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< | ' ABSTRACT

. .The “theoretical rag‘onale of the present study proposes that the’ )
qua11ty of moral judgments: made by respondents can be expected to vary
depending upon:__(a). the. 1dent1ty of the “other" 1mp11cated in the moral
ditemma and. (b) the nature of the moral dilemma fresented. In order to
' substantlate these two expectat1ons, it is argued that role- tak1ng can
be seen as the cogn1t1ve process med1at1ng mora] judgments. When it is
realized that d1fferent types of role- tak1ng are elicited by d1fferent
types of standpoints (i.e., the opJects of. the ro]e-tak1ng process) &.
then one can assume, simi]arly, that différent types of mora1 reasoning
processes are e11c1ted by both dlfferent types of “otheri" and moral,
dilemmas. | \ '

The subjects who'took’part in the investigation.were enro]led in
1ntroductory socwo]ogy c]asses at The University of A]berta Each
' subject .answered one of three forms ‘of a moral judgment quest1onna1re

i.e., a’“stranger treatment” (T1), a "best-friend treatment" (Tp), or
.a "mother treatment" (T3); with each Questionnaire'consisting of four:
moral dilemmas. | | ’

The three maJor hypotheses advanced predlcted (a) that stage
3 moral reason1ng (as measured by the Koh]berg 1nstrument) would be
used to a greatennextent in treatments 2 and 3; (b) that stage 4 moral
reasoning wou]d be used to’'a:lesser éxtent in treatments 2 and é-‘and
(c) that var1at1on in moral d11emma would have a significant effect on

response rJte coded all reason1ng stages of Koh]berg s typo1ogy

iv



With the exception of pre-cobvéntiona] moral reasoning, results

of analysis of variance inﬁicaied support for the above hypotheses; On

the basis of these findings it is concluded that the process of moral
reasoning may be reasonab]y‘conceptua]ized'witnin the theoretical

F , ' : L , :
context of the "on-going social act." A discussion of several impli-

cations Which fo]iow_frbmithis research  is found in the cqncludﬁng

- _chapter of the work. This.discussion.is concerned with the following .

topics: (a) ﬁhe "stabi]ity-specificity" debaté; (b) the adequacy of a .

“bifurcation model of moral development; and (c) the défﬁnition Of»a

"mature" moral judgment.
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CHAPTER 1
- INTRODUCTION -

. ‘The task of investigating the development of moral judgment has
been undertaken almost exclusively by theorists who adhere to the
cognitive-developmental perspective. Though such a perspective*does not

““rely upon @ rejection of the role which soc1a1 exper1ence plays.when one
makes a moral judgment, it certa1n1y has not 1ncorporated the implications’
of this variable into research.

There are, adgordingly, grounds for suspecting that the cognitive-

‘ deve]opmenta1 perspective is 1nadequate to the extent that it has ignored

h,the role which social experlence can be expected to play. This assert1on
is mede for severaT reasons. It seems plauswb]e that Var1at1on 1n moral
Judgment sty]es may be produced when the ex1genc1es of the s1tuat1ons in
wh1ch Judgments are made are varied. lso, the 1dent1ty of those
1nvolved 1n the* mora] d11emma that one is Judg1ng wou]d appear to be a’
:relevant factor. Thus, an exp11c1t o:1entat1on to "the def1n1t1on of jj;.f

‘,i7\ the_situationt" as the‘judger interprets 1t,_as well as taking into
‘%?%Bccount variations in role-taking styTes’and‘degrees of -affective
involvement with the "others" who are being judged, should be factors

; investigated. - - . ) |

Another character1st1c of the moral Judgment phenomenon shou]d
also be mentloned Severa] stud1es report var1at1ons in respondents

1evels of Judgments across both test s1tuat1ons and response areas. R

For a theory of mora] Judgment to be comprehens1ve, it must successfu]ly



integrate'this reported variation at the conceptual 1evel. Integrating .
the many situationa11y—specifie results into a coherent body of
knowl edge poses a problem for the theorist who posits the importance of
the concepts of "personality," "attitude," .and/or "consistent cognitive
style." In such a case one'beeomes predisposed to search for stability
and continuity as the defining?aspects of moral judgment. Theorists in
this tradition speak about ”moda]" categor1es of Judgmenta1 responses2
or conditioned attitudes of respons1b1]1ty, a1tru1sm, and respect 3
———=—However, as has just been ment1oned the research done in this area
reports both stability and variation in the mora] judgment phenomenon
In 1ight of the above, another assumpt1on about the nature of
moral Judgments would seem to be Just as tenable as the one
trad1t1ona11y accepted by deve]opmenta1 psychologists. Spec1f1ca11y,
it may be the case that mora1 Judgments, in terms of both the cognitive
structures and processes on which they are based as well as their
spec1f1c contents are, by nature, var1ab1e Another way in which to
state th1s po1nt would be to suggest that the problem is “not to account
for var1at1on but rather stab111ty
The perspect1ve of the ctognitive-developmental theorist has-led
4to other defieiencies. On the one hand, many empirical findings have
been passed oter brietly because integrating themsfnto theories now‘in
" vogue would be either extrene]y d1ff1cu1t or, in some cases,
threaten1ng to- the 1ntegr1ty of these. conceptual schemes. 4 On the |
other hand, the methodo]og1es emp]oyed to obtain those resu]ts which are
thought to substant1até\the theories now held as tenab]e (1 e., those

findings which suggest that moral judgment styles are stab]e) are not

eritica1]y exp]ored in their entitety.. The'point is that the stability

A



7 3
of certain findings may/;;\ﬁﬁFé{a,function of the measuring devices used
to observe them rather than of "states ofﬂhabitﬂ residing in the '
individual.> |

1 Thus, there exists an interesting p#ob]em challenging those who
wish to exp]ain‘the phenomenon of ﬁorai judgment. The developmental
approach has ‘been quite successful in pointing out that one can
justifiably refer to a stage-sequence of moral deve1opment in reference
.to middle and late childhood and early adolescence. It has been the
'f§uccess“of~the-findings'substantiétidg~this sequence which-has led to
tﬁe rather brotrustean search for stabi1jty'at'a11 age 1evé]s. However;
as one studies older age groups certain d%sconcerting findings seem to
emerge. :In the most general sense, the consistency of findings -
substantiating the stabi]ity'hypéthesis‘for younger samples has n6t~
'emergéd.ﬁl,lt would appear, then, that what we require is a.theory |
which is capable of prédicting both s;abi]ity and variability as’
characteristics of mofa] judgment. Iﬁ.the'chapters to follow it will be
argued that such a task can be accomp]isﬁed through the synthesis of
cognitiveédevéTopmental prgmiées with those of symbolic intefaction,
along with specific reference to the variab]es of ro]e-taking, affect
(as measured along a sgtondaryéﬁrimary-re]ationship continuum), and the

"definition of the situation."

I STATEMEN] OF THE PROBLEM

The purpose 6f»thT; thesis is to examine, on a theoretical and
- empirical 1evé1, the relationship bétweén ro1e-taking, primary Q\ ;>'
relations, and mbré] judgment. Emphasis i; placed upon the conéebt of 

"role-taking because it'will be seen that fo]é-taking is the cognitive



.process responsible for mediating moral judgments. The unique feature .
of role-taking Ties in the fact that it ean be seen as the process
underlying both the continuity and the variability of moral judgments.
It,is'reasonable to suspect th;t "who" a respondent judges-and which
expectations -he is centering on at any particular moment, elicits a
specific type of role-taking whfch in turn dictates the quality of the
moral judgment made. - e
.4The deve]opmenta1 product 6% role-taking ability is not a "modal"
role-taking type but rather several types of role-taking as defined by
various IA'types of others" (i.e., standpoints). That is to say that one
can ro]e—take'from the standpoint of .collective expectations;
particular-other expectations; from-andimagined projected state of the
seT%;‘or from a simq]taneous synthesis'ef all these types.
| It follows ‘that an assertion of a modal moral judgmént responsei
style emerging in the late teen years er eerly twenties'may be
questionable. It is suggested that this possibility has been overlooked
by researchers in the area because they have failed to realize that
role-taking is a phenomenon wh1ch is s1mu1taneous]y "cogn1t1ve process"
and "cognitive process ass1m]1at1ng experiential content.“‘ One does not
simply role-take. On the contrary, one rele-takes “others" or the | »
"expettations of others." )
"Role-taking is a coénitivevprocess which enabies the acton'to
assimilate aspects'of the environment in whhch he is:acting Given

th1s perspective, one must rea]1ze that the nature of- both the present

. -s1tuat1on and the value of the objects in that s1tuat1on as

_1nterpreted by the actor, canrbe:cons]dered variables 1nf1uencing the



manner in which he will\derive meaning from the social act. In this

-sense, the research prop ed here cohoeptua]izes the process of moral
judgment as an ongoing socha) act. The role of past'experience,
eonceptue ized by others aSJ'habit,“:"attitude," or ”personality trait”
will not ZL ignored in the present work; however, past experience is not:
to be interpreted as the Unique, onstraint upon the moral judgment
process. Rather, it is seen as one fact:r amng several influencing
the outcome of the Judgment process | |
To demonstrate the utility of h1s symbol1c 1nteract1on1st
.perspect1ve, it is.necessary to demons rate that certa1n ‘valued"
objects which are properties of "globalf\moral dilemma situations will,
when varied, produce variation in the‘moral judgment made.” In the
present stuoy, the "other” to’'be judged has been varied in terms of
three roles: a stranger; a.best‘friend- and one's mother. The "g]oba]”
mora] d11emma situations have also been varied in terms of three
substant1ve issues: - euthanas1a,'theft and-dece1t, and the .breaking of
a contract. Specific hypotheses conCerning the nature of the variation
to be produced by these experimental treatments and moral dilemmas will

,

be found in the fourth chapter.

IT. IMPLICATIONS AND PREVIEN .

The implications of the present study are twofold. First of all, '
“it is felt that the successful derivation of the theoret1ca1 synthes1s "
* proposed above will be a sufficient oontr1but10n in - and of 1tse1f
Secondly, a reformulation of what a "matureﬁ mora1 judgment is wtl] be

offered. It will be suggested that such.a reformulation should be



N
deéineq only in terms of cognitiye process, not in terms of the c;ntent
| of the.judgment made. |

This dissertation is-organized in the fo]]owind manner. Chapter.
2‘present§ a review of the theofetica] and empirica]lwork which has thus
far directed inquiry into the nature of moral judgment, The work of
Jean Piaget and Lawrence Kohlberg is emphasized and crftica]]y
evaluated. Along with this d{SCussion a specification of the stabiTity—
specificity problem is presented. Chapter 3 presents the theoretical
- orientation of'the:dissertation.“'The discussion inctudes” reference to~ ~-
the concept of development and its app1icabi]ity as an organizing
pfincip]e for the mora]_judgment process. The relevance of the
variables of ro]e-taking'gnd affect is suggested along with'spékiffc'
refergch to the work of G.H. Mead, Jean Piaget, and Mi]ton'Rokeach.
vThe'propbsitions derived from this theoretical orientation are also
| presented‘in this portion of the.dissgrtatiph; ;Chapter 4 describes.the |
" data Eo]ﬂection procedures, diséusses the meashr;ment instruments used,
and offers a statement of the hypotheses Wﬁich were tested. The data
are preSenfed and analyzed in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 co%c]udes-ihe work
‘ with reference to its theoretical implications and ifs import for

- defining the nature.of a mature moral judgment.



FOOTNOTES | i

. ]See for’examp1e the work of Johnson (1962), Med1nnas (]957),
and Durkin (1959b 1961).

2A critical discussion of Kohlberg's use of this term will be
given in Chapter 3.

35ee,~f0r'examb1e, the-work~of-wx-Kay»(19705rm

4Reference is being made to the manner in which Kohlberg (1963)
interpreted an unexpected lack of variation in his category, stage 3.
This will be noted in Chapter 2.

The work of E. Durkheim (1961) and.W. Kay (1970) offers an
"attitude" definition of moral character. This type of definition will
be challenged vis a vis its relevance to moral judgment mak1ng in

Chapter 6. - . : ’

6See, for examp1e Koh]berg and Kramer (1969) and Hampden-Turner
and Whitten (1971).

b



a e CHAPTER 2
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ¥ .

This chapter presents a review and critical evaluation of the

~ work done in the area of moral judgment. Emphasis will be placed on the

efforts of Piaget (1965) and Kohlberg (1958), for the major cognitive:
. ‘

- developmental contributions to the understanding of moral judgment stem

from their endeavors. Upon completion of this review, a specification

of the stabi1%ty—specificity issue will be'offered'and anAaIternativg '
approach to conceptualiizing the significance of this issue will be sug-
gested. This will lead to a theoretical reformulation of the nafﬁre of

“moral judgment making, which will be outlined in'the'f011owing chapt r.l

Before commencing the discussion, a few comments .concerning the field

of moral development are in order.

I.  MORAL DEVELOPMENT
Ihquiry into the_nature of mbra]‘deve]opnept has invd1ved.-
reference to variables in'add{tion‘to the judgmental one w{th which this
thesis is primarily concerned. Spec1f1ca11y, a great dea] of research
and theoretical speculat1on has dealt with "moral behav1or" and "moré]
emotion." The former_has been operat10na11zed as‘"rgs1stance to 4
temptation” and the Tlatter as "post-transgressional re§pbnses_of gui]f,“
-here are several reasons, over and above thqsé of personé1\Qreference,

\;:.WhiCh have led tq a festriction of the scope of this work to ghe\field =

¢



of moral judgment per se. It is argued here that the study of moral
development is better served by focusing primarily on the judgmental
variable rather than on behavioral or emotional variab]es.]

-~

""Resistance to temptation" and "post-transgressiona] responses of
guilt" are variables suggested by Freud's concept of the sugeregb. The
major imp]ication of this cpnecept is that once it is formed through the
resolution of the Oedipal crisis, the child is left with an interna]i-‘

zed constellation of parental and Cu1tura1'directives which allow him

to curtail any anti-social impulses (resistancé to temptation). If this

internalization of the "do-nots" occasionally faf]s‘in its purpose, the
child is re-oriented to thgm through feejings of remorse, anxiety,
and/or shame (post-transgressional resbohses of guilt). Thus, though‘
the occasional transghession occurs, the ensuing fee}ings of guilt not
only redirect the chi]d to focus on the éorm trahsgressed but tend to
strengthen the proscr1pt1ve nature of that norm because of the aversive
quality of the quilt 1tse1f ‘ |

The important property of the superego, is its hypothesized.
generalizability. That is, it has been coneeptualizeﬁ in theoretifﬁi
discussions as a mental faculty which is responsible for consistency in®
both behavior and seif-punitive tendencies, regardless of the situation
in which social action ocCurs Also, given that its or1g1n stems from
the reso]ut1on of the 0ed1pa1 crisis, the formatlon of the superego is
thought to occur re]at1ve1y early in the Tlife of the child (between the
ages of f1ve and seven) | The research inspired by this tradition has
not resulted in the confirmation of this formulation; rather, the
\(esu1ts reported seem to 1nd1cate the necess1ty of a more or ‘Tess total

~ regeneration of the theoretical rat1ona1e.
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The coneept of "moral character" inspireﬁ the classical researchf
efforts of Hartshorne and May (1930) ‘Moral character, a concept
close]y akin to :he superego, Suggests an 1nterna11zed conste]]at1on of
attitudes or hab1ts which predispose people to.behave in ways congruent
with the normative expectations of any parficu1ar social milieu.

/Primarily interested inAﬁhe ability of the child to resist the

temptation to deviate from normetive’expectations in situations which

were apperent1y free from detection and punishment, Hartshorne and May

- concluded that.the. tendency to-reésist temptation was .more.-a function of ... ..

situdtional fac&ors than of a stable, fixed moral character. They

suggest that: P - )

No one is hanest or dishonest by 'nature.' Where conflict
arises between a cHild and his environment decept1on is a
natural mode of adjustment, having in 1tse1f no 'moral’
significance. ... (Also, there is a) ... large place.
occupied by the 'situation' in the suggestion and control
of conduct, not only in its larger aspects, such as the
example of other pupils, the personality of the teacher,
etc., but also in its more subtle aspects, such as the
nature of the opportunity to deceive, the kind of material
or test on which it is possible, the relation of the child"
to this material, and so on ... (Hartshorne and May, 1930:
412 -413). v ; '

Thus, the hypothes1zed tendency to resist temptat1on conceived
of as a more or less stable behav1ora1 pattern resu1t1ng from the
1nterna11zat1on of proscr1pt1ons, has not been confirmed. Koh]berg

(1968) notes that the work'of Hartshorne and May indicated that

4

cheating in one situation did not predict cheating in- another; that the

| . ' : .
tendency to cheat was more a function of the degree of risk of being

detected; that noncheaters, therefore, acted more on the basis of.

caut1on than "honesty", and that moral conduct had little re]at1onsh1p<
B 3

> -

with: verbal tests of. moral knowledge.
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Attemptlng to salvage the concept of moral character, Burton
(1963) re- ana]yzed the‘data obtained by Hartshorne and May He -
concluded that there was some evidence in-their 1nfornat1on which
indicated an underlying trait of honesty but that a great deal of
var1ation among tests of honesty was to be accounted :for by s1tuat1ona1
factors. In reference to Burton's findings Koh]berg (1968) argues that
. there'is some personal consistency in honest behav1or
‘ by general personality traits, These traits, however,
seem not to be traits of moral conscience but rather a
S set of ego abilities correspond1ng to common-sense not1ons
T of prudence and will (1968: 485)
Given the discussion thus far, there is reason to question both the
assumed generaljty of moral behavior and the utility of postulating a
sing1e theoretieal csggﬁruct thought to be responsib]e-for,it\ nowever,
research interestg have also been turned toward the investigation of the |
parenta1'anteeedents of gui]t. In thisfeffort tne findings have been
~more supportive of the.general proposition that types ‘of early
socialization experience are associated with the.occurrence of reactions
“of guilt. Resuits'suggest that though moral behavior may be to a'large
extent ‘situationally spetific, tnere is, nevertheless, an internali-
zation of Tdra] directives hav1ng the1r basis in early ch11dhood and
ned1ated.by their association with guilt (Hoffman, 1963: 49). |
‘ w1esbroth (1970) reports that" identification with parents (as
measured by means of the semant1c d1fferent1a1) corre]ates pos1t1ve1y
with mature moral judgment (as measured by the Kohlberg 1nstrument).4
Identification of the male.subjects with both parents was found to be

"signdficant]y re]ated'to mature judgment while identifi;atfon with the =

father was significantly re]ated to mature judgment in females.

—
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Weisbroth cautions, however, that while the reported correlations are
significant "they are not large, indicating that other factors besides
parental identification are also to be considered" (1970: 401)..

‘.In terms of types of pahenta1 discipline both Hoffman and

¢

Salzstein (1967) and Aronfreed (1961) report that "induction" as opposed-

to fsensitization" techniques foster a high degree of internally
motivated moral reéppnses.5 Hoffman and Salzstein defined three styles
of parent disciplinary techniques: |

“Power assertion, in which the parent capitalizes on his
power and authority over the child; love withdrawa], i.es
direct but non-physical expressions of anger, disapproval,
etc.; and induction, consisting of the parents' focusing
on the consequences of the child's action for others
(1967: 45). S ) ' :

~These authors concluded from their study,that:
. advanced development a]ong various moral dimensions
- was associated with infrequent use of power assertion

and frequent use of induction ... Love withdrawal, on .

the other hand, related infrequently to moral development

(1967: 45). . : ' '

,Thé above findingsldeserve‘carefu1 consideration. Hoffman and
Salzstein suggest in- their conclusion 'that power ‘assertion techniques
tend to inhibit the internalization of-prohibftions because they e]icft‘

/- o
hostility in the child, leaving him Tess sensitive to the needs of
‘others, and promote in him.a concern for the dictates of authorities.
The result is an externally oriented morality. Induction practices, on

the other hand, lead-to an internalized moral orientation. This is

-

accomplished not through a semi- or unconscious acquisition of something

approximating the superego_but rather through the stimulation to:

. motivate the child to focus his attention on the harm
. done others ... and thus to help integrate ‘his capacity
for empathy with the knowledge of ‘the human consequences

r

\
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B N .
- "

of his own behavior. ... Induction in sum should be the most | ¢

facilitative form of discipline for building Tong-term '

controls which are independent. of external sanctions

, (Hoffman and Sa]zste1n 1967: 55).

Hoffman and Salzstein's view of the role played by 1nduction suggests
that the ch11q accomp11shes moral 1earn1ng through an act1ve and .
conscious adJustnent to the environment. The 1mp11cat1on of th1s process
. is that the psychoana]yt1c perspect1ve emphasizing the notion of.
b"1dent1f1cat1on with the aggressor" as the foundat1on of mora1 growth,
is challenged. . Corroborating this assertion from another v1ewp01nt, 1t
can be noted‘that Hoffman and Salzstein found that threats of love
withdrawal had.little reTationship with the formation of en internalized
moral orientation.6 |

what is being suggested is that the psychological orocess
,responsib]e for the acquisition of'an internalized moral orientation is
most probab]y a conscious one in which the child "actively adapts"
rather than "pass1ve1y accepts.' Aronfreed (1961) is a proponent of
this view. H1s exp]anatlon for the relationship between 1nduct1on
pract1ces and the acqu151t1on of an 1nterna11zed mora11ty is based on
. the notion that induction should be seen as "ut111z1ng a verbal and
'cogn1t1ve med1um of exchange that can prov1de the child with h1s own
resources for eva]uat1ng h1s behav1or (Aronfreed 1961: 226)

Thus, much of the 11terature concern1ng internal states such as
gu11t does suggest .a more stab]e relationship between chl]d-rear1ng
‘techn1ques and the acquisition of a more or less unitary 1nterna] agent
of self-punitive tendencies. However, "the point wh1ch must be stressed

“is that this relationship does not appear to be exp1a1ned by reference

‘to the concept of superego strength but rather by reference to &ertain



"_ thought has derived empirical support from a varie

ego strengths 7

The assertion that the acqulsition of moral standards involves

-more of a re11ance on ego character1st1cs than has\p:§v1ously been
ty of studies, This

,tresearch, rev1ewed in.Kohlberg (1964), has 1nvestigated the’ ro]e of ego-
strength by various operat1ona]1zat10ns of the concept. All the '
1nterpretat1ons of ego strength (i.e., as intelligence quotient; the
abiTity to anticipate future'events and to.de]ay gratif%cation; self-
esteen;_ang‘thewapj]jty_tg najntainga stabte, focused attention span)
have been shown to correlate positively with various moral character
typo1ogies (e.g., Peck andAHavighurst, 1960) and experimentaT tests ~f
resistance to temptation (e. g , Mischel, 1963). "

Another 11ne of attack support1ng the present argument cons1sts )
“of 111ustrat1ng that moral deve]opment is not stab111zed by the age

per1od-dur1ng which the Oedipal cr1s1s is resolved. Koh]berg (1958) was

‘successful in demonstrating that moral development was far from complete

at this time in the chi]df§~1ife; On the contrary, he was sble to show
that'there were distjnct morai stages extending into the late teen 3

.years.8 i

étephenson‘(1966), in his book The Development of Conscience,

| defined the concept of conscience in the following three ways. ‘In Tine

with the essentia11y-negative connotations of conscience as utilized by

the psychoana]yt1c school, Stephenson designated'dne aspect of conscience
as "1ntro pun1t1ve guilt” (i.e., self- pun1t1ve responses fb]]ow1ng |
transgress1on) A second aspect was labelled "other-d1récted anxiety"

]
and was def1ned as the individual's suscept1b111ty to externa] sanct1ons

-

‘,].4,“,

T
7
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as reflecteo,in tendencies to anticipate and avoid disapproval. rThe
last aSpect, "conscience motive" was defined as the "positive aspecg of
conscience® and was detected in individuals' active concern'tor others.?
In terms of the preseht discussion, it is important to note that |
Stephenson found that with increase in age the aspect of "intro-
punitive gu11t" became less salient wh11e "consc1ence mot1ve"'and "other-

directed anx1ety“ became more influential. This f1nd1ng along with

Stephenson S statement that cogn1t1ve deve]opment is assoc1ated w1th a’

10 \0ud

dec11ne in the 1mportance of 1ntro-pun1t1ve gu11t reactions
' appear to support the contention that mora] deve]opment may be better
understood as a function- of -ego- strength factors ‘
A» ? ~ There is other ‘evidence suppbrt1ng the hypothes1s that the

deve]opment of ego abilities underlies moral development. On the 1eve1

of theory, a forma] concept1on of role- tak1ng has been suggested as the
proceSSJenab11ng the child to develop react1ons of what Stephenson calls
“"conscience nntive" and "other-directed anxiety" (Kohlberg, 1963),

(Maccoby, 1968)."5tuqies carried out by Stuartv(1967), Costanzo gt;al.'-)
(1973), Crowley (1968),_and-Hogan (1973) atsoosuppgrt the_suggestiOn i -
~ that the abt]ity to role-take and decenter perspectiye.enhance the

development of an tnterna1tzed moral orientation. |

Thus, it can be conc]uded that ear]y childhood exper1ences may

foster the acquisition of an 1nterna11zed moral or1entat1on but that the-
-procegg responsible for th1s aéhu#swt1on is not 1ikely to be understood

very fully by sole reference to the concept“otg:dent1;;cat{oanTluérahaﬁf e
(1972)’argues that the emphasis’ onvthe-pun1t1ve‘and emotive aspects of

moral deve]opnent based on the psychoana]yt1c investment 1n the concept ._;,g

of guilt, has b11nded us to the more rational ro]e played by ego



&

The discussion thus far has emphasized the point that an under-

factors (273).

standing of moral deve]opment may be better served by referente to the
learning organism as an actively accommodatina’entity rather than as
being a reactive agent responding to directives which have been "stamped
1n” and have rema1ned stable 1nf1uences on 1ts behavior. Other
approaches to the study of moral development emphasizing the variables.
of "res1stance to temptat1on“ and "post-transgress1ona1 responses of

s gu11t" have ylelded very little in the way of cons1stent 1nformat1on on
7the subJect : PR

The pssessment of moral va]ues‘through these techniques is

pred1cated on a series of propdsitions which, though

consistent with psychoanalytic theory, are questionab]e on

empirical grounds. A number of studies have shown Tow

correlations, no relationship, or even negative relation-

ships between values and resistanceé to temptation, guilt

and resistance to temptation, and no studies have

demonstrated that the strength of moral values, resistance

to temptation, and proneness to give projective guilt

responses a11 covary (P1tte1 and Mendelsohn, 1966: 32).
Not only do these var1ab1es fail to covary, but in and of. them:"vns
their 1nf1uence tends‘to be inconsistent across s1tuat_1ons.]2

. Concentration on the role played by ego-strength'factors would -

seem to be a more beneficial avenue to'takel.]3 This approach is
sdggested on the basis that while reference to the concepts of superego
-or "moral character" are incapable of eXplaining~¢he lack of . consistency
~in response just reported reference to the more cogn1t1ve1y or1ented
model of the organism, can. 14,15 R ’
Attent1on will now be turned to a cr1t1ca1 review of that work
mwh1ch has carr1ed out the ego- strength approach to understand1ng mora1

development. The major 1nterests w1th1n th1s area of 1nqu1ry are

-~

v
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cognitive ones. These interests concern the. investigation of the manner
in which decisions are made in "moral di1enmaS“ and whether or not it is
feasible to soeak of cognitive-deve]opmenta] stages of moral judgment or - .
s1mp1y of dwscont1nuous moral judgments. As one author puts it:
-Is there a-spec1f1c and identifiable aspect of - human ab111ty
which can be termed 'moral judgment'? Or should we speak of
moral judgments, i.e., about separate and identifiable “

critical judgments which are: a]] re]ated to a moral-tdpic?
(Kay, 1970: 144).

1

I1. PIAGET

H

In the Moral Judgment of the Child Piaget suggests that the hatdre‘
of moral judgment can be traced through a deve]opmenta] sequence by | "
d1st1ngu1sh1ng two qua11tat1ve1y distinct periods. The first is called
athe "mora11ty of" constra1nt" and the second, the "mora11ty of
“cooperation.” ’

h 9A11'm0rality,“ writes Piaget,,"consists*in a system Of rules, -
and the essence of all morality is to be sought for 1n the respect wh1chv :
the 1nd1v1dua] acquires for these rules" (1965: 1). P1aget proceeded to
‘1nvest1gate this topic by study1ng‘the child's "pract1ce and )
"consc1ousness of rules. in reference to the game of marbles. The
pract1ce of the rules was d1scovered to develop through four stages. \

, The motor stage was s1mp1y the time dur1ng wh1ch "the child handles ‘the
‘marbies at the dictation ‘of h1s'des1res and motor hab1ts“ (P1aget 1965 _
26)." He plays in comp]etevso11tude From the ages of two to f1ve the,
child is said to be e gocentr1c He receives a system of: cod1f1ed ru]es

which he attempts to play by, but does not succeed in estab]1sh1ng any

’ co—operative'effort—with‘bthersi -The~stage ‘of "incipient co-operation"

3
»
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follows next, during which children achieve the ability to play
together but, when'guesinned, show many discrepancies in their

conceptions of what, in fact, the proper.rules afe} " At the final stage

(11-12 years),_cai1ed the “codification of rules," "not only is every

detail of brocedure in the gameﬂfixed, but ‘the qctuaT-éode of rules to

be observed is known to the whole society" (Piaget, 1965: 27).

~

Perhaps of greater-interest is. Piaget's description of three

~ stages in the deveTopment of the tbhgcibuéness'Qf‘the"ru1e$fEEThe first

stage is, in a sense;.a null stage: ‘"rules are simply not part of the
child's 1ife space" (Flavell, 1963: 292). In stage two:
The child regards the rules of the game as eternal and
" unchangeable, stemming from parental or divine authority;
suggested changes in the rules are usually resisted; and
new rules 'are not fair,' even if others agree to abide
by them (Flavell, 1963: 292).. = = -
By stage three, a relativistic view of the rules has emerged, a view
which condones their change as long as it is achieved thrbugh mutual
conﬁent and which no Tonger.espouses the belief in a "divine" and
"authoritarian" source investing them with an aura of sacrednesé.'_

These~£hree stages correspond:with'the”four stages in the

précfice of rules. The second begins during thé last hal f é}\fﬁé“
: e : e

egocentric stage and is observed to decrease toward the end of the stage.
of incipient cooperation. It is succeeded by the third stage which
bécomes more and more predominan; during the evolution of the ‘

codification of rules. In reference to this relationship, Piaget

! . . . .
.states that: o o o o

The COrrelation»bef@een the three stages in the development
of the-consciousness of rules and ‘the four stages relating
to their practical observance is of course only a '
Statistical-correlation and therefore very crude. But -

B T e— .
———
See—

B!
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broadly speaking'the relation seems to us indisputable.

The collective rule is at first something external to the
.individual and consequently sacred to him; then, as he

gradually makes it his own it comes to- that extent to be

felt as the free product of mutual agreement amd an

autonomous conscience.- And with regard to practical use,

it is only natural that a mystical respect for laws

should be accompanied by a rudimentary knowledge and

application of their contents, while a rational and well-

founded respect is accompanled by an effective application

of each rule in detail (Piaget, 1965: 28-29). -
. P1aget,then goes on.tp 1nvestﬂﬁgte the attltudes of children
. toward certain mbraT“ddjemmas’With'the.goal of tapping the underlying
decision making qua]ities'which produce their responses."Attitddes
toward lying, clumsiness, justice,wand punishment ere 1nvestigated.. All
this work is described by him wifb reference to the two broad
deve]opnenta] categor1es mentioned above (1 e., the "morality of
constraint" and‘the mora]lty of cooperat1on")

Heterdnbmous conduct and the mora11ty of.constraint arev1abelsr .
employed to describe the first stage of moral deve]opmenf. This stage
is based upon uni]étera] respect for authority and engenders'the'

- . N . . . ) ‘ .
‘attitudes of objective responsibility, expiatoryipudiShment, a belief
in imminent justice, and a'b]ihd acceptance of any dictate eminating
from persons occupying a position of authority
; )
- The influence of the emerging propert1es of operat1ona1 thought '

and peer group 1nteract1on lead :the ch1]d from mora] constra1nt to the
nnra11ty of cooperat1on. .At thjS,t1me the;ye11ef in 1mm1nent Justlce
has waned and the hature'of distributive Justice has evo]Ved from a
belief in whatever reward or ‘punishment the author1ty f1gure prescr1bed
as being "fa1r,“ to a we]] entrencdzd ega11tar1an expectat1on Social
contacts with peers are founded upon mutual respect,_act1ons are no

1onger judged by their objeetive consequences only, but also by the



20

‘intentions of the actor responsible for them;vanquunishnents are’ now e
restitutive, deemed appropriate'on the oasis of reciprooity rather than
upon an arbitrary and expiatory nature es'during the etéronomous era.

Thus, for P1aget there exist two moralities; the_f{rst, the
moral1ty of constraint, 1eads to heteronomy and mora}Arealism whi]e the
second, that of-cooperation,, leads to autonomy. Between these two
phases 0¥ development Piaget notes an intermediate stage during which -
 rules and comnands becone interforized and generalized (Piafet, J965:

1

Though the moré]ity of cooperation eventually succeeds in -

dominating the morality of ‘constraint, it never achieves a total
domination. As Piaget argues, these two moralities can co-exist in the
mind of both the child and the adult. o

4

_W1th children as w1th adults, there exist two psycho]o-
gical types of social equilibrium - a type based on the
constra1nt of age, which excludes both equality and
'organic soligdarity,' but which canalizes individual
egocentrism without exclud1ng it, and a type based on
cooperation and rest1ng on equa]1ty and so]1dar1ty
(Piaget, 1965: 320). .

When v1ew1ng P1aget s work from a more genera1 perspect1ve, it
becomes poss1b1e to detect three pr1mary themes under1y1ng his efforts.
He contnnua]ly_emphes1zes the‘1nf1uence‘of adu]ttcon;%ra1nt, social
cooperation,}and'inte]1eotua17deve10pment és\the.core_vériab1es
'determining the erolution of moral Judgment. _The importance of these
ft three varfab1es should be noted, for they represent the we11‘known'

~dialectic of organ1sm environment 1nterchange which is the fundamental
prem1se of most of P1aget S work | |

“In summary, P1aget 3 work 1s *1 exce11ent examp1e of a cogn1t1ve- ;

deVe]opnenta] theory tak1ngv1nto account  the ro]e of social experience.



As a matteér of fact ,». Piaget himself refuses to treat seriously any
question concerning the nature—nurture controversy In one sense, the‘
moral deve]opment of the child depends upon the erosion of egocentr1c1ty,
yet this erosion cannot be cons1dered as being either the cause or the
effect of mutual respect and'cooperation. The social forms of
"unilatebal and mutual respect .along with the variable of intelligence
are considered to be equally relevant. This point should be kept in .
..mind. for it gives onelthe opportunity . to-make the assertion, which:is .. .
1og1ca11y cons1stent with P1aget s work that there may exist in the
minds of all. of us severa] systems of mora1 Judgment wh1ch will be
. ut111zed depend1ng upon our percept1on of their. app11cab111ty to
d1fferent situations. In Piaget's words*
The ethics of author1ty, which is that of duty and
- obedience,. 1eads, in the.domain of justice, to the
" confusion of what is just with the content of es stablished
- law -and to the acceptance of exp1atory pun1shment The
" ethic of mutual respect, which is that of good (as
opposed to duty) and of autonomy, leads, in the domain
of justice,”to the development of equality, which is the

*idea at the bottom of distributive Just1ce and of
_reciprocity- (Piaget, 1965: 324). , r

_ g The underscored port1on of the above statenent is extrene]y
re]evant For P1aget'1t implies theepropert1es of_the ch}]d S.
perspective which develop throughout the phase of -the moraﬁity of
.cooperation.‘ "What is just," as menifested in the various. attitudes of
~ the cooperative ere, involves and depends upon the deve]oohentfof N
'respons1b111ty, rat1ona11ty, a]tru1sm, and autonomy 1n the ch11d The4
‘relat1onsh1p between respons1b111ty and autonomy suggests the ch11d s .
dwareness that though rules heve been divorced from their myst1ca]l |
’originsgzthey still serve‘afuseful.soc{aT_function'and should be obeyed-:'
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for the sake of the "spirit of~the'game " Rationa]jty and a]truism
emerge w1th the erosion of egocentr1sm and the en]argement of social
re]atlons beyond those of unilateral respect Through the ab111ty to
role-take the affect1ve states of others, the child is now capab]e of
understand1ng the necess1ty of treating them as he h1nse1f would 11ke
"to be treated. It is through the‘nerger of these components of a]truism
and rationelity“that the child is pushed beyond the‘“dogmatism of
__equalityﬂo(as"expreSSed“in the~demand.forureciprocityuregardleﬁsooftheo1 .
situation) to what Piaget calls the stage of "equity." ' This is»the
.stage at thch "jUstiee itself ie exteoded along a purely autonomous
- line of development into a‘higher form of reciproeity" whith 1is
manﬁfested.in,judgments based'not on mere equality, but on the -
'exigencies of situations in wh{ch individuals fﬁnd themselves (Piaget,
1965: 282). | | |
1t should be noted that equity can stand in sharp.eontrast not

only with the ‘attitudes eogendered by uni]atera] respect out‘also with:
those expressed by ege]itarfan expectatiohs. In reference to a story s
concern1ng the child's response to parenta] requests for extra work,
. Piaget te]]s the reader that: \ A
’ In th1s particular. case, 1f strict Just1ce is opposed to

obedience, equity requires that the special relations of

affection existing between parent and child :should be

taken into account. Thus a tedious job, even. if it is
- unjust from the point of view of equa11ty, becomes

legitimate as a free man1festat1on of fr1en Tiness
‘_(P1aget 1965 283) :

A. Discussion f\\“z
Several criticisms have beentgddre;sed to Piaget's work. Before
eValuating'these criticisms certain themes in his book should be
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enphas1zed ‘
~ The first po1nt has to do with the fact that there ex1st at
1east ‘three qualitatively distinct types of moral or1entat1on One
orientation is based upon the socia]'form of unilateral respect,
another is based upon the social form-of mutua] respect% and the third
"~ utilizes a perspect1ve which P1aget/ca1]s "equ1ty " These orientations
deve]op in the order just presented and all three remain as v1ab1e
..a]ternat1ves for -moral. Judgment by adults. -—-What-is- 1nteresttng,
however, is that by definition the covert 1nteract1on of these three
or1eptattons }s 1ikely to result in cognitive conflict. The 11k\1jhood
of such confliet occurring will be, in part, a funct1on of the ‘\\\_
s1tuat1on wh16h 1s to be. Judged If that s1tuat1on is, in fact, a"/ \\\;

"d1]emma“ for the respondent then the covert 1nteract1on JUSt mentioned
will “probably.occur. 16 |

A second point eoncerns Piaget's assertion‘that moral development
depends upon the erosion.ofAegocentrism. Egocentrism implies-two
'charaZteristtcs- a -confusion of the ego with the‘external nor1d and a
lack of se]f-consc1ous 1nvo]vement in cooperat1ve soc1a] 1nteract1on
These are, of course, the propert1es which go hand in hand with
unilateral respect The acquisition of the mora1 or1entat1ons of mutual
respect and equity depends upoh inte]]ectua] development, and this - =
' deve]opment is marked by the acqu1s1t1on of a concept of self and by the
ab111ty to decenter perspectlve in soc1a1 1nteract1on (i.e., the ab111ty
ito»ro1e—take) As Piaget states, “cooperat1on presupposes minds that

~—

" know thense]ves and can take up their pos1t1ons in re]at1on to each

.

':}other" (P1aget 1965 : 93) He goes on to suggest that
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In so far as constraint is replaced by cooperation, the
" child dissociates his ego from the thought of other people.
. he can discuss matters more and more as an equal and
has increasing opportunities (beyond those of suggestion,
obedience, or negativism) of freely contrasting his point
of view with that of others. Henceforward, he will not~-
only discover the boundaries that separate his self from
the other person, but will learn to understand the other
person and be understood by him (Piaget, 1965: 95). '

Thus, oes not use the phrase very frequently, the abi]ity‘to

role-take the perspective of other damental requifement for

advancement in Piaget's theory of moral development.
An emphasis on ro]e—téking as the cognitive brocess mediating

‘mokal_fesponseSITeads us to the'third.theﬁeﬂin Piaget's book. Nowhere

. .
in-The Moral. Judgment of the Child does he make explicit reference.to

the organism-environment interchange model of adaptation; however, it is
certainly assumed. The interesting point about this model of 1eafning
and.de0é1opméht is_that its relevance for research can be'interpretedv
in at 1east two different ways.
| Qn fhe one hand, it is feasible to perceive the respondent as
‘having acquired vérious'attitﬁdes based upon prévious experience with
the three moral orientétions-out1ined above, as well as with the types
of role-takihg utilized to mediate the;e moral orientations.!’ Given
this fact, the‘respondent{s'judgmenﬁs of mofai di]eﬁma are interpreted
by most contémpbrary researchers as "modal" styles of judging stemming
‘from his most predominant morél orientation. Thus, a direct
re]ationshipfis thought to exist between the fespondent'é,past‘
_ expefiencé and His ;erent judgment.- . For example, the fmoda]“ mdra]
-or%ehtation for males is thought to consist of a sbcieta]ly-d;iEnted: .

" value system. Concerns for responsibility, duty, lawful expectations,
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etc., are characterietic of this perspective.

| This ling, of theoretical $pebu1ation assumes, of course, that it
is accurate to postulate that persons do have "'modal" mora]forientationé.
More w111 be %igd concern1ng this assumpt1on 1ater in the discussion.
what shou]d‘Eb ndted at this po1nt is that this 1nterpretat1on of the

' L &
moral judgment phenomenon is, in fact,}at odds with what P1aget stated

concerning the establishment of more than one moral orientation in

... adulthood. . . . .. ..

Another n f the organism-environment interchange

'mode1 1nvo]ves taking a.perspective which focuseghﬁaf“bn~a~desqglgzlgn e
of the deve]opmenta] process over t1me “but rather on the dynam1cs of.
vmek1ng judgments within the context of an on-go1ng soc1a1 act. Here the
roTe of past exﬁerienEe'is interpreted fn a different fashion. Instead’
of‘pestulating ae"meda1"'dr habitugi fendency to respond'(dde-perhabs £d
differentia]slin the extent to which ene'MOra] orientation has been
eenditionediwith_respect,tb others) one assumes that the judgment made -
will be a manifestation of the manner in which meaning is"derived from
the present.confeXt of social stimu1ii».The derivation of such meaning
Qiii be a functibg ef'an’interactiOn betweeh the respondent's’"definition'
- of the situation” and the exper1ence he has had with a var1ety of
different moral or1entat1pns. Th1s 1nterpretat1on would seem to be
fconsohant with Piaget's assert1on that the adu]t is capable of mak1ng
a var1ety of qua11tat1ve1y d1fferent mora] Judgments

We have, then,|lwo 1nterpretat1ons of any spec1f1c moral

judgment. A qudgment can be seen as the result of a more or less

habitual tehdeneyﬁohuthe reSpondent's part'tp.judge in a certain way,A‘A
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regardless of the situation. In COntrast, a judgment can be interpreted
as an ectiue adaptation by-him to a particular type of social_
stimulation It is suggested here that the latter 1nterpretation is

the more accurate one, especially in those 51tuat1ons wh1ch are seen by T
.the respondent as being tru1y of a dilemmatic natune.

Thelabove three characteristics of Piaget's work; the exisﬁence
of severa1 moral orientations whose interaction may produce dissonance,
“the 1mportance of-the concept of,-role- taklng, -and- the- 1nterpretat1on of '
. the organ1sm env1ronment 1nterchange model as suggest1ng an act1ve adapt-
~ation to an on-going social act, should be keot-1n mind for they l

represent theiconoeptua] foundation of this dissertation.

IIL. CONFIRMATION AND CRITIQUE ' 2
It W111 be reca]]ed that the maJor deve]opmenta] trend noted by
P1aget was a shift from a hetéronomous mora11ty to one characterized by
autonomy These genera] categor1es of mora] or1entat1on have been
1nvest1gated by scrutinizing. deve]opment along eleven d1mens1ons or
aspects of -moral judgment (Kohlberg, 1964). Research dea11ng with this
topic indicates that six of these aspects represent major deve]opmenta]
’ dinensions while five do not. The foT]owjng have received;supporting
evidence. _ . | A “
1. Intent1ona11ty in Judgment _ studies by Boehm (1957),.
Boehm and Nass (1962), Lerner (1937), and MacRae (1954)
have’ supported Piaget's assertion that intentionality
as a variable in moral judgment is focused upon
primarily by older children. Samples of younger

children, by comparison, stress to a much greater
extent the phys1ca1 consequences of behav1or '

2. Re]at1v1sm in Judgment young ch11dren perce1ve an
act -as either wrong or right whereas older ch11dren ,
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tend to make_ finer distinctions and do not see
behaviors as being so polarized (MacRae, 1954).

3. Independence of sanctions: = younger children are
quick to judge an act by its association with the
probability of reward or punishment. Older children,
on the other hand, are capable of judging behavior on
jts own merit (probably due to their ability to focus
on the intentions of the actor) and are capable of
upholding a decision as to its nature regardless of
ensuing sanctions (Kohlberg, 1963: 22). - :

‘ . 4. Use of reciprocity: Piaget's observation that the-
~ use of reciprocity eventually develops from a-strict
—-+ -~ -egalitarian.expectation to one of equity has-been - -
' borne out_ by the studies of Durkin (1959b) -and Bull

- (1969a and 1§:).« _, ‘
é?” Use of punishmdpt as restitution and reform: the

- postulated trend\of favouring expiatory punishment
.at ap early age agd restitutive punishment:-at a .
later age has been‘supported by Harrower (1934). and -
Johnson (1962). o L ‘ o

6. Naturalistic views of misfortune: -the finding reported
by Piaget that there is an inverse correlation between
belief in imminent justice and age has been supported
by Lerner (1937),'Medinnas;(]959?, MacRae (1954), and

~Johnson (1962). = - : '

Kohlberg (1964) reports that the five dimensions suggested by

Piaget‘s theory which have not been sipported as being(deVe]ppmehtg] in

nature are:

Modification of obedience to rules or authority because.of
situational demands’ of human needs; maintaining peer
loyalty demands as opposed to obedience to authority;
favoring direct retaliation by the victim rather than
punishment by authority; fgvoring equality of treatment
rather than differential réeward for virtue or for o
conformity to authority; punishment based only on active
individual responsibility rather than collective
responsibility (Kohlberg, 1964: 399). .

In reference to theséldimensions;‘c]early defined'ihcreases with age
héVe not been found (Durkin,'1959a and 1959b); va;iafion by class has
_ begﬁ'noted (Harrower, 1934); and,-variation by stories used to tegt ,

-

i~
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,respondents has been observed (MacRae, 1954) and (Durkin, 1961).

) In reference to the results just reported, Kohlberg (1964)
reasons that the first six aspects meet deve]opmenta] expectat1ons
because they "seem'pr1mar11y to refLsct'cogn1t1ve deve]opment, as

) suggestedfsy'the.facttthat they are re1ated-to‘I.Q. as well as age
- :(hohlberg, 1964 : 398). He goes on to‘suggest that the remaining five’

aspects have not beeh cohfirmed as developmental dinensions oecadse‘they

;”_are:basically socia]:emotionalmnather than:cognitiveedeveIOpmentalm,,,,

. compohents of mofal judoment: Koh]bekg concludes that a "genenal trend

of moral deve]opment»ih.childhood from an authoritarian to a democratic

" ethic" has not been supported (Koh]berg, 1864 1399).
| It is 1nterest1ng that these social- emot10na1 aspects dq not
exh1b1t a deve]opmenta] trend toward a "democrat1c ethic. u18 One must
exercise- caution, however, in assumlng that th1s f1nd1ng suffices as a
-criticism of Piageti It should be noted that he wou]d not expect a |
’c1ear1y def1ned and comp]ete sh1ft from an "author1tar1an to a democratic
ethic." Accord1ng to his theory, the ut111zat1on of judgmental styles
appropr1ate-to either ethic depends upon one's perception of one' s .
ihvo]vementfin the two idea]-typica] forms of social interaction (f.e.,
unf]atera] oc mutual respect) To achieve a complete shift to a |
democrat1c eth1c wou1d 1mp1y that all the Judgments one makes are based
'on a percept1on of. onese]f or others as a]ways being 1nv01ved 1n
.1nteract1on w1th "equa1s " Now to assert that most children or most.

- adults 1nterpret all soc1a1 re]at1onsh1ps (both their's and other's)i

as b of an ega]1tar1an nature would clearly be absurd. As far as

'th1s wrlt’r can d1scern nowhere 1n h1s\book does P1aget make such an

A
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assert1on On the contrary, in order to suggest that a morality of .

constra1nt ex1sts to some extent durﬂhgladu1thood P1aget is forced to
assume the opp051te. '
Mueh has been written in the attempt to criticize Piaget's book.
A discussion of this’ cr1t1c1sm w1]1 now be undertaken. Though there
‘are areas of his work which must be ;uestwoned, it will be seen that -
most of P1aget s "critics" construct1ve1y extend rather than criticize

h1s work

A Intelligence

Some writers (e.g., Durkih,']959b and Johnsoh, 1962) have
criticized Piaget for failing to take into accoont the role of
inte]]igéhce in the development of mora1.juggmeﬁt.. Such.ah‘objection is:

. perfect]y valid if 'intelligence' is used to mean a
: heredltary potential for intellectual growth which
 experience can develop, but only within genet1ca11y set
Timits. Such a concept, v1rtua11y axiomatic among
American psycholg@ists, does in fact have no. place 1n

Piaget's theory (Tickona, 1969: 339). %ﬁ . 4,
Piaget defines iptelligence as: ' " A
. The deve]opment of an assimilatory act1v1ty whose | RS
- . functional laws are laid down as early as grganic life Y
i:;l\__ -and whose successive structures are elaborated by ' ﬁ?. T
interaction between itself and-the external environment ‘
g (Piaget 1963: 359). : R
. , o

Def1ned +n th1s fashion, 1nte]11gence in P1aget s theory can be ' ;”"1?\

considered. as be1ng part1a]1y respons1b1e for mora] deve]opment | |
| Though most tests of 1nte1]1gence do n&t measure what Piaget

means by the term (Nr1ght ]971) several stud1es neverthe]ess, report

s1gn1f1cant pos1t1ve re]at1onsh1ps between thelr measures -and the

matur1ty of mora] .judgment (Durk1n, 1959b; MacRae 1954 Koh]bérg, 1964
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- and Johnson, i962)}“”A study whi ch employed a measurement of
’inte11igehce based on the concept of decentrétion would appear to have
construct va]idity‘with Piaget's'definifionQ Such a study‘was conducted
"by Stuart (1967) and reports?tﬁat“matﬁrity in both moral and causal
judgménts.is Fe]éted to decentering abiTity.'

The relationship between inté]iigencé and moral judgment must be
scrutinized_carefully. ImpTied in the éssociatioq is a rather unidue

~ bond between covert mental "fun""c’tioning andrt'he“manne'r in "\im";h’ ‘PErsons
adjust to social interaction siftafions: Both'activitiegfé;H be .
thought of as being based on the séhe'pfocess. Lickona (]969) Stafés

. .that the Padherenﬁe to ﬁogfta] norms such as rationality and
verification in’;hought'and discourse is,lin the.!pheré'of intellectual
activity, what c§pperation is in the reéim of m;rals" (3397340).

JAnother way of stéting this poiht ﬁé to assert that egocentrism is broken .l
down by the child's conséious-invdlvémenf'in cooperati;e cial

interaction. ?\\Eb . L .

It is through such experience that ‘he ... becomes aware
of his own thought, learns‘to take another's point of
view, and comes to understand that reciprocal moral
behavior is necessary for the stability of social
relationships (Lickona, 1969: 338).

This postulated iéomorphism betweenICQVert intellectual -
functioning on the one‘hand4and cooperative social interaction 6n the
other has'been éprundéd_upon by Feffer‘(1970)~ ‘He bases his o
perspective on Piaget'é'theory of .the construction and e]aboratipﬁ o?-
'menté]~stru;tures (i.e,, the “give and takg“ of assimilating reality.to
, »existing §cheﬁatqvand aécommodatjng tﬁeéé schemata to e*terna]_rea1ity).._

‘This covert mental activity, Feffer suggests, can be seen as being

'ﬁsomqrphfc to that process known as “role=taking," a process which the

N
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human being utilizes to achieve a stable adjustment to forms of social
interaction. | | :
Acknowledging that the eddi]ibrium of mental struetures,
including "moral schemata," is aphieved by'a pnpcess which.ts,.in a
formal sense, sfmi]ar to one's adjdstment to soeial roles byfthe process
of role-taking, ts an important idea to keep'in mind.‘ This jdea allows .
one-to appreciate the'degree to nhichuthe deve]onment«of moral judgment=f.
‘.1s cont1ngent upon_the interplay between cogn1t1ve deve]opment ahd the e

.
soc1a1 forms of interaction- wh1ch P1aget ca]ls constra1nt and cooperat1on

B.~ Social Class = ;'“ _ . |
| Some authors have.criticized Piaget on the grounds that his
theery cannot‘exp1ain the variations in moral judgment which have been - .-
found to be eorre1ated with sdcial class. g _
| Harrowér (1935) the first to investigate the relationship
between mora] Judgment and social c]ass, found s1gn1f1cant d1fferences
in moral maturity scores between‘upper and lower class English children.
Another study, pdb]ished.two years'1ater kterner,'1937), found that
MOrai realism decreased eahlier for,American'uppeh-class chj]dren'than
for their 1ower;c1ass countehpartSf>1Lerner snggested that this result
.'was‘due to the fact that adult constrafnt was less‘sa1ient fon'upper- ‘='\§\<"}
class chiidren'and'that egocéntriCity Qas thefefore overcome more : \e
quick]y Thus, these children: acqu1red the ability to judge
sub3ect1ve1¥ and re]ate to others on the basis of "mutual respect".

sooner than did those in the Tower- c]ass Lerner's - f1nd1ngs pave more

‘.recent]y been supported by the stud1es ‘of Boehm (1957) and Harris (]970).
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In considering the relevance of social ctass, one must be careful’
to nealize'that the resEarch'reports.just-mentiOned\do not in any way
contnadict Piaget'e theory. In nrder for them to'do so would reguire
that they demonstrate: | | o

... variation in the s eguence of Judgmental or1entat1ons
- if they showed, for example, that in some culture or
class children f1rst considered extenuating circumstances
in evaluating acts and later ignored them, or that they
first defined duty in terms-of mutual respect among
equals and later equated it with obedience to the rules

- imposed-by authority.. - Departures of this nature -from the-

Piaget pattern have not been reported, and are d1ff1cu1t

' even to conce1ve (Lickona, 1969: 342). ‘ v

~ On the contrary,_a great deal of evidence. direct]y supports Pfaget's
work. ‘Kohlberg (1964) reports that the predlcted sequence in P1aget s
theory has been observed in: . h

... various nations, in vanﬂoua social classes. within ﬂ

nations, and among boys.and girls. The Kohlberg studies

‘indicated the same basic stages of moral judgment in

middle- and working-class children, in Protestants and

Catholics, in popular and socially isolated children,

and in Formosan Chinese and American ch11dren (Koh]berg,.
1964 : 406). : _

The recent work in the area of "staige_—r'm'xtuwe;I (Turiel, j969; Glassco
gggigl.,'1970) can also be considered as‘confirming Ptaget's,aséertdons.
| It would seem that the relevant point to bejnoted in reference
to soc1a1 class is that though sequence in deve]opment 1s not affected

by it, the rate of deve]opment is. Apparent]y upper- and middle-class

chwldren move faster. and farther than lower-cLass ch11dren (Kohlberg,

1964:. 406) . 19

“C. | Deve]opment and Stab111éx
| A reading of P1aget S book 1eaves some w1th the conc1us1on that

moral Judgment deve]ops through an 1nvar1ant sequence of stages and that

’
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one can expect stability or'continuity of judgmenﬁbt'neSponse depending v
upon and def1ned by the stage at wh1ch a child is located. Such an
1nterpretat1on shou]d not be accepted without qua11f1cat1on for 1t can
be reca]]ed that P1aget expected the cont1nuat1on of various "mora11t1es"'
into adulthood. His assertions concernwng 1nvar1ant sequence and .
'stab111ty were meant to imply on]y the heuristic va]ue of 1nterpret1ng
mora] evo]ut1on within a general deve]opmental perspect1ve Sure]y-the '
“value of h1s work does not stand or fa]] on approx1mat1ng an- 1nt1mate B
conform1ty to these deve]opmenta1 parameters. 20 ' ' '_.

However, other writers, most notably Bandura and McDonald (1963)
have taken . P1aget "at h1s word" and have argued that his perSpect1ve is
' vlackmg " They 1n51st that the "deve]opment" of moral Judgment can %e
best understood as a_ function of the manipu]atwon of soc1a] 1earn1ng
var1ab1es rather than being viewed from’a deve]opmentd] perspect1ve
v-Bandura and McDona]d-suggest that a "child' snmora1 or1entat1onstcag_be
v,a]tered and even reversed by'the manipu1ation of”response?reinforoement
oontingenCies and by the pnoyfsion-oflappnopriate social models" (1963t
275)d These authors observed a lack of stabi]ity in response whjch‘they‘
| attr1buted to the effects of children mode]11ng adults. It shou]d-be'
noted, however, that this f1nd1ng does not cast doubt on P1aget s work
but rather‘conf1rms ?t{} P1aget stated in h1s book that obJect1ve and
’ subjectjVehresponsibility (the d1mens1ons whlch Bandura and McDonald"
| “observed) should be conceived of as two djst1nct processes "which, =
broad]y‘speakfng,'follow one'another wjthout, howeven?-constituting '
- definitive stages" (Piaget; 1965: ]95), Piaget  goes on to state that:

‘These two attitudes may co-exist at the same.age and even
in the same child ... (they are) ... partially overlapping,



but the second gradua]]y'Succeeds in dominating the first
(1965 133). : ‘ ' .
Thus , obta1n1ng obJeEt1ve moral Judgments from children whose pre- -test
responses were of a subject1ve nature and vice versa does not
contrad1ct Piaget. Rather, these f1nd1ngs wou]d appear to indicate the _
rather bana] fact that ch11dren tend to conform in the presence of ‘
adu]t mode]s Piaget was fu]]y aware of the 1mportance of this g1ven
the role he gave to adults in the heteronomous stage of mora1 deve]op-
‘ h'ment - 7 . B
There~appears,‘however, to be more at stake in this dialogue
between Bandura and McDonald. and Piaget than a mere accommodation of . =
the 1atter's‘theory tovthe forher'sxobservations More generally, the
controversy can .be seen as that with wh1ch social 1earn1ng theorists
have been cont1nua11y concerned regard1ng their evaluation of the
-cognitive- developmenta] perspect1ve They argue that theideve]opmenta]
approach to soc1a11zat1on
‘emphasizes. ‘intraindividual variability over: t1me and
s1m11ar1t1es among individuals at a common age or stage,
(and) neglects mm 1nter1nd1v1dua1t‘var1ab111t_y in
behavior due to )gical, socio-economic, cultural,
and personality differences. . (On . the.other hand,
learning theorists. assert that s1nce) .. Widely '
differing reinforcement contingencies and social models
experienced by children at the same age Tevel result in
.considerable. interindividual variability .. (and that
since)... social training experiences rema1n re]at1ve1y
constant throughout much of the child's earlier -
lifetime, we should (therefore) expect considerable
1ntra1nd1v1dua1 continuity in behav1or at succe551ve ages
(Zigler and Child, 1969: 457). o .
However, the Tearning theorist's expectation that the-hehavioral
'_cont1nu1ty perspect1ve is the better perspect1ve to take is in 1tse1f '
vquest1onab1e It does not suff1ce in exp1a1n1ng the fact that

deve]opmenta11sts have 1]1ustrated quite conc]us1ve1y: ‘that 1s, the



35 .

Sk
existence of qua11tat1ve1y distinct eras in the deve]opment of cogn1t1ve

vfunct1on1ng (Piaget 1963)
| In a sense: th1s debate is fut11e for the protagon1sts are really
concerned w1th d1fferent prob]ems Genera]]y speak1ng, social 1earn1ng
theor1sts are concerned w1th the nature of the processes responsible for
the acquisition of information and behavior while the deve}opmenta]ists‘
focus theirtinterest on ?those”forma1‘features of cognitive‘processes
~ which tend to be characteristic of particular developmental Tevels"
. (Zigler and Child, 1969: 458). To assert that learning can be under-
stood as d function of reintorcement, mode1ling, etc. in no way -
contradicts the obseryation that the human organism,jat different times
in its deve]opment, is capable of subjecting information to . |
qualitdtively d1st1nct c09n1t1ve operat1ons._ | |
 The Bandura and McDona]d study 1s va1uab1e in that it 1nd1cates

that moral Judgments may be variable, depend1ng upon the c1rcumstances
in. wh1ch they are made. - However, for severa] reasons, the1r work does
not suffice as a cr1t1que of the deve]opmenta] perspect1ve that mora]
judgment emerges through dtst1nct.stages.- In the first p]ace they did
,not scrutinize whether the Variability in judgment was_ a function of-~
rconform1ty or whether it 1nd1cated rea1 d1fferences 1n the thought

'proce?ses of the experwmenta] subJects In order to do th1s, the:

S for the1r judgments woutd have to be taken ‘into
21

childrens' ;.eas

' It
account. Bﬁndura and McDonald fat]ed to do this. A second prob]em

with their study concerns the way 1n wh1ch they attempted to 1nd1cate '
4 that the var1at1on in Judgment produced was stab1e

The1r post-test of the stab111ty of Judgmedtal changes was
a poor-evaluation of both the1r'permﬁhence and -generali-~
zab111ty, since 1t fo]lowed%%mmed1ate1y .after the

&

e
A



36

exper1menta1 session and confronted the child w1th a -
situation which differed essentially only in the number
of adu1ts he had-to please (Lickona, 1969: 344- 345).

_ As Tur1e1 (1966 ) and Smedslund (1961) have'indicated one must

© wait a cons1derab1e per1od of time between exper1ment and post- test in ”

order to determine whether the experimental resu]ts should be considered

"'a functfon of superfic1a11y‘1earned responses or of true changes in-

- cogn1t1ve structure By tak1ng into account on]y the childrens’ pre-
test Judgmenta] cho1ces and not the reasons. for the1r cho1ces (wh1ch B
wou1d indicate the1r current stage of conceptua] organ1zat1on) Bandura
and McDona]d fa1]ed to realize the 1mportance of the d1st1nct1on between :
superf1c1a11y learned responses and “"true cogn1t1ve changes. For |
Piaget, any 1ess9ns 1earnéd by an egocentric child concerning a
'subjective moral orientation must be’]earned in a cooperative'interactive
context Gtherwise these lessons will only- be "fa]se]y accommodated"
rather than being ass1m11ated\to ex1st1ng cogn1t1ve structure 22 Now:

| This 1esson frog the & jandpoint of Piaget's theory, is
cliear:  if attempts to-teach new concepts or change . °
Judgments do not take into account the child's existing -
‘level of intellectual development, they will produce-
only the acquisition of an isolated and unstab]e response
(Lickona, 1969 346). . .
G1ven the def1c1ency Just noted in the Bandura and McDona]d study, 1t

- is d1ff1éu1t to- determ1ne the nature of the. response-var1ab111ty wh1ch
'they observed . The 1mportance of th1s 11ne of cr1t1c1sm is exemp11f1ed

}hfqby Smeds]und S (1961) study After be1ng apparent]y successfu] in .
'teach1ng an experwnenta] group of ch11dren ‘in a conservation of we1ght
task, he found that when confronted w1th cha]]eng1ng ev1dence they

A\fa11ed'to ma1nta1n thelr-newly acqu1red perspect1ve Such revers1on ' to

non-conservation was>not observed in the control group who had

.
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demonstrated'conservation, supposedly aequired from everyday experience.

D. The Impact of Religion

The studies which have expTored the relationship between reT1g1on
and moral Judgment have not succeeded in shedding much light on the
. :matter. The reason for this def1c1ency stems from both the ‘
1ncont1us1veness.of the1r findings as weTT as from the arbitrariness of
- their work1ng assumpt1ons . ) | |

- One approach to the.probTem has been to reason that exposure to |
reTig1ous teach1ngs may condition moral orientation. MacRae (1954), for
examp]e,freported a higher~ihcidence‘of‘horal realism (i.e.,‘one aspect‘
of an objective ano heteronomous,hora].orientation) among.children
. attending parochial schooTs. Boehm (1962).reborts what,uoqu appear to
he 2 cootradictory‘finding. “She concluded that studehts'attenoing:

Catholic schools'center on intentions (i.e., one aspect of a subjective

and autonomous moral or1entat1on) more ofteh than'those attending public

' 9schoo]s This f1ndi!g was exp]a1ned by her on the premise that Catholic -
teach1ngs stress the importance of tak1ng the intentions of the other
“into account. In reference to her study, one wr1ter states that- we_
must be cautious in- 1nterpret1ng her f1nd1ngs Though 1t seems that
_ Catho]1c concern w1th "respons1b1T1ty" may adﬁuhfakthe Judgments of

children. where it is re]evant

the ev1dence from a few quest1 sT1ght the
'super1or1ty of the Catholic children may be relatively
~superficial, may represent little more than a better
"~ trained verba] habit, and may, in the absence of follow-
up stud1es, be reTat1ve1y trans1ent (Graham 1972 255). ér

In add1t1on to expTorIng the re]at1onsh1p between re11g1on and

E
\'a



moral judoment by reference to religious .teachings and denominational
affi]iations, some authors nave'chosén’to consider the effect.of
~religion in terms'of'freqnency of church attendance.A In this context
resd]ts tend to be disappointing. Stephenson (1966)'reports.that"'~
"there is Tittle evidence thet public religious observance increases, or
,15 associated witb'strengthnor type of conscience" (d17) and Bull (1969b)

reports that the associations between attendance and mora]vjudgment

W "were genera]]y scattered, unpatterned and 1ncons1stent" (283)
| 1t was stated above that the expected effects of re]1g1on can be

seen as stemming from rather.arb1trary assumptions. [t appears

~'reasonab]e; for~examp1e; to'suggest that re]tgion,'whether considered

- on the basis of teachings or'frequency of attendance, may foster either

an autonomous or heteronomous moral orientation. From tbe perspective

ﬁ'which this writer ﬁolds, the effect of re]igion.and‘the effect of -values
in general depends upon the wey in which one's cognitive organization'
med1ates these values. Recalling P1aget, it will be :remembered that

'one s cogn1t1Ve organ1zat1on is-a product of an 1d€eract1on between the
organism and, in th1s case, the soc1a1 env1ronment Given this ‘
perspect1ve the impact of re11g1on can be seen as be1ng dependent on

. one's percept1on of self vis a vis the perceived source of the values
in quest1on That s, the tendency to uti]ize re]igious moral codes.as

‘genera11zed maxims to be app11ed across all mora1 s1tuat1ons would seem
to he a funct1on of hav1ng an orientation.of unilateral respect toward
the source-of'these codes (i.e. ; chUrch clergy; the detty, etc') One’

: wou]d expect such an or1entat1on to buttress psychological defences23

and the 1nab111ty to to]erate.the inevitable amb1gu1ty of mora] diTemmas.
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On the other hand, 1f one sees oneself as orwented to ru]es or
. value- d1rect1ves because one rat1ona11y or non- egocentr1ca11y
apprec1ates.the1r ut1J1ty'(1.e., what Piaget des1gnates as the
‘jnteractionlform of mutual'respect); then religion. can be interpreted
as a source of “food-tdr thought“ in the progression toward an autonomous
moral orientation. In the words of one author, the signifjcance-of
' re]igion for moral judgment 1ies,inuthe_factrthatgitipnqvfdes:

... the material about which a rational man can mdst o

profitably leam to think, and by engaging in such

thought, to learn, unlearn and learn anew the styles of
"~ the moral Tlife that enable him to participate in the

human commun1ty‘ (Graham, 1972: 257).

This thedretica] emphas1s on cogn1t1ve'organi?ation as the
intervening variable ‘in the above relationshfp js seen as being
‘consistent with material discussed at the beginning of this chapter
"concern1ng the heuristic value of perceiving moral deve]opment as a
functTon of ego strength var1ab1es Bu]] (1969a. 102) agrees with this
interpretation and suggests that if the focus of 1nqu1ry is: ch11dren,
it would be profitable to 1nvest1gate such var1ab1es as types of |
parental discipline and forms of familial re1at1onsh1ps as determining
the effect'of.re]igion'on,mdra] drientation.
o If this is an adequate assessment of the impact of rellg1on,
then one. shou]d expect any re]at1onsh1p found between. 1t and moral
judgment ‘to d1sappear if one controls for the effect of cognitive

ned1at1on A more thorough d1scuss1on concern1ng this argument w111 be -

g1ven in the following chapter,



E. The Impact of Sex °

S ) ' )
& Many authors criticize Piaget for ignoring the variable of sex in

his study. It is true that he did not devote much effort to the subject,
since his maJor interest 1ay in 111ustrat1ng the cont1nu1ty of »
sequent1a1 moral stage development; however, it is certa1n1y not true

that he ignored sex effects. In his study of the game of Ilet Cachant

(Piaget, 1965: 76-84); a girls’ game he noted two 1nterest1ng

'd1fferences between the sexes. He found that girls were less-concerned

thanvboys,with the specificat1on of rules (1 e.,, stage four of the
practite of ru]es labelled "codification") and that they ach1eved the ’
ability to be tolerant of others ear11er than boys did. ‘ |
- The research since P1aget has y1e1ded inconclusive results
' regard1ng sex differences (Wright, 1971; we1sbroth 1970? A study by
Magowan (1966) on the subject of 1mm1nent justice found no sex . .

differences and research conducted by Whiteman and Kosier (1964) dealing

- with moral realism also failed to report differences between the sexes.

~ On the other hand, Porteus and Johnson (1965) found différences on
,Piaget-type mora]‘judgnent queétions_hith'gir{s étoring’more'matune]y,'
a'tinding supporting Pi%get'SIWOrk."BU]]\(1969a) suggests that one can
undehstand moral devefqueht as progressing through the foTﬂowing four
stages: i) pre-moral (anomy); ii) eXterna] (hetErOnomy);

iii) internal-extemal (socionomy); and 1v) internal (autonom})
Utilizing story items similar to Piaget's, Bull reports that at al]
ages boys more frequently than g1r]s Judge at the stage of anomy, that
at seventeen year51boys_are,more heterdnohous'than girls, and that girls

proVide more responses coded at the stage of socionomy. In terms of
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autonomy, Bull reperts the sexes to be. similar (81). However,'a'rafher”
~ interesting'finding in Bull's work, which he mentions in passing, is
that boys m?y utilize a far more sensitive and insightful moral,

. oy, - b
orientation than they normally do under certain circumstanceg,' The

' particular circumstance in this case concerned oné of'-t‘he, 'mor‘ﬂ‘f?ﬂenmas
Bull g‘mpli)gyed dealing with "7ife and death." (His otiher sf.or:iés-j.
| consisted of "stea]ihg," "1ying,"jahd "cheating" dilemmas . ) However,
" Bull s careful to point out that it isi |
... only in this stark issue of life and death that boys
*,keep anything Tike in step with girls in moral insight.

(:Eﬁen it comes to personal relationships - the essence of
11 morality - they are almost Tost in the distance (88).

€

Bull's finding can be interpreted as supporting evidence fof the
hypothesis that moral judgments may vary depending upon the "definition
T\f\“f)'if‘J;[\»_eZsitu(tion.” It wf]]jbe recalled that this 1dea'is one of the-

main teneigfbf\thg\present'dissertation.

~.

There is additi&ﬁET“évidgggg!indicating sex differences in moral

- judgment respohées. -Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) attembt to explain the

differencé§:théy found on‘the~basis€of conventional role expectations.
They suggest that: | | |
" While girls are moving from high school or college to
motherhood, sizeable proportions of them are.remaining
- at stage 3, while their male age mates are dropping
.+ * stage 3 in-favor of the stages above it. Stage 3
personal concordance morality is a functional morality
for housewives and mothers; it is not for businessmen
and professionals (108). o .

It may be that sex differences are more a function of the
l measﬁnpméﬁt instrument used to observe_fhem than ‘has previously been
thought. It will become aﬁbarentvthat there is reasonffo.hypdtheSiZé'

the existence of ‘at least twbﬁﬁtypeS" of morality: one in which‘the .
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focus of or1entat1on is upon soc1eta1 ekpectat1ons and the other in
whigh the focus of orientation is upon the needs of spec1f1ed

s1gn1f1cant others known to the respondent Several authors have

recogn1zed th1s d1st1nct1on (Durkhe1m 1961 Bull, 1969a and 1969b; and

Kay, 1970); however no one has investigated the 1mp11cat1ons which this

distinction suggests for a theory of moral-Judgment. An exp11c1t

attempt to measure these d1fferent moral or1entat1ons may y1e1d

,1nformat1on concernxng sex d1fferences wh1ch has, unt11 now, rema1ned~
undetected. It may be the case that for one or1entat1on sex d1fferences
exhibit one pattern'wh11e for the other ‘orientation they exhibit
another The. spec1f1c hypotheses coﬁ”érn1ng the presence or absence of
‘sex d1fferences will have to await the conclusion of the theoret1ca1

discussion of these moral orientations..

F. Soc1a1 Re]at1onshqps and the Ro]e of Affect

In his theory of mora] development Piaget emphas1zed the
1mportance of acknow]edg1ng the d1fference between the effects of
unl]atera] and mutual respect As was stated’ ear11er, un11atera1

respect is thought to encourage a heteronomous moral or1entat1on and

mutual respect is thought to yield an or1entat1on of autonomy - Piaget -

suggests that increaSing interaction'with peers aids in the break-down.'

of 1nte11ectua1 egocentr1sm, the subsequent deve]opment out of
heteronomy, and the estab11shnent of "mutual respect” re]at1onsh1ps '

between equals 1ead1ng to mora] autonomy.

- Given the above, severad - wr1ters have stud1ed the effects of

social re]attonsh1ps in genera] and the effects of-peer 1nteract1on
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pec1f1ca11y In terms of the former, it will be recalled that -

Ne1sbroth (1970) found that identification with parents was a re]evant

factor in the moral Judgment performances of subjects between the ages
¥

of twenty-one and th1rty -nine. In reference ‘to a younger sampbe,“"

Hoffman (1963) reports that we may :

tentat1ve1y conc]ude that an internalized moral , - 0
or1entat1on is fostered by an affectionate relat1onsh1p
between the parent and child, in ‘combination with the

use of discipline techniques which utilize this ‘ ;
__relationship by appealing-to the child's persona1 and  ~
. social nnt1ves (47) b T

In other stud1es both MacRae (1954) and'Johnson:(1962) found no .

:support for thy ~gypothe51s that children offauthoritarianrparents were . |

| retarded “in t of mora1 insight. ‘"-_ S Y -

“f“ Fhe above results would appear tq ser1ous]y cha]]enge P1aget S

-

empha51s on the -role which parents p]ay 1n the mora] deve]opment of

L ch11drén Thojsh he occa51ona11y acknow]edges that adu]ts can, under v

certa]n c1rcumstances,24 a1d 1n the progreSs1on from the m0ra11tg&of s
- g . * ‘ H ‘

, constraint to thevnmra11ty of cooperat1on, Piaget nevertheless sees the g

.- adult role as 1arge1y funct10n1ng to 1nh1b1t such progress1on It wou1d i‘

seem that Piaget over]ooked the eufunct10na] role whijch parents often
¥

" play in’ the mora1 soc1a11zat1on of the young

In terms of ‘peer. group effects E1nhorne (1@71)'rep0rted that:

At age 8, but not at age 5, cheat1ng was an 1nverse “function
of the degree of (group) cohes1veness, supporting Piaget's
theory that group ties produce moral autortomy at age 8,
but not at age 5; and prior social experiencg bore a -
significant inverse re]at1onsh1p toscheating at -age 8, but
. not at age 5, su porting P1aget s theory that such T
.- -experience is t _principal “factor respons1b1e for mora]
K autonomy at age 81 but not at age 5 (10). ‘

Here is ev1dence "that both soc1a1 exper1ence and "cohes1veness w1th
£l

peers" are pos1t1ve1y assdt1ated w1th the deve]opment of an 1nterna1

. e L . Lt
-e o . T X .
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‘subJect1ve moral orientation. However, Einhorme's f1nd1ngs, q? ell as

Piaget' s, have been ser1ous]y cha]]enged by the work of othe h'7'

Inta study conducted by Kuge]mass and Brezn1tz (1967), no «
d1fferencefwas found between Kibbutz ch11dren and ch11drentra1sed in
nuq]ear, urban families in the1r usage of intentionality. These authors
see a dua] significance in thelr findings. On the one hand, Athey found
conf1rmat1on of Piaget's assert1on that 1ntent1ona11ty is more -
frequent]y used by older ch11dhen , However, their. f1nd1ng of no
s1gn1g3cant d1fference between city and K1bhutz ch11dren in -
1ntent1ona11ty usage was 1nterpreted by them as_being a refutation of.
“the hypothes1zed 1mportance of peer group exper1ence ‘BuT] (1969a)‘a1so
‘ ~suggested that Piaget erred 'in emphas1z1ng the role p]ayed by peers He
based this conc1us1on on the f1nd1ng that therg was "no reference to |
co- operat1on with peers" in the npra1 responses of h1s subjects (34)

Koh]berg (1958) emp]oy1ng soc1onetr1c techn1ques, defined peer

group infiuence in terms of the number- of "mutual choices” each o

‘.-

respondent received in his schoo] c]ass The resu]t1ng group-
"isolate" and "group 1ntegrate" scores were, corre]ated with respondents
”~
performance on Koh]berg s mora] judgment scale. "The resulting .
coefficients were interpreted by him as being indiqptjweﬂof;the.effect
' < . . . £ i ,‘
of group ties on an individual's moral orientation. Kohlberg:{1964)
. goes on to state'thét: |
- While peer group part1c1pat1on (measured by. fmends’mp‘
cho1ce§ is an important “factor associated with general
development of moral judgment, it has not been found to
be specifically associated with advance on measures. of
1ntent1ona11ty or reciprocity (399). -
The manner in wh1ch the role of peer group experience has been '

assessed in the above studies deserves careful scrutiny. Kugelmass'and ,

e doerves corenl seruiny. L
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Breznitz simply assumed that a Kibbutz environment provides the ideal
‘situation to test Piaget's hypothesis; Bull expected the peer effect to
be expressed in the responses -of his Subjectsi and Koh]berg felt that
vsociometric.techniques represented a viable operatjonajization‘for -
1nrestigating the problem. It seems clear that these:authors interpret

the 1mpact of peer group 1nteract1on as an antecedent var1ab1e the
effects of wh1ch have supposed]y been 1nterna112ed by the respondent
»through development, genera11zed to non-specific others, and thought;to‘n,
11nf1uence him in his mak1ng of moral Judgments Such an interpretation

of Piaget's wr1t1ngs is certa1n1x ;aasonab]e Given that the peer: |
group phenomenon provides the soc1a1 forum to pract1ce cooperat1on and
relat1onsh1ps based upon mutua] respect, it can be suggested that the'

~ more exper1ence a youth has w1th this kind of soc1a1 “interaction the

| more like]y he will be to‘deVe1op an autonomous moral orientation. ATl
that is asserted in. this interpretation is the chifd'S'growdng

.capab1]1t¥ to genera11ze to many mora] "dilemmas the rat10na1 expectat1on

w A

of the roie of ru}es and the expectat1on of reciprocal benef1ts and

pon1shnents-for a]]. -
There %s, however, another-interpretatEOn of Piaget's peer

_ hypothes1s, one which 1eads us £o ut111ze a d1fferent methodo]og1ca]
approach to the *b]em It involves asking respondents to Judge their
peers in the mora] d1lemmas w1th wh1ch they are confronted In
comparison to gaug1ng thelr soc1ometr1c integrate scores or ask1ng them ‘5k‘
to 3udge "f1ct1t1ous" others wh1ch are the techn1ques prev1ous studies
“have employed, the present suggest1on seems to. represent a better test

]

of P1aget S theory
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Little mention has been made regarding the possible role which
affect may play in the mak1ng of mora] judgments. This variable'has,
- however, been recogn1zed by severa1 authors (e. g-s Cooley, 1962) as
_be1ng relevant to the understand1ng of-mora1 deve]opment. Piaget
certain1y ooes not discuss this variable to any great extent and hasf
been Just1y cr1t1c1zed for the om1ss1on (Bull, 1969a and 1969;)

However, if one "1ooks between the 11nes," it cap certa1n1y be argued

that he was cogn1zant of 1ts role. -It will-be recalled (see“pages 21-

‘iand 22 of this chapter) that he made'reference to "the sﬁecial relations

of affection"and "friend]iness“'as'Teading to the emergence and usage
tt:. ; [ . : . .

"~ of "equity" 1n the making of moral judgments. AJso Piaget-stated that:

Apart Trom our re]at1ons to other peop]e there can be no
moral necessity. The individual as such knows only anomy
and not autonomy. ... Autonomy appears only with :
- reciprocity, when mutual respect is strong enough to make
the individual 'feel from within the desire tb treat others
as he himseTf would wish to be treated (Piaget, 1965: 196).

Imnljed in this statement is somethjng more than the fact that mutual

‘ respect 1eads'to.a rétibna] acceptance of'"the'go1den ruie";as'a

' generalizableisocial code. There-is, in-addition to this, an -
1mp11cat1on concern1ng the 4Qﬂe p]ayed by emot1ona1 attachment to
spec1f1c pr1mary others. Given the above comments there is reason to
scrut1n1ze the ro]e which the pr1mary attachment may p1ay 1n 1nf1uenc1ng
“tmoral Judgments In the fo110w1ng chapter further comments are found

L ..

regard1ng th1s matter f.h’ . L L .

s As was. the case in determ1n1ng the effects of ‘peer group -

1nteract1on, there are: ‘at 1east two methodo1og1ca1 approaches ‘to take

E when 1nvest1gat1ng the variable of‘affect 1t-1s known from the -work

~ > . e . : .

. of Hoffman (1963) that affect1qnatj‘jﬁﬂatjonships may aid'in the
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progress1on toward moral autonomy However, investigating the ro]e of

affect in this manner- is based upon the same or1entat1on wh1ch was em-
p]oyed by those authors who stud1ed the effects of peer group |

1nteract1on Agaln, it wou]d seem that the best way to determ1ne the
role of this var1ab1e wou]d be to ask the respondent to Judge someone

he 11kes.

G.“‘summafx'*'““ '
In concluding this discussion, mention*should_be made‘of a,few

' problems pertaining to Piaget's theory agdﬂto the manner in'which he

conducted.his research. As has been indicated above, he 1arge]y.
ignored the impact of religion, sex, and social class in hisfStudy; he
failed to include a detai]ed discussion of'tHE'non-cognitive orectdc

element in mor@] development; and he overemphas1zed the negat1ve

aspects of parent ch11d 1nteract1on dur1ng the” heteronomous era. In

add1t1on, he failed to. rea11ze that the. process of moral deve1oﬂ.ent

..continues into 1ate adolescence One author asserts that P1aget ‘”by :

.fng€~extend1ng his studies beyond the age of about twelve years, failed

to come to gr1ps w1th the deve]opment of true autonomy" (Graham, 1972

204Y. As will be seen, Kohlberg compensate3wfor this deficiency.  Also,

Piaget's data co11ection procedures were unstandardized and the re5u1ts

he reported were portrayed 1n a non- quant1tat1ve manner (Kohlberg, 1963a:

316). Though h1s d1scuss1ons have obv1ous1y been fru1tfu1 to the

understand1ng of mora] deve]opment -this pauc1ty of quant1tat1ve ana]ys1s

¥

':has made it extremg1y d1ff1cu1t for others to comment on the re]1ab111ty

7 w,

R4

-
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Another criticism which has been noted is that Piaget's. SERTR S
.designation of moral stages mas based upon inferences-made from moral
" "choices." 'For;Piaget, the relevant questioh concerned whether or not
a.child relied on intentions or'ohjective, material consequences to form
the basis of his judgment. As wiTl be noted, the ha]Tmark of Kohlberg's.
contrihution has to»do Withvhis abiiityAto ana]yze not the‘choices ot
respondents but rather their reasons for their ch01ces Imp]ied‘in this

,udistinction between "reasons" and- “ch01ces“ is the.idea that studying ..

T

f‘ changes in the former is much more meaningfui from a deve1opmenta1

‘perspective. As Koh]berg reports in one of h1S studies, it appears that
E concerning onese]f with "choices".proves to_be unfrui’ﬁui.' He states \;
that: | | |
Age trends toward ch01ce in “favor of human needs, such as
might be expected from-Piaget s theory, did not appear.
- The child's reason for his choice and his way of defining "'
conflict situations did turmn out to be developmenta]]y
meaningful howeyer (1963b: 12).
‘Also implicit this.“chOice-reason" distinction is the possibility that
.defining a mature morairjudgment'ontthe basis of choice may_not.be ‘
Tteasib]e Further discussion concerning this matten.wrii be found in
succeeding chapters of this dissertation. | '_' | . 11 {
.‘.One finai comment is in order. In his work , "Piaget‘virtuaiiy.
' ignores_the whoie question of moral confiicts, their‘possib]e“effects
“and different possible modes of resolving them" (Graham;'1972: 205).
The- subJect of moral conflict is, obv1ous]y, the essential variable to -
. be focused upon in the study of mora] deve]opment W1thout,reference
 to such conflict, the-description-of ";he_mature moral judger" becomes,§_~;
'Msynonymous hith thg'&ésékiptiaﬁjdffaﬁ,wbverso iaiized“manﬁ;(Wrong,‘1961)1

O
.o . o
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The d1scuss1on wi]l now turn to the contr1but10n of Koh]berg

,‘ In summary, of central 1mportance is the fact that P1aget s theory of .
mora1 deve1opment can, without contrad1ct1on, incorporate the concept of
ro]e-taking;‘suggests the need to censider‘the ro]e of affect; is based
| on an organism-environment interaptidn‘nnde]; and isg therefore, open

- to the genera].hypothesis‘that moral judgments may-vary according to

.the respondent's‘definition of the situationn

IV, “KOHLBERG .

. The work of Lawrence Koh]berg stands as a s1gn1f1cant addition
‘to P1aget s ground break1ng efforts in the study of ‘moral Judgment As
will be noted nnnentar11y, Koh]berg has managed to articulate to a |
greater extent than did P1agq the cqnceptua] 11nkage between cpgn1tiye‘
and moral deve]opment H1s work has exténded our know]edgé.of the'nature~-
- of . mora] deve]opment beyond the pe‘1od of late childhood. What is |
perhaps more 1mportant is_his re]at1ve1y soph1st1cated methodolog1ca1

contr1but1on to the task of 1nvest1gat1ng "the deve]opment of ! ‘moral

-

~ reasoning.’ . . ‘-_ o “53; o
The under1y1ng assumpt1ons of Koh]berg s cogn1t1ve deve]opment - |
‘approach to moral deve]opment are the fo]10w1ng

1. "Basic development involves basic transformat1ons of

- cognitive structure which cannot be defined or
explained by the parameters of associationistic
learning, and which must be explained by parameters of. = ' -
Organizational whO]es or systems of internal relations.

2. Deve]opment of cogn1t1ve structure is the resu]t of °
- processes of interaction between the structure of ‘the
organism and the structure of the environment, rather
than being the direct result of maturat1on or the
direct resu]t of 1earn1ng

¥ - .
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\

,.,

Cogn1t1ve structures are ‘always structures (schemata)
of action. While cognitive activities meve from the
sensori-motor to the symbolic to verbai- propositional.
modes, the organization of these modes is always an

organization of act1ons upon ObJéctS '

The direction of development of cognitive structure

is toward greater equilibrium in this organism- .
environment interaction, i.e., of greater balance or

rec1?roc1tx between the action of .the organism upon -

. the (perceived) object (or situation) and the action
of the (perceived) object upon the organism. This

halance in interaction, rather than a.static

~ correspondence’ of a concept to an obJect represents

< 'truth,* "logic,' "knowledge,' or 'adaptation’ in
the1r genera] forms. This balance is reflected in

" the underlying stability . (conservation) of a cognitive
act under apparent <ransformation, with development

representing-a widened system of transformations

ma1nta1n1ng such conservat1on

The assumpt1ons Just 11sted are assumpt10ns w$1ch ﬂo1d for

" cognitive deve]opment in general... Their application to social

development is made* more concrete by the following additional

5.

- assumptions about soc1a1-emot1ona1 development.

Affective development and funct1on1ng, and cognitive
development and funct1on1ng are not distinct realms,
'Affective' and 'cognitive' devklopment are garal]e]

~ 'they represent different perspectives and contexts 1in
_ def1n1ng structura] change

There is a fundamental unity of persona11ty organ1—
zation and development termed the ego, or the self.

" While there are various strands of social deve]opment

. Social development is ..
(1) concept of self, (2) in its relationship to -

... these strands are united by their common reference
to]a~single-concept of self in.a single social world.
. the. restructuring of  the

concepts of other people, (3) conceived as being in

50 . . '

a common -social world with social standards. In S

addition to the unity of level of social deve]opment
due to genetal cognitive development ... there is a

‘further unity of development to a common factor of

ego matur1ty

A1l the bas1c processes 1nvo]ved in phys1ca1'
cogn1t10ns, and in stimulating developmental changeS'
in-these cognitions, are also basic to social

" development. * In addition, however, soc1a1 cogn1t1on

"always involves role- tak1ng



8. The direction of social or ego development is also
toward an equilibrium or reciprocity betwéen the
sel1f's actions and those others toward the self .

The social- ana]ogy to logical .and physical .
conservations is the maintenance of an ego-identity
throughout the transformations of various role
re]at1onsh1ps (Koh]berg, 1969: 348-349).

N
Kohlberg s work in the area of moral Judgment rema1hs con51stent

.

w1th the above assumpt1ons and w1th the fo]low1ng criteria, derived from

P1aget defining the ut111zat1on of the stage concept e

-~ 1... Stages- 1mp1y distinct or ?ua11tat1ve dwfferences 1n~77~».
: “¢hildrens' modes of. th1nk ng or of so]v1ng the same

~ problem at d1fferent ages.

2. These different modes of thought form an 1nvar1;;t
sequence, order, or succession -in individua
development. whlle cultural factors may speed up
or.slow down, or stop deve]opment they do not
changeits sequence.

3. Each of these different and sequent1a1 modes of

- thought forms a 'structural whole.' A given stage
response on . task does not just represent a

- specific. response determined by knowledge and

- familiarity with that task. Rather, it represents

an underlying thought organization, e.g., 'the
level of concrete operations,' which determine ,
resporises to tasks which are not manifestly similar.

4. Cognitive stages are hierarchical integrations.
 Stages- form an order of increasingly differentiated
“and 1ntegrated structures to fulfill -a common
function. . The genera] adaptational functions of
"cognitive structures  are always the same (for
Piaget the maintenance of an equilibrium between
the organism and the environment, defined as a
balance of assimilation and accommodation).
Accordingly higher stages displace (or rather
reintegrate) the structures found at lower stages
.(Koh1berg, 1969: 353) : :

1

In h1s doctoral d1ssertat1on (1958), Koh]berg presents the
foHowmg s1x deve]opmenta] s'&ge(s which he classifies into three mora]

Clevels: . L o e . ,_:f:23<

I’
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- Type 1. Punishment and. obedience orientation:
- Type 2. Naive instrumental hedonism. :

" Mora1tty of Conventional Role- -Conformity

Type 3. Good-boy morality of maintaining good re1at1ons,‘
‘ - approval of others.: .
Type 4. Authority maintaining morality. . ' .

Morality of Self-Accepted Moral Princip]es

Type 5. Morality of contract and of democrat1ca11y
~ . _ .+ accepted law. . )
’Type 6. Morality. of 1nd1v1dua1 pr1nc1p1es of consc1en;e

"The above typology of mora] deve]opment was der1ved from the

responses to 1nterv1ews conducted with 72 suburban Ch1cago<boys of three
age groups_(]Q, 13, and 16 years). Kohlberg employed several hypothe-
hl tical moral dilemmas as the'interview stimulus, each of which posed a
"conf11ct between the("soc1a] 1ega]“'expectat1ons of soc1ety and the
'spec1f1c needs of f1ct1t1ous persons Examination of the boys' .
responses to the d11emmas 1dent1f1ed twenty -five d1fferent genera1
aspects of mora]1ty upon wh1ch the ‘above typo1ogy was based. Given
that there are twenty f1ve aspects and s1x ]eve]s of mora11ty, the y1e]d
is 150 cells. 1nto wh1ch mora] Judgments can. be c]ass1f1ed For examp]e,
a statement made in reference to the "def1n1t1on of moral ru]es and-
.'norms" (aspect 12) wou]d be c1ass1f1ed 1nto one of the f0110w1ng
'sta§e5.25 o . k ’
« Stage 1; Rnleshare interpreted as tabooing sing]e acts.
. “Rules say 'don't do...' The réspondent invokes .
- 'breaking the law' or other labels as the reason
‘ ~for de51gnat1ng the act as being wrong.
vStage 2. Rules are ut111zed as prudent1a1 directives.

E.qg., 'Stay out of troub]e, 'Look before you
leap.' v ' N



above ev1dence of h1erarch1ca1 stage organ1zat1on, age trends, and "'-Q;i

§tage_5.

Stage 3.

~ Stage 4.

53

Rules are seen as prescribing positive,virtues
or motives. E.g., 'Be honest be good to your!
fam11y, work hard, etc. .

Rules are seen as prescr1b1ng JObS or dut1es
in one's ro]e

Emp]oys a 1egalistic definition of the sitdatﬁon.

E.g., considers, wonders about, the detailed

legal definition of the particular act’ in

dec1d1ng its wrongness. Tends to see the act

Stage 6.

"or for setting up ruies)

In order t

1n the eyes of the law.'

Respondent invokes principles (i.e., non- Tegal
rules which serve as gu1des to mak1ng dec1s1ons

0 meet the expectatIOns of the-stage cr1ter1a out11ned

1nvar1ant sequent1a] movement would have to be observed. Kohlberg

confirms these expectat1ons. He reports that:

The first two types of thought decrease with age, the
next two types increase until age 16. Analyses of

- variance of the percentage usage of each type of thought

by the 10-, 13-, and 16-year old groups were carried
out. The d1fferences between- the three age groups in
usage of all types of thought but one (type 3) were
found to be significant beyond the .01 level (1963b:

]5)
Through th

e use of "Guttman s quasi-sémplex correlation matrix" , °

% . . ,
Koh]berg‘stated that'the “expectat1on applied to the matrix is that the -

corre]ations between two types of thought shou]d’decrease as these two '

types are 1ncreas1ng]y separated in . the deve]opmenta] h1erarchy" (1963b:

17).

He observed the expected pattern, and in support of h1s d1st1nct1on

among the three 1eve]s, he reported that ' corre]at1ons of types w1th1n

the three main 1evels ..._(were) h1gher than between 1evels (]963b

17).

Other supp

ort for sequentiality and hierarchical stage
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organization was reported bv Koh]berg (1968) in the form of cross- .
cuttura1 evidence. He observed similar trends of’mona1 development in

the United States, Taiwan, Turkey, and Yucatan. ~Tur{e] (1966, 1969) |

also reports ev1dence support1ng the expectations of 1nvar1ant sequence

and . h1erarch1ca] organ1zat1on (1nvo1v1ng further“d1fferent1at1on and
displacement of preceding stages). Hefexperimented nith three groups of

cht]dren  Two groups were exposed to moral Judgments one and two 1evels

2

__above_ the1r pne- test level scores, and a third_group was. exposed to.

-

judgments one level be]ow.their pre-test scores. Turiel states that:

, o ‘
The developmental”interpresation is strengthened by the
- finding that subjects assimilated th xt higher stage
~more readily than the Tower stage, e‘though they could
understand the concepts of the lower Stage as well as, if
not better than, those. of the higher stage. Hence, we .
- have an indication that the attainment of a stage of
" thought involves a reorganization of the preceding modes
of thought, with an integration of each previous stage -
with, rather than in addition to, new e]ements of the
later stages (1966: 616). :

'”Other tra1n1ng studies have been conducted with exper1menta1
'designs simitar to-Tur1e] s, (e g R LeFurgy and Woloshin, 1969

Sch1e1fer and DOuglas, 1978 G1assco et a1 1970, and Rest, Tur1e1 and

:;

Kohlberg, 196§§ aiﬁAof which prov1de support1ng ev1dence for the

(o

hypotheses of sequent1a11ty and h1erarch1ca1 stage organ1zation

Kohlberg (1969) d1scusses several faqtors_whtch.he recogn1zes "fﬁﬂwéwni
as being 1mportant for the deve]dpnent of mora1 judgnent.- Ffrst ‘he " |
'considers the role of cognittve maturiiy “He f1nds a nonlinear .
“relationship between I.Q. and mora] matur1ty ("... ch11dren be]ow
_ average'1n,I Q. are almost all below average 1n mora] matur1ty
-,(Whereas) . children above average inI. Q are equa]ly 11ke1y to be )

_ ;1ow or h1gh in moral matur1ty“) and’ suggests that the re]at1onsh1p
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between the two variables declines w1th age (1969 391). " He conc]udes

vthat I Q may be a "better 1nd1cator of early rate of development than

it is of terminal status which is more determ1ned by social experience"

(1969 391). The 1atter part pf th1s statement is based upon the evidence

procured by Kramer (1968) and Koh]berg and Kramer (1969) 1nd1cat1ng that

whild mora] Judgment deve]ops thorugh the ear]y twent1es and then tends.

to. stab111ze, 1nte1]ectua1‘matur1ty does not ' ‘

‘ In-order-to spec1fy the cogn1t1ve deve%opmenta] bas1s of moral—

: Judgment Koh]berg makes the following-analogy between his stages of

moral development and Piaget's stages of the development of intelligence.
He states that the prehora] 1eve1 corresponds with pré- ‘ '

doperatlona1 thought, the convent1ona1 1eve1 with . concrete operat1ona1 '

‘ thought and the pr1nc1p1ed level with forma] operat10nal thought A'-

: s1m1]ar compar1son is made by Bull. (1969a) between his stages of anomy,

heteronomy, soc1onomy, autonomy, and Plaget s model.

_ Koh]berg was very much aware of the re]at1onsh1ps among ro]e-
tak1ng, empathy, and ‘moral Jjudgment. In the case of the f1rst,dhe\states
that "the social wor1d 1nc1udes mora] ru]es _ 'h |

. which the child. understands through ‘conceptually . @
organized role-taking.” The mere process of role-taking -

_the. attitudes of others in organized social. interaction

" §s believed to transform concepts of rules: from externa]
things to 1nterna] pr1nc1p1es (1963a 313 314) -

Know1ng that role- takwng is fundamenta]]y 1nvo]ved in mora; deve]bpment,,i-
Koh]berg goes on to suggest that each of h1s s1x stages can* be B '
understood as being. based upon var1ous tole tak1ng sty]es, w1th the
progress1on of moral stages be1ng ana]ogous\to.the progress1ve
d1fferent1at1on of ro]e tak1ng ab111tqés Koh]berg suggests that mora]

, . R @ e DR

»
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ment by stating that.
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deve]opment—itse]f is "fundamentally a process of the restructuring of

. role- tak\ng (1969 '399). - A o

In reference to empathy (i.e., the emot1ve aspect of morality)
Koh]berg suggests that' it is med1ated by role tak1ng He argues that:
"Empathy does not have to be-taught to the ch11d it is
a primary phenomenon. What development and soc1a11zat1on .
achieve is the organization of- empathic phenomena int
cons1stent sympathetic’ and moral concerns . (1969: 395
. There are several aspects of Koh1berg s work wh1ch shou]d be
noted F1rst of all, h1s stud1es have been extended far beyond P1aget s |

to 1nc1ude respondents rang1ng between the ages. of ten and twenty-five.

As was stated ear11er, this -extension has en11ghtened us to the fact that ‘ 41ﬁ

_'mora] deve]opment is certa1n1y not comp]eted ‘when fﬁaget 1mp11ed that it

- Was. SecondTy, Koh]berg s method,af measur1ng moral - Judgments codes not

qthe cho1ces but the reasons ut111;ed by. respondents This procedure,1s

' certa1n1y'a more mean1ngfu1 ‘méasure of a theory of mora] Judgment which .

1s based upon a cogn1t1ve model of deve]opnent Last]y, what is appareht ; .
'from the above review is Kohlberg's’ rea]1zat1on of the 1mP0rtance of tyg;'é'
the affective component in mora] Judgment wh1ch a]ong with the judgment - V;fﬂ
‘1tse1f, is med1ated by the process of ro]e-tak1ng Kohlberg and Kramer o

(1969) summar1ze the‘cogn1t1ve deve]opmental approach to moral” deve]op-

-

Moral development 1nvo]ves a cont1nua1 process of matchﬂng
".a moral view to one's exper1ence of life in a social wor]d
Experiences of conflict in this process generate movement .+
~from structural ‘stage to structural stage. Even after
-attainment of the highest stage an individua¥ can reach,
" there is continued experience of ‘conflict. The deve]op-
- mental product of this conflict is stabilization, i.e., .
.. @ greater consistency of ‘structure with-in itself (greater
-  stage purity) and a-greater consistency between: thought
structure and action. The evidence that adult stahjli at1on
is the 1ntegrat1on of conf11ct rather than soc1£}«

’ \@’ .
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or socialization, is 1nd1cated by our, f1nd1ng one pattern
of adult stabilization that involves temporary retro= -
gress1on The 1ntegration of.copflict in adult develop-

- . ment may be conceived in térms of functional stages of -

" eqgo development which are quite ditferent from
structura1 Stages (1969: 118).

A.. ,D1scuss1on
” ’ . "9.
It wou]d seer that Kohlberg presents 2 con&1nc1ng case for

- viewing-moral Judgmene—as avdeve1opnenta1 phenomenon atta1h1ng a moda]

level26 which is employed cons1stent1y across s1tuat1ons . Such I

4

-}“conclus1on, however, shou]d be heﬂd in abeyance for at 1east threevn

AP 6.

reasons. . = ' # T
«0&‘ 3.

‘1. By h1s own adm1ssfon, styles of mora] Judgment can be

: understood in the most genera] sense as types of role tak1ng Though .

fac111ty to Tole-take is; in 1tse1ﬁ, a deve1opmenta1 phenomenon (Mead

1965; Flavell, 1966) it must be stressed that the ab111ty to ut1llze

more d1fferent1ated types of role takw&g 1'e?, to s1mu1taneous1y ro1e- _

o

take var1ous standpo1nts in any+g1ven S1t%at1on) is not atta1ned at the

’expense of ear]1er, more s1mp11st1cvtypesa In Mead1an terms, the role-

taking of the "genera]1zed other" does not prec]ude ro]e taking any

v

“part1cu1ar other The po1nt to be made is that one can draw on.

var1ous ro]e tak1ng types at'any twne Yet Keh]berg, tQ thgﬁextent
f f;maaTg

; e, a respondent who has "stab111zed" at ]eVe1 %g(,’dur?ng his

gs.puld appear to have a]so acqu1red a stab]e ”genera]u&ed
g . 7','1 ,f,, 1': ax‘#
' ,\ude from th1s that he is 1ncapahTe
4 I3 - . O . ,3?



| he emp]oyed suggested antagon1sms between the. need% of fict1b1ous

of ro]e-taking particular others.in moral di]emmas etfhervreflexively
or non- ref]ex1ve1y,27 from other than a "general1gedéother" perspective?

Such a conc]us1on seems h1gh1y suspect and yet th1§1&nﬂd/appear to be

f‘2:r There is a.re]ated point which must bfﬂﬁ:;esseg;/ Koh]berg

L]

terms. It is, of course, not inaccurate to f

R s
the process howeverﬂbthen the fota] 1mportnof thercOnCEpt hazfnpxebe :i:
pl \. ;‘l _‘"'_A.':; .
rasped. Turner 1950 states that RESE f\' BRI ok
g p ( ) ; a’x :h\;e‘,
. The. 1mportant re]atgonsh1p among types of ro1e k1ng ]1e$ e e
" in the fact that they are aﬁterhatawe relat ips which - %
. the 1nd1v1dua1 ‘can establdish_ to the rote’of~ he other: ¥ o
o« whiggwill make the effédt of that other S att1tudes R P
' qui- ~diffarent (]950:u324) v 2 e .
: y i

In other words, a know]edge of “who” is belng roﬂe taken as we11 as the °

' character1st1cs of tH%¢g§ituat1on" withih wh1ch ‘the. process is occurr1ng

are 1mportant var1ap}es to be taken 1nto account

2

3. One other con51derafton shguﬂd be nent1oned *when one

“°

quest1ons others w1th the 1ntent of estab]wsh1n§ what thear mora] &’1‘-

J

Judgment gharacter1st1cs are, 1t woutd seem to be necessary, g1ven what

has j et béen noted to be - aware of tﬁe nature of the method used to

. Ma"&’j" N \ R
obta1n th1s 1nformat1on wou]d 1t not .be prof1tab1e to 1nvest1gate ho

'~4ma%a1 Judgments by attempt1ng to contro] for the poss1b1e var1at1ons 1n -
li‘role tak}ng process wh1ch a respondent may ut111ze? Koh]berg -does aot

‘-seem to\hﬁve been sens1t ve to th1s, for the d1]emma s1tuat1ons which A

AL

‘\" .
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' reasons, Koh1berg S assert1on of a moda1 level of moral Judgment

v

~individuals and community or soejeta1 expectationsu(see Appendix_II).

What about»the,needs‘ot particular and significant others who are

actual1y'known’to the respondent? Would this not encourage a different

f:fresponse *han the hypothet1ca1 others implicated in Koh]berg s

s1tuat1ons7 ‘Over and above this, a- further comp11cat1on must be noted

when one cons1ders the research conducted on.the concept of "reference

,group" (e-g., Kuhn, 1964; Sh1butan1 , 1955) The impH'cation'of this

) work for Koh1berg S methodo]ogy is that over and above recognaz1ng the -
.1mportance of var1at1on in part1cu1ar others, one may be ut111z1ng a

‘rather precar1ous assumpt1on in postu]at1ng the existence of a spec1f1c

and un1versa11y accepted set of soc1eta1 expectat1ons As Shibutani.

‘(1955) quest1ons,4“wh1ch genera11zed other's ro]e is to be taken" (167)

in any part1cu1ar s1tuat1on7 Thus, Koh]berg S d11emmas between o

1nd1v1dua1s and soé'bta] expectat1ons may be cons1dered to .be over- '

’ .s1mp11f1cat1ons due to the1r re11ance on the assumpt1on of -a un1versa]1y

shared set of commun1ty standards and dUe to- the1r fankure to control

»

for var1at1on 1n the part1cu]ar other be1ng ro]e taken. For these

I

stab111z1pg in early adu]thood (Koh]berg and Kramer, 1969) must be

COE%Tdered as & hypothes1s “to be tested, not as~ a. demonstrated . Cel
' ' r‘ - AT ? ? - ' -
conclusion. ’_1 L ‘ . RS
: P s L ) c‘ B
’ v y YR . ' .
B . ‘;ét“. ‘ X . .
ﬁh THE SH’BLLITY SPECIFPCITY DEBATE ;* L_": L

It will -be recalled that the study Ebnducted by Bandura and

‘McDona1d (1963) reported that mora] Judgments were ea511y mod1f1ed by

vary1ng the character&st1cs%of the adult m&dels used to elicit them. _
& ity ' R 1 o
e Qp iag VN e
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Also, other studies have ‘reported that variation,dn moral -dilemma
produces variation in ,judgment.‘ Durkin (1959a, 1961), in her - investi-

s gations of the nature ;)f*‘
inconsistent in thq‘vi N

- report s1m11ar f1@ ‘,3. "Both Bull (1969a) and Graham (1972) suggest

o that these fmdmgs regardmg spec1 ficity. shou1d not be cons1dered as

4 ciprocjty, reported that individuals were

'n1ents across dilemmas. - Boehm and Nass ('19“62')\v

unusual. In-the words of the fonnex;_‘one shou]d expect that ‘moral -
R, .;_.4 —

e ) judgments wﬂ} "natura1 1y. vary frve.

"md"'V‘rdual to another, depeudmg
" 9,1\(1?@1 and the

he words of the 1atter, "we must

upon the var1ab1e 'factors shaping bofh
4 env1ronment". (Buﬂ 1969a 4). And in
allow that the specific chanctemstnejof situatwns" will produce y
var1at1on in Judgmnﬁﬁraham, 1#72 15 . Fma]]y, Lickona (1969)
‘T‘observes that "moral .]udgmm;s ’re ‘more ‘

'v .
. would assume on the basw of P1aget s the r:y" (348).

1‘tuat1‘oh—sp,ec1'ﬁ;_ than one
Stage theorists, most notably Koh]bErg, brmg to the1r stud1es
: the opp051te expectatmn, i.e., that a sty]e of moral Judgment . "
' ‘1 eventua] ly tgbﬂues They base this expectat1£fx on: the1r theory -
}-conoermngthe‘ ex1stence of cognitive structuv%i ﬁmch‘ are thought to

un&rTy mora1 Judgments They argue that through deve1opment these

v structures become equ111brated and that the judgments which stem from | ,'-. 2
vlthem 'l1kew1se become equ111brated - Koh]berg@njd Kramer (1969), for
3 examp]e, report thatmost males.stabilize at stage four and most |
) females .Dat, -stage“thrée’ by the age range"18 to 25.vy.ears. The task‘of»

these theor1sts, as ‘they define 1t consists m 1dent1fy1ng the moda]
scoré of a respondent and 1nferhng from th1s score the mora] stage at -

"wh1ch he is fixated. The. failure-to detect.a modal score (1.,e., the

LS ’
S .
. M d
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respondent fails to score at 1east 50% of his responses at a part1cu1ar

.+ stage) resu]ts in des1gnat1ng the respondent as “m1xed" (i.e., as belng

[}

T”'contrad1cts the f1nd1ng of an 1nvar1ant sequence of h1erarch1caT

o ———— __A—._ e e

,‘ 5

in the process of stab1hz1ng) This theory of "stage-m1 xture"

(Tur1e] 1969) is, of course, consistent w1th the cogmtwe deve1opmenta'l
stage model and. offers a suitable way of 1ntegrat1ng the above mentioned
research flnd1ngs reportmg judgmental variation. However, there s a

change 1n emphas1s wh1ch must be noted " The authors mentwned :

}

prev1ous1y ('e g., Graham, f§72 L\Qk‘Ona 1969), 1nterpret va‘gatwn 1n

Judgment as a r"bﬁ :

‘ .'.
R

ass umptmn whic

»‘w'- ’:qi ’ @ - LN ' ')“zqa
cognitive structu s'gaqh abeing responsrb‘i%

moral {]udgn‘entsﬂl" | Stag*g‘%&w. h"n& "

? by
Judgmenta] var1at1on is ‘the norm and see

r ‘quah‘tatibve1y different
¢ hand, tend ‘to deny tha‘t

‘1nstead as a temporary

' phase 1n deve]opment ‘For them 1t 15 1nd1cat1ve of the fact that the
respon nt is in the process of progress1ng toward stab111ty (1 e.5 h1s'
mos t h{E!*§ developed cogn1t1ve structure }; in-the process of
d1sp1ac1ng or re1ntegrat1ng ear11er, less d1fferent1ated structures)
~ This 1atter 1nterpretat1on is a necessary one for the stage’ theor1st to

ho]d for without it he cannot Just1fy what he sees as a meamngftﬂ
; . ’-" ._1, °

search for moda] response tendenc1e§ 6 L _ . - ,Q}’ N

appear to be at odds wi th each,.other ‘The stage theomst fmds ﬁu}a;_

spec1f1c1ty perspectwe threatemng because he reasons that 1t
;.&-4

BN :

orgdnizafion occurring through _.udevelopmen,t. For this writer, howe”'Ver, S

- th}s per;ception of contradiction is fau]ty. It stems from '-the stage , I '_

s e ‘ S R .

s - - i . o . N ".‘" g
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These" two- d1fferent 1nterpre¥1ons of the meamng of spec1 @mty
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theor1st s des1gnat1on of the role p1ayed by earlier, tess d1fferent1ated

. cogn1t1ve structures. Kohlberg asserts that 1ater, more . d1fferent1ated

A;‘ structures “d1sp1ace" or "re1ntegrate“ ear11er ones. If this means that

}/;
< \

ear11er stuﬁttures atrophy ;rom ]ackﬁof use then we are in a pos1t1on.to

po1nt to.the source of the prob]em JIf it is held that earlier structures

do atrophy‘ then exp1a1n1ng Judgmenta1 var1atpon becomes a problem. As .

has been noted such spec1f1c1ty can on]y be exp1a1ned by 1mput1ng the

£

‘ ex1stence of more than: one cogn1t1ve structure Some stage theor1sts
do adm1t that ear]1er structures pers1st but’ are "ava11ab1e for use

(only) under special conditions, tsuch ass frustrat1on, stress,

] -

patho]og1ca1 states, or exper1mental cond1t1ons of primitization"

" (Turiel, 1969: 106) . et e L ek

.

' The po1nt whei ch this wr1ter would like. to make is that ear]1er -

f X
mora]-structures are always available for use. -This must be the case

hd

-6

~for sevenal reasons" How e]se‘can Koh]berg'(1963b: TS) expﬂa1n the
latk of var1at1on 1§cthe usage of type 3 morahty across his? age
groups? .(See page 53 above ) How e]se can’the other spec1f1c1ty
~findings reported above be exp1a1ned if one st111 w1shes to acCept the

_ cogn1t1ve deve]opmenta] mode]7 F1na1]y, the data co]1ect1on procedures

which stage theor1sts emp]oy (i.e., hypothet1ca1 maral d11emmas) assume yv:f“

the ex1steno7’of'nmr‘§than one funst1on1ng cogn1t1ve structure' Moral

dilemmas can be dilemmas on]y if the respondent is capab]e of- 1nter-z.”}

~a -

ﬁfshff*”pret1ng them in at. Teast two qua11tat1ve1y different and conf11ct1ng

_‘T_. ' ways. Now accord1ng to stage. theory, this conf11ct must impl
' existence of at 1east two qua11tat1ve1y d1st1ncﬂ;abgn1t1ve- tructures.

A synthes1s of these two 1nterpretat1ons of the meaning of
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spec1f1c1ty can be developed However, ﬁn ordgﬁkto achieve such a ’
synthes1s several add1t1oﬁ§§¢o the theory of ﬁnrﬁ] Judgment must be _

made. First of -all, a clear statement .is requ1red concern1ng the -
]

: hypothes1zed rote p]ayed by earlier acqu1red cogn1lﬁve structures in_

) the making of moral Judgments ' Second]y, it must be pointed. out that

asserting the presence of severa] structures leading to qua11tat1ve1y

jd1fferent 1udgments does not necessar11y contrad1ct cogn1t1ve develop-'

menta1 stage theory | Th1rd1y, an exp]anat1on of why d1fferent

structures are utilized under d1fferent circumstances must be offered
Th1s exp1anat10n will be- based upon acknow]edg1np the re]evance ofﬂ!nur
variabtes:. ro1e tak1ng,’"standbo1nt Y affect;wand'the “def1n1t1on of

the s1tuat1on The fo]]oW1ng chpater presents these: theoret1ca1
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~lying moral judgment wit] certainly be considered. ™

‘highly.gpecific, for a child may cheat on an arithmetic test and ‘not on

. : o g1 VAT ‘ .
s o R A B
- 4 . ,

FOOTNOTES

: : ']Emphasizing.the judgmental variable as the orienting perspective
for the study of moral development implies the assumption that man iggan.
active, organizing agent#in his-dealings with the environment. This 1s-
the fundamental assumption of this dissertation.. Though an irivolved |
discussion of moral behavior lies beyond-the scope Jof. this work, the_) -

role which emotional-attachment plays in the cognitive process ‘Wider-

PR

'.'2Hartshd?ﬁé#and‘Mhy:State'ih'fhe conclusion to tBe{rQStudy-that:”

", ., neither deceit not its_opposite,, 'honestyy' .are unified character:¥ ]
traits, but rather specifi¢ functions of 1ife situations. Most*children. - - '

will deceive in certain situations and not in others. Lying, cheating,

~agd,stealing as measured by the test situations used. in these studies

aré only very loosely related. Even cheating in the classroom is rather
a spel¥ing test, gtc.” (1930: 411-412).. L -
3Th_1"s latter finding concerning the 1ack,of“re]étﬁonshibfﬁptweén
moral knowledge and moral conduct would seem to challgnge the: nbtion of
the superego as an internalized seti of prostriptions successfully
inhibiting tendencies to deviate behaviorally.. A study by Lowe’and
Shimberg (1925) found no significant differences hetween a sample of -

. delinquent and non-delinquent youths on the ba$is of moral knowledge..

They concluded that their results made them suspicioms OF “..., all tests -
having as their underlying principle the assumption that--moral judgments .
offer a reliable estimate of moral integrity" (59). Likewise, Pittel
and Mendelsohn (1966) state that no test of moral Knowiledge has been
successful in predicting moral behavior. e '

4

In:this context, a mature mora]vJUdgment,can be interpreted as

~an “indication of the respondent's reliance upon an internal system of
proscripgipns ds opposed to'a reliance on external concerns of ensuing

punishmeht or fear of detection. -

v According to Aronfreed, the distinction between induction and
sensitization techniques of parent discipline implies the distinction
between psychological and corporal techniques respectively. Induction

- techniques involve asking the ‘child why he did what he did; insist that

damage .resulting-from his behavior he corrected; and.desist from physical :
punishment when the child indicates self-punitive actions or, more - '
generally, his own moral initiative. Sensitization practices, on the
other hand, tend "... notto be translated into a set:of- indepgndent -

- N ,. .
R Wy
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mora]lfUnctions'becausé they emﬁﬁésizg only the painful gonsequences'of‘
the child's transgression and the importance of external threats or
demands in carrying out moral actions” (Aronfreed, 1961: 226).

6In determining that the effects of "threat of love-withdrawal"

on moral orientation were weak, Hoffman and Salzstein controlled for
affection. Thus, whether one suggests that moral development is- a -
function of "identification with the aggressor" g$,rather<ﬁ function of
"anaclytic identification," neither view is supported strongly.  This
does not imply that identification with parents is inconsequential, as
Weisbroth (1970) would argue. These findings., however, do suggest. that
‘a great deal more is involved in the acquisition of an internal moral -
‘orientation -than -simply-early parental identification.. ...... . -~ . ..

. g
- . o p‘,_,"»‘

! the theoreticalgb1d neicthis shift in emphasis from the .
supereg the ego is not 'a hew. phenomenon. ‘The work of Parsons (1958),
' -Parsons and Bales (1955), EriKson.{1950), and Mills (1940) all 'suggest
- that this should be the.case. :

" “pjaget (1965) and a host of other authors (reviewed in Kay; -
1970) have also corroborated this finding that the resolution of the
Oedipal crisis does not mark the end of moral development.’ :

o 9Stephénson suggests that the "conscience motive" is important
in that-it alleviates the Freudian .bias of designating the "moral.agent" -
as being primarily of a punitive nature. : 0 o

‘ '1QHe;a§bues that "a certain level of intelligence is cleafly a

- - prerequisitedfor the development of moral judgment and hence for
conscience mptive. A high level of intelligence, however, does not
(necessarily)} reflect a highly developed conscience.: o

‘ ]1Graham (1972) in the fourth chaptér of his bookzentitled
"Identification and its Ambiguities” asserts thatsHough reference to
identification certainly serves -a heuristic funct#omn in terms of the
general dynamic involved in early childhood, it fér from meets the
scientific goal of conceptual clarity. He nggests-that jts .several
connotatidns (i.e., imitation, introjection, motional involvement and
dependency, etc.) have led to a great deal of coffusion as to what, in
fact, the concept is.meant to imply. B L

rhis inconsistency is well documented by Mischel (1968). It
should be remembered that the influence of guilt amd certain child- )
~_rearing practices have been shown to be associated with moral development.
_-Attempts in this.line of inquiry have been far more successful than those -
which make reference.to "moral character." However, the point being madegs -
is that neither -approach serves adequately 'in the attempt to“designate
the underlying nature of moral development. - : L

&' . . , . -3!&3‘ . B~
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S D e
_ ]3Kbh1berg asserts that the stud& of moral development “in terms
of earTy experiences centering specifically on the moral training of
honesty, guitt, etc. is less likely t ' fuitfulvehan is a study of
~moral behavior in terms of more genera: Beriences relevant to ego -

development and ego control in nonmoral” tdntexts" (Kohlberg, 1968: 485).

]4Koh1berg,(]964) states that the interpretation of moral develop-

ment as reliant on ego rather than superego strength may prove to be a
more successful approach to take. He continues: “"This interpretation
implies that the consistencies in moral conduct represent decision-
making capacities rather than fixed behavior traits. It is-thus .
consistent with the findings on situational variation, which suggested. .

that moral conduct was the.product of a situational decision. The 'ego-
strength’ interpretation also seems consistent with the difficulties in
distinguishing situational factors stimulating prudential caution from
situational factors stimulating moral obligation in the production of s
?onest bihaviory Both sets of factors appeaq.to appeal to ego-strength." “

391-392). - : <\, , . :

1'5L1'kew1'sbe, the ego-strength, or what can also be called the
cognitive=developmantal approach to m ral development promises to be a

Fel

. more effective predictor of mora]l behavior. Kohlberg (1968, 1969)

L]

~ discussed. - C

.reports that principled moral subject§ (i.e., those scoring predominantly
at levels five or six on his moral ju gment questionnaire) are less

likely to cheat in unsupervised situafions than are .conventional or
pre-conventional subjects (1968: 486). In another experiment conducted .
adong the lines of~the work done by Milgram (1963), 75% of the principled
subjects 'as compared to 13% of all remaining subjects refused to .
administer electrical shock (Kohlberg, 1969:395).
) . In the area of "political activism" simifar r¥sults -concerning
‘the expected behavior of principled moral judgers has been documented :
(Haan, Smith, and Block #3968; Fishkin, Keniston, and MacKinnon, 1973).

Finally, thé argument being proposed is "stremgthened by the
findings of substantial correlations of moral conduct with intelligence.
KBch these correlations and cortelations with 'ega-strength' ratings
suggest a view of overt adolescent moral conduct as a product of the .
development .of broad socia[ecognitiye capacities and values rather than
of a 'superego’' or of 'introjection of parental standards'" (Kohlberg, ..
1963a: 324-325). . ' - S ' IR

. i . . 4.‘ o N .
167ne concept of cognitive dissonance is relevant to both the work <:\\\
-of Kohlberg and the theoretical orientation of this writer. Its L
importance will be articulated to a greater extent when' these topics are .

]7Ihe-idea that one can conceive of various types of role-taking
has not-as.yet been introduced into the discussion. The elucidation of

these -types will be pres€fted in the. following chapter. Suffice it to
e ‘ v - A PPERS
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- -i&fu'of the’ abc

. with Piaget's perspective.

" imply stability of response.

NI C
BV SR

A

. say ‘that for now there is reason to .assume that qualitatively different

moral judgnent;orientatiohs are mediated by equally different role-
taking types. , , L _ v e

185 wii] be noted in the following chapter, this finding supports

-

‘and parttally suggests the theoretical orientation of this writer.

19.

(1969) points out, interpreting-an earlier shift to a subjective moral
orientation on the part of higher class children can be exptained by
reference to (a) the difference in the nat of constraint imposed on

" lower cTass children by their parents and Dy reference to the fact that’

(b) general intellectual development occurs more quickly in children of -

;”;;;aa__—__lhe variation by social class just'noted_doés not seem to be at - -
odds with Piaget's theory for at least two other reasons. As Lickona -

higher social strata. Both of these explanatory approaches are congruent .

4
+

20

they must still admit that mugh of ‘his theory has ‘been confirmed. It
can be noted, however, that while an invariant sequence in moral -
development has been observed, the expected stability of response has
not. This paradox is more apparent than real. Stability cam only be
expected -on the-basis of a very ﬁarticqﬂ%?ﬁstic;interpretgkion{of the
importance of the concept.-of "invariance." It seems to depend upon how
offe ytilizes the developmental concept knpwn as "hierarchization." This

problem will be addressed in.the following chapter. What can be stated

0

= THouﬁH some adhefe'tolSuch‘5h'orthodox'1nterprétation of Piage15‘

at the moment is the point tHat_tmf“Concept of stage need not logically
: ’ 4 a s v

%
‘.
u PO

,Z]This has beepn one of the major chiticisms of theirswork.

However, it may not be a legitimaterone. What is interesting is, the

. fact "that even if they had scrutinized-the children's reasons and found
that these reasons were both qualitatively different and subsumable

~under different developmental-stage tategories, they would still be .
unable-to conclude that the developmental perspective was inaccurate.

~The developmentalist does riot assert-that all early forms ofsthought
become extinguished with age. Rather, he simply suggests that-more
advanced forms will have a greater probability of being utilized once

. they have been conserved by the child. The point which may have to be -
realized is ‘the fact that a critic@i experiment adjudicating the.debate
between the learming theorists and the developmentali§ts is impossible
to conduct. However, another interesting aspect of the problem s that
‘the developmental theory of moral judgment may only be verifiable and
not falsifiable. An in-depth discuSsion of this problem is beyond the
scope of the present stydy. =~ : S ' :

, . Thé research cofidicted by this writer is based on the hypothesis
that ope can stimulatg supjects to "think differently" about moral
dilemmas. Thus, respondént!s reasons will be Tooked at carefully. In
“however,sthis research is not being carried”6ut with

LA 4
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the goal of either confirming or refut1ng the deve]opmenta] perspective
Rather, what we are concerned with is producing variation in Judgment in
a predictable way and commenting on the implications of this variation

for a particular and questionable aspect of?post- P1aget1an deve]opmenta1

research. ¥
. ! . ' b

-

zz?aise accommodation refers to the . process by which new - y
~information is incorporated superficially, without be1ng ass1m11ated toy,
. relevant cogn1t1ve structures. : P :

23The spec1f1c defense mechan1sm with which we are concerned is

;';‘“known as "compartmenta11zat1on Its re]evance to the discussion w111 It
W,_become more -apparent in the fo]low1ng chapter G e e

: 24As far as- Plaget is concerned the role of the parent functions
- to inhibit moral growth. This is not thought to be so due to an
imputation of authoritarian motives to an ideal-typical parent. On the -
contrary, Piaget makes this argument on the basis of the egocentric .
child's perception of the parent rather than:on .the basis of the latter's
perception of thg.child. If the parent can break through the child's
egocentr1c1ty GﬁﬁLiw""g himself on the child's owr level" (1965: 137)
and by "preach\gO3#¥ example rather than by precept” (1965: 319) then he
becomes usefulMn.helping to" push the child toward moral autonomy. :
However, some writers (e.g., Bull, 1969a and.1969b) argue justifiably
that Piaget over-emphasizes the phenomenon of adult constraint and thus
fails to apprec1ate the fact that the stage of heteronomy can also be -
“seen as,preparing the t¢hild for-a progr9551§p toward autonomy. As Bull
suggest#y achieving an autonomous ‘moral orientation: depends upon many
- factors, one 1mportant one being the acquisition of moral know]edge, a
-portion of wh1ch is. Tearned during the heteronomgus era. _

. . _ . he
S 25A more thorough descr1pt1on of: Koh]berg S stage model can be seen
in Append1x I '

o

D -

o 26For a respondent to be at a modal or dominant level, a minimum
of 50% of his_ responses must be classifiable as perta1n?ng to one stage

. with no more 'than-20% of his responses falling into any other stage. If

he scored, for examp]ef 55% stage 4, 25% stage 3, éhd 20% stage 2 he
would be c]ass1f1ed as "mixed." : v
27: | LA
Ref]ex1ve role-taking refers to ro]e tak1ng the perspect1ve of a
» part1Cu1ar other who serves as a validative source of the role-taker' 5 g
concept of self. "Validative" implies that this particular Sther4sa
significant other. Non-reflexive role-taking refers- to the.emulation of  °
a-particular other without the process being self-conscious. ~ This e
distinction derives from Turner (1950) .and: w111 be- d1scussed more ful]y

in. Chapter Three , _



.;,-}presented L

_ 'CHAPTER 3.
EXPLAINING MORAL JUDGMENTS: A 'IHEORETICAE RATIONALE 4

_This chapter presents a discussion of the'concept of deve]opment

‘1n order—te—clanlfy_LDSLpreferred 1nterpretat1on of the role played by

ear]Jer acqu1red 1ess deferent1ated moraﬁ structures“‘TT%vn%% b

argued that the act1ve role wh1ch has been ass1gned to these structures }ﬂ DT

’! r!

~ need not be seen as contrad1ct1ng the cogn1t1ve deve]opmenta] theory of

'mora1 Judgment It will ‘also be suggested that the funct1on1dg of mora]

structures can best be understood in conJunct1on w1th the concept of

-

<ro1e ‘taking. Role- tak1ng is. seen as the cogn1t1ve process whlch'

(%

mediates the 1nteract10n between moral structures and the soc1a1

‘environment. ‘In add1t1on when one rea11zes that the obJect (i.e., .
)
- (-3
standpo1nt) of ro]e tak1ng is also relevant to the moral Judgment

. ‘process,-it w111 become apparent that there is reason to perce1ve both

var1at1on and stab111ty as character1st1cs of the mora] Judgment
' v . /

.,phenonenon, v R

The d1scuss1on'w1]1 then turn. to the task of construct1ng a

-~

mode] whwch synthes1zes role- tak1ng types with mora] structures A]so, B

reference.w111 be made to the work of Rokeach (1960) in order to derive:- .

\
a cogmt1 ve]y based def1n1t1on of a "'Q 1 or1entat1on Fma]]y,
e |
the prop051tlons der1ved from th1$ th’p!" al statement w111 be }

” -, -

7/




3
I. 'THE CONCEPTS OF DEVELOPMENT AND HIERARCHIZATION o R
The preced1ng chapter. conc]uded that var1at1on in mora] judgment
‘)

.was exp1a1ned by certa1n stage theor1sts as a temporary phenomenon ¢
111ustrat1ve of the fact that a h1gher, more d1fferent1ated mgral
structure.wa5-1nvthe process of being acquired. _G1ven‘th1s perspective,
a theory of. "stage—mixture"‘(Turie1 ]969) wasrconsidered from the
perspect1ve of several authors as a sufficient exp]anat1on QW the 1ack
““—nfLstab4e—response observed on: the other hand, th1s writer asserted
é;iat such an 1nterpretat1on of. Judgmental var1at1on premature]y den1ed
the poss1b111ty of 1nterpret1ng var1at1on in Judgment as a substant1ve
phenomenon -in its own right. ' '
It will be reca]]ed that conceptua11z1ng Judgmental var1at1on,1«
either as an. 1nd1cat10n of. deve]opmenta] progress1on or as a stab]e
_character1st1c of Judgment requ1res mak1ng the assumpt1on that ear11er
acqu1red mora] structures remain as emp]oyab]e strateg1es w1th1n the )
"covert vocabu]ary of the respondent Understand1ng more fu]]y what
.A'th1s assumpt1on 1mp11es necess1tates a con514irat1on of the concept of L3
deve]opment S T ,V" ‘w“ L o ’ - o S 'J?J;‘
“The concept of development when’ app11ed to mora]1ty 1mp}ﬂes that ”fﬁf:
through time var1at1ons occur 1n a person 's or1entatron toward.ru1es
Conceptua11z1ng mora11ty w1th1n a deve10pmenta1 framework takes one
beyond the behav1or1st perspect1ve wh1ch seems to'be concarned‘W1th an
h>'attempt to exp1a1n thé‘acqu1s1t1on and\ma}ntenance of "moral kuow]edge
.gby referencqyto reinforcement cont1ngenc1es (see, for examp]e, Sk1nner,
: Lp1972) A deve]opmenta] perspect1ve on the’ other hand, is, by
vdef1n1t1on, conqgrned not only with mora] knowledge but also w1th the’

*w
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;r*&presenbs "e xces.s,

" a@éar to: be‘“a’cgsthe rf sne” ?nas on]y—cﬁncerne@ wwth mora1 *nowledge, B
-t .

\I' I N'

L g

. o ' j
changes that oc’jfur in one 's cogmtwns concer‘hmg theaagpﬁcabﬂny of : '

fi .

th1s knm]edge to actqal s1tuat1dhs LA behaV1ora1 perspeotlve or for

‘o d
that matter any non- med1at1on1st or“lentatmn,. as not equ1pped to dea] §
“with deve]opmenta]* quest; ons concermn,g changes in rupw a hesp‘ondent
, "feels about ru'Ie haw he reag'ons With- ,them, or how he eva] uates the‘rﬁ"
\(Hoganill'fg:?%:2?(”)‘).3.“ ",,_ di however ‘tha@ a nongmed‘rbtwmsf »{'.'
uou'ld argue_ that aéi' ot @perspectuve\;m morahty*me.rf!ly ‘4

V] baggage " Sug,m,a perspectwe wou'd,

v

»

o for 1t is d1ff1cu1t 6 conc\mve of know]sdge of@*u]es per se as’ evo1v1ng |

S e The 1mportance of Nage'l s statemeht can be seen in 1ts 1mphc1t Lo

~'m0,ra.1.1ty: j« L e o : oy

if He is. progresswe]y exh1b1’t1ng greater 'sensitivity .

7.

deve]opmental]y However., wha‘t doe;*eém Lmop aré- thé‘ varvet1e.s

of cogn1t1ve,‘operat1ons wh1ch med1ate this- know]edge Th1s d1st1nct1on .
: e .y

between moral know]edge and. "mora] cogmtmn" 1§ mstructwe, for 1t

4 A v, o0

suggests the focus whnch a deve]opmenta] pérspectwe m1ght‘,§

. ‘approphate]y take A faﬂure to make thqs d1s~t1nct1or1 Qed Nage] to ,ﬁ'. :

O.assert that 1hvd1scuss‘fons of mora] growths the e#cept of deve1opment . ’

can be emp]oyed "1n what"asﬁ erhaps on}y an- aga]ogous sense" (1957 ]9) )
: l's' «*.

One can agree with Nage] but on]y mquemenee»to the var1ab1e%f mora]

know]edge However, Ngge].._ does go on._to.state that Wj.th regard to
Lk : . e

-

..o an 1nd1v.,‘|dua1 is .conmon]y sa1d to be. deve]opmg on]y

and coordmated response. to various tyltural st1muh, S
-~ and §f his’ ‘responses and. attitudes fall Y¥nto a stable
pattern that is adapted to:the’ v1c1ss1tudes of externa1

"-_fortune (1957:716). . i+, S RS

‘V':..M"' .

¥ emphas1s on cogmtwe process, for 1t 1s cogn1t1 ve’ "process" that

matures and it is; C09ﬂ1t1ve process wh1ch can be
o ST S ;\_56 - i
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from a deve]opmenta] perspectlve

-,

“

R < A
R I T
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a of 1tse1fi however, such a

cogmtwe-deve]opmental" orJentatton ~toward morality cannot 1gnore

‘mora s know]edge both var}ab]es r

mutua]]y exc]uswe Xmﬁﬂd be n

and content (i.e., cognﬁave actuv‘lty and mora] know1edge) are;& -l ".’

A0 7

anst%t 1nter‘act1on and tend to

L)

“v  the subJeCt of acqu1red cogmtwe structures, however d1vergerrce of

*vwhati

7 one's know]edge of syl

T w~1th certan

%

Hren

o 1' ;-" :
1re cons1derat3.9n ?o‘r they are*pt
d 1ater in _the- d1scuss1on¢pnbﬁes‘s -

° \“'H)' A

FEALH ‘” 4
% & 3_

...

-

ermme the nature&of each oth

be Jconcluded the,g, is that an a:pphcatwn o?’ the concept of ﬁf%

deve]opment to the subJegt of morahty must make reférence not on]y to

" ut aIso to the ex1stence of var1at1ons 1n e .
______,,74'. AT < e o o \ e
cogmtlve sty]es wh1ch mechate these ru‘les _ R Y
D . - * e R
The concept of deve]opment 1mp'l1es movement from -an und1#ere{na- T

-t ated sta'tge of co,gmtwe p"Fbces

mcreasmg., d1 tferentwtmn, a‘
(Werner,'l ;
LA A

2

!‘

126) The orgam*s,m 1s/'t ous

tcuctura] and o,pgratmna'l prop.ert,ies whidh can be

structure to a state of

[

Aon, and h1erarch1c 1ntegrat10n" .?._;.,,

‘to begin i ts}dep/el opmeht

F LA

q

,§
Heschbed as "gi*oba?" oF undifferentmated and then progresses! through

af ]
sequent1a1 Set of changes

" we (Nage] r957 17)1' | ”g

‘. (wh

1eh, y1e1d) = re]at1ﬁé‘1y berw,,gg,t }‘:

but nove] 1ncrements not on]y in structure but ?h m&des of 0 erat1on as ‘
;',& . :

P \

A . . i L
'Y v : R

- . RN AL Lo
LR - ] N . .

-’7_'

v Most theomsts wou]d appear to be 1n agreement concermng the

v

e ’

above genera] def1n1t1on of deve]opment when one addresses onese]f to

. o~

<
op1m én emerges 1n the 11terature

\ L

- , ‘s

The consept of "h1erarchazat1on,"'

[

. umeamng "the comprehenswn of parts or part-systems into laZer umts _

, or who]es‘" (Harus, 1957 3) 1s an 1nadequate orp in, thate

t (a) faﬂs

to spec1fy the roie p]ayed by earher acquared structures once "1arger



' ) . ’ Y ) S, : ’ . .
-."‘f"'ﬂ o

R <

: ”umts or ‘wholes'" are formed and (b) neg]ects a spec1f1cat1on of the..

: character1st1 cs of the process wh#ch leads . to the fo‘rmatmm,gf thes@

superordmate syuctures How oné descr1bes th1s process 'Ieadmg to

4 v

Co more d1fferent1ated structures depends upon how one’ percei..ves tﬂb role ,

- . LY
bR . »

p]ayed by less d1ffereht1ated ,structures w :.‘:__«: - SRR

i » g .
\ In the v1ew of Strauss pmor cognitwe structures 1ose L
[ - T~
theﬁ"omgma] 1dent1ty in the process oﬁ h1erarchzzat1on As the. o
o S TR, N A
Vo chﬂd dgveJops o 252' ' ' , . Cohe T |
4 R A

ﬂ! N 'iy‘fm hns earher cbﬁ‘ncepts are. systemat1 ca'l]y superseded , -~
o i . .'”By m’creasmgm complex ongs: The earlier ‘ones are - . . ' P:N

o

: cessa?y fog«thev later; each advance: depends upon thé P T
"~';-_'l1g understand‘m awpumbefg of. pr q;1s‘1te hotions.” .. v %
n .,c]ass1f1cat‘ ond ‘are~ grasped, . th '

e,hﬂ)d owes T
e e révlsed or qualjfied or even drd’iﬁ"‘ﬁ”ﬂt ent1re’ly PR
WO memory (Strauss, 1“962 66)% -t ___;. "',”& 2.

“ 4
S T DA
»It w*fgl he ve‘ca]]ed that a’smﬂar vgwpm&t Ts, adopted by Koh] berg “*’;
o8 Bgpe w0

(1969 35&& see page 52 1in the precedmg chapter)

'\g_&;‘, L

‘ .. There seems to be a physw]ogma] emphas1s at work in the "”"‘*“

-,‘x' _'m

w2,

AF- <
" .

T or1entat18n o‘F’ ese a»uthors, an 3emphas1s suggestmg a proce‘s’s

- —

t . ~':.7

. ana]pgous to bJo1og1ca1 mutatlon ] The1r perspectwes:appears té assume 5

v

that co 1t1ve yructures are in, sc)me sense phys1ca1 ent1t‘1es wmch
-~ t‘-‘ . J
becqme synthes1zed throu?lj tge proceswf h1erarch1c 1ntegrat1dn If'f :
o
th]s 1nterpretat1on of the1r perspectwe 1s VaJ]d then by def1mt1on

pr:evuts struct‘ur.es must be thought of. as p]aymg an mcreasmg]y >
. smaHer ro]e in- the cogmtTve functwmng# of the organTsm A theor1st -~ ,A
-who;accept‘s th1s or1entat1on as bemg a suitab]e one for understand1ng~~
g)e n'.ture of morahty is” naturaNy 1nc11ned «£o expect the emérgence o:f :

§'~stab1e cpgn1t1 ve sty]e of Judgment durmg deve]opment. ,

'~ex1sts ﬁowever. another schoo] of though on: the subJect of

v C

.“.> . . 4‘ .,:< .lt, :.‘A \, .
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h1qrarch1c mtegra/tmn Th1§"5econd QrJentatwn ho] dsL‘Wat pr1or

f% structures once acqu1red rergm mwa ’;é,sab’re”stutéw To ‘quote Heinz'.
wemer (]957).w o L 4**‘ -‘ -

. BN . [ ) X ) .'

Wi - - 2

The assumptlon that all organisms n0rma11y operate upona - . "
re]at1ve]y fixed-and rather hgrp]y circumsceibed , . R
deveYopgental ]eve] appears to be tacitly accepted by , ’ ‘
many’ psgig 1ogi®ts. A contrary view is that all h1gher m
' organisms man1fesf a certain range of genetically
'~ .y . different operations. This means, .... that a child of A )
s T certa1n age or an adu1t,,depend1ng on the task or on . S
' inner c1rcumstances, may ... perform at genet1ca11y‘ oo !
,"d1fferent levels. ... the’ more Mmatuie. compared w1thx¢ge _ s i
less’ pature 1nd1v1dua] has ‘at his disposal _a greater ™ - . .
) number of deve]opmenta11y~dffferent operafﬁons - 38) T
o

Ba]dwm (1969), in. ag*eement w1th Werner, 1nforms us; of thé fact L

TR

e
o

that “some bemlor c%n.ues tc .be 'med1ated by the s1mpaeF mechamsms
J & & - .'
even whﬂe other behav1or is mecﬁateg by, the "Iater deve]opang

33
mhan1sms“‘ (’327) F1na'|1y, AuSubel (195& agrees that "

\‘u N * e

¥ o
‘e_pec1aﬂy m a

R 4
: mertta] phasesgn n man be?ng are prd 1Ty 1rrevers1b
TEw ! 'ﬁ’r

. ™

a those mstances ‘gl_Wh‘Ch th1W0nmenba1 'fd,eferm'lnants are 1ﬁﬁueht1a1 ey
,  are” i
(”7), an,mstance wh&w cdearl_y tﬁe case Jin terms of mora] Judgn@f" o

_@ lt was argued earhe.r. that. th’i‘s 1atte.r mterpretatmn of s A';,?-*:"‘f
}. av*.. ’ ‘ oL
S h1e4carchazat1on was the necessary one to ho]d m order to. account“for a3
b Judgmental var1atwn fmm a. cogmﬁnge deveNpMenta1 perspectwe o 7 4
- 0 . '* - \.. Q- ) o .,- 4..
Argmng that"]ess d1fvferent1ated cogmti‘ve vstructures remam in the~ .
: L “:'w : : C“" . he Lo
- covert- vogabu”lary of the reSpondent requ;res that one, a,ss'ume the
13 . \‘/ 2 . .
R exl’stence of a. ref]exwe cogmtwe pro;ess at work: wh1ch is respdnsm]e
for the formatmn of more d1fferent1ated structures Rathemthan '_ .

suggestmg, e1ther 1mphc1t1y or eXp11c1t1y, a- process ef m?gratwn | .

based upon a phys1o10g1ca1 ana]ogu “this perspectwe assumes -

L] .r;'

ref]exwe, nat1v1st1c ab1hty to scrut1n1ze the co.gmtwe structures one.

B S



©

ho'lds, to reahze the contrad1ct1ons thg' suggest and -on the bas1s of .

tms reahzation formu]ate a more mtegrated structure wh1ch more
S 5
? @adequatew serves the adaptn:;/needs of the se]f in soc1a1 mteractmn
Q
' In terms of th&.covdpt aszmﬂatmn of morak,structures y1e'|d1ng more

d1fferent1ated ones, the uggest1on being made in this context, refers to

7/ ‘the's ab111ty to realize the co‘hf] 1ct1ng demands wh1ch the se'lf faces
| durrng a moral" d1'|emna_ It is th1s reahzatmn of cbntrad1ct1on- wh1ch
forces one to atte.mpt‘ to synthesw,e ]ess d1fferent1ated structures 1nto ‘
T a 1arger “whole"'Jn order r?resoWe the dﬂemna Thgs mte tat1on o

.of %he h1erar&h1ca1 mtegratwn ef(:)rﬂ structures has recewed support

.

p from S'éfveral sources (Tur1e1 1969£ﬁhger, 1969) and it is an 1nter- )

structures atrophy

he "." 'Pemap,s thebbest way to c]ar1 fy th;s pomtns to'br1ef1y revngw _-.'f

‘what’ Feffer (1972) has td%say nconcermng tge deve]opmenta'l progréssaon

beyond ’the s1mp11st1c"'eye for ar eyé"'t v?ew of JuSt'ICE G1 ven that ‘
| pmra]” Judgments can be understood as eva]uatwe components of

part1cu1ar soc1a] mteractwn; Feffer argues that the form such

\ Judgments take are therefore partially. dependent upen. ways;: of knowir‘%m

w-
the other 1nvo1ved in the 1nteract1on He suggests that the "ey for an
: . » ’{) L3 .
_fey " 1nteract1on situation prov1des “the cond1t10n for c’ontrad1ctory

n ‘ ‘
ways of knowmg the other .. (The other can be known) Gfrom the

peﬁlspectwe of the aggressor s ro]e as weH as from ‘the perspéct‘]ve of

the v1ct1m s. ro]e” (41) Th}s jibﬁ' 4
S“tandpomts 1mphes ‘t-he ab111lty' to seé %

the @thEr imm bqth ro‘le ‘q
REREEEE %) 72
. se1f Jna s1m11‘ar way The, e

1nev1tab]e perceptwn of contrad1ct1on and‘?uhhty mhereng in thlS i_
. _': .

Ll . .
N .



Y

~ manner. of soéia]linteraction-1eads,'in Feffer's‘perspective to the“fé~

fprocess‘by'which these "contradictory 'selves’' of aggressor and.victim.

' structure" (41).

L ) . .

. . ot L .
.

= 4. ‘ : "

v

-~ .J“zg
" become 1ntegrated as const1tuent parts of a swng]e more - stab]e se]f— 1&,

- + . .
X * ) 1~ | . \‘i B
o ? . ¥
. s ’ -

In the above examp1e we-have -an 1nstance of two se]f def1n1t¥ons‘

o *

be1ng ass1mr1ated 1nto a mpre dtfferent1ated’§nd more stable def1n1t1on

- 4
\~'~

-V of se]f The abi11ty to know the' se]f and- other a§?%ggressor and the .

. J
b ab1}1ty to* know the se]f and other as v1ct1m are two perspect1ves wh1ch
become coord1nated andhy1e1d? Eh terns of mora] Judgment the'"golden
ru]e of do1ng as” one wou]d be done by'" (Feffer, 1972~ 41) Feffer’“ .
.. (1972) concludes the fo]low1ng “aF' e"'-' ‘f{, ;ﬂ:m, a R -
G AN ) o vf'l .
. - “In contrast ‘to osc11?at1ng eye -for-an- eye behav?or, the .
% . behavior of the golden rule is neither that of aggressor,
s or.victiim. - Rather it is _Jov ned by the- reg11zatlon thai **f',ﬂ
~one is capab]e ofAbei,' Aggressor and & victim, agﬁyk s
=that is to say,.1 : oy ;a hew organization  ile Y

S 3 {4y HoE o

yoy

ment of 1ess d1fferent1ated ones. Rather, 1t wou]d appear »hat the
.6 P .

4 _
’ format1on and ut111zat10n of such h1gqer order structures depends

- “which can simuit; _foCUs,pn 1ts const1tuent parts .

..... . .
. 4' v . .

e, It cén be conc]uded from feffer's d1scuss1on that the ut111zatlon
' “ Y . '_0,\‘».“

7joﬁqune d1fferent1ated structures 1s not depepdent upon “the d1sp1ace-

~ 'y\,tl.‘ <

“twd. character1st1d§ of m1nd F1rst~\the(e must exist as part ,f he fﬁg
- respOndent S covert vocabulary severa1 less d1fferentrated cogn1 've~ .
'structures Second]y, through what was ear11er 1abe11ed'a "ref]fx1re
ﬁ.cggn1t1ve prpcess,“ there‘must occur' Zohsc1ous\rea]rzat1on th t these -
1structures are in co trad1ct1og It 1s this- reflexrve thought essf;dé?j:

.
i
|

.

D wh1ch enables one to rea11ze tﬁe contrad1ct]0n and wh1ch als'

one to ach1evebthe subsequent structura] synthes1s whatv_

P

L e
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oo e

'_t‘

: .‘

) augoes not appearto ex‘lst‘tthe need to Tnmute the phenomenon of d1sp1ace—

v

-,

‘\’

-
: tructures eVo]ve from an awareness of certam propert1es ofé:e

&

s v ¢ i
. . A({_ R

3

the ex1stence and mamtenance of the. 'Iess d1fferent1ated structures,

rather than the1r d1sfp1acementt In Feffer S words, th1s "s1mu1taneous,

y e Y '.a
v_"ql

: focus on cons‘t1tuent parts" 1& dep‘ ent upon the abﬂ1ty of the e

1'?‘e‘spondent to ut111 nd understand 'the "parts ‘ ‘ and o‘f themseTves
o ’ ¥ . T
Thus, it is asserted that earlier acquwed mora] structures

ar
_remain 1% anﬂ that the for?ﬁtmn and ut1hzat1on of more mature

K

o

earher structures wbpch arejglﬁn aﬁ‘e'iatwnshm of contrad1ct1

ment to th1s deveﬂopmenta‘l process Agam ?’t.is a?“ﬁed tha e

1nterpr’etat1on must be accepted 1ﬁne w1shes to urrderstan'

5

Qamat‘aon from a cd'gn‘itwe:-deve]opmenta] perspectwe

Fy -

d1séues1on th1§ mterpretatmn of. the ro]e of pr1or structures as act1ve

>

'

A

attemptzto mampu]ate tng frequency of mora] s-tage usage -
. Nhat needs to be - c1ar1f1ed at. th1s pomt s that th1s perceptwn
f the act1ve ro1e p]ayed byﬂprwr structun{s does n‘&t co\tradw,t ;he
Jcogmtnﬁe deve]opmenta1 theorpl of mo?‘m‘l JudgmeWt )t mus be adnﬁtted .'

that e1ther mterpretatwn of‘h1erarch1zat1on is cons1stenfv)nth the

' cogmtwe deve]épmenta1 perspectwe The assert1on that an 1nva.r1ant
» -y \ r .
sequence z;’f staqe devdopmeqt oq:urs does not stand or fall on. whether

LN

L : .d\ - )
\‘. one assumes that pr1or structures are ext1ngu1 shed or remaarz in use.

Kid

: Thus, the dec1s1on £ alccept one or the other mterpretatmn of .

. .. . p
at1ons can be made however, _Wh1ch support the present 1nterpretat1on of

the concept To these.we now turn. @ .

ol R - s : -y T o a,

Y - "

I S AR 7 2

_ ;__'ent1t1es w'ﬁ] ga1n further support from the present~ study S successfu] t_'"

.V v

A

“~

’

h1erarch‘izat1on would appear to-bean—arbite m‘y——one.__SEYQ‘éﬂ\O"SﬁV’\
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b
g

e by ﬂﬁ‘teractwn with the soc1a1 env1ronment Ir]hen th1s interaction can

.

s

tdeve]opmenta] theory of mora]*a,udgment emp]oy

II. THE EXIST-ENCE»AND UT'ILIZAT_ION OF_' 2‘ :

2)° that a cogn1t1ve-

prie .fﬂ]om% coneepts

ibrium, 1nvar‘1ant

LA

structure organism- env1ronment “interact'lon equi

L]

sequence of stages, and‘ h1erarch1ca1 1n.tegrat1on of stages In

“odeicmptwe terms, the theory states that moral structures are formed

o

}\

e be consiggred_smtab]y adapted the s{;tructure is..thought to 5e-4., B

‘4
TR 5eqyﬂ1b’rate.p ?hat 1s to say', the moraT structure adequately serves the :

i
Y

Y. pef‘rsonxm m’s r:tegd to meet“at he thmks are the expectatwns of

pthers w1tah whom he is, 1nteract1ng The theory gaes. on to suggest ‘that

s

A ,eaﬂy structures do not serve the adaptlvé neads of ﬁﬂe orgamsm as weH

vt
D -
N ¥

-
o

&
a»s l;ateratmoré%dﬁf’erent%ted structures " Insothei words, when- the

'person ‘in questwn reahzés that his v1ewpo’1£t does’ not adequate'ly

'K;f

1ntegrates~as]\1 the re'levant 1nformat1on, the probab111ty of formu’ratmg a @:5

'-more sens1t1\ge pers ect1ve 1ncreases The other cr1ter1on of

TR o dig v

- 3 deyeﬁopmenta] th "ry 1-(1 e., the concept of 1nvar1ance) asserts that the

formatwn of these more sens1t1ve or more- adap?ve perspectwes cannot

N ~—

'.occur bef‘ore the format1on of less sens1t1 ve' or° less adaptive structures. .

.I«‘ 4 4

’Severa] comments can now be made in connect1\ovw1r\th the above o

descr1pt1on wh1ch support the pres nt inte pretat1on,of' h1erarch1zat1on
l . .

The f1rst comment concerns the concept , adaptat1on~ It appears

1 reasonable to asseﬂ: that a mpre d1fferen’o1ated structure 1s, by .

&

-
-’_deﬁmtwn, more adaptwe : In makmg th1s assertlon, however, one. -
,cannot necessarﬂy~assume that more adaptwe structures,_once attained

w111 a]ways ‘be. ut1hzed by the respondent ' .On_ thercontrary,'more

¢

Py
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. ¢+ adaptive strygtures rhﬁ'be seen as threateriing or inapplicable by the.
respondent unde‘r certain ‘situations. For ex_amp]é, let us grant that the

stage 4 structures Qf«Kohlberg"s rn‘ode1 are more adaptive (i.e., more
A 4

d1fferent1ated),than the stage 3 structures Let us also assume that a
part1cu1ar respondeht i€ capable of ut111z1ng both types of structures
in making moral: Judgmen‘ts Thirdiy, 1et us assume that the moral

dilemma we a%k the. respondent to judge 1nvo]ves ‘a conflict between |
[ &

' soc1eta1 expectat1 ons of normatwe dpnduct and the needs of a person

whom he cons1ders a c]ose fr1end - leen th1s set of cond1t1ons(dpes it
not seem reasonab]e to hypothes1ze that fromq‘the respondent s perspec- .
j:_" tlve, the more adaptlvé response wou]d b.e ned1a‘°t;d by stage zand not
| stage 4 reasomng f‘In.hot@ words, " morﬁ di fferentpffed:tructuﬁ*e -

capab]e of process1f¥g \more 1nformat1on m. the dﬂe@ma mdy onﬂ/ m
0
. ut111zed under those c1rcumstances m wh1¢h “more mformaggm“us, in

fact, des1red There 1s, then, a d1st1nctton wh1ch must be. made betwe.en

L3 b

the structura] cr1 ter1on used the theor1st to defme more adaptwe b
cogn1t1ve mechamsms, and the respondent S "na1ve" des1gn»at1on of what >

8
§s and what is not "adaptwe" un’der certam.bc1rc'umsvtances. ‘The theor1st_
B . - . " .
-and respondent may not a'Iways agree

s
vv'

i, Ttrese comments concernmg the concept,of adaptatmn lead us to
Sy N r’ * '
recons1der the meaning of Judgmenta1 variatio 3 Let us assume that a

-~ v ’

\ respondent S des1gnat1on of what is and what 1s not an adaptwe response
gy vary from situation to sxtuatmn if th'lS 1& granted\by the

researcher,-then how is he to ‘explain’ the var!wn in reippnse_ which -

N,

th1s respondent exh1b1ts? Is 1't\a manifestation of the respon’dent's
Towe T -

awareness that certam moral att1tudes are more- appropr1at§ to certa1#
.s1tuat1‘ons‘-than are others? Or, is-such var1at1on to be mterpreted as-

e e A e A

toe ) L. . . : 9 ) '
h YRS . \ N e e
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L

" achieve stage synthesis? .

It can be conceded that “the _theory

.

. useful or1entatlon for exp]aﬂnlng

actual construction of more differef "*L mora] structures. Th1s

theory does not, however, exp1a1n t"“ | ation in judgment obseryed
once these mote dlffﬁhent1ateq structures are acqu1red For example, it

b 54) that Koh]berg (1963b)" did not observga

- WS- reported above (3

s1gn1f1cant decrease in stage 3 usage across the three age groups wh1ch

4+ he stud1ed Presumab]y,vthe oldest group'(16 years) had at 1east

»

acqu1red a stage 4 or1entat1on by th1s t1me and, therefore, t" stage o

3 responses observed in th1s graup cannot be considered:as be1ng a
A

mantfestatIOn of progress1on toward stage 4. "", PR .‘,‘.

- & It can be conc]uded that exp1a1n1ng how structures eVo]ve may

B .,y"‘

prov1de an adequate account of Judgmenta1 variat1on wh15h €an be thought

A]

of as a man1festat1on of stage progress1on It wou]d appear, however,

that another exp]anatlon 1s requ1red to account for Judgmenta1 var1at1on

-

once more d1fferent1ated structures have been acqu1red s
-+ The above d1st1nct1on~suggests that cu\rent theQr1es of the
deve]opmenta] character1stfzs’of mora] judgment may not he app1vcab]e

- to o]deg age groups (i. L& 1ate addﬂescehce) As Kohlberg and Kr me{ .
4
: *’ .
- of ﬁncreased congruence between be]1ef and soc1aT role (108)(than of

-

N ’deve]opmenta] changes 1n cogn1t1ve structure 2 Thus, 1f Judgmental

: var1at1on 1s oug\rved in samp]es of o]der ado1escents, it wou1d appear
. .

that the theory of. stage m1xture does not prov1de an adequate expTana-

(1969) suggest - "adu]tfmora] stathhzatnon appears to be - more a matter"

-

r



-

'n for it. An exam1nat1on of the theo,ret1c,§\1 perspect1 ve wh1ch jg W

o ecessary to understand the phenomenon of mora] Judgmen‘[iﬂ]ate |
adolescence will foHow short1y. ' : ,'.:,;‘
) 4 ° A...'}' -

To summarize our argumen‘t we have. seen that ~def1’n'\1"t1‘on5' of .

adaptat1on cannot be based on. cogn1t1ve er1ter1a a]one but must also ., '

take into account any actor s perceptmn of what the s1tuat10n def1r%s

.as 'an adaptwe response ' If this is a reasonab]e con(ﬁ'u?'on to make,

& .t ‘
then ‘the’ aSSumptlon must .be made, that 1e§s di f'ferenthate&mora] R

structures remam m a ut111zab1e state of rea'dmess What foHows from
this assumptlon s ;:’he reahzatwn that a° theory based upon the present
1nterpretat1on of h1erarch1zat1dn 1s necessary 1n order to obtam an

3
adhquate exp]anatmn of rmra] Judgment sty]es 1n hate ado1escence or

} odhg adu]thood Th1s assertmn is based on Koh]berg s (1968a) f1nd1n§

that by xﬂ‘e age of ~164‘y rs most respondents are at 1east capab]e of
| 3

' makmg \]“udgments at flve of the Six stages of h1s ty,polo%y “ "(u
Cage L ';.1»:‘ .
' The use of vthe concept caHed "retrogresswn" pﬁt"’ldes another L
. v.f CE

example from wh“1ch one can conc]ude that 1t is necessar_y tor asssume that

ﬂ* 1e$s d1ffer),£4ated structures regam w1th1n the covert vocabu]ary of-. -

. e

Jg rgsporsents... <n a’ recent art1c1e"Koh‘lberg and Kramer (1969 1r‘ftroduced

N i

this concept to the moral. aJudgment 11terature For ?xem ‘the concept of
”regress1on"' is. to be- d?stm%mshed frdm "retro&r@skon" by referenée .

-' ‘”_ to- the d1st1nctlon‘-between 9trUctura~I and” funct1orra] ad?ptat\on, 8

¥

. respe‘ctwe{y\ Regressmn 1s a c7oncept which. refers to

- - deve]opment thatns oppos1te 1n~d1rect1oh to the

-

T preva,ﬂmg frend of growth. , It #ndtcates that aftd¥,’

L _ &ttammg a more advanced, comp]ex, or h1gh1y ARSI
= ”vd1fferentaated Jevel, of behaviofror persomdkity o
o . organization, an individual reverts to.'an earlier-and

more pr1m1t1 ve level characteristic of_‘younger ‘br less .~
A LT ' A _ ) e R . ; '

P.' Lo
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. mature persons .. (11‘15 the process by which).,.
EO behavior becomes Jess spécific-and adaptive and more ' }
. & sy primitive and und1fferent1ated{(Ausube] 1958 106-107). . w,

In other ‘words, the term. regression des1gnates .the process by which the ‘
K.ug

organ1sm adopts$’ ‘an earL]er acquired cogn1t1ve structure to dea] w1th

the soc1aJ env1ronment The implication of the concept of regress1on

1s thatsthe ab111ty to use more d1fferent1ated strucﬁ.iﬁs is rejected -
o Ahy the organ1sm and that the less dwfferent1ated cog}*five structures -

brougﬂt forth rema1q\1n §g% for a. re]at1vely 1ong "Ja od'of.time.

MY
ST
-ﬁﬂg&gnvo1ved in obta1n1ng a stab]e égo 1dent1ty~~ As such retno-

\n-‘

-durlng the ado]escent S attempt to reso]ﬁﬁpﬁhe deve]opmenta]

adqp« Soc1a1 m111eu 3 These authors3introdﬂge th1s
. o ’ s . N q T g
Y -concepg in order to account for an’ unusua1 observat1on wh1ch some wou1d .
' 'jconSWder to be a contradiétion of the cogn1t1ve deve]opmenta] theory
P ‘7 “iw
' of moral Ju_ Koh]berg and Kramer (1969) report the fo110w1ng
o Q- BetW%en 1ate “high schob] and the second or third year,
: -of co]]ege 20% of oOur-middle’ dJass sample dropped 6r '
" retrogressed in moral maturity Scores. ... In their. o
ollege sophomore phase, they Kickeéd bgth their -
A (oﬁwent1ona1 and gheir stage 5 morality and rep]aced
s ‘ﬁt with good old stage 2 hedonistic relativism, jazzdd -
o ?p w;th some phwlosoph1c and soc1opo]1t1ca1 Jan@on Y ( ’
109 ' v R P
L ' ‘~~v ' N a ‘ ﬂ‘-.' s !

These wr1ters argwe that th1s obse}vat1on dees not contradwot cogn1t1ve-

“‘deveV%pmentai prem1ses becausq kt does not 1mp1y structura1 regress1on

- ¢ '\ R ‘3. i -~ C f’,‘-"j’ = 5 s
- but rather funct1ona1 retrogréss102J They continue w L TN, N
y .- -,.  The retrogress1on of-‘ourwsulgects “is more-Tika Afuhttionai‘

-.regression than it~is.1ike B structural regresSidn. While .
.our retrogressors choose toause stage 2 relat1v1st1c -

"



egoism, they have not. lost their earlier capacity to use
. .stage 4 and stage 5 thinking. This is evidenced by
-t . three facts. First, the retrogressors continue to use - .
) ‘a little stage 4 and 5 thinking. Second, when asked to ‘

_ give what- the world would consider a- h1gh moral response . .
‘to our stories, the retrogressors tend to give straight ..

. 4 vesponses. Third, the fact. that the retrogressors - o ;
-eventually return to stage 4 and 5 strong=y suggests . °
that these stages were never st (Kdﬂ?be ‘ and Kramer, .
1969 1]2) . , o = -9 ,

3

wIt would seem that Konbberg

| amen have managed to~ma1nta1n

cons1stency in the1r perspect1ve One can argue that the d1sp1acement
. ,Amterpretatlon o’F h’rerarcmzatwn uhich they hbld - is- not tontrwmtgd;}: »‘
=3 the1r concept of . funct1ona1 retrogress1on iOver and above this ‘hdweﬁér‘

Je '

l?".

5 *one can stxﬁ] not 1gnore the fhct that they have reported an exampl

X ‘.‘ coa fo

JSEgmenta1 var1at1on in theoabove quotat1on . The1r responﬁents weﬁh&h?f;-,

&*.; ter*a]]x Judg1ng°at thrge d1st1nct~1evéﬁs whether or net one is ij. -

¢ S a« wy 4

- conv1nced‘that thE1r d1st1nct1on between the concepts of structural

‘ regressman and funct1ona1 retrogresslon i?%a'usefu1 %hé to make one
¢ . SR ‘*‘#g '
- must st111 conc]udé khat in- order to make stage 2 responses, peop]e“must

Loy A

. be ab1e to ut111ze stage é mora] strUctures o {»“.3

. ?he above dlscusswn pomts out tt@t whenever*Judgmental b
var1atxon is observed wh1ch cannot be accounted Fdr by

DK oY

stage m1xture, the d1sp1ace pt“ﬁntgrpretat1gn of hiega'ft
‘vw'ﬁ!-" v

- *5

f becomes a conéeptua] obstac?e wh1ch must be rcumvented by the’
L . ) ‘ ~ ‘v .
e 1ntroduet10n of the concept ofxfunct1ona1 retrodress1on Th1s 11ne of ‘
’ T :l ‘...f,/'

reason1ng 13 however, 1ronrc ‘By {ntroducﬁng tg6'conqept of'rétro-- ’
gress1on one substant1ates not the d1spTacement 1nterpretat1on of v

h1erarch1zat1on but rather that v1ew of h1erarch1zat1on wh1ch has been

K

d1scussed above It must be conc]uded tpat Kohlbéﬁh and KramerQS'

: expoS1t10n of funct1ona1 retrogress1on exposgg'the conceptua1 1nadequacy

. . .. . g L S )
- S . 4 . . A IR R : . . .. :
: - - . a A - e e S . - 4 [ . .
S a, o ‘ o, e S . . - . RN ,J S R . .
L . - co ) i . KN ! . 0 ot ’ e B :
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of their stage d1splacement theory A

One f1na1 and deta11ed argument wh1$h can be proposed in defense

2

of the current v1ew of h1erarch12at1on has. to do wi qgithe 1mp]jca€hons '

of cons1der1ng the act of mak1ng a mora] Judgment,a % embedded

property of social reﬂat1onsh1ps T ,'ﬂ& R

a1

As P1aget (1965‘ 1) 1nforms us, mora11ty "cons1sts in. ansystem

-

of ru]es, and the essence of a11 mora11ty 1s to be sought for 1n9the

/—\

_ ~respect wh1ch the 1nd1v1duaﬂ acqu1res for the;e ru]es e know from :

,__l_,.v. .

the work of both P1aget and Koh]berg that" q1ffereﬁces in’ the_gua11t1es:5”

: ’ a
of respect acqu1red for ru]es can. be mean1ngfu11y understood’as a -

- Y

. q
var1ab1e whth fo11ows an 1nvar1ant sequenc stageadeVelopment What
¥

must aTwa}! be kept 1n m1nd however, i$ the obw1ous po1nt that mora1

KA

B or1entat1ons hre maﬁTfeSted 1n Judgments wh1ch 1nvar1ab1y perta1n to

AP

o 2"

. agn&uﬁ The bana] fact that mora] judgments are about ru]es and peop]e ot

soc1a1 d11emmas 1nvo&v1ng persons Bull. (1969a 88) for examp]e,

1ns1sts that the "essence of a]] mora11ty" is to be found 1g persona]

L @

re1at10nsh@ps and P1aget when he. states that "apart from our reTathons .go':

T ; bg Ldan
_to other peop]e, there can be no mora] necess1ty (1965 196) obv1ous]y\

84

R

s
Y

suggests the necess1ty of f1rst understand1ng how we knpw people 1n fx‘f

_ ¥
5.“v order to undeg&tand the" character1st1cs of mora1 Ju%gments P1aget s

ﬁ ' }

(1965) emphas1s on the var1ab1e$ of constraant and cooperat1on 1nd1cates

‘\;

l ;'., . 4

-'-we must. come‘3 in. the end “to. an ana1ys1s of the ooncept of ro]e tak1ng
¥

Ear]1er 1ﬁ the d1scu551on @see pages 3 and 4) 1t was argued that

‘-“‘;l"
'a,cogn1t1we deve]opmental perspect1ve on mora1 Judgment must take 1nto

b

A
waccount not,on1¥_moraT know]edge (tontent) but a]so th cogn1t1ve
| i's;/ . ¢ IR ' o . ) \ e .

oy . . . . . . . P : .. ;. .

h1s awareness of th1s necesSaty Nhen we ask "How do‘we know peopLeV" jf‘
5”

-
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o

‘mechanism (process) which mediates.this knowledge. The mhnner in which
the construction of morad’ knowledge occurs, a point to be discussed in
.more detail when the concept of the "social act" is introﬁuced, can only-
roe-meaningfu11y understood,1n'conjunction with its dependence upon the .
cogntti e‘process known asiro]e-taktng. " ‘l., .

~ . In C?ﬂde.PtuaHzing the .ci_ef'\_/elogrﬁgan’t of mdral judgnent,’ then, we
must nake reference to the concohitant development of this cogndtive ;
-process called role-taking. That grthh in the faci]ity'to role-takes
efficient1y is positjve]y related to age is a hypothesis well
substantiated fn the literature (Dymond et al., 1962; Burns and Cavey, /:
195?//60111n, 1958% Feffer and Go%rev1tch 1960; and Flavell, 1966)
These stud1es réport, that as children age they become more sensitive to
the communicative needs-of others; go1n:more depth in their perceptions
of others; and ‘gain the abf]ity to synthesize into a consistent
perspective seem1ng1y d1vergent personality, character1st1cs portrayed
by a single actor. If one assumes that the cogn1t1ve process wh1ch
mediates moral judgments is, in fact, ro}e-tak1ng, then the above:
studies lend sqpport to the hypothesis that increasing‘proficiency with
“the ability to ro1e-take (i-e , the.more adaptive'one;s role-taking
skills béZEhe) parallels one's progress in attaining more adapt1ve moral
structures. . This suggest1on that the degree of adaptiveness of moral
structures requires a parallel deyelopment,in ro]e-tak1ng skills can be
intuitively understood by reviewing Koh]perg's typology of moral stages.
In,order to describe this re]otionship more succinctTy,.a‘modél has been
devised which synthesizes moral stages with types of role-taking‘ This

model will be presented shortly. What must be?emphasized'in'theupresent
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context, however, is that ro]e-taking is a cognitive'process which

’ ’

'ass1m1]ates to cogn1t1ve structures information perta1n1ng to the

expectat1ons of other concrete persons in the actor's environment. 6

Another way of stating this. po1nt is. to note that role- tak1ng occurs in’
X
conJunct1on with a "standpoint." The 1mportance of tak1ng into account

the ObJeCt or standpo1nt of the ro]e tak1ng pro¢ess does not merely .

1ie in the fact that it rounds out the conceptua1 scope of the

intricacies of this'cogn1t1ve act1v1ty~ ,On the contrary, there is

oA

- reason to suspect that the speeific characteristics of the object -or

standpoint have a:directvbearing on the actor's construction of "meaning"

in the social act. As one author states:

-what kinds of ch11dren do better on what k1nds of role-
taking tasks vis a vis (and.this could be an important
var;ab]e) what kinds of other persons? (Flavell, 1966:
176

Perhaps the best “c]asswca1" expos1t1on of the re]at1onsh1p between
role- taking and standpo1nt can be read in G H. Mead's (1965) d1scuss1on
of the orlg1ns and deve]opment of the se]f—toncept 7.

In focusing our perspective on the role of the "other" (i.e.,

'standpoint) we become. aware of three- imp]ications wh1ch th1s_yay1ab1e

suggests for the study of mora1 Judgment

1. In the first place, realizing that role- tak1ng ass1m11ates
information tg;phe actor's environment requ1res that we conceptua11ze
the activity of making moral judgments as a}property'of a particuTar
on-going_socialbact; | S

2. .Secondly, given that "standpoint" is an important'variable,

" we can follow F]ave11's'(1966) suggest1on and investigate the difference

which d1fferent others may have on the moral Judgment process In th1s
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context our concern will be'with the variable of affect and the question

Pl

we - w111 ask is whether or not one may expéct different moral structures
to be ut111zed when judging “strangers" as. opposed to persons who may

be*ught of as bemg "primary others" For the respondent

3

3. Th1rd1y, through focus1ng on the var1ab1es of "the act" and
! ! . .

"standppint" it becomes apparent_thét {t is necessary.to reject the
-k

’ diép]atémeﬁt"iqtéfprefétidh Of'hierarthization'becaUSe'df“its inability

to explain the variation assuned,by'points'T énd 2 above. o

LI

A. The Act and Moral Judgments L .

Moral judgments are not made in a vacuum. The situational
element is a vital factor in each such judgment. This is
not to hold that judgment is determined by the situation.
Judgment is the application, and therefore adaptation, of
_principle to situation. The principle must be .known, and
the situation assessed. Both are involved (Bu]] 1969a

8).

_Defining a moral judgment asa property of an on-going sociai act,
conforhs to the description of ft expreseeo in the above quotation.
Through a‘reliance upon the work’g? Mead (1965), Piaget (1963).and
-‘others to form an'interactipnist perspective on moral judgment making,‘

. we derive a theoretical orientation which synthesizes the following

ideas: . jA :
(a) That there may be several moral structures equilibrated
by the respondent and that we cannot assume that the most

differentiated of these structures will always be emb]oyed._.»

(b) That conceptualizing the judgment process requires
defining the role played by (1) the information the
respondent brings with him to the dilemma; (2) the
characteristics of the dilemma itself; ,and (3) the
cognitive-process (i.e., role-taking) which both
assimilates the dilemma to the structure and accommodates
the structure to the dilemma.

]
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The concept of infgraction between the organism and the social .environ-

meht, is being emphasiZed because it provides the orientation necessary

o c0nceptualiie moral judgment making as a mental activity which -

. synthesizes prior'experience with the present environment being address-

<

ed; this synthesis being'mediated by the process of role-taking. Q'

Clearly, this perspective‘Hoes'not guaréntee specific judgmentaT

" ‘outcomes as would kthberg;‘uhmerpteAin—rEferencefto“nis'scnehetpt L

stage development:-

I haVe called this scheme a typo]ogy This is because
-about 50 percent of most people's thinking will be at

a single stage, regard]ess of the mora] dilemma involved.
(1968: 28) _ . o .

Rather, the perspective being presently promulgated. requires anfempﬂﬁsis

on the potential effects of the fdefinitjon of the situétion" (i.e.,

the actor's perception of the moral di]enma) From the above quotat1on
we can’ conclude that such an emphas1s would be seen by Koh]berg as belng
superfluous to the problem at hand. For n1m there exists a direct 1ink
between the most differentiated moral structure acquired and the ensuing
judgment. In other words, for koh]berg tnere exists a unitary (i.e., -
as defined by the.most differentiated acquired'structure) predisposition
to judge.e In contrast, the perspectiveSUtilized in the present context
does not -assume such a powerfu], superordinate role played by the most
d1fferent1ated moral structure a]ready acqu1red On the contrary, we.
assume that. a respondent S Judgment
. is not a result of such things as env1ronmenta1

pressures, stimuli, motives, att1tudes, and ideas but
- arises instead from how he 1nterprets and handles these

things in. the action which he is constructing. The’

_process of self-indication (i.e., role- -taking) by means

- of which human action is formed cannot be accounted' for
- by factors which precede the act. The process of self- .
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1nd1cat1on exists in its own right and must be accepted
and studied as such (Blumer, 1962: 183)"

The orientation suggested does not deny that there is a’
continuity or stability  factor in the moralrjudgment activity. What we
do deny, dﬁ’owever, is t(hat this stab1hty s always med1ated by a |
~respondent’s most adapt1ve mora] structure It is assumed that there .

are severa] Structures acqu1red by the late ‘teen years, any one of

M"wh1ch may be ut111zed depend1ng upon the respondent s def1n1t10n of
wh1ch-1s, in fact the most adaptive structure to apply. Of course we
assume that‘the respondent s definition of the most adapt1ve structure
is cont1ngent upon his "def1n1t1on of the situation" or h1s construct1on
of the mean1ng ot the social act in wh1ch he f1nds himsel1f 1mp]1cated |
Thus, if our ideal- -typical respondent is capab]e of making stage 5
Jjudgments, we assume that depending upon the moral di]emma presented to
him, helmay give responses c]assifiaoie at other stages G1ven this,
we must assume that the continuity or stab111ty in Judgment observed
under certa1n situations may not be the cont1nu1ty or stability in .

——”_“3hdgment observed under other s1tuat10ns There may be as many
. potential Judgmenta1 cont1nu1t1es as there are acqu1red moratl structures
and wh1ch one is observed-by the researcher will depend upon the/nature'
of the stimulus presented to the respondent ~The point is that some |
d11emmas may have a-greater probab111ty of - e11c1t1ng one type of .

judgment rather than another‘8 9 ' -

Descr1b1ng mora] Jjudgments within the conceptua] conf1nes of
"the act“ requ1res that one emphasize the role played by three inter-

acting factors in the mak1ng of these Judgments. We have the following:
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COGNEiiyE STRUCTURE PROCESS - . DEFINITION OF SITUATION
(MORAL STRUCTURE) (ROLE-TAKING) +  (MORAL DILEMMA)

-

. The variables in this model which function to make'this'perspective

 different from Kohlberg's are those of "process" and "the_defﬁnition of

the situatidn " As has been stated, process, in the gqse of moral =

"Judgments, can be thought, of as ‘role-taking and it plays an active part

o

" in the construct1on of the meaning of the moral dilenma. _Th1s meaning

L 4

is formulated through a synthesis of the definition of the situation
with one's moral structure In Mead's (1965) words, the process of
role-taking, wh1ch enab]es the respondent to take the perspectives of

others and reflect upon them:

. is a phase of conduct within which conflicts between
reactions are met by reorganization of the environment
and of-the tendencies within the organism to respond to

it - the validity of the reorganization, and therefore
of the object of reflection, be1ng tested by the success
of the reconstruct1on (89).

The mean1ng conveyed by'Mead's statement is strikingly‘similar to

that conveyed by Piagét in his description of the functional invariants

of intelligence. One of these invariants, adaptat1on, consists of the

L 4

processes of assimilation and accommodation. "Inte]]1gence'1s

assimilation," writes Piaget, "to the extent that it incorporates all.
. ) : "

“the given data of exberienCe withih its framework" (1963: 6). °*

Intelligence, however, 1s c0nstant1y adapt1ng itself to the envwronmentL

w J,"

through the process of@?ccommodat1on As Piaget states:

Ass1m11at1on .Can ‘néyer 5e pure- ‘because by incorporating
new elements into its earlier schemata the intelligence
constahtly modifies the latter in order to adJust them -
to new e]ements (1963 6) . g

i

.~
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Accomfdation, Piaget continues, 5s,contin9ent upon its reciprocal
process, assimilation. The implication of this reciprocal .relationship
is that: ' -

. the very concept of the object is far from be1ng innat¥

and necessitates a construction which is s1mu1taneous]y

assimilatory and accommodat1ng (]963 7)

Piaget sdggests that intelligence is adapted'when }he processes
, of accommodation and assimilation are_,,_inequﬂ'ibrium., . This ,ada;;tagj on- .. ...
of intelligence to the environment,’through the construction of
“meaning,“-turns back upon itself, and this process of “turning back"
constitutes Piaget' s second funct1ona1 invariant which he ca]]s

organ1zat1on «10 P1aget exp1a1ns A

The 'accord of thought with th1ngs and the 'accord of

thought with itse¥f' express this dual functional

invariant of adaptation and organization. These. two v

aspects of thought are indissociable: It is by e

adapting to things that thought organizes itself and

it is by organ1zing itseif that it structures th1ngs

(1963: 8) ;

P1aget 5 words can, of course, be interpreted as providing a
description of the. acqu1s1t10n of various cognitive structures through-
. out the 1i fe- span Thekre]evance of his work for this d1scuss10n,
however, 1ies in 1ts-fpnct1on1ng as a description of the cognitive

A %"u-,-: 49@) i ’
activity whith pecurs‘%ﬁenégge is confronted with an actual moral
di1emmé what can‘ﬁe conc]uded then, is that moral Judgments can be
seen, not as hab1ﬂﬁa1 tendenc1es to respond, but rather as active
constructions of "mean1ng“ wPthin the context of the present. This ~
viewpointfempﬁasizesﬁthe moral judgment as "process." What must now be
cdnsfderedlis the role played by the symbolic content to which the

L»respondent adapts N ¢

”, 4
R
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The second factor which cannot be ignored in the study.of moral

.

[}

judgment is “the definition of the sitnation."‘ As can’be gleaned'f(om '

_thé fo]]bwing statement, "the definition of the situation” is a factor

which synthesizes the -concept, of "mind" or "process," to which we have

been referring, with the smed]ic,entities present in the act.
"Preliminary to anx se1f-determined act of behavior there.
is always a stage of examination and deliberation which
we may call the-definition of the.situation. And . .

actually not only concrete acts are dependent on_the o

definition of the situation, but gradually a whole life-
policy ‘and the personality of the individual himself
fo;]ow from a series of such definitions (Thomas, 1931:
41). :

In the present“discussion, the "definition of the situation" is

the prbduct obtained or the meaning constructed by the respondent when

_he confronts the moral dilemma. This concept imp]ieé that the

respondent's judgnent can be.influenced by any stimuTui to which he

 attaches s$ymbolic meaning agd defines as relevant to his judgment. One

of the hypotheses to_be'tested in the present research concerns whether,
or not respondents will construct different definitions of a moral
dilemma when the speEifﬁc others who are involved in that dilemma are

varied. ‘Another hypothesis which follows from our considekation of the

~ definition of the situatibn is that the mora]_diiemmas presented to the

respondent should, in .and of tnemselves, produce variation in judgmeﬂf.

These hypotheses and others will be reviewed in the concluding pontion
of the next chapter. The discussion will - now tnrn to the variable of

affect in order to lend support to the expecfation that variation in

. | . ) .
~affective jnvo]vement‘with the other implicated in the dilemma will

produce variation in the ensuing judgment.

K}
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...B.. The Ro]e of the Pr1mary . _
Attachment in Making Moral Judgments

-

—-

_ “It has been, stated that the potehtial impact of the definition of -
the s1tuat1on w111 be observed in the present research by varying the )
AN
nature of the "other" 1mp11cated in the mora] dilemmas presented to the
, requndents. It appears reasonable to expect that respondents will
employ. stage.3 moral reasoning when judging their primary others. There
are several writers who expect that this may be the case.]] Piadét's'
(1965: 282) discussion of the soc1a1 contingencies which lead to
"equ1tab1e" dec1s1ons wh1ch was rev1ewed earlier (see pages 84 and 85)°
as well as Gouldner's (1960) statement on the "norm of rec1proc1ty"12 : -
would appear to be apprOpriate ekamples of this expectation that stage
3 orientations will be utilized in- the “primary other" situation. The
-
perspect1ve being expressed is described lucidly in a statement made by.
Sh1butan1 (1955) 13 _ |
i ' Cruc1a1, apparently, is the character of one's emotional
ties with them (i.e., significant others). Those who
think the significant others have treated them with i
affection and consideration have a sense of personal ;
obligation that is binding under all circumstances, and e
they)w111 be-Toyal even at grgat personal | sacr1f1ce i
168 o ) . ‘1.

| The greatest i@petus for sdspecting that the "primary other" is
gf relevance to the Understahding of moral judgment, however, comes from
: _the work of Charles H. Cooley. Cooley (1962) described the primary
group -as that type of group "characterized by intimate face-tq—face
association ahd cooperation" (23). He realized, however, as did Farisv<
several years later (1932),'that all "face-to-face"I cbntects were not

hecessari]y “primary“]4-and that the important point to note was the

?‘«aﬁjntimacy and fusion of personalities" (26) characterizingAa "we"
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perceptionjinvo1‘ { sympathy and mutual identification.

Though emp10ying a different vocabulary and lacking a certain
sophistication éoncerning cognitive'apparatus,.Coo]ey's discus%ion of
the“origins of justice is, nevertheless, strikingly siﬁi]arAto Piaget's
conception of "equity" (1965: 283): Justice, among intimates, was
derived ffom the primary ideals of 1qulty,.tru£h, service, and
" Xindness. Though mention of these sympathetic gualities is .scarce in
' Piaget's discussion of the importance of peer contacts, it is suggested
that their inclusion ip his work as .wel] as.Koh1Q¢rg's would make a
. substantial contributioﬁ,to their theokies of moral development. Ins
Cooley's view the re]atidnship between the primary other and morality is
a close one. He states that the primary ideals, those qualities whi ch
Piaget‘wou]d,qerté%ﬁly not exclude from his discussion of equity;15 grow
because: o

. ’ < % .

... familiar association fills our-iminds with imaginations

of the thought and feeling of other members of the group,

and of the group as%a whole, so that, for many purposes,

we really-make them a part of ourselves and identify our

self-feeling with them (Cooley, 1962: 33).

In Cooley's diécuSsion of these primary ideals there is to be
found certain suggestions'wﬁiCh para11e1 Piaéit'sassertionthat g?e
- two moralities of constraipt{and'cooperation can co-exiét in thé mind of
the adult. It would appear that intimacy and fami%iarity have much to
do with th{s. . - >

X

Intimate association has the power to allay greed. One
will hardly be greedy as against his family or close
friends, though very decent people will be so as against
~almost anyone else (Cooley, 1962: 36). = o~

And; in reference to the truncation of kindnéss in secsqg?ry contact,

' Cooley argues that: . . %

\
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;xg 053 reason for the restr1ct1on is that kindness is

ouseg by sympathy, and can have 1ittle life except
n~fmaginations are opened to the 1iveés of others
they are made part of ourselves (1962: 42).

asons, as well as bthers,'the extension of primary ideals

" et

' ’Q»Cyc\the scope of 1nt1mate contacts is a d1ff1cu1t task t ccompTish,

9 I In addition to Coo]ey s emphasis on the un1queness of the primary

re]at1onsh1p, one may note his recogn1t1on of the hiatus separat1ng »

'pr1mary from secondary expectatwns Th1s h1atus has %150 been |

recogn1zed by Durkheim (1961), but in his writing it is identified

exp]1c1t1y as a contradwctwon between fam111a1 and societal moral

or1entat1ons. ' J
‘-éurkheim writes that theffamfiy is "by definition ... an
inappropriate agency" for the task of moral education‘(1961: 19). He.

reasons:

That wh1ch is essential to the spirit of d1sc1p]1ne ... can
scarcely develop in.the familial setting. ... By virtue of
its natural warmth, the family setting-is especially
1ikely to give b1rth to the first altruistic inclinations;
but the morality practiced in this sefting is above all a
matter of ‘emotion and sentiment (1961 146-147).

‘From read1ng the, work of Cooley and Durkhe1m it becomes apparent

that an 1nd1v1dua1 may acqu1re d1vergent and contradictory moral

‘viewpoints. The mora] expectat1onsvwh1ch one can think of as being

eufunctional foh the maintenance of phimany groups appear to be
&

dysfunct1ona1 for the 1ntegrat1ve needs of secondary soc1a1 organ1zat1on3

In terms of Koh]berg s moral stage typo1ogy, the 1mp]1cat1on is that the
_ convent1ona1jmora11t1es-of stage 3 and stage 4 can be 1nterpreted as
‘being at odds with each other. In the most genera] terms, 1f a |

' respondent. employs a stage 4 response he can be said to be rode- tak1ng

the appropr1ate th1rd-person-or co]]ect1ve'expectat1ons_1n making his

3



96

© decisi However, if the 1nd1v1dua1 in . the d11emma who stands against |

.«
" these unity expectations calls out in the respondent an aftru1st1c

.

disposi on to judge, then this tendency may very we]] stand in

contradiction with those coP]ect1ve1y sanctioned expectations. To the
——— ) ! M ° ' : !

extent
\

qua11tat1ve1y d1fferent styles of Judg1ng,

.can simu]taheous]y calidupon these two _
hility which'is higmy"
probab]e for ado]escents, to that extent they wt1]»exper1ence con —
There wou]d appear to be three ways by wh1ch such cdlf11ct cou]d be
avoided:
1. By wtthdrawa] from making a decisi"cin;]6
2. By synthesizing to stage 5;°
3. By compartmenta]1z1ng these two moralities and be1ng unaware
that EREy stand in oppos1t1on to each other. | _
Koh]berg and Kramer (1969) state that the 1nc1dence of stages 5
and 6 is very 1ow in the popu]at1ons they have stud1ed And "as was
stated ear11er, they also report that men tend to stab111ze at stage 4
and women_at stage 3. It would appear, therefore that. the synthes1s
to stage 5 is a diffjtu]t one to make. There may be at ]east two
. s reasons “for this d1ff1cu1ty
].' Any stage of mora] judgment s accord1ng to Koh]berg, can be -
inferentially tied to an under1y1ng cogn1t1ve structure As Turiel
(1969) and Langer (1969) 1nd1cate, success 1n the ret1proca1 as§hm11at1on
of var1ous structures depends upon the “d1stance" separat1ng them in the
' respondent S m1nd when faced w1th a d11emma betweén’ SOC]eta] and

pr1mary other—expectations, it would appear that many are 1ncapab1e of

ach1ev1ng th1s synthesis I
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2. ~From an emotive of affectual potnt;of*view,vthé‘synthesis‘
of stages 4 and 3 %nvo]v?{ at least some modicum of eytringement from
the valued other whom one»ls Judg1ng It is asSdmed that such a |
o synthe515 w111 1mp1y more d1ff1cu1ty to the extent Ong's def1n1tlon of
| self is dependent on\the other be1ng Judged ~>;L '

It wou]d seem, then, that the most eommon a1ternat1ve used by

Y

respondents 1s compartnenta11zat1on Deutscher 1972) defines th1s D

. process as: : .

The ease with which people in a compiex 50¢i€ty can’ hold
contradigtory attitudes in insulated compartMents, with
manifestations of dissonance or ahomie... (329).

Evidence provided by Deutscher, as well.as the work 0? Kay‘(1970) and
.thelis (1966), support the thes1s that compartmentalwzat1on is a
common property of: persons mora1 or]entat1ons,f Thus, it seems that
"we have‘situated mora1 and other meanings for‘many dj ffe) ent.types of
s1tuat1ons and fee] re]at1ve1y little. need to re1ate the s1tuat1ons to
each other via abstract mean1ngs (Douglas., 1972: 33]), If the concept
of compartmentahz)’:bon does prov1 de. anI accurate deSCr1pt1on of '
cognitive organization, then in the context of mOra1 Judgment we can
expect variation to occur in usage of stage 4 and 3 mora] reason1ng when ;
responses based on dilemmas 1mp11cat1ng strangerS aS Qpposed-to dilemmas
implicating one's best friend and/or mother.aré.comparédg .
1 S . | e
.C.  Implications for the '

Concept of H1erarch1zat1on _ 7
-

The general theoretical or1entat1on on moral. Judgment making just

outlined has stressed the idea that moraJ Judgments are based upon an
interaction befween cognitiveestructure andosociél environment. It has

-



. 98

\ - . ¢

~also been suggested'that this“tnteraction is mediated by the process of

‘ role-taking. It can now be hypothesfzed that variation in respondents"

definitions of moral situations 'is due to varistions in the role-taking

‘sty]es which theyfuti1ize. It can also be hypothesized that the style

'of role-taking used is determined through the joint effect exercised by

the social eniironment and already acquired moral structures. This
joint‘ef?ect cdnstraﬁning the manner in which the meaning of the dilemma

is constructed s spec1f1ed more succinctly by the formal model wh1ch

is presented be]ow What must be emphas1zed at the present t1me,

however, 1s‘that if the theoretical orientation bejhg discussed is an

.adequate one, then mora1~judgments'shou1d be variable. Given this, we

, , 0 ‘ .
can once again conclude that the displacement interpretation of .

hierarchization is suspect.

IIT. AN INTEGRATION OF THE VARIABLES OF MORAL
STRUCTURE ROLE TAKING, AND THE "OTHER" IN THE DILEMMA.

It has been suggested that in conceptua]1z1ng the 1mportance of
the var1ab1e of ro]e—taking in the mora] Judgment process, one must

& .
consider th]S var1ab1e in conJunct1on wjth the ‘concept of "standpo1nt" _

(f.e.;‘the assumed perspective, characteristics, etc. of the "other"

- implicated 1n the mora]”di]ennm). In this way the Tink between mora1

judgment and one aspect of the "situation” becomes explicable. A -

spec1f1c conceptua11zat1on of ro]e tak1ng will now_be suggested- w1th the

1ntent of systemat1ca11y re]at1ng 1t to Koh]berg s stages of moral

Judgment. _Th1s ro1e-tak1ng'scheme w111 also c1ar1fy~the relationship .

between mora1- judgment and pr1mary relations.

, Turner 3 d1scuss1on of ro]e tak1ng and standpo1nt (1950).can be
. \ ,
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summarized in synthesis with Kohlberg's six stages.of moral development
as in the chart-gn 6age 100. In reference to type (A) role-taking,
Turner states: |

From reflexive identifying role-taking the individual
begins to develop an estimate of his own adequacy and .
worth.. His own self-esteem is the adoption of the
estimate of himself which he infers from the standpoint
of .the role of the other. The bonds of intimacy ...
determine that the evaluations of relevant others will
become the selfJeva1uations“of'the ?hdividuaT (1950' 322).

In this 1nstance, a sa]1ent or pr1mary other is the obJect of role- tak1ng
The terms "sa11ent" or "pr1mary" commun1cate that th1s part1cu1ar other
fuqctibns as a validative source of the role-taker's concept of self.
Thus, the role-taker is copsciods offthe importance of this particular

: oéher's va]ﬁe to~h1m when'one rO]e-fakes Tn this fashion ﬁhe re]evance.
of "third party“ d1rect1ves or 1mpersona1 genera11zed other norms is at

a minimum. It can be seen in the accompany1ng chart that responses

coded in Koh]berg s stage 3 category would most Tikely be based upon .
this type of ro]e;taking. ’ ‘

. Type (B)vro]e-takiﬁg is seen in-sftuations in which the other
serves as a "mode] or sfaedard which is accepted without self-
consciousness" (Turner, 1950: 322). Though ehis other is also "salient"
or "primary" he is not re]eveht to‘ghe role-taker's conception of self.
Perhapé-the best exampie of this type can be seen in.the'egocentric |
child who role-takes rules or expectations during the.heteronomoué era
of moral deve]opment Given this, it is appropr1ate to p]ace it in

e

e correspondence w1th Koh]berg s stage 1.

Type (C) ro]e tak1n§ prov1des the. actor w1th various" standpo1nts '

whlch a]]ow him to "react se]ectlve]y to his aud1ences" (Turner, 1950:



AN INTEGRATION OF

100

THE CONCEPUTAL SCHEMES OF TURNER AND- KOHLBERG

ROLE-TAKING

REFLEXIVE

., NON-REFLEXIVE

STANDPOINT VIEWED
AS:

IDENTIFICATION

(A) |
KOHLBERG: Stage 3..

(B) |
KOHLBERG: Stage 1

. PARTICULAR _OTHER:_

| PARTICULAR OTHER: - |

| INTERACTION FOR
SELF-BEHAVIOR

VALIDATIVE DERIVATIVE
STANDPOINT VIEWED
ST (c) (0)
PERSONALIZED THIRD | -
- | PARTY OR KOHLBERG: Stage 4(3) |- KOMLBERG: Stage 4
5 DEPERSONALIZED :
S | NORM
g s .
= "THIRD PARTY OR NORM: | THIRD PARTY OR NORM:
| VALIDATIVE DERIVATIVE
STANDPOINT VIEWED ' .
ST () (F)
Its potgntia] )
effect in KOHLBERG: Stage. (5)(6)-

KOHLBERG: Stage 2 .

t

INSTRUMENTAL: VALI-
DATIVE:

IMPLEMENTIVE

INSTRUMENTAL: DERIVA-
TIVE: IMPLEMENTIVE

FUNCTIONS OF STANDPOINTS WITH RESPECT TO VALUES

,DERerIIVE:

VALIDATION:

IMPLEMENTIVE:

(Va]ues of 1nd1v1dua1 derived by adopting others
points; i.e., identification. )_

-stand-

'(Imp11es the reflexive attention actor g1ves to e1ther
particular other's expectat1ons of him or to des1gnatgd )
standards.) .

S

\..,;«'

(Actor's awareness that his behavior is conditiona]‘ubon
“role.of relevant others; or, his consideration of = _

probab]e effects of 1nteract1on ofroles in promoting a
given objective. igendentﬁupon‘both der1vat1ve and

_ validative funct1on

»!
.._»v Rl
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323). ’In comparisbn with iden;ificatioh, however, the actOr's"behaVQbr
is not éutomética11y}directed. Depending Upoh his perception of the
saliency Qf-fhe 6thers invo]Qéd, "he can accept the evaluations of
certain qthers as'ﬂegifimate and reject the evaluations and expectations
‘of differént others as-]acking Tegitimacy" (Turner,<1950: 323). Turner

'>5ugge§tsifhét the third-party standpoiﬁt, once stabi]ized,."operates in

reflexiyve role-taking as a fully evolved sé1f#con¢ept10n of self-
fmage"v(Turner, 1950: 323). Oné should be careful not to assume, .

5however,'that'a "fu11y:év01ved‘sé1fJCOn§eptioﬁ“'ﬁmp1ies'sonb’Séhse ;¥
regidity in the presentation of self. On ihe contrary, an evolved self-.
concéption is f]ujq. As Cottrell (1969) states: —

.. a person. participating in a series of 1ife situations
requiring different roles and composed of reference .

7 . others who present different expectations will operate
’ ?ith)correspondingly different perceptions of himself
553). o

- .In a moral dilemma situation, the re]evant characteristic of-
Type. (C) which should be stressed is that its standpoint func;jons
validatively. It may be true that'the ro1e-téker vacillates among
variﬁus’re1gyant others but this»véci]]ation-is oriented by tﬁe desire *
to align the‘seTf with one of the sténdpoints in,qdestion,'not‘by any
desire to make an autonombus decision. It is an;oihen;directed process
) and 1is ‘thus inevﬁtab1y sanct16;ed by external directives. “ .
. As can be seen from thé chart, Type (C)_rb]e-taking may lead to 5
stage 4 or a stage 3 responéei Either outcome would depehélupon which
other in the dilemma situation was most valued (f.e., the choice is
‘ between centering'on_"the_law" or on the "needs,qf the fndfyidua]" who
.sténds against the law). Thus, evén though fhis type of rﬁWe;taking

does not ihvolve identification, it is nevertheless ref]exi?e‘and it is

L Y
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this reflexive gua ity which may lead the respondent to either a stage
4 or a stage 3 responhse. '

~ The: non- ref]ex1 e character1st1c of Type (D) role-taking “d1rects
,attent1on to attltudes in the role of the other whose recogn1t10n makes
it poss1b1e t67act accord1 g to a pre-existing d1rect1ve“ (Turner, 1950:
322). In all 11ke11hood stage 4 responses are der1ved from th1s type

- of role-taking.

When a respondent's judghent - Jded‘as_stage 2, his role-

" ‘he would if he himself were in the ‘situation or had made the part1cu1ar

taking involves projection (1.é.; "..:—he*constructs'the”other—rOTe as”
A

gesture. When ro]e tak1ng proceeds in this manner the part1cu]ar

identity of the other is 1mmater1a] to the role content ! (Turner,

~ 1950: 318). Projecting as he does, th1s respondent Judges in terms of

future_states of the self. His orqentat1on toward the dilemma is

ref1ex1ve and hedon1st1c and the role-taking he engages in can be

c]ass1f1ed as Type (E) : Thus, ce11s.( ) and (E) represent those types

- of rolé- -taking which can be thought of as med1at1ng pre- convent1ona1

moral reasoning. Pre- -conventional moral orientations are based upon an

essentially egocentric cognitive activity and one would not expect_young‘ «

‘ adu]ts to utilize them to any great extent. This ekpectation'has
'received empirical support from Koh]berg;s (1969) research. However; to‘
- the extent that stage 1 and 2 moral reason1ng is employed by respondents

- taking part in the present 1nvest1gat1on, it can be hypothes1zed ‘that -

the usage of these two stages will be 1ower when judging a "pr1mary-r

other " This hypothes1s is baséd on the assumpt1on that there is a

greater probab1]1ty that a respondent w111 def1ne pre convent1ona1
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reasoning as 1nappropriate,for.di]emmas which “implicate any othérs who
are valued by him.

Role-taking designated as Type (F) is non-reflexive. Being of
an implementive nature, it‘dealﬁ with-as much information as is
possible in ofder tb comprehend both the nature of the situation and the
direction it is 1ikely to take. The nph-reflexive aspect of this type
is not a result of egbcentrism but is a manifestation of the state in

“which the self-role is autonomous. Turner describes this clearly.

T One'form'of"thiﬁ autonomy fé"indicated~when~a~persbn1is"
said to have interior}ied'a social norm, meaning that .

an earlier process of Tole-taking has become truncated.

The self-role may then persist unchanged even if the

perceived attitudes of the relevant other change or if

the affective relationship between self and other chang
(1950: 326). = . - - _

A r§§pondent who makes stage 5 or 6 judéments is in a1] probabf]ity

'uti1izing this type ofvro]e-taking as the baéis for his decision.

. Given Tu}ner's description of this type of roie—faking, we should expect
that the frequeﬁcy.gf stage 5 and 6‘re§ponsesiwhich it proauces will .
not be influenced by yariation in the nature of the pa;ticu1ar‘9ther :
imp]ica;ed,in.the moral dileﬁmaﬁ a

< The utility of the aboVe conceptua] model is obvious. vathé
relationship between the types of ro]e-taking.and'mora]jstagés which it

;uggesté is acCurate,-then by providing thé appropriate standpoint as--
a-stfmuids (i.e., a-primary dther ), one should be capablé'of eliciting:

:sta§é>3’morq1‘jddgments; nggﬁhypothesis is based upon the belief that |
"differjng re1ations.vi§ a vis alter allow the role to be‘understood .

in different ways..." (Turner, 1962: 30);
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A. Mu1t1p11cat1ve Role- Tak1ng ° ° % .
and Post-Conventional Morality . ‘

One other aspect of the above model’must bevemphasizéﬁ in‘mdre.
detail. Cells (A) through (E) ean be thought of as represantgng |
"singular" ‘forms of role-taking in the sense that each is defined in ®
terms of a "singular" standpoint. In-contrast cell (F) represents a-

mu1t1p11cat1ve" form of role- tak1ng in the sense that it functions to

adapt the respondent to the "mu]twp]e" standpo1nts (1 e., the combined
"standpointslimplied by cells- {A} through—(E)) contained-in the~dilemma,;.»~.”
This distinction between multiplicative and sihgular forms of role-

taking suggests that it may be $ossib1e to isolate the distinguishing
cndracteristics of a post-conventional morality on the basis of the |
rariable‘of cognitive comp]ekity | -

If one emp1oys a cognitively based theory in order to understand
the nature of mora1 Judgment then one should attempt to define mature
mora11ty on the bas1s of identifying those cognitive propert1es'wh1ch
are peculiar to mature. mora1 Judgments TJo attempt a‘definitiun of

moral maturity on the bas1s of “cho1ce" is certainly a def1c1ent

approach to the problem at hand. A mature response is not mature

becauSe it is based upon a "principled orientation" which leads to _“>~

“pr1nc1p1ed cho1ces In and of themselves, princip]ed choices cannot R
. be evaluated as be1ng more mature than "conventional choices" un]ess

they are sanct1oned as such by appea] to an arb1trary authority.

However, if one appea]s to these author1t1es, one is, 1ron1ca11y, o

sanct1on1ng autonomy by an appeal to heteronomy. It would seem that a
more valid conceptualization defines.a mature moral judgment as “"mature™

on the basis of the manner in which the principle jé adapted to the
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m6h51g;1enna; In other words, we must focus our interest on the

prob]em'of documenting how a respondent thinks about moral dilemmas,
rather than -on what choices he makes in attempt1ng to reso]ve them.
;The work of M..Rokeach provides a suitable conceptual and operat1ona1

orientétidn for dealing with this task.

In his book, The Open and Closed M1nd Rokeach (1960) presents

severa] conceptualizations of "belief- d1sbe11ef systems The one with
which we are concerned.d1st1ngu1shes three 1nterWe1ated belief regions:
the central, intermediate}’andwpenﬁphera1.

The first region, the central region, is thought to contain one's
"primitive be]iefs" concerning the nature of the physical world (i.e.,
"co]or, form, sound, space t1me") (1960 40) and the social environment.
Primitive beliefs about the latter are concerned w1th "whether people in
genera] are character1st1ca1]y to be trusted or feared" (1960: 41).

The 1ntermed1ate reg1on contains the beliefs which are concerned
with "the nature of the positive and negative authority to be depended
on to fill out a map of our world" (1960: 42). In contraet‘to the
central reg1on, where the theor1st s concern is with the "specific
.content of pr1m1t1ve be11efs," the 1nterest1ng feature of the 1nter—
med1ate region is that it represents ways in which one can be dependentv
upon authority. Rokeaeh conceives of thié dependence.ae rangfng from e;,;“;
urational tentatlve re]1ance on authority at one eftregg,to/arﬁft?ary; )
absolute re]1ance on the other" (1960 44) N : :

“Every (non-primitive) belief and disbelief eminating from
'positive and negative authority" (1960: 17) is'renresented in the .

peripheral belief region. Its content'is'compriéed of all those

¥ .
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specifie'beliefs which a person may hold toward war, sex, drugs, god,
nationalism, etc. The importance of the peripheral region lies in:
(a) the manner in which the'beliefs and disbeliefs of which it is
camprised are interrelated, and (b) ﬁhe type of retationship it holds
with the intermediate region. '

The relevance which the above descriptions of the three:belief
systems have for our concern w1th mo Judgment 1ies in their
syntheSis as a definition of the open- c]osed continuum and, as will be
«,momentari1y~ilJustrated,mthe,conceptua] tie .between this definition and
cell (F) of 'the above chart. | | | |

An "open belief system". designates, for our purpose, a style of
thoughf organization. It refersito:

. the extent. to which the person can receiie,levaluate,

and act on relevant information received from the outside RO

on its own intrinsic merits, unencumbered by irrelevant

factors in the situation arising from within the person
or from outside.

. the more open one's belief system, the more should
evaluating and acting on information proceed independ-.
ently on its own merits, in accord with the inner 18
~ structural requirements of the situation (1960: 57-58).
when related to. the periphera1 and intermediate regions, the
above description of open mindedness 1mp]ies that novel information 1s
scrutinized by an adaptive cognitive actiVity which attempts to assimi-
late this 1nformation to one's beliefs stemming from the 1ntermed1ate
region as we]l as to. the other- be]iefs held in the peripheral region
The c]osed mind Simply accepts’ or rejects 1nformation,on the

basis of its agreement or disagreement with authority. 1In contrést, the

open mind, though not denying the utility of reference to authority,

does not'interprét it as absolute and thus evaluates information on the

[
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extent to which it can be assimitated in consistent manner with the
other beliefs of the periphera] region. Thus, for the open mind,
peripheral beliefs are "in relative communication with'each other"
(1960: 56) while in the closed mind they are in relative isolation.

It can be concluded that an open mind is a more coghitivé]y
comp]ex mind which assimilates as much information as it defines as
relevant to a particular problem. In this sense, it represents that
type of thought organiiation which is reguired to make moral juogments
" at Kohlberg's “post- conventiona] Jevel (i.e.; cell {F)).

-

Though being open-minded may be a necessary attr1bute of the
mature moral judger, it cannot be cons1oered a sufficient one according
to the theoretica1~orientation outlined ear]ier.' Another way in which
to convey this point 1s to assert that persons who make a large |
. proportion cf post convent1ona1 responses must be open- m1nded whereas
persons who. respond at pre- 6r conventional levels may or may not be
open—minded.“ Thus, it is assumed that the "situation" is capable of
producing variation in judgments stemming from both the open and closed
'm1nd\ In the case of the open mind, we expect that var1at1on in ‘
Judgnent can occur across a]] moral stages whereas in the case of the
c]osed m1nd we expect that variation in judgment can bccur only across
the first four stages. '

_ There ex1sts the temptat1on to expect that Rokeach's dogmat1sm
sca]e will be pos1t1ve1y related to the usage of stage 4 convent1ona1
mora11ty because of the fact that the Jatter is thought to utilize’ an
"absolute re11ance" on author1ty in the making of moral Judgments .

However, caut10n should be exerc1sed 1n this matter for th1s expectat1on

is based upon a "content" 1nterpretat1on of both Rokeach S sca1e and
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_Kohlberg's typology. If ne take each writer at his word and center on
the cognitive bases of their work, tt becomes apparent that one shou]d
_not- expect thé above hypothes1zed relationship to materialize.’ This |
is the case for the fo110w1ng reason. If, as has been stated above,
the closed mind is capable ofvrespond1ng at stages 1 through 4 and the
open mind is capab1e of responding at stages 1 through 6, then the only
significant re]at1onsh1p which can be expected to materialize is an.
"inverse re]at1onsh1p between the dogmat1sm sca]e and post -conventional
‘ response'rate. ‘What also fo]lows'fromewhatwwas,stated above (i.e., ‘
~ that the open mind can respond at all six stages) is that we cannot
expect any significant’ re]at1onsh1p to exist between conventional or
| pre- convent1onal'?§!ponse rate and the dogmat1sm scale. Aga1n th1s 12
shou1d be the case because it is only at the.post- -conventional 1eve1
that mu1t1p1e role- taking occurs.
Another hypothesis which fo]]ows from both this d1scuss1on, and
what- was stated earlier concerning the character1st1cs af cell (F), i
that one -should not expect the percentage .of stage 5 and 6 Judgments to
vary on the basis of the character1st1cs of the "other" 1mp11cated in
the moral.dilemma. According to our 1nteract1on1st or1entat1on however,
" we shou]d expect that other characteristics of the dilemma will produce
var1at1on in. post -conventional response rate What these “"other
character1st1cs" are must remain an open question for future research 19
S In: conc]us1on, it 1s be]1eved that if these hypotheses concern1ng
the’ re]at1onsh1p between d0gmat1sm and mora] judgment are confirmed; then

we have some 1ndication that the theoret1ca1 orientation suggested above

. is a fruitful one.-
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IV.  PROPOSITIONS

Several propos1t10ns concerning the impact of the mora] d11emma,
the "primary—other/genera]ized-other" distinction, and dogmat1smAcan be
derived from the above discussion. ~They are as follows.

w2 !

A.c% Moral Dilemma

~ Moral judgments will vary‘qua11tatfye1y from one moral dilemma

to another.

. B. Pr1mary Genera11zed Other D1st1nct1on»

. .
1. The utilization of post convent1ona1 moral reasoning will

not be 1nf1uence by varying the 1dent1ty of the other 1mp11cated in the

~ moral d11emma 20

2. The ut111zat1on of stage 4 mora] reason1ng will be decreased
when the other 1mp11cated in ‘the moral d1]emma ds a "primary" other.

3. The ut1]1zat1on of stage 3 moral reason1ng w1l1 be 1ncreased~
when the other 1mp11cated 1n the moral d11emma is a “pr1mary" other

4. . The ut111zat1on of pre- convent1ona1 mora] reason1ng will be

decreased when the other 1mp]1cated in the mora] d11emma is a pr1mary

L

other.

C. Dogmatism

‘ ’ ]._ ‘The ut111zat1on of post convent1ona] mora] reason1ng is
based upon a cogn1t1ve process wh1ch can be descrlbed as. “mu1t1p1e ’
‘_ro1e-tak1ng " As such, 1t is a ‘process wh1ch is re]at1ve1y “open™ 'n"

Rokeach's (1960) sense of the word The open mind can be cons1dered the ‘

necessary but not suff1c1ent cond1t1on under1y1ng post convent10na1 “}
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moral reasoning. : _ . ;

2. The utilization of convent1ona1 and pre ~-conventional moral
“reasoning is based upon a cognitive process wh1ch can be described as
"s1ngu1ar role-taking." The moral reason1ng of these 1eve1s may be

ut111zed by a cogn1t1ve organ1zat1on wh1ch is e1ther open or closed.

!

0perat1ona11zat1ons of the above propos1t1ons w111 be found at the

conc]uswon of the fo]]ow1ng chapter.

There are. severa] pr0postt1ons wh1ch rema1n “to be stated. These

concern the var1ab1es of socio- econom1c.status, re11g1ous denom1nat1on, o

frequency of church attendance and sex. .Before stating these
propos1t1ons, a brief rev1ew of the theoret1ca1 rat1ona1e concern1ng the

above'var1ab1es is in order.

Soc1o econom1c status, denom1nat1on, and attendance: It was

at

reported»above (page 31) that the shift away from mora] rea11sm occurred“-
. i

ear]ier'for.upper-c1ass Eng]1sh children (Harrower, 1935). _Further

rdiscussion serued to c]arify the pointAthat*though sequence in moral

' deve]opment was not 1nf1uen4ed by soc1a1 c1ass, the rate of deve]opment _

L

- was. It was conciuded that upper- and nndd]e class children move faster N

and farther-than their 1ower—c1ass counterparts. Lerner (1937) "
exp1a1ned th1s f1nd1ng by reference to the fact that adult constra1nt
was not a sa11ent character1st1c of soc1a11zat1on pract1ces in the

»upper—c1asses, thus leading to- an ear11er breakdown of ch11drens

¥ |

(egocentr1c percept1ons of rules.

It w111 be reca]]ed that the work of P1aget suggests that pre- '

convent1ona1 mora]1ty is a functlon oﬁ\ohTTdheod egocentr1sm and that |

the acqu1s1t1on of conventional mora11ty (1 e., stages 3 and 4 1n _gw;'

c. -
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Koh]berg S typo]ogy) is a result of interaction with peers and the
energence of .concrete operat1ona1 thought Thus, it is d1ff1cu1t to -
conceive of the acqu151t1on of convent1ona1 mora11ty be1ng so1e1y
'dependent upon soc1a1 class. S1m11ar1y, it is difficult to conceive of
.any reason why the social stlmu]atlon and cogn1t1ve capac1t1es required
'to generate and-uti11ze the first four mora]gstages would vary from one
soc1o econom1c status group to another. ‘ h ‘ o |
In terms of the acqu1s1tqon and utilization of post- convent1ona1-
‘morality, however, the s1tuat1on may be d1fferent Koh1berg (1964 406-
407) in-stating that upper- and midd]e- class ch11dren move faster and h
'farther reasons that this may be due to the fact that h1gher socwwl
'status prov1des "ro1es enta111ng more part1c1pat1on and respons1b111ty fz
which st1mu1ates greater moral matur1ty If this greater "part1c1pat1on
“and respons1b111ty" 1ead1ng to "greater mora] matur1ty" is indeed
'~'charactertst1c of. h1gh socio-economic status groups, then we would
expect these groups to respond w1th greater frequency at the post- , S
onvent1ona] moral 1eve1 " -
 The theoret1ca1 perspect1ve out11ned in th1s chapter would
‘suggest that d1fferences between soc1o-econom1c status groups ‘which may
emerge in terms of the ut111zat1on of stages 5 and 6 can be mean1ngfu11y
.understood as being med1ated by d1fferences in dogmat1sm between these
. groups;,.fhus,:ft is:hypotheSized that'COntr011ing for_dognatism will )
signifiéantiw'decrease socio-economic group.differences in -post-
'-convent1ona1 usage. | ‘
. It was reported ear11er (Pages 37- 39) that -the research 1nvest1- | .‘ “

~gat1ng the re]at1onsh1p between religious variables (i.e., denom1nat1on =

- and frequency of church attendance) and moral or1entat1on had y1e1ded
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“inconclusive results. Some of :mis research has been concernedowith
isolating the effect nhich éatho]icism may have on moral judgment style. .
In' the present studyUWe will scrutinize‘the differences which may eXist‘
between‘Catholics and Protestante as well as‘theie dffferences.uhich may
emerge among high, meddum, and Tow church attenders. .

"~ As was the case with eocioheconbm1c status, -we do net expect any

s1gn1f1cant relat1onsh1ps to mater1a11ze between these two re11g1ous :

var;ables and pre- or conventional mora] or1entat1on The work of

Boehm (1962) suggests, however that the content of Catho11c teach1ngs
may encourage the ma1ntenance and utilization of a subJective autonomous
‘moral orientation. G1ven her findings, one(can hypothesize that Catholic

reepondents will respond more frequently at'the_post—conventional moral

stages.

)

In terms of the relationship between freguency of Church'

- attendance and post- convent1ona1 mora] or1entat1on,vthe 11terature is

)

quite inconclusive (Bu]] 1969a) We have no specific hypotheses
,‘regard1ng the relat1onsh1p between this variable and post-convent1ona1
moraﬂ or1entat1on It can be argued aga1n however, that. much of the
1nf1uence wh1ch these variables exert on mora] Judgment 1s med1ated by
cogn1t1ve organ1zat1on (see pages 38- 39) Thus, as was the case with
soc1o economlc status, .it is- hypothes1zed that any re]at1onsh1p found
between r!hgwus denomination or frequency of church attendance and
post convent1ona1 moral Judgment sty]e will become s1gn1f1cant1y
sma]ler when we control for the effect of dogmat1sm |
| §g§5 Severa] po1nts were. noted in- previous dlscuss1on (see

pages 40 42) regardlng sex d1fferences perta1n1ng to mora] Judgment

style. First 1t was conc]uded that f1nd1ngs in this area of ‘inquiry
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were inconclusive and secondiy it was suggested that sex differences may
yary depending:upon whether we are observing them within a "genera1ized
other" (i.e., stranger) treatment or a "pr1mary other" (i T ~best
friend or mother) treatment ‘ K |

"It will ‘be recalled that Kohiberg and Kramer (1969) attempted'to
explain the,sex ditferences which they observed.by reliance upon a
"social involvement" thesis. They suggested that adolescent males
»stab111ze at- stage and- ado]escent females at stage 3 h!cause of their
respect1ve degrees of involvement “in dlfferent social sett1ngs (i.e., a
/"stage 4 orientation is more adapt1ve for the bus1ness and profess1ona1
world while a stage 3 orientation is more appropr1ate for a family and
"personal concordance" mora11ty) 21 On the basis of Koh]berg and |
- Kramer's f1nd1ngs we can hypothes1ze that males w111 employ a stage 4.
or1entat1on more often than fema]es, w1th1n a "genera]1zed -other"
treatment 22 S1m11ar1y, we can hypothes1ze that females w111 emp]oy a
stage 3 or1entatJon more often than males, within a gene:!'1zed -other"
;treatnent Since we dolnot have a sound theoretical'basis upon which
to hypothesize the sex differences wh1ch may emerge at the convent1ona1
| mora] 1eve1 w1th1n a "pr1mary -other" treatment, no predictions can be
,made. | i

~Again, no hypotheses can beifdrmd1ated regarding the possible sex
differences which maytmateria1ize at the post—conQentiona] moral level.
The'eiidence suggesting sex differencés‘at this moral 1ere1 is L
inconsistent. Bd]] (1969a:. 81) reports no significant differences

between males and fema]es at his stage of autonomy while Graham (1972

~-250),reports that in a study‘he conducted ma]es scored swgn1f1cant1y
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h1gher at Kohlberg s post- convent1ona1 stages.

F1na11y, at the pre-conventional moral level we hypothes1ze that -

no s1gn1f1cant sex "differences will be observed There does not seem to .,

be any reason for- suggest1ng that the tendency to prOJect (thQ-type of-
no]e—tak1ng (cell (E)) mediating stage 2 responses) or to accept
directives heteronomously (the type of ro1e-taking (cell (B)) mediating
stage 1 responses) should be either more or,]essdcharacteristic of
either sex. - - - _: T o R
The above review suggests the fd]}oWing propositions.

D. Soc1o Economic Status ' _ , : .

1 The utilization of pre- convent1ona7 and convent1ona1 moral’
reasoning will not vary from one soc1o econom1c status group to another.

2. Because-members of hygher socio-economic status groups have
a greater oppo:tunity to gain experience.in socia1 roles whieh_invo]ue
“more part1c1pat1on and respons1b111ty," they will ut111ze post-
.convent1ona1 moral reasoning more often (Kohlberg, 1964),,

3. The relative advantage which h1gher soc1o economic status
groups have regard1ng the usage of post convent1ona1 moral reasoning can
be explained as a funct1on of the relat1ve1y greater "open m1ndednessi
of their members. If this is an accurate exp1anation, then_differences
between soejo—eeonomic status groups,‘in tenhs of pdst-cbnventional
-moral reasoning, should_fadi to be significant-uhen the*influence'Of'

this cognitive variable is held constant.

ki
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E. Religious Denomination and .
Frequency of Church Attendance

1. The utilization of pre-conventional moral reasoning will be
- similar for-Catho?ics,gProtestants, andp?high, medium; and Tow" church
attenders | | L | .
2. Because Catho11cs are exposed to re11g1ous teachings which -
| encourage "the malntenance and utilization of a subJect1ve autonomous
] Jnora1 orientation" (Boehm, 1962), they will utilize post-conventional
moral reasoning.more oftenrthan‘Protestants;"A» S B

3. The re]attve advantage which Catho1ics'have regarding the
usage of post- ~conventional mora1 reasonlng can be exp]ained as a funct1on
of the1r re]at1ve1y greater "open-mlndedness If this is an accurate
exp]anat1on, then the. d1fference between Cath011cs and Protestants in

terms of post convent1ona1 moral. reasoning should fail to be s1gn1f1cant

when the 1nf1uence of this cognitive variable is held constant.:

Roosex T S -
1. The utilization of pre-conventiona1 mora]xreasoninngjlllbe

. similar for males and females. |

dé. hhen‘the person 1mp1icated in the moral dilemma is a
"stranger," males w111 ut111ze a stage 4 or1entat1on to a greater extent
- than fema]es |

‘3. When the person 1mp11cated 1n the mora] d11emma is'a
"strangerg".females will ut111ze¢a stage 3 orientation to a greater

extent than males.

LOperat1ona11zat1ons of the above propos1t1ons w111 be found at the

conc\us1on of the fo]]owwng chapter

4

i
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‘V. SUMMARY
'By foeusing on the concept’of hierarchization, the'ahove'

discussion has argued that judgmental variation observed in older
| samp1es cah be best exp]a%ned by assuming the existence‘and functioning
of ear11er acqu1red less d1fferent1ated moral structures. Also, with
reference to the work of Mead (1965), P1aget (1963), Turner (1950),A
Cooley- (1962), and others, an attempt has been made to illustrate the
“'po1nt that moral Judgments may be more dependent upon ‘the ex1geno1es of
the situation than has. prev1ous]y been thought. In order to substant1ate
this po1nt the suggest1on has been made that Judgnenta1 var1at1on can
- be part1a11y explained by refgrence to the concepts of role- tak1ng and
standpoint. Furthermore an emphas1s on the concepts of role- tak1ng,
standpo1nt and the’ "pr1mary other" has led.us to suspect that Judg1ng
a valued. other (1 e., to be operat1ona]1zed as one's best friend or
mother) may involve a d1fferent cogn1t1ve decision makwng process than'
<,Judg1ng a stranger. F1na11y, it was suggested that post-conventional

moral responses can be considered products of the open mind.

o
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FOOTNOTES

[
s

]whether or not Strauss and-Kohlberg do accept this writer's
assertion that their work assumes a phys1o]og1ca1 orientation does not
really matter. The point to be made is that such an assumption does
"not appear t\\be in contrad1ct1on with their orientation.

' 2In the1r article Continuities and Discontinuities in Childhood
_and Adult Moral Development (1969), KohTberg and Kramer develop a _
perspect1ve based upon Erikson's (1950) psycho-social stages of develop-
ment in order to’ exp1a1n the ‘nature of moral Judgment in late adoléscence
and early adulthood.” Their orientation perceives changes in moral

" response patterns at this age as being a manifestation of the quest for
a stable, coherent ego 1dent1ty They base this perspect1ve on ‘the
premise that . ‘ )

- Adult psychosexua] or moral development cou]d certainly not

.~ _ result from cognitive transformations or growth, as-can
childhood development, because there appears to be no such
adult cognitive transformat1ons (1969: 95) . : :

B 3Koh1berg ‘and Kramer (1969) state the following in reference to
the concept of. retrogression: .
In 1ntroduc1ng such term1no]ogy, we are 1nd1cating that
late ‘adolescent or adult moral changes reflect egQ

"development rather than representing the development of - ,
morality-or moral stage structures itself. Our moral
stages are hierarchical structures for fulfilling the -
function of moral judgment. Ego development in the,
moral sphere is learning how to use the mgral structures
one has for one s persona] 1ntegrat1on (19%9 116

' 4Koh]berg is mer or 1ess aware of the 1rony of which we are
speak1ng He adm1ts :

The; formulat1on we have just made is 1nadequate - We have

super1mposed developmental task 'stages' of ego function

in adulthood upon childhood stages of moral structure and
. claimed structural regression was. funct1ona1 advance.

0bv1ous1y, such an attempt to have one's cake and eat it
. too is inadequate (Koh]berg and Kramer, 1969: 118).
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5In the preceding chapter mention was made of the fact that both
Piaget (1965) and Kohlberg (1969) emphasize the importance of role-taking
in the development of moral judgment. More recently Hogan (1973) has ;
argued the same-point. Also, Gunsberg (1973), in conducting training
experiments in the area of moral judgment, suggests that the development
~ of more differentiated moral structures is contingent upén the prior .
integration of contradictory perspectives which are mediated by role< -

taking.

6The use of the word "concrete" does not necessarily imply, of
course, the physical presence of the "other." On the contrary, the
"other" can -just as feasibly be theught of as existing in the actor's
mind as an image from his past. Also, the "other" can imply the image-
eld by the community vis a'vis one's

" behavior; hence Mead's ‘term, the "generalized other" (1965: 218). = R

. L4

TMead's (1965: 206-228) discussion of the development of the
self-concept through what can be designated as the preparatory, play,
and game stages clearly assumes, though at an abstract level of
conceptualization, the importance of the role of the other in this
process. (The designation of this first stage as the preparatory stage
does not stem from Mead but rather from Meltzer, 1967: 10.)

1

"SThis statement does not by-pass the role of the "process of
self-indication" but rather assumes it. Thus, we do not mean to imply
the fruitfulness.of an S-R explanation for moral judgment. It will be
noted.later in this dissertation that .the nature of the interaction
between cognitive structure and moral dilemma will vary depending upon
the structure to which we are referring. Specifically, it may be that
conventional moral structures (i.e., stages 3 and 4) are stimulated by
. certain characteristics of dilemmas while post-conventional structures
(i.e., stages 5 and 6) are not. _ '

gTheoretical]y,.thé role which thelmokaI dilemma ought to play
in the construction of -a moral judgment can be seen in the following
statement: ' o

‘Typical actors in a given identity enter a typical

setting with a specific intention or action ovrientation -

in mind. Certain aspects of their surroundings, "... '
activate or awaken some of the predispositions the ’
actors characteristically carry with them. These
aspects of surroundings, the intention, and the -

activated predispositions, when considered together,

Tead to the selection of a cultural or habitual , c
definition. This definition directs subsequent action :
in the situation, at least until a reinterpretation

occurs (Stebbitj;/1969:196).
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.]OThe act of attaining an organized cognitive structure can be
thought of as being based upon a process of the covert reciprocal role-
taking of schemata. This point was raised earlier in the second chapter
in ‘reference to Feffer's (1970) work (see page 30). Thus, the
derivation of "meaning" is dependent upon two similar processes. The
first adjusts "mind" to "environment" and vice versa. The second
adjusts "mind" to itself in order to attain a coherent, equilibrated
adaptation to the infofmation assimilated.” One author describes this
. second process in the following way: L

Further, two schemata are in disequilibrium until they-have
mutually accommodated’ and -assimilated, and thereby been .
integrated into a new superordinate mental structure
(Tuddenham, 1966: 214). . . .. . . . . .

]]Those writers to which we are referring do rot, of course, state
this expectation-in terms of Kohlberg's definition of a stage 3
orientation. The point is that their descriptions of the exclusive
moral orientations which respondent's can be expected to employ vis a
- vis their primary ‘others are certainly subsumable within Kohlberg's
definition of stage 3. ' . '

126outdner states that the "norm of eciprocity" makes two minimal
‘demands : C LS : :

(1) People should'help those who have helped them, and
(2) People should not injure those who have helped them
(1960: 171). ‘ S

And, he goes. on to suggest that this norm in our society is seldomly
~applied exogomously. . R A o .

Except in friendship, kinship, and neighborly relations,
a norm of reciprocity is not imposed on Americans by the

'dominant cultural profile, ... (1960: 171).

]3Coutu's (1950) discussion of role-taking as being "clearly

related to sympathy" for the other (182) would a pear to compliment

~ Shibutani's perspective. Also, Stouffer's (]949§ research can be

interpreted as providing empirical supgprt for Shibutani's remarks.
{ : -

]4He stafes:

It is perhaps only in modern days, along with the great
and sudden differentiation of activities, that feeling
has failed to keep up, and the idea of cooperation
wéghout friendship has bécome familiar (Cooley, 1962:

. 40). - : : o
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. ]pﬂnfortunate]y, Piaget's work on the relationship between affect
and cognition came later in his career. The deficiency of reference to
"orectic" factors in The Moral Judgment of The Child, pointed out. by
Bull (1969a)., has, however, been compensated for by Piaget in discussions
to be found in Six Psychological Studies (1968) and in The Relation of
Affectivity to Tntelligence in The Mental Development of The Child '
{1962). The work of Rosenhan (1963: 150) and Rokeach (1960: 8) can be
interpreted as supporting Piaget's designation that "affectivity and
intelligence are indissociable:and constitute the two compiementary
aspects 6f all human behavior" (1968: 15).

']Glﬁ_the sent study only one of approximately 680 respondents
sampled took tC??f??rst alternative. ‘

17we d°'h°£;m§;ﬁ”£d.iﬁbiY‘tgéfmkahibe;é;Afor eXéhPTe}>definé§_étégedT o

5 or 6 judgments as mature on.the basis of "choice." Rather, the
“intention is to suggest that in order to escape the futility of

-~ defining -mature judgments in this manner, one can more satisfactorily
define maturity on' the basis of the complexity of the cognitive process

* which yields the choice. In the realm of theory most would appear to be
in agreement with this idea. No one td this writer's knowledge, however,
has attempted to-procure empirical evidence to support it. : i

1

]8The phrase "irrelevant factors" re%i{s to: o,

... pressures that interfere with the realistic reception
“of information ... (internally these refer to) ...
unrelated habits, beliefs, ... (etc.) By irrelevant
external pressures we have in mind ... the pressures of

- reward and punishment arising from external authority...
(Rokeach, 1960: 57). ' <

, ]gThe scope of the present research project has been necessarily

. restricted. We will be content to accept the general hypothesis that

- different moral dilemmas will produce variation in judgment stemming
from all moral stages. _

| ?OMoral judgments will be coded in four categories: post-
canventional, stage 4, stage 3, and pre-conventional. The reason for
collapsing stages 5 and.6 and stages 2 and'1 into post- and pre-

conventional, reSpectively, will be explained in the following chapter.

: 'V:Z]It should be noted that thi§ "social involvement thesis" is
-congruent with the synthesized cognitive-deyelopmental/symboiic-
- interactionist perspectivevadopted=by the present writer. .

2211 reader should be reminded of the fact that the moral
dilemmas employed in all of Kohlberg's research present conflicts -

7
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between social-legal norms and the needs of fictitious others.. Dilemmas

. such as these, it was noted, comprise our "stranger™ or “generalized-

other" questionnaire treatment. Thue, we would expect that our results

would correspehd to Kohlberg and Kramer's in terms of our first

treatment. Whether or not similar trends emerge in the “"primary-other"

* treatments which were employed must remain an open question: for the
moment. ~ _ .

S



CHAPTER 4

_‘ METHODS AND PROCEDURES
g.)—si o ~ . ‘ N :
*‘ ® S - ~ .
‘The agn of ‘this dissertation is to investigate whether var1at1ons
" in moral Judgnent styTe are 1nf1uenced by the 1dent1ty of the
“particular other" 1mp11cated in the moral d1]emma be1ng Judged.
| Prev1ous d1scuss1on has illustrated that there is reason to expect that e
Judgments may vary depend1ng upon whether the "“other" be1ng Judged is
"pr1mary other" (operat1ona]1zed as. a ”c]ose fr1end" and "one's
mother") or a "secondary other"'(operat1ona11zed as a "stranger“).
-Furthermore, this researth represents an attempt to'corroborate the'
findings of other?investigators (e;g., Durkin, 1959; Bull, 1969a‘and
'" 1969b)‘who report that moral judgments vary dependtng-upon the nature
" of the dilemma s1tuat1on posed to the respondent ‘ -
The present chapter presents the research design, 1nstrumentat1on,
" and .coding procedures empToyed in. th1s study. Prior to the d1scuss1on of
Q\/he techn1ques of data anaTys1s which were ut1]1zed the hypotheses

which were tested will be stated.

Il THE SUBJECTS AND RESEARCH DESIGN
The subJects who took: part in the present study were enro]]ed as
freshnen in 1ntroductory soc1oTogy cTasses at The Un1vers1ty of ATberta
A total of 680 subJects compTeted one of three forms of a moral Judgment
‘vquest1onna1re (1 €., a. "stranger" treatment a'"best friend" treatment

or a “mother" treatment) . Subjects drew quest1onna1res from one;of two

122



stacks (maIe or femaIe) con51st1ng of tﬂg three treatment forms These
treatment forms were randomly conb1ned in the stacks ‘thus, the

“lseIect1on of a spec1f1c quest1onna1re form was random1zed for each sex-

sub-sample. Three sub- sampIes were randome drawn from th1s pooI of " '

subJects, each cons1st1ng of 50 males and 50 fema]es Thus, 100 subjects
| answered each form of a moral Judgment quest1onna1re y1e1ding a total"

sample size of 300.

tHIn_thjsmsampIe ages ranged from 16 to 21 with a mean age of 18.4 SR

years' Other‘personaI attribute information (i €., sex,'religious
denom1nat1on frequency of church attendance socwo economic status as
coded by BI1shen s (1967) scaIe grade 12 academ1c average ~and

ethn1c1ty) was aIso coIIected by the - quest1ons found in Appendix III

The 1ntent1on is to determine whether each of the three quest1on- .

naire “forms e11c1t quaI1tat1ve1y d1fferent moral judgments. Thus, the

task -consists of making comparisons between the "stranger" treatment

. , ~ _ ",‘l' o . 123

b

(T]) and the "primary other" treatments ("best friend," Tz),'and “mother".

treatment (T, Pr—

I INSTRUMENTATION | |
" The ‘two" measuring dev1ces employed in th1s study are the

"‘Koh]berg (1958) moral Judgment_quest1onna1re and the queach,(IQBO)

~ dogmatism scale.

' A.‘, MOraI Judgnent Quest1onna1re

Kotherg (1958 1963) dev1sed nine d11emma s1tuat1ons in h1s'

"~'or1g1na1 questionnaire (see Append1x II) each of- wh1ch presents the;

respondent with a coan1ct between two - cuIturaIIy acceptabIe or L
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B unacceptabIe alternatives. The'intent<is to code;each scorab]e phrase
within one of the six stages‘of;hts moralltypo_'logy.1 lKohlberg (1958:
92) reports that-inter-judge reliabilityyuas signifiéant‘(;OI) for,two_.
~of the nine situations (i.e. . s1tuat1on 2, r=.79; situation 7, '
.64) for wh1ch he was able to obta1n the relevant data. Kramer'
(]968 28), work1ng with the same quest1onna1re, reported high inter- -
Judge re11ab111ty corre]at1ons for each of the nine moral d1]emmas Y l 'ﬂ‘
‘ \across a]l six moral Judgment stages z o |
| In the present study, three mod1f1ed versions of Kohlberg“s =~
quest1onna1re have been dev1sed ls was stated ear11er, the quest1on-'_‘
na1re has been mod1f1ed in order to- represent d11emmas in. wh1ch the |
respondent 1s asked to Judge (1) a stranger of the same sex; . (2) a
"best fr1end“ of the same sex, or (3) h15/her mother Four of Koh]berg S
nine situations were sélected (s1tuat1ops 1 3 4, and 7) and each was
mod1f1ed in the three ways Just ment1oned 3 | ' | . E
4

The rev1s1ons for the - three exper1menta1 treatments as well as -

the” 1nstruct1ons preced1ng each,quest1onna1re are as fo]]ows

- @

Instruct1ons - e .

: 0n the fo110w1ng pages you will f1nd severa] stories each of

which are folTowed by some questions. The purpose of these stories and . .
‘questions is to: get you to express your ‘opinions and ideas. Please.

“write down all the ideas or fee11ngs they bring to mind rather than
-giving "yes" or "no" answers. _Just wr1t1ng “yes or no" is- def1n1te]y
not an adequate -answer. L

You are to write your-answers in the spaces prov1ded follow1ng
‘each question. If you need more space you may write on the back of the
‘'page, but if you do, make sure that you specify which question, you are -
answering. You should be ab}e'fb answer most .of the quest1ons in the -
space that -is provided.. - - . o :
o Remember that th1s is not a test in the usual sense There are
no. ryght or wrong answers ‘There can on]y be<d1fferent 1deas an




', opinions and ideas are -about ‘it.
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opinions about these stories. So, do not spend a Tong time thinking
about how to answer ‘any one question, but simply write down what your

l *

Situation 1~ SV - : N
(Tl) . A 18 year old boy warited to buy a car. . His.father
4 promised that if he saved up one half the amount of money
required for it, tft he would provide therrest. So the
boy worked during the summer vacation and made the
. necessary amount of money.. But just as he was about to
buy the car, his Father changed his mind. ‘He and his wife
had decided that they needed’ the money for 1iving-room
. furniture. So the father asked his son for the money he -
had earned. The boy didn't want’'to give up the car so he
_.. _thought_of refusing_to give his father the money.

Shou]d the boy ?efuse_to give his father the money? Why?

Al fgépondents in the "best friend" treatnenp~receivéd thé following

additionatl instructions in their questionnaires.
‘ _ ‘ N

Before you begin, piease go through each - of the remaining pages
and in every underlined blank space you find, fi1l in the name of your
best male friend. For example: ' , '

While driving through an intersection, 'JOHN . 's car
‘was hit by another vehicle travelling at a speed of 50
m.p.h. .The .damage done to JOHN, 's car was extensive.
The next day... etc. - : :

_ Once you-haye’done this, you may bégin to answer the questions. -
Thank -you. _(P]ease use_only the first name of your best friend.) ’

¢

©_  wanted to buy.a car. "7 's father
. promised that if he saved up one half the amount of money
v\ required for it,; that he-would provide the rest. So,-
o worked during the summer vacation and made the
necessary, amount of money. But just as - was .
~ about to buy the car, his father changed his mind. He and
hi's wife decided that they needed the money for living- '
room furniture. So he asked - for the -money he
- had saved.. However, "7 didn't want to give up the
. car so he thought of refusing to give his father the money.

(Ty)

Should - i refuse to give his father the money? |




(1)

Situationb3

- (T))

(Tp)

JImagine that a good friend of %}i

~what the drug cost.
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Imagine that your mether wanted to buy a d1shwasher Your

father promised that if she sayed up one half the amount
of money required for it,\that

buy the dishwasher your father changed his mind. He
decided that he wanted the money for a new.car. . So your
father asked your mother for the money she had earned.
Your mother didnjt want to give up the dishwasher so she
thought of refusing to give your father the money.

Should your mother refuse to g1ve your father the money7

,_x? . S - —-

A woman was near death from a special kind of cancer.

1 he would provide the rest.
'So_your mother obtained a part-time job and made the
.. necessary amount of money. But just as she was about to

There was one drug that the doctors thought might save her.

The drug was expensive to make, and the druggist was
charg1ng $2,000.00 for a small dose of it. The sick
woman's husband went -to everyone he could to borrow the ”

money, but he could only get together about $1,000.00 which
~'was only half of what the drug cost. He told the druggist
.that his wife was dying and asked.him to sell it cheaper

or to accept payment at a later date... The druggist,

refused. So the man got desperate and broke into the drug ‘

store to steal the drug for his %1fe

"Shougp he have done that7 Nhat 1t right or wrong? __x?

from a special kind of cancer.” There was one&ﬁrug that
the doctors thought might save - 's friend. The
drug was expensive to make and the druggist was charging

only get together about $1,000.00 which was only ha¥f-of

's was near ﬁoath

T

P

_ told the drugg1st that h1s
friend was dying and asked him to selF it cheaper or two <«

accept payment at a later date. The drugg1st refused. So

. got desperate and broke into the drug store to
steal the drug for his fr1end _

Should 3 have done that? Was it right or wrong?:

Why? 7

$2,000.00 for a small-dose of fhe drug.. . ent
. - to everyone he could to borrow the money, but he coﬁ%d :
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Situation 4

(1))

(T,)
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Imagine that your mother s best friend was.near death from
a special kind of cancer. - There was one. drug that the
doctors thought might save her. The drug was expensive

to make, and the druggist was charging more money for:it
than your mother could possibly raise. Though your mother
went to everyone she could to borrow the money, she could .
only get together about $1,000.00 which was half of what
the drug cost. - She told the druggist that her friend was
dying and asked him to sell it cheaper or to accept
payment at a later date. The druggist refused. So your
mother.got desperate and broke .into the drug store to
steal the drug for her friend. .

1

__X? / v

i

The drug didn't work and’there was no other treatment
known to medicine.which could save the man's wife. The
man knew that his wife had only 6 months -at the most to

"~ 1ive. His wife was in terrible pain and.often delirious.

However, in her calm periods she would ask him for an -
overdose of sleeping p111s so that she could die quickly.
She said that she cou]dn t stand the pain and was going to
die soon anyway.

Should the ‘man do what his wife asks and ‘give her the
overdose7 __x?

He f1na]]y gave his wife the overdose ~ The pollce found
out and the man was brought up on a charge of murder even

* though it was known that his wife had p]eaded for the

,overdose

*What punishment shou]d he receive? _Ax7

The drug didn' t work and there was no other treatmeht known °

to medicine whjéh could save _ __'s .friend.
knew that his friend ﬁad at the most only 6

" months to live. His friend was in terrible pain .and often

delirious. However, in calm periods his friend would ask
him for an overdofe of sleeping pills in-order to die '
quickly. 's friend said that. the pain was
unbearable and tﬁat death was not far away '

'Should L _ do what h1s fr1end asks -and give him'the
-overdoes? Why? , -
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Imagine that ' finally. gave his friend the
sleeping pills. The police found out and ___ was .
brought up on a.charge of murder even though it was known
that his friend had pleaded for the overdose. -

What punishment should: _get? Why?

(T3) Imagine that the drug didn't work and there was no other
- ., treatment known to medicine which could save your mother's
Co " friend. Your mother knew that her friend had -only 6
months at the most to live. Her friend was in.terrible -
pain and often’ delirious. However, in her calm periods-
she would ask your mother for. an overdose of sleeping pills
~s0.that she could die quickly. She said-that-she couldn't: .. ..
stand the pain and was going to die soon anyway. : E

Should your mother do what her friend asks and give her
the overdose? ' Why? . ‘
Imagine that your mother finally gave her friend the
overdose. The police found out and your mother was brought
up on a charge of murder even though it was known that her
friend had pleaded for the overdose. -

A

‘What punishment should your mother receive? Why?

Situation 7 . . SRR
(T1) . Two friends were in trouble with the police. They wanted
Lo to, leave Edmonton -in a hurry but needed money. One of

them stole $500.00 from a store: The other told a. :
. neighbour that he was very i11 and needed $500.00 for an
operation. However, he was not i11 and had no intention
- - of-repaying his neighbour. The neighbour, not knowing
- thi<, loaned him-the money and the two friends left town,
each with $500.00. o o

If you had to say which friend did worse, which would you
choose: the one who stole the $500.00 or the one who .
borrowed it.with no intention of paying it back? Why? -

(T2) o Imagine that “and a friend were in trouble with
~ “the police. They wanted to leave Edmonton-in-a hurry but
needed money. The friend stole $500.00 from a store and
. went to a neighbour to borrow -the money. -
' _ told his neighbour that he needed the money for
an operation. - Of course, - . - -was not sick,at all
and had no intention of repaying. Not knowing this, his
~ neighbour loaned him the money. - So . - .and his
friend left town, each with $500.00 o
' o . _
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If you had to say who did worse, which would you phobse§

the friend who stole the $500.00 or ____.who
borrowed it with no intention of paying 1t back? Why?

(T3) Let's suppose that one of your mother's friends was in
' . trouble with the police and had to leave Edmonton in a .

hurry but needed money. Her friend stole $500.00 from a .

store but needed more money.. So your mother told a

neighbour that she was very i11 and needed $500.00 for an
‘operation. However, your mother was not i11 and had no

intention of repaying her neighbour. The neighbour loaned

her the money anyway and your mother gave it to her friend
" who then left town. ' ' .

If you had to say who did worse, which would you choose: ~

your mother's friend who stole the $500.00 or your mother -
whovborrowedfit with no intention-of paying it back? {Why?
B.” Coding and SCoring:Prdcedurgs;\\ o

for the Kohlberg Instrument . |~

. . o 1 'l'.'
It was‘stated above (seehpage~52) that’ one advantage of Kohlberg's

orientation lies in its cépabi]ityrof coding not the kespondént'st"ﬁoral

choices" but rather thé re ondent‘é "moral feasOning.“ This technique
is considered as Being mo‘ZPadvantagéous“gfven tﬁébfinding that age
trends in mofa]bchoiCe have not‘béen founa ﬁb be devé]opmenta]]&
@eaniﬂéfu] Wh11é the oﬁposite has béeq the case for moral reasoning

(Kohlberg, 1963b: 12).

FOcusing oh the.task of coding'rafiona]izationsvrathéf than actual

,Jéhoicé obyious]y creatgs more difficu1fy for thg‘researcher. Kbhiberg
hasﬁﬁgéwever, provided a cbmbrehensjve COdihg'manué1‘in qfderxtO'gid in
the stagehidentifi;atioh of~ﬁora1 responsés.54 Having defined six moral
stages and 25 moral aspects (see Appehdix IV),JKohlberg‘s manual '

. specifies'and.givgs ekamp]ésffor the 150 possible reasbnfng~categories
whichghave been derived frbm;his‘mOral'typo]ogy. An'examplé of moral

response coding on moral.aspect 1'(considerihg motivéé in judging

>
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action)‘for situation 3 appears below.

‘:) .

Question:  Should he have done that? Was.it right or wrong? Ehx?

Moral Stage -

1
2

Response Examples

: w1fe and the druggist is be1ng unfair anyway

19

© “No, because he'd be a criminal."”

"Yes, because he‘needs the drug and if he's carefu1
he probab]y won't get caught."

"Yes he shou]d'steal the drug because he loves his

"No because stea11ng is aga1nst the 1aw

"Though I can understand the man's needs and the -
unfortunate situdtion he finds himself in,
nevertheless, the ends do not Just1fy the means.

A stage 6,response for §h1s mora1 aspect isnot .
provided in the manual.® " However, an example of a
stage 6 response to-the above question under aspect

?r1ghts ‘of possess1on or property) would be as
follows: ‘

-

"The man has a r}ght to the drug for it is the.
common property of all mankind due to the function
it serves him with. Soc1a1 justice must a]ways

_ supercede law and order

Accompany1ng Koh]berg s coding manual is a sect1on wh1ch

des1gnates severa] sentence cod1ng rules which should be fo]]owed to .

insure coding consistency between raters. Those ru]es which are

applicable to the sentence'coding completed “for this study are as fo]iows:

1. A codab]e phrase may be defined as any statement which is

c]assifiab1e by thepcoding manual and which is not simply a _paraphrase

~ of the question asked or of the materia]-presented_in the moral dilemma.

2.

Examp]es of phrases not to be coded:

Repet1t1ons - E. g., "As I sa1d before," “For the same

reasons stated earlier,” etc

Reasons wh1ch cannot be ass1gned to a category. in the

e _\ i
. . B



: manual. (Th1s ru]e is to be fol]owed 1f scorlng rule
¥ '#3B (below) does not suffice.)

3. .Scor1ng ru]es

”144

(a) When there are good reasons’. for ass1gn1ng a response to
two stages, then double code it..

'(b) When -there is not sufficient reason for assigning a
phrase to one stage as opposed to another, then. a551gn
it to the lower stage ‘

C. Scoring Procedures o

Kotherg jnterprets his typology as beino representative'of an

.interval scale. Consequently,hin determinino a respondent's "moral

| maturity score" (M.M.S.), Kohlberg utiTizes a‘wetghted percentaging'
technique ~The exampTe which is prov1ded in the scor1ng manual appears f
on page 132. ‘

The computat1on of a. respondent s "mora] matur1ty score" can be
based upon e1ther of [ two cod1ng4techn1ques wh1ch Kohlberg has recommend-
ed. The techn1que used in the examp]e is caTTed "gTobaT rating" and :
1nvolves treat1ng t‘.‘gnt1re'response to any part]cular s1tuat1on as,a-

' ;s1ngTe or m1xed unit. The second techn1que, "sentence cod1ng,“ 1nvoTves
scor1ng each phrase that is g1ven in. the response S1nce respondents
will vary in the abso]ute number of responses g1ven across- the s1tuat1ons,'
a percentage.score for each of the moral judgment stages is computed over
" the total quest1onna1re. From this information, one STmpTy caTcuTates
_‘the respondent's M.M.S. in the‘same’manner as was iTTdstrated in
"reference to the "global rating” technique. ‘Kramer (19689‘25) reports'-
that the two cod1ng procedures correlate in. the h1gh 90 s in both h1s

‘ and Kotherg s research.



 DETERMINING A'&ESPONDENT'S “MORAL MATURITY SCORE"
\ ’ ’ . ’ .

nt may be assigned more than one response per

The respond
stage. If tihe respondent's score is of a single stage,
one score is| assigned and weighted 3 units. " If the

respondent 's! score is mixed, two stage scores are
assigned (a.g., stages 3 (2)). If the score is mixed,
the major stage ponse receives a weight of two units,
and the minor stage response a weight of one. As a
result, ‘subjects receive a weighted score on each stage

.across the nipe situations. For example:

STORY—

. STAGE

1 |

:SCORES

132

»

10 ]:2 35 [ g 5 6 7 8 | 9
1|2 |is |3 2| 32|33 1,
2 1| ] 1
3
4
s |
s ||
STE) IS TS WO T R IR [ N I 10
o [ e [ g )
81 | 1x81 =8 '
15 | 2 x15= 30
Al 3 x4 =2 *
* M.M.S. = 123
. "~ (::-N‘

0N
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Several authors (Loeuinger, 1966 and Fishkin et al., 1973)
ques on the validity of.uti]izing the moral maturity scores derived
from the above two scoring procedures They arguelthat Kohlberg's scale
does not meet the cr1teria for assum1ng an interval level of measurement
'but should instead be 1nterpreted as an ord1na1 scale. An ord1na1 -
1nterpretat1on of Koh]berg S typo]o s1mp1y asserts that a stage 6
iresponse for examp]e, is based upop a nore cogn1t1ve1y complex dec1s1on
—-nakang~process~thanv1s a~stage~3<re ponse.- Th1s;wr1ter'has;no~quarre1
with suchfn'interpretation. 'HoWev r, testing;the theoretica{ <

_orientation out]jnedﬁin'the preceding chapter requires that Kohlberg's

stage typology be interpreted as a representation of six nominal moral

judgment catégories. Since the theor out]ined earlier predicts that

certa1n types of moral Judgments will have a greater probab111ty of
being ut111zed in d1fferent social s1tuat1ons, any attempt to der1ve
.summary mora1 matur1ty scores to Tabel respendents as "more or less
mora]"\does not serve our bU'poseL§7 B ‘ - |

The task.of the‘present'aﬁaf}sis requires that.a "percent- ‘
. response" score for each stage be deriVed‘for the total'questionnaire‘fA
as well as for each 1nd1v1dual story This task was accomp]1shed by

ut1]1z1ng the sentence c0d1ng 1nformat1on prov1ded by two. coders. who B

" worked 1ndependent1y (see Append1x V)

‘D.  Inter-Judge Retiability -
“A Pearsonian Eorrelation between coders' ratinos'is an
1nappropr1ate computation to make in determ1n1ng 1nter-Judge re11ab111ty.

As Rob1nson (1957 19) argues; a Pearsonﬁhn correlatlon 1nd1cates the



e covariétion_between coders' ratings rather than the actual rate of
. . y ‘ _

agreement between coders. .

Accordingly, we have simply computedéthe proportion of agreements
between coders in order. to determine imter-judgé reliability. Of the
4,226 ratfngS‘made in the present study, the codersiagreed_upoﬁ 3,978 .

‘thus yielding a coefficient of agreement eqha]'to .94,

,;Ef,, The Dogmat1sm Scale

Rokeach (1960 73-80) lists 40 items which comprise Form E of the.
. Dogmatism Scale. 8 This scale preceded the moral Judgment situations 1nv
the, quest1onna1re format The scale was designed to differentiate |
vbetween 1nd1v1duals a]ong an "open c1osed" be11ef system cont1nuum As -
was stated earlier, scores on_the dogmatism scale servelas'1nd1cators
.of‘reJetive‘degrée of cognitive complexjty; The instructions.and items

.~ a

* which eomprise Form E appear below.

o .

Instructions

- . ~ . .
The follawing is a study %f what the general public thinks and
- feels about’ a Mumber of-important social and personal questions. The
- best answer to each statément below is your personal op1n1on We have
tried to cover many different and opposing points. of view; you may find
yourself agreeing strongly with some of the statements, disagreeing
strongly with others, and perhaps. uncertain about others; whether you -
agree or disagree w1th any statement, you.can .be sure that many people .
fee] the same as you do. v : .

Mark each statement in the iift ﬂnngf yaccording to how much you

agree or d1sagree with it. P]easengrk'ev ¥ one.
) Wr1te +1, 42, +3, or -1, -2, ;#Utpend1ng on how you fee] in’
each’ case..
TR \AGREE A LITTLE ¢ -1: 1 DISAGREE A LITTLE.
Ye2o 1 AGREE ON THE WHOLE ’ -+ -2: T DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE

© #3: 1 AGREE VERY MUCH -3: 1 DISAGREE VERY MUCH
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If you have no questions, -yoo may begin.

9

Items 1nvo1v1ng;the belief-disbelief dimension _ S o
. Canada and Russia have just about noth1ng in common. ]0

2. The h1ghest form of government is a democnacy and the ,

highest form of democracy is a government run by .those who
_‘are most intelligent. .

3. Even though freedom of speech for a11 groups is a worth-
while goal, it is unfortunately necessary to restr1ct the
freedom of certain po]1t1ca1 groups.

”A4;' It is only natural that a person would have a much better

- acquaintance w1th ideas he believes in than with ideas’ he
'opposes .

Items 1nvolv1ggfthe central per1phera1 dimension

5.
6.

10.
LR

12.
3.

4.
15.

Man on his own is a he]p]ess and m1serab1e creature

Fundamentally, the world we 11ve in. 1s a pretty Tonesome
place.

t

. Most people just don't give'a "damn" for others,’

. I1'd 1ike it if I could find someone who wou]d tell me how

to so]ve my personal problems.

It is only natura] for a person to be rather fearful of
the future.

\

There is so much to be done and so 11tt1e time to do it 1n

Once I get wound up in a heated d1scuss1on I just can't

stop. | fT}(k_«

In a discussion I often find it necessary to repeat myself

: SeVeral times to make sure I am being understood.

~In a heated discussion I genera11y become o} absorbed 1n"

what I am going to say that I fbrget to listen to what -
the others are saymg )

It is better to be a dead hero than to be a 11ve coward

While I don't 1ike to admit this even to myself, my -
secret ambition is to become a great man,, 11ke E1nste1n,

* or Beethoven, or Shakespeare
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- 17.
18.
19.

20.

22.
23.
24.

25.

_26.
27.

28.

29.
30.

31.

- A man who does not be11eve in some great cause has not

- | 1_36

The main thing in life is for a person to want to do

something important. ' .

If given a chance, I would do something of great benefit
to the world. o : T r

In.the history.Of mankind there have probably been just-a
handful of really great thinkers.

There are a number of people 1 have come to hate because a

of the things.they stand for.

-

really lived.

. Tt is_only when a person devotes himself to an 1dea1 or -

cause that 11fe becomes nean1ngfu1

of a]l ‘the d1fferent philosophies which exlst in th1s
wor]d there is probably only one wh1ch is correct.

A person who gets enthusiastic about too many causes is
Tikely to be a pretty "wishy- washy" sort of person.

, To comprom1se with our po]1t1ca1 opponents is dangerous

because it usually leads to the betrayal of our own side.

When it comes to differences of opinion in religion we
must be careful not to compromise with those who believe
d1fferent1y from the way we do. .

In timés like these, a person must be pretty selfish if he

cons1ders pr1mar11y his own happiness.

The worst crime a person could comm1t is to attack _
publicly the peop]e»who believe in.the same thing he does.

In times Tike these it is often necessary to be more on,
guard .against ideas put out by people or groups. in one 's
own camp than by fhose in the oppos1ng camp .

among its own members cannot exist for 1ong

There are two kinds- of people in this world: those who
are for the truth and those ‘who are against the ‘truth.

My blood boils whenever a person stubborn]y refuses to

adm1t he's wrong.

32.

A person who th1nks pr1mar11y of his own happ1ness 1s ,
beneath contempt .

f
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33., Most of the ideas wh1ch get printed- nowadays aren 't worth
' the paper they are pr1nted on.

34. In this comp11cated world of ours the only way we can- know
what's going on 1s to re]y on 1eaders or experts who can
be. trusted

35. It is oftén desirable .to reserve Judgment about what's.
going on until one has had a chance to hear the op1n1ons
- of those one respects .

36. In the long run the best way to. Tive is to p1ck friends
and associates whose tastes and be11efs are the same as
_one S own.

Items invo1vina the time-perspective‘dinension

37. The present is all too often full of unhappiness. It is’
only the future that counts :

'38, If a man is to accomplish his mission in life it is
sometimes necessary to ganble "al] or nothfng at all."

39. ,UnforéLnate]y, a good many people with whom I have :
discussed important social and moral prob]ems don't real]y
understand what's going on. . ‘

40.. Most people just don't‘knpw what's good for them.

" Now that. you have finished, p]ease go on the the next part of the -
.quest1onna1re

z F.  Scoring brpcedures-for_the ﬁogmatism Scale

| .Responses;fpr each item in the dogmatism scaie were scored along
.a +3 to -3 agree-disagreelscale with the zero ‘point exc]uded; These
scores were cznverted toalto? scale by, adding « constant of 4 to each'
response. Thus, the range of possible scores for the 40 1tem sca]e is

from-40 to 280, A h1gh score is an 1nd1cat1on of c]osed-mlndedness
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111.‘ HYPOTHESES
| The statement of the hypotheses which appears be]ow is organ1zed

‘by moral stage Just1f1cat1onsxfor each of them will be found by -

'consu1t1ng the pages 11sted in reference to Chapter 3. The reader shou1d

.note that stage 6 responses were comb1ned with responses coded at. stage ,

5 thus y1e1d1ng a post -conventional sunmary response raf"hTﬁkew1se,

' stage 1 responses were. comb1ned w1th those coded at’ stage 2, thus

' yielding a pre convent1ona1 summary response rate. - The pre- and post-

"convent1onaT categor1es were co11apsed because the frequency of stage 6n.

. ;and stage 1 responses was less than 2% in any of the samp1es coded 1

A. ‘Hypotheses for Post-Conventional Response Rate

It is hypothes1zed that

| (a) wvariation in quest1onna1re treatment w111 not have a
-~ .. significant effect.on response rate (104)

(b) variation in moral d11emma w111 have a s1gn1f1cant effect on
_ response rate (89) - )

(c) response rate will be s1gn1f1cant1y greater for the h1gh
 socio-economic status group (111) .

. (d) response rate will be s1gn1f1cant1y greater for Gatho]1cs A
- (112). ' _ .
. - {
(e) the regresshon of response rate on dogmat1sm‘w111 indicate
' an 1nverse re]at1onsh1p between the. two var1ab1es (108)..

: (f) d1fferences in response rate among socwo economic status
" groups will be significantly decreased When the effect- of
~dogmatism 1s controlTed for (111)

“(g) d1fferences in response rate between Catho11cs and _
 Protestants will be significantly decreased when the effect.
- of dogmatism is controlled for (112) : .
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'Hypotheses for Convent1ona1 Response Rate

1. Stage 4 , '

It s hypothes1zed that

-(a) response rate will be. 51gn1f1cant1y Tower in treatments two
- and three in compar1son with treatment one (99),

(b) var1at1on in mora] d11enma w111 have a s1gn1f1cant effect on
response rate: (89) .

(c) response rate w111 be s1gn1f1cant1y greater for ma]es w1th1n
treatment. one- (113)

“{d) - response- rate - will not be- swgn1fﬁcant1y retated to 50c1o-'f””“””
. economic status (111) L o

(e) response rate 'will not be. s1gn1f1cant1y related to re]1g1ous
: denom1nat1on (111) _ .

() response rate w111 not be s1gn1f1cant1y related to frequency
- of-church attendance (111). = = .

(g) the regress1on of rasponse rate on dogmatism will indicate ;” .
- that the two varxab]es are not s1gn1f1cant1y related (108)

2. Stage 3

]

It is hypotCSS1zed that

'(a) response rate will be s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher in. treatments tWo
' and three 1n compar1son with treatnent one (99). o

(b) var1at1on in moral dilemma w111 have a s1gn1f1cant effect on
response rate (89) -

(c) response rate will be s1gn1f1cant1y greater for females
w1th1n treatment one (113) ‘
,(d)- response rate will not be 51gn1f1cant1y re]ated to socio- )
- economic status (111). , '
(e) . response rate will not bejsignificant1yfre1ated.to religiqus. . - B
~ denomination (111). S C : Sﬁ\\f‘\\\\\

(f) response rate will not be significantly related to frenuency
.. of church attendance (111) e - ‘ o

'~:(g) the regression«of response rate on dogmat1sm w111 indicate .
© " that the two var1ab1es<are not. 519n1f1cant1y related (108).

- ) ) p
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C. Hypotheses for Pre-CohventionalfResponse Rate
It s hypothesized that: | - o .

- (a) response rate will be significantly lower in. treatments two
and-three in comparison with treatment one (]03)

response rate (89).
(c) response raté will not be signifieantly related to séx_(114).

(d)'.response rate will not be significantly ated t6150c10r
“_econom1c status (111) ; J

(e) response rate will not be s1gn1f1cant1y reiated td religious:

denom1nat1on (111)

&

‘Hof church attendance (111)

( )" the regresswon of reSponse rate on dogmat1sm w111 1nd1cate
j? ~that":the two varlables are not s1gn1f1cant1y related (108).

o

. _?rv TE%HNIQUES OF DATA ANALYSIS

T The data analysis will enta11 the use,of ana1ys1s of ar1ance 1n \

"\‘

.

/..'

L ‘order to tesm the re]at1onsh1ps pred1cted by'the hypotheses This

f the data ana]ys1s. Us;ng w1n€r s (1962).term1no1ogy,~a,3 tactor_.

s

techn1que w111 be emp1oyed wn as ‘much as test1ng most of*the above '

e ' R VY

(b) .var1at1on’?n‘mora1 d11epna will have a s1gn1f1cant effect on

3 ~;.‘"?A

-

(f)Hihesponse rate wi]] not be- 51gn1f1cant1y related to freQuency;

hypotheses ca]]s for the s1mu1taneous compar1son of more than two’ sample :

d1strfbut1ons of the dependent variables. mora?"hdgment response rates)

'Furthermore ana]ys1s Of var1ance requlres that only one variable (the

;dependEnt var1ab1e) need bé‘measured on an 1nterva1 1eve1 (B1alock,

1960; 248). In the present 1nvest1gat1on we have met this 1nterva1

cr1ter1on by measur1ng moral judgment,in terms of percent response rate

] ta

‘at each mora1 staé@ e | | . .

t

Severa] ana]yseswof var1ance mode]s have been employed throughout :

. . )
[



' repeated measures des1gn w1th two between-subject facto% ex and

treatment) and one within- subJect factor. (moral d11enna W :employed to
test the hypotheses concerning the effects of sex, treatment *and
diTemma on the dependent variables. T .

i A second 3 factor des1gn was emp]oyed to test the effects of
‘religious denomination, frequency of church attendance, and treatment.
S1nce this des1gn conta1ned cells w1th unequal frequenc1es, it wasl
- —-necessary-to remove- the ;ffects of ‘the independent var1ab1es and- the1r

?nteract1ons 1n a spec1f1c order A 2 factor des1gn was emp]oyed to
test the. effects of soc1o-econom1c status and treatment Again, because -
: of unequa] ce]] frequenc1es, the effect df the 1ndependent variables and
‘their 1nteract1ons were removed in a spec\f1c order Analysis of
covar1ance was employed to determme »theﬁffect of the invdepen'dent
variables in these 1atter two designs contr0111ng fo; the effect of
“dogmatism (B]a]ock 1960 1375-382).
In ut111z1ng ana]ys1s 'of variance one makes several assumlt1ons
In the case of the analyses of variance designs used to determ1ne the
effects of treatment re11gwous denom1nat1on frequency of church
attendance and socio-economic status, we have f1rst assumed that the
d1str1but1ons of the dependent var1ab1e in the‘pbpu]at1ons from which
. the samp]es have been drawn are normal (Ferguson 1971. 219) We have
‘_also assumed "homogene1ty of var1ance" (i.e., that the variances in the, .
popu]at1ons from wh1ch the sampe]s were drawn are equa])‘.ﬁérguson
1971 219) . '
In the case of the 3 factor repeated measures des1gn we have

aga1n made the norma11ty assumpt1on a]ong w1th two assumpt1ons concern1ng ’

the var1ancé covar1 nce matr1ces for the dependent var1ab1e (responsé
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‘rate) over categdries‘of the -repeated measures factor (moral dilemma).
Fox (1972: 198) states these assunpt1ons in the following manner

First, we assume the equa11ty of the popu]at1on covariance
matr1ces for the K conditions in the exper1ment

£) =L % ... =85, =1"

Secondly, we need to.assume that the common population
covariance matrix, I, 1is of the form:

2’ 2 2 3
g PO . pa ~
22
ps T o i
2 L2
po o
2 ‘ 2
po _ E?f D : g .
ol A

- where, of coursé, o 1is the population variance of
the dependent variable in each category of the
repeated measures factor and p is the popu]at1on
corre]at1on coefT1c1ent between. categor1es

-

'The d1sadvantages inherent 1n making the above assumpt1ons do not
appear to be very great. The relatively 1arge samp]e size selected
(.‘= 300) indicates'that-the assumption of norma]ity is not very‘
fproblemat1c Accord1ng to Ferguson . (1971 219) the effect of a
departure from norma11ty will make the resu]ts of the ana1ys1s of
- var1ance appear ‘more s1gn1f1cant than they actua]ly are - Ferguson goes 4
on to suggest that if -extreme depart‘res are suspected one shou]d employ '
‘a more r1gonn1L1eve1 of confidence in. evaluating the F- rat1o S1nce“
most of the F- rat1os obtained in the present ana]ys1s are s1gn1f1cant
beyond the .01 level, it wou1d appear that the norma11ty assumpt1on may
be accepted ' |
; Tests for:the assumptions spncerning‘the variance-cpvariance

matrices were not cpnducted in the present ana]ysis; Fox (1972: 199),

suggests,ghowever,'that since "the F-ratio appears to be a good deal

o
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more "robust" than tests for homogeneity of variance" we can.argue that
"findings of significant dffferentes among<§rpup variances do not - .
necessar1]y 1nd1cate that the F-test should be d1scarded”'r A]so, Box
(1953) states that mak1ng "preT1m1nary tests on var1ances 1s rather 11ke
putting to sea 1n a rowing boat to f1nd out whether conq:t1ons are
suff1c1ent]y ca]m for an oceafi- 11ner to Teave port. Wl |

Comput1ng ana]ys1s of covar1ance necess1tates mak1ng two ,
assumpt1ons concern1ng “the” nature of the- regress1on effects F1rst -We - T
assume that the “residuals "are normally and 1ndependent1y d1str1buted
_with zero means and the same variance" (w1ner, 1962: 586) Second]y,‘1t
'must be assumed that the regress1ons are homogeneous, that is, we assume
that’ there 4is.no stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant 1nteract1on between the.
h covar1ate (dogmat1sm) and the ana]ys1s of. var1ance factors (treatment,
religious denom1nat1on, soc1o economlc status etc.). SchuessTer (1971:
- 203- -207) out11nes the appropr1ate procedure for testﬁng the homogene1ty
assumpt1on In the present 1nvest1gat1on the tests for -slope equa11ty
" were made, the resu1ts of-wh1ch appear in Table 2 of Append1x VIII.

To- test severajfof the hypotheses stated above requ1res that
. comparisons between cell means be computed. The fb110w1ng formu]a
‘(winer; 1962: 208) was‘employed to make the necessary calculations.

o

: (AB - AB )2 o -
hoo -» 5]?“#& £ 2 [ ] 2 .

~is the f1rst ce]] mean |

LR

-4where ‘ ‘ _
' AB; s the second cell mean, - ' ‘ o -
, MSw s the mean square of ‘the error between subJects
and - n v1s the number of observations .in each ce]]

R . .
. R - .
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. manua] was secuyred dur1ng this tra1n1ng per1od _ .

R  FOOTNOTES

¢

: ]Kohlberg s (1958) typology, presented in the second chapter, was
der1ved from a Tongitudinal,and cross-sectional study of children
ranging between the ages of 10 and 16. SEe pages. 52*through 54 for a
review of the evidence he offers as confirmation,'that his typology meets
the expectations of cognitive- deve]opmenta] stage theory.

\

2The inter- and. 1ntra Judge agreement correlatlons wh1ch Kramer

"-;reports range from a-low of .67 to a high of .96. Of the 42 coeff1c1ents

reported, 32 were greater ‘than .80.

3S1tuat1ons 1, 3, 4 and 7 have been emp]oyed pr1mar11y because
the dilemmas which these situat1ons portray appear to be the most
cred1b1e . o ) ﬁg&fﬂe

4The situations for male respondents are being presented The
reader should be aware, however, that pronouns were changed to the
feminine gender where necessary for female respondents. _ Also, the
presentation of questions was. varied in each quest1onna1re SO that any.

' contam1nat1ﬂg effect due to question order would be avoided.

5The present writer was enro]]ed in a one—year.cod1ng ourse
prior to the data collection phase of his research.. A copy the coding

Y
bl

G - 6There are severa1 categor1es in the manua] which ‘do not g1ve

examples of stage 6 responses under certain morat aspects. It is,-
however, difficult to think &f an example of a stage 6 response dea11ng

" with aspect 1. This may be indicative of a deficiency in the manual.

More likely, it serves.as confirmation of the theoretical. expectation
that stage 6 responses are oriented, not to ‘the specific néeds or
motives of actors, but rather to the application of trans- situational
principles to the problem at hands  Whatever the case may be, Kohlberg
does not report an empirically derived example of a stage 6 response

lmér thlS f1rst moral aspect

7A good reason is: (a) a c1ose fit. to two. categor1es in" the
.manual, and (b) whén, after looking at the context of the who]e answer,
. no clar1f1cat1o?,1s forthcomIng > .

§ 8For Form E of tHﬁ sca]e Rokeach (1969: 89) reports the
fo]low1ng corrected sp11t ha]f re11ab1]1t1es
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. English college ‘sample (n = 80) .81
"English worker sample (n = 60) .78 v’ o

‘ 9Th.ese headings did not‘appear in the questionnaire. They are -.
included here so that the reader may understand the relationship which

-. ' the.items listed under them have to Rokeach's theory.

. ]oThis item has been changed.” Its Original'fbrm reads ‘as fo]]bws: :
‘."The United States and Russia have just about nothing in common." . -

HThe reader may wish to conéu]t Appehdix Vl‘for a mean-percent
breakdown for each of the six sub-samples. . ~ S

1250cts For homogeneity® of variance for the’3- and 2-factor
designs were computed. The results of these tests appear in Table 1 of’
Appendix VIII.. 3 ' . P



CHAPTER 5
~ RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

, Th1s chapter presents the: resu]ts of the study. 'The discussion

. of the f1nd1ngs will be organ1zed by the categor1es of the dependent )
variable (moral judgment reSponse rate) wh1ch were. des1gnated at the .
‘conc1u51on of the preceding chapter We sha]] conc]ude w1th a summary

; of the resu]ts and a d1scuss1on of the hypotheses which are not supported

" by the data.

I. HYPOTHESES FOR- POST CONVENTIONAL RESPONSE RATE.I

» .
Table 3 presents the resu]ts of the analysis of var1ance for the

post-convent1ona1 response rate As can be seen, none of the 1nterr
. ' N . . - . . %

.'act1ons were stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant Thus we need be concerned”only

_bw1th the min effects. ‘ f%ﬁ

: It was pred1cted (Hypothes1s A) that var1at1on in quest1onna1re
\v
treatment ‘would not have a s1gn1f1cant 1mpact on responés rate at
stages 5 and 6 This hypothes1s has rece1ved support Tab]e 3

1nd1Cates that the treatment main effect Q/Z 294‘- ] 82 NS) was not

statistically significant.

PR 6
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TABLE 3

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR POST- CONVENTIONAL RESPONSE RATE:
3-FACTOR REPEATED MEASURES DESIGN

SOURCE . . ss DF  F P

BETWEEN S's - ; o SR et

SEX - 4998.00 1 ©7.39 <.07
TREATMENT o 2462.65 . 2 1.8 .- " NS
SxT : _ 782.16 I .58 NS
ERROR - (B) : 198809.3Q 294 R
WITHIN S's \ . R |

DILEMMA - - 4675.84 3 2,19 <.05
S$xD 300,02 . .3 .19 NS

TxD ) 4471, 6 1.3 NS
SxTxD. 4991.96 6 . 1.49° NS
) * 4913377.60 882 .

‘ERROR (N

2.79, p < .05). Tab1e'4_presehts-the mean’ response rates for eéch of .

the four moral dilemmas.

TABLE 4

POST- CONVENT IONAL : MEAN RESPONSE
RATE FOR EACH DILEMMA

P

DILEMMA . - - 1 .3 'S 7
. K . . . :
15.65  11.48 :  11.32 10.65

4

“The pr1mary factor contr1but1ng to th1s mora] dilemma main
v effect is the contrast betWEen the mean response rate for. the f1rst

“.» dtlemma.and.the nean response.rates for. the remaining three d1]emmas.
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It wIII'be recalled that~wh11e the other di]emmas dealt‘with the themes

148 .

. of “theft in order to save a life," "euthanas1a," and "deceit," the

first dilemma was the on]y one which dealt explicitly with the prob]em

of breaking. or keeping a contract

G1ven this observat1on, it seems

'

reasonab]e to suggest that pgst-convent1ona1 response rate was h1gher on

the first dilemma because a stage 5 contractual 1ega11st1c orientation

is the most appropr1ate one . to emp10y in dea11ng w1th the prob]em of

_Abreak1ng a prom1se

The other 1ndependent variable which had a sxgn1f1cant 1mpact on

response rate was sex.

Support1ng Grahem S (1972.:250) finding 1sAthe

present one showing a statistically significant,sex,main effectf

(F =7.39, p<.01).

1,294
while for fema]es it was 10.23.

The mean response rate for males was 14.32

' Possible explanations for this finding

will be discussed in- th1s chapter S conc]ud1ng remarks.

o

The results of the analysis of var1ance for determ1n1ng the

'effect of soc1o-econom1c status2 can be seen in Table 5.

B
L

TABLE 5 ‘

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR POST CONVENTIONAL RESPONSE RATE
2- FACTOR DESIGN* - -

© SOURCE | ss. O F . .P
TREATMENT .. 563.32 2 1.75 NS
S.E.S. 1335.91 2 . 4.16 <.05
T x S:E.S. 544,68 4 .85 NS
.ERROR 46638.99 291 - S

fEffects removed in descending order.

!
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Table 5 1nd1cates that wh11e the treatment x socio-economic {y
status 1nteract1on was not stat1st1ca11y significant, the main effect
dne to the impact of socio-economic status was (F2,291 = 4.16, p < .05)."
The means. for thistmain effect, presented in Tab]e‘6 ascend in the:
direction pred1cted by hypothesis (C) with the high socio-economic
status group respond1ng with a greater proport1on of post- convent1ona1
Judgments,, This. finding is consistent with Koh]berg s (1964. 406)
. observat1on that m1dd1e- and upper-class ch11dren attain a more mature

moral orientation in comparison with their 1ower-c1ass4counterparts.
o e
kg

TABLE 6 o

POST-CONVENTIONAL: MEAN RESPONSE
RATE FOR EACH S.E.S. GROUP .

i

A
(’,\r\\"

oW MDIUM HIGH

. 9.15 12.88 . . 14.44
(n=100) . (n = 101) . (n=199),

HypothesiS’(D) nredicted_that the_prdportion'of post-conventional’
responses wou]d be greater for Catholicsethan for Protestants. 3 The
- results in Table 7 indicate that the main effect for re]1g1on is o
'stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant (F] ,198 = 4 20, p < 05) The mean response
rate for-Catho]1cs (n =_73),was 13.59 while for Protestants (n = ]43)_1t '

g

was 11.47. - We may conclude- that hypbthesis (D) has been supported.
Neither the main effect of frequency of church attendance?

4

the .interactions. are statisti¢a11y significant.

nor any of.



TABLE 7

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR POST-CONVENTIONAL RESPONSE RATE:
3-FACTOR DESIGN* : o

. SOURCE ©8S DF F p
TREATMENT 587.07 2 1.96 NS
ATTENDANCE .. 751.74 2 2.51 NS
RELIGION - M. 628.23 1 4,20 <.05 -
T xA - -~ 531.43 4. .88° © NS
TxR 3.21 2 .00 . NS o
AXR . 373.62 2 124 NS L
T xAXR .. . . 1099.5% 4 -1.83. . NS -
ERROR ~ 29601.60 “ 198 o

-

*Effects removed in destending orden;

0f the three remaining post- convent1ona1 hypotheses, hypothes1s )

5

‘(E) pred1cted that the regress1on of response rate on dogmat1sm would

yield a negat1ve relationship. Hypotheses (F) and (G) pred1cted that

by contro]]1ng for the effect of dogmat1sm, the main effects due to

socio-economic status and religion noted above'would be significantly

reduced v |
Tab]e 8 presents the results of the ana1ys1s of covar1ance'
‘carried out to test the hypotheg&s thdl the socio- econom1c status,matn

effect wou]d be s1gn1f1cant1y redifced when dogmat1s<{was entered as the

~ covariate.® - . ‘ o N
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TABLE 8

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR POST- CONVENTIONAL RESPONSE RATE:
2-FACTOR DESIG‘J* ‘

r.

SOURCE | ss - DF F T p
, DOGMATISM ' 4556.95 1 ©31.40 <001
* TREATMENT 191.74 2 1.69 NS,
S.E.S. v 646.57 2 2,22 NS
TxS.ES. - 557.20 4 .96 NS -

ADJUSTED ERROR. 4_2028..0‘3A - 290

,ftEffecteremoved”in descending order. .__ . DR
The first finding which may be noted in‘the above'table is. that
the regresswn of post- convent1ona1 mse rate on dogmat1sm is

stat15t1ca11y s1gn1f1cant (F] ,290 = 001) Further .investi-

gat1on 1nd1cated that the sTope of this re1at1onsh1p was negat1ve

o

- (-0.156). These observations c1ear1y support hypothests (E).
The main effect due to soc1o economic status, w1th the- 1mpact of
dogmat1sm he]d constant, is not stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant (F] ,290 ©
2.22, NS). Compar1ng thjs result with what'was reported 1n Table 5, %t
can be seen that contng]]fhg fdrw&ngmatism deereases'the'sum'of squares
due to soc{o?eCOnomie status by more than half. It appear5~that‘we_ B

4
have substant1a1 ev1dence for accept1ng hypothes1s (F).

Y

The results of the- ana]ys1s ‘of covar1ance computed to test e'

hypothes1s (G) are conta1ned in Tab]e 9. 7

T
K
L
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@& TABLE9 :. T

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR. POST- CONVENTIDNAL RESPONSE RATE
3- FACTOR DESIGN* . -~ ) S

[ ~d
SOURCE - . ,SS DF - F P .
DOGMATISM ~ . -  1072.83 1 7.40 . <01
TREATMENT . . 682.00. 2 2.35 NS
ATTENDANCE .- - 438.57 2 1.51 NS -
. RELIGION .. | 460.34 . . g 317 NS -
TxA . . 563.86 4 .97 NS
T x R . 843 2 00 NS .
CAXR o 386.55 . .. .12 133 NS
Tx AxR ‘945.42 -. 4 . .1.63 - Ns
ADJUSTED ERROR 28528.75 197 e T
“Effects removed in'descendihg order.. o 1

I

The above tab]e ind%cates that the regression'of post-conVenttoﬂa]l
response rate on dogmat1sm is stat1st1ca11y 51gn1f1cant (F] 197 = .7.40,

,'p < 01) B Further 1nvestlgat1on i 1cated that the s]ope of th1s

re1at1onsh1p 15 negat1ve (= 0. 102 . Once aga1n ~1t wou]d appear that

4hypotheS1s (E)-Is sqpported. : : |
Nith the effect of the covariatE‘held constant"the main etfect

' due to re]1g1on is. not stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant (F] ,197-° 3. 17 NS)

Compar1ng this f1nd1ng w1th what was reported in Tab]e 7s 1tg§an be

4‘_seen that the sum of squares due to re]1g1ous denom1nat1on is decreased ,

by more than one- fourth. This. ev1dence suggests that we may accept

?"_‘ ‘
s

hypothesis (6).

. HYPOTHESES FOR CONVE—NT’ION,AL) RESPONSE'RATE' - STAGE 4.

Tab]e 10 presents the results of the ana]ysis of var1ance for

=

stage a4 response rate e j'f:;ﬁy
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TABLE 10 ’ _
,.‘ANALYsls OF VARIANCE FOR STAGE 4 RESPONSE RATE: . .~ . ¢
7 3-FACTOR REPEATED MEASURES DESIGN ’
SOURCE oss T DF - F o Yp
BETWEEN S's S - ’ |
E . - . ;
SEX o 938.10 1 .78+ NS
TREATMENT .. 31256.88 - 2 13.19 - - <.001
.S x T . 6196.89 . 2 . 2.59 . NS
ERROR (B) , . 3%0712.30 - 294 - - o
DILEMMA o 7 11953.89 3 3.78 <01
SxD L ‘9894 .57 - 3 3.09. <.05
T x.D - -~ .80l1.78 - . 6 - *1.28 NS
S XTxD S 8397.34 6 - 1.31 v NS %

- ERROR (W) 1940440.40 _ 882 : . L
e o L , : B o
R Hypothesis (A).predictdﬁithat'reSponse‘rate would be signifi-" .t".'S%f
-l o WE
T, cantly 1ower in treatments two and three. ‘Table 10 indicates that the ‘

.._ ‘
. main effect for quest10nna1re treatment is stat1st1ca]1y s1gn1f1cant

{F 294'" 13.10, p < .001)... The means for the three quest1onna1re R

ftreatnents appear in Tab]e 11

| T’_‘BLE o ot
! STAGE 4: MEANS FOR gACH,QUESTIONNAIRE‘TREATMENT I
C T, . ' T T, - — ‘ ‘ Ta . 7. o - %
1 | . 2 . F oy o

o T . IR ?
%94, 2376 . .. 2saa'w

< e

The means exh1b1t the expected pattern w1th the’ contrast between theQ,_

:_"best fr1end" treatment (Tz) and the f1rst treatment produc1ng the most |

e

-dramat1c d1fference It can be concluded “that thegyuuaigépaitern of

|
t

. \};:) - v . L 'i.';‘,”‘} . - “x .
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these treatment means substantiates our acceptance of'hybothesis‘(A). L

wv

Hypothesis (B) predieted’that'variatton in moral dilenma would
have a s1gn1f1cant 1mpact on response rate at stage 4 Table 10 : ;
1nd1cates that the main effect due to. var1at1on in mora] d11emma is
'stat1st1cal1y s1gn1f1cant (F3 882 -}3 78, p < 01) thus supportlng this
hypothes1s In- add1t1on to this na1n effedgl however, we must note that
,.the effect. of,mora1 dilemma depended somewhat upon the var1ab1e of. Sex

The cel] means for this stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant sex. k mora] di]emma

ST

interaction (F3 882 = 3'09,49 < .05) appear in Tab1e 12. R ;””,
' ot DI
A

- e *' . :
".‘ G tTABLE]Z A

N

STAGE 4: CELL MEANS FOR SEX X MORAL DILEMMA INTERACTION

.

T MALE . 28.07 7 .24, 61 o 31.33 3.5 o !
FEMALE - 2‘3.'77.;_ i ,33 09 37,78 - . 26,71 B
.‘.j#\:;: S Y O T . - 'A : .'1

F1gure 1 prov1des a graph1c representat1on of the,above tab]e of

2 I

- cell means "It can be’ noted that ma]es respond ‘more frequent]y at stage Lo

4 for d11emmas 1 and 7 wh11e fenales respond more frequent1y at th1s

..\,

stage for dilemmas 3 ahd 4 Th1s f1nd1ng of 1nterac§gg§'between sex

P B

*oficourse,.that}td}

and mora d11emma suggests,

, gpt~whjch our nnrh]
'd11ennas havé upon stage 4 nes?onse rate. 1s'di ifleor
=1s for fema1e§ Know1ng th1s however, doeS*HOtg:’“~'

-

" ;'resﬁanse rate K

& .
tuvtﬁﬁ effect of mora1 di]emma§ has been observed Thus, gb15_'

ST Vv PR
statlst1ca1 ‘ e X and mora] d: emma cans _
L
OO0 %
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v -
be considered as: both d nﬁeworthy finding and a serendipitous confirm-
. _ation of, our thedret1ca1 perspective. We shall comment further on these '
© sex differences at the end of this chapter. 4 ‘
The thi‘rd hypothesis, hypothesis (C), predicted th*a. he response'
*rate for ma]es would be stgnificantly higher than that for*ﬁa]es,
.. wtthin the first questi onnaire"treatment (T]) The overall 'd1‘ fference
. between the sexes on stage 4 response rate is not stat1st1ca11y signi-
| f1cant (F1 294 .78, NS) nor is the sex x-treatment 1nteract1on CooTT AT
Q‘F2,294 = 2.59 NS). The ceH means for this 1nteract1on appear in
'u‘bTable.13.. \dithin T] the "mean response rate for ma]es is 37.28 whﬂe for -
fema]es it 1s 35. 00. The mean d1fference between the sexes is 2.28 and 4'

thlS d1fference is not stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant (F] 294 12, NS).

e -

Thus. our data do not support the hypothes1s wh1ch pred1cted a di ffer— o
.ence’ betweeﬁ'the sexes w1th1n T1 ? ' L ) | \

- ? ) | .' TABLE 13 RN P R
' STAGE 4‘: CELL MEANS FOR SEX X TREATNNENT INTERACTION '

N - . . . N
= ——.

T

_TREATMENT - L 1 2wy s
R C e 0 w2 900 om0 e,

i.:"'ib- .- FEMALE ¢ . 35.00 o, 27:81 5 -28. 18

a \ . . .
A}

The’ data in Tah1e°‘13«,1nd1cates that- response rate for males and fema]es o

is almost 1dent1ca'l for treatment th’?‘*Ee The d11::’erence in response “,,, N
v Trate wi th1n treatment two, w1th ma]eg reSpondmg at a lower rate, 1s’ not -
‘stat1st1ca11y s1gn1chant (F1 294'- 1.50,. NS) It may be conc]uded,
then, tﬁ}t\the sexes are s1m11ar 1nv the1r usage. of the stage 4 or1enta-

_ t1on when Judgmg ‘&cgfhmary other" w1th1n the dﬂemmas ut111zed in tﬁ’e g ,

5 »

I '.*',Q' .
N 1 °

- CANT AR " L IR C
& 8 L e . . R i . : @ R [N & .
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' present 1nvestigat10n
In terms of stage 4 response rate, it was pred1cted that there '

icant differences between- soc1o-econom1c status

wou]d be. no si’,'

Tab1e 14 presents the resu]ts of the ana]ys1s‘

T ‘ i, TABLE 14 ‘
T ANALYSIS or‘ ’ PR STAGE 4 RESPONSE RATE:"
o R DESEGN* .
o M v (»L‘g:'..:_‘," - ' ,
e ttee L - = o
. SOURCE N oo DF _F P
¢ T o
TREATMENT T 92991 2 15.73 © <.001"
- S.E.S. -‘*,,., -3 108_)24 2 - .8 NS
. T x S.E.S. % 2063,.10 4 - 1.74 “ NS

ERROR -~y . g B5982:62 291 S

Eftectsirengveﬁ in’ descend1né\3?der.
The above tab]e 1nd1cates support for hypothes1s (D). Neither the
treatnent x socio- econom1c status 1nte£3ct1on ndr the main effect’ of
apcfb econom1c status are stat1st1c§L5y S1gn1f1cant o
- Hypotheses (E) ard (F). predicted that response rate ‘would. not be
s1gn1f1cant1y re1ated to e1ther religious denom1nat1on or frequency’ of

churth attendance, respect1ve1y The esults of the ana1y51s of

- var1ance fpr th1s 3- factor des1gn appear in Table 15.

o
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TABLE '|5

~* ANALYSIS 0F VARIANCE FOR STAGE 4 RESPONSE RATE:’
- 3-FACTOR DESIGN*""

SORCE S§

DF F P
TREATMENT A  4496.11 2 8.61 <.01
CATTENDANCE 593.36 S 2 1.13 NS
'RELIGION ~ : '137.45 _ 1 .52 - NS
TXA S - 418,33 4 .40 - NS

.'T‘x”R,'_;“,d,” ST 499,25 ‘ 2. .95 NS
R RO 12618 20 .24 NS
‘T x Ax R ,J-w*' 673148 . 4 S NS
“ERROﬂSﬁgggﬁfkﬁ‘{;, 5164 ’Bl 198 >
Effecbd“ , N ,
The ne of the effects other than the
2 :
‘treatment"maTn « TganTcant Thuys, both

- hypotheses (E) and (F) are confirme In the case of the former, the
Tn effect due to rehgTous denoanatTon faﬂed to be stat15t1ca11y
sT anTcant (F1 ,198 © 52 NS) Nor is there stBthtTcaHy STganlcg‘nt

deferences in response rate among h&gh “medium, -and 1ow church

N

attenders (F2,198-= ]']3’, NS). This outcome was prechted by hypotheSTs
| | Hypothesis (G) prechted that the regresswn of stage % response N "
. “rate on dogmatTSm wou]d Tndmaﬁ that the two vamab]es we.r% n'ot _‘ !
%W STganTcantl_y rel ated We hﬁtested th'lS hypotheSTS Tn bo{,b sthe 3- ;f_\ '
L and 2- factor deSTgns Im the case .of the: former, dogmatTSﬁivﬁ#'a.Qt ’ : S

; | :T" STganTcantly re]ated to response ,,pate,(ﬁ ]g7 = 2.98, NS) Stmﬁaﬂy, 3—”{‘ ‘
) in the case of the 1atter design, the re1ationsh1p betweeh méagebvaér’ate ... {

> ‘ anﬂ responsex raté 15 agam stat15t1ca]1y TnSTganTcant (F] 299- = 1‘55 S

. NS_). e may con ude from thTS ev1dence that hypotheSTs (G) is suppqrted ‘

L8 o ] o t
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Tab]e 16 presents the resu]ts of the anaTys1s of variance for | .

L -

A}

‘.III. HYPOTHESES FOR CONVENTIONAL RESPONSE RATE - STAGE 3 \\

stage 3 response rate. - 1
';=wquu»(‘E_‘w,, E ﬁmm£1s I |
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE. FOR STAGE. 3 RESPONSE RATE:
3 FACTOR REPEATED Mapsunss DESTGN-
'SOURCE sST CDFT F e
BETHEEN S's R ) : |
S «SEX - 3194.80 1 2.32 NS
TREATMENT 5277 60 .. 2 19.23 <:001
SxT v 19316,78 2 7.04 <.001
ERROR (B) 403253,30 294 o
E . : !n"' L .
WITHIN S's s | ' wo
DILEMMA .~ . = 24435.85 '3 6.97 <.001
S xD . 14414.84 - 3 4.1 <.01
T x'D ‘ ' B385.73 6 1.19 NS
SxTxD ° . 5208.11 - 6 .74 NS -
) 1029440.00 - - 882 |

- ERROR (W

LN :
s

s Hypothestw (A) pred1cted that response “yate would.be s1gmf1cant1_y

: ‘h1gher in treatments two and three

'I‘aﬂ:le 16 md1cates that the mam

P A
effect for quest1onna1re treatment is stat1st1ca]1y s1gmf1 cant as T
pred1cted (FZ 294 = 19.23, p < 001) The_ means fqr this ma1n_ effect-‘
appear' 1n Tab]e 17. o | -
:‘?‘ TABLE 17 o
: ’ o T
STAGE 3: MEANS FOR EACH QUESTIONNAIRE TREATMENT :
T T n T3 |
L Wina, WK -
43,727 58.65 ' 56.73 . <

PR PR TN
s

IR A
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. -means - ,-lt can be noted that whﬂe fema]es repond more frequentTy in .

These means exh1b1t the expected pattern ﬁrgp ‘response rate be1ng

;s1gnif1 cantly greatemg;or treatments twb.f nnd three ‘It may be conc]uded

that hypothes1s (A) is supported. . PR R
TabTe 16 shows, however, that the sex‘ treatment 1nteract1on is .
.sta_tist1ca'|1y significant (_F2,294 = 7.04, p < .’001). The cell means , for _

this interaction .apoear‘- in Table 18. ~ S § ) . °f

TABLE 18

STA.GE 3: CELL MEANS FOR SEX X TREATMENT INTERACTION

TREATMENT. - I _
COMALE ¢+ 3830 ™7 62.58 . 53.34
FEMALE. . . 4934 . - 54.73 ) 5‘0‘__]2“.@;_,

-

e [N ‘/_ . T . S .
¢ . - . N . ,. ¢

F1gure 2 prov1des a. graph1ca1 representatmn Of the above tab]e of ce11

k3

_treatments on&and three the ma]e resrpon‘s'e rate is greater f;r treat-

'.ment tw'p anu 11; is th1s rad1ca1 1ncrease 1n response rate for maTes on "
"",,_ivthe second treatment wh1ch appears to be the most 1nterest1ng f1nd1ng

| We shall comment on th1s Sex di fference w1th1n treatment two 'Ia‘ter in -

| 'the d1scuss1on What shou]d be noted at the present t1me is that over

4 .
and above th1s di-fference between ma]-e and fema]e response rhte F1gure B

a2

2 neverthe]ess 111ustrates&1 1ncreased ‘response rate for both males and
fema]es for treatments two and three in compar1son w1th treatment one.
Thus, hypothes1s (A) is substantaated for both maTes and females

dﬂemna would exert a s1gn1f1cant 1mpact on reéponse rate at stage 3.

_g_ - Tt was predicted by hypothe51s (B) that var1at1on in moggl ?:. o -

Tab]e 16 1nd1cates that th1s is mdeed the case with- the inam effect of

I
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" _which have been found.
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moral dilemma being statistically s1gn1f1cant (F3 882 = 6. 97, p < .001).
As was the case with stage 4 response rate, this d11emma effect depended

% »
'M_

upon the varlable of sex. The sex x moral d11ennn interaction is
stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant (F3 882A- 4, 11 p < .01) and the ce11 means

for this 1nteract1ontappear in Table 19. o

L 9,
| ' TABLE 19
_ STAGE 3: CELL MEANS FOR SEX x MORAL DILEMMA INTERACTION

LT T
‘. . = - ‘av r-::%%‘ A
LEMM - '.t\ll.&,\ . M ‘_& -I . - 3 4 ‘ 7 |
. MALE  "42.64°. - 60.28 47.87 54.82

FEMALE | 53.80 52.90 49.99 61.98

F1gure 3 provides a graphic representat1on of the above ce11 means. It
can be noted that females respond more frequent]y at stage 3 for’ d11emmas

1 and 7 while ma]es respond more frequently at th1s stage for d11emma 3.

Fo\\§ fourth dﬂenma, the sexes respond at a'lmost th‘ ame rate With

~th ‘ eption of the fourth d11enna, th1s sex x dilemma 1nteract10n
exh1bﬁts a pattern opposite to that pattern noted for stage 4 response = .
£
rate. In the conc1u51on of th1s chapter we w111 d1scuss the sex effectss

5 Hypothes1s (C) pred1cted that w1th1n‘treatment one the response
rate for fema]es would be s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher than that for males It
was noted 1n Tab]e 18 that the mean response rate for- feles is 49 14

1 h11e for ‘males it is 38.30. The ‘mean d1fference between the sexes 'is
__~10 84 and this d1fference is not stat1st1c611y s1gn1f1cant (F] 294
2.52, NS) Thus, there is no suQstant1a1 ev1denee~for accept1ng

b3 . A

-hypothes1s (C)
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The fourth prediction, hypotheSTS (D), was that there would be no
STganTcant differences between soc10-econom1c status groups in terms of

stage 3 response rate. ' Table 20 presents the results of the ana]ySTS

of variance computed to test this hypothesis.

TABLE 20,

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR STAGE 3 RESPONSE RATE
~ 2-FACTOR DESIGN* '

SOURCE s 0P F . P
TREATMENT ., 16383.51 2 sl <001
SiE.S, 727.41 2 1.12 ‘NS
T xiS.E.S. ‘ 2506431 4 2.01 N ONS

- ERROR . 94166.06 - 291

*Effects removed'in.descending’order.

Tab1e 20 Tnchates that hypotheSTS (D) has been supported

NeTther the maTn effect of sgCTo-economTc status nor ‘the treatment x

soc10 economTc status TnteractTOn is statTStTcally STgn1f1cant h é@

0%

g
The resu]ts of’ the ana]ySTS,of varTance for tbe 3- factor deSTgn

. aPpear Tn Table 21 It was prechted that neither re11910us denomin- K :yi

at10n nor- frequency of church attendance would be 519n1f1cant1y related -

to response rate at stage 3 (1 e., hypotheses (E) and {F)s respect1ve1y)



) . . ) oo S . . v'."(‘. :' g L. " o N e
si@nificantly different than-Protestan@’usage Furthérmore there are
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TABLE 21
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR STAGE 3 RESPONSE RATE:
o 3-FACTOR DESIGN*
?
= v b f b
SOURCE - . s DF Foo P
TREATMENT | 8702.94 . -2 1409, %ol
ATTENDANCE - - 110419 .2 17 ‘NS
RELIGION o ©39.47 . 1 M2 NS
T x A o '579.54 4 47 NS
TXR g 629.08 2 1.02 NS
AxR . ao07 2 06 NS
TxAXR 2801.01 4 2.28 NS
ERROR = 60684.75 198 g )

*Effects~removed in descending'order.-’

Tab]e 21, 1nd1cates that both. hypotheses (E) and (F) h ﬁé/E/flff

spr ;i?. ) 5j'e case ‘of the former, the ma1n eff due to religious
denominatisn is hot statxst1ca11y»s1gn1f1can : F1,198‘= .12, NS) thus

- indicating that Catholic usage of stage 3 moral reasoning is not

-no stat1st1ca1]y s1gn1f1cant d1fferences in response rate among h1gh

med1um, and 10w church attenders (F2 198 &7 NS) Th1§ ]atter finding
Was pred1cted by hypothes1s (F). o o

Hypothes1s (G) pred1cted that the regress1on of. stage 3 response
%

",rate on dogmat1sm%wou1d 1nd1cate that'the two var1ab1es were not

v

51gn1f1cant1y re]ated % This hypothes1s was tested in. both the 3- and
2-factor des1gns; In the casé of the former,’ dogmat1smﬁ?ailgd Eb be

‘S1gn1f1cant1y related to response rate (F] 197 06 NS) S1m1]ar1y,.x’

‘-

“in the case of the 1atter des1gn, the re]at1onsh1p between the covar1ate ':_“

i

_and response rate is aga1n stat1st1ca11y 1ns1gn1f1cant (F1 290 = 02

NS). This evi dence supports our acCeptqce of hypothes1s (G)
. u. . » - 3 .-:\ :." . . - ‘ ’
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IV.  HYPOTHESES FOR PRE CONVENTIONAL RESPONSE RATE
| Tab'le 22 presents the resu1ts of the ana]ys1s of variance computed

to test the hypotheses concermng _pre conventwna] response: rate

TABLE 22 ; |
ANALYSIS, OF VARIANCE FOR PRE-CONVENTIONAL RESPONSE RATE:
" 3-FACTOR REPEATED. MEASURES DESIGN =
-_SOURCE- . o _ R S - C DF__ L ‘F‘_‘ - i P " ‘_‘.,i-i"‘fa‘f.,_'a
OBETNEEN '3 . - l « : - ,v . o - ‘: : ‘ As : \” }
SEX - . 235.85 a1 . .88 cwaranfS,
+ TREATMENT  646.28 -2 . 1.21 NS
S xT ‘ 1271.51 - 2. 231 . NS
‘ERROR (B) ' - 78584. 56 294 S
DILEMMA - 11461, 18 3 18.36% Ay -+ <<.001,,
sxp ¥ ~ 1516.35 . - '3 NS
Tx D o - -1046.53 6 . NS. .
- S x.TxD , 567.77 - 6 - KNS -
ERROR (W) -~  183487,60 = 882" " =

e

It was pred1cted by hypothes1s (A) that the response rate wou'ld
‘be s1gmf1cant1y 1ower in treatments two and three ‘The greatest mean
d1fference 1n response rate between treatment one and any/other treatment
is 1. 72 and th1s mean d1 fference is not stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant
lt_‘(Fz 294 1 NS) Thus, hypothes1s (A) is not supported

As ‘was the case: with the three precedmg categor1zat1ons of the
vdependent var1ab]e, we have a /f»thes1zed that var1at1on in. mora]
dﬂemma w111 have ‘a s1gn1f1 ca;}' n pre-conventwna] response -

rate. Th1s hypothe51s is conﬁwg a!‘Th’% mam effect ‘due to mora]
dﬂenma is stat1st1ca11y s1gmf1cant (F3 882 = 18 36 p < 001) and*the
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‘4 ..mﬁ, | L S

. . . -
* TABLE 23 ey,
‘PRE-CONVENTIONAL: MEAN RESPONSE. . R
"RATE FOR EACH DILEMMA. ; ,‘: , .
DILEMMA . R w1
' 4.85 - ~1.88

9.8 . 2.68

\
”effect is the mean-response-wate for. t?e first dltemmdf__lt will be

- prom1se and asks for the property be1ong1ng to another member of

'sanct1oned author1ty of soc1a1 status

_ of sex

_(C)

~——

B \ ) '

The pr1mary fac 0 Jontrjhgt:ng to this moral dilemma main

| reca]led that - there was a]so a greater proport1on of post-convent1ona1

responses scored for this mora1 dilemma. The 1mp11cat10n is that th1s

 first dilemma, a dilemma n which a. father/husband arb1trar11y breaks

_the fam11y un1t ca]]s out both&pre and post convent1ona1 responses
'Th1s d11emma clear]y presents a conf11ct of: 1nterests between the

.vproperty and 1nd1v1dua1 r1ghts of the 1nd1v1dua1 and the arp1trar11y

It 1s the substant1ve nature of

th1s conf11ct whlch appea]s to both stage 5 and 2 moral or1entat1ons As

Kramer (1968) suggests _ ., | ,4‘
C]ear]y the 5's are more cogn1t1ve1y advanced but they ' 3§¢i'
are. similar to the 2"s with respect to the focus on a . - gt

. maintenance of the individual's rights against the T "7‘1
~ encroachment. ‘of arbjtrary social custom ?a09) BRI

_Hypothes1s (C) pred1cted that the response rate at ‘the pre-

'_»convent1ona1 stages wou1d not be s1gn1f1cant1y re]ated to the var1ab1e

. Rs Tahie 22 1nd1cates thevna1n effect due to sex. is not -
stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant (F.I 294 88 NS) thus support1ng hypothes1s ;."

The resu]ts of the ana]ys1s of - var1ance conducted to test ,;?pgp

. . - .. N . -
Y 3 . . . A . : . . . ]
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qHypotheses (’E) and (F pre¢1cted tgat

denom1nat1on and;?frequency of church attendance‘would not be Q}gmﬁQ ‘:

*{

R ew ]

b& BT o .
J, . : o M B A ,t, 'f’ " ';
: hypotﬁhsws (DLN which- stated that S E. S woqu~no; be re]ated to. pre- e s
convent10na1 response rate appear in Tab]e 24 we conclude from‘the R
’21nforhat1on presented-1n th1s tabie'that var1at1bn 1n,S E S 1s not ‘
S A
js1gn%f1cant]y related ;p pre convent1ona1 résponse nate Th1srhypothes1s :
) 'IS' ’thuS sub r’ -‘ " e {; -AV* 7 ‘\.v P, “ ..,:; ,:
: h L » T n .
- L e e oL >
e SEE TABLM4 -t
*L;_ L »y. . . .r : N Pa. T
R ’ANALYSIS OF VARIANQE FOR nREqQONVENTLDNAL RESPONSE RATE _ ot
et et T Tt -FATOR D;SIGN* N A
TREATMENT - . ~305%07 e 2 . 2. 13' L NS L
S.Eg 3 - 2 é W35 - ' NS .
, T X STE.S. '=12§' ;‘ ’7 C 44 o NS T+
ERROR =~ .~ = =~ 20762 86 291 L e .
. . - . ': ; - } I ) :
e Effects removed 1n descend1ng order ‘ w, . .,f o
. i «Lb S . . v & o L. . ." ' \?(5 :
N S . .
the var1ab1es of re11glbus -

cant?y re]ated to pre—convent1onaJ ?espdnse rate Tahla ZS’pré/ints the :

3

results of the ana1y51s of‘variance computed

to tesf fhese hypotheses

As chn be. seen in th1s tab]e, the mam effect due to’ 'rehgwus E N -

denom1nat19n was stat1st1ca11y 1ns1gn1f1cant

1nd1cat1ng-that Catho11cs and Protesfants are not s1gn1f1cantJy

d1fferent 1n the1r usage of pre~convent10na1

.

mora] reason1ng Further- '

mQre d1fferences 1n pre convent1ona1 response rate among h1gh *med1um,'n

s and low church attenders are. not stat:st1ca11

.(’ :.-‘ 7,.' T
S . Co. v,m

[}

Y. 51gn1f1cant (Fz 198

4' °'f27 NS) We may conc]ude that hypotheses (E) and (F) are supported
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ANALYSIS OF - VARIANCE FGR PRE = CONVENTIONAL RESPONSE RATE:
- ‘3~ FACTOR DESIGN* B

1 . . )'/.'
g . L @ L
- o . ‘ T - S g “ ' v
: SOURCE a ’i . SS ) . DF

TREATMENT a‘ms] v 2

FT A e 173.-74_*"
TxR « S 11.89 .

4 ~
- ,,&,,-," s
T — Y

c_,]'a <
"-'?5.’ :

. T e
& -f'—

*Effect‘s -r'emd\'(ed.v-ir.\ ,descending order'; e AT &
o B . toor . . o . . . ‘ .. .. . ..,.A_ , e ) N ’A* _c- '
| L .« : SR I
"‘g HypotheSLs (6) sy ) Supported Ah.a1ys1s of covamance was
- Y - - e L e . A PRI
SRR cd‘nlguted for both the ' "fac'eor deS1gns 1n order‘:bo test the _' ." g s
1‘_ ﬁ;'e R ',.
§ '_a," > -
% R
¢ . L e
' aHy st mfwant 1n the --fac r des1 n (»F -%48 'NS) nor 1s,~'1t "y
ar _t" an (1797 g» L ; ‘ .

] - propos1t1ons ’stated in the conc1uswh of the th1rd chapter

random]y selected from. the fr‘eshman, student body énr Hed'nn 1ntroduetory
- -soc1o]ogy__glasses at The Un1vers1ty of A]bﬁrta Thy;ee sub- LSamples were

- random]y drawn from th1s subJect poo1 on the bas1s of three f'or'ms of a’ .

' stat1 st1caT1y s1gmf1cant 1n the 2 fact@'r*‘demgn (F1._290 = 2. 18 NS)

1‘. : §.
e . 23 ; PR 2R B “
s . ) . .. L - L : > NIIY e

—

- Y B . .
., A AS

v. Y SUMMARY OF FINDINGS . --_?;' Foet Tl L g
, ~ : ) B : - s

The punpose of th1s study was to emp1r1ca11_y test the s1xteen Lo :

‘The 680 subJects who took pant in th1s 1nvest1gat1on were/' L

~ L e 2

ot
.
s

4 ¥ ..

s
,moral Judgment quest1onna1re wh1ch Qhey had/g@]eted The 1ntent1on s
Tt L BRI 8 ;.—\ . ) ‘o \ e nk R R



I e - . ‘ ' . » . - W
e e e U Wb e D
R . - g : -‘ ¢ o “t{‘? ‘yg N o o | (..‘.];7%«'?
T S e
‘ was -to determm,e whether the three quest1onna1re forms would e'l1c1t % q Jl(
s | ..quahtah vely dffferent n%ra] Judgments. Each sub-!hnp]e @nswted of ; g ‘
et . AN ’l
. 50, ma]ei and 50 fema]es and the mean age of the tota] s“amp'lé‘ (n = 300), Lo
\_‘.._. . . ) e . ‘» 8 , . “ﬁ, . - ) -t M
o Lwas 184_years B PP ~‘ o e e TR S e ’?;
Of the “twenty é1ght hyppthQSes generated from the smteen pro- N K
. . ) 2 e o i
i .pos1t1cns, twenty f1ve. receﬁ/ed emb1r1ca'| suppdrt On the bas1s of : 3
..* . ‘ b .
= th1s r.esu]t 1t may . be conc]uded that the theoret1ca1 or'rehtatmn on . s
. ‘,."ado]escent mora] Judgmént kg% outhned in. the th'lrd chapter is a 4 “'}‘
. g Bglesgent pop gpkiT outin o chapter o2 L LR
f (,,,. neasdnab]e one. Of part1cu1ar 1mportance arle the foT]omng propos1t1ons R

¥ ‘iiuewm!ch haVe ﬁeen supported b*the resu]ts of the study.. S ‘{‘( ! 4?

‘:-.3“. i ' RN
“’é,‘, Q"fﬁ Tha’t mora'( Judgments vary ,qyg;i‘ltatﬂe]y‘ from ohe mora’l dn;?rma _ °‘:
By & ,\-'g.:.. ;q"’ o . ) A ‘ f"« e ) 4. Ly 0
. *’,M"“ tq'another. S : . ,,;"..;- "‘:o,,, o 4"”’ S
“ ( T , . | !
% . That sta e 3 mora]l. rea mn 1s the o 1enfat1on %ﬁawk ST
L Ty g J s& g ki ma% e'@‘ |
L é@be emp]oyed when Judgmg dﬂemmas wh1ch 1mphcate one s pr1mary- = .""’v A‘i;’_
~ L ‘x"..
-. Others"j . “ ‘ - _._.' S ] ‘M‘C{ ."’% @
‘ ."'.'..- 3 ';;? - ' a, - ~
o »3rw. That be#ng open-mmded is, &pecessary b% not suff1c1ent LA
¥ cond1tnon under]ymg post cog,ventwna] moral greasomng ) “ ‘/
. ,I._ DISCUSSIONij .5\-:' e L. ;'?47’
e v - “ 4 - ' 4 N R
i In thws sect1on of the chapter' we wﬂ‘l f1rstmturh to a d1scusswn D
) of t,he t‘hree hypotheses anch w.ere not supported by the data These - .
Tt hypotheses (i. €. hypqthes1s (C)# foq: stages 3 and 4 and hypothes1s (A) :
;," - for pre- convent1ona'l response rate) were derwed from the 'foHowmg !
»}; propos1t10ns. L ‘a P ';, : e .."'
::'gf_', | F 2) _ when "the person 1mp11cated in- the! mora] dﬂenma is a stranger, T
e el . males will ut1hze a stage 4 or1entataon to a greater extent tha‘n
. fema1es s Tl _ T
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PRI . "y
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te . ognFiL : w1
: ‘&ﬁ» : «‘ﬁ&;
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3
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5‘ ] ]
« F(3) when the person 1mp1]ca'ted in thé 'I 1emna is a "stranger,‘,'
‘females will utilizeld’ stage ,3,or\J t1on to a greater extent .
S than mles. &b - *:,;- , .
B(4) The ut1hzat1on of pre- convent1ona1 nora"l reasompg will be -
.. decreased when' the other._ mphcated -in the moral dilemma 15 ;
"pr1mary" other.

o ..;.‘3%'. . .

~ The se}:‘)d setmf ?mdmgs wh1ch must be cons1dered are the unexpected "

results 1nvo1v1ng ' (a) the sex x mora] dilemma 1nteract1ons noted fO{
A

response rate a.t stages 3 and 4, (b) the observatmn that ma1es reqund .

more frequent'ly at the post convent1ona1 moral 1evéT, and ,(c) the sex -

! ,, X, treatment mteractmn obServed at stage 3, N RO

.a.; ~A *I‘iypothws wmqh Were Not SUppor,t___ :. "?';l".‘ h , e%
T gwhe aboxe ana]ys1s fa"l]éd to f1nd support fbr the two hypot‘hegued

6 sex @ffer‘ences %redmted fo‘r vthe¢ .flrst muestw ' 1;e treatmtint (1 e ,

' b““‘t w hypothes1s (C) for stage 4 %‘3 reSpOnse rate It wilT be- reca-ﬂed

e

v
——

g

'

R4

. J\
4

. , , e
. that ’r'rypﬁthegns (C) Was 1nc0‘rporatedo.1nto th1~s 1nvesﬁ1gat1on "m an . -~_

:h’

attempt to cﬁborate Jeoh]berg eand Kramers (1969) observa@g thet
ma]es nespond predom1nant1y,¢at sw‘.‘age 4 whﬂe fema]es respond gregomnant
1y at stage 3 Th1s hypothes1s was apredlcted for the f1rst treatmén,t

-Ifsince it 1Sron1y th1s tr‘ Qent wh1ch 1s cOmparable to KohT‘berg s ‘

s .. » .

Comgma]-gqestwnnaxre (__ : S

-/-’ S It\has been repor.ted tha‘t hypothes1s '(e') for E&:h stage 4 and 3"

response }ate was not suppoé}.ed ‘by the data Th1s mconsmtency between

>
.
,0

{
Koh]berg and‘ Kr.amers observat1 on and the present 1‘;-vest19at10n may be
exp]amed by d1 fferences 1n the samp'le characfer1st1cs of the two stud1es )

: ‘,»and more generaﬂy, by reference to the "soc1a1 1nvo1vement thes1s

O

Koh]berg and Kramer (1969:) wgre observmg a- samp'le gf adolescents -

and young adu]ts wtnch they had beer? studymg 1ong1tud1na11y for

T
k]

B R b : : BRI
’ oo ) >



- P
’ emp]oy 1n the1r Judgments ne nayf%ccept th1s appea] to the "soc1a1
‘ 1nvo]vement ‘thesis", as%a reasonab]e Just1f1cat1on for what ‘many.

‘ housew1ves may emp]oy as the1r‘hora1 or1entat1on The pdint wh1ch1QUSt

.'jéxpect thg-ma]es to respond 1n a s1gn1f1cant1y d1fferent:

0. l ' "D \& V o ‘

: approx1mate1y 10 years These authors'observed'feneles responding

.. % 2
.predom1nant?y at stage 3 and attr1buted th1s fact to- the propos1t1on

ﬁhat a stage 3 or1entat1on was the most adapt1ve one for housewives to

L

‘be stressed 1sx that many of th]berg and Kramer;s fema]e resbondeﬁ S ‘

- twere, in fact margéed and p]ay1ng housewjfe ro]es when they were 1_,tﬁ_:,_f,f N

stud1ed Here1n.may lie tge reason for the nresent 4‘mest1gat1on S.
fa1Ture to conf1rm the thl g and Kramer Qbservat1on ATT the

AR

respondents surveyed f%g;the current study, both ma]e and fema]e were
;jenrOTTed as’ f’!%hmen qn un1vers1ty G1Ven th1s fdbt':' ' | \

"shion from Y

: . R S

'“Kohlberg and Kramers “aTe subaettsc"However, oneowoulﬂ expect the L -
. oty #
‘| femaTes to bé wore s1m11ar tor theJMaies g1ven that both %éxes are more R

.

. ,b'_q'

~ ‘11 x"\.v-

Nor Tess equally involved in: the same soc1aT m111eu Thus, 1t is the ,Q;

g’, -

_gross sum11ar1ty of the1r present soc1a1 exper1ences wh1ch may account

“For'. the fa11ure to. f!nd s1gn1f1cant d1fférences between males- and

-
. - B

females w1th1n treatment one. ' . i =
. ‘ ' vy oot AN
e The hastvpred1ctqon which was not supported by he'resu]ts'was S

hypothes1s (A) for pre- convent1ona1 response nate This. hypothes1s

.pred1cted that the usage oT a pre c0nvent1ona] mora] orienkation’ would'

\-

R decrease 1n treatments two and three The assumpt1on under1y1ng this \i'

-

,‘.

K4

”'d11emmas 1mp]1cat1ng a pr1mary other n, ;‘ j'J‘h, . ,'f "”" .

o e DT e e SN
’ - .. \ - .'fl : P . . M o :
N -_Y B

N



'th1s dﬂemna effect. w& what, one m1ght expect with' response ra,‘te be1ng

T N - R
.‘ :’ o :h‘"'}‘.'a . . . ]73 .

“For reaSons s1m1'|ar to the abovev it was pred1cted that response

n
v

"rate at stages 1 and 2 would vary by moral dﬂemma This hyp(p{hesn

- was supported and, in retrospect the var1at1on 1n the meayis notéﬁ'ﬁor

| 1ow for dﬂenmas 3 4, and 7 whﬂe 1t was high for dﬂenmag Th1s

' ‘pattern lS "what one might expect" ;;.ven thit dﬂenmas 3, 4 and 7
e

¢

LR -
_-("2 ~

..' .

kﬂ

' .

, the property or contraé‘tua1 1ega11st1c ri ghts of‘ ‘the other 1mp11cated
Agawr the“assumptujﬁ ﬁ;ﬁ*that a lpre conventwnal pr'lentatﬂon wou]d -be-: e

c]ear]y 1nv01ve the "needs" of others whﬂs,,dr“lehma 1 focuses more upon

less hke.ly hsed by ado]escents 1n Judgmg s1tuat1ons s1mﬂar to thpse s

dep1 cted in dﬂemnas 3, *uand 7 because of the emphas1s wm.gh‘ ‘these%}‘ L‘l

dﬂerrma,s p]ace upon such' 'emes as emot1ona1“s’t‘ress“ physfc ,

B

mg, and dece1tfu1ness‘ Nl {a S % &, _’ L __;‘”‘ v .
. brgpty T ’ . A'_.'“,.
« . One may M W ;bpnventwna&l response rate dzfd not. BRI

o -, -,!, . .
I OO

decre‘ase 31 gmf"l : "'n the‘two "pr1mary~other" quest1onna1re '

I c

treatments It seems reasonab]e to assume that a "bramary other

. (’-‘f--'

V» 1mp11cated ?h‘mos’t mora]‘%dﬁ"!errmas would conjure up in the respondent"s?

)
mmd- a genera1 mora] or1entat1on s1m11ar to that wtpch we have assumed
L .

ig e11c1ted by the themes of emot]ona] stress eté For the moment

Troe , .

there 1§gn‘e exp'1anat1on wh1c’h can be offe for the fact that ttn\s»

i

: ‘, mampu]atwn of pre}conventmna] response rate 1n the d1re¢t1o.n b;- £

expectat1on was not supported we refer to t-he poss1b111t_y that the
ques*twnnalre format emp]oyed 1,n the present mvest1gat1on was not |
Suff1c1ent1y st1mu1at1ng‘ te"@éduce var1at1 on' -attrTbutab1e to the

1dent1ty of the- 'other" 1mpl1cated 1n the' dﬂenma It may be thax the‘,

\

Ca o« 4»~

or1g1na11y pred1cted can on]y be ach1eved 1n env1ronments wh1ch are more '.

reahst1c than a paper and pencﬂ exerc1se

: . B - )’ . . - IR

'}

3]
«
Lo
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“ fash1on across the d1¥mﬁ‘émp10yed to e11c1t them

- The' sex x mora1 ’dﬂepma mteractmns observed for stage 4 and 3’ o

B. - Unexpected Results

response rate are’ d1ff1cu1t to eXplam consmtent]y To thws wrr}e‘r s -

R fo B N

know]edge there has not bee&n mvest1gat1on using the Koh,lberg A $‘
/ [ 7 v, ‘- .y ' ?‘..

1nstrument w has reported elther a. statﬁtmaﬂy s1gmf1cant e‘ffect ;
R o ';‘3 W

due to var1at10n in mora'l dﬂenma or- due to a sex X moral d11enma W 4*‘- A

/

act%n On the céﬂtrary, Koh1berg (1958 1968) and Kramer 1968)

0

cgns‘i‘Stenﬂy report that mora1 judgments*do notf‘vTY“ 's‘IgMTTcarrt*“—‘“‘“‘

n W{"T:he' bn]y aork prov1d1ng’¢nformat1on wh1ch can be partxa]]y:%o gy
compared w’1 th the present f’mdmgs 1s""the rés"ﬂarch CQRseatd ‘y("@[uﬂv .- & :
(1969a-" 82 83) Unfortunaﬁy, however Buﬂ ‘au:b ; A]berg\
.“5 mstrument 4n *his study and thus we. must}be ca . 'sou . ‘ armgthes’é; .'
5* present fmdmgs w1th :hose’reported by h1m o N - R ‘..,,:.7:;_'.-
s The present 1n.vestlgat1onuconta1ns two dﬂemmas which may-berused’ J#
mn makmg COmparigsons with BuH stork Dﬂemmas 3 and 7 are c1ose | B
appmx1mat1ons to twoof Bu'l1 s stor;es, the f1rst \deahng mth% sivmg S "2

a 11fe," and the seccmd concerning "Et(eahng and’ dece1t. ,,Beca]ﬁng o ,,

&

c 4

; ,/.:.“ .
S
DT AN

the four stage typo]o y wh1cQ%EuH emp%ys sco&r% h1s silb,]ects
f

responses (i.e.; anomy, heteronomy , soc1onbmy, and autonomy) he re[p}*ts '

’

that in’ the”savmg a 11fe" s1tuat1on, boys (age 15 years) were much more

. * N
htteronomous 1i the1r or;entat‘mn Comparmg this fmdmg w1th the LT
N . / L
pattern pbs;erved for dﬂ-emna 3.in the present 1pvestzgatlon,‘we cenc1ude
.". 4,_,' .

_that our data db ot support Bul] s f1ndm§ On fh‘e“v“contrary, the :

pattern observed 7"0r dﬂenma 3 1s qu1te the oppos1te with g1rls emp]oy-

r i
mg a more heteronomous mora] or1entat1on However on dﬂemma 7 wh1ch

b

f1ose]y reserrb]es Bull! s "steahng and dece1t" s1tuat1on the resu]ts of K

"'s

L . - i - L [ U
P . 3 3 e R . ~ e . P I e



than - g1r]s

Basmg h1s perspective on Mcugaﬂ' S (1963 &75 work as weH as - °

o on his observatwn that g1r]s cons1sten_' surpassedobpys R the1r usage

of soc1onomy, Bu]] suggests that, g1r1s haye 8 “1nnate advantages of

. .moral equ1pment and 1ns1ght;" (1969a 88) It is through our recogmtwn

¢

i
“ of th1s "1nnate advantage," Bull 1ns1s,ts, that we wﬂ] find the key to the .

msuccessful 1nvest1gat1on and understandmg of sex Eﬁffprences. We fee1
t%i’t the eVJdence i far fromradequate to Just1fy ut’u’ﬁ\g an: exp1ana- R

e ‘t"l oﬁ baséd on" "‘lnna rmra1 d1ffe nces" between the sexes during

o

k’ado'lescenct:._ The fmdmgs of the P sent 1nvest1gat1on, 1nc1ud1ng’the

o

part1a‘l’ support for BuH s observatmns as weH as the faﬁure to conf1rm»
<A hypothes1s (C) fo; gtage 3 and k‘response rate warn us agamst acceptmg
» .,, ‘? .-'.',t‘h” . .
AN a“ﬁ' exp1anat1on Of th1§ sort Other than drawmg theSe compar1sons w1th u
G 3

BuH"s resu]ts, we. do not have any Mﬂanatmn for the sex x moral )u

¥ T

sy v

X
*dﬂemma mteraotwhs wh1ch have been observed. A genera1 .-perspectg\l

¥

','a-x'!&‘mmh“may Fd some 11§ht on the{atter wﬂ] be ment1oned m passmg

2
/ -

‘ when the !"is'oma] 1nvo1vement the v 15§d1scussed

Another unexpected sex diffeMence wh1ch wa.s observed in the . <
: ©

I, present study concernsd the greater reSponse ra~te for males at Koh]berg s

post convent1ona1 mora'l stages. - As was’ stat er‘arher, thlS f1nd1ng

supports Graham!'s. (1972 250) ork

cont'radmts Bu]] s (1969a) obs‘ervatmn that by 1ate ado1e5cence' the sexes‘.
o ¥ » 1, : _ .
L are similar m the1r ﬁsage of autonomy At. f1rst g1ance, 1t wou]d seem Y
; -~ ‘3‘ ’
that a cogmtwe-deve] opmenta] perspectwe prov1des an ddequate : '%;
K 6', #+‘ .
L
“"\4

exp]anatwn for th1s sex d1fference at the post conventaona] 1eve1
. +

, B T K ,‘ ‘. , . SR . . ,' - £3
i T - | S . - ) « . . &



"f; ‘!m.#’ : o ';J&.

Koh]berg muWrobabw suggest that ma]e super1or1t_y at stages 5 and 6
is a‘;’unctwn of the1r greater exper1ence and pract1ce with stage 4
reasomng For the present study th1s exp]anatwn does not suffice
given the’ fact that there were no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences observed
between the‘\sexes in terms of stage 4 response rate. '92

o Perhaps a more su1tab1e exp]anatwn for the greate'r"mora1
matur1t_y exh1b1ted by males can be found in the exp]anatwn offered-by .
Kohtberg (1964) for the- Qrea*ter moral- matur1ty of the middle« and uppere-

one with more equr1ence in "roJes enta111ng more part1é“\at1on and -

: ‘ respons1b1]1ty" (Kotﬂberg, 1964 fs,406 4%7) with such e'(pemence 1ead1ng

s SN €

“to greater mora] ‘maturity. "': ‘ mﬁ. . ”" . -c,. |
The }‘iﬁ%‘ ‘stfect ﬁmch must be noted ﬁag.‘ t%d%wfth the seX‘

’“{Z’y w ) ~

& C e
X treatment 1nterac‘t1on %bseryed ‘m terms of stageg3 respﬁnse rate It

Y s | ‘ o | |
&" . L T T

”—;-A'---‘—c%asses—' -That is to say, it4may.be ‘the case that bemg a-male prov1des e

will be recal.]ed that the most dramat1c di fferenceﬁ)etw‘een ;the sexes o,

u‘& B

occurred w1th1n treatmen;c tw&. Th1s suggests that- ma]es and fema]es o

3

or1ent themse]ves toward‘Same -sex fr1endsh1ps in. d1fferent fash;;on with

'ma]es ut1hzmg to a greater extent a stage 3 or1eJntat10n De Beauvo1_r
_argues that whereas men acmeve a genume bond and corrmumcate as H
1nd1v1dL:a1s through 1deas and pro,]ects of persong] 1nterest“ (1968 511)

"w(omens' "qu ing rare]y r1ses to sdcﬁ genume fr1endsh$p" (1968: 513)

She exp]ams tht d1fference betw)een the quahtatwe aspects of

Y L

ma]e ancL female same sex fr1endsh1ps w1th the fo] Tewing:-

r

eous Yy than ‘men;

.l women feel theRr so11dar1ty morg
£tof each

but w1th}1n this sodjdarity the

.'does not' do'out ‘toward the otherf, for t all face
«together toward the! masculine wor'ld whos®& values.they

wish to monopedize each for herself: Theik relations o
are not constructed on their individualitie§e but ~ #* . 4 °



made regardmg their 1mpact -

A ]

o .
1nmed1ate]y exper1enced in generahty, and from this arises
) at once an element of host111gy (513) e

speakmg C]ear'ly, however, _

A
: an-y concluswe commen,"‘t's can be o
| Judgment makmg

Jt is c],gar from the above discussion that more questmns have

477

research is réq.mred 1r;t‘g the .

‘) L U

. _'

‘been ra1sed_.ab fsex d1fferences than exp]anatwns offereﬁor them
. ”'VIt may be? as Graham (1972: 251) suggests, that "1t is on]y for ‘the

few who have genume superegos t_hat we should.expect to find any real

d1fference between the sexes." _ v .

-

: One perspect1 ve wh1ch can. be reasonab]y brbught to bear on the - .

subJect”of sex dlfferences i's Koh]bergm Kramers' ‘1969 "soc;al

1nVo1vement -thes1s This: perspectwe argues that d1fferences between
&.x ) !

. the sexes' mora] or1entat1ons may be best exp]amed“-ﬁy the idea that -
. P :

ma]es are more 1nvo]ved in one set of soc1a1 cmr.cumstances whﬂe fema]es

7 ‘ ’

are more 1n</olved in another Th1s appeal to "1nvb1 vement in d1fferent

L] »

-'roles" as the exp]anatmn for the sex - d1fferences whmh hav.e been

mora] Judgment styﬁes

-

thes1s" eeh1eves a certam descr1pt/1 ve ut1’|1ty and appears to be at

’observed suggests, ofccourse that ado]escent sex d1fferences in mora]

' 'Judgment ﬁre not d1f‘r"1ences to be co{smerad as bemg part1cu1ar1y L |

s}ab]e ones.. On the. contrary, the "soc1a? 1nv01vement thes1s" wou]d

3 R

W’edmt that as (r‘o]e 1nvo]vement ,changesﬁ so do sex d1fferencesﬁn _
R ¥ P Y
B

- As an "after the fact" exp]anatmn th‘e "soc1a1 mvo1vemen.t

'y
present the most adequate 11ne of reasomng wh1ch we Have at our-

A :_~ v

.
..
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. [RE t . .
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ey ‘.ﬁg}"i_“v
d1sposa1 for exp1a1n1ng the var1ous f1nd1ngs concernmg'
Sex'

As was noted in Chapter 3 the dttractive feature of thlS type

Lexplanatwn is its apparent consistency with ouggrt?eorehcal or1entat1on.

C]early, however such aQ. exp]anatmn should bé’ GVaﬂua.ted in terms of

its predictive ut111ty.
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Jf-: can be found in Append1x VII.
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FOOTNOTES .
1The ce]T‘means for each des1gn X dependent var1ab¥e comb1nat1on

e T

-~

g ‘ B11shen s*scale (1961),‘"A Soc1o Ecof

Tt Index for Occupat ons
1n Caﬂada" _was emp]oyed in the present study.j 3he occupational rankings
A—this— quule are based oni a combined measurffﬁf the variables of intome

5 -

KB

'w

;}-_-Q"dent1sts") With--a-mean-of-49.79-and -9 st}
Cthe present ana]ys1s, these socio-economi

. as follows: -

exc]uded from the ana1ys1s . '

.v’

'(h “'8), and members of

and education. ,J$!¢h1s investigation, the ofge of codings was, fromja
low of 28:03. (”]abourers railway transport-b,‘o -a high'of 76. 44 A
k' yrd deviation of 15.54. \For
A%A Ktus rank1ngs were ‘recodeds, -
d Tow. The cut-paints were

1pto the three %ategor1es of high, med1um,

. Low S. E. sr 28 03 to 51 - (n = ]00) o
. Medium S.E.S.: 39.66 to¥%.19 En = 101) - T
?Highzs E. S '55.22 to 7ﬁrw4 n=99) . - - e

" Tpa e present studx, Roman Catho11cs (n 62) and Ukra1n1an .
B¥gl#i*. 11) were combined to form thg'Gathq¥&c category. ~ The -#*
Zcategory . cons%sted of*Anglicans ‘(n Presbyteria ps\

he United Church ( 92). "Others," 1nc1ud1ng
Bapt1sts, Lutherans, members of the Greek Orthodox Church, etc., were

= . '\

e @e ‘range of codmgs for . frequency “of church attendance wag o
from

da.low of 1 (never) ;0. a high of 9 (several times a week) (see
‘App¥n dix III) The median va]ge for this variable was "3.59.  For the’
present ‘analysisy frequency of C !
three. categor1es of 1ow med1um, and high. The xcut-points #ere as

- (follows R A A
. S e e
T~ S Lows 1 to 3 (n = 145 o
A o Medium:id to 6 gn = 86) - ¢,
$° et s T Highe 7 to 9°(n = 69'1' .
. t"" LY A \ . &y ‘\ R g.

A]ong w1th Rokeach 619 0) e have a&sumed that the Dogmatxsm'- :

% Sca]e'represents an-jnterval level of measiirement. S. Labovitz (1970:

: f1nterva1 and that- such man1pu]at1on y1ers the fo}?qung advantages

515-524) argues. that mast drdinal data-can be‘treated as thought it was-

\\\\\\\

the use* aof mo;essgwerfu1, sensltlve, better deve]aped
and 1nterpretab1e S

e e

istics with: knownf!ampllng error, . e

hurch attendance was recoded into the S

-~



. s (2) the r ention”of.more,know1edgefabbut the characteris-

, - tics of the data, and (3) greater versatility in
f'",statistica1,wanipu]ationﬁ., (523)." ' '

6

7

The adjusted means given

Table 3 oggigrendix VII.

8ps far as ‘the s{x XT

wwé“would;suggest furtheY. researc

clear]y the relationships which
miliéu involvements and "types"

o The adjusted means given
Table 2 of_Appendix VIIf _
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o synbollc 1nt%ract1on1st prem1ses Rather than understand1ng mora]

-

a,pred1spos1t1on to Judge," we have ana]yzed them as d%c1s1ons stemm1ng

SEc T CHEPTERE o,

Sy
8

- THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS MCLUSION

T " A . . r ' "ﬂ . .
oL '-v,"‘--'r' ad oo :

The theoret1ca] rat1ona]e and research f1nd1ngs reported in - the ;i

preced1ng chapters suggest several 1mp11cat1ens concern1n@ the~nature of '

o
mora1 Judgment~‘ Thws flna] chapter w111 ¢1scuss these 1mp11cations and

r~offer the conc]ud1ng comment for the 1nvest1gatnon.:w»~~-«,vfﬁeéfaw*:r—w5»»~¥-»4:~

B . Ve 'l' . . o N ' L ‘ Q
L . o ' LD L !' B’
S SRETERRE AR & .

11 ' THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS j:' I T S
The conceptua11zat10n o? mQra] Judgment emp]oyed 1n the preSgnt

o’

stud§ has begp based upon a synthes15-of cogn1tave deve]opmenta] and f;

'<lg.

Judgments as be1ng d1ctated by "character type;f "att1tude," or "modaﬁ
‘ 3

'4,.\_ o

R

;i-frdm a Judger s act1vé attempt to eongtruct what he cdﬁbﬂders to ng

(mean1ngfu] response tp a moral d11emma s  The conceptua11zat1on offered

n,w' ' Lo .
' .as a descr1pt10n of the Judgment process suggested that "standpo1nts"

and. "def1nntrpns of the s1tuat10n" are adapted to the: gespondent s‘;.f

re]eva*% mora] stﬂucture th1s pnbcess of adiptat1on be1ng analogous to j

o >

that process more cdmmonfy known ‘as roTe tak1ng Tt was concluded that ’

\

1f‘th1s conceptua?1zat1on was adequate 1n dea]1ng w1th the explanatorx

ﬁ

o '>prob]ems ra1sed by Judgmenta1 var1atron then 1t would Be necessary to kS

-..k‘..—\

reconceptua]1ze the ro]e p]ayed by ear11er acqulred ]ess d1fferent1ated

2 o
mora] structures Spec1f1ca11y, 1t was argued thatfthese structures 5

9
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rema1n as ut111zab1e components of a reSpondent s moral reasoning

capabilitigs. F1na11y,'¢he emphasis p]aced upon the concepts of "stand-

u
4

..pomt'l and the "definition of the s1tuat1on" led us to hypothes1ze that

varying the jdentity of:-the "other"’ 1mp11cated 1n the moral dilemma

\would produce var1athon 1n the qua11ty of the mora1 judgments mahe by

.

respondents S1m11ar]y, it was~ expected that moral reasoning wou]d

also vary across the four d11emmas presented to Ehe respondents.’
| w1th th1s br1ef review of the theoret1ca1 rat1ona1e in m1nd we
.can now turn to a cons1derat1on of severa1 1mp11cat1ons which follow ,.
from the present~1nvest1gat1on ‘These’ implications concern the fo]]ow—‘A
"1ng areas of the mora] judgment 11terature i(a) the stability- |
'-Spec1f1c1tv debate, (b) the: conceptua] adequacy of a linear mode\ of i
the development of mora1 judgment, and (c) the task of def1n1ng the |

nature of a "mature" moral Judgment

A. The Stab111ty Spec1f1c1ty Debate

One of the theoret1ca1 1ssues wh1ch the present 1nvest1gat1on has
vattempted to reso]ve is the quest1on of whether moral Judgments vary |
from sTtuat1on to s1tuat1on or whether they are stab]e man1festat1ons of
some cons1stent tendency to Judge » ) :‘

It is c1ear from the stage typo1og1es of severa] writers that a
deve]opmenta] theory of the acqu1s1t1on of stages of moral reason1ng
- provides an adequate perspect1ve on the subJect of mora1 development.
These various typologxes however, have been. 1nterpreted by some as
implying that the acqu1s1t1on of a more advanced moral structure 1mp11es :
. that’ most subsequent Judgments will be mani festations of that particular
' structure It was cdnc]uded that those who adopted th1s v1ew of the

| SO

\l\
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. matter had to re1y upon the theory of stage m1xture to exp]a1n the .
Judgmental var1at1on they had observed in the1r stud1es It was a]so
noted that while this reliance upon the theory’ of stage mi xture prov1des
" a reasonable exp]anation'for the variation observed in the judgments of
ch11dren, it does not suff1ce as a tenable explanat1on for that‘;arlat1on
'obseryed in samp]es of young adults |
N The prob1em appears to be that the spec1f1c1ty of mora] Judgments
has been 1nterpreted by some writers as represent1ng a threat to the
iconceptua1 adequacy of cogn1t1ve -developmental theory. Howevériﬁthere
does not seem to be any sound reason for 1nterpret1ng the relevance of
Judgmenta1 var1at1on in th1s manner The view of stage h1erarch1zat1on
descr1bed in the‘th1rd chapter attests to the adequacy of our- argument .
7_ that there is.no necessary contrad1ct1on between theé fo]]ow1ng two facts:
;'(a) the acqu151t1on of moral structures on the one hand and, (b) observed
Jjudgmental variation on the other. It was suggested that -various moral
structures are acqu1red dur1ng deve]opment and rema1n in use and it is
th1s assumpt1on wh1ch explains why. var1at1on in” moral judgment - ‘has been
‘:consistent1y obser;ed by researchers. Kay (1970: 235) is in agrlement
-jw1th this view of the matter 'lHe stateS' | ‘

"In d1scu551ons of mora11ty it must be recogn1zed that there

are a whole series of qua]1tat1ve1y different 'moralities’

which operate with the same person at different times ...
Psychologically, this is rather important, for it suggests

that when a person moves from a higher morality to a lower,
- one does not have to speak of regression, ... one has

merely to accept that in_ this 1nstance the moral agent
- has_used an access1b1e mora11tyf (Emphas1s added.’)

The key to understand1ng that the stab111ty spec1f1c1ty debate
does not represent an insurmountable conceputa] obstacle 11es ngour

recogn1t1on of the fact that cogn1t1ve deve]opmenta] theory prov1des an

’



) '( explanation for the occurrence ot two psycho]ogieal phenomena. It
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“

explains both: (a) the acqu1s1t1on of severa] "stable" moral orienta-
4«t1ons, and (b) tﬁe der1vat1on of mean1ng as a process part1a11)u

cont1ngent upon present enV1ronmenta1 st1mu11 ¢ The cogn1t1ve-deve10pment-
7\

"f al exp]anat1on for the acqu1s1t10n of mora] structures stresses the

~idea of a constant 1nteract10n between organ1sm and env1ronment, an
1nteract1on nh1ch-does not cease to have an impact on theumlnd_once
fcognitive structures have been equilibrated CIf the'opposite:were true .

one would have to: descr1be the growth of knowledge in terms of a -
vprogre551on toward rather than _away from, egocentr1c1ty Again, the‘
1mportance of this theoret1ca1 orJentat1on lies in_ TtS emphasis upon the
fact that the jprocess of adaptation never amounts to be1ng a mere
"r1tua1 | |
| - We do not mean to imply that equ111brated mora] structures must
‘be cont1nua11y reconstructed when’ a mora1 Judgment is made . On the
contrary, the nature of the environmental stimulus may be such as to
e11c1t a more or 1ess "habitual" mora] response in some s1tuat1ons If
-t may be assumed, however, that the mora] dilemmas used in the present
1nvest1gat1on are,\1n fact perce1ved as. d11emmas, then by def1n1t1on
they funct1on"to create a s1tuat1on which requires that ‘the respondent
: construct what he consjders,tO'be“an adequate judément._ |
'Focusing:on'the moral judgment as based-updn a process‘involving

an‘active construction of meaning indicates the importance of recog-

'nizing the role p1ayed by the part1cu1ar nature of var10us dilemmas. \
- The hypothes1s that the vary1ng character1st1cs of moral d11enmas ' R
i presented.t0~a respondent represents.an 1mportant var1ab1e to consider

is borne out by the fact that the four dilemmas used in the present



study produced s1gn1f1cant var1atTon in the pr0port1on of a11 categor1es

of mora] Judgments elicited. The conclusion which can. be drawn is that

-~ q

severa1 moral structures are acquired through deve1opment rema1n in

. . . S . . ’ . . .
. . " N . . e ’
) oo o X . . ! '
. - R “a . . . . ™~ .

use, and are brought ‘into p]ay se]ect1ve1y, depend1ng upon the particu]ar "

character¥§t1cs of the mora1~d11ennms presented Given th}§'observat1on,

"“f‘TS‘sugges%ed—that-the_questaon_of uhether or not wmoral-judgments are

et

"stab]e" is a somewhat m1sTead1ng quest1on to ask 1t wou]d appear “that

the stab111ty of Judgments mlght better be understood as being a funct1on

of the "best fit" between one of several equ111brated moral structures o

and an 1nf1n1te number of env1ronmenta1 st1mu]1 conf?gurat1ons J0n1yrin”

e

this sense may moral Judgments be sa1d tq be stable qhItns in this same .- |

sense, however, that they nay,a]so be said to be variable.

, ¢

B. The Conceptua] Adequacy of a . o . S
o ‘Linear Mode1 of Mora1 Devé1opment _ - D

The theoret1ca1 rat1ona1e under1y1ng the present 1nvest1gat1on was

prompted in. 1arge part by the works of two prom1nent soc1o/og1sts The

wr1t1ngs of both Cooley: (1962) and Durkhe1m (1961) 1ed/6//to perceive.

v\Koh1berg S two stages of conventional moral1ty as present1ng a

compartmentalized dichotomy. As was noted, hts conceptua11zat1on of

stages 3 and 4 can be def1ned in terms f tw0’d1fTerent ro]e tak1ng
standpo1nts. a "pr1mary other" st'ndpo1nt in the case of stage 3. and a

eralized-other" standpo1nt in the'case of stage 4. This- theoretical

distinction between Koh]berg's;two‘conventiona1 mOral stages as represent—

" ing conf11ct1ng v1ewpo1nts and the fact that the hypotheses generated -

from it rece1ved emp1r1ca1 support, suggests that Koh]berg s 11near

mode1 of moral deve]opnent may not be an accurate one. What can be

S _ @
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suggested as a more appropriate a]ternatlve is a model dep1ct1ng the,

bifurcation, after-stage 2, of the deve]op1ng moral or1entat1ons of
1 . .
. stages 3 and 4. 1 , ' ? s v ‘

y ’ ‘ ~a

T . In reference to his 11near six stage model, Koh]berg argues bhat

a more advanced stage d1sp1aces a 1ess advanced one because respondents
_”recogn1ze that the former represents a.more adequate mora] or1entat1on

Th1s relat1onsh1p between more and' less d1fferent1ated mora] v1ewpo1nts,
' Koh]berg 1ns1sts, holds for any possibie compar1;on of stages. Thus,
it is held that a respondent will always prefer stage 2 to stage 1
"reasoning,'stage 6 to stage 5 reason1ngg-etc. By suggesting that a
b1furcat1on model is more approprlate thari a linear model, we are’
-,quest1on1ng Kohiberg's stage-displacement hypothes1s Spec1f1ca11y, we
are suggest1ng that the acquisition of stage 4 does not imply the
d1sp1acement of stage 3. This argument is, of jcourse, one part1cuiar
.man1festat1on of our general thesis concern1ng stage h1erarch1zat1on
h1ch asserts that the acqu1s1t1on of any mora] structure need not 1mp1y
the displacement of lower structures. The usage of any stage is '
part1a11y cont1ngent upon the "definition of the situation” constructed
by the respondent and respondents may def1ne as more appropr1ate the
ut111zat1on of 1ess d1fferent1ated stages 1n certaln circumstances.

The present 1nvest1gat1on has concentrated upon the app11cat1on ‘
of th1s stage h1erarch1zat1on argument to theNre1at1onsh1p ex1st1ng .v/ggpi
between stages 3 and 4. One reason why a b1furcat1on mode1 of -

.convent1ona1 mora11ty 1s being suggested- stems from our successful

nan1pu]at1on of the proport10n of stage 3 and 4 responses observed (see

~. Appendi x VI), Another reason why this model appears_to be more appro-
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' priate follows. from our recognition that the deve]opment of a stage'3

187

/-

"good boy/good girl" mora] orientation is dependent upon soc1a11zat1on
factors which are d1fferent from those leading to a. stage 4 or1entat1on

The stage 4 or1entatwon has been labelled a "genera11zed -other"

orientation in order to indicate that it represents a respondent s moral _

ﬂ_v1ew of the normat1ve expectat1ons of h1s soc1al env1ronment The

acqu1s1t*on of a stage 4 orientation appears to requ1re at m1n1mum,

: the ability to generalize the normative expectat1ons 1earned dur1ng

:fiearly person-to person 1nteract1ons to soc1ety as a whole. In Mead' s

(]965) terminology, this process represents the atta1nment of a’

"genera11zed-other" definition of se]f acqu1red by the transition from

' '-the "p1ay" to the "game" stage. It 1s this definition of se]f, Mead

suggests wh1ch provides the basis for the expectat1ons we hold regard1ng
the "appropr1ate behavior" of any soc1a1 actor. ‘

) In contrast to stage 4 normative reasoning, the “concern for
others" which med1ates stage 3 reason1ng, "deve1ops much earlier in a

ch11d s life and does not requ1re the same level of conceptua] develop-

ment to be operatnve“ (Peters, 1971 246). wr1ght (1971 149) informs -

us that the major var1ab1es cond1t1on1ng ‘the ch11d‘s concern for others_

are: (a) an affectionate relationship with parents, (b) parents
. ‘w

Jprov1d1ng the child w1th examples of a]tru1st\c behavior, (c) parents'
4prov1d1ng the child w1th justification of a1tru1st1c behav1ors, and
‘(d) p%nents prov1d1ng the child w1th the rewards of p%easure and approva1

¥ 'fwhen hé éhgages in altruistic behavior.

The work of Cooley (1962: 42) suggests that the ab111ty to
genera11ze to outsaders the altruism and sympathy 1earned w1th1n the

context of the family, and, more genera]]y, primary relationships, is a

L
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task not easi]y aEcomp1ished._ Wright (1971&\149) also recognizes'this
difficulty when he states that dt is the responsibility of the narents

to encourage. the.chi1d to "extend his a1truistic'tegdencies'to people

outs1de h1s 1mmed1ate circle of family and friends.' Final]y; a'similan

1dea is expressed by Piaget (1965) when he speaks of “equ1tab1e moral-'

fjudgments" be1ng ned1ated by the "spec1a1 re1at1ons of affect1on" (283) L

(It will be reca]]ed that an "equ1tab1e Judgment" 1s ‘a Judgment wh1ch ‘
does not 3dhere to strict normative expectat1ons ) Given these comments_

it may be easily seen why we have 1abe11ed the stage 3 mora] or1entat1on

a "primary-other" orientation.

.In support of the concept of bifurcation,'then, the distinction

. -D

a4
belng made is between a stage 4 "concern for respons1b111ty" ‘and a stage
3 "concern for the needs of others:" The acqu1s1t1on of stage 4
reasonin§ appears to be'a‘function'of the application of operational

thought to the normative standards learned in specific interactions. It:
. . . . ) . - . o .
‘can be seen #n Appendix I that the utilization of stage 4§Teasoning

attempts to construct an adequate genera]1zat1on of soc1etaﬂ expectat1ons

to a]ﬂ 1nd1v1dua1s and is motivated by an avo1dance of gu11t Thus,

,becausehgf its gen@?a]1z1ng activity, it subordlnates the spec1f1c
g

1nd1V1dua1 1mp11cated in the moral dilemma to normative sanct1ons
ik
app&1cab1e to a]l In contrast, stage 3 reasoning appears to have 1ts
4 /
roots in early, affect1ve1y charged, interpersonal re1at1onsh1ps and it

*‘15 motnvated by “shamet By definition, its role- tak1ng standpo1nt
'congwsts of the "needs" of others and thus, it focuses primarily on
¢hese “needs" rather’ than upon genera11zed normative expectat1ons

5 Thige are,ﬂthen,vtwo character15t1cs which dtfferent1ate these B
twb conventional moral orientatigns from one anothe?. Stage 4 reasoning

N v _
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is mot1vated by. the avoidance of "gu11t" and role- takes the “generalized-

other stanZPo1nt “ Stage 3 reason1ng is mot1vated by the avo1dance of

"Shame". an ro]g;takes the "pr1mary other standpo1nt ““'~~~\‘\‘\‘

——

The concept qf b1furcat1on however is used in the present»w0rk
" to‘imply somethlng more than the recogn1t1on that stage 3 reasoning is
"more approprietgﬂ~for»judging-"primaryﬁbthers;“»-Whatuwe e1soéwish~to———~»ﬁ
convey by this coneept of bifurcation' ts that respondents compértment-
“atize stage 3 and 4 .reasoning because these reasoning processes are'
contredictory ti.e., thg standpoints of "1dentification“ and "depersonali-
zed norm" present the respondent with. a conflict between ”prfmary—other"
and-”generalized-other" expectations, respectively). This assertion
regardingfcomparmenta]ization appegrs to‘have'been supported'gtuen the
significant decrease noted earlier in the proportion of stage 4

responses within'the'two-“primary4other" questionnaire treatments

It may be concluded that.the respondents who took part in the present’
1nvest1gat1on fe]t that not on1y was stage 3 reason1ng appropr1ate for
: judging d11emmas 1mp11cat1ng their "best frjends" or "mothers," but
a]soAthat stage 4 reasqﬁqng'was not appropriate for the same task (see
Appendix VI). o ' | ) |

The above discussion suggestjng the necessity of emp]bytng a

. bifurcﬁtion'mode] is important because it suffices as 'a more accurate

deScrﬁption of'mora] development. . It is also important because it

- suggests that moral training requires an emphasis not only upon cognitive

maturation but also upon encourabing the child to generalize a concern
for the_needs‘of others to those uith whom he is not'personally
invo]ved.2 However, given Cooley's *(1962) analysis and the more'recent

research conducted by Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) which reporfed a low
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incidence of stage 5 and 6 usage in the populations theyvstudied, it can

. be conc]uded that-oUr’attempts to encourage‘chf1dren to reasogipaturely

I

are often not successfu] It may be that the goal ‘of achieving: the
requ1red synthesxs of the rat1ona1 and a1tru1st1c componeﬁts of mora]lty

is 1nh1b1ted by the institutionalized moral or1entat1on of soc1ety

—
—

world when the social organ1zat1on in wh1ch they ex1st sanctions both

the reason1ng and behavior of a stage 4 or1entat1on 3

C. The Nature of Mature Moral Judgments _;

The theoret1ca1 rationale under1y1ng the present 1nvest1gat1on has
emphas1zed the role p]ayed by the factor of cognition in the mak1ng of
moral judgments. It was argued that "mature" poral Judgments were
necessar11y mediated by cognitive processes of greater comp]ex1ty in
compar1son with those processes requ1red to make convent1ona1 or pre-

convent1ona1 Judgments

From the d1scuss1on concernin the "open and c1osed" mlnd 1t was
9

- concluded that hav1ngban open mind was a necessary though, not sufficient

condition for making "mature" or-post-conventional moral responses. This

conc]us1on was der1ved from the theoret1ca1 rat1ona]e wh1ch assumed

~that an open-m1nd was a cogn1t1ve1y complex mind. The conceptual ana]ogy :
, P

which was drann between cognitive complexity and "multiple ro]e-tak1ng
led us to hypothes1ze an inverse re]at1onsh1p between post- convent1ona1
response rate and dogmatlsm It will be reca]]ed that th1s hypothes1s
was conf1rmed and thus our attempt to obtain a cogn1t1ve1y -based

def1n1t10n of a mature moral judgment appears to -have been succesSfu1;



L The outdome of this attempt to define the nature of a mature Co w
moral judgment is a significant one in that it offers support for
Kohlberg's contention that post-conventional responses are, in fact,
based upon more cognitively compiexAreasonihg processes. It must be
noted, however, that this manner of defining the nature ofta mature

moral'judgment te]]s one very little, if anything at all, about what the - 4
' - PO

" content of such Judgments should be. KohTBerg”(1971 223) has recent]y

—__asserted, however, that the fact of universal stage progression prov1des

us wﬁfh the key for des1gnat1n§“he*‘TﬂnﬁﬁﬁLﬂ}f—meralliys_‘ﬂgeé_ates

The scientific ‘theory as to why people factually do move -
upward from stage to stage, and why they factually do -
prefer a higher stage to a lower, is broadly the same as a
mora] theory as to why peop]e should prefer a higher stage
- to a'Yower.
At , . .
What Kohlberg is suggestihg is that the further one has moved along his

T

six-stage_sequence,.the mpreﬁmora].one's judgmehts become. -With this
?1 argument Koh]berg fs making a 1eap‘fromr"isfto‘ought"; a 1eap from the
fact that mature moral Judgments are more cogn1t1ve]y comp]ex to the
assert1on that they are superior in the sense of being more mora] |
‘Alston (1971) has expressed d1sagreement w1th Kohlberg's reasoning. H%
suggests that Koh1berg s leap from i to ought". comm1ts thE natura11s-
tic fa]lacyspf deriving prescriptions of value from statements of fact A
and thusifai]s to be a convincing argument. 'Alstoh accuses Koh]berg of S
choosing a definition of "morai" h1ch is based upon personal prefer- v,

'ence Alston does go on to Suggest that there is noth1ng wrong with
k4

1nvest1gat1ng the development of moral reason1ng "accord1ng to some

arb1trar11y selected criterion of ”moraT“\\ 1971'277) What Alston

.__does obJect to, h6wever, is expressed in the fol]ow1ng quotat1on



But if Hz\(Kohlberg) wants to use the developmental
approximations to the purely moral in his- sense as a basis
for pronouncements as to how people ought to reason® in
their action-guiding deliberations, that is another matter.
" If these pronouncements are to carry any weight he will
‘have to show that this sense of 'moral'fwhich is function-
- .»ing as his standard has: itself some recommendation other
“than congeniality to his predilections (1971: 277).’

| It may be concluded that thoughAthe.observed relationship between .
N Ndogmgtism‘aﬁd'ﬁo%t—C6nVehtf0na1 respohsq;fate“lends"support to-the - -
. el St : .

-'cogniiive—develbpménta1 theory of moral judgment, it does not bring us ;“

‘any closer to deriving a universally acceptable scheme of normative

ethics.“_As.Alston.s£Ates, Koh]bérg‘§~definitfon of the "form" of what *
| _opinion of gne mora '
T -

» is to-be regarded-as foral
philosopher and moral philosophers "agree no more about what ‘is

_ distinctivg abqut the moral than abou;_anything else" (1971: 276). . ...

I1.  CONCLUSION | | | |
" This investigation has~111u$trated§the ﬁtiTity of conceptuali-

' zating the process of making moral'judgme;ts within'the context of’the';
" ﬁ-goiﬁd éocia] act." It is be]ievéd th%t this theorétitéi_appfoach
:jkggderStanding the nature of moral judéments ?s,a productive one in
that it incorporates an awareness of the%fo}g played by situationa]ly'

L.specific'meanings and affect {Qi$he judgﬁgnt process. Pekhqps_the most
" impartant tontribdtion of this éxercisé'ﬁ%s beeﬁ its ability to
 synthesize into a‘meanfngful theoretjta]'bersbeqtive the polar éxpecta#

tions of stability and specificity. ERT
'.In concluding, it should be émphasized-that this invéstijafioh‘
. has been. rather restrictive in that it_hasébéép‘idnéerned3primari1y~ﬁ

with. the phenomenon of moral judgment makiﬂg. Earlier it was argued'
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that the concepts-of "habit," "attitude,h or “chsracter"awere\not very
usefu]-to the study of moral judgment beCapse of their procrustean

search for stability as the defining characteristic of the judgment' \
process. 4 We do not w1sh to imply, however, that these concepts are
'1napp11cab1e to a more genera1 concern with. the subJect of moral

deve1opment. On the contrary, it is precwse]y for this purpose that the

most vex1ng prob]ens for those 1nterested in moral deve]opment and more .
spec1f1ca1Py, moral educat1on,,has to do with the d1screpancy between
- mora1'thought and mora1‘behavior In any attempt to exp1a1n the h1atus

between thought and behav1or one must turn to the concepts of "habit," a

'_‘“*Tﬂtmh#LmL4mmmdmn_im;muﬂyme It1stM5ecwmaﬁstch

importancefof these concepts becomes ohplous For example, one of the . =

po1nt to~the 1mportant‘roie played 1n "moral deyelopment by the var1ab1es

of extefnal reinforcement and self-punitive controls such as gui1t

shame or se]f—condemnat1on S A cons1derat1on of -the impact of these
l‘var1ab1es as well-as others’ is essential in order to formulate the

perspective necessary=to gain a fuller understand1ng of mora1 deve]opment.

H0pefu11y, the present work explicating: certa1n aspects of the moral

,Judgment process makes a substah~hve contribution to th1s task '



FOOTNOTES -
> IOthe:\bifurcation mode1§-offmora1 {E§e1opmentfhave been suggest- "
ed by Peck-and Havighurst (1960) and Wright-{1971). These models, .
however, are not sgscifically addressed. to Kohlbérg's stage ;ypo1ogy. :

‘-zThe importance of achieving this synthesis of cognitive and .
affective variables has been recognized by both Peck -and Havighurst -
(1960) and Wright (1971).who have called their most mature character
- types “rational-altruistic" and "altruistic-autonpmous", respectively.

By 1N

"In the words of another author: e

True morality subordinate$ rules to persons’. It involves
all the orectic,. non-cognitive sentiments th
I - between.persons. Hence the vi in moral education :
' : i itudes towards others (Bull, 1969a: B

5 3Itvseems regsonab]evtd assume that modern industrial society, or |
for that.matter almost any society, maintains and encourages primarily -
~.a stage 4 moral ideology. S R S . .
, ‘To this writers knowledge, thére hasnot ‘been any research
conducted which has attempted to inVestigateﬁthe‘impact whicha "stage .
4 social organization" may have upon.persons'-attempts to maintain.post- -
conventional moral orientations. Such a research endeavour would
~ certainly provide a feasible test of Piaget's: theory. concerning the role
- played by the variables of constraint and cooperation- in both moral’
development and the utilization of particular moral viewpoints.

. Some evidence does exist, however, which suggests the importance
of embarking upon such a research programme. We refer to Kohlberg's
(1969: 358-359? research on the development of the subjective ‘awareness. -
of dreams. He reports that the stage sequence of this. development is
the same across all of the culgures which he has studied. ~ He notes,
‘however, that in the case of the Atayal (a Malaysian group.on Formosa)
the cultural beliefs -concerning,the reality of dreams functions to

) reférse the acquisition of the subjective awareness which has been
- attained by late childhood. - . ' o I

4we have contended that these pahcepts are not essentia in '
formulating a perspective on the act of making moral judgments because w..
they stand, as the conceptual antithesis to the notion, of the judgment as. .
an active construction of meaning within the context of the social act.
As Alston states: 8 : o o
=
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... if you want to find out what sort of moral reasoning a

. subject does, you have to get him to do some, which means
that you have to present him with a problem (real or
imaginary) that calls for reasoning. ... Now there is no
doubt that it is just situations of this kind (i.e.,
Kohlberg's moral dilemmas) in which, reasoning Tooms
largest, as over against affect and habitual response...
(1971: 284). . - o

: ,_5Alston (1971: 280) shows his agréenent with our concern with
these.variables when he states: - R , ' '

. it may be the case that when one does not act in
accordance with one's moral judgment, it is because the
judgment lacks the extra push that comes from an ‘

“association between violation of it and gquilt-feelings.
: . A}

195



BIBLIOGRAPHY

196



Alston, W.P:
. 1971_'

Anderson, J.E.

1958

Aronfreed, J;
1961

. J ‘.
“Ausubel, D.P. "

1958

Baldwin, A.L.
1969.

- Grune and Stratton "

"Dynamics of Deve]opment:' Systems in Process."

. Pp. 25-48 in D.B. Harris (ed.), The Concept of

Development. Minneepo]is: The Uniyersipy of

Minnesota Press.

|

*The Nature Varlety and Social Pattern1ng of

197

-"Comments on Kohlberg's ‘From Is To Ought'." Pp[ 269-
287 in T. Mischel (ed.), Cognitive Development and
" Epistemology. New York: Academic Press.

Interna11zed Responses to Transgression." Journal of

Abnormal Social Psycho]ogy 63: 223- 240

Theory and Problems of Child Development. New Yonk:

T~ e
T o

"A Cognitive Theory of Socialization." Pp. 325-346

in D.A. Goslin (ed.), Handbook of Socialization Theory

- and Research Ch1cago Rand McNa]]y

Bandura, A:. and McDona]d F.J.

. 1963

 Blalock, H.M.
1960

Blishen, B.R.
- 1967

Blumer, H.
1962

Boehm, L.
- 1957

1962

"The Influence of Soc1a] Re1nforcement and the

‘Behavior of Models in Shaping Children's Moral

Judgments." - Journal of Abnormal Social Psycho]ogy 67:

274-281. ‘ . ' S

Social Statistics. . New York: McGraw Hill.

A Socio-Econanc Index for 0ccupat1ons in ‘Canada."

Canadian Review of Sociology and Anthropo]ogy 4:

41-53.

~ "Society as Symbolic Interaction." Pp. 179-192 in
A.M, Rose (ed.), Human Behavior and Soc1a1 Processes.
- Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

'f‘"The Deve1opment of Independence 3&- omparat1ve

Study ". -Child Deve]opment 28 85- \ )

"The Development of Conscience: A Compar1son/6f-

American Children of Different Mental and Socio-

- Economic Levels.". Ch11d Development 33: 575-590.

Y



. | 198

L
Boehm, L. and Nass, M.L. R
1962 \ "Soc1a1 .Class D1fferences in Consc1ence Deve]opment "
Box, G.E.P. = - y ‘ '
: 1953 - "Non-Morality and Tests on Variance." Biometrika 40:
3]8f335- ‘ | v . ' ‘ v
Bull, N.J. ' s | - .
/;f 1969a - _Moral Education. London: "Routledge and Kegal Paul.
o 1969b . ' Moral Judgment From Childhood to Adolescence “London:

Rout]edge and Kegan Paul.

Bums, N. and Cavey, T.. o
-1957. ""Age .Differences in Empathic.Ability Among Ch11dren "

Canadian Journal of Psycho]ogy 11: 227-230.

a

Burton, R.V:

1963 . "Generality of Honesty Reconsidered." Psychological
. Rev1ew 70 481-499. , ' '
Cooley, C.H. L S _ '
1962 Socia] Organization. New York: Schocken Books.
Costanzo, P.R. .~!o1e J.D., Grumet, J.F. and Farmill,
1973 , "A Reexam1nat1on of the Effects of Intent and
S . Consequence on Children's Moral Judgments Child

s _ Deve]opment 44: 154-161.

. Cottrell, L.S., Jr.
1969 : "Interpersona] Interaction and the Development of the
P Self." Pp. 543-570 in D.A. Goslin (ed.), Handbook of
Socialization Theory and Research Chicago: Rand.

' _ McNally
.C0utu, W. : o S ' T
. 1950 _ "Role Playing vs. Ro]e Taklng An Appeal for.
. E 5 Clarification." American Sociological Review 16
‘ 180-187. : X
Crowley, P.M.: | . ' - .
1968 ~ “Effect of Training Upon Objectivity of Moral -

Judgment in Grade-School Chitdren." Journal of
_ Personallty and Soc1a1 Psycho]ogy 8: 228 232.

De Beauvoir, S. _ ' '

1968 . The Second  Sex. New York: Bantam Books.
Deutscher, I. S o, _ ‘7 -
1972 o "Public and Private Opinions: Social Situations and. |

: i Multiple Realities." Pp. 323- 349 in S.Z. Nagi and
* R.G. Corwin (eds.), The Social Contexts of Research.
New York: John Wiley and Sons.



199

"The General Theoret1ca1 Imp11cat1ons of the

Sociology of Deviance." Quoted from S.Z. Nagi and
~ R.G. Corwin (eds.), The Social Contexts of Research

New York: = John Wiley and Sons.

Durkheim, o . : .
196 Moral Education. New York: The Free P
Durkin, D. . S .
1959a "Children's Concepts of Justice: A fomparison with

the Riaget Data." Child Development 30: 59-67.

k]

ity as a Justic
: 289-296.

“Childr-. £ Acceptance -of Recipr
> riﬁciggb-" Child Development

Teer Tgi Specificity of Children's/Moral Judgments/" The <

1959b

Journal of Genetic Psycho'logy /98 3- 13
/
/

. Dymond, R.F., Hughes, A. S..and Raabe, V.L.
1952 - . "Measurable Changes in Empatﬁy with Age." J6U7na1 of
\- Consu]t1ng Psycho]ogy 16: 202-206. :

I .

Einhom, J. \ )
1971 : "A Test of Piaget's Theory1of Mora] Judgment " .
Canadian Journal of Behavioral Science 3:.102- 113.
Erikson, E.H. . j ' L
- 1950 o Childhood and Society. ?ew-York: W.W. Norton.
K Faris, E. . - S |

1932 7~ ,"J@e Pr1mary Group: ‘Eélence'and Accident." rAmeriéan
o - Joprna] of Sociology 28: 41 50.

Feffer, M.

-1970 "Developmental Ana]ys1s of Interpersona] Behavior.
: ‘Psychological Review 77:°197- 214 o
1972 . "The Problem of Goﬁt‘nu1ty ‘and Change in Persona11 y

Development." ‘Unpublished manuscr1pt

Feffer, M. -and Gourev1tch V. ' ’ ' '-
1960 "Cogn1t1ve Aspects.of Role-Taking in Ch11dren oo
' Journal of Personality 28: 383 396. . ,

i

Ferguson, G.A.
1971 Stat1st1ca1 Analysis in Psycho]ogy and Educat1on
' New York McGray Hill.

Fishkin, J Ken1ston K. and Mac innon, C. ’
1973 . "Mora] Reasoning and Po11t1ca1 Ideology." Journa] of
: Persona11ty and Social Psycho1ogy 27: 109 119



200

Flavell, d. ‘: : ' iy
1963 . The Deve]opmenta1 Psycho]ogy of Jean P1aget New
- York: . Van Nostrand y
1966 | ."Role -Taking and Eommunication Skills in Children."
. ' Young Children 21: 164-177.

Fontana, A.F. and Noe] B. s
1973 "Moral Reasoning in the University." Journal‘of
‘ Personality and Social Psychology 27: 419-429.
Fox, J.D. . _
1972 ~ "Behavior in Pure Conflict of Interest Situations:
Experimental Studies of Two-Person,.Zerosum Games."
Unpublished doctoral dissertation: The University of
M1ch1gan
Glassco, J.A., M1lgram N. A and Youniss, J. !
1970 “Stability of tra1n1ng Effects on Intent10na11ty in
Moral Judgment in Children." Journal of Personallty
and Social Psycho]ogy 14: 360-365. '

Gollin, E.S. . -
1958 "Organizational Character1st1cs of Social Judgment:

"~ - A Developmental Investigation." Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 26: 139- 154.

“'Gouléner, AW. . S :
1960 "The Norm of Reciprocity: A Pre11m1nary Statement."
American Soa1o]og1ca1 Review 25: 161-178. -

. Graham, D. o —_— o S ,
' 1972 Moral Learning'and Development. 'London: B.T.
: Batsford. .

‘Gunsberg, L. T : L
1973 — “Conflicting Training and the Development of Moral
.Judgment _in Children." Unpublished doctoral
. dissertation. VYeshiva Un1vers1ty
Haan; N. Sm1th M.B. and Block, J. -
1968 ~ "Moral Reaso%1ng of Young Adults: Political Social
' Behavior, Family Background, and Personality o
Correlates." Journal of Personality and Social
~ Psychology 10: 183-20] :

_ Hampden- Turner, C and Wh1tten P _ : o .
1971 . "Morals: Left and Right." Psychology Today (April):
- 40-58. S ; R



- ’ .
Harris, D.B. ' ‘ i : .
C-0 1957 "Problems®in Formulgt1ng #Scientific. Conce tof =
g Development." Pp. 3-14 in D.B. Harris (ed. f The"

Concept of,Devefopment Minneapolis: The University
of Minnesota Press. *

Harris, H. . - ® | ‘

1970 "Development of Moral Att1tudes in wh1te and Negro

Boys." Developmental Psycho]ogy 2 376%384.

Harrower, M.R. ' _ .
1934 "Social Status and Moral Development " British
S Journal of Educat1ona1 Psychology 4: 75-95.

Hartshorne, H. and May, M.A. ,
1930 ‘ Studies in the Nature of Character, Vb]ume 1, Studies

in Deceit.. New York: _Macmillan Company. . . . .. _ ...

Hoffman, M;L. ‘ _ ' : _
1963 "Childrearing Practices and Moral Development:

*eneralizations from Empirical Research " Child
Development 34: 295-318. '

Hoffman, M.L. and Salzstein, H. D. . ' '
- 1967 "Parent D1sc1p]1ne and the Child's Moral Deve]opment "
Journa] of Personality and Soc1a1 Psycho1ogy 5: 45 57.

Hogan, R. : ‘
1973 . “Moral Conduct and Moral Character: A Psycho]ogical
Perspective," .Psycho]ogica1 Bu]letin 79: 217-232.

Johnson, R.C.

1962 "A Study of Ch11dren s Moral Judgments " Child"
‘ Deve]opment 33 327-354. o
Kay, W. '
) 1970 Mora1 Deve]opment London:. George Allen and Unwin
' . ‘ L1m1ted '
! \ ﬁ E

Kohlberg, L. ‘
1958 "The Development of Modes of Moral Th1nk1ng a
Choice in the Years Ten to Sixteen.' Unpub11s d /
doctora] d1ssertat1on University of Chicago. g On

. 1963a . "Mora1 Development aﬁB’IdentTf1cat1on " Pp. 277_332 2

LS

- in H.W. Stevenson (ed.), Child Psychology: The

Sixty-Second Year Book of the National Society for the_ :

Study of Education. - Chicago: Un1vers1ty of anago
Press. . -

1963b "The Deve]opment of Children's Orientations. Toward a

Moral Order: 1. Sequence in the Development of Moral . .. _

Thought. ™ V1ta Humana 6: 11-33.

[+ .

i

/



Koh]berg, L. .
1964
1966
1968a
1968b

1969

1971

|

202

"Development of Moral Character and Ideology."
Pp. 383-431 in M.L. Hoffman (ed.), Reviéw of Child

‘Development Research, Volume 1. New York: Russell

Sage Foundation. : -

"Cognitive Stages and Preschool Education." Human
Deve]opment 9: 5-17. : .

"The Child-as a Moral Ph110$opher " Psychology
Today (September): 25-30.

"Moral Development.” International Encyclopedia of
the Soc1a1 Sc1ences 10: 483-494.

"Stage and Sequence. The Cogn1t1ve Developmenta]

" Approach to Socialization.” Pp. 347-480 in D.A.

Goslin (ed.), Handbook of Socialization Thedry and
Research.  Chicago: Rand McNally. - .

“From Is To Ought." Pp. 151-232 in T. Mischel (ed.),
Cognitive Development and Ep1stemo]ogy New York:
Academic Press..

Kohlberg, L. and Gilligan, C.

1971

"The Adolescent as a Philosopher: The Discovery of
the Self in a Postconvent1ona1 World." Daedalus
- (Fall): 1051-1086. - :

. Koh]berg, L. and Kramer, R. .

- 1969

Kramer, R.\\“
1968

Kugelmass, S.'and
- 1967

“Continuities and Discontinuities in Childhood and
Adult Moral Development.” Human Development 12:
93-120. '

"Moral Development in Young Adulthood." Unpublished
doctoral dissertation. University of Chicago.

Breznits, S.

"The Deve]opmeht of Intentionality in Moral Judgment
in City and Kibbutz Adolescence.# Journal of Genetic

’ Psycho]ogy 3: 103-111.

Kuhn, M.H. .
1964

" Labovitz, S.
. 1970

‘:’" . .-
"The Reference Group Reconsidered." The Sociological
Quarterly (Winter): 6-21, . o

/

"The Ass1gnnent of Numbers to Rank Order Categor1es !
Amer1can Soc1olog1ca1 ‘Review 35: 515-524.

e e
y : ~hen



203

Langer, J. : : » -
1969 “Disequilibrium as a Source of Development."
Pp. 22-37 in P.H. Mussen, J.. Langer and M. Covington
(eds.), Trends—end Issues in Developmental Psychology.
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Le Furgy, W.G. and Woloshin, G.W. o P
1969 "Immediate and Long-Term Effects of Experimentally
Induced Social Influence in the Modification of
. Adolescents' Moral Judgments." Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology ‘12: 104-110. :
Lerner, E. T 4 : <
. 1937 Moral Constraint Areds and The Moral Judgment of
Children. London: George Banta. '

" Lickona, T.

. 1969 | ."Piaget Misunderstood: A Critique of the Criticisms
: of His Theory of Moral Development." Merrill-Palmer

Quarterly of Behavior and Development 15: 337-350

Loevinger, J. - - 7
1966 "The Meaning and Measurement of Ego Development."
_ American Psychologist 21: 195-206. :
“Looft, W.R. o : S ,

1972 ~ "Egocentrism and Social Interaction Across the Life

Span." Psychological Bulletin 78: 73-92.

Lowe, G.M. and Shimberg, M.E. g ‘ . »
1925 "A-Critique .of the Fables as a Moral Judgment Test:f

Journal of Applied Psychology 9: 53-59.

McDougall, W. o ST _ '
1963 ' An Introduction to Social Psychology. New York:

&

Barnes and Noble. S

Macaulay, E. and Watkins, S.H. .~ , ' L
o 1925 "An Investigation Into the Development of the Moral

Conceptions of Chi]dren,ﬁ The Forum of Education 4.

Maccoby, E.E. : . -
1968 - "The Development of Moral Values and Behavior in
j Childhood." - Pp. 227-269 in J.A. Clausen (ed.),
" Socialization and Society. Boston: Little, Brown and

Company.

MacRae, D., Jr. > ) ' . 3 -
1954 “A Test of Piaget's Theories of Moral Development."

Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology 49: 14-18. o



© Magowan, S.A.
1966

Mead, G.H.
1965

_Medinnas, G.R.

1957
71959
'Meltzer, B.N.
1967
Mischel; T.
1963
1968
Milgram, S.
- 1963
Mills, C.W.
~ 1940
Nagel, E.
1957
Parsons, T.

1958

204

"A Study of Imminent Justice in the Moral Development °
. of the Child." Unpublished doctoral d1ssertat1on

Un1vers1ty of Glasgow.

£

George Herbert Mead: = On ‘Social Psycho]ogy A. Strauss

“(ed.). Chicago: Phoenix Books. .

- "An Invest1gat1on of Piaget's Concept of the

Development of Moral Judgment in Six to Twe]ve Year
01d Children from Lower Socio-Economic Class.'
Unpublished doctoral d1ssertat1on University of
Minnesota. ' '

" "Imminent Justice in Children: A Review*of‘them" T

Literature and Add1t1ona1 Data." Journal of Genetic
Psycho]ogy 90: 253 262.

"Mead's Soc1a1 Psychology." - Pp. 5-24 in J.G. Manis

~.and B.N. Meitzer (eds.), Symbolic Interaction.
“Boston: Allyn and Bacon. :

"Delay of Grat1f1cat1on and Deviant Behav1or Paper ©
read at meetings of the Society for Research “in Chitd
Development (Aprit). California: Berkeley.

PerSona1ity and Assessment. NewlYork John- w11ey

~and Sons. S 3

"Behavioral Study of Obedience." Journal of Abnormal

and Social Psychology 67: 371-378.

"Situated Actions and Vocabularies of Motive."

~American Sociological Review 5: 904-913.

_wDeterminism and Development."" Pp 15-24_in D.B.

Harris (ed.), The Concept of Development. M1nneap011s
The University of Minnesota Press.

“Social Structure and the Development of Persona11ty
Freud's Contr1but1on to the Integration of Psychology
and Sociology." Esycn1atry 21: 321-340.



205

Parsons, T. and Ba]es, R. F -
1955 Family, Socialization and Interact1on Process New

- York: The Free Press

?Peck R.F. and Havighurst, R.J.

1960 o The Psychology of Character Deve]opment New York:
o . John Wiley and Sons. R .
" peters, R.S. '
1971 - "Moral Deve]opments A P1ea for Pluralism.™

Pp. 237-268 in T. Mischel (ed.), Cognitive Deve]opment

and- Ep1stemo]ogy New York: Academ1c Press
‘ {

)

‘Piaget,-J.

1962 " "The Relation of Affectivity to Inte111gence in the ¢
. Mental Deyelopment of the Child." Paper read at the
‘f,meet1ngs of -the Menn1nger School of Psychlatry
1963 ~ The Or1g1ns-of Intelligence in Children. Néw York:
, W.W. Norton.
1965 - The Moral Judgment of the Ch11d New York: - The Free
] Press. 4 y
1966 Y PsychOIOgy of Inte11}gence. Totowa, New Jersey:
: Littlefield, Adams and Company.
1968 - Six Psychologica]'Studies.'lNew York: Vintage Books.
Pittel, S.M. and Mendelsohn, G.AZ - - ‘ . ”
' 1966 "Measurement of Mora] Values: A Review and Cr1t1que

Pstho]og1ca1 ulletin 6: 22 35.

Porteus, B.D. and Johnson, R.C. :
1965 * “Children's Responses to Two Measures of Consc1ence
: Development and Their Relation to Sociometric -
A Nom1nat1on " Child Deve]opment 36: 703-711.

Rest, J., Turiel, E. and Koh]berg, L. ‘
1969 “Level of Moral Development as a Determinant of
- Preference and Comprehension of Moral Judgmepts~Made ;
by Others." Journal of Persona11ty and Social -
Psycho]ogy 37: 225-252. '
Robinson, W.S. A ‘
1957 "ThenStat1st1ca1 Nbasurement of A reement " American
: : Sociological Review 22: 17-25. : '
~ Rokeach, M. - . : - S . .- o
1960 - ~ The/Open and Closed Mind. New York: Basic Books.



Rosenhan;, D.
1969

Sch]eifef, M. and

1973

SChue%sler, K

1971

‘it

Sears, R.R.

1957

~ Shibutani, T.

1955

Skinner, B.F.

1972

~ Smedslund, .

1961

Stebbins, R.A-

1969

Stephenson; G.M.

1966

Stouffer, S.A.

1949

Strauss, A.
1962

206

"Some Origins of Concern for Others." Pp. 134-153
in P.H. Musen, J. Langer and M. Covington (eds.), -
Trends and Issues in Deve]opmenta] Psychology. - New

-York: Holt, R1nehart and W1nston

Douglas, V.I. . ' ’

"Effects of Training on the Moral Judgment of Young
Children." Journal of Personality and Soc1a1 '
Psycho]ogy 28: 62-68.

Ana]yz%ng Social Data:. A Stat1st1ca1 0r1entat1on
Boston: "Houghton M1ff11n ‘

- h B .
- o I

.
. .

. ."Identification as a Form of.Behavioral Development." .. ..
Pp. 149-161 in D.B. Harris (ed.), The Concept of

Development. Minneapodis: The Un1vers1ty of
Minnesota Press.

"Reference Groups as Perspect1ves ! .Amefican Jodrna]ft
of Soc1o]ogy 60 562- 569 '

/ .

Be%ond Ffeedbm and Dignity; Toronto: Bantam Boois;i,

"The Acquisition'of Conservation of Substance and.
Weight in Children. 1III. Extinction of Conservation

- of Weight Acquired 'Normally' and by.Means qf

Empirical Controls on.a Balance." Scandanavian -

2 Journal, of Psychology 2: 85-87.

-and Kegan Paul.

"Study]ng the Definition of the S1tuat1on ’Theory-and
Field Research Strategies." Canadian Review of
Socio]ogy and Anthropo]ogy 6: 193-211.

The. Deve]opment ‘of Consc1ence Londén: RFOUt'Iedgel

-~

~“An Anelysis of;Conflicting Social Norms." American

Sociological Review 14: 707-717.

"Trans formations of Identity. “ﬂ’ﬁé ' 63-85 in A. M

"~ Rose-(ed.), Human Behavior and Social Processes
 Boston: Houghton M1ff]1n



Stuart, R.B.
1967

‘Thomas, w;it
1931

Tuddenham, "R.D.

1966

Turiel, E:

1966 ... .

1969 .

Turner, R.H.

1950

1962

Weisbroth, S.P.

1970

Werner, H,‘
1957

N\

_ Wheelis, A.
1958

-”Whiteman,.PéH. and KdSiér; K.P.

1964

“pecentration in the Development of
Concepts of Moral and Causal Judgments."”

[N

¢

Genetic Psychology 3: 59-68. -

The Unadjusted Girl. An excerpt published in J.G.
‘Manis and B.N. Meltzer (eds.),.Symbolic Interaction.

Boston: Allyn and Bacon. -

"Jean Piaget and the World of the Child." American
~ Psychologist 21: 207-217. =~ T

}

Developmental Stages in the Child's

J L
'ChiIdren's

—

o

_?An_Expgrimgnﬁa]ATést~of_the.Sequentiality>of -
‘Moral -Judgments."

207

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 3: 611-

618. - :

"Developmental processes in the Chi
Thinking." Pp.. 92-133 in

"Role-Taking, Role étandpoint, and |

Behavior." American Journal of Soc

1d's ‘Maral

P.H. Musen, J. langer and «
M. Covington (eds.), Trends and Issues in Developmental . -
"Psychology. New York:  Holt, Rinehart and Winston. :

Referente Grouh L.
jology 16: 316-328.

in A.M. Rose (ed.), Human Behavior and Social -

‘ "The Concepttof;Developmént Fkom.a Comparative .and
- Organismic Point of View."" Pp.: 125-148 in D.B. Harris

N

'Development of Children's Moralistic Judgments - Age,.
Sex, IQ and Certain Personal-Experiential Variabhles.":
-Child Development 35: 843-850. - . '

(ed.), The Concept of Development. .

~ The University of Minnesota Press.

The Quest for,idenfity.' Boston: W

.Processes. Boston: Houghton Mifflin. °

Minneapolis: . .

.w:_Norton.

"Role-Taking: ’ProceSS'VerSus Confohmity."l Pp. 20-40

- "Moral Jhdgmenf; Séx;.anvaarenta1 Iééntification in
Adults." Developmental Psychology 2: 396-402. - -

Joutnal‘of"

e



S | . : 208

Winer, B.J. _ , ' .
1962 , Statistical Principles in‘Experimental Design. New

York: McGraw Hill. *.

Wright, D.

1971 The Psych0109¥ of Nbra1"Behayior. London: Penguin

o Books. o :
.Nmmg,D. o . ‘ - : :

1961 "The Oversocialized Conception of Man in Modern -

© W o [ ]
Zigler, E. and Child, I.L. . . ' '
1969 "Socialization." Pp. 450-589 in G. Lindzey and E.
a ‘ Aronson (eds.), The Handbook of*Social Psychology,

Sociology." American Sociological Review 76: 183-193s%

~

 Volume III. Don Mills: Addison-Wesley. .



| APPENDIX 1 |
KOHLBERG'S STAGES OF MORAL' DEVELOPMENT

/

/

209



210

(panutjuod) o . | | [,
| = . oo . ’ *d3pL0 SLYY
BurhyLysnl pue

SO

. . L . BuLueau-|Lam, . BuLutejurew ut
: : pue uoLjuajui poob Aq . - qng 43p40 |[eLI0S
: pabpnfl aotAeysag ,*9dLy, © 03 buwwojuod
u ; Buraq Aq eaoudde sya3s . uL Ajuo. j0u
, . o . o 4 aup ‘wayy Aq paroddde - pa3sadajul ‘s43aylo .
., *d3Y SSAO0| pueqsny $3jiM M . SL pue €su4aylo sd|ay- 40 - . 40 suorjedadxa
LLEY 3,u0Q, °S43y3o jo Lo - saseald jeyM SL JOLARYSq pue ‘sa|n4 bururel
uotrjoasje pue ‘Ayjedws uo Lo *LeAoaddestLp . poog ‘uotLjejuatso ~ulew ua padeid
paseq ajL| uewny JO 3an|eA © ' pLOAR 0} ULOJUO) . |4L6-paob/Aog-pooy ‘¢ aN|BA [RUOLIUBAUGY "2
. ,*43Y SpaIsu _ = , ‘K7L eIUM .
.pueqsny -¢3jLm ——Fx 3, uoqd,, ! . // - oLyewbeud - ‘burjeyseu -
© "sS43Y3o 4o Jossassod ‘pauunlad S43Yy30 O spa3u-ayl
s31.40 spaau buthysiyes 30 SUDARS DARY UAO- PURMIUL K{|euoisedd0 pue spasau
suesi se pan|eAa-aji| uewhy. = ule3qo 03 wiojuoy - UMO '§,9U0 J0 .UOL3OR4SLIeS °2
2 : : - *q0® JO ssaupeq . *34n3ona3s J4amod ul
. o - . J .40, ssaupoob sutwaslap - sajoydoo| s3toidxa
xum;zapcm e ui m>PPm o -] saouanbasuod {edLsAyd- - . < s3duanbasuod
wpaoma Jueldodul dasy, ‘ NJ, *saamod Jotaadns 03 : "~ LeotsAuyd uo
*snje3s J40 s323(qo Pmurmxsa b ‘ . ajuauassap Buruotyssanbun- - paseq 3SLWA04U0D" m
JO BNjeA Yy3lM B)L| uewny © +quawysiund: — . quawystund : oL-¢ sobe
40 an|eA }JO UOLSNIuo) pLOAR 03 saind KaqQ . P4EMO} UOLIRIUBLAQ “| [PUOLIUBAUOD-BUd |
3417 NVWOH 40 3NTVA #% - NOILVATLOW SIvLS - ST3A37.

K

whumam<wuHm<m OML -- INFWAOT3IAIC TVIOW 40 STIVLS s.ou3gHON -



211,

__1_.0_.Lm,umE :m:w |J0ul yj4om
3311 - 3P 48y 33| 3,U0Q,
"LBNPLALPUL JO Y3.AOM 10}

30adsau pue anjeA |esu3aALu)

w.:o*amzemwcou-mamm

pLOAR 07 ULO4UO)

T

*3sna3 pue uumamm;
Lenany °sa|didutad
Leo1Y33 uasoyd-}|as pue

' BJUBLISUDD 4O SUOLSLI8p
' _pJEMO] UOLIRIUILAQ

. sburaq uewny (e jo
SaAL| 3yl :mumms;u pLNOM OS
op 03 Ing “aALf 03 3ybLu

.vam sey ays asnedaq A|uo jou
VAT
»ppcsssou 03 uoLlejaud St

uewom |ty 3,uoq,

40 'suiag uL Pan(eA st 33 L7

\.mgmmpmz ngczssoom

30 suua3 ut
mcﬁmuzn ¢4032323ds

feLaaedur Jo 3oadsad
uLejuLew 03 UO0}uo)

prLOmmE

»FmezoFuLma s4ay3o

YLM 3ORUJUOD JO SWu3a]

uL pautjap Ang -sangeA
‘uewny Jo sSaudALie(ad

JO ssauademy , A38120S
aloym Aq uodn pasube s,
uotyoe 3ubly °uoLjeusLAO

oL3siiebal ¢ (enjoedjuo) g

e

wi

»

*A3L40yIne yiLm
uoLjedtjLiuspl
N0y LM pue A3Lao
-yjne wodj 3juede
pLLeA satdioupad
Lesow snowouoine
SpPAEMOY. ISNUAY)

* | BUOLIUBAUOD-3SOd °€

w931l
e 3jel 03 .,Emi mm; yeuny
ou fuewom |ty 3,uo0q,
*43pa0 snoibiias 40 eaouw
feotuaobajes -e uL aoejd st
JO SWJ3} ul paudes SL 3lL7

-
.

i

*sbuiiaas 3 1nb

" Aq pamo| |04 s3all
taoyine -Aq aansuad
pLOAR 03 WA0SU0)

*Ranp Burop wouy Sawod
A311Lqe3doadsay *salnd

paxL4 pue A3iaoyjne “uapuo

[eL20S JO 3JURUSULEY “}

317 NVWNH 40 3nTWA-

NOT VA LLOW

SIVLS

ENEIERN

.

$133dSV J1Svd OML

INI013A3Q TWHOW 40 SIIVLS S, DY3FTHON -



K

APPENDIX II

KOHLBERG'S ORIGINAL MORAL DILEMMAS

212



o o 23

KOHLBERG'S ORIGINAL MORAL DILEMMAS
‘ L 4
Situation 1

: Joe is a'14 year old boy who wanted to go to camp very much. His
father promised him he could go if he saved up the money for i himself.

So Joe worked hard at his paper route and saved up the $40.00 it™tost to
go to camp and a little more besides. But just before camp was going to
start, his father changed his mind. Some of his friends decided to go
on a special fishing trip, and Joe's father was short of the money it

1d cost. So he told Joe to give him the money he had saved from the
_paper route. Joe didn't want to give up going to camp, so he thought of

_refusing to give his father the money. ~ . o .

Should Joe refuse to give his father the money? Why?

Situation 2

Joe wanted to go to camp but he was afraid to refuse to give his
father the money. So he gave his father $10.00 and told him that was
all -he made. He took the other $40.00 and paid for camp with it. He
told .his father the head of the camp said he could pay later. So he

went off to camp, and the father didn't go on the fishing trip..

' Before Joe'wentvto,camp, he told his older brother, Alexander,
that he really made $50.00 and that he lied to his father and said he'd
made $10.00. Alexander wonders whether he should tell his father or not.

Should Alexander, the older brother, tell their father that Joe had lied
about the money or should he keep quiet about what Joe had done? Why?

\
Situation 3

v In Eufope a woman was near death.from a sbecia1‘kind of cancer.
There was one drug that the doctors thought might save her. * It was a
form of radium that a druggist in the same town had recently discovered.

- The drug was expensive to make, but the druggist was charging ten times

what the drug cost him to make. He paid $200.00 for the radium and

- charged $2,000.00 for a small dose of the drug. The sick woman's
husband, Heinz, went to everyone he knew to borrow the money, but he
could-only get together about $1,000.00 which is half of what it cost.
He told the druggist that his wife was dying and asked him to sell it ,
cheaper or let him pay later. But the druggist said, "No, I discovered
the drug and' I'm going to make money from it." So Heinz got desperate
and broke into the man's store to steal the drug for his wife.

‘ Shou]d Heinz have done that? Was it actually wrong or right? ‘Why?

-~




-one who-knows how ‘to Tead the retreat.

SO Y !
‘:fz

Situation 4 - = T L

The drug didn't work, and there was no other treatment known to

-medicine which could save Heinz's wife; sb the docggr knew that she had

only about 6 months to live. She was delirious an almost crazy with
pain, and in her. calm periods, she would ask the doctor to give her
enough ether to kill her. She said she couldn't stand the pain and she
was going to die in a few moth§ anyway. ‘ : . :

Should the doétpr do what she asks and give her the drug that will make
her die? Why? ' ' '

Situ;}ﬁon 5 , - .
| W_In~K0rea;a_company“ovaarjnes.wasnﬁway,outnumbered~aﬁd Was - - o

retreating before ‘the enemy. The company had crossed a bridge over a

river, but the enemy were mostly still on the other side. If someone .
went back to the bridge and glew it up as the eremy were coming over it,
it would weaken the enemy. With the head start the rest of the men in
the company would have; they could probably then escape. But the man

who stayed back to blow up thesbfidge would probably not be able to
escape alive; there would be about a 4 to 1 chance he would be killed.
The captain of the company has to decide who should go back and do the
job. The captain himsél1f is the man who knows best how to lead the
retreat. He asks for volunteers, but no one will volunteer. If he goes
himself, the men will probably not get back safely and he is the only -

Should the captain‘order a man to go on this'very'dangefous mission or *
should he go himself? Why?- . , : o )

Situation 6

The captain'fiﬁa]]y'decided-to'order one of the men to stay |

- behind. One of the men he thought of was one who.had a lot of strength

and courage but he was a bad trouble maker. He was always stealing
things from the other men, beating®them up and wouldn't do.his work.
The second man he thought of had gotten a bad d+sease in Korea and was

‘Tikely to die in a short time anyway, though he was strong enough to do

the job.

Should the captain send the trdubTe maker or the sick man? Why?

‘Situation- 7 -

Several years later, the grown up brothers had gotten into

- serious trouble. ' They were secretly leaving town in a hurry and needed

money. Alex the older one, broke into a store and stole $500.00.. Joe,

- the younger one, went to a retired old man who was known to help people
~in town. - Joe told the‘man that he was very sick and he needed $500.00

e

1
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.

to pay for the operation. 'Really he wasn't sick at all, and he "had no
intention of paying the man back. Although the man didn't know Joe. very
well, he loaned him the money. So Joe and Alex skipped town, each with
'$500.00. ‘ o '

If you had to say who did wWorsey: would you say Alex did worse to break
into the store and steal the $500.00, or Joe did worse to borrow the
$500.00 with na intention of paying it back? - Why? '

Situation 8

While all this was happening, Heinz was in jail for breaking in
and trying to steal the medicine. He had been sentenced for 10 years.
- But after-a couple-of years, he escaped from the prison and went to ..
live in another part of the country under a new name. He saved money
and slowly built up a big factory. He gave his workers the highest
wages and used most of his profits to build a hospital for work in -
curing cancer. Twenty years passed when a tailor recognized the factory
owner as being Heinz, the escaped convict whom the police had been
looking for back in his home town. - o ' .

" Should the tailor report Heinz to the police? Would it be right or
wrong to keep it quiet? Why? C '

Situation'9

During the war in Europe, a.city was often bombed by the enemy.

So each man in the city was given a post he was to go to right after the
bombing to-help put out the fires the bombs started and to rescue .people
in the burning buildings. A man named Diesing was made the chief in -
charge of -one fire engine post. The post was near where he worked. so he
could get there quickly during the day, but it was a long way from his
home. One day there was a very heavy bombing and Diesing TefX the
~ shelter in the place he worked and went toward his fire station. But
“when he saw how much of the city was. burning he got worried about his

family. So he decided he had to go home first to see if his family was
safe, even though his home was a long way off and the station was
nearby and there was somebody assigned to protect his family's area.

‘Was it right or wrong for Diesing to leave his station to protect his
family? ~ Why? -~ o . '
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. * ATTRIBUTE INFORMATION

'PLEASE'FILL IN THE REQUIRED INFORMATION

I;D.'Number: I | .
Age: yEars g . Sex: M__ . F

{ -
“What was your high schoo] graduat1on average’ (Please report your
answer in percentages) ,

3R

- . - '

~1s- this your - fwrst year.at. un1vers1ty7 Yes_ " No_ SSURR IS _iml

(If no, how many years have you been attend1ng7 years )

. what is your re11g1on7 '
P

Ang11can ' o . Péntecostal

_Baptist _ — Presbyterian

Greek Orthodox ©° 7 Roman Catholic
Jewish . Salvation Army
Lutheran ' ’ " Ukrainian Catholic
Mennoni te : o ¢ United Church

. Other; write here

How often do you attend your church or synagogue?

" Never : Two "to three times a month
Less than once a year ' Nearly every week

About once a year Every week
Several times a year - Several ;imes a week

About once'a month

-‘I.Ill

To what ethnic or cultural group d1d you or your ancestor (on the ma]e
side) belong on coming to this continent?

: Engliéh ‘ o - Native -Indian (Band)
French i ’ Native Indian (Non- band)
German ’ Netherlands :
Irish. - Norwegian
Ital1an _Jewish '

Other, wri te here

What is the occupat1on of the head of your househo1d? (E1ther parentl)
(E.g., selling shoes, civil en ineering, motor veh1c1e repa1r1ng, metal
machining, clerical work, etc. ? o v ”




what are h1s/her mos t 1mportant act1v1t1es or duties?
(E.g., fitting shoes, building bridges, auto body work , operat1ng
lathe, post1ng invoices, etc.) ;

218

'what is h1s/her job t1t1e7

(E.g., manager of shoe department, civil eng1neer, ‘auto body mechan1c,

“lathe operator, 1nvo1ce clerk, etc.) .
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CODING ASPECTS ‘OF DEVELOPING MORAL JUDGMENT

CODE « DESCRIPTION

-  ASPECTS -

1. Value

to acts, persons, or
events:

s1tuat1on -

2. Choice -

conflict

3. Sanctions The dominant motives
and
Motives * or deviant action.

. Mechanisms of resolving
or. deny1;g'awaréness of .

eLoéug of value - modes of
attributing (moral) value

Modes of assess-
- ing. value,consequencesi1n 

t

and sanctions for moral
S 1.

10.

12.

. Con51der1ng motives 1n =

judging action.

. Cons1der1ng consequences .

in Judg1ng action.

..Subjectivity vs.

objectivity of va10ééi
assessed.

. ‘Relation’ of'obllgat1on

to wish.

. Ident1f1cat16n with

actor or victims in
judging the action. - S

. Status pf actor and .
~ victim as changing the

moral worth of actions.

. Limiting actor's

responsibility for s
consequences by shifting

“responsibility onto %

others,

. Reliance on. d1scuss1on

and compromise, mainly
unrealistically.

. Distorting s1tuat10n SO

that conforming behavior
is-seen as always

.maximizing the interests
of -the actor or of -’

others invd]ved.

Pun1shment or negative

‘reactions.

Disruption. of personal -

‘relationship.

A concern by actor for

. welfare, for positive

13.

state of the other
Se]f—condennat1on
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“DEScripTION

 ASPECTS

The ways in which' rules -
are conceptualized,
applied, and "generalized.
The ,basis of the va]1d1ty
of a rule.

Basis and limits of
control over persons

Authority B and property

6. Positive Reciprocity and

’ Standards and
‘functions of -
punishment.

7. Punitive d‘

14,
5.

. personal relations
‘(part1cu1ar1sm)

17.

18.
- 19.
20.

21.

23,

Def1n1t1on of an act as
deviant (Definition of

- moral rules.and norms).
" Generality and

cqonsistency of. rules.
Waiving rules for

Non- mot1vat1ona1

‘attributes ascribed to

authority (knowledged,
etc.). (Motivational

. attributes considered

under sanctions and -
motives.) : :
Extent or scope of

~authority's rights.
Rights of liberty.
Rights of possession or

property.

Exchange and reciprocity -

-as a motive for role

conformity.

Reciprocity as a mot1ve

to deviate (e.g.,

~‘revenge).
.. Distributive justice.

Equality ‘and 1mpart1a]-.

ity. - v
Concepts of ma1nta1n1ng

partner's expectations’

“as a motive for conform-

 ity. Contract and .

- 24,

25.

trust.

Puni ive te denc1es or

expectations.
?eNot1ons of equat1ng
pun1shment and crime.

Functions or purpose of

pun1shnent IR

Kohlberg, 1969: 378-379.
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APPENDIX VI

MEAN-PERCENT RESPONSE RATE BY MORAL STAGE
'FOR THE SIX SUB-SAMPLES
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APPENDIX V11 | |
CELL MEANS FOR "DESIGN x DEPENDENT VARIABLE" commt\'ﬁ\@s
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e

MALE
(n = 150)

" FEMALE
(n = 150)

CELL MEANS FOR POST-CONVENTIONAL RESPONSE-RATE:

TABLE 1 -

3-FACTOR' REPEATED MEASURES DESIGN

227

DILEMMA ° T T T3
B 18.75 15.42 1626
3 8.80 14.66 11.08

4. 20.20 12.64 14,34

7 © 20.92 . 9.66 1 9.04
1 20.09 9.48 13.88
3 1.12 15.98 7.24

4 7.02 8.68 5.0

7 8.32 -

6.16

9.78




TABLE 2

.CELL MEANS FOR POST- CONVENTIONAL RESPONSE -RATE :
"~ 3-FACTOR DESIGN

. 228

Means adjusted for covariate (dogmat1sm)
¥ Number of cases in cell.

E,ATTENDANCE T T, T3
o S q3s0 97000 10.57
o LOW - (12.37)* (15.63) . (10.75) - -
o NS (10)° (1)
: : 24,75 g 8.2 10.73
CATHOLICS MEDIUM g (24 61) (9.17) (10.19)
| ~ | (8) (5)" Cam
| 1 6.13 15.00 1 13.29 -
HIGH - (6.59). - (16.28) . (1.93)
- v (8). - (13) - (7) -
- 4 15.76" i 14.11 12.38
. LOW - (15.43). . (13.68) (12.09)
; S T(29), (27) (24)
o - (9.5). ( 9. 31) (5f17)
PROTESTANTS MEDIUM | (9.7 10.08 (5.16
Eﬁﬁr (12) (16) (18)
- 70.88 6.0 5.67
HIGH . : (11.19) . (8.58) (6 52) .
- . (8) ~(6) (3)



“ CELL MEANS FOR

'TABLE 3

POST CONVENTIONAL RESPONSE RATE

2-FACTOR DESIGN

229

SOCI0-ECONOMIC

STATUS -

(32)

T T3
' 10.09 7.89 9.29 -
LOW (9.86)* (10.49) - (9.61)
' (31)** (28) (41)
N 14.38 11.75 12.86
MEDIUM ™ (14.68) (11.58) (12.51)
A : - (31) *(40) (30)
- - 16.71 15.63 10.44
HIGH (15.51) (15.46) (9.44)
| (38) (29) -

Means adJusted for covariate (dogmat1sm)

**Number of cases in cell.

s
S
£

{

1.

R N

.«
L

\

8 ]



MALE

(n = 150) -

" FEMALE

230

- TABLE 4 | o
CELL MEANS FOR STAGE 4 RESPONSE-RATE:
3-FACTOR REPEATED MEASURES DESIGN
DILEMMA T T2 T3
1 36.17 . 21.73 26.29
3  34.73 11.36 27.73
4 42.25 18.42 33.31 .
7 35.95. 27.29 27.48
1 25.88 2830 1712
3 .28 - 29.18 35.80,
4 40.92 35.02 37.40 -
7 3892 18.78 L2242
) v : .
i
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'ﬁ":
TABLE 5
o CELL MEANS FOR STAGE 4 RESPONSE - RATE :
R - " -3:FACTOR DESIGN =
ATTENDANCE Ty T, T
| Cas0 1860 o 27.29
LOW R P [/ R ¢) I
o 6.25 .80 " 26.64
CATHOLICS MEDIUM B e A
B 37.38 . . 26.39 - 32.14
HIGH (8 . (13) - (7)
- o . .62 24.11 25.29
A (29) 1y (24)
PROTESTANTS ~ MEDIUM 3?ig§ | Z?igi' - %2i§§-
" - 42.13 - -26.33 '28100i{f
R ® e . @)
L



SOCIO-ECONOMIC ~ MEDIUM

STATUS

232

(38)

@
4
TABqE 6
CELL MEANS FOR STAGE 4 RESPONSE-RATE:
2-FACTOR DESIGN
4
N T T3
.de . 7 36.77 . 26.54 29.24
Low oo (31) - (28) (41)
o a1.97 21.08 25.47
(31 (40) (30)
34.03 25.06 0 31.31
HIGH (32) (29)




MALE.

| (n = 150)

~ FEMALE
(n = 150)

- TABLE.

7

CELL MEANS FOR STAGE 3 RESPONSE-RATE:
3~FACTOR REPEATED MEASURES DESIGN

- 233

34

64.56

" DILEMMA T Ty T3
1 30.82 49.96 47.14
3 51.64 73.40 55.82
4 '29.38 65.18 49.07
7 41.38 61.78" 61.32
1 45.30 53.58" 62.53
3 . 52.54 50.62 55.56
4 45.52 50.20° 54.36

53,

68.04 .
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ol
TABLE 8
j‘CELL MEANS_FOR STAGE 3 RESPONSE- RATE el
“3-FACTOR DESIGN B
/ ATTENDANCE - Ty Ty
. | - #1.00 6070 . 57.86
e W (10 ()
. o - 3%.50 . 72.20  58.3
CATHOLICS HEOIUM ® NG 1
. T s2.75 53.77 - 51.00.
e/ M@ U (13) (7)
ST |  42.59 | 56.04 P
S a5y . se.0b 0.33_
<. MeoruM - . - 52.25 56.13 59,33
PROTESTANTS:  MEDIUM -8 ey e
e 4350 60.83  65.00
G G (O I ) I
r : - : .
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LCTABLE 9 ©

, 'CE'LL MEANS FOR STAGE'3'_ RESPONSE-RATE:‘

2-FACTOR DESIGN. O

+ ' SOCI0-ECONOMIC

STATUS

W sl el07 87,
o T

35.77 . 61.28  58.47

VEDIUM SRR C 1 B T IR € )

N 4397 - - 54.38 .. 54.52
HIGH o ke () (29)




~ (n =150)
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- | TABLE 10 ‘
© CELL MEANS FOR PRE-CONVENTIONAL RESPONSE-RATE:
© 3-FACTOR' REPEATED MEASURES DESIGN

 DILEMMA

| | 1 S 1382 12,42 . 9.9
MALE -, 3 S 432 0.0 " 4.98
SRR 78 348 .98

o 838 8.24 = 6.0
.96 - 1.08

w

FEMALE 3 S
(n = 150) o
4 . 5598

o

96 . 2.96 .
7 100 .., 6.2  0.66
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S
TABLE 11 '—
CELL MEANS FOR PRE-CONVENTIONAL RESPOMSE ~RATE:

L 3-FACTORDESIGN .
v ATTENDANCE T 5 Ty
- ‘ 00 30 4.29
LOW, 4 (10) (77

O '
'CATHOLICS " MEDIUM

5 '  HIGH ‘:37 e 3T
o ‘ - .o A K (8)
’ B ) - *'Ri,: 4

: 1.8
(5)

4.77"

4.27
©.{11)

3.57

5o o R -
i S LOW RS
PROTESTANTS.  MEDIUM

]

- o HIGH

I GEURE)

s *_"j.
A{27)

4.81
(1)

6.83 .:

(6)

12400
(24)

4.67
(18) -

1.33

~(3)
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TABLE 12

- CELL MEANS FOR PRE- CONVENTLONAL RESPONSE-RATE:

- 2-FACTOR DESIGN

238
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L  APPENDIX VIII

TABLE 1: RESULTS 0F TESTS FOR HOMOGENEITY
: OF . VARIANCE

© " TABLE 2: RESULTS OF TESTS FOR REGRESSION
- SLOPE HOMOGENEITY.

v
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Bartlett's tests for homdgeneity of vériance were computed for
both the 3- ‘and 2-factor designs, the results of which appear below.

RESULTS OF BARTLETT'S TESTS FOR HOﬁbGENEITY OF‘VARIAgﬁE -

TABLE 1

~3-FACTOR DESIGN: RELIGIOUS'DENOMINATION,ﬁFREQUENC
ATTENDANCE, AND TREATMENT

—

Y OF CHURCH — =~

2

-1 and 2

CSTAGE - e~ - DF X p
5and 6 ' 17 35.76 <.001
4 . 17 22.03 NS
.3 17 14.45 NS
land2 - 7 16.77 NS -
] . P _. .
2-FACTOR DESIGN: SOCEO-ECONOMIC STATUS AND TREATMENT
STAGE . DF e P
5 and 6 e 8- - 29.33° <001
b e - 8 12.94 NS
3 o 8 1.88 NS
8 2001 <.01

As can-be-seen above, several of the tests were statistically
'significant.indicating that homogeneity of variance cannot be assumed

for certain. Tatelorids:pf the dependent vé#riable.
that caution must be €X@rcised when interpretin
- significant resu]ts;in‘the“fprthcoming ana]ysis.

rm—— —

This result suggests
g any marginally
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o The Tegitimacy of making the assumption of slope equality is
supported by the following data. The tests were computed for both the
3- and 2-factor designs by each of the four categories of the dependent
variable. It can be seen in Table 2 that .all the tests for differences
betfeen slopes were statistically insignificant, thus justifying the
assumption. R : S

TABLE 2
RESULTS ‘OF TESTS FOR REGRESSION SLOPE EQUALITY . s

*3-FACTOR DESIGN: RELIGIOUS DENOMINATION, FREQUENCY OF CHURCH
- ‘ . ATTENDANCE, AND TREATMENT |

STAGE ~ ~ - DF " F T

5and6 . - 177180 - 1.51 s

4 17/180 1.50 NS

3 . 17180 1.33 NS

1 and'2 . 17180 1.01 B NS
‘D . . . . . N ) . .

2-FACTOR DESTGN: SOCfO-ECONOMIC-STATUS'AND TREATMENT

- STAGE - DF PR P
. 5and 6 . 8/282 . .93 | NS
e | 8/282 s NS
3 | 8282 lgs - L
land 2 ° Co8fes2 9 NS

- ‘-,-‘:, - .



