH LB LENRE s, O T H B4l LB in) @ IS [, R MBS T, H3lidt 8
Pein . “ADIXFEMUR A SAXT, WERAX, ERAEEAX? 7 i, EiK RN ERREE A, g UE
MR XFp 7R A BUR A B, S 5m 4l LI ER AR R MR PRy, IR R & BRI,
fRe))LReBEM I FE s 4. B lmtERE E O, WK 1 AR,
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Table 2. Moral sensitivity situational questionnaire for preschoolers

2. H)LEEFRMIERDSE

RELIR
- 1. B NR%EHE B KRB WA —AFZEFRRRIREE 01 2 3
o 2. A5 AL U RS U5 b A [ A 01 2 3
- 1. H—"MAFFERRIE T — R 01 2 3
snE
2. H—MNIEAE A SLIT/E L Fnz B4 01 2 3
1. B FR2EMGEHER T A4 F % 01 2 3
Bk )
2. B FEHBEIL R I —AF 2 01 2 3
A TEATIR
. HARHEHZE BRI, BNERT 24, SNKRT 34 01 2 3
2. FEHILLAE T, H—LIRME AT HREMH T — & — s S 01 2 3

Figure 1. Facial expression stimuli for moral sensitivity assessment
1. EERURR M RN R E

WAL, 4~6 B4 L0 T 5%, WUk, AR ARG IR s, 5 % LUR A B — M HX A
SERIACF(CEIRZ:AE, 2010), TH 4 Z41)UERIX 3 RIGARREE, A S, R, % (@S0
2021; %, 2022).

{SRUERI: TEARFF, B3 LK Cronbach’s o RECN 0.94, FHWEH 2 ER o RECHN 091, A
IERA &R o RECN 0.760 MR 7 Es, PEFREERILA R 4 (/df = 2.31, CF1 = 0.93, TLI =
0.91, RMSEA = 0.06), 5% ik,

23.2. FHLTAHNE: BWITHZERTBR

K H Ongley %5(2014) & R FIFBMEAT Ay L5036 5K, Z%30 2078 B A A4 Lo a2 A7 N Fe Rl iz A6
B RIFWESSESEE.

SEEAEL: PR 10 OB AMAR, WA SRS, SE T, 3. K. B2, AF. &5, ¥
Wt A B RN, W ILER . AR, 1ERR.

1. SEIRFET

1) @SAEAEN B FIREANS) ) LE B R BEAT AN, M LERAREAT 5 2Bk, #ar R4T

2) WHARIRAFI B Eikid: /N, WIHRINS S, RATELIR 8 sKISAUE 2. X BA 10 7%
MGG, EIRPRIE 8 5k B Dl E X IIMEAR” .

3) S S B: FIREWARLER ), U XN AR —FER B4R, AR ST,
A MAL, HEAREMAC. IR LAR— SNl AT, dR 2 /Dak#T, AMRIBmTLL, R AR e
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AN B EL, T RSl 2R B O, IR IEE” .

4) A7 M B Ealic w4l LIRS MG AR (0~8 5K), VRS SAT M EALTEbR. TCib%)) LA
WaZ /b, SEREE TR BT A AR AL LT, T8 G R B IR R R 4l ) L 24 o

2. SEERTEH

P SER A2 G — R BT SRS, SEIRI R i BRI, @RIl SERIBUTEE,
BEAT W 1 S, RV — R AT R S 06, DAIRE S i 57 RO 5 Uy 24

24. MREFSRE

BT =N B SE T
BB BGE 1) 54U, KR KAE RS ST, SRS 5 R4 LA

B 2~3 J): BEAT (&) LEEBURIERRE I G) R, A 4h)LAT 10~15 28, fE4)
L el %7 )75 18] A 2 Ko

F=RrBe(H 4~5 ). HATIREAT R, BALILATE 10~15 7208, LEF—HBIN SR

BT Ml AR ERTE: 1) A2 5 4L R KA 2) SEiR e b angh ) LRI AN 2 8B 44,
SERME L 3) P HEEE A A, SURTEEEA R 4) BERARG g LEE e R R Bk, A
KRR S

2.5. BUR S HTIREG
KH SPSS 26.0 5 Mplus 8.3 BHATEHE 00, EARERE U -

I RS HH AR IIE . bR RS, KR IS
20 (EABES T KRR I 1 P — BV A R
3. AAESHT: A Pearson FZEAN S 40 BTl IR 15 S5 4k 24T I 6 B 5
4. HIRIELE: SRAIMSIREAR ¢ B LB AFIR 4LIM 2 5%, {471 Cohen’s d TR K/
5. HEESHT: A 2 (RIS = 2 (PSR 7 2 4 WA IR LR R, 0 BN 4T 1 B R4
6+ TIHSMT: SR FH A2 B VA 43 R 560 08 A ot Sk 2 AT A O TV R, 2o 4R 0 5 ek 2
7. BEMKTRN a=0.05, UHKLK.
3. &R

3.1. RS S ESHERE

BARR A IEG T E R WA 3. B BoR, RMEEBURIE S VER Y 4~18 73, SEFRIMT N 6~18
Ors N IETETEBURTE S VERDN 0~6 73, SERR A0 1~6 705 SRAt AT NARME N REOERE Y 0~8 73,
SKFRIAT N 0~7 73 o FAREMELIHEL /N T 2, BREAXMERINT 3, ARG ISk, et
T
3.2. EEHRMNFHRIT AN

Pearson AHR T R(AE )RR, RMEEBUIRIE SRS NE R EAR, A REESUENE
SRM AT R IEMR, ik H1 5 H2 WRRISR. Bt Bkl RMEUEYER =748
t, B A ERURYE SR A AT ORI S R, R BRI, S T U R BT B2
ON IERBUBE I PS54 B2 5 50 A AT WA S P 2 2 35 HAR FEARIE .
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics and distribution characteristics of variables (N = 150)

3. BLEEEARMRIT S HHEHEN = 150)

ZE w/ME BAH BE R EE i £ 353
KBRS 53 6 18 13.45 321 -0.32 -0.45
I T YEE 6 4.12 1.28 -0.21 -0.62
I E T YEE 2 6 4.56 1.34 -0.45 -0.38
B A5 Y 2 6 477 1.22 -0.38 —0.41
A TEBURE S5y 1 6 4.82 1.67 -0.56 -0.72
AT BT 4L 0 3 2.45 0.89 -0.62 -0.34
P pLEas R 3 1 3 2.37 0.92 -0.58 -0.41

AT J(ERIE D) 0 7 2.15 1.89 0.87 0.32

Table 4. Pearson correlation matrix among variables (N = 150)

= 4. BT EAHY Pearson FHEREIEFEN = 150)

ZE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

L. R BURNE & 4 1
2. Tk A B U 0.82%* 1
3. B U 0.79%*  0.65%* 1
4. SRR 0.85%%  0.71%%  0.68%* 1
5. N IERURME R I; 0.62%%  0.58%%  0.54%%  0.61%* 1
6. Ao FL U 0.59%*%  0.55%x  0.51%%  (.58%%  (.88%* 1
7. AR ST SR 0.57%*  0.53%%  0.50%%  0.56*%*  0.86%*  0.64%* 1

8. AT A 0.39%%  0.36%*  0.31*F  042%*  (035%F  (.33%%  (32%* 1

VE: *p<0.05, *p<0.01.

3.3. FRERS

PRSTREAR t 15045 TN, KRIEL ) LIE M IE U FA1350(M = 14.89, SD = 2.88) . 2 = T h ¥F
41)L(M =12.01,SD =3.05), ZREASI¥EL, BT RKANE.

N IEE M HURYE ., KPE4 LM = 5.52, SD = 1.49) 0 3% & T rh¥I4h )L(M = 4.12, SD = 1.54), [A
FEJB T RN & . SRS N B, REE4 LM =2.78,SD = 1.98) & & = T Fh ¥4 JL(M = 1.52, SD = 1.61),
R T N A O (80 s KR R T

3.4. FREMANOZEERSH

PASCIRIE UM N R A R HEAT 2 (SRR A RBIE vs KBE) x 2 (e 53 vs )P E T E 0. &5
RERTE 5), FRFMNEE, HENERNARE, FRS5HENNZEEHREE.

7 FL RN 3 BT 2 B«

1. MF R, KU BSSMEURIEM = 14.16, SD = 2.84) % 2 & T hUEH BY(M = 12.10, SD = 3.12),
F(1,73)=12.34, p<0.001;

2. WTF L, KRIEM B MBURTEM = 15.62, SD = 2.75) 8 % & T hUIF By(M = 11.92, SD = 2.98),
F(1,73)=28.67, p<0.001;
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3. TEHEE B, B4 LS BUR M R £ R, F(1,73) =0.12, p>0.05;

4, TERIEM B, wHRMBURERZE T 5, F(1,73)=4.89, p<0.05.

A2 TE T8 B B DA TR AR 8 PR 7 22 3 W S s«

1. TRV R ZEFQ, 146) =34.28, p < 0.001, 12 = 0.19);

2. PRI ERN A E (F(1, 146) = 0.82, p > 0.05, 7 = 0.01);

3. FRE S MR AR BAEFH ARIE B E KPR, 146) = 1.22, p > 0.05,1>=0.01).

BV Ha 1320805y 3CRF,  RINTE SR8 A BUBE FAFAE AR 5 M 1) B 3 22 FLAR A

Table 5. Two-way ANOVA results of care-oriented moral sensitivity

F 5. RIMERBRMHNBERGENER

ZRKIR SS df MS F p n?
R 312.45 1 312.45 35.42 <0.001 0.20
M5 8.52 1 8.52 0.96 0.329 0.01
R x A 45.36 1 4536 5.14 0.025 0.03
RE 1288.74 146 8.83
Bt 1655.07 149

3.5, EEBREMR R ST AR S

NI SR U SR AT NI R R, IR R 5 MR RS, AT B R (L 6).

B 1 AURAIE S B (R YE), RESRAL AT AR R 18.2% (R? = 0.182, F(2, 147) = 16.35,
p<0.001),

A 2 FEFS AR B AL E A SO S A IEE A RURYE, MRERIES 2 31.7% (Delta R? = 0.135, F(2,
145) = 14.28, p < 0.001).

AR, FRN(B =028, p<0.01). FKHRBUENEPB =0.31, p <0.01)5 2 EFUEMEP = 0.22, p <0.05)
X SEAL AT NI B IR TAEA Ve BNAE A S35 (B=0.08, p > 0.05) . SSMMBURAE I TN /(B =
0.31) T A IEURIER = 0.22), H% R ARIXL EE AT (4(145) = 1.42, p > 0.05).

Table 6. Hierarchical regression analysis results of prosocial behavior

F 6. FHRMTANTEEATTER

TR HRE 1 R 2
F—5: BHERE

ERCREE =0, R¥E =1) 0.38%* 0.28%*

HREE =0, &£ =1) 0.09 0.08
F 0 BHEGEMY

PRSI s 0.31%*

A RGBS U 0.22%

R? 0.182 0.317

AR? 0.135

F 16.35%* 17.12%*

e BRI ANRELR B R *p<0.05, **p<0.01,
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4. g
4.1. BEEHRMESFHSITARXRNE

AHFFCRIL, TR FRMIEFE 2 IEE BRI BUEYE, BR8N 4 LRSRAE AT, T
H RPN AR AT TN J3(B = 0.3 1) i T2 IEUBE(B = 0.22) IX— 45 RSCHF T IEME R R
XU B 18 (Graham et al., 2011),  [FII se 41 L BOE 78 5 R R i 2 STA T SEIIREM . 4~6 5 %)) LIE
Aot NSRS RETE A R B, HAE AW B 2 B AT O N AR, T ARl R A
P J5 M (Killen & Smetana, 2015). MU iR 41)) L BE RERFI N B 15 BOIR S S 7R 22, AT £E BRI 73 i
THEE R I E 20 AT . NS RE, AR 0 e A7 AE S 22 5 (Miller, 2007). £EPETT3C
b, A IEBCEEH G4 SR, T EANABURIAN AT T AR T SCH I SN 2N B ok SR ANAE 2 A,
it i) R F S PR EA] (Kuyel & Glover, 2010). o E SCALIR 2 AR X 225200, SR APR R R HIRSKF,
X5 RPN A B TE R W e R

RIS, SRMBURNE AN ] 5 4EJE 5 2R AT NI R AR AT AE 22 57 o S R0 5 U R AR Sk i v
(r=0.42), XATREFIN BRI E 2 e Bk e 2 sl JLBRR R0 5 5 75 I8 35 LRV RO A SR Itk 2
(r =0.36), WHI%N)LEREYID BEMIE 5 516 B F IEEE L. shW 0 T BUSPE RSP BUR (r =
0.31), FIRER A4l JLxF sSh AR AL B AE SN M AR AR . X — KBRS, FE40)LIEEEE +, FHx
AN TR A5 5 S TR T R ORI R 7R T R R B R SR

P IERURTER A T8 5 2R A AT VA AR AL HLE 2, R WI%) L RE R B A A7 70 Bl 5
FU Sy (AR . X — RIS Turiel (1983)AJTEMEAUIRIIOA] —2, RI40)LEENS X 78 AR (O F-
A NARAL) 5 8RR (R Z05E),  F0d i S IE T R 4T 9 2R B H 58 8 RO RO

4.2. EEHRMOFRERITR

TR RN, R AERN S A IETEEGURE R m T rhBEgh )L, BN EIECR(Cohen’s
d>0.9), XFI/UEW] T 4~6 & je B EEURIE R R R EZN . XK EATRES %)) LN FRE I R4 T
BRI H, (OHEBEUS IR R4 L s e B AR AL A B AL B IS R B (Wellman, 2014); HIK,
PAT DI BERF B AR R S5 A ] AR, 54 )L RENS BE s Kb RS A8 175 152 v 1) R 2% 45 R (Zelazo et
al., 2016); H=, 1HF AN IIRTHES)) LA s 50 AR 3R IE 5 R 1 M

RS 22 AR R MU BRI ICAWIE,, RIESLAE & T4 B8R E & T g L. &X
iR ST BE St 7 4 ) LIEAE RE 0 5 AR ERRE It . BEAR EREHG G, 4l LB A 1 FR O R TE A
Wi 7] 2% B At N ST, MO BARJG B ) B AR AT N R B (Yuill & Perner, 1988). X FhiE AR KBE4) ) L7E
T ImE ARG B, SRS S 4z SEER ANHBERARAT DS fth N\ 3% B S o

4.3, EEHRMAONAERSSFR - HAXEIER

AR, ERMTEEGURYE FAAAE B35 R - MRS HARH, RN L AE RIEHT BL U
MHEEETHEZ, BRI RPN KREE R, X8R5 06T, ERELShd RS
R K I IR . R R e STy, AR PRI A BRI H AL #(Rose & Rudolph, 2006).
EARERE RS, PR 22 e RPE B 35 L, AT Re DR A MR 5l A DA ) 5 3 A (EWE 1 PN AL —
AN AR, B R TT H 2R .

TE s IETE B EURNE AR R IR 2 0 22 B AR, XAl RE Ot 1 2 TR A] R I R i TG
W, YLEAFSHMARD E AT sz BAR IR A2 gm . IX— RIS Gilligan (1982) 1148 J3H1 E
r—3, B MEnT RS sR A OB B, (R AR 53 B = SO RE B e = A TE R S2bR |,
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ASBFUr R RIS £ 1 e PR U Al 8 3 v P BE A%, PR AR /D T RIS %
44. BEBTSKEEN

HFABTEIR, RN EERG

H LRGN EREEEE . S L(4~5 X)), TEMEHE ML E AR ERIEERE S
i, ESFEURE. MEEEETT R, WL LR A R A %%%%%TA¥ﬁﬁ BEXE
RIELIL(5~6 %), RIE 5| N R IR IEEPIHE RS, S %) LT e A FAT IR FRTERE S X, (it
TETEHERE BE T AR

W, TP BURHETES] S FUTR RPN T RERZ M 2h LB (8 R R R A, X T 5
o AT 2 R B RIS S I MR RSSO HAET o CRBUWACT SF, IRANAE SR
IR R BRI G o 6 T 2o, AR SRIE OGP RN, nam o P U0 S B SRR R, et iE g
HL T P S8 R o

B=, MEZYEELIEEIEN AR o)L SR G 4R KB TEVP O, TR AL RS A IR
UL A FEAR . 72 H W S, BRE ST L2 sy B . Ak, thESCEH R A
MEFIRE S R gg e IXRP A AN DA AT B T it 4h ) LIE 8 (1Y 2T & Jg »

5. ERRSARKTGE

AL T RIR: 5%, HEARA 1 gL, ARG Bk, SR aiiEd %W
%Wi,*%T%%E%ﬁ%ﬁ%%ﬁ@W% LR GEEE) . RRWFFCAT LT T HERA: F
REEALES 2R, IRHE RS RAEA R ST SRR EYE; 8, PRI T ARG T
T B TEBCE 7 R A Rk

SEEk

A EN(1992). )LHEE I KR I, OFEFLZHRE 10(2), 15-22.

FREH(2021). EERM PR RKRSHE BR. HEFFZHIIL 38(4), 89-95.

FLF(2022). %) LB EBURPEE SR & R S, 2R E 1L, 45(3), 56-64.

2= EH(2021). EAEAFE NG 57 4 VR ELBAT AR E . AR F IR 2 FL70K), (1), 19-88.
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