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ABSTRACT R L

' In this research prOJect an'educational'program was,developed,

»

fleld—tested (pllotted), and assessed The purpose of the program

<

3

fzwas to stlmulate educatlonal admlnlstrators to develop more dlffe—
rentrated ;ntegrated ways of. resoIV1ng moral dllemmas through ex—
'”posnre to. and utllizatlon of: the Kohlberg stages theory of moral
development. It had been noted that in the: tralnlng of educational
admlnlstrators, development of moral reasonlng was not 1ncluded
As a leader, the educatlonal admlnistrator faces moral confllct in.
:hlS dally work thls program sought to sen51tlze hlm'to the exls;h
jtence of moral dllemmas and- to offer a ratlonal approach to thelr'
g-reSOlution;ilﬂ' i~p.:i B . : h : s | S g
L . 4 | ‘Y.

The wrltlngs of developmental theorlsts Plaget and Dewey; as’
;well as those currently 1rvolved in moral educatlon (Kohlberg, Mosher,
tSulllvan, Beck Purpel Paol;tto, Sharf and others) were influential
”in the development of thls programrr The‘cognltlve-developmental ap— B
proach-was chosen as the most appropriate to the 1ntentions of thlS
‘”stddv ’The stages theory of Lawrence Kohlberg was" the central frame—

fwork utllized in the development of program guldelines, he selec—-:

‘f tion of materlals and activities, the lnstructlonal behavior of the _

fac111tator, and the assessment of the process.

AT 3

The program was pllotted as ‘a c0urse at the University of Al-

T ons
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- Faciditator's Notebook was deweloped with.an accompanying ngtici—

pant's Wofkhook. - These were .central .tg, the agenda for theztwelve‘.
sessions that the program required. A Varrety.of learning experi- v

ences were utilized: ,role—plays,wdiiemma‘resolution Uhraugh case ;///f
i o studiesx large and small group'discussions,,use.of»films;‘yiﬁgf?i/
: o - - Lo Sl ¥
' tapes; and a‘major ndvel, ‘In addition; a number of-evaluatién de-
viceswwere usedlincluding the'K8hlberg~questionnairefand_several"
"duiazes‘and,relatedjassessment forms deveIOped”especially forfthe
, 4 : L A

4'¥'r°g;r»a“»" S L ._ / o

An educationalvprogram,in moral reasohing for educationalhadf‘

» ministrators:is‘non:available.diActiuities, materials;sand inter;.b
rventions-haue been.identified and tested. :Guidelines are auailable'p

for the role of group leader and- also for assessment of the program

'.i The Kohlberg rationale was helpfﬁl in. the development of the guide-f
-lines ‘and - the hehav1or of the facilitator. »Its inclusion as content

~_f T of the program,is.not fully supported The ‘time restrictions on RS

' the pilot program suggest that development to a hlgher stage of

iof moral dilemmas and did improve the participants recognition

- tof the Kohlberg stages themselves._ Generally, the participants

“-;felt the program was an educatlonally worthwhile experience

N
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"1 CHAPTER ONE S
/ T = INTRODUCTION -
.An,admihistrator (Norman) invites.a‘frienq.who is

also an administrator, but in another city;;to_be
a. special’speaker at a -local, but still important

'educat&onar workshop. The friend (James) acceptf o T
"and the workshop is scheduled A
R Y - ‘ - \

At the very last ‘moment, James announces. he must
withdraw from the workshop * 'I't turns out later ,

o "_\x\that his reason was that a ski-trip had come up o '
‘ " and since conditions had been bad all year, James == -
felt it mlght be his only cbance to get out in

the fresh air and have'a break. . Besides, since ‘

it? was a workshop there would be other talent. 3
\ there to’ ‘adequately fill in for him. Norman was
9 rather hu{t bg thlS seeﬂ;nglg callous acty

Sometimé later, James is applylng to JOln the

faculty where Norman is now chairman of the se-

'ﬂ;}}.h . lection: commlttee., The.hurt is-still present.”,

S THe dDroblem is: what should Norman do? He has-

he po ntlal veto power on thls person s appll— 3 .
cation. s ! ‘ ST T -

- . ‘ '(excerptednfromeFacilitator's : EEN
' Notebook, pp. 2-3) :

“ P‘l: ;7» : .. -
If"yon-oereﬂNorman, whatbshoula'you:do? As MlklOS (1976) has

4

poiﬁfed.but Ain thlS s1tuat10n the admiglstrator faces ‘a moral dllem-
. . o~ : IS - '

lemma because hlS value system is placed in gm' lict. ‘Norman must re—
7 . .
. Y N
solve the 1séﬁe' it can not be passed on to Sthers. He has the poten—
&
— BV

tlal veto and he knows about the earlier instance whlch created the .

~

initial gonflic'



As Mosher has noted:

. In Kohlberg's. conceptualizatlon, "moral" refers
- ba51callg to thought processes--1i.e., to ]udge-
/ ment, reasoning, or deécision-making in Situa-
K tions where the. person has conflictlng respon-
| sibilities. Moral prlnc1ples are pr1nc1ples
;“ for resolv1ng conflicts of obllgatlon.

o

# o .  (Mosher et al., 1973:171)

"Ah_ Mosher goes on to add: PR ' | . .

‘ "Moral is\not szmply ‘a tag to be attached to

actions we approve of. Morality is an overall.
mental structure", 1nvolv1ng competing moral

values. ‘\N .

e . (Ibid.)

'As the initial example suggests, the'administrator is faced

w1th a potential moral conflict through manipulation of a declsion—

¢
making 51tuat10n, and "one of the ways in which this manipulation

takes place is through the controls of communication networks and

v‘the management of 1nformation flows (Miklos, 1976 6) Norman can N

*

lglve the selection commlttee the 1mpre551on that James is unreliable

by relating the earlier 1nstance to them w1th special emphasis on.

2

the ski-trlp as being the reason for non—attendance. Or he could
simply delay presentation of. the applicatlon until the committee

has begun to narrow its ch01ces and make James look less attrac ive
. ® :
-partly by hlS late—arriv1ng application. Norman aISO'could practice

T

a form of deception, He could keep all this informatlon from the

commlttee in order not to appear to be trying to. influence them.



e

The administrative challenge being faced,byﬂNorman is not a
r'morally_neutral-one.' No matter what avenue he ultimately chooses

to follow he will make ethical choices:g to prOV1de or4W1thhold

,information, and whether to do so 1n a positive oTr negative light.
How much aSSistance ‘will Norman's training prov1de him in recoo-'
n121ng the moral component of his dec151on—mak1ng7 What criteria

- has he been giken by which he might judge the adequacy of the
o> /
rationale for reasoning through = moral dilemma in a‘particularv

fashion?

~

Miklos suggests very little has been done: "Administrative_

'theory and training programs for administrators do not give much at-
tention to the moral and ethical components of administrative deci—

1

sions and actions" (1219.:22. But, the - educational administrator ‘:
do95/ﬁot operate in.a vacu .. The administrator must:halance hisA

| responsibilities for the student s educatién on.theibnevhandiwith
his responSibilities to support and stimulate his;teaching staff

" and deal With the education—related concerns of the community—at—

©

large,x T the other. Attemptlng to respond to such diverse clients'

.places the educational admlnistrator in s* .uations where moral con—_

e
}flictsvwill arise.
e '

R e
j

'The administrator 1s often required to resolve such . moral con-

flicts. - Yet,‘frequently, the issue w1ll not be clear or straight—

fﬁrward :complicated»by numerous factors 1nc1ud1ng personal feelings .

such as, friendship towards, respect for, or unhappiness about onée

or more. of the key peop!e 1nvolved in the dispute., Furthermore, it

is_not always obv1ous whether there is someone who is’ right and -



'ﬁi”

'someone who 1s wrong";ﬂ Thus, it is important that the admxnlstrator.j

¥

recognlze th dllemma and its potentlal moral aspect, understand the
factors which mav obscure ‘the moral dlmen51on, then be able to grap—

pleJe&nstructively with it.
.
'I. THE PRESENT SITUATION

i . &

. g : . T . :
are, to ome degree or.another,'aspects of thhxadmrnlstratlve process

> RN

.that can . prov1de 1nstances where eth1ca1 conflicts arise (Ibld..6 ll)'

Yet the admlnlstrator seldom is glven much preparatlon to deal with:

Such dilemmas;
As Miklos States;

Indeed, ethical and moral conszderatlons are
played down in analyses of admlnlstratlve -de- .
cisions; they are judged as being elther too
difficult to deal with, or as matters for indi-
‘vidual conscience which would be impolite to
discuss publicly. 'Conseguently, there is-al-
most no scholarly act1V1ty, and no research on
this 1mportant element in the work of the ad-
ministrator.’ Furthermore, admlnlstrators are
not forced to confront their value systems,

to. analgze them, and to defend them. ‘Prospec-

© tive administrators’ may not be able to 1dent1-"
‘»fg the moral ba51s for thelr actions.’

(Ibid. :2-3) /

His conclusion suggests that by falllng to deal with moral 1ssues,
,educatlonal ingtistutions and thelr organlzatlonal llfe mlght suffer.
He further asserts that educational admlnlstrators may be short—

changed by,suCh.omissions iu their_training-as they will be unable

According to Miklos, manipulation, deception, and accountability,.

Fa



or systems of values Rather, when han—

strator have adequate personaljresources fromnwhich.to‘maké'de-

isions?

' In 1976, an analysis“of the prebaration and training‘of-educa4

g
K
e
W+

tlonal adm1n1strators, 1nd1cated llttle attentlon seemed to be pald

‘o

- Loty

to- any orlentatlon to, or recognltlon of moral dilemmas in educa—

GONE

e

~. o

tional admlnlstratlon,llet alone‘the provision-of\moral dilemma‘reA

L : ' Sy

3solutfon techniques.x Numerous formal textbooks w1dely used\&n edu=~ .

SPICH N AT PR ROV

cational: admlnlstratlon courses such as: OrganlzatlonS' Structure

and Process (Hall 1972), Organizatlonal Behav1or 1n Schools (Owens,_

it i R E s,

4;21970), and Serglovannl and Starrat s Emerglng Patterns 1n Super—

v151on;"Human.Perspectives (Sergiovanni et al;,‘197l) at best de- -
$ o
“vote a page or. two . (much less than one percent of their content)

" to general references regardlng the resolutlon of moral or ethical

. dilemmas.- Key theory oriented textbooks 1ncluding Organizatlon '

' and Bureaucracy (Mouzells?\1968), Complex Organlzatlons (Perrow,‘

‘1'1972) and Theory of Organlzatlons (Silverman, l970) in a 81milar

o

'way omit comment concerning the moral/ethical d1mens1on of adminl—
q.



o .7.,3_*".‘ . ‘ L : . : . : - : .

straiibn E'éﬁ major reference texts such ‘as Contemporary Manage- .

ment.’ (McGuire, 1974), Organizational TheorzA(PuOh 1971) and'Modern

V:Organizations (EtZioni, 974) fail to discuss the moral perspective

in the administrative process. »Only'Sergiovanni andHCarver in

their most recent administrative textbook The New School Executive

e ’(1973) devote much space to the question of’values. ‘In.this-instance,
however, no exténsivé atteémpt is made to discuss the relevance fox

i the educational administrator of moral reasoning in organizational

situations which pose moral dilemmas.

- . L ~

A search of the ERIC library revealed that in ‘over lOO 000 en—';
. tries, less than one hundred were - related to the investigation of
thevrole of moral reasonihg and edpcational'administration.-,A fur—g' |

ther review of these one hundred titles produced a list of less

-:, than two dozen dqg%\ents directly useful to this study..

It is recognized that there have been others who have examined
< . . 5 / .

this field including ancient writers such as Plato, British writers
’;such as Okshott and Vickers, and the North American writer Barnard

Nevertheless, the approaches these scholars utilized were not. deemed

sufficiently helpful to'this study to warrant incluSionr,/

The findings of this reView established clearly that there was
. an unmet need for training programs by which the educational admini—
-strator‘might_develop skillS»in resolving_moral dilemmas in his ‘work .

- situation. This‘unmet need became the focus for this inquiry.
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In this study, an educational progra has been developed field—

tested (pilotted), and assessed. It addressed the question Can
the educational administrator be stimulatedrto develop more diffe—

rentiated integrated ways of thinking about moral dilemmas in ad~‘

ministrative contexts through exposure to and utilization of the

Kohlberg stages theory of moral development7

A ]

The educational program was conceived as a response to a gap -

. I
;oA

.which had been - identified 1n ‘the ‘training of educational administra—

R

tors.. Th primary purpose of this educational program was to expand
‘the abi 1ty of the educational administrator to reason systematically‘

through moral dilemmas that~are~encountered In other words, it was

the pr1nc1pal intention of the program to enhance the educational

administrator s capac1ty for moral reasouing in the resolution of

'ethical/moral conflicts.A This enhancement was to be. achieved by

( .

plac1ng the 1ndividual partiCipant ‘in a variety of educational 51tua—

tions wherein moral dilemmas wouid be confronted. : By prov1d1ng the

-'participant w1th a systematic framework for approaching the analysis

‘iiof the dilemmas it was hoped that ‘the ability to resolve the conflict"

' lohs:

A

i

xeffectively would be increased.

' Three basic sub-problems have been recognized'and,listed as fol-

o -
e

l To identify a suitable framework for developing an. educa-

L tional program with desired specifications and to apply this frame-

[



work to the development of materials, -activities, and interventions

needed for this program.

2. To identify and’apply‘guidelines for thevrole'of‘the group

leader'in”the'fieid—testing'og this program. ' ' _ '_’

- o ’ - N . | .
3. To identify and apply guidelines for the assessment of the -

‘program.’

'Secondarily, it'was:anticipated'that this program at least
would sensitize'the'participant to the existence of'moralfdilemmas
within the domain of eduoationalradministration.-'The program was -

interided to create aﬁ’awareness4of What~constitutes a moral problem

so ‘that when moral cohf%icts develop ‘they will be recognized as:such

N TNTSP L CUNSREE :

dhy theweduoatiOnal'admihistrator.
' IIT. DEFINITION OF TERMS - :
Ftom the outsetl'it is iﬁpof?ant toifecognize>that the domain L E
‘of the study did not 1nclude codes of ethics. It‘was not the in- - o R

tention of this study to focus on admlnistratlve behav1or and 1ts S B

relatlonship to partlcular ethical standards that may be establlshed
: |
Vto.gulde.admlnistratlve actlon. Codes of ethics have behavioral ex—,

ﬁectations'as'objectivesﬂ This‘study focussed on the reasoning pro-

1

cesses employed in the resolution of moral dilemmas. .
:»Fifevkey'terms are used throughout this report: morals, ethics
*moral dilemma, moral reasonlng, and moral development Wlthln educa--

'-”tional administrativJ 1iterature itself a pauc1ty of: def1n1tions
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exist differentiating the\:erms-ethics and morals. Swift; a former

Deputy Minister of Educatden in Alberta,‘dec;ares that ethics and

‘morals are almost synonymous, but:

the slight“differehce,‘at least as it seems

to me, is-that ethics relates more to. the

» theory of what is right and it is wrong to

;/, _ do, whereas -morals relate more to the prac-

£ ~ tical situation as it applies in any particu-
'lar case or to ang partlcular sort of behavior.

R

(swift, l96l)

3

‘jPeressor Burkhill, a philosopher. of religion, who -has spent time
“within faculties"of education, su@geéts'ethics_to be "a general in-
Zterpretation of mbrality's fundamental character" (Burkhill, 1963) ...
Few others even attempt .such differentiations.

'Because ot such deflnltlonal dlfficultles, ‘and' as this study 1s

J
. ]

" mot an 1nvestrga§;on into the theologlcal or phllosophlcal 1nterpre—

tatlons of the terms, for the purposes of this study the terms moral .

vand_ethlcal will'be considered 1nterchangeable. What 1s\most rele— ;'

-

vant regardlng the use of these terms in this study is that they be.
' considered thodght processes..

We cén define a.moral.judgement as moral with-
‘out considering its content (the actlon judged)d

»and without con51der1ng whether it agrees with
our own judgements or standards.‘-

(Beck et al., l971(a) 57)
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Thus the definition accepted for, tth study comes froh Wosher'

"Moral"” is not simply a tag to be'attache o

‘actions we approve of. Morality ;§/an/6§§;a11

mental "structure”, a means for . deciding what
'one should or should not do in situations in- e

volv1ng_compet1ng moral Values

(Mosher et al., 1973:171)

And for the purposes of this study, the deflnition accepted

for moral dilemma will be that consensus developed by4p§rt1c1pants

in the program which is reported in this study

A moral dilemma is a state in which a_decision
to be made brings into conflict the personal
_values held by the dec151on—maker and can only

n;\;;\\\ be resolved by that 1nd1v1dual.

(excerpted from.a Participant s
Workbook p.11) . ‘

In Chapter"IV the.circ stances under whlch this definition was de—

Veloped will be outlined k- d'}\

Also for purposes of thlS study, the term moral reasoning re~

- fers to the mental process 1nvolved in’ghtﬁking through potential so—

lutions to a problem that can be defined as a moral dilemma (accor-‘

[

ding to ‘the above definition) Moral development is a term directly
'”related to moral reas%ping Mosher defines it as ''a process of in-

ternal re—organization of thinking by the individual because’ he per—

N

ceives the 1nadequacy of his.own reasoning ~(Mbsher EE.EL-’ 1973:178);

* Thls definition as- accepted for use in this’ study does not . confine
.itself to the more traditional, precise philosophical definition
which contains the element of sacrifice in the choice that must be
‘made. Instead, the. term "dilemma" is more loosely or broadly de—'

’ fined to ‘include conflict problem, choice, and issue.

10
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IV. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The'administrator'isbexpeCted by thehéchool,system.to lead in ;

~ the development:of that organization's climate. As'soch a'leader,'he
occuples a p051t10n whlch enables him to 1nfluence the extent to

- which COnfllct exists in the organization. His p031t10n also 15 such .

that_he himself‘is placed'in the midst of conflict._ *

FA cursory examination of;colioquial lahels usedhtotdescribe
styles of educatiohai leadership furtherdsuggeSts administrative ac-
-tions‘themselves create potential moral dilemmas For exalee, manl—
pulation is not considered to be a good" label (1 e. ‘administrators
do not wish to be known aS'manipulatore).' Yet, many 51tuaénons ariee»
“in the'course of theldailf_rootine which'provide opportunities‘for

nipulation,.espec1ally in the comnunication processes (e. g.,[.he

?1nformat10n flow from the school board to the teaching staff can be - ;'
turned on and off easily by the administrator) Deceptlonils an- .\v
>'other exaﬁple ofa negative label h Yet does§khe administration al-d
ways "eell it like it 157” (e g- can the adminlstrator always tellv
the whole truth, eSpec1ally when trying to obtain resources for his
eddcational syetem7) ‘AccOuntability is'an'example‘of a.p031tive
‘label but while there may be con51derable support for the concept
a good deal of confusion often exists regarding 1ts‘1mplementation
,(e{g., accountabie‘tO'whom?, and whyQ-hwhen?_7and how:much?).

' Thus'it WOuld'seem,heipful'to enhance"at:ieaet theisensitivity
“of - educational administrators towards the development of rational.

dSystematic reasoning *; relation tofmoral conflicts;v Sergiovanni
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and Carver believe such an issue to be of great importance to the L
school ekecutiVe (Sergiovanni et al., 1973:15).‘ In a summary of
numerous Viewp01nts 1nclud1ng that of Harry Broudy, Sergiovanni

and Carver contend that the educator, = '.f" |

deals with notRing but values - human beings who
aré clusters and constellations of value poten-
tials. .Nothing human is really alien to the edu-
_cational enterprise and 'there is, therefore, -
something 1ncongruous about educational admln;- *
strators -evading fundamental conflicts...The pub-
lic will never quite permit the educational ad-
ministrator the moral latltude that 1t affords
‘many of 1ts servants.‘H .

.

4 . (Ibid.)

Across our entire social fabric, crucial.questions.are being
raised continually in‘the arena of moral development. The concern
became obvious in the public reaction to the Vietnam and Southeast

‘Asia inVOlvement in the'late sixties.' The social boiling‘point -

3 - 5
‘was again tested by the Watergate affalr and its involved aftermath

Thls was brought closer ‘to home by a series of indlscretions and
inappropriate actions’by various members or agenCles of the.federal _
government in Canada (1nc1uding the national police force) ‘These‘,u

o all serve to 1llustrate an apparent lapse in the moral conv1ct10ns

[y

.

of those_WhO'rule and administer.‘
. o _ - \

~The’ public response to this lapse has been £oo dramatic to ig-

\
v /

nore or pass over as something 1ncidental or of small consequence.
The degree of shock and dlsbelief that was expressed throughout the

B two pr1 c1pal years of the Watergate saga, coupled with the extent
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parliament (e.g.; the Sky Shops affair, leading to the trial of - a

senator; or, the attempt at 1nfluenc1ng a Judge, where a cabinet
. ]

mlnister ‘had to £F31gn or, the RCMP admitting to 1llegal breaking N
"and entering) would - appear to be a further proof that the community

'_expects hlgher moral’ standards 1n 1ts leaders than has been evident

"~

in’ some cases. But‘those who find themﬁelves in p051tions of ad—g

ministrative power may not have been given much formal preparation
© and training regarding the identification ‘and resolution of. moral di—,
lemmas from a perspective of systematic moral reasoning

/

A princ1pal empha31s of’ this study attended to this concern re-

~garding the educational administrator the developed program focused ;

Y i
. iy s

on brlnglng about a greater awareness of moral conflicts together
, w1th the means to deal with such issues .If the educational admini—’
N strator is to. respond adequately to moral problems, he mustlbe.sensi~;

;tive to the development of his-own moral reasoning

o

Mosher and Sullivan provide three rea}ons for drawing the atten—
S o o :

/tion of educators (including administrators) to 1mprovement of the -

' processes of moral reasoning o TR e ) .

(if' A .basic purpose. of education is the stimulation
... of individual development, whlch 1ncludes the S .
-moral dlmen51on._ . o

(ii}' The educator should be knowle#geable of the rele-
- 'Vant tbeory and experimentation now 901ng on 1n
educatlonal c1rc1es."’ :

. :Xiii) Admlnlstrators are confronted wzth the moral dl—;-
C lemmas faced by their staff and students and
they oaght to be in a pOSltlon to help these

\» '



people deal in turn Wlth their own particular
- orientations in development of moﬁal reasoning

(Mosher g£<al.; 1975).

Other writers in recent years have focussed their attention on
the relationship between moral thought and education and have repor-

irted these in Moral Education in the Schools. A Developmental View

—

‘(Kohlberg,_l972) Moral Education in a Changing Society (Niblett

1963), and ‘Ethics and Education (Peters, l964) The theme of the»hjm

W

1975 meeting of the Canadian Society for the Study of Education was

"The Teachang of Values in Canadian Education” (CSSE, l975(a)).
N

3

Both the CSSE yearbook and annual conference Proceedings contain

numerous articles and presentations related to the role of education

in moral ethical, or values development. Summarizing much of this

interest Minzey and LeTarte contend thadeperhaps the greatest con-

.'o

' cern of the educator of the- future w1ll be in the area ‘of ethics

'(Minzey et al , 1972) Elsewhere Hosher and Sullivan agree "In.
f

':our opinion, this is- likely to be one of the maJor areas of educa—"

_tional innovation in the seventies"‘(Mosher et al ,‘197513);

-\" : : : 9

The introduction to the CSSE Yearbook also is quite explicit
- contending that valuing or ethical reasoning ought very much ‘to be‘

-

within the domain of the school

o . v : ;
' ;The second reason for the w1despread talk about
the - teaching of valués . appears to- be the increa--
. sing awarenéess that the school, llke .any -other
: .1nst1tution in our- soc1ety, is under the influ-
Ce . epce of numerous interest’ groups, the corporate.
‘ ﬁ'lnternational superstructures, politico~econo- ‘,
E " mic "status quo" -and the ad man who serves the ﬁ‘ o
-interest of these groups. The talk about’ "",'
‘the teaching of Values can be 1nterpreted as.

>y

14.
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o a request to -examine the extent to.which educa=~
- tional decisions are influenced by such ex-
ternal groups and the educational appropriate-
, ness of such influences. And it is .also a call
to examine. ‘the internal institutional logic of.
«the publlc school, system and the extent to which'
it accords with or violates educatlonal crlterla

(cssE, 1975(a):2)

’
<

4

Porter and Taylor add "In the last decade, however, new atten-

- tion has been paid to the role of the school in the develqpment of a

moral attitude" (Porter et al., 1972 l) ’ Others malntain that the

schools must recognize that they are centres w1th1n whlch moral is-

/
i ..

-:sues cannot be 1gnored LaCoste, for. example, asserts’ that 'educa—

tion 1s far from becoming a somehow ethically neutral area (CSSE,
1975(b):7)¢, The Sizers add their v01ce to. the chorus~

A 0.

There is no "morality- -free" schbol, no Valueless
teaghlng. Any 1nterpersonal expaeriencé contains:
~a moral element, virtually by definltion, and a .
v classroom 1s no. .exception. _
P T L L ' ) . R
T ’ ' P Y )

‘(§izer,»l970:4)

i o : . . ,
; Of 51gnif1cance w1th1n these writings is the absence'of anygspe-

‘plflc attention to the administration of‘xhe educatlonal process.."

.
r

¢ A

Yet ev1dence does exist to support the contention that administraf
i
“ '

r ..
. bt . *
. kl

tors are an important factor in the estaﬁlishment and ma1ntenance1

v . vt

of any particular learning environment (May,\l971). Furthermorey

as May has stated 7 S B B ‘ e R

It would be dlfficult to argue that thls role
,excludes conc¢ern with children's moral educa—
N tlon...[and] ‘he - has a duty to all concerned +o
-ensure that in all aspects ‘of his school's cur-
riculum, mhat 1is taught is wholesome and sound.

s "F‘%f‘171*i7;‘_ B (Tbid.:38)

A ’ %
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Miklos, too, argues persuasively‘that the administrator is cri-
tical to the management of Organizational‘processes:‘*uAdministra—
tlve p051tlons are by thelr very nature at the nexuc of lines of-
communication (Mlklos, 1976 6). He points out that such a role

necessarily<affects organizational life which in turn, is a frequent

source of moral conflict. Consequently, the administrator's role

includes providing I%adership in ethical/moral problem solving situa-

" tioms.

-

Miklos further suggests that the role extends beyend the school

curriculum to include all members Sf the organization and their ing

(O

volyement in'the'achievement of organizational goals:

Although a high level of moral awareness is im-
- . portant in itself, it is also important because
of .the effect it will -have on the organization.
If we adopt the view . that the organlzatlon has
no ex1stence independent of its members, and
. that .the “actions of people define -he organiza-
"tion, then the ethical and moral stances of the
‘members, particularly of admlnlstrators, assume
critical szgnlflcance.' \ '

(Miklos, 1976:12)

N

L

A conference report of'theladministratorsv(School and Society,

1969) contends that the nature of the administrator s task 1ncludes

. not only the establlshment of moral frameworks but also the expendl—

ture of more energy towards the attalnment of 2 high standard of

. ©

ethical performance. Thls 1s necessary in order to’ galn full pro—'

fessional status ‘in the eyes of the community Thls_assertlon is

K ~

further supported by work of - the NEA as reported by Faulconer 9.

(Faulconer, 1974 1975) Further to. this p01nt an underlying con—h‘-‘

"16



tention of this study is that for an administrator_tO'assist in the

education of others .4n moral issues, such an individuad must have a

good understanding of moral awareness himself As the Kohlberg
.studies'point out:. ”We have found that youths who understand Jus—

tice act more Justly, and the ‘man who understands Justlce helps

create a moral cllmate whlch goes far beyond hlS 1mmed1ate and per—l .

sonal acts" (Kohlberg, ‘1968 30) ¥

" New, one mlght wish to debate whether much effectlve moral edu-

(
catlon has been taklng place Or not; nevertheless, there has been,

‘ for some time, abundant ev1dence that chlldren have been | acqulrlng

‘habits which are 1mportant for character (Hartshorne, 1921:453).
i Moral dllemmas are belng faced /in ‘the educatlonal mllleu whether or

:not ‘the adm&nlstrator has been formally prepared for such 31tuatlons

The quallty of this educational env1ronment is stateglc to the suc-

- ¢ess of any de31red moral development. As Kohlberg has found'
-.true knowledge, knowledge of princlples of JUStlce does predlct
‘virtuous;action (Slzer, 1970: 77)': Hence, it is 1mportant from the
perspectlves of both formal efforts and 1nformal influences that -
'Timore attentlon be pald to ‘the level of moral reasonlng from whlch

<

,the admlnlstrator operates

N

'Thus, thls study galns 51gnif1cance by attempting to stimulate'

. the moral development of educatlonal admlnistrators.. By ‘8o’ doing,

‘1t is addre351ng an” 1s§ue deemed by other educational leaders to be
vlmportant. Furthermore, it does so in a unique fashion by focus-’

’ » v .

sing on the moral reasonlng of the educationjl administrator and

17



proYiding a tool by which to enhance and analyze the adequacy of

such reasoning.

V. THE IMPORTANCE OF THE WORK OF LAWRENCE KOHLBERG
N -+ - IN FRAMING THIS INQUIRY

2

The works of Lawrence Kohlberg have been used extens1vely as a
guidellne for.the development pilotting; and assessment of the pro-
gram herein reported.' Detalled Justification for this use uill be
. pre sented in Chapter II Kohlberg has become a leader in the de-
velopment of a cognitive approach to understanding moral reasonlng
In a Series of articles and books he has‘argued the case that educa-
tion‘must\deal with moralzreaSOning'in school programs. From his
base at Harvard he has directed con51derable research into, and in-
spired colleagues.to 1nves§1gate further the development of morai

‘ reasonlng within children and young adults.

s

Kohlberg s 1nterest in moral reasoning began first with his doc—
"~ toral research at the UniverSity of Chicago and has contlnued
throughout the nineteen 31xt1es‘and seventies. In morevrecent years,
he- has done much to encourage research programs in moral education

to be carried out in public schools in the Unlted States. From the '

o

'voutset he has exhlbited a personal conV1ction that moraladevelop—

-ment is essential to improved social conditions in soc1ety-at 1arge.'

"The increased 1nterest ih moral development seems
to be partly the result of recent hlstorg, Wthh
_has sharpened awareness of. the dlStlnCthn be-.
__tween Internal moral development and outward so-
~cialization and social adJustment. ‘The barbari-.
ties of the soc1allg conformlng members ‘of the

18



Nazi and Stallnlst'systems and the hollow lives
apparent in.our . own wffluent 5001ety have made-—"
it pal qulg evident tbat ad]ustment to the groun

{. is no’substitute for moral maturity.

(Kohlberg, 1964:383)

in'gohlberg's view, ®ducation cannot excuse itself from dealing

with issues of moral deveiopment. ‘The school already is invoived_in

: . ’ ’ - ‘ ‘\ . . ' . "
educating its clients about value problems and well it should be.

‘f’ _...there are no basic value problems raised by

the assertion that the school. should be con-
-sciodslg"cqncernediabout'moral education,-since’
all‘schools.necessa;ily are constantly involved -

S in moral education. ' The ‘teacher is constantlg

" and unavoidably. moralizing to children about
“rules and values and about his students' be-
havior+towards each other. Slnce much morall—
zing is’ unavordable, it seems logical that it
be done in terms of consciously formulated goals
of moral development

(Kohlberg, 1972:468)

Kohlberg w1th his cognltlve—developmental framework formed an

-1mportant, although not exclu31ve, source of guldance for thlS

study Values clarlflcatlon and,cognltlve approachesvare also con—

.\f51dered although as w1ll be noted in Chapter VI they are'not'ade— o

qnate to }he task at hand Kohlberg s research and that of hls as- .
.',sOciates.contributed,to-ghe conceptual base and style of the study

'the cognltlve developmental approach to moral reasoning vKohlberg s .

~work also'contributed to.the 1mplementat10n of thevprogram; that is

‘to say, the'styledoffleadership bylthe'facilitator and'the format of

the individnal sessions drew on Kohlbergian models. Flnally, Kohl—

berg s stage theory schema for assessing growth or development in

~-
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moral - reasonlng formed an 1ntegral part oﬂ’the assessment procedures

used in the study

Ralph Mosher and Paul Sullivan are.two scholars 1nfluenced by
: Kohlberg who have taken hls work and rigorously applied 1t to de—
_velopmental learning situations in the classroom (Mosher et al
1975, 1973 Sullivan 1976 Mosher 1976(a), l976(c)) . They'too,‘l‘
»served as 1mportant 1nsp1rations for the thrusts of this study by
prov1d1ng structured examples of . programs designed to stimulate
-moral development and enhanced moral reasoning S _

, o~ TR

. VI. DELIMITATIONS

‘There were .two primary delimitatiqg@nto'this study:

l This study was dlrected towards the development pilottlng,'

and assessment of a program to enhance the capac1ty of the educatlon—' .

'hnal administrator for moral reasonlng in the resolution of ethlcal/
lmoral confllcts. It was conflned ‘to this problem alone and dld not
f examine the 1ssue of moral behav1or as exhibited in performance.
. Furthermore, thlS study did not con31der other potential factors af-'

:‘fectlng moral dec1s1on—making, such as motlvation or env1ronment.-”

o

2 This study was not a test of the Kohlberg approach but uti—

.-llzed Kohlberg s theory as.a tool for de51gn1ng the various aspects

j'of the program;' This study sought to determine whether the Kohlberg

>

rationale could be effective in overcoming one - gap 1n the educatlonal

4

R Qadminlstrator S trainlng, such that he would be able to effectively

recognize and resolve moral dilemmas..

,~ s



VII. LIMITATIONS

f

There were four principal-limitations-imposed on this study:

1. This study”concentratedhonly onﬂeducational”administrétors
. - - ‘ . . N . . . ‘I..(\" ‘ E - : .
L . . y et
‘and findings must be restricted to this particular professional group.

.2. The study waS‘further limitedfinfthat the'participants'uti—

lized in the prototype program were a selected group. of graduate B

- students 1n educatlonal admlnlstration at the Unlver51ty of Alberta.

v3 'The moral dilemmas examined'nere pf@sented in'a speciallyt
developed seninar tormat out51de'the school situation: This some—'
what 51mulated 51tuation may not: totally reflect‘real conditlons in

that part1c1pants may feel fewer operational constraints and thus

tend to think at a more: 1dealist1c level than they might normally.

A.pThe'application-of Kohlberg's theory'to adults has_limited ‘” -

precedent,_andstherefore,‘time'cOnstraints;im?OSedjonIthe.study may

; have_had effects other.thanrthosehassumed.

| VIII. ASSUMPTIONS

The educational program developed in this study focused on. capa— o

cities for moral reasoning rather than on behavioral change. By.in—'

‘ volv1ng the 1nd1v1dual in simulated situations where there ex1st ‘com=
_ peting moral values, hopefully a greater appreciation of the need for-

increased attention to the rationale one uses in resolving moral con-

) flicts would result‘ While such may not necessarily lead directly to
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wa‘more;éppfoﬁriaté level of m;ral action, at least‘it‘should makel

 éuch aqtion'mofe prbbable.:'Acco:dingrtdbEdwinVFenton, "moral ju@ge—
ment is a nécessar? but no;.éufficient gohdition fof ﬁorallaction.;f
p(whiCh)'iﬁﬁiiéS.thét_qne~mqsthﬁnderstand and believe in moral pfiﬁci—

.pies before-oné dén'follow them" (Fenton, l976fl5). It should. be -

i N

_noted t::zéP that‘reseérch he has been connected with, has "found
ytrelation between moral fhought and action in experimental

. a high
situations“ (Ibid,;l?); Nevertheless, achieving such a_correlation'.
is not an intention of this study.

@ R

. ' . 2%' SUMMARY

) "In this chapter the backgrgundito ﬁhé s§udy:hés béeﬁvoutliped;

.fThe'intentionﬂof_phe study'has;beén stated as tﬁe enhancement Qfﬁ.
tﬁe.éducatioﬁailadministraﬁotké dépagity far_moral:regsqning:in‘thef
fesolutidﬁ.éf ethi¢a1/moral‘éonfliﬁﬁé;b The:major terms‘were,defigéd
inéiﬂdiﬂg the'écceﬁtance’df the interchaﬁgeébilitybéf the words
gézg;vand.ethiéal. The study was showm to be;significant in that
ip-adﬁréésed éhiissug,deemed.by 6thér éducational'leaders_to‘Bé 
impéffant and it épproabhed‘;hg issue in a uhique fashibn. The

\

,'impdrtanCe;of,the,work of Lawrénée-Kohlbefg in framing this inquiry

' was noted and the various deliminations, limitations, and assump—

,tionS_have’aléo beén’épédified:



1

¢

X. OVERVIEW -

In Chapter II, the background literature relevant'to the de-

velopment of a curricular program in moral reasoning is reviewed. —

The developmental,proéess of the study itself is outlined in  —-

Chapter'III;' This includesvpresentation of the development, pi-

lotting, and assessment prqcédures.‘ An agsessmentlisAprovided of

the effectivenessfof’the program'invChapteﬁ'IV; In the final chap-

ter, the conclusions, along with the'tecommendations for revisions
and alterations in the format and style of the program, are pre-

' sented.

[
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CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

.

- In” ach1ev1ng the purposes of this 1nqu1ry, three ‘tasks were

‘undertaken an educatlonal program was developed pllotted, and

assessed. The follow1ng questlons serve as the ba31s for the re-

view of the background llterature relevant to such tasks:

(1)’ What strategles can be 1dent1f1ed for educatlonal program

development’ ’ g j

" (ii). What educatlonal programs can be 1dent1f1ed in the area of

ethlcal/moral reasonlng enhancement’
)

(111) What 1s the theoretlcal formulatlon of the Kolberg ra-

t10nale7

(1V) What are the guldelines that can be derived from thls‘
| formulatton for appllcatlon ‘to the tasks of developlng, pllOttlng,
and asse331ng a program 1n moral dllemmas for educational admini— a

'strators'7

I. BACKGROUND °

'The'basic;elements of an educational program have been summari-

“zed by Aokl (1977) 'He states there are'four componentsvto ourrieg_

’lum development intentions, displays, activities, and evaluation.



¥

Intentions are obJectives, the expected outcomes of the
teaching/learning experience - The intentions outline the boundaries
for the curriculum as a whole or the lesson as a component of the
.whole. The - intentions establish the parameters against which' evalua—
tion can later'he conducted. " The intentions define what is expec—

ted.

Displays refer to those devices often called teaching aids.'

‘Displays prOVide the means to convey particular messages to the par-
\ ~
tiCipants in a learning Situation. These teaching aids may be

films, printed"handouts, books,‘ or overhead prOJectors. They serve

as complements and'supplemEnts to the,basic‘meSsage to be taught.
‘Activities are the learning experiences, the actual'events the

_participants are involved in during the learning process.b The‘ac—

- tivities are the things the student does. These include group dis-"
’cuSSions, indiVidual’research, and dialogue With the instructor or
’with a peer. Activities define what is to be experienced "en route
~ to the overall expectationt» J

Evaluation is‘assessment. 1It-is the.process:undertaken aththe
'conclusion of a particular learning experience which determines the
Ldegree to which intentions were realized Evaluation enables the
student"as well as the teacher; to- assess the success of the activi—

ties and displays at achieVing the intentions. Evaluation defines

whether or not the initally expected intentions were achieved

[N



II. STRATEGIES FOR EDUCATIONAL’PROGRAM"DEVELOPMENT

. In the.contemporary literature on CUrriculum development, a con-
_troversy as to the form and role'of-inStruetional objectives is ap-

parent (Popham 1972(b):4).

N James Popham‘is a leading spokesman for a point of view which

calls for: the detalled prespec1f1cat10n of learnlng obJectlves in

behav1oral terms (Popham, 1970, 1972 l973) Only'from a ba31s pro—. /o

.

v1ded by these behav1oral obgectlves can 1nstruct10nal planning pro= .-
Vi

ceedu' This approach to curriculumvmight be\described as the beha+f<

- vioral objectives strategy. R v e

~.

A recent theSis/at‘the,UniVersity of Alberta, in which an educa-
tional‘program for instructing teachers in behavior contfacting tech—'
niques was developed used thls approach to currlculum development

(Wlllson, 1976).. An example objective from the Wlllson thesis. was ‘

expressed this' way.

fAt the end .of- thlS unlt, the learner will be
able to identify symptoms which oint toward

“contract malfunction 'in both am in-class simu-
latlon exercise (where the symptoms of a con-

‘ tract that has broken down will be -identified)

-and a classroom situation (where \student symp-
toms that point toward contrdact re-negotiation
will be identified). - This .identification will" :
be accompllshed when the learner is prov1ded o .
with a "Contract Malfunctlon ngptom" check~ ' '
llSt. .

(Willson, 1976: 171)

P



This approach ‘to curriculum development sSeems to be appropriate

under c1rcumstances such as the. follow1ng

N\

'(a);Where clearly'identifiable procedural skills are to be taught;

(b) Where the contexts ‘for the application of the skills can be spe- -

'c1fieé by obJective indicators, and

B

(c) ‘Where the process for working through the problem can be reduced
] .

to a preprogrammed sequence of tasks.

L : ‘
" Eliot Eisner is a leading spokesman for an)oppOSing view (Eisner
: . _\\\.,4 .

”ec al. > 1974) Eisner 'S background is fn the arts, and in- these‘
.fields the behaVioral objectives strategy for curriculum develOpment -
“has" limited applicability. Only in a limited sensebis one concerned]
w1th teaching clearly identifiable skills which:are to be applied in:‘
-a preprogrammed sequence when one is teaching the arts. \In the be-

haVioral obJectives strategy, the insgructor (or some other authority)

speCifies the objectives, and from this starting pOint deSigns an in- -

\

structidnal sequence which in due/course brings the student to. thevv-

predetermined end pOint._
: SR . ' f‘“':*:—s.;i‘.‘;_i il

In the arts (and in many other learning Situations) one cannot'

be so sure of the end point. Rather, ‘the teacher creates a. milieu :

‘.

7:(of materials, media, guidelines, ideas) and then helps the learner"

' find ‘what he can’; express in this milieu. Throughout the experience ._'

'the teacher and the 1earner work towards an end point which cannot

l
!

be clearly seen at the outset and is to some degree unique for each



perience-based strategy.
l!.

(a) When one's instructional purposes relate to a unique'response or

heér response to'theimilieu;\the'teacher'heVing.conmAnd of pfocess-t

learner. This approach to cutriculum might be described as the ex—

s

L2

»
o

The experience—based.stfategyleeems to be appropriate under éir-

cumstances’such'as.the-following: X

expression on the part of ajlearnef'in a defined milieu;

(b) ‘When the milieu -- now used in the two senses, the milieu of

learning and the "real world" milieu of action ~- is émbiguouS'and

does not lend itself to pte—pfogramhed'responses;‘and,- ' - o

\ . . . -

.(c) When the teacher's role iS;to'S;lp‘the‘learnef?negotiéte_his or

criteri}, but not being sure of any given learner's destination.

.

The general outline of the content for the program whiqh is the

focus of thlS 1nquiry 1s defined as follows. enhancement of»adminie B

;-

"strative dec151on—making capac1t1es in morally problematic situa—"

_tions. As an -area of study, this can\be further characterized as’

s

L 4

follows‘- ' .4_.:'> e B IR A

o' . - * . . . L . . o . I

(a) in term570£'developing one's sensitivity to the moral dimension '

Which‘ﬁéy be'én’inherent paft'of certain administrative decisions;

(b) 1n terms of: developing one's. capacity to think through the moral'

dilemmas, once recognized in more complex, comprehensive and inclu-

-
R

sive ways.

N . PR -
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- 0f the two sets of circumstances outlined above, which was” des-

criptive of the situation of concetn in this inquiry? The expérience—»

, .

based strategy seemed the most appropriate ome for this.inquiry.
fConsider each:of the three points identified ahove:i
. . . - . }-o -

(a) the unlque response of the learner,

,(b) the amblguous 51tuat10n,

RN

In thlS study, ‘a partlcular or standardlzed response from the

st . . . .,
f

E partlclpants ‘was not eXpected as the attention was to one's abillty
'to'deal.with moral dilemmas. Furthermore, ambigulty is ever present
due'to the element“of choice, 1nherent in each dilerma faced.

Flnally,lln thls study, the 1nstructor does not prescrlbe, but fac1—

1

litates. For these reasons, the behav1oral obJectlves strategy has

been reJected in. thlS study in favour of the experience—based ap—

- - . . a

_proach.

b o

 III. MORAL/ETHICAL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS™ e '

o

a Whlle thls study might have been unlque for educatlonal admlnl—

' stfators, it was not the flrst examinathn of moral educatlon. A

~good deal of background and . program material was avallable, althouth

© the vast‘maJorlty of thls material was" orxented prlmarlly towards ele—
W . .—'. . : /

mentary and secondaryNSChool—age students. Nevertheless, there ap-
péared‘to be'some_releVance,in this material for this study.

\

”(o).the-faci;itative role of the instructor. S o
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Contemporary Programs o o

T

Ca , ‘ S e

Purpel has identified three major approaches to deVeloping edu- .-

‘ cational programs for the enhancement of" moral/ethical reaSoning

(Purpel et al A l976 11-12). One can prov1de opportunities which' f'

-

v:encourage the clarification of the partic1pant s own: values This

is referred to as the values clarification approach as it enables

: the 1nd1v1dual to get in touch w1th his own values, to bring them

to the surface and to reflect upon them (Ibid 735. A second pro—

0

gram format focuses ‘on teaching a set of given values from a purely

. K ~ -
cognitive framework This cognitive framework advocates the:aSSer—

tive teaching ofithe 'a propriate"'issues (Ibid ). A third approach
P

advocates a spec1fic rational process to follow when attempting to

Q N

..resolve moral conflicts. Thls is known .ds cognitive—developmental

and relates to man's attraction to'"the idea that there exists im
us some ideal form of the good" (Ibid l73) . ST .

'S

The values clarification approach ~The first potential source

of background and program material«came from the work of Raths and
. his assoc1ates They have been most active in developing programs

u51ng the values clarification approach (Purpel et al., 1976) ;ﬁfﬂ
,? ag]
Their approach is not complicated it focuses on choosing, prizin&iw
“ ',h[

'.and then acting (on the. prized/preferred chOice) . The entire-ap-
& .

gt

. proach is geared‘to the young*student in school Stewart contends

that while the values clarification approach is very popular‘gnd has
h .

X 1

' been adopted in’ many schools, it’"51mply isn t enough Both the

teachers and students eventually become bored, ‘and they reﬁllx-don t -

30
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.know quite what they are doing or}why” (Ibid.:l37). His criticisms

-of the programs in practice continue: . o '

One can easily be fooled into believing that
“many of the [Values Clarification] strategies
really lead to an in-depth examination of one's
‘ values, when in fact, one may have really done
R . 1i'ttle more than look at opinions or feellngs,
.and frequently on relatlvelg terlal matters. .
One ‘of the. dangers involved is the. conviction ¥
that values or moral education 15 really taklng
place in any 51gn1l1cant way

r | (Ibld)

The values clarlflcatlon programs do not have a strong concep—

tual foundation.: ‘They’ lack a systematlc approach and are not rlgo—:

'rously implemented. = Even the'milieu is not defined necessarily.

be acceptable if. the intentlon was only to sensitlze the educatlonal

admlnlstrator to the fact of moral conflict in dec131on—mak1ng, this

approach prov1des ‘an 1nsuff1c1ent base from whlch ‘to. develop pro- o

grams for, adults which a1m to enhance capac1ties for moral rea- '
- - 4 A o . ; .
soning (Ibld ) o N

t§'_ The cognltlve appﬁoach The.second'mentioned source-includes
'those programs wﬁlch evolve from the. purely cognitlve orientation.
A much longer tradition‘has-developed'behindjtheSe_typesAof pro-:

\

JgramSA/.: - | ST 3; R ~"E;_» L

The results tend to bevincomplete'and inconsiStent.* Whilelsuch might
\ o _



From - the tlme of Socrates, to the'medieval'uni4
ver51t1esy to the academlcs and colleges of
early Amerlca, a major aim of education was to -
~aid men to think rlgorously and carefully ‘about
- ethical 1ssues.' Behlnd this tradition is a bed-
-rock assumptlon that moral reasonlng can_be sSuc-
cessfully taught and, 'indeed that the development
« of moral reasoning is perhaps the most legltlmate
- aim of’ educatlon. -

(Ibid}:3ll)
. . . T
ThlS approach has tended to 1nsp1re prescrlptlve programs.,'That

is to say,_these programs call for pre—deflned ends. The cognltlve

approach suggests that the answers .are known The student in such a

<
-

program has llttle bearlng on the process as. he is more a rec1p1ent

. v

of . facts than a part1c1pant in dlscoverlng knowledge.h Thus, eyenh‘
if adult appllcatlons were aVallable, the type of program that-mouid .
_emerge would of nece551ty, have prescrlbed learnlng outcomes.i_far—
cular stances would be advocated and- successful part1c1patron in
'the program would requlre acceptance of such stances. Whlle thls
might_succeed in sen51trzrhg the educatlonal admlnlstrator to exrs—'
.tence‘of moral dllemmas, 1t could not adequately expand hls abillgy
mto spstematically reason through ‘moral. dllemmas because lt is too
l‘prescriptire and therefore‘notwegperrence-hased. .‘ } S "_ .

. The cognltive—developmental approach 'Within'the cognitive'éee

;ve10pmental framework regardlng moral/ethical educatlon, there are -
' several spec1fic, well—developed programs.. These programs have
.emerged fro1 the falrly strong 1ntellectual tradltion that supports

’the cognltive—developmental approach (Ibid..173) Thls approach ad—

T’v0cates the systematic examinatlon of the form of particlpants ‘an-

s



swers,to‘moral,dilemmas; - It acknowledges.the uniqueness of. each
learner's answer andbthus’does not pursue pre—programmed responses.
Furthermore; the teacher's role is to assist‘.notrprescribe;»vit
‘prov1des a milieu in which an 1nd1v1dual not only can be sensitized
to the'existence of moral conflict, but also‘can striv to expand the

ability to systematically reason through such moral conf idt.

In many quarters, there have been attempts to use the‘cognitive;
developmental approach in school based programs of moral educatlon‘
v(}bid::l74). Edmund Sullivan'and Clive Beck.have Worked on.programs
for elementary and?secondarv schodl'students injontario (Beckget_gl.;
':l9ll(a)). vRalpthosher and'Panl.Sullivad‘have developedlextensivel
programstfor adolescents in high schools, particularly in the Boston
varea_(Mosher et al. 197l(a)) They have been followed in other
gparts of the contlnent by Haynes working w1th adolesqents and their.
Aparents, Dl Stefano concentratlng on adolescents,‘ and Paolltto:w1th »
pre—adolescents (Purpel et al.,_l976 250) Rest and‘his asSOciates,v
in Minnesota have also worked w1th students in'these_areas~related '

. .

to the development of moral reasoning (Rest et‘al;,bl974).

In all 1nstances, the approach has been systematic and has’ con—

'centrated on enhancing the capac1ty for moraﬁﬁreasoning This ap- -
proach to moral educatlon has empha51zed the psychological aspects,

,and has given primary attentlon to ‘means. Central to its success 5

¢ v

has. been the need to empha31ze the way one. developed hlS reasoning

process rather than striving to be. morally correct. Learning out—

- comes were not prescribed in the sense of behav1oral terms, it was

33
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the process that was important with the uniqueness of each.partici—

pant being recognized and acknowledged.

The appropriateneSSlfor thisfstudy of the.cognitive;develop—

mental approach.  :The cognitive-developmental approach has offered

~a’'strong basis for the developnent of educational programs in the -

' area of moral reasoning. 'With‘its enphasision prOCess and*tech—
.nlque, 1t prov1des the 1nstructor with the means.to create a faClll-
‘tative‘milieu whereln part1c1pante 1nd1v1dually can develop under
the guidance; but not prescription of, the 1nstructor. The cogni—5d'
tive approach is rather directive and formal itvtends.to prOnounce4
‘instead.of developb On the other hand the values clarificationv.
process is too informal'and,affective,finciining toﬁards“a ”do.your

L7

‘own thing" emphasis.

"The values clarification approach concentrates..
on the careful choice of values but has no -
~underlying theoretical structure. Kohlberg's
approach to:values, on: the other-hand, is i
based -on- a’ cognitive tbeory which specifles

vhow moral development occurs. . ‘ :

D (Purpel et al., 1976: 277 278)
SR fhg >

This study developed a program for educational administrators
that intended to expand their ability in the resolution of moral{fd'
issues;' The study ‘was not:. intended to pass judgement on ‘their

1 ‘mOrality,-or'the adequacy of their moral dec131on—making;. The

L

‘.general 1ntent was to develop a tool to enhance the capacity of
* « / N
veducational admlnistrators for moral reason12§/dn the\x$solution

of moral confiicts in their;administrat e activities; ft seemed.
. EURRET ‘ T R T SR



" that the most approprlate general curricular strategy by which ‘to
develop a tool ‘would be a systematlc process~or1ented one. Conse—'
-quently, the cognltlve—developmental approach was selected as the
basis for developlng a program to a551st systematlcally the moral
'reasoning of educational admlnlstrators.-
: 1

IV. SELECTION OF THE KOHLBERG RATTONALE -

The focus'of~the study was the reasoning'process used by admini-
'strators when confronted by moral confllcts The most-acceptable ,

framework which prov1ded for the intended learning outcomes that

N

were sought was one wh1ch attends to ‘the development of moral rea—
soning. Therefore, b351c to the study was the creatlon of an ex—'

perierce that permltted the 1nd1V1dual to enhance hlS abllltles at-

.

~reacu’1ng through moral problems As has been noted thls was best

fac1lltated by adoptlng a cognltlve—developmental approach

The leadlng advocate of the cognltlve—developmental approach

>

h.-lS Lawrence Kohlberg, a‘psychologlst-educator He has developed a

jtypologlcal schema outllning dlfferent levels (or stages) of moral‘
;thought.” HlS schema provided a process by whlch this: study could E
proceed toward the development of a program to enhance the moral s

reasoning of educatlonal adminlstrators._"

'The tgpology contalns three’ dlstlnct levels of
¥ moral ‘thinking, and within each of these levelsm
. dlstlngulshed two related stages. These levels®
and stages -may be: con51dered separate moral phi-
losophies, dlStlnCt views. of the soc1o-moral
world. R

e PR T f (Kohlbersg, 1968:25):-.
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The different moral levels are preconventional (ccnformist),
. . ' . ' 0
. conventional (maintainist) end‘post—cOnventional>(autonomdus/inde—

bendent); (for an’elsbqrationlef the six‘Kohlbergvstegesi see‘
TABLE I.) vKonlBerg.haS'labelled thisAseheme a typelogy:"beceuse
‘about fifty percent of most people S thlnklng w1ll be at a 51ngle
.stage,Aregardless of the moral dllemma Involved" (Ibld 28) : qu-

thermore,.he‘has designated the types stages, 'because they,seem to

’represent an invatiant developmental sequence“,(lbid.). His research . -

~“also suggests that "the soc1al worlds of all men seem to contain the

same ba51c structures (Ibld 30)

In a;summary stateMent;.Kohlberg explains:~'

- Each of the stages of moral Judgement repre-
sents - a step towards a more genuinely or dlS-
‘tlnctlg moral Judgement We do not mean by
this that a more mature judgement is more. : v _
moral. in the sense of showing closer confor- .= . R, |
mity to the conventional standards of a given ' ' '
communltg -We mean that a more mature judge-
ment more closely corresponds to genuine ,
.. moral judgements as ‘these have been defined s
by philosophers. While philosophers have
been unable to agree‘upon any ultimate prin-
ciple of the good that would define "correct"
‘moral judgements, most philosophers agree.
‘upon. the characteristics that make a judge-
" ment-a genu1ne moral judgement: ' :

(Kohlberg, 1972: 470 l)

~ When attempting to aseertaln progress being made Q& educatlonal_
edministrators in understandlng,and effectxvely dealing w1th morally
problematic s1tuat10ns, it is helpful if thought processes as well
as ‘behavior can‘be_categqr;zed and,subsequently analyzed‘accordlng

to a séale'qr‘typdlogy.‘,Sueh eategbrizetionlpermitS'examination E
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TABLE I
KOHLBERG'S SIX STAGES | o .

Pre-Conventional: . ST L .
. 3

1

orientation to punishment, unquestioning deference I
to superior power.

-.Stage.l

. "Stage 2 - reciprocity; do right to have right dome unto.

Conventional:

Stage 3 - good behavior pleases others, 1ntent10n 1s key
‘ "(being nice).

R \ 4

flxed rules, maintenance of soc1al order, show
and earn respect (law and order frozen)

VStage 4

% : : : SO s , ‘ A

Post Conventlonal

Stage 5 - soc1al contract oﬁinlon, general rights (utllltarlan),,;
1egal p01nt of v1ew : :

Stage 6 - dec151ons of consc1ence self—chosen ethlcal princi- . '
ples, not concrete moral rules but universal princi-
ples of ‘justice, reciprocity, equality. of human rlghts,

v dlgnlty of people as- indiv1dual human ‘beings.

éKohlberg, 1968 26-27)

<




of the con81stency of reasonlng by the various 1nd1v1duals under

study The use of a typological approach in this instance would

_also fac111tate obJective evaluation wrthlh the more- subJectlve
framework and nature of the process itself. As Mosher and Sprinthall

}have commented "The maJor problem of evaluatlon in general is" the

_‘almost complete absence of standard procedures which are de31gned

_to measure psychological growth in a developmental framework"

(Mosher et al l972 321)

‘Key Developmental Theorists.

- Piaget. The first maJor developmental theorist was Piaget.
Through hlS work w1th Blnet and 1Q test;ng; he became cognlzant.of
v,the patterns in the questions some students missed He was able
.jto document a four stage process whereby most people noticeably

1mproved their loglc. The person starts out 1n the sensori—motor,

‘pProgresses between two and five years to the pre—operational Be—-

tween seven and- twelve there 1s another move to concrete operatlons,

and finally sometime after thlrteen, the person reaches. the formal
. }

.flevel; This approach contends that the Chlld oust 1carn to under-
stand that things ex1st. Then obJects are percelved to exist for a
, _ . ‘ .

'purpose (or purposes) The third stage discovers there are t1me—

relationships that do not alten, and in the formal stage there are

numbers of perspectives or alternatlves to- be considered. Piaget '“.-

found that whlle the tran31t10nal age may vary from group to group

”';in different cultures these stages are passed through in the same -

‘sequenceff
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Dewey. Dewey, too, had perceived there were discrete ways.of

developing,.that different ages do?actually think differently. To

Dewey, children were not little adults;'but he was 'unable to chart -

‘their development as Piaget‘did;v'Dewey's major point of discovery

was that people cannprogressively improve their ability to think

their way through problems.

-

first on the individual's:development'of the concept of ju

L e ' .l\l .
Kohlberg's Approach//\\»)/, J..t\\\\'

- - \\;_f.h .
" Kohlberg expanded the stage theory concept\hy\eoncentrating'

He theniextrapolated his study to moral thinking in generalf Abo

_the same time Loevinger, specializing-in the concept of ego, also

discovered personal development could be categorized according to .

discrete levels (Loevinger; 1966).‘ In all these studies; it is im- .

portant to recognlze that the developmental approach does not as—.

- sume ‘the person w1ll unfold automatically nor in the early years o

must the child continually have its Mind jammed with\bits of know—"

ledge. Developmental theory does assert though that tHe cognitive_
g /

/
/
/

»'soning has,beengacknowledged by numerons schol

/
and the affective\are always 1n 1nteract10n "and oﬁght not to be

/
4

segregated. _ R ' Ly

Kohlberg s leadership 1n bringing the typoloqlcal approach to
" .

‘the fore in understanding the stage of developmen )in-one_s rea—
l,a{

Hamm states:
. ~7/ ’
As is. now well known,. Kohlberg approaches moral

' veducation from a cognitive developmental perspec—;
tive in which children, like teachers and other

39
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adults, have their own wags of thrnklng about _ . ]
values. , R S

"(CSSE, 1975(a):41)

N

In the Assooiation‘for‘Values Edueatioh and Research Report,

Williams comments: - R |
. o~ : . !
AVER assume$ with Kohlberg and others ‘that : o
‘there may- very well be developmental trends :
' in reason-giving, role-taking, and other di-
mensions of moral competence;  [furthermore],
Kohlberg belleves the stage of moral reason-

ing is the crltlcal factor in determlnlng i_ o _AJ 'f
“how people will. behave when faced with seri- o : T
| ous moral. choices. .. . S . o \\
(Ibid.:66)

»Initial indioations suggested Kohlberg could proﬁide the most
hadequate framework from which to study the moral reasoning of edu-

cators themselves; His work has been relatlvely recent, most of

it pablished in the last deeade, Hls‘constructs have a degree of s *
unlversallty to them S "(it is)ta typdloéical.echeme'describing

general structures and forms of moral thought whlch‘can be deflned
.independently}of the'specific‘content or particular moral decrsions p;

or actione" (Kohlberg, 1968:25).

Kohlberg's formulation is valuable”as_it-has a-pattern, a»sys—.'
tem, and a sense of tonsistency tofit. It encourages the bringing'

together and comblning of the cognltlve ‘and affectlve domalns
.Thué, 1t is more flex1ble than the very ratlonal approach of Wllson
7andphls-aasoo1ates‘at the<Farm1ngton Trust (Wilson EE.E&‘: l967)t
'_fhia-latter approach take§ the view that there are ideﬁtifiable'

capaoities necessary for<the praotice of any‘morality, e{g.;_emf ‘



pathy and awaregless of consequences. These capacities or.''second- -

v

jorder' principles form the basis for eurriculum in moral'education.

The process is more prescribed'with'Wilson and there is a greater
attention to objective at the expense of subjective’emphases. It

would be more suitable for a program'pursuing a'behavforai objec—

tlves strategy than one u51ng an experlence—based approach as’ thls

'study does | ¥

Support' for Kohlbergian Approach -

2vFentoh. Fenton summarizesAKohlberg?s work,in three words. -
hcognitive moral'deVelopmentV'(Fenton, 1976:1). _Hegelaborates:$

)

Cognitive stresses organizad thought proceSSes -
- Moral involvés deczslon maklng in situdtions” '
_ where unlversal values, such as sanctlty of.
"'f' _ 1ife and the need for authorlty, come into con-

! ; fllct‘ - And development suggests that patterns»'

’ - of thlnklng about moral 1ssues lmprove quall— -

tatively over tlme. '
i | ' S -
’ (Ibid.)

o
4y

" Fenton in51sts Kohlberg s approach is preferable since the
“principal’ clalm that hlgher stages are superlor than lower stages

/is supported byipsychologlcal ev1dencer

As we have seen, people develop through the stages
"; . in 1nvar1ant sequence.. If lower stages were bet-
.. ter. cognltlvely than hlgher ones, we would be for-
ced to argue ‘that the quallty ‘of thought deterio- .
A rates as a person matures, a prop051t10n dlfflcult'v
R to.maintain. But the psychologlcal argument that
- ..hlgher stages are cognitively better than lower '

. ones rests on.a firmer basis ‘than this argument )
provides. - Higher stages of thought are cognltzve- R
1ly more differentiated, more*lntegrated, -and .more. ..
- universal than lower stages.. More dlfferentlated‘

.

baind



means that at hlgher stages people draw dlstlnc— L
.tion between ‘such different things -as the value ' T
of life and. the:value of property.' At Stage One,
_ people do not make thHis dlStlnCthn-' More inte~’ . - :
/ :grated means that at higher stages, people place = . o &T‘
i o such values as life, law, and praoperty in a hier- ’
J ©* archy. Life loglcallg ranks ‘higher than propertg.'
More universal means,that higher- stages appeal to
more unlversal pr1nc1ples, such’as the social con-
*tract, eguallty or justice. -Lower stages stress
less’ encompassing- prlnClples, such as avoiding
..punlshment for oneself or gaining a personal re-.
ward. . -Hence, hlgher stage thought is cognitively
better because it is more con51stent than thought S
g& at lower stages ; , o .o

o .

g

. . o . | (Ibid.ilO)”l Lo |
. : : .f' ﬁ, : S N L f

- A . ;

/ Fenton has devoted con51derable time to: scrutlnlzing Kohlberg ST e
anﬁ hls critics, and Fenton s conclu31on is- that "Kohlberg,s.re— R 7

search flndlngs are’ ba31cally sound" (Ibld :19). Scharf supports ‘v"h o

?

B e

//A(' this contentlon by reference to logltudlnal research of some 250
\ﬁe/hle from the ages of six’ to thlrty—two. To date only one has re-

gressed (Scharf 1976) = »A, o o ". ‘_""; -

‘“MoSher. Mosher expounds further by enhanc1ng the understandlng

of the. term moral 1n Kohlberg s cognitlve-developmental theory of

moral growth

.

«In Kohlberg 'S conceptuallzatlon, moral refers -
‘ba51cally to thought processes - i.e., to judge- - T,

ment,: reasoning, -or decision-m3king in situa- =~ -

tions where the person has” confl;ctlng respon- - , o

sibilities. Moral principles are principles of N A
. choice for resolving conflicts of obligations.
-Moral is not szmplg a tag to be attaohed to , s , :

actions we- approve of. Morallty is an overall P : N
RO mental. structure", ‘a means for deciding what . LR L

IR ;ione should” or/sbould not do in 'situations in- 7 -. . .. R .

_volv1n9’5ompet1ng moral values. ‘*f S t ;,‘_ e d" ]

« .. . K

P ST (Mosher et al., 1973: 170) T Y |




_Mosher yields a

o

Ynal explanation concerning development‘

in one's moral reasoning: - ' ' R

The process of moral development involves & re-
structuring, i.e<, a reorganization in more com-
,qprehen51ve, differentiated and. 1ntegrated terms,
of the concept of justice as well ‘as the related'
. moral categorles of respect for authority, so-
c1et or persons, prudence or self- 1nterest,, _ "
nd concern for the welfare of others. '

< T(Ibid.:171) ¢

)

¢ In. eluc1dat1ng why "Kohlber 's theory of moral growth is cogni—
tlve developmental” (Ibld 172) Mosher, as well as’ conflrmlng the

various stages and levels,'suggests that "Stage Five, is a law—crea—

ting perspectlve 1n contrast to Stage Four, whlch is law—malntalnlng
’

(Ibld..l74) Furthermore, there is a stage he labels ”Four and one-

'

half'".: "Thls tran51t10nal phase occurs 1n some ° people mov1ng from
Stage Four to Stage Flve...the 1nd1v1dual at Stage Four and one-half .

sees morallty as being a' Stage Four type system of arbitrarily main-

~ a

kS LIS

talned laws or rules and then questlons the validlty of thlS particu-

lar form of mQralitY' (Ibld ). ! | N

-

T

ohlberg hlmself 1llum1nates the framework w1th1n which his con~

-,

cepts would operate. He notes that "1ntellectual development then

@

is- an 1mportant condltlon for development of moral thought, but

1evel of moral thought can be. clearly distlngulshed from general

<

1ntellectual level” . (Kohlberg, 1964 405) . - While repeatlngvthat

<

moral Judgements are Judgements about the good and rlght actlon

(Ibld ) he contends. o I %{fv k‘"_ _ » - "f'l-li' B W
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" Nevertheless, thére i1s evidence that delinquen-
cy or repeated misconduct tends to indicate de-
ficits or retardation of general moral judge-
ment capacities, of related guilt capacities .
and -thé lack of internal .ego-control rather . ‘
than simply reflecfing sub=-culturally relative T
values, or situational or emotional “conflicts. '

-  (Ibid::435)

EriqkSon. The findings of Lois Erickson (Erickson, l97é), ex-
tending the fesearch:of such ﬁebple as Loevinger and EricAEriksok{
parailei KOh}berg's gnd:accofd‘added credibility_to hié stage de- .
veidpment tﬁéory. Erickson has fbund_a pragression in ﬁaturing in-
dividuals ?eggrding their developmenﬁ;bf interpersonél relatioﬁ—

ships;‘ Based on Loevinger's work which adds a Stage O for pré—

, social@‘a’basic six-stage pattern has been verified as well.

~ Loevinger e .‘. _ ; ’Kohlberg
Stagé 0 vuuu pre-social o e
. Stage- 1 e impuisive o e thsicalvpunisﬁﬁent
Stage 2 ..... seif—pyoteéﬂive ‘ ,.,.;.vhedonistic S
!Stage‘B ..... conformist . e conform%ty
‘Stagg 4 ...r.#conécientiouS" - «ee.. lav and order - o .
Stage 5 ..... féﬁtonomous" o .,..1:309151 contract o
‘Stage 6 ..... integratéd: SR ”;..i; universalistic’

~Such results from empiricél research provide substantive evi-
dence of the benefit and validity of.tyﬁdl¢gical approach co under-
 standing maturity of development.



Beck.

Voth.

Beck posits another strength of the moral stage approach:

It emphasized the fact that a student who has a
particular approach. to moralltg in one area of
his life will normally exhibit the same approach

"(or something very close to it) in other areas

of his life; progression through the stages
tends to cut "across particular moral issues and

‘problem areas.

(Beck, 1971(b):27)

P

Voth provide§ éupplémental-éupport from.her studies of

moral development_and peféohal growth' Mature problem—solv1ng is

" an ideal advocated in our democratlc spc1ety” (Voth 1975 1) and

maturity.cémes Via’deVélopmeﬁt through ‘a series of‘stepS'and advan-

L

ces in the individual's life ‘pattern. “Again, the basis' for her work

was Kéhlbergfand she draws on his definitidns:,.b SIE o

. ' ' " . - " t " " ’
Kohlberg defiries a morally mature person as -
that person who is capable of making dec131ons

land ]udgements based on personally accepted

internal principles. of ]ustlce, eguallty and

respect for human life, and who acts in ac—

. Likewise, her concept of moral development is that of a stage-

by-stage growth.pfocess‘éndf'

cordance with such Judgements

(IbidfgS):

...(the) stagé$<can.be summarized as follows:

. first individuals will show only a concern

ty for all 1nle1duals.

for their own safety, and then more to being

“concerned about others and then develop their

personal ethical principles, whlch .involve an
underlying respect for human llfe and equall—

- (Ibid.:13)
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“Ewééi;; Ewanyk 1n hlS research concerning the inducement of-
fhlgher,moral reasoningginvdellnquent boys 31milarly advocates the
'use of Kohibergian approachesf» He asserts education as a process
+in the‘socializatidn-of‘people and[while ”many factors contribute

to successful socialization, one factor is th® concept of morality"

(Ewanyk, 1973:4).

Additional Factors

Some* such as Parlett,vAyers, and.Sullivan,'have utilized Kohl-

berg's stagesﬂin_studying a particular sub-group within society.

_The work of Parlett and associates focuses on the "Development of'

_ Morality ianriSOners”'(CSSE l975(a){75)1and the primary~assump—

tlon was "based on the cognrtive—developmental theories of such

3

_authorities as Piagetvand Kohlberg”c(lbid 7q§ Whlle thelr research

spec1f1cally concentrates on prison 1nmates, they do make :a general

' : ‘.'\.a .
’comment about Kohlberg s work that is of particular reievance to

this study : "Kohlberg, however “more than any other psychologlst

has presented the most comprehen31ve development/of the stage theory
ele ) /w) ;

Aof moral Judgement" (Ibid..77) ' Through utillzation of Kohlberg in

their work they enhanced the understandlng of the moral reasoning '
-J-

- of one typerof'adult.*“~~'

7 Environment i3 considered a fgctor in one's development as an -
. . . . s .
hindiv1dua1 and Kohlberg 1ncludes thlS as a component in his stage

W:.aeyelopment as-well: :~:j e

; Varlatlons 1n soc1al env1ronment are viewed as
‘ stimulatlng or retardlng role—taking and, hence,
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. . " H . “, .
as stlmulatlng or retardlng sequentlal develop- " h
ment, rather than as varidtions in. effestive-
ness of stamplng in rules thr@ugh relnforcement
or 1dent1f1catlon
S (Kohlberg, 1963:314) -
¥ wl - : : 2

. - o B¢ : o
.Conjointly, Kohlberg-can draw on previbus research to illus-

trate that sequentlal development is a realistic construct for
N
v ry o

understanding moral developmen;:' : | ST 7

" The Hartshorne and Mag as well as the Kohlberg

s . data prov1de some support for the view:' that de-
velopment of moral conduct:'depends on thé fair-

ly subtle development of mbral concepts and of

moral judgement capac1t1es ' :

(Kohlberg, 1963:324)

Fundamental to Kohlberg s concept of moral development is hls

preference‘for the: prlnc1ple of Justlce 1nstead of honesty g 'ﬁ

. . L - : o o 2
T6 be honest means don't cheat, doh't steal, A

don't lie. Justice is not a rule or a set of -1
" rules; it is a moral principle. By a moral. T
pr1nc1ple, we mean a mode of ch0051ng which
"is universal, a -rule of ch0051ng which we
“want all people to adopt in- all 51tuatlons,

! (Slzer, 1970 70)

Support.can be'gained from Piaget in. this regardJJ’ﬁfor moral,y
autonomy appears when the mlnd regards as necessary an 1deal that
‘is 1ndependent of all external pressure (Plaget 1970 194) Wlth— ‘
in this context Kohlberg belleves moral education can most legltl-

L S :
mately be taught in schools if the focus is on the teaching of Jus—,
. tice. For kohlberg such.teachlng r qulres Just schoels" (Sizer,
f1970 67) whlch has d1rect impllcat ons for the chlef adminlstrators

of such schoolsr
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. V. APPLICATIONS OF GUIDELINES DERIVED

! R - FROM KOHLBERG MODEL. g S
[ . . . kY )

-

"Erickson has asserted the time has beéome most appropriate to,

r: ‘~.f»
pursue greater understanding of adult applications of the stage

utheory process (Erickson, l976) In so d01ng, however, it was im-

o portant to move prudently in applying Kohlberg s stages theory to
RN

adultsnf Such cautlon stemmed from the lack of an adequate theory

A,A
- of . adult development coupled'w1th a general reluctance w1th1n pre—

v1ous research in. moral development to pursue a focus. on adults
¥

(Mosher l976(b)) o o

N .'
NeVertheless, the Kohlberg theory prov1ded guidellnes to all

S three aspects of . this study development,/pilotting, and’ assessment,,'

< g

wbevelopment-Guidelinesx_

In developing the content or" displays for an educational pro-
gram directed towards adults, the Kohlberg model adv1sed that en—

BN

'hancement‘of an 1nd1v1dual s moral reasoning abillty can be achieved
'through "a comprehen51ve set of educatlonal experlences des1gned to .
affect personal, ethical ,aesthetic,,and phllOSOphical development"
(Mosher et al.,'l972 294) | |

e

The Parlett Ayers, and Sullivan research utllized Kohlberg
.In. their 1nvest1gation,'"ethical political and soc1al 1ssues

- ~

'served as the vehicles for moral development through sustained in—

teractlon with peers in 51tuations requ1ring mutual decision (CSSE

l975(b).78), This proved to be a frultful guide in the examination :
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of the _enhancement of moral reasoning of prisoners. Such an approach
seemed to be equally helpful to ng ekamlnatlon of educators fo
scrutlnlzlng various examples oéireasonlng in morally problematlc

situatidns, the ability of the educatlonalagdmlnlstrator to systema—
N v

tically'reason through moral dilemmas and thus enhance one's moral
- development could bevassessedr
-”‘ : . . .
Accordlng to Hamm, "prlnc1ples of morality:could.not operate

~with out concrete-content-, and thus the value of learnlng “through

participation;(lbid.:41).- Hamm continues:

That content 1s 1mportant should be obv1ous from
the fact ‘that.childrsen must- act long before they
are able ‘to make complete sense of rules and be-
fore they understand the validity of rules (and)
this must also be true of adults who never reach
stages beyond rule—conformltg

B T (Inid.:42)

e

.

Important to this investloation was the dynamlcs of moral deve10p—4

r.ment: the creatlon of sltuat10ns°x%ﬁtéugh whlch the part1c1pants
2

involvement WOuld fac111tate enhancement of their moral reasonlng.

,
Although a comprehenslve theory of. adult develbpment'may.not
;have been avallable, there was a more ‘than adequate theory of moral
'development. The review of llterature would suggest this moral de-
velopment ‘theory of Kohlberg to be most relevant for thls study
,Work in other realms of adult development prov1ded 1ndicat10ns of
:’direct applicabllity of stage theory to adult moral reasonlng In’

'additlon, publlc concern over the moral crises in our social system

gives added 1mpetus to atfempt, at leas ' to'enhance the_capaclty‘
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for moral reasoning within one segment of society's leadership, i.e.,
v o .

educational administrators.

“
LN

. - ‘
But displays of support for the attempt to enhance fbeamoral
N

reasoning of educational administrators would be insuffic1ent to .
R S

“ensure adequate development of the necessary program. It was es—

-
-

‘sential to recognize thée various component.natures'or aspects of
the Kohlberg guidelines. Such recognitibn enabled the program de-
’velopment to better’ reflect the Kohlberg process which in turn’
,helped assure the pilottlng can be assessed w1thin Kohlberg para-
.meters. kThe three:noted aspects were: (1) the a—religious nature
of the 0uidelines, (11) the part1Cular ethical theory behind the

guidelines, (111) the. ability to assess various levels of moral

reasoning.

A-rellgious nature of guidelines. Within thehparticular concep—

_tual framework provided by Kohlberg, 1t was important to acknowledge
the a-religous context. of "ethical"'and ”moral" constructs used.‘ As
Kohlberg has asserted "almost.everyone cheats some of the time...":
(Styles, l968 63) so 1t‘was critical not to place an extensive guilt

load on the part1c1pants nor attempt to apply any particular reli-

gious persuasionsvto‘the proteedings;

Kohlberg has been supported in this approach The:Educational

Polic1es Commiss1on also has suggested that moral and spiritual

values as discussed within educatlonal contexts, must ‘be conSidered

as relatlng to- socio—cultural standards of conduct as opposed to.’

-

religious standards (EPA l951) Combs agreed values are not a



—— . -

. . ' ‘_al"_ N
yes, or no. Values have to do with more or less! (Phillips;lsy-
’//lglllgﬁ).\\ihis has not been an approach atceptable th mos* reli-

- \ . ‘ ' :

8i0us.d:§wi£> Niblett has defined morality and moral development
. . - . . v

‘to‘ge an "a-religious" concept ' (Niblett, 1963); Peters, likewise;

L4

suggestgd—morality iS“fafreligious”:

If one of the fundamental principles of morallty ‘.
is that of the consideration of interest, moral '

'
educatlon will be as much concerned with the’ pro- )
motion of good activities as it will be with the . ' ]
maintenance of rules from soc1al conduct, with )

w

what ought to be as well as with what men ought
to do. , : :

(Niblett, 1963:53)

(l_ | Supporting ethical theory.. Purpel‘cautioned’that injagbéloplng
Prqgtams_ofbalmorally educative.nature, ittwould”be_impottant to.be_'
kawafe of'the ethlcal theory utilized.u'"The'handling of.moral instruc~—
tlon'alsopappears to be affected by the selectlon ofva patticular\
metaethical theory. These theories attempt.to.ekplain~the nature of

value terms and expressions (Purpel et al;,'l976:l6); The cogni—‘

L T f

e developmental"approach'tequires one to adoptfnaturaliSm and/or

,f'ptivism asla‘basis as opposed to emotionism. Emotionism is
prlmarlly a non~rat10nal approach tending towards indoctrlnatlon'

~(Ibid ). Fundamentally, naturallsm suggests an'ethical statement

kto be one of fact while p;escriptiv1sm accepts a statement as ethlcal -

1f it relates to unlvefs llzable and descrlptlve ualities.a Thus
T q

"~ the latter two both‘accommodate judgements ‘based on reason. = -

s

's
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e .
’ . . : a Z
‘The abilitx Eﬁ_assess_orientations.tg moral reasoning. To deal '

effectively with people, an 1ntegral aspegt of educational adminl—-

lgthat awndiyiaual be% :

able to assess stages of moral‘develdpmenﬁﬁ - 4g_yﬂ7“ R

stration, Beck has asserted 1t is cri

Indeed we might extend @%13_p01nt and say
that people in general should lea#h t%how to -
assess morally those around them so that
they will know better how to get along

with them, and where pOSSlble, help them.

(Beck, l97l(b):10) i«/ B R

o

This assertion suggests that Kohlberg s stage theory should form
@',

more ‘than a ba31s for a program a331st1ng the moral reasoning of

iveducational administrators, it should ‘be ﬂully 1ntrodmced to all

part1c1pants in- such a program The 1ntroduction of the- Kohlberg

model “should” increase the educational administrator s understanding

of moral reasoning which 1n turn, should aid the ind1v1dual'

leadership Capabilities.

‘Persons at higher levels of mgral development
not only. reason better, but they act 'in accor-
danceé with their ]udgements Experiments de-
monstrate that" pr1n01pled persons act more
'honestly and live up to their beliefs in the
face of 1nconvenience and authorltg more so
',than do people or children-at lower stages.

(Kohlberg 953;., 1971:414)

'3

'."Summarx The three most. noted aspects to the gu1delines for

. -t

development of the program 1ncluded (1) the a—religious nature,"\\

religious dogma could be’ too dogmatlc and not be in keeping with

fthe flexible framework of this program,‘(ii) the particular basic

;ethical theory, which in this instance was a combination of
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naturalism and prescriptivism; (111) the ability to assess various.
levels of moral reasoning ‘which was prov1ded lnitlally by Kohlberg s
own evaluatign process and then bolstered by the strategy of giving

participants the actual model to study and become familiar w{th.

Guidélines for the Field-Test

« ' *
Fundamental to this study%s focus was Kohlberg s stages theory.
‘This_theory'contains various component processes which facilitate
.sudcessful accompllshment of the overall program. kohlberg, and
hers who have Mtilized his approach suggest several guidellnes
for choos1ng the activities in the program. These included requi—
jﬂrlng partiolpants to define the key term (1 e @moral dilemma), role-
.taking,‘dilemma resolutlon, large and small’ oroup discuSSions,‘and

'participative teaching styles on the part. of the leader/fac1lita—

tor.

It was critlcal that the course 'involve and stimulate’the (in5'
diﬁidual s) own moral thinking and action" (Mosher et al.,
-1973'179) Thus different participants had to be approached w1th ;
:different levels of questions, structured at various stages or orien-
tations; According to Mosher, "in all of Kohlberg ‘s cross—cultural |
studie5~the vast majority of people in a culture (approximately 80
percentg never develop autonomous moral principles (Ibid.:l75). By
utilizing the small group seminar approach personalization of the

~“experience was more readily attained Through presentation of a yaf'

riety of-ethical-dilemmas it would be p0551ble to insert effective



challengeskto moral reasoning at leVels otH¥¥ than those that might

be 1ﬁ operation at any one time. Personalization of thefexperience
o . v

Could be further reinforced by permitting participants to define

themselves.key terml(i.e. ﬁqral dilemma) and, if consensus was pos—v

sible; accepting such-definitioné for use ghroughout_thefremaindef
o ' ' . :

of the program. '~ This would meet e Kohlberg concern that the indi-

'vidualufeel aq,ihtegral'part of the process. In fact, an action

not only would provide the participant a perscnal idenﬁification ]
‘ » Co = e
with the program, but doubtless would help him to better understand: !

just, what the program was all abouﬁ.

"Role-taking/experimental activities. . Mosher stressed that such

.

a program must come to grips with the concept of justice, and to do

‘-‘“:f‘ ey,

o . N - . . ‘@ T . ) o
o 80 effectiﬁbly, requires the utilization of role-taking procedures:
Kohlberg contends that the central stimulus.
and precondition for mo:al development is
: role-taking. =
I ' . . [Furthermore,] justice and idealized role—
’ . taking become essentially one- and g
at the highest stages of moral dj¥felopment.
Thus the-stimulation of role-taX%ing capaCities
- 2 powerful means for promotlng a more com-
ple - sense of justlce ... TO communicate ef-
fect -ely the 1nd1v1dual must be able to im-
agine -ow other people see hlm and wbat he
hashtc ;ay» B
. . " {(Mosher gg_gl;,'1973:l76).
> o = _— 4
R.C. Hawle. advocates extensive use. of role-playing in moral

problem sol-” 3. But such utilization must receive some direction

ar? guidar ::

>

Dlscu551on based on role—playlng follows spe—'
c1f1c what-did- he—do-that—for° lInes\rather '

\\




vHawiey contdnues:‘

‘values clarlflcatlon strategles can be adapted to role-plays

Iy,

‘
\

than:degeneration into répid,'intellectuali— ' ///(?

zation - why? Furthermore, a brief role-play L&

of one to five minytes can generate a multitude . ///f?v-

of specific data for analysis, with [part1c1- . '

‘ _ pants] picking up differént aspects of the

¥ teraction - communication, problem s¢
,'.‘ ‘ceking alternatives, differ ting conflicts,
W ;JdentIfglng_problems//forecastlng consequences.
Sk :All this arlses naturallg out -of the 1nter- ’
’ ~hange.

(Hawley,'1974:foreword)' "

\
BN

S ¢%he power of the role—plag and dlSCUSSlOn comes _ _b
from the fact that the 1nterpersoral and’ ra-' : o

‘tional and emotional. facets of dec151on—mak1ng
‘are being worked. on at the same time.

. RERC S (Ibld Ay

5

Hawley has also found that manj'perSOnal grthh'detivities and

(Hawley, 1974:73). But as'Hawley'has noted, "I found it best to

'proceed on the assumptlons thatﬂthere are no- wrong ‘answers"

(Ibid.:89). When 1@ indiv1dual ”1s put into the role of another . \ s

-under some stressful 31tuation, he&"

~ tions other‘thanrthe one he is in at the moment" (Ibid 105) _— \

‘;f/be able to see more clearly
:what might cause that person to act as he does" (Ibld 95) Enhance-,

B

e ‘ L BE

[

,,ment of moral reasonlng reQ1ures that one develop;émpathy, role—'

o

. ‘.:!1', .
taking glves...a w1d@r pe{ipectlve for makmhg moral Judgements.

” -

In other wordsd“ (one) can pprec1ate the moral question from posi— \ v‘/{

A . . . . S A\




R

"Furthermore: . T

5

An 1mportant factor remalns, howeve:, the_process must ""involve"

N

rather than "tell". Abundant oppgrtunltles must exist for partici-

v

¢

pants to appreEiate one andther's role whether they be involved in

-a topic on property or civil rights, or love, or the legal systeoo

and punishment, or various social roles (e.g., ngily and friehde_

ship, citizenship‘andﬂautﬁority).

o .
e

- Hawley sums up the approach»this way: B

[There are] a serles of moral problems and
dilemmas su1table for role-playing. I pre-s
. fer t¢ use’ ese as ‘open-chair role—plags,
»_elther asking two or three 1nd1v1duals to
-play each role, or dividing the room. in .
half, and asking each half ‘to play a role. - . i

 (Ibid.:115)

9

To the extent that-'a% ,“ng situation
engages the student actl ,‘1n empathlzing
...then that role—playlng w;ll lead the- stu—-
"dent  to take into account the feellngs, B
motivations, desires of others in making his
owrnr dec1szons.( oxae student will then be _
acting on thezba ‘of more. complete informa~
tion about how Jact .wgll affect others,
and he will beﬂmo llkely to.make a more.
universally qcpeptable motral declslon. And
this, after all;-{¥s" “thé province Gf educa—
~tion: to create’a soc1ety of truly moral
~° men and womez. R ;
= . BT e
’ i s e N , (Ibid,:llQ—iZO)vj
et

7- - e ey ~

Dileﬁma;resolutioﬁf"'ROI?‘taking has notﬂbegﬁftheﬁonly‘aVEnue

a

to stimulate groﬁth in‘moral reasoniﬁg; "Another claé@iy related

and effectlve means of stimulatlng development is the discussion of,
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moral dilemmas" (Mosher et al., 1973:17);v These issues could be pre-

‘sented in the form of short case studies (in written and/or audio-

visual format), complete with provocative questions to concentrate
. : % '
attention on the moral”choiees to be resolved. Such conflicts would

i s

,ﬁhen be examined individually‘and/of in gfoup situations; Since.the

.

1nd1v1dual is not, llkely to alter 1nstantaneously his 1n1t1al orien-

v,

tatlon QY mode of reasonlng, rt is crltlcal for hlm to reflect é%on

the conflict creag}ng the dilemma and his reactions to’ ;hls conflict.

R #pP' oo o . Aj
‘:»,' . © - o ‘ X ! . | : o
This particular mode pérmits arguments to be introducedszbm’~

’

other orientations or perspectives im‘'an effort to broaden his par-

. ticular mode of'moraixreasoning. jAnd, acéording'to-Mosher,

the Rest and Turlel studies indicate“that tk~
most effectlve arguments in brlnglng about
change in a person 's: level af moral reasonlng,
are those at the.next higher stage than. the.
penson characterlstlcally usés... -

...Although this is a gradual process, it 1s

. the way developmental change occurs. Moral

] development is a process of dnternal re—organl—”
_zatlon of ‘thinking. by the individual because

. he perceives . the 1nadequacg of  his ‘own rea—‘

soning. ..

. = o (I‘bid.‘:-l;7v7—l78)

S e . -
. ¢
-

,Other wrlters have commented on preferred app%oaches to expan—

ERY
‘

ding one's orientation to moral reasonlng.. M Francis attemptéd

]

some. classroom activity towards moral development and cautlons

o againgt too'much 1eaderlinfernce’in the debates;'di e RN

[Shch]'dominance proved to be a séribus'im—
pediment to: fruitful discuyssion. It-was ‘
. recommerided that teachers of V;ilues educa-_ !
eyl . tldn programs. have a. , good background 1n
S moral development theory and Kohlberg

-
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scorlng, that case studies never be used
alone, and that moral educatlon classes be
voluntarg rather than compulsorg currlcula

A

. R (CSSE 1975: (b) 83)"
~ o |
Hidden agenda. and confrontatlon must be av01ded as much as pos—

sible, and discussions must.be nrevented from dlsintegratlng into

:"beatlng dead horses Efforts should be.maintained towards htOV1—k
ding contlnual feedback while 51multaneously 1mprov1ng one's skills
Plaget has contended that enhancenent in mbral reasoning requlres an

atmosphere of equallty and openness’ among part1c1pants of any such

proceSs. "Now criticism is'born of discussion and discussion is

honly'possible among equals" (Eiaget; 1932:409) .
Kohlberg has been duitefprecise-on this matter:

Perhaps & clearer example :0f the importance of
social part1c1patlon in moral development is
+ | the finding that children w1th ‘extensivé peer-
group part1c1patlon advance cons;derablg more
_ quickly through the Kohlberg stages of moral _
. s - judgement than children: who are 'isolated from S
) *.such part1c1patﬂon {(with both groups eguated
' from .social class and IQ). This clearly sug-
gests the relevance and potential of the class- - “
‘room peer group for moral educatlon.j

1
i

L S | : (Kohlberg, 1966:17)

1 “‘x_‘Groqp>processes. fAnother.essential-component is the Stfuctdres

. w1th1n whlch the partlcipants work BeCk assefts small group prof_

cesses are preferable "We cannot be. confidant and confessor to
more than a very small‘group of people" (Beck 197l(b) 18) _ Large‘
'group dlscussion sessions ought not-be used 1ndlscriminately Bnt"
: when they are employed they should not direcp/"too much attention ’

!
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e
. » o o *'. I

hpnn concrete and specific problems at the expense of general prin¥

‘ciples" (Ibid.:17). : ' S ¥
The teacher should not pose as an intellectual,
genius or as an infallible source of knowledge’
... He 1s a resource person, chairman, and o o
leader, and he should exercise” these roles
only in so far-as it is deemed useful by the .
group ... [moreover] while adhering to the
theoretlcal discussions approach, vary the
topics- and formﬁ& sufficiently to provide dif-
' ferent perspectives on each problem, avozd '
. boredom,,and ensure a sense of progress - '

(Ibid.:21)
' ¥

53

:§; Durkheim, the eminent Frenchﬂsociologist; believed that man

£l

EN
4

..needéd to perceive‘himeélf as a,member of the social group before; ;
Qe eouid.reelly progress in his individual or personal.morel awere—v
nesS..‘"For'nbrality:to,haye‘a sound baeis;.the citizen muet have1

an inelination%tosz?ds collective\life",.(ﬁurkheim, 1961:233).\ ".; R
Niblett fbllo&ed up this partiedlar argument: "..Lifdthe indié§;

:duel isbtd’develop moral strength he'mustdnake nerd’ehoicesrr. \
choosing'often betWeennloyalties'tn different ~groups" (Nlblett v\

- 3

1963;28) Nlblett also. has reminded us that Vthere is no moralitﬁ

without dec151ons that are personal” (Ibid,r30)

. e TN

’

| The facilitator must be continually aware of the potential dif-
ferences ihdi&iﬁual,adminiStraths mightdbring'to this procees‘and

'1 be ready‘tddtreatfeach semeinetfindividually.

Facilitator style Important to the success of the study would

be the style of leadérship adopted by the facilltator. It would be

: essential tha the f&cilltator be neither domineering nor. overly ag-

:



'»Quéressive. He must be sensitive to the feelings and needs of the :

others.

'the'power of the leader-must be controlledc(Whiteley; 1970).

.
RaT
L.

participants, Hegéﬂould be somewhat humble he need not alwayS’“
‘have to be.right. Piaget stressed that the leader lead and not

dictate; emphasis must be on drawing the part1c1pants out of them— ?
pa .

v

selves. . “The leader must, therefore, be a collaborator and not a

_ master,,from this double p01nt of v1ew moral and rational" . B

(Piaget, 1932:412).

Grainger in hlS efforts towards enhan01ng the abilities of

adolescents at moral reasonlng, agreed that confrontation ought to

_be avoided if possible and constructive interaction.attempted

r

His concern was that part1c1pants be sensitive to the needs of

"

...the feelings of the teacher for theée children and

thelr feeling@ for him become more 1mportant since both are_

deallng w1th‘raw material of their experiences of .and with one.

another (Grainger "1970: 15) Whiteley is of a similar mind that

W

”

Law, writlng in Contemporary Education, llkew1se advocates a-

partic1patory approach

v

In the methods of teachlng ethlcs .and moral ﬁf - »
standards, it seems essential’ to me that edu- . o ) :
cation should provide the opportunities to : :
learn these values in a participating manner

= learning moral and ethical standards, should

’be a functipnal experlment. R

(Law, 1970:4)



plyhof‘substantive information' (ibid;:Si).' o f.:f_ .f::'nj“

sion of reference materials.

0

Thé' relevance of this assertion was illustrated with an appropriate
example: "When,an administrator of a college‘orh§éthl_professes
that hisyinstitution is being operated on demoératic principles but’

dictates all functions, then his preachings are meaningless"

“(Ibid.).

Peters in "Reason and Habit: .The Paredox'of Moral Education"

(Niblett, 1963), was convinced that processeé:tbwapds greater!moral

‘awareness are,begf achieved‘by“taking'a,generalist-approach 6r'wideb

perspective. The leader must remain as open-minded and as;percép—
(S : ’

tive as possible and must not be content to dwell for long ﬁeriods'

of time on particular or isolated issues.

'Rubin, in "Challenge for Curriculum Designvand Teaching (Phll—'

lips, 1972) did not want the facilltator to rely solely on hlS own

# [

3talents and knowledge. . He argued strongly for the 1nclu§10n of 1n—

dependent sources of 1nformat10n and knowledge for the particxpants
g LPIN

s

in any program of moral deVelopment. "Put another way, moral educa*ﬁ_'

.‘ - N
’l

tion cannot occur unless the learner,haS'access to,an adequatevsupflf-

Rubin's concerns were, in.large part,ealleviaﬁed by the facili- .
'tator's'utilization of the dilemma resolution process as thé occa-

sion to introduce new sources of ideas and information. Furthermore,

use.of,externaliy produeed pfinted materielsjalso aided the expan?

@
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Combs in "Helping Teachers Change Their Values" (Ibid.), stated

-

‘that any attempts to improve levels of moral decision-making must be

conducted carefully and withAsensitivity.r "One thing we.ought\tovre—.

member abeut human beings is that they do not chanée their basic be-
llefs repidly" (Ibld :22). Demlng s paper, "Planning and Assessing

Value Change (Ibld ) went even fu' B fgj.g.

cator,’ perhaps his most dlfflcult challenge - In
v order to effect it, he must be reflectlve, sys- .
‘.tematlc, 1nnovat1ve, and self-critical. He must
also be cautious since values gre not only strong-
ly held but often dearly held. But given the in- ’
. tent to change them, he must be rigorous and "
thorough in his planning and practlce or he.1is
likely to srmplg miss hlS mark.

_ (IBid;r64)

May, suggested that efforts directed towards p051t1ve moral

‘educatlon must always be cognlzant of the 1ndLv1dual partlclpant s

c e

..present state of awareneSS'v#ﬂTeacher& neeﬁwto be aware of the dif-

ferent modes and stages sq.that‘they,may btganr?e their teachlng
.methods'to suit, as far as possible, the'pdrtitalar level which the

tpupils may have reached" (May;,l97l:29).' This has'betome‘important,
'vaccording'to*Fenton, because in his research", o _ ‘

80 percent of the subjécts prefe}red the ‘highest

‘stage of thought. that they comprebended (and)"
subjects tended to prefer the-%lgher stage state- -
ments in their developmental .order - that. 1s,' '
they preferred & Stage Flve argument to' a Stage

Four argument

R 8 ; : (Fentoh, 1976:6).
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Hawley, too, subscribed to Kohlberg's contention that the most‘

effective way of upgrading the level of moral reasoning would be to

'intervene'with arguments one level above that at which the'indivi—

dual was presently debating (Hawley,.l974).

-

.:»'j_ . '\

There ‘was, as a result of some special research, one slight

»“variation to this theme of non—confrontation Ewanyk, treating de—

linquent youngsters, took a more direct approach He did not be~

lieve confrontation should be avoided in,instances of lower levels

of moral reasoning o Qhe indiVidual must be confronted with his il—

»logical pOint of View, a negessary requirement for cognitive growth"
(Ewanyk, l973:l3); He also cautioned against expecting great changes

~even after an intensive program. Effort must be expended getting to

know the problems of. the participants (particularly if there is evi-

dence of "delinquency”) In some. instances, it may become eVident

_that further develOpment will be. difficult. Nevertheless, even in
- this Situatidn, where he was working w1th less. advanced examples of
moral reasoning, Ewanyk utilized discuSSion—type interactions as - ‘/‘5

‘well:

N\

Furthermore, it was suggested tbat effective
group discuSSions required the-subjects to be’
‘involved and committed to the resolution of
- the dilemmas, thus fulfilling the regu1rement
of role—taking., "At the same time, cognitive
conflicts of information .at the. subject s . .
level of” operation max;mized confrontaéion o - T

o1

(Ibid 63)
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SQmmarx.‘ Thelpiiottiné guidelinessincluded:a common emphasis’

‘relating to the necessity for the @rograﬁ to recogﬁize individual:

differences snd.iﬁvolve-participants rafher_;han dictate to them..

Eskdence suggested chis was best acce%?lished by requi;ing Pasti—

cipsnts:

;(i) to defiqe'ﬁgg themselves-the Rey»tErm;

(ii).to become iﬁvolved in role-taking whiph would help ens&re'
- -they aidlnot sit baek paSsiVely and Bebtoid wha;ltebthink

(Mosher”et al. 1973 Hawley, l974) | |

(iii) To undertake dllemma resolutlon themselves which would pro—

vide opporfhnitieaqﬁgr analysis of one's own moral reasoning
£ ! ] . , S L

processes while s
spectives[or orientations’(MOsher‘gg‘éi., l973)£"

(iv)‘to.ekperieﬁce different types of gfoﬂp proéesses,'bdt\pgr;.'

ticuIérly those with smallanﬁmbers'which would heip pfovide -

a sense of 1dent1ty for the 1nd1v1dual (Beck 1971 Durk—‘

‘helm, 1961; Nlblett 1963) 5

 part of.'the leadef/fatilitaior“shiCh would eneourage cql—.‘.
laboratieh'an& the feelingvthstseach person had somefhing
of'valﬁe toecqn;ributeg that ﬁhefe‘was ﬁo maSCef'in the
disepssions‘(Piaget 1932 Gralnger, 1970 Whlteley, 1970

: Law, 1970; Nibiettj 1963; Phillips, 1962; May,: 1971; Fen-

ten;vlgfé;'Hawley,:l974, Ewanyk,< 1973).

P

P . . . n : .
ﬁ@taneously being];ntroduced to new per-

(v) to be subJected_to-a.partlcipative»teaehing style Qn'the :
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Assessment Guidelines .

- ' ‘ J
While there are numerous guidelines to aid the development and
pllotting of a program in moral reasoning dlrected towards adults,
there is less advice concerning the modes by whlch to assess such a
) ) \

‘program once pilotted. Various approaches have been suggested in--

: cluding the Kohlberg test, haVing part1c1pants themselves,assess

o the process, requiring the fac111tator to keep notes on his per-

i

"ceptlons of progress belng made and dbtaining 1ndependent observa-
. o el

‘tiomns.

5 -
m

The Kohlbergrtest Kohlberg developed an instrument for as—

) 3.

se551ng ievels of moral reasoning ThlS was. further refined by

RUR
{:

BOrter and Taylor (Porter et al. 1972) They streamlined_the ori-

J'f;" oo

'ginal test to make 1t more useful as a pre— and post test for pro—

'grams utiliZing the Kohlberg model
%l S : _
. The complete [Kohlberg] questionnalre 1nc1udes

nine stories .that confront the reader with a’

moral dilemma.  The five: stories presented in

this guide are recommended because their scor-
1ng sgstems are ‘the most suff1c1ently developed,

;
/

’

ot

" (Ibid.:8)

While Porter and Taylor focussed their attention on young people,

;their subIECts did span the Kohlberg>scale suggestlng the -test would

be suitable for appllcation to adult subJects. A pggliminary field—

)
testing of the Porter and Taonr ver51on/of the Kohlberg instrument .

on a group of educational admlnlstrators, attending a Unlver51ty of

Alberta summer course in 1976 did indicate that the test was appro—



priate for adult use. Furthermore, several authorities at the Cali-~
w.-fornia Conference (l976),-including Mosher‘and»Scharf;dalso;vepified

its appllcablllty for adults._
< . L"""

The partlcular ‘Porter and Taylor ver51on of the test 1nstrument
: 5 v
has been thoroughly tested and Kohlberg, hlmself has been involved

in its evolution. It was prepared as a ''reliable method of measur- .

-

“ing the degree .of moral_development'reacned" (ibid.:v). "It is de;r
~veloped from a basis:of-the stage—developmental theories of tawrence}v
Kohlberg" (Ibid. ) The guide comes complete w1th a scorlng procedure

to” permlt the program fac111tator to conduct both the pre— and post—
'—4 . . / . )

-,teSts; however, in tbis instanceﬁ avprofe351onal scorer'from.the

' Harvard Centre was .utilized to ensure objectivity.

Porter and Taylor mnote that "the Kohlberg test is not a highly
‘standardized and precise measurement and a person's‘score is;not_an'

absolute mark that explalns everythlng (Ibld..G) "But sinde this

program for educatlonal admlnistrators was novel and requlred a de—

. gree of flex1billty, a non—standard test prov1ded some needed lati-

v

tude. -Porter and Taylor contlnue' o

t

We prefer to thlnk of the dllemmas outllned R ®
. 7 as useful tools in getting to know how.a per-
. son views questions that. most of us would
call moral questions.: And theg are even more
" useful in that we can relate one person's an-
"', swers to.those of others by seelng all the
' dlverse answers in terms of moral development.,

(Ibld ).
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Participant.assessment, It}mﬁ%%'be\remembered as well that it
G "N*;ﬁ} . ' .
was not Kohlberg s stage theory tHif . a@as being studied. His model

sions prov1ded the opportunlty for. subjective participant. comments
band obtained from part1c1pants numer1ca1 ratings of dlfferent as-
pects of tﬁe sessiens as well. Bqth the comments and the ratings
enabled,accumulation of comperable data ftem'the entlre group whichl
in turn gaVe some lhdicationvas to increésing-sensitivity to the
issue of moral conflict resolutlon as well as whether there was
'any.perceived enhancement‘in the partlclpants capac1tles for moral
’dreasoniﬁg{ |

o -

,\\ L ) ) . .
Facilitator's-notes. .According to Mosher, a program to en“anceA

‘moral reasonlng ut111z1ng an 1ntervention process could not be as-

1

" . sessed adequately solely by a pre— and/or post ~test type of instr -

ment. The evaluatlon mustgbe comprehen51ve.and ongolng throughout

the course of the program.’

Currlculum development is a process of concur-

rently thinking about problems in educating

people and intervening or dcting on these prob-. =

lems. The method is an. alternatlng cycle of -
.reflection, and action, of hard thinking, careful

practice’ and evaluation designed. to produce a

more comprehen51ve understandlng of how systema-
tic educatlonal experlences affects specified

knowledge, Sklll, or development in [1nd1v1duals]

‘(Mosher, 1975:5) .



\
Mosher continued:  'the focus in evaluation is.on the curricu-
lum, the teaching and thevinteractive effect on the student's

1earning” (Ibld ). When teaching a pilot class, he suggested that

records be made as carefully as p0851ble and rev1ewed in llght of

the orlglnal goals. From this would come as effective‘an unde¥stan-

ding of whether progress is belng achleved as from an\\sther accep=

~

ted measurement device.* Through use of pllots and applled revi-

sions "you will feel a considerable intuitive confidence and com-
.mand of what knowledge, skills,_or growth can come from that experi-

ence" (fgdd.:6). SR , o . _ R R

Moshen contended it is’ 1mportant that "attendance and part1c1—
i * e .
patlon in lscu531ons...(be) the two essential requlrements of the

course' (@?sher et al., 1973: 178) and that the sessions be recor-

of reasonlng they employed and “to assess the effectlveness of the
7facilitator sﬁlnterventlons. It also proyades-on—g01ng 1ntu1t1ve

in51ght regardlng any 1ncrease in sensit1v1ty towards the ex1stence
of moral dllemmas.b To a351st‘1n thlS review process, the fac1llta—t

«

to:'should make brief refetence notes as’each session unfolds;-

‘% The reader is reminded that the interpretatlon of evaluatxve com-
ments from participants in-a pilot study of this kind must be

'-,undertaken cautlously in the sense that their very part1c1pat10n-

in a . trial project is likely to dispose them favourably to-

- wards the project (viz. "Hawthorne effect"). The author has at-
tempted to take this 1nto account 1n his interpretatlon of the ‘
data. '

435
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Independent observations. To complement this role by the fa-

c1litator and to further ensure objective reporting, an independent

program. 'As well, each partic1pant could be asked to maintain a

workbook which; at the conclusion of the program, would be_turned

- in to, the facilitator as an additional reﬁord of the process. " In

-

‘order to gain maximum return from these more. objective sources of

evaluation, ‘the fac1litator should hold debriefing seSSions daily

w1th ‘the observer and, at the concluSion of the program, with the

participants. ThlS would permit a greater exchange of understan—\\
: . , R

dings as:to the‘perceived success of the process,

Summary Assessment guidelines have not been articulated-ex—

'“ten51vely in any of the approaches to moral development. The

' note- taking observer could be included in the actual staging of the .

values clarification approach relies entirely on subJective feelings

' ,_while the cognitive approach strives ‘for behavioral change or at
,least acceptance of an obJective standard and so 1is not suitable

_’for an experience—based strategy anyway. . Within the cognitive—'

developmental approach there is an attempt to combine subjective

and obJective evaluation methods in-an effort to provide some

" instrument (Porter et al l972) When combined with: independent

observations an acceptable appreCiation can be gained as to the

'success of the program at enhancing the participant 's capacity for

h 4

'measure of assessment capability The Porter and Taylor version of

"the Kohlberg questionnaire prov1des an adequate pre- and post— test

moral reasoning in the resolution of ethical/moral conflicts. Par—

'ticipant'assessment and the facilitator s notes, while providing

-~
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some . indication as té'whéﬁher eﬁhancemeﬁt df_moral reasoning oc= .
éurs,_gi&é‘bétter ihdicgﬁion és.to.the*suééess of the:prdéfaﬁ at”’

incfeééing the sens}tivity<§f the:pAfﬁiéipaﬁts'fd thé‘ekiétehcé of
moral dilemmas.Qithin édu;atipnal admiﬁistfatién.

VI. . SUMMARY -

Al v &)
°

In this éhapter, thg elements‘of an educational program have
been reviewed,.indluding.the approadﬁésvtq éducétidnallprogram de-

velopment important to the area of moral education. It was shown

that the cognitiﬁé-devélopméntal~apﬁroach‘most_Satisfactorily ac-

commodated the intentions of this:Study. Furthermore, the stages .

theory of Kohlberg and his associates provided specificféuidelines

for the deVelopmeﬁtfof a pfdgréﬁ.th#t would expand the ability of

‘the educational administrator to éystematically'reaéon through
‘ mbral_dilémmas..iGdidelines for the development, pilotting, and
'fasééssment bf.the-pfogram, as derived fromhthé"Kohlberg fqrmulatioﬁ,

i,

s s ' W o L
were presented and discussed. *
a "%
- %
—_ ’.‘l;v'
Y N .
- -
!
y

i
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L - - ' CHAPTER THREE .

DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROGRAM

>The initial 1deas for thls program ‘were conceived- during the
summer of 1975. ' The process which took those early thoughts to a‘
workable program i% presented graphlcally in Table II. In this

Aip chapter each of the steps maklng up- the program development pro-n@i

RS “ O !

cess is presented and ‘discussed. - . T b

. . 3
. s .

I. ARTICULATION OF GOALS AND STRATEGIES -

,. T . s . '.-- . . '
‘The framewdrk for this study emerged after a review of litera-

ture dealing with morai education; ih.geheral; and’stage thaory and
. ‘< . o ’ . ' s ) “ . . ' .' . L &b
- moral development, in particular. This review established that
: : : N e . ¥ ' L
stage'theogy seemed to provide the,strongest'basis nOW'available
4 Co 5, A

for developlng a program to enhance the educatlonal admlnlstrator s

r

capacity for moral reasonlng 1n the resolutlon of . ethical/moral con-
»fllCtS. CA pr1nc1pal source of %uidance was found in thé'wOrk.of

S NP "-‘ oA

Ralph Mosher. of Boston UhlverSityi' e K
_ . The aim'is to stlmulate the development of more
I ,dlfferentlated, 1ntegrated2 aed comprehensive

: ‘ways of thlnklng abouaivalues or morallty.' The,

, supp051tlon is that t will be related to en-. }

- | ft ﬁ'hancedcmoral action.
' L v . :
T RV i";; o (Mosher et al., 1973 167)
. ] o " "a‘ . . & . ‘J . N
v \ E N X

l”",Ih:d;SCstingphis efforts at’enhancing moral reasoning Mosher

.- states:. . : s .
[ . -‘ oo X . . - - e . S ~ h : .c . . . '. .\
- N a premlse of the course 1s that the essentlal Lo
'“' - purpose of. educatlon is the st;mulatlon of: 1n- T

K]
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TABLE II
Cfia
- 'THE PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT PRCCESS. W
Fall, L. Articulation of ‘Goals
1975 and ,Strategies -
- = b
»
Wincer, . ; .
1975 ' — o
L III (a) Prﬂllm ‘nary dgtermina- | . L. (a) PFelexnaryﬂse;e;j
R tion and develop-
; tion of viability qf ; .
Spring, "Kohlber hased test F ment of materials |-
. 1976 g : i and accivities
IIL.(b) Pleld Test aséessmgnc ¢ -
: ‘material n
Sumzer, o -
1976 . ) . . ‘
3 .. I . . N o
' III (e Development of additlonal 1. L (b)Ex;erq;l . S
Review-
. assessmenc procedures % ..

Fall, B B

1976 g ' v
e e . i y :

: : [n < ~EC¢,‘." P | ! [
Wintér, B . IV, Establ;;ning a formaL
1976 ) coursd etcing

IV Development of .pro- i Fred}n status
, . ‘gram manual for . - role gf observer
‘ - t
. " fleld testing actqa: class 1m?
: S « = LY. Selection of ﬁarcicipanE;], g
Spring, . " aa— - - ' ‘ o
| 1977 : v = ¥
£ \ - o : lVIthield test program {© B
1\ . S’umr-' ) - ) . - . " . 7 L] N - ‘ !‘J
> : S . ; L . Ce
! 1377 . 'lvVII.VAssess] B _ ’ . R
&;v , N . - i ) - ' . < - P
B SR |
T : o I VIIT. Reportl e : .J" .
[T - - : B o B . i
| - oo
[N . \“ A f .
1 i -
_ : J o)
S w . ' SR
- ‘\- - i B . v
¢ i e~ ‘ : FE
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dwv1dualﬂdevelopment .The basic notion is
that educatlon should discern and provide
those systematlc experiences or stimuli
which give the individual optimal opportuni-
ty to develop or grow in lnteractlon with
.hls ‘erivironment.

(Ibid.:167)

‘ MoSher utillzes the work of Lawrence;Kohlberg:

Our curriculum work ‘in moraIXeduéatlon draws
heavily on Kohlberg's empirical and theo-
retical studg of moral development )
.While, in our view, the major educatlonal '/:
and curricular appllcatlons of Kohlberg's . a .
theory remain ta 'be done we believe that -the ' o
theoretical understanding of moral development“
now available allows that practlcal work to
vl T ».go forward with dlspatch and promlse

a
S

(Ibld 170)

/ ) 4..&

Mo her and hls assoc1ates already have developed some programs -

1n moral educatlon for adolescents. - Thus they are in a pos1t10n to
v . -

: make sgme observatlons as te where the program developed in this

.vstudy mlght succeed . It was. Mosher s bellef that "we need to try a

"varlety of ways to affsrt moral development One of the trulsm§ of

~y . [
B .

ducatlon is’ that dlrferent people learn in. response to dlfferent

‘stlmuli m (Ibld 205) Moreover, the teachen must be a fac111ta—-'
'tor, one who steers the dlscussion as in the Socratic methdﬂ" What

:has helped ma&e thls process more effectlve igt that ethical issues’ .

are part of (people s) 11ves...and ‘can be analyzed in personal
‘terms.-‘(Ibld.).~ S : ‘ I -
« : : -
The-major goal of the Mosher insptred“programs was natural

‘optimal development...not unusual acceleration (Ibid..176)

e




74

Mosher{svresearch found that people tended-to becone‘fixated at
lower stages if they were not challenged in their thinking, and so
his "edutational objective iS'then, to stimulate moral developnent
and prevent sucg frxatlon (Ibld Y. . That this'could best be‘accom—
pllshed by using a staées theory process was supported by'Kohlberg
(Kohlberg, 1964:394). Kohlberg, hlmself, credited Piaget for inif.

tially reveallng this partlcular applied research approach and drew

on this. work for additional support (Ibld :395) .

d-Beck.declaned that‘the moral stages approach, as'evolved‘in :
Kohlberg s work, was the best base from whlch to, develop programs
in moral reasonlng (Beck l97l(b) 14) Beck's concept of an ade—
EQUate program, 1nclud1ng the manner by whlch it should be,taught or‘

- cond‘ucted required effeﬁlve leadershlp based on Openness and genu—
1ne humlllty where the fac111tator was always ready to accept that .
[ ‘ } . ~ (‘J

there may. be some partlcipants who can act at a staée hlghex than

hlmself/herself (Ibld ). ) ' E o 7b }‘ip
: B @) ' -
) . . Hawley, too, considered Kohlberg S work to be the principal

2 a B -

starting p01nt and of immense 1mportance in developlng techniques &

 for moral education (Hawley, 1974 108) ' Furthermore

. " The operatlng factor 1n the development of . .
‘ ‘ moral Judgement is what Kohlberg calls role- S 3 PR
T ‘ " - taking - that is, taking part i the workings = ': '
- " of society in many dlfferent social roles. ..The e
: - guality of an educatlon for moral Judgement is :
— directly related to .the numbers of opportunltles
<_h"~“?1“”““—that—ere available for role-takzhg;ggg_tgﬂthe,_ SR
. quality of the avallable roles.

— B 2

P  (Ibid.:109)
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i | 2
As'a base strategy'inrdeveloping the program, Kohlberg's stage

'theory was accepted as a fundamental component. ‘His work and that

of hlS colleagues formed the” framework from Wthh to assess the cur-.

rent levels of moral reasonlng of the-group of educatlonal admini-

strators who were-the partic1pants ln thlssprogram. Kohlberg S

theory also servedfas thejprincipal tool for the educational pro- .
gram whlch would attempt to expand the abllity of the educatlonal
:admlnlstradors to systematlcally reason through moral problems and

increase their sensitivity to the existence of moral conflicts

w1th1n the domaln of educatlonal administration.

II.
| |

‘ Having artlculated the general thrust and selected- the major

framework of the program,'lt then became important to commence the a
. , o . L
selectlon process whereby approprlate materlals "and: activities
& o .
would be cposen to: facllltate the pilottlng of ‘the program. ' o

Materials and Activities

5

Mosher contended that sudh a program can be ‘most successful when Y
bé{ng offered as a course (Mosher et al 1973 178) ' onsequently, R

« L

: potential matexials and act1v1ties were not only examlned w1th‘

'view t0~th61r appropriateness o the Kohlberg approach but also‘

Itheir useability w1thin a formal course‘setting_~eemplete_ulth_gggg:_“_~‘~—~“

o lar class hours, ass;gnments, and credit for completlon.




——

N

(O

An assortment of materlals and act1v1t1es were rev1ewed as po-

tentlal medns to’ accompllsh the pllottlng of the program. Follow1ng

the guldellnes of Kohlberg (1966, 1964), ‘Mosher (l976 1973), and

~others (Phi Delta Kappan, 1975) the materlalsvselected contalned’

';gested that in ad;itlon to intrqdﬁctory discussions onvgeneral prin—“*

reasonably obvious examples of moral conflict. One significant
characteristic of any suitable example was that it contained the
need for some decision-making regarding.the moral issug to be faced.

N

. While the rationale for selecting individual session material
is'provided atéthe conclusion of each day's program throughont the

Fac111tator s Notebook (See Appendix), generally speaking, the

materlal was selected on the ba51s of 1ts relevance to educatlonal

administration and processes related to the development;of moral

»

reasoning, |Two -principal kinds of study materials were drawn upon:
written‘and_a diofvisual; follbﬁing'Mosher's.recommendation (Mosher

et al., 1973). - e o

.

A varlety of wrltten materlal was’ examlned in an effort to pro-

o . - E . N 5

vide 1nformation that the partlcipapts would have more time to re-

‘flect upon regardlng the particular challenges to ethlcal ;easonlng

contalned uherein Such an approach was, advocated by Beck ‘who sug— 3

il
.

A I

c1ples (elementary ethicé% and famillar moral prdblems, there should

- - Cov

be some dlscu831oq of articles or excerpts from books d15cu551ons
®, S
of . case study materlals, and use of relevant plays or novels (Beck

’ -

L?7l(b) 22—23) | '._’.-fg'fv" A --‘.,.‘ R s

C) -

76
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e ' .‘&
: Though the story took | place in the la%§‘l930 sﬁ%nd earyd

The written case studies either_were located‘in the'publica—
’tions originating‘from’the Harvard Centre for Moral Development
(Kohlberg s base) or were developed from experiences of the facili—

tator himself. Each posed a moral conflict w1thin a setting quite

»

relevant to the partic1pants. Furthermore, a novel was chosen as- a

< )

kmajor teaching/ Arning deVice within the program. The setting of .

Wind Without R *&anadian school.. The story followed the
life- of a young | gé r as’hevstru%gleduthrough:a series of moral
. . . LS ‘ - R :

conflicts in hlsasedrch for personal and profe351onal identity.-

>

u.problems and‘51tuationsvdescribed Within this" book rema';‘ rrelevant

5t

for the%part1c1pants and the program 1tselﬁ It prov1ded a variety

of potential group debates regarding problegs that- administrators

‘might have in. resolv1ng moral dilemmas.‘ Thﬂgh'in turn, provaded the

77

facilitator with opportunities to attempt to expand the abilinies ofv .

the partic1pants to systematically rgason through moradl diTemmas’ .

. “&%, f,"“gﬁm; R o
' ‘Adﬁﬁ%ional'hﬁtkground material was prov1ded which dealt direct-

ly with the topic of moral education and Kohlberg s stages theory

N

. approach to lt. This was done in order that the prospective admini—

_strator would have direct access to the central tool itself : Such

A : - 3

.action was based on' the assumption that hav1ng a more immediate

3
. . a
“

’ understanding ofﬂthe Kohlberg formulation would assrst in asseSSing

.o

K

would enable the administrator to better understand the actual di—

lemma“and'then{seek'out‘avenueS'to its resolution@ ’Throughvthis;

. S ) B N : .t . . .
L -

the reasoning of those 1nvolved in the moral dalemma. This in turn,.




te 4

process the administrator would at least increase his sensitivity
to moral problems, if not enhance his capacity for moral reasoning.

in the resolution of moral conflicts. =»

. Motlon)plctures were utlllzed upon the advice of both Colller

and Mosher: "A story told. by a fllm has ‘an ‘immediacy of 1mpact not

o -

shared by purely llterary media, since it 1s Gonveyed by an amalgam
of verbal and non—verbal modes of communication 51m11ar to those of

everyday experlence (Colller et al., 1974:177).' "Our experience

is’ that appropriately selected fllms are very powerful stimuli to

" moral_discussions and reasoning" (Moshen et al., 1973:182); : ©

based on testing donevby Mosher and‘others,_two films were se4“
lected from the Learning Corporatéon of Amerlca series; "Searching
- for Valuesb . (Ibid. ) These films‘are edited verslons'of major
motlon nlctures | ‘

(a) Consc1ence 1n Confllct synthe51zes superb actlno w1th masterful »

.writlng and d1rect10n to probe a theme that recurs thronghout llte—

rature and llfe 1tself and 1s cru01al to moral dec1sion—mak1ng to

what extent should a man hold fast to his princ1ples7 Edlted from

-

Columbia‘Pictures classic, A. Man For All Seasons, the film prov1des

i . J‘ -
excellent examples of confllct 31tuations that must be faced and re-

L : .
;f solution is unav01dable even though the choices are not pleasant. %25

- i

>

y,,;l rity and the conditlons in whicﬁ acceptance ofrauthorlty is morally

s » //
L prqblematlc. An edited ver51on of The Caine" Mutiny follows the .|

'ijf-“ theme—through the actionsﬁaf an individual well condltloned to ac—

cept authority., o o Lo

(b) Authority_and Rebellion conc1sely dwells on the issue of autho— -

78
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. Video- tape clips were also utilized One‘selected'Video—tapef

,‘ . \ 7 S
clip, "On- ‘Board'', was. one’ of a series available in the Department of
Educational Admlnlstration Laboratory (Univer51ty of Alberta) B?'”

J

dealing w1th a moral 1ssue faced by a school board member, it pro-.
vv1des an example of . the practical application of dec131on-making
w1thin the context of - moraloconflicts. Two others were clips:
locally produced at the Department of Educational Administration

(Univer81ty of Alberta) showlng potential moral conflicts for the

.educational adninistrator. -

The External Review of Materials and Activities
- . e

As materials and/or activities were located that appeared ap-
propriate according to the Mosher gu1delinesﬂ'th§§”were subjected to
K

.a further bersonal review process by the fac1litat0r.. Such materials

) were tried out informally on. various practising educators and former

teachers in the Penticton, B.C. school district as wel% as some ad—

cin . ’ ) . -.

s

- mlnistrators in Vancouver and Edmonton on &t random ba31s. If the

' materials stimulated\\he kind of discussion among rev1ewers that was'

being sought by the faq&litator, the material was retained - If not,

4 . \ - ‘ . . v
_the material was set aside.' ’ S .

: 79
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III. PRELIMINARY. SELECTION OF ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES

D K . . ) .
. . . ) P
. : . . . !
! T .

Deternination'of the Viability of'Kohlberg—based'Tests

fhehxohibeng?fest, as modified by Eorter and Tayldr, was selec--

ted initiai}y/asianyassessment device as it had been extensively

|

tested‘ _A“ed“by:other researchers‘and found to be .an-excellent

measure. of the degree of complex1ty 1nvolved in a persoé%% moral'rea-
. / 1‘

soning ﬁPorter et al.,.l972):\ It utillzes the five storleétof the

‘ / ) : 4

comglete\Kohlberg questlonnalre that can be: scored most accurately

Furthermorey Kohlberg had part1c1pated in the development of this

. AY
. version of hlSSEeetw/

. Field-test of Assessment Material

' R P 1N
Fleld-testlng of thlS 1nstrument was carrled out by the facili-

S tator at the Unlversity of Alberta 1n the sprlng of 1976 The,pilOt

: gk S ST
group con31sted of a selection of,graduate”etudents attendlng a . f”
spring session seminar 1n educational administration' This test, , L\\ff

5 combined w1th reports from other centres (California Conference on °

T A Y

Moral Educatlon, 1976) verlfied its applicabillty for adults in

general and educators in partlcular." "-.%r_‘)

.

' Development of Additional Assessment Procédures R

. ~ o TN - '
o\

o The tlme—frame of the program proposed, caused some concern..
Mosher and others suggested that the Kohlberg test might not be suf— '

fic1ent in detectlng significant changes (California Conference,

- C
.. . S : °



Qimsi To provide‘added*scopebtoAthe evaluation prodess,

.
1976). They tecommended that additional evaluative ddvices be em-

J

ployed. Conseduently, workshop assessment evaluation!forms were

prepared to be completed after individual sessions. \s well, fol-

lowing Mosher's lead (Mosher et.al., 1973) the large roqpﬂsessions

w - Ty

"were audio-taped to provide data regarding the‘faciliqatgrléig?oup
vleadership procedures-and the effects of.the'ptocess.oblpsrtici-f

psnts; ‘ o f. | - :‘ ‘v“d _Ll
| | |
i
dent. observer was included in the workshOps. On a dally basis,'

this 1nd1v1dual rev1ewed the workshop progress with the fac1lita—

tor.. As well, he compiled his own observations‘to be_added’to -
those of the participants atlthe final“debriefings of the prdgram.‘
Iv. - DEVELOPMENT 'OF THE PROGRAM MANUAL™ °

The program was developed to consist of twelve sessions. ' The

format of each se531on followed adv1ce received from Mosher, Beck

. and Wilson, all of whom previOusly had developed such programs_

.‘.(Mosher et al., 1973 167; Beck l97l(b) 2 and Collier et al.,

1974 22$3“b The sessions, whlle generally pursuing a common theme,

" vary the specific materials and strategies employed Sometimes

:

\(‘m
audio—visual materials afe used at other times written materials.

S

R

,group processes, and_so‘on. The tWelve session format is shown in

. :
Vo

' Table IIlJ;

an‘indepen-;‘

'Some sessions used small group discussions, while others used 1arge _d

81
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i ‘
Prior to the commencement of the coursg, every mémber was pro~

v1ded ‘a copy of the hmajor novel, Wind W1thout Rain (Dewdnéy, 1974) .

N
The\partic1pants were encouraged to read this book at least once'
.“ e, .

ubefore the‘prooram began to save -some time in the midst of the pro— L

gram when the book would actually be used A:self—contained Par—;

ticipant s WOrkbook was prepared to, serve as a daily record book
. for the members oflthe program. It contained all the supplements
ﬂ(appendices) relevant to the discuSSions and a551gnments,_and -pro-

. v1ded space for wrltten comments and questions This Workbook was

I m ce e R . o

‘to be giVEn out piece4meal on a daily ba51s, the day prev1ous to
e R ot

the se531on each part1c1pant would receive hls copy along w1th ap—'?7

propriate back—up mateniaf to be 1nserted in the holder prov1ded‘r;>

-~

(See sectlon entitled A551gnment for VEXT DAY in both the Fac1lita—3

i

tor 'S: Votebook and Part1c1pant s Workbook ) ) ..

, [T - . fare
~ s n

.+ - V. ESTABLISHMENT OF A PROGRAM'SETTING = -

0y
-4

" . Establishing a Formal. Course Setting

10

Parallel to the development of the program manual (both Fac1li—

,

y'tator and Participant ver51ons) a formal setting was- estﬁblished with«

AN
R4

in which ta conduct the program | During the w1nter of 1977 dlscus—l

= . ; N G

Sions were carried out w1th the Chairman of the Department of: Educa—

'yntional Administration to obtain perm1551on to conduct the program

NS

on a credlt ba51s w1th1n the Department in order that graduate stu-
dentS'in educaﬁionaljadmlnistratlon cOuld servevas participants;

a Ce
o

: 35‘
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The Department was most <d-operative and made available a seminar

course in Sprlné Sessidn 1977 which_carried creditrstatus.- The regu-

- lar professorrfor‘this course was”assigned the role of_official ob-
server. oo v T . -
. . :

-
»

. While three’full-weeks‘(fifteen three—hgur periods) were ava%}aF

‘ipﬁble.for the presentation of the:program;.due to'extended Sessions T

Q: and extra out —of= class a351gnments, the program took up only twelve
") . . . .
da?s Thls IIEYlblllty helped ensure tOplCS were not drawn out toi'

~.

unnecessary lengths or prematurely terminated Flnal outllnes of S IR

-m,

’ the dally se351ons were not prlnted untll the last pOSSLble moment

to ﬁaC1lltate changes suggested or made necessary bycpartlcular ac—'f.
LHOften'indlvddual se351on evaluatlons»wouldf” B

_ tlons w1thIn the group

o

p01nt to:certaln concerns or mlsunderstandlngs that could best be

i ' : .
dealtvwith.by revising ‘the emphasisror,thrust'of'subsequent sessions.'

o

Selection of Participants - B

After selection of the settlng for ‘the program, 1t was necessary
'to obtaln a suff1c1ent number of part1c1pants to make the pﬁ%fess ,h‘;v ’\\‘E’;

*fviable. vaIt was felt-some~ten to twelve peoplewwould_suffice,g;AQQ_qf

" ‘fourteen students had registered for the_original-seminarﬂéqurSetglﬂ“

fithese Werelépproached:bfdthe‘deslgnated professor:and dééartmgﬁt:;;‘
chairmanfinalatenfehruarf”ashto‘thelr interest and willingnessrtOh?i
partiCIpatevin this experimental program in moral reasonlng and edu—h'
catlonalvadminlstratlon. The response was one of cautious accep-

tance. fhus,‘subsequent,to’this discussion, in‘March thejfacilitaf




tor met with the potential participants and outlined the general
fdérmat of the program. Following this second meeting, all fourteen
Lv v ‘,.""“ ’, - v h '. o * . : . )
agreed to participate. AP - -
4 :
- The participants included six women  and eight men ranging in .
age‘from’late twenties_to mid-fifties. While all had experience in
‘ } ; | . o

the classroom, administrative experience varied from a very limited

.

' amount in twoindividudls through\to many years in others.. The pro-
N - B ) . . | . ' M . N . : )

gram-was then read¥.to be pilottediand assessed. 4

< . ) . )

e ©_ VI. SUMMARY

'In'this,chaotet1the.procedures used to develop the'program.conJ .

,cept:havé”been described. In the evolution of the program concept

the review of’litetature,indicated that baSiCally.there was,only one.

~

liefféctlve model for the type of - program de51red within the context

R ' -
~;of th\s study ) That model was Kohlberg = stages theory and 1t re= -

,ﬁceived considerable‘support from moral education scholars. Addl—‘

»

. Q B e ~",' .
,Jtional ev1dence'suggested that success would be: most likely to re—

”.sult from utillzation of a formaI program format.,‘

Vv

All materlals and actlvities selected related to the general 751

115sue of moral tlict resolution. Genérally speaking, thlS ma-
terlal was SL.gasteu hy Kohlberg or one\:§ hls assoc1ates or: advo—

cateSVfohis a,~rnach. Mosher was the most constant SOurce of N

f‘guidance.:ﬁAs a'result\ a: w1de diver51ty of materlals were utilized .

fﬂ'ncludlng fllms, books,_case studles, video—tapes - all containing
potential or actual dllemmas. _"' g

,
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Assessment materials were derlved from Kohlberg in the form of

-

* a ‘version of the Kohlberg questlonnalre " This served as’ a\pre— and ‘
. . R - !
wpost test but was not con51dered suff1c1ent addltlonal subjectlve

and obJectlve evaluatlons were sought by the part1c1pants and an_ in-

‘dependent observer sat in on the entire process.;'

There were twelve sessions all bullt around varlatlons on the

. .
'

theme of moral dllemma resolutlon. Some materlal was prov1ded in.
‘advance of the se531ons, and in all cases the’ empha51s was on.at-
temptlng to expand the ablllty of the part1c1pant to systematlcally

reason through moral dllemmas.d The program 1tself was establlshed
» Tyt L )
within_a formal'setting, and pa{tiilpants were 1nv1ted to partlcl—

' pate voluntarily.
The program, once de51gned and developed was_ then pllotted

- . .

‘Thlsﬂexperlence is rev1ewed and assessed ln Chapter Four.-




. S | CHAPTER FOLR - ~ . ™

REVIEW OF THE EXPERIENCE

In this chapter, the educatlonal program on the enhancement. of
moral reaSoninE§is described and assessed. As %an-ze recalled from p
Chapter Two (hev1ew of the therature), after rev1ew1ng the elements

of an educatlonal program w1th partlcular referenCe to moral educa—

tion 1t wasydetermined that the cognltive—developmental approach

most satisfactorily accommodated the'intentions of this studYx~‘With4'

Il
bl

in this'framework the Kohlberg stages theory best prov1ded speclfic Con Ty

.guldellnﬁs for the development of a program Bgrenhance ‘the educa— T

e A o . . ! <

tlonal admlnlstrator S capac1ty for moral reasonlng in the resolu—

tion of ethical/moral conflicts.. The Kohlberg approach contends
fthat development of one’ s moral reasonlngdls progre351ve through
fleyels ofgcomplexity;_moreover; the_lndiv1dual can_be ;nsplredhto
reason‘at a more complexvlevel through the interuentlons’or;alfaciri_.
tator. Thishstudp deueloped’an'educationalsprogram:whereh;fsuch‘sys-I

tematic’ interventions could occur. .

' ’ v
The 1nterventlon process occurred thrOugh the materials and ac—

7tiv1t1es selected for the program Qﬁncluding role taklng, dilemma

'resolutlon,,varying group processes), through the style and actlons .

. of the facilltator himself .and through the encouragement of dlrect
. linteractlons agong the participants.; In this program diverse. moral -

e 3

dllemmas were used 1n order to- prov1de a varled series of uations,“

",adult5§wh&,Were'prospective
L G . e .




2
A T

To assess this'program; four sources of evaluatiyeiinformationiﬁ
- were available: the'observer,‘the'evaluation'quizzés,,the KoHlberg'

- o . . | " R : ,; ‘ . . . ‘ . ) i . . N .*’
“pre- and posf?tests, and the‘recorded audio tapes of the workshop

t

. discussions. -. These sources can be analyzed wlth respect to four

major aspects, of the program . ' f‘; i?
A ‘ ' . ' ‘ o - '_{
(1) the‘materials'and activities selected;
. _ B . v ’ /1‘ ’ ) -
(ii) the role of the instructor/facilitator;
(iii) the reSultant_outcomes for students/participants; and,
- : , : Voo S -
(iv) the intentions of the program.

4

These aspectS”are_summarlzed\in»Table iv. (As noted preﬁiously; the fi

T

Fadilitator's Notebook and Part1c1pant s Workbook are 1ncluded in the

vaddendum to permit spec1f1c reference to the day—by—day unfoldlng of 1

h:the program ) IR ' E ;' D e

I.  MATERIALS AND ACTIVITIES

Signlficant to the development and dellveng of the program was
cthe selection and arrangement of . the material ~‘and actiVities  One

~ 1tem, common throughout the se351ons, was thé Participant s Workbook

“which parallels to a large degree the Fac1litator s Notebook In‘

) order that purposes unique to each session would be better appreci—

.hated “the Workbook was prev1ewed at ‘the outset of each day Everyf'

one made extensxve use of the Workbook Mbreover »ach book-was

_turned in-at the completion of the program as a so

.

”lof additional

‘ insights for the facilltator into the progress of individui

: tlcipants. For{example, thls was partiCularly.usefnl for-cbnparing‘“

S

.90
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.\ < . - . TABLE IV - XY
R . 'ASSESSMENT OF THE PROGRAM ~ ' . = . . |
. : . Ll . . . . ‘b . . v
- & "
) Element of the Program ~© . Data Source ‘i
. . ) : N ) ) . [
. to be Evaluated ' ) e
S Materials and Activities o (a) Observer's reactions
e (B Pérticipaﬁts"ggéesémentSt, e
) R R : : o T - f
IT. Role of Instructor/Facilitator (a) Obsérver's'reactions
| (b) Part1c1pants assessments -
‘ ‘(c)‘Audlo tapes of 1nd1v1dual _
, .f)", o se531ons.
IIT. Outcomes for Students/Part1c1-,_ (a)‘Observer'S'camments
pants. 'k ' s (b)gKohlberg test scores_ B
s '(c) Audlo tapes of 1ndiv1dual- , T
sessions ’ : L
. IV. ' Intentions of_tpe‘?rogrami" S (a)r Part1c1pants commentslf'"
S o (b) Facilitator 's comments_"A ,
L =
> ‘ p o



| : . !
group assfssments.

ticipants ‘were able to inte

:tivities utilized throughout.tAe programw"Firstbappears a conden—

'sation of the information provi d in both the FaCilitator s Note—

book and. the Part1c1pant s- Workbo k. This is suppo;ted by a synop—

sis of the actual happenings as derived: from\\he debriefing notes
‘Wlth"the observer and'facxlitator. \(This meetiog.also provided an
.opportunity to examine the activities proposed for the next. day. and
’to cons1der the Value of altering the 1ntended format ) The’reaoAT'
.tions'Oftthe observer andlassessuent_by-the participants;are theu )
uoted wherever‘available or aoolicable;.'The reportidg_on each day
. v _ SRR _ ‘ > T _

: X » , R o , o » -’
concluded with a statement of any suggested revisions that appear

.

relevant. - ‘ T _ “t,ﬁ s

%
Each day is reViewed Within the contexs\of the guidelines as‘
summarized earlier in Chapter TWO (PP 62 63)‘ -

_/

¢
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\

S\

‘v;.presented This approach 1s recommended by the: Kohlberg formula—

\

e Intrdduction\of\\\\\\\general explanation by fa~

moral dilemmas.

‘2. Discussion of a |

~ proach moral dilém-

" -mark information re-
garding ind1v1dual o -
\ levels of moral rea- B o : S
\\soning S AN

DAY ONE o . R

¢

" Activities 'Materials[Mode

10 minutes
the process, inclu- cilitator. '
ding the -attention - =~ . T

to resolution of . L o ‘o

-Case Study'#l - "Norman"
and James'" - a dilemma in-
volving the use of 1nforma-
tion about a person.

) B

45 minutes

common base point |

from which- to ap- E
|
1

mas.
3. Provide some bench- Kohlberg Test (Porter and

60 minutes
. Taylor version)" : o

R

’ Th oughout the first se531on part1c1pants exhiblted a desire for- ex—_

e

ten51ve direction by frequently asking the facilitator to define or
i explain each activ1ty to them As exten51ve dlrection could estab—

- lish too rlgid a milieu for the program, the facilitator, at. the

Time Allocation'

" .

'a3risk of hav1ng spome flounder for the flrst while, required the par—‘,;_

ticipantS’to come to an 1n1tial understanding on . their<own concer-

ning the conflicting 1ssues, moral dilemmas, and personal values

»
o

P
¢

There did seem to be a tendency to see the dilemma contained in:

the case study on only a very superficial level as a general admini—°

A

'ﬁstrative problem. ‘The moral conflict d1d not come through clearly.

N &

liAt the same time,‘through 1nvolvement in a confllct analysis where

B

‘fbattention could be directed to the moral dimension, the participants

[

e -
-

93



were able to begln at least to apprec1ate the ex1sten¢e of moral di-

lemmas in the educatlonal admlnlstratlve process.

\

’

,Suggested‘revisions,f To encourage more. group debate on the

A
w

moral dllemma w1th1n Case Study #l the materlal should be revised

_to make the committee less domlnant and the p081t10n of Norman more

v

powerful The guldellnes £8r dlscuss1on also should requlre part1c1— '

-fpants to focus on the moral confllct for Vorman, and avo&d examinlng

any general admlnmstrétlve problems that might be percelved 'By

R
lsuch alteratlons the pase study would draw attentlon more clearly

: ! ’ \"-;;.\_
to a moral dllemma th t requlred rbsolutlon.

'

94




. \,7 .
4 AN
%
DAY TWO = o L ‘ ST
— o a S | S
Activities = . - . Materials/Mode . Time Allocatien
L. Presentation of a- ~  Video-tape "On Board" - . . = 50 minutes,
- moral dilemma- situated a dilemma involving the -~ -~ . .
'directly'within'the " use of inflyence of an-
context of educatlonal» ’ other person; small
admlnlstratlon. o group dlscu3510ns.'
'2.nDiscussions regar% arge group discussions ' 60 minutes

.

B

Q',. Sl

-

-ding how one can dea}
with moral dilemmas|
garding external inf
ence on internal admini- .
strative decision-making.

ased on small group pre-
sentations and role-

playing.

There was more group focussed dlscu531on as part1c1pants began

’to grapple w1th dllemmas w1thout etten51ve proddlng from the fac111—

;p

‘*tator.' The effectlveness of ‘the VTR Cllp ”On Board" Was d1m1n1shed

someWhat because 1t had been viewed and discussed by about half. the

."_

'zparticipants in a pre%ious admlnlstrative~course, Consequently, most d

. partlcipants tended to: examlne the 1ssue ‘as an admlnlstratlve prob—

s -

The SESSlOH d1d prov1de variety in the styles of group prdq;si
ses used _ By includlng some small group activ1ty, part1c1pants
were encouraged to begln to seek out a personal 1dentity withln the

overall process.

Observer's reaction. There was one concern raisec - - the'ob-"

) server_afterfthis»session.' He ‘had perceived the understandlng of

to: be

Partlcipants requlred more

‘exp11c1t dlrection on th;s particular item as understandings of

role play varied somewhat from that held by the fac1litator. The

llem and d1d not see any exten51ve moral confllct 1n the situation. p

._:95:




W
. - - \\,"“ ‘ . ' .A"
_ observer encouraged the fadilltator to make certain that the group

- . . . . .
. B . ' o
- . RN .

had 4 .common understandlng of the term role play For'purposes~oflby
the program, it waslagreed that role playing wasotaking a‘position%h.
- and:thenv"acting" itloutibased‘on the,indivigtal'syconcepts. o

. Participants"assessmenes. Day Two' provided the first occa-

sion for a. formal evaluation of the general process of the workshop.

: Each person had an: opportunity\to complete the "Worksh’p Assessment
Form" (Appendlx B) (See Table v for a tabular summary of ‘the Work— S

- shop Assessment Form: for Day Two ) While some indicated thevvideo—

tape ‘was somewhat cut and dried and not suitable for consensus,
such comments came from those who seemed to see 1t sgﬁely as. an ad—f

m1nistrat1ve dllemma Part1c1pants did mentionlthat”the exercise'

provided a goodaopportunity'to’share-ideas”and-thus’did feel that _
" the program>was beneficial.:'The;session‘itself”received miked ree-'"

Views part1c1pants were not sure of the purpose of the session,, e
: : : v ‘ :
but were not unhappy about the fomﬁ'and structure of the session
T /,’/

Numerous partic1pants 1nd1cated that it -was a good process although.

\

. f \ .
- some ‘did not: believe that suffic1ent background material had been .

prov1ded.‘ Mixed reactions emergedpas to whether there was a posi—:l
tivegstimulatinglatmosphere:to the sessipn..

Suggested reVisions. Not enough time had been devoted to

general diSCuss1ons of moral conflicts which prevented dilemma re—#
: \
solution prov1d1ng opportunities for adequate analysis of one s own '

moral reasoning processes while 31multaneously being introduced to

 new perspectives.. Therefore, this VIR clip fOn Board" would be more
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- ) . b

.benef1c1ally scheduled later 1n the prooram, once the part1c1pants
L T . ’
have exten51vely explored and developed thelr own concqgts regar-’

dlng roral dllemmas and the resoluti@hs of such confllcts. It

would be partlcularly approprlate after the maJor book ‘ At this

» [

'“,p01nt the edlted film -~ Authorltz and Rebelllon - could be - 1nserted

to help challenge the part1c1pants to reflect more generally hpon

-

ethical/moral problems. tL ‘ o . A e

»
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As such it helped prov1de some guldance in deflnlng the key term in

DAY THREE

- : |

.Actlvities' _ Materials/Mode Time Allocation
1. Examination of an - Edited film ver51on of T 35 minutes
outside example of a "A Man for All Seasons'' ‘
conscience in con-
flict. {
‘2. Debate concernlng . Sma¥l group dlscu351ons - 30 minutes
the role conscience . - without direct facilita- : :
plays in moral deci- tor leadershlp (small
sion-making. 7 - .groups different in com-
- . e position from.Day.Two).

3. D}scussiongas to Large group discussion - 50 minutes

whether or not there .under guidance
are times wheh moral ' -
Principles are bést
bent, or even set
aside, in order to .
obtain a good deci- - / - -
sion. '

»

There was a pOSltlve dynamlc env1ronment about the dlscu331ons.

As no member of the group had viewed the fllm prev1ously, a new ex-

perlence was shared by all. Thls a581sted in the establ1shment of a

-
d

part1c1pat1ve teachlng/learnlng 51tuatlon whlch encouraged collabora—
tion and the feellng that each person haz somethlng of value to con=-

trlbute, that there was: no master in the dlscu551ons.

L . : . . - al

\,

of.é Man For, All Seasons whlch .isolates and 1llum1nates the moral di-

lemma of choos1ng the church or-state or man's personal convictlons

r

: 4
the program. The se551on was an exc1t1ng one with the inten51tv of

P

debate such that the entlre suggested session outllne could not be

The half—hour:film,,Conscience in Conflict is‘an edited version»
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‘ moral dilemma eikhibited rather than Seeing it as an administrative

Assessment Form for Day Three, the numbers ‘in brackets 1nd1cate the

' tivzistimulating atmosphere to~the'protessf " A positive shift . oc-

100

completed. Thus, the question related to Appendix E~- III was as-

51gned for ind1v1dual completion

_ Observer's-reaction. The Observer was pleased with Day'Three.
He perceived the group to be progressing positively. It was -even
suggested that the v1deo tape used in Day Two might now be brought

back and re-shown as the part1c1pants might better apprec1ate the

/.P"

dilemma. ‘He was very_positive about the continual rearrangement'of

‘the small groups, as 1t prevented power cliques from. developing and

“~

: permitted everyone'opportunities to be a speaker/leader =There were’

. mo sUggested revisions arising out of this day's sessipn.

Participants' assessments.\ At the conclusion of the third ses-
sion, the group.again‘evaluated the . experience b; completing a Work—
-nop/gssessment Form. (See ible VI for tabular summary of Workshop
score from Day Two.) Ihere was a notablefshift.upward: participantsv
felt that the'purposevof this session_waS-much clearer,‘that,it vas
more'relevant to‘the overall.theme. The length-offthe session was B

certainly adequate although this shifted 1i* cie from the day before _

(Day Two) - People were more assertlve tha: the form and Structure

" were appropriate and”agreed that sufficient'backgroundihad been pro-

‘vided for this session. It ﬁas acknowledged.that there was a,posi—.

~

curved in regard -to the material used, as people ‘indicated the

:matérial provided-wasgintegesting and veryvuseful,'although not

.
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- humeroustwrltten comments were prov1ded by_whe pa7tic1pants‘follow—fj«””'”

~ing this session. Six noted,that it was an espe01aliy¢1ntexest;ng;

enjdyable, and very WOrthwhile.session; Another two comments indi-

B
Y o

_cated that there had been a good qh01ce of materlal A couple of .

’

':m?part1c1pants even commented that the se351on couid have been longer

_;A P\i they would have llked to continua the debate. Par;ieipants‘didv




DAY FOUR
Activities-if _hi:l;;':’Materials/Mode o Time'Allocatioﬂ':

'tl:iEkploration of thée  Small groupldiscussionsi - 40 minutes
‘ various”participants'- exchanging ‘individual :

perspectives ‘on:.the = definitions and alrlng
" concept of "moral dl—.,“of part1c1pants feellngs

“lemma". - : : - :

2. Devehopment‘of-a : Small group presentations - ,60 minutes_

'8roup consensus as . - to large. group followed by T

to a common defini- - fac111tator guided large

tion of what consti- . group discussions. .’

“tues a_moral.dilemma;

3. Introduction to ' 4Facilitator Lecture. ' o L 10 minutes
.Kohlberg s Stage ‘ : ‘ _ o ‘

.: K TheQ ry ' . '

' The se531on began w1th the small group process to avoid. encoura-

v
]

glng part1c1pants to try to determlne what the fac1ltator mlght con—"

N

'51der a good "off1c1al" definltlon Moreover the princ1pal focus
IWas to be on havlfjfthe part1c1pants deflne the key term themselves '

in llne with one of the Kohlberg guldelines Another 1mportant as-'

s

upect of the fourth se5510n was the 1ntense part1c1pat10n that re-
sulted from everyone hav1ng ‘to come forward w1th hlS own deflnltlon

.;'of a moral dllemma

v,
~

Throughout the small group dlscuss1ons, all part1c1pants were

o 1_

called upon ‘to put forward the1r contributlons to the most acceptable
deflnitlon. This helped prov1de a sense of 1dent1ty for each’ indivi-

dual as well as a ‘sense of cohe310n in the group ' That the act;vity -

‘was frultful was borne out in the speed by whlch the large group

'moved to resolutlon Partlally as -a consequence to this increasing

K . .



‘Observer's reaction._ The'observer'expressed.satisfaction with

"this session.  He felt that each person was, gaining a better under-
standlng and had something worthwhlle to contrlbute / He found it

" partlcularly 1nteresting that a consensus definitldn was obtalned

”PartiCipants"assessments.' After the‘fourth'session, partici-

'pants were encouraged to prov1de 1nd1v1dua1 ‘written comments on the

2

program s prOgress.' The princ1pal empha51s of these subjectlve

evaluatlons dealt w1th personal progress each part1c1pant felt was-

-,

being exp rienced. Therefore, the,reSulthof the evaluation of.

Day Four kill be discnssed in Section IV (Intentionseof.the Prof

.gram).
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DAY FIVE

Attivities

1. Examlnation of the
concept of attempting
‘to use logical rea-
sons in resolving
moral dilemmas.

@

2. Development and
| presentation of con-
.| sensus resolution
'34~-/,based on initial use
'~ - of .stage theory. '

"~ 3. Review of Kohlberg'

position, 1nclud1ng
analysis of six-
stages.

4. Discussion of ac-
" ceptability of Kohl-
berg's approacHh."

i

Case- Study #Z'ﬁDorothy and

3 Large Group dlscu391on
plus 1nd1v1dual analysms

i Large group discussion

105

Materials/Mode -Time Allocation
» 40 minutes
Mike! involvirg a breach L

of tyust, small groups in-

volved in role-playing. P 1

30‘minutesr

Facilitator Lecture 40 minutes

1
i
!

.25 minutes

The fifth'session’engendered.the same enthusiasm aS'the fourth..

The case study, 1nvolv1ng ‘a couple marrled 1n unlvers;ty and now

facing ‘a problem regardlng their profe351onal versus. personal fu—

tures, triggered the 1mag1nat10n of everyone.

L.

Thls situatlon, din .

llne w1th Kohlberg s guidelines, allowed part1c1pants to undertake

dllemma resolutlon themselves, which prOV1ded opportunltles for

analysis of one's’ own moral reasoning process while 51multaneously

belng 1ntroduced to new perspectlves

playlng activitles.‘

It also prov1ded for. role— (QI'

R

The large group debates on Kohlberg s stages theory concept

raised one 1nterest1ng p01nt

. s
dlsagreement-over hls 1dea of non-re-

"gression. '_Y-allowing3debate‘on thislnoint, theffacilitator helped



'4

reinforce the idea .that no one's idaas should be reJected owﬁ;ight.

Generally speaking; th:>evseemed to be a réasonable understanding,

awareness, and~acceptance,of the Kohlberg concept. - The*schematics

(Appendix G) were. apprec1ated in part because they helped relnforce

‘"the definition of the key term.

' \
) .

-~ Observer's reaction. There was some concern regarding the appro—

I3

priateness of brlnging tenuous examples into the debate. Several par—

t1c1pants had 1ntroduced rather extreme cases when arguing particular

. p01nts.v It was the observer s contentlon that at: such points the fa-

'_'aspects of the1r daily administratlve routine.‘

N

:c1litator should exercise stronger leadership to prevent such exam—‘

5

'ples from alterlng the focus for dlscu551on. certain examples would

not be appropriate if the process was to remain relevant and rational

Furthermore the’ extreme cases, even for the administrator, usually

'require the bringing 1n of counsellors, psychiatrlsts, and. other pro—

T

‘fess1onal people** "An asplratlon of this program is that it malntalns

a milleu whereln everybody can perceive. the problems ‘as being normal

*~
- e

Suggested revisions. As a matter of technlque in’ presentation,

the schematlcs (Appendix G).. should be also produced.on a. transparency

’for use w1th an overhead proJector. This would enable the fac111ta—

‘tor -to conduct the discussion such that all part1c1pants would move

©

'through the explanatlons together. This then could stimulate possib—
,ly more dlscu531on and 1nd1vidual analy31s of the concept which

‘turn, would give people more opportunity for selffexpresSion.

-

r\\zo
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DAY S1X

Activities, . Materials/Mode L Time Allocation
l;\Applicationdof Case Study #3 and #4, -+ 40 minutes
Kohlberg Stage .deallng with cheatlng/ '

Theory to resolve C misrepresentatlon and

moral dilemmas re- ‘ law versus freedom of

lated to educational . ch01ce.

adminiStration. . '

2. Aflalysis of ‘prac~ 'Large group dlscussion " 75 minutes
tical” effectiveness under the leadershlp of '

i of Kohlberg approach. the fac111tator.

N

The sixth day 1ncluded gge first comprehensive utllizatlon of -
the hohlberg stages.‘ The part1c1pat1ve teachlng style was not ade—>
hquate to insplre exten31ve group collaboratlon as discussions ten—
ded to produce brief answers which . forced other part1c1pants to.
surmlse stage levels of the arguments, rather than hav1ng issues ‘
articulated suff1c1ently to’ permit fuller analysis. Nevertheless;
'there was general understanding of the- Kohlberg approach which
helped in maintalnlng a positive understandlng of the'key»term;

and the case, studles, because of their. :gtth rélationship to ‘the

administrative process, were well received and increased the value

.n‘ 9
~ .

,oflthe role-play eXperience.

jObserver's reactiog. The- observer commented that it might be

approprlate to dlSCUSS occas1onally, suth questions. as: What is
vth‘ "norm"? HlS concern related to whether the group needed to at-
tain a general consensus. However in. conclusion it was agreed that

'the small group process prov1ded everyone the opportunity to air

o
. ) . v




v

Il.‘General Comments*'

eparticulat;viewpoints and be listened to while simultaneously ap-

proachingfsome‘kind of general agreement.

. .
M H
-

R ’ . Yoo
Participants' assessments. ' At the co#clus&mn of the sixth ses-—’
: i [ I J . :

sion, four participants randomly selected on behalf of the group
undertook to evaIﬁEEETthe-‘se of’ case studies in the workshop:

: . L LA

1) We all- begln wifth a common base - often not k;ow1ng any
‘more than the pther. The case study provides a vehicle
for dlscu5517ﬁpfrom a point of reference to the group
- The majority/of case studies have been thought provok-
ing. :/ , S

// ’

ii) The relevance of the 51tuatlon has been exc llent. 'Ex~ :
cellent spark for conversation and detalled tool for '
varled Focus of that conversation. '

iii) I fourid the use of case studles as .used in thlS workshop
to be an excellent learning tool. The sharing,. poollng L
of 1deas and the contribution of all class members, has
‘heloed 1n the clarlflcatron of the concepts presented.

. 4

P

}

2. Whlch was the ‘most preferred case study’ - — N Lo \

1) The cage study w1th Slr Thomas More zlt has prov1ded a
wealth of 1nfbrmat10n on which to base further learnlng._
By that I mean that dlscu551ons held after the case
have, in many 1nstances, led back to thls case.a

11) I flnd it dlfflcult to-choose between tbem, as each have
stlmulated dlSCUSSlOH, in dlfferent areas.

111) Case study number two - for purposes of thls course -
- the argument. used by ‘Mike and Dorothg seemed more ea51lg
.categorized, accordlng to Kohlberg s system.' Also, not
‘all the statements made in the discussion were ratlonal,"
) whlch more closely resembles reallty. -

© % Student comments are ﬁreSénted‘withOutvediting.

o
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3.“what-was the least valuable case study?

. — - o . L,
4. Have you any other comments to make about the use of case studies

iv) Dorothg and Mike case studg (number two) I believe it K
is a situation any, graduate student’ could relate to and

'.w?th; : : : o . 4 N

1) - The.school board‘member; because the problem and‘solUtions
were very clear cut.\: '

'1i) Case’ study number three,'as it seemed to be a cut and

‘ dried approach and therefore did not promote the discus--
.sion that should. follow.

i1ii) The flrst one, but only because we were onlg Stlll feellng
sllghtly retlcent. -

iv) The school board examole, becaUSe mang new members of the ’

class had been exposed to thls in: the- prev1ous course.

or any other aspect of this workshgglf/*'
i) I find case studies have'value'in that theg remove you
: from the srtuatlon and allow you to be far more objec-
tive in 'your analy51s. I've appreciated the format of
the class in that I find my most Valuable learnlng comes
from -the small group dlSCuSSlOﬂS. : .
. ii) I apprec1ated the requ1red small group confrontation
rfln the best sense of the word). They are helplng me-
‘to develop as an individual (I shall trg to work with
those who I find most dlfflqult to work with agaln)
‘and improving mutual respect throughout the: total ‘group
(almost without exceptlon) "Also apprec1ate your exten-
.51ve preparatlon - that s a rarltg around ‘here you know'-

11r}hCase studles USed on- a llmlted ba51s tan’ be helpful I
“find . the questions in my mind after leaving class, do
promote much: discussion among the group, after class
and w1th others not . lnvolved (e.g., other -professionals,
!famlly, ‘etc. J .. To me then, it is.a course I am personal-

"1y grow1ng from. Fortunatelg, you seem to have- sensed

. the group's attitudes to topics and individuals, and have '

time to discuss. in perlods accordingly - verg perceptlve
(and a welcome change) » ,

B
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'iv[ The case studies, because of their timeliness and relevance
to career and personal perspectives, are excellent learqing
\\\ devices. I've énjoyed them. , . ’ ' N,

Suggested revisions. While ledding the various activities the

facilitator must be persistent in q#estioning sa. that, short answers.. 7

ére accepted only‘aé-preludes'tb-more,expansive onés.l'AdeqﬁaEe eﬁéj‘
planatioﬁs are ﬁéqéssary in order.thét adeqﬁ#te,aﬁélyéislof the

level of complexity'évident'in‘peopig‘étmqral reééoning is possible.
Everyogé'mUSt céntinug to feel that they have something pf 5§1ﬁeltq"
éontfibute;hiﬁ Ordér\ﬁhét they then do qontribute}' o _ E

g
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DAY SEVEN - IR I
Activitiés | a ,hMaterials/Mode ~© | Time Allocéation
. . ._ '7\) " v .‘ ) R
1. Introduction to- Facilitator led general 20 minutes
.analysisvof major ~ discussion on Wind With- oo _
book in reference = out Rain. - o ' T
‘to Kohlberg. L ' ' .
Intensive examina-  Small group;diSCUSSions- ' 40 minutes ' &
tion of character . - using'Kohlberg'stages;__ T . ’
els of moral:rea- '
ning. s
. [Presentation and ":Small -group presentations .." 703minutesi‘w . o
Te EE&QQS—IQ“inteb"- 'to the large group -followed et T
pretations of levels | by facilitator led large o B v N

of complexity of ,‘group analysis.
.mordl reasoming at = .

which others tended
Cto operate

v : . ' ! - Loon . !

The seventh session w1tnessed intense analy51s of the maJor_”

novel. The maJor focus was Wlnd Wlehout Rain (Dewdney, 1974) selec- o
— PO .
“ ted due to 1ts appropriate setting 1n a Canadian high school and re--
. P .
‘levant theme of moral conflicts between teachers and pr1nc1pals. ‘It

stimulated a variety of debates and discus31ons regarding problems

) that administrators have in resolving moral dllemmas Due to the = . - . 37

o

:1nterest generally expressed in the discussions, this seSSion did
v‘j,go overtime.v The part1c1pants benefited greatly because they became

'extensively 1nvolved in the analysis of the unfolding problems/dilem—

- 0

mas. There was also ample opportunity to develop a sense of identity

E

. with the 31tuations. S ""7>1f = .',9

Suggested revisions.‘ The analysis would have been even moreA

5

"i3vigorous had the assignment been given out at the conclusion of Day

- -‘\

Six. This would have enabled everyone to prepare at least some’ of
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question:

. dilemmas? . . <

DAY EIGHT

Activities

1. Continuation of Day

Seven analysis of
moral dilemmas using

Kohlberg Stages Theory.

2. Explanation of the
Does stage
theory help in the
resolutivn of moral

3. Explaﬁation of par-~
ticipants ability to
recognize moral dilem-
mas. - '

e

<

se551dn.
WL

Y

:Kohlberg s approach as an effectlve tool7”'

if the subJect had been ‘at - stage two, or stage flve?

.

it have been handled7"

#

>

‘Materials/Mode \\g
—

Large group discussions

. under guidance of facili-

tator.

o

Small.group analysis.

'facilitator led group

discussions using student

. identified moral dilemmas
in m8jor book. :

. 51tuatlon whereby an,lssue would be re-examlned by asklng

>

<

Time Allocation

60 minutes

SO'minutes

30 minutes .

Thls se551on,progressed even mare 1nten51vely than the seventh
It focussed on the questlon, ”Can the admlnlstrator use

Also posed was the.

-"What

How then mlght

Everyone was deeply 1nvolved in the dlSCUS—

’sion,ftherefwas a(variety.of group.processes'and the dilemmas‘to be

RN

> >.ved requireg everyone to analyze his own moral reasoning pro-

b 4 ‘ . . L o . .
" cesses, while simultaneously being  introduced to' new perspectives.

As.an aspect-of the mode of discussion the‘Seating-arraﬁgement

N } N . '

was altered slmply by relocatlng the’ off1c1al observer and fa01litar

‘7‘» "'- .

fect in dlsper51ng informal sub-groups that had developed

© -

tor 1nto less obvious p051tions around the table.

Thls encouraged

'part1c1pants to. be less fac1lltator orlented and dld have some ef- l

It alsb'd‘

113
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oy

created a more relaxed environment more conducive to frequent in-

teraction directly across the table.

" Participants' assessments. ‘Days Seven :and Eight were,één es-
sence, two parts of a continuing session.» Therefore, an overall

evaluation of thatvpartlcular part of the program was done at the.
1

%, Co
conclugion of Day Eight. (Agaln, for the purposes: of comparlson,

“‘the collectlve responses ‘to the Workshop Asséssment Form for Day
Eight - are outllned in Table VII along with the supportlng set of
figures - (in parentheses) representlng the numbers from Day 3.)
‘éarticipants percelved thls aspect of the program to be very rele-
vdant to the general'theme. The length of the sessions was appro—'
,prlate, and there was suff1c1ent background glveq Partiolpants‘
contlnued to ve strong in thelr support of the fact that there ‘was’-
a p051t1ve stlmnlatlng atmosphere to the process. The materlal'
used was conSIJZred to ‘be very 1nterest1ng and most useful»(this'is
»a'contlnuing theme of both formal and 1nformal comments that were4
:heardlafter sess;ons)‘ Part1c1pants were very posltlve that the
material“was.quite relevant to clarlfylng future dllémmas as. well
The experience itself was:seen as even more relevant and helpful to.
the‘roles and responsibllities of educational adminlstrators; A

number of material p01nts were noted by various partioipants_in'thev

pomments_attached to the evaluation,form.

Indiv1dual #l The exercises were verg use- _ 4
ful in deflnlng the purpose and administra- ' - - 3"'fvv
tion of the instrument. The method Stlmula-’ . B
‘ted a good deal of thinking and very ‘dctive

‘o discussion. I've enjoged the exerclse im~
menselg;

v
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. Ind1v1dual #f2: I thoroughlg enjoyed the smal",
, ' .and large’ 7roup dlscusslons.vrﬂ T s

. 4 e -
. e .

&nd1v1dual ﬁ I really enjoged these  two. ses— -
<O SlOnS. The arguments, dlSCUSSlons, and examples
i~' . from. the book helped to cement our deflnltlon of
' - al moral dilzmma. - -~
jInd1v1dual #4: The exeércise most &ertainly
“arouses my contempt for pol;c1es and procedures
as excuses for not treatlng students and collear
© gues as 1nd1v1duals '+ i.ew, with respect for the
1nd1v1dual,worth, talents, et ot
Ind1v1dual #5 From “the dlscu551ons T m startlng
to get ‘some 1dea of how- the model may be useful
to me. : s

v

©
N

The maJor readlng a351onment Wlnd Wlthout Raln (Dewdney, 1974)

was well recelved and stlmulated much d&scu5510n for~ two se551ons,

'each of whlch extended beyond the expected time allotment.‘ It en-'

‘ 'abled thlS group of admlnlstrators to deal w1th a relevant 51tuat10n :

b

'that requ1red affectlve reactlons as well as cognltlve. Several

comments about the book bear repeatlng

1) The book .is an eXCellent ba51s for dlscu551ng moral dl—
lemmas. -

Cii) I found the session very stlmulatlng. The interéction
" has helped to clarlfy the book,: ‘but more. 1mportantlg,
1t has helped to clarlfg Kohlberg s levels. -

.iii) The. book certalnly prov1ded a. base: for dlSCUSSlOH, and
‘ the story was one we all can. 1dent1fg w1th as educa—
tors. The characters seem plausrble, as well.

iv) The. arguments, dlSCUSSlOnS, and examples from the book
Vhelp to cement our. deflnltlon of moral dllemmas.\

>

Suggested revislons; The major book Wind Without Raln, is most.,»

relevant. to this program. Both se5510n seven and se551on eight went

. jovertime, which-attests to its worth and useablllty, Therefore,

a0
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more time'shoﬁld be provided officiallyg%dr it.

fice of other components, it would be p0551ble to allocate three

‘full sessions to the. book In additibn,'the practice should be

contlnued whereby all part1c1pants obtaln and read a copy. of the

book prlor to the workshop EE - .

- Without undue sacri-
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DAY NINE

¢
" Activities .

1. Introduction of the
concept ‘of authorlty
to moral reasonlng\>

2. Bralnstorm se531on »
~ on how essential it is
- thdt authorlty be main-

;Materials/Mode

Edited version of film

" The Caine Mutiny

Small group dlSCUSSlonS
using focus of the film
and addltlonal provided

Time Allocation

40 minutes

30 minutes.

~tained in administra-.
> tively oriented moral
dilemmas: R

- questlon

. v -
Large group setting with
facilitator leadlng the
debate. R

3. General dfscuss10n 45 minutes
as to whether the is-— ' '
sue of authority will.
change the context of
one's approach to -

moral decision-making.

‘The interactiOn'throughout this session was subdued. " While the

"»tiin'was weliireceived,fthevsubsequent:large-groupbdehates_werebleSs
_Vigorous than.thefprerioushones. i ‘ ‘
on some qneStions profidedbby the filn edrtors and'reeonmended by‘
the Kohlberg group. HoWever, alongside-the‘fact that.people seeﬁed_
“a bit weary these questlons appeared inapproprlate to people al-

-

' ready famlllar w1th Kohlberg s stages ? The part1c1pants had some

dlfflculty understanding the 1ntent of the questlons and consequent—‘f

:'1y_thevdiscussions_WOuld bogzdown.
tunity to undertake dilenma resolutlon'themselves and so-the.parti— ‘
. c1pants dld not gain much analy51s of their own moral reasoning let

AY

" alone’ apprec1at1ng other v1ewpoints.. There may even have appeared

[

to be too llttle fac1litator input so that the partic1pative style_‘.

.'wasiunabledtovbe effectlvely inltiated,

7The'small-group,sessions‘were based

There seemed to be little oppor- :

118
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Abserver s reaction. The observer sugg ested the major problem

S
A

: was;that people were just'eXhausted. .Ituwascspggthed that it might.
_ have been appropriate to provide some type.of break prior to session.
nine, especially since sessions_seven‘and eight'had'both gone oVerf

‘time, and both had required extensive preparation on the part'of the

..\'_ L . . -

participantsl;S

Patticlggnts' assessments.' Viewing.the case ste&?'allows the
partlcipants'toxgrasp the iséde‘qhickly, but it is'impottant‘that any
aecompanyihg diseussion qeestiehs be :elemant and‘appropriatetto'the

' inteﬂ?ien'of the”seesion,‘ At the conelusioh of Day Nine,_feur
. people, on behalf of the group, Cdnduéted'evalgathns of:the hse‘of
‘filmsg | | oo

v _ . . )
*Questlon 1. Comment brlefly on the value of . u51ng ‘edited fllms in. a

workshOp such as thls.

1) Sltuatlons portraged are flne talklng p01nts, but they o
. are in fact dramatic -~ somewhat distorted and unbelle—'
vable as they are at least not part. of evergday experl—
ence. -

ii)gThe film gave a change of pace and presents dllemmas, ‘: o ,‘};
but we do get into- the problem of 1nterpretatlon of the
: .character s reasonlng

- iii) I find the use of edlted films to be helpful and that
© . the film prov1des 31tuatlons and dilemmas in a. contextual S
situation. Thus the viewer can make-decisions based on . . ’ L
much more 1nformatlon ‘than in- the ordznarg case. studg. - S
iv)AI flnd them to be excellent Value in that theg brlng S
‘ moral_dllemma situations into life. In general, they
. get you much.more involved and interested. This enables
~.you to put greater effort and attention on the dilemma. .
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Question -#2. Which film was the most valuable?

i) The film on Sir Thomas More was the most valuable in
that many principleS«and moral issues were displayed.

11) The film on More presented a much: more focussed dilem-=

ma,'ln my opinion.

' iii) I would pick the More film. T was less familiar w1th
it and I feel it led to more valuable dlSCuSSlon._

The Caine Muting'film, because this film has a more
“modern setting and its characters are more closely
‘parallel to Wind Without Rain. The issue of power_
and authorltg is probably the most relevant moral’
concern facing an educational administrator.:

iv)

which,filn has been the leaet valuable?(

¢ .

1Questioh #3.

i) The v1deo tape, because tbls presentatlon was part of =
a previous ctlass - redundant materlals and issues. T

The film I found least valuable was the Calne Mutiny.
This. was ot Iin the film 1tself “but in the dlSCUSSlOn

that followed o Coe _

°
. . : . 2

ii)

From the p01nt of v1ew of an admlnlstrator, the More
film was probably less relevant, although personally
I enjoged it more. 'The Caine Mutiny addresses prob-
lems which ad, mlnlstrators ‘face on a dally ba51s.‘

' iii)

The fllm on The Caine Mutiny was least Valuable and.

fewer dilemmas were presented and, the dilemmas- whlch
.included authority relationships in military, is not
as appllcable and relevant to educatlonal admlnlstra—

_viv)

. l'. . A-, . tlon. :

Question #4 Have you any other comments to make about the use of
the edited fllms, or any other aspects of thls workshop7 :

wi) ! m flndlng the course worthwhlle - the use of fllms
“and case studies make.us constantlg work with and
“think about Kohlberg's stages as they relate to the '
moral reasonlng whlch is occurrlng . o

"""““h‘-\-‘ﬂ}fﬁg) L ‘.E' 'd e

SRRV SR I
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11) We were under the constraints of time. The fllms
other aspects of the Program, have an effect that I
would lIike to explore in classes as well as in the

small groups - unfortunately we don't have enough -
time. S '

as

Suggested revisions. ~ The film would be more approprlate

earlier'in the‘WOrkshop. It deals more generally with moral con-

flCt and its resolutlon and thus would be sultable 1n the 1n1t1al

phases, when the part1c1pants are trylng to sharpen their percep-

tlons of moral dilemmas. Furthermore, the actual guldelines to the»
session should be rev1sed to ‘more prec1sely focus on’ the relatlonshlp

between admlnlstratlve dec131on—mak1ng and moral dllemmas. ThlS can

be accompllshed by follow1ng the guldellnes used in the Consc1ence

in- Confllct fllm session.

SRR AWt

g.{...'x-L
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DAY TEN - : o | o -';f
~Activities S Materials/Mode Time Allocation - /// E
1. Explanation of the Facilitator lecture , " 20 minutes 3
session's intention . : T ' o :
to provide an oppor=
tunity for personal
‘application of the
theory.
2. Preparation of co- Small gfbup process Se 40 minutes
operative role-play R ‘ : '
. which would show a . : - ’ ' L .
- positive resolution. ' v ‘ . A . N 0 '
to. a moral dilemma. _ ’ : ' L e o :
3. Presentation and’ sLarge group setting under 60 minutes
evaluation oY role- E leadershlp of small groups ’ ’
play portraying the - Cw o v S : .
personal. applications SR - ' ‘ . . - SN i
of the Kohlberg ap- - ’ ’ . :
“proach.- . A : 3
“T This was an-entertaining as &ell‘as eduoatdye session both in
the 'small and large groups It was prlmarlly partlcipant-oriented
and through the medlum of the presentatlons prov1ded good 1nsight.
. into the level of comprehen51on everyone had of the varlous levels;
[
hin Kohlberg s theory. More importantly, it tested part1c1pants : i
3
.skills at’ attemptlng to resolve moral dllemmas using arguments and L }
p01nts of persua51on based .on stage theory It also enabled partl— : o _ ;
. %
‘ . . - . o N 5
‘ cipants‘tp experien» additional variationsiln the group'process. j\éxkkf“. %
P ; ~ _ - I o o |
' All_participants partichpated with enthusiasm and were well-pre- “i

-

ipared for their,ﬁerformance.f_Thes , resentationslinspiredryaluable‘

discussions through the experience of the_r - ay itself and .the

‘opportunity to analyze one's own moral redsoning while Simultane.

lygbeing i roducedﬁto;7?wﬂperspectiyes.



K

Part1c1pants assessments. As the evaluatlons undertaken &&h\k

Day Ten dealt more with process, these w1ll be dlscussed in. Part 11

.

of this chapter. -

et

TN
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DAY ELEVEN

Activities .

1. Re-examination of
-viability, of stage
theory approach?

Does one ‘become more
effective in resol-
ving moral dilemmas
by using stage theory
processes?

2. Again, for the fa-

cilitator, additional
benchmark information -

regarding levels of-
moral reasoning.

\

Materials/Mode : .Time'Allocation“

Large group discussions .s 60 minutes
based on Day 10 events. o

RN

Kohlberg Test (Porter and { 60 minutes -

Taylor ver51on)

TK;svwasfthe concluding session of theifqrmaljyorkshop program.

DisCuSSion was lively and. very positive., A good~participatiVe_f

teachlng 51tuat10n was malntalned throughout whlch in turn 1nsp1red

everyone to contrlbute.‘ The general tenor was thaé the experlence -

had been worthwhlle and that Kohlberg s stage theory had some y:

' merlt. Many felt that its major value would be . in helping them per—

* \

o sonally more than necessarily resolv1ng dllemmas 1nvolv1ng other54‘

Lo

Observer'streaCtion.

By the'eonelusion of»Day Eleveh; the_ob—

' server was most pleased with the progress w1th1n ‘the program. He‘

1nd1cated he felt comfortable with the program and believed~there}

w

were n0‘omlss1ons or seriouS‘errors. He also suggested that the ex~

. perlence was emotlonally exhaustlng for all

The seminar was tax1ng. At -no tlme was any mem—

ber able. to relax durlng any one session.. The
part1c1patlon was guite intense as "dilemmas"
were under con51deratlon at all tlmes, and each
person .was contlnually faced w1th worklng to-~
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.  wards a reasoned decision. At the end of some of _
the seminars, exhaustioh was gquite noticeable. ' T

-

Partici ants'\aSSessments.; The art1c1 ants more than accep~
AP P P P

ted the program, they considered it valuable, as w1tnessed by thelr

comments T : o -

This is one of the few courses that has given me .
some thoughts to ponder when back 1n the fleld

o Peoole/problems/sharlng are. what it is all about
~.and those little. consrderatlons aren' t accom-
modated in any of the other courses. :

[It gives] admlnlstrators somethlng more than E L
' themselves and thelr value sgstem to go on. . Lo
I enjoged the experlence and found the a—theore—,'
tlcal approach Very acceptable a.,f. u ‘

Thls kind of program brings the admlnlstrator
face-to-face" with ethics and the problems an ad-
a mlnrstrator may. facel - '

f}thoroughly enjoged‘it;

I dldn t reallze JUSt how much energy I was in-

s vestlng untll I . would go home in the evening, -~
' but it was a."good" klnd of energy 1nvestment.

A worthwhile spent thrée weeks.
o : , *s
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. ) ‘ ;s x
. DAY TWELVE = - o T
” Activities i v Materlals/Mode_ "TimeaAllocation-
1. OveTView of facili- 'Fac1lltator lecture ’ 60lminutes

tator's expectations "
and “observations for : ) :
the program. . . - = o -

7
2. Reactions of ob- " Observer lecture =~ . = 30 minutes
server as he views S o '
achieveménts of the . I ‘ i o .
workshop. P ¢ ‘ '
3. Debriefingﬁand ' . General informal discus¥ 120 minutes -
reactions from par- sions and’ questlon—answer oo '
ticipants as to value ses31on .,
of workshop. . o -

°

,Day‘Twelve was deVoted to dehriefing.; The fac1lltator grov1ded

. .an. exten31ve outline at ‘the beglnnlng of the session on, the evolu-
'thn of the program,’ answering most of_the immediate questions thee

participants had. The remaindeér of the session; which‘continued for
N . . : a

9

six hours, focussed_on'individuals” questlons or reactlons about the

p%ogramfs'style technlque and 1ntent10ns. 1t was a”suCcessful ex~
“perience primarily due to. the wide ranging participatidn that was "
& S : @2 . o . - .

E_.

*»

b

ObserVer’s reaction;‘ As the observer's comments after this ses-

<.

51on dealt prlmarlly w1th hlS perceptlons of the fa0111tator s role

vthey will be. dlscussed 1n\Sect10n II

ta
o

encouraged along with the Varying‘gfoup'process’that_was em%lqyed. -

Participants” asseSSments. As the participants' reactlons af—'*

ter thlS session dealt prlmarlly w1th perception .of the value of

) : PGS

the program, to themselves, their comments w1ll be dlscussed 1n

A Sectipns IIIfand_IV, o REE

: . 4

~

YN
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J

b Suggested_révisions;'.In future staging of this progréﬁ{ even.

l

,though the initial resear@h-motivation will be removed,,thg need will

‘remain for some type of closure activity that completes the circle -
’ ' : . v ' o . ' . . ‘ T . : / .
(so- to speak). The important aspect of this final session is that it-

-be kept iﬁformél. Such a setting enablés the partiqipahté to a$k ' R

Fe

" motre personal questions which in turn provides. for more personal re-

inforcement or stimulus for growth in self-awareness. L

R

The 'selection and arrangement of materials and activities Qver

avtﬁelﬁe,s§ssidn format appeared to work out very well. The pregram
coﬁcentréted.dn'ﬁsing'bné major framework -~ the Kohlberg stage theoxny

.
‘ Y ’ N N " . . . -. . * - N
'~ in the effort at enhancing the educatiéndl administrator's capacity’

for. moral reasoning in the resolution of ethical/moral conflicts.
. R 4 . . . . BN y ] ) . "
Thééggssions were not designed to teach’ content except in an instru-
_mental sense, rather they created "morally prbblematic‘situétions”
- and the participahts worked through potentiil solutions -to them'
| T TR o SRR
Wﬁile'thé'geﬁeralrreactions to the various sessions were most:
'.'pdsitive, there were some reqommended~re6isions:' S &[~
. i ) . . ' . . , ‘ ) ‘ i e .
: 4 : L . ‘ ’ S Ay
Day One‘should have had more specific:guidelines that woulqﬁfg—”@
v N Pl . | . ) ’

-,quire‘pafticipants'té focus on the moral conflict, ;-‘iqi"

- . ' L S g e .
Day- Two should have devoted more time to general discussions of

moral conflict. S R -
; : , S T
Y ’ E . A s

Day Three required no revision. e L A

Day Four required no revision.’
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the use of an

v

Dave Five required‘only a technical, rev131on,

overhead transparency to help in the leadlng of the group thrOugh

the explanatlon of- the guldlno framework
depth questioning by the fa-

: Day'Slx”should have-contained in-

, . .
c1lltator to prevent. dlscu551ons from countenanc1ng short or unclear
answers. o ’ A

Day Seven would have beneflted from the a551°nment belng pro- -
’ " . v
ici- - w

vrded at the end of the prev1ous se351on ‘to permit adequate part

~Pant preparatlon.’ | o v R .g',
Day Elght prov1ded 1nsuff1c1ent time to permit’ adGQUate analy-

an entra sesslon’shggld‘have S e

sis of the maJor novel; therefore
: L

"been 1nserted.
Day Nlne contalned materlal relevant to more general dlscu3810ns ¢

©

Wthh mlght be more sultable earller in the program

'ﬁ.

Day Ten requlred nodxev131ons.‘

Day Eleven requlred no rev131ong

Day Twelve requ1red only that it remaln 1nformal throughout;
) ’ '. I :
. : . 2 ~' B ’ .

a . y
5

"-..:.{

o



S over. he was not to- rely solely on hlS own expertlse, but bring in—‘ :

V-
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II. ROLE OF THE -INSTRUCTOR/FACILITATOR

The Kohlberg model empha51zed the 1mportanceaof the fac111tator

.to the success of the program (Beck l97l(b), Sprlnthall et al., 1976).

As’ the program concentrated on process more than on- content, -the fa—

o

c111tator had to be sen51t1ve to the part1c1pants as well as- the

’materlals or act1v1t1es .He'nueded'to respect the feelings'and

"voplnlons of the part1c1pants, and exempllfy th1s respect by llsten—

lng to them An appreciatlon was requlred of the individual dlf— -

ﬁerences llkely to be present among those 1nvoived in. the workshop

<

-The fac111tator contlnually needed to be cognlzant of the reasonlng

H

:_employed by the part1c1pants He had to reflne hls questlonlng in .-

' such a way as to p1np01nt the dllemmas,vstlmulate discus31on about .

*

gthe dllemmas and encourage through approprlate 1nterventions,‘f

v

-‘hlgher stage reasoning

The fac111tator was to stlmulate, not domlnate, the moral rea—

sonlng capacitles of the part1c1pants to Create a. p051t1ve atmos—

phere of shared learnlng Restralnt was necessary in leadlng the

fdebates. Whlle av01d1ng confrontatlon the fac111tator had to ‘exert

?leadershlp, however, to keep the discu531ons from deterloratlng in—‘

. . . ' ’

"beating dead horses The leader needed not always to be’ rlght

;he had to be flexible and as obJectlve as p0531ble however.~ More—

' dependent sources of 1nformatlon into the process. Not only was thev“

v; facilltator td be prepared for each sessnon but he had to appear to

be prepared. e
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Observer's Comments . .

>

The -observer provided a written statement tJ summarize his per-

ceptions of the role of the instructor/facilitator.

1. The facilitator deserves credlt for having - main-
‘_tained a high level of objectivity: in dlrectlng
and leading the subjects through the process..
The student's Workbook prov1ded a definite struc-. _
ture and procedure. The facilitator's questions T
and directions serve to lead students along this’

. process. ‘without burdening them with "fac1lltator
clues" as to which direction the student should
-go in his thlnklng. The direction and develop-
ment was determined by:- -
‘ a) The material prov1ded (case studles, etc.),
"' b) The individual student s thinking and B
) cwriting,’
c) The contrlbutlon of the classmates.

Though students 1nf1uenced each other in thelr
" thinking, there was no need to arrive at con—
sensus ‘and- some indicated quite clearly when-
their views or conclu51ons differed from those
of others. ;»
In”my opinion, any data obtained during- this —
‘process -need not he questioned on the basis of A
excessive subject1v1tg or influence on the part
of the facilitator as the. _experimenter. How~
ever, the facilitator may. have to exercise
-caution in his: 1nterpretatlon of the data. He
‘has considerable material to examlne ~ the writ-
' ten .comments in the student's- workbooks and
hours. of taped oral communication during the *
“seminars. Though. the students were aware of .
the mlcrophones, they. quickly became accustomed
‘to ‘these and- it did not- appear as if angone 's
,speech or silence was influenced by the taplng.
“Facilitator fac111tated part1c1patlon An every
one . of the 14 student part1c1pants.

There was one - occasion where the observer felt the fac1lltator

?.

v’could be more dlrective._ After Day Seven, the observerled suggest

3that the facilltator could exert more influence to ensure fairness of e



time for all participants. At the same time, intervention by the

facilitator to involve other people was considered positive.. The

‘comments_arose from the fact that there had'been?very good discus- .

sion on Day Seven, but occasionally some people who were a lictle
reticent to leap into the fray may not have received as much sup- .

port as they should have from'their peers. -ThErefore, the.observer

commended the fac111tator for encouraglng others to speak, and sug— .

gested there could even be more leadershlp in thlS regard. ' Before
the end’of the workshbp, the observer was satisfied this was oc-

curring more than satisfactorily..

,Participants' Comments '~

Throughout the workshop the partlcipants had numerous oppor— i

‘ tunltles to comment on the’ preparedness of - the fac1litator and the

extent to whlch he llstened both of Whlch are aspects of the,_‘

3

Kohlberg guldellnes

Daz two. Excerpts from Table v indlcate the partic1pants felt,-' »

_ %t
. the 1eadersh1p was qulte acceptable. o
v S . o ‘1 - .Very'Much*“”jxes. ;tSomewhat " No
' The leader was prepared R "'8,‘ C 6 . - -
The leader listened’ adequately A A = -
'The 1eader is helpful o » 3 9. 20 -

v

z three._ Excerpts from Table VI suggest that the facllitator

e

-:was 1mproving 1n thermanner of group leadershlp There was a p951- ;f:.

C e o

an
anin



ST e

tlve shift in part1c1pants responses;' (Day .Two figures are in

parentheses-for the purpose of comparison) ’ o \\
' Very‘Much " . Yes _‘Somewhat" No
The leader”was‘prepared. . 11(8) 3(6) . ST - | ,:‘;. 'f‘iﬁ
The.leader listened adequately. 10(7) 4(7) - - - ST
The leader is helpful. - | =~ 8(3) - 5(9) 1.(2) -
o (' : ‘ . ; o L : “ ,Ai_, - .///,

" Days seven and eight. Agaln excerpts from Table VII indicatev

Col el S < i

a further pdsitive'shift in‘the partlclpants reaction to the

'leadershipwof the facilitator. F(Day Three figures are in parenthe—

e

ses for purpose of compar1son, N B. Three people had JOb 1nterv1ewsf

‘_and/or were . sick, and Sso. dld not complete the evaluatlon form )

P S fsh L s s
N N T D e A RS s TR S

 Very Much - Yes Somewhat No

-iThe”leader'was prepated. , S8 - 3(3) - t'~>‘~ ;A,j
"The lezdc: listened adequately. ~ 9(10) 2(4) - - -
The lesler is helpful. — ~ ~ "7(8) - " "4(5) - (1) -

gz ten vThere ‘were numerous comments in the evaluation con-

T

’ducted after the tenth session that related directly to the. leader—
ship - exhlblted by the fac1litator._ l, -b TF: S ‘L»‘ ‘h’ SRV '_d‘ " : ;;

This has’ been a profltable experlence for ‘me. .
In the sense of .using time to ité fullest ‘ad=- -
’Vantage, we did’ waste some time in trying to
' locate Wind Without Rain references.- I've
"apprec1ated ‘the organlzatlon and ‘general tone .
of the: class. : :

'Mang people in thenclass are very unéomforj'
tédble w1th role plaglhg(\igp-you have .
handled it very nlcelg vid-the small group
-Any course that has only’one techruque or-

: methodology tends to become rather onerous .

E - for the class (so I enjoyed the varlety of
. o " methods the leader used) . :

-t

. .lél
< o

3 : . : ’

oA




Daz twelve. As will be noted ‘in Table VIII (in Sectlon III)

-all- part1c1pants completed an evaluatlon of the ‘overall workshop

experience. Agaln there was an opportunlty to note their reactlons

I

to" the role of the leader, particularly in regard to hlS ablllty to‘

facrlltate rather than dlrect to stlmulate rather than domlnate.

Should the group leader
have been more explicit

~in what he was trying to ‘ :
do? o AP

In’ retrospect, d1d .the -

‘leader: e

i) lead too much# S -
+ii) lead  too little* - . ' -

© . 1ii) conduct the process

adequately S ‘.(4) :

Reflectlng on the goals and
aspirations of. the leader.

(as revealed on Day Twelve)

do you thlnk these were at— _
tained? . S -6

~ *Not everyone had comments.

Thevgeneral-tenor of this evaluation was that from the view-"

p01nts of the part1c1pants, _the fac111tator had performed most

 Definitelty -

Yes

(3)

€
9)

(7)

‘Maybe

(3)

3)

e

(1)

Hardly

)

(1)

W

f

" 'No!

@)

(8)
S (4)

' v'satlsfactorlly and had not led too much, or in an 1nappropriate_

“'.fashlon 'd ' i.f» .'F: ;A.‘ f;ffrx\\

As the Kohlberg guldellnes further suggest thaﬁ the facillta— ‘

tor must respect the feellngs and opinlons of the part1c1pants, an

_‘additional questlon was asked regarding the fac1litator s neu-

trality

133



, .
Definitely Yes . Maybe Hardly  No!

Did you, at any t1me ' - : ' ‘ b
feel you were being : . : v , : ' "
man1pulated7 v S = (4) v - (8)

i

Several typlcal comments explaln further the rating glven to

-the fac1lltator s leadershlp Regardlng the degree of constraint
.}'

shown:

| - , o r

,[The f&c1lltator was] - skllled and [showed] in~ | :

spiring control of the class and of himself, \

. — ¥

[The féézzzt;tor] showed admlrable restralnt

In relation to. hlS purposes and’ 51tuatlons, yes
[the. fac111tator conducted the process adequate-

1y].

: ’ y '
Regardlng the apprec1at10n of 1nd1v1dual dlfferences

Y‘Felt that I was left to reason on my own., e : ' : L
Satlsfactory leadershlp .o [manlpulatlon] I ' N %W\:
would rebel. The' whole exoerlment ‘was a good !

.‘one. - . i

¥ , v
Regardlng the creatlon of a mosltive atmOSphere.

[The leadershlp was] suitable to bulld the .
_*class atmosphere as‘you. expected :

If you mean "manlpulatlon" in the Machlavel- o
" lian sense, no. If you mean it in the de-
'Velopmental Sense - maybe. '

¥,

'Excerpts'from‘IndiViduai Sessions

@ . . . g . . ) 1

 Small group process While numErOus strategles were used

'throughout the workshOp, some were employed rather' contlnuously as
a dlrect extension of the teaching procedures the fac111tator felt

most comfortable with : The facilitator made use of a variety of

-



51tuat10ns ranglng “from: large group settlngs (of all fourteen par-
t1c1pants) through small group processes (ranglng in size from two

to flVe) to occa51onal 1nd1v1dual 1nter£ct10ns.

On many occasions, the small group settlngs were de81gned to

’vhave no dlrect 1nput from’the facilltator This strategy was in- =, -
tended by the fac1litator as a way toxlnsplre more leadershlp to - ‘1.
_emerge from the group-itself. In these instances the facilitator

: would prov1de guldellnes in advance‘of the small group gettlng to—

; gether. By the end of the program, all part1c1pants had been as- -

31gned to dlfferent small groups such that each had the opportunlty

to work on at least one occasron with each of the other partlcl—

pants. ' ;-.]’~_ o L ' ¢

Whlle uhe fac111tator and official observer would move around

[
r

'~and drop in on each small group, these observatlons were, of neces-

31ty,'1ncomplete. Consequently, flve partlclpants were requested

-after the tenth se551on to evaluate ‘the small group proceSS/on be—'
N ) ,/
‘half of the group R R SRRV //

1. Brlefly comment on the value of u51ng small - group se531ons 1n a

workshop such as thls. IR - o oy

1) Wlth thlS type of workshop,'small group se551ons are
‘ . vital. Lecture and evén large group aCthltleS al-
\\ d . low a person to hear but not necessarlly part1c1pate;
. ~1f actually grappllng with the problems- at hand L /
This process of grappling makes one more aware of / Co.
" the pr1nc1ples 1nvolved T ‘ ] f o ’/.

ii),I feel that wark 1n small groups is - essentlal to 7hy
‘ workshop design, but espec1ally so in one of thls

ture, Tt gives everyone a chance to test out 1déas
¢and also’ gets everyone 1nvolved..v. /

’/
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1i1i) Small group SESSlOnS ensure partlcvpatlon by all group
' members. \{{ one is to actually be immersed in partlcu—
lar roles, this\format seems to. achleve that condltlon.
iv) Small groups allow for input from everyone, and speed
- ~—~--up-the process somewhat Sw1tch1ng groups 1s very use-
ful - I used to think that sw1tch1ng would be disrup-
-tlve, but it's actuallg fa01lltat1ve

\

' v) Day Ten small group work, was esse;tzal\andtlery worth- :
, while. I felt that on many days, however, little w
B -achieved in a small group .- all could have been achie- ‘ :

ved  (and more) by careful chalrlng and focu551ng of
large group perfprmance. % :

2. Which small/%roup session was the_most_valuable'from your per-

spective? Why? o o R - : '

i) The dlscu551on in the small group role plags helped
¥ me to understand some of the finer points.

1i)T thought tOdag (Day Ten) was especlallg good in

‘that we had an opportunity to practlce our-recog-

~nition. of level skills, and the actors did a su-
perb ]Ob of strlklng the a551gned poses.

©iii) Day Ten - specific a551gnments allow one- to develop

' - -a structure or concept of stage at the opporational.
leVel as a result, analy51s of real life situa-
tions make the ‘exercise more meanlngful and under—
standable B :

iv) Day Four, Seven, and Elght because of the depth of
discussion regulred., All members: were requ1red to
pull thelr ‘weight and contrlbute. ; ’ SO '7v“~f

. V)'Day Ten - the objective was'clear,'the'role was

o clear and this focus and time available forced and i
enabled: careful analyszs of the scale and the set-, - ' :
tlng : -

3. Which:group ses ion was the least valuable? WhY?

~1) They all wer valuable to me because they all 1n—'
volved disce nment._ -



11) Day Number Nlne, because the questions in relatlon
- - to Appendlx J were not as clear as they might have
been. - :

1ii) Day Number Nlne, because the focus of the day was
unclear and mang questions were vague.

4
!

‘, Large gronp proceSs. Generally the smallvgroup sessions'werev
left to the part1c1pants. The facilitator sat in only as an obser— ;
_ll;;~’6g;} When the partic1pants were kept together’ inlthe'large group,i .
hoWeyer, the facilitator played a much‘more‘active role. It was in -~
'these ses81ons where the opportunities for fac1litator intevention‘
‘best presented themselves.. This.interventionbprocess is'a‘keyjto
' Kohlberg's formulation."In the_Kohlberg model the enhancement'of i
an‘indigidnalls moral reasoningvhappens‘most effecti?ely.nhen a
‘person‘is debating a’particﬁlar moral &ilemmav Thls person usually‘

"
1l

w1ll be argulng from a particular stage orientatlon.. To raise the
‘level anotHer person (often ‘a third person mediator—type) Will in;
'tergect a verSion of the argument ‘but at a higher stage. The.in—
,tention 1s to. get the debater slowly to see the issue in.a new “and
supposedly better perspective Through continuous or’extensive”in—

‘terventions an 1ndiv1dual should enhance the level of moral reason—

N ing of the recipient of the intervention.

The entire workshop was audio-taped thuskpermitting the‘role
of the fac1lltator to be reviewed by examlnlng actual occa51ons
<y . . . .
: where attempts were.maderto intervene‘in the discussions to in—_
-:crease the level'ofimoral reasoning Five occasions are. presented
here which illustrate attempts by the facilitator to obtain enhanced

moral reasoning from the participants. These excerpts are selected
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partly by random and partly by choice. Certain se§sions had more’
o vigorOus large-gtOup”proceeees It was from these that ‘the f1na1

selectlon was - made baédd on (i) elarlty of the recordlng to enable

¢

a good transcriptlon to be made, and (11) adequate lenoth of pas—

- \/wt; N

age to ensure a suff1c1ent plcture to emerge.

(1)/In the flrst selectlon, Case. Study #l had been presented for re~’
view and reactlon by the part1c1pants.~_1nitially the discussion had
been dwelllng‘on.the background'information that is needed.
Tacilitator: ~ . Does anyone see this as belng a ‘moral dilemma?

' .Or'is it wery cut and dried? How do we sort

out our responses provided we have 'thus and -
~so! information rather than 'tblS and that’

1nformatlon7
Pafticipant C: ' Can gou tell us yhat gou mean spec1flcally by
: ‘a moral. dillemma? Just so we know the technl— :
cal term. . : : :
Facilitator: =~ @ ag thls p01nt, I’ d prefer to let the group
' make that determination. Consider ‘the de-
Mo ' cision that you must face 1f you were on -the

committee.. In llght of the discussions we ve
been haV1ng, is it a dilemma at all?
e L -(The facilitator is following Kohlberg's
g ' guideline by refraining’ from exerting too
- -much influence too early in the process.)

e ; S . : ‘ : ‘

’Participant'D:_ - of course 1t will be a moral dllemma, if you -

' ‘let the personal hurt and the frlendshlp re- .
Iatlonshlp affect the 1ssue.‘ o

- .
: N . T -
v v - -t . . .

- Facilitator: = One of the problems that keeps coming up is

‘ : - .. that weé keep: saylng we“dodiﬁ'know what went ,
' before or after. But 1ét me suggest this - L En
they are friends, so they must, know somethlng» ‘ i
good about each other. :| Therefore, the origi- :
nal inv1tatlon would have been recognlzed as 4T

. serious. Mbreover, when' the invitee accepted
™ .- this too would be conszdered serlous. Then e

ool A i . . &
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- Facilitatoe: . . ‘the invitee at the last mlnute cancels out be- -
‘(Continued) : cause he thought it. might be:his"only chance'
' to get out of his office and get some skiing
“done. But- can we apprec1ate this latter ac~ -
" tion? | ‘ .
(The fac1litator returns the focus of the group™
. to the ‘potential moral conflict in an attempt
- to encourage a process to emerge )

Partiéipant‘M: .  Yes, maybe the 1nv1tee felt the friend would *
B ' - understand his need for a holiday for the goodb
- ~ of his health.
' o _ (Potentially an' example of stage two reasoninga
Y - but the facilitator didn t follow up on it.)~

Participant N: . No, there was a profe551onal commltment He
: ' : should have considered how he'd look to his -
" peers if he didn't- show up at’' the workshop.’ L Lo
(An example of stage three: reasoning but. fa- N
cilitator didn t follow up on it.) - : ' h

In this 1nstance the facilitator began to move the group away

from an apparent de51re to be forcefully directed and towards an ex—“

' amination of the 1ssue as a moral dilemma. This discu551on was not

exhaustive although there were- signs that the process could be .

L e R A R Tl e

oriented tewards the . resolution of moral dilemmas.( The facilitator;
might have achieved more success through the use ‘of specific ques— ’
-ntions directed to 1ndiv1dual members of the group, particularly

participants M and N He could have utilized the emerging signs of'

specific levels of moral reasoning as springboards to discussions.

Le T S . X . Coe

(i1) The Second excerpt was located in the debate following the O T

fllm, Conscience’;;_Conflict.' This film stimulated extens1ve dis-ﬁ f”

cu331on regarding the chief character, Sir Thomas More. The parti—i R
. - ‘e, . ‘ S o
cipants were attempting to decide whether the thought processes ex~ . 't?f

hibited were' acceptable or even . consistent. N




s
) -Participant B:

B ' - 140
/

- -

¢ consider the milieu of thé‘day wbici/
ch different era from our own.

People .
y believed in their religion and. in .
_ . God. He would have to follow his conscience|
. . to be consistent with
o ‘ view..

himself and hisworld]
(This response indicates the participant be

e or six.)

- ‘Fétilitator:

lieves More is at a stage fiv

Are you then saying More was rightZ‘ L
.Q (The facilitater intervenes to guide the-pgré
' ticipant towards dealing with a ‘potenti
moral dilemma.) - : o

al’/
&

= Participant A: From hi% viegpoint, he was right. In his bwn
. o ' conscience he Hds §iven as much grounc
' . could by

und qas
his actions of resi
‘silent and so on. -

he
ghing and ?ein
(This participant seemg to reinforce tﬁ§ s age
o five/six'pérspective.) ' ' Y , o
Facilitator: But what choice does this really show? y
. (The facilitator contin
v+ " style to avoid confront

4 I
es in the*KohlbergAX
tion, yet keeps the -\,
focus on'the potentiil oral conflict by ag
: dressing different participants.
¢ .ting to elicit tore expénsivé reas
ticipants’ reactions.) |

o

.
<

He is_atﬁemp¥i
ons for éar—'

- Participant M:

B
-
v

v~
T .
o
"~_v} .

1 A

e \

p ground but. final’y ha

drew a line when faced |with the Oath‘of © 'le-
~, ‘giance. His loyalty to God would not ai.

' him to make a false oa h.

flict which he resolv

making a choice not t
. Facilitator:

-

ﬁe'had»act&ally given u

' Hé now had a con-
d in his own mind by

L

compromise further.

L,
Why was this importa t? .

(The facilitator att
moral reasoning by ask
""why" question.)

l
‘ . \
Pts to gain more complex
ing the participant a
: R
T

]
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- Participant A: Had he compromised at that point, his life

' ‘would become meaningless. He could not excuse
himself by saying ‘the oath was just a bunch of
words; for him it was an action, a swearing to
God, and .he. had alreadg made an opposite com-
mitment which was of gredter Iimportance. [
(This response is expanélve enough to verify
that the assessment of More is a Stage Slx )

.

Facilitator: - ~  .are goulsaylng he could have . crossed over be—
cause you feel he was a compromiser?
(The fac111tat6r now is checking for consistency
in' the level of response ) ,
o |

v
N

Participant M: ‘No, he had drawn the ling. . He had been able
' to compartmentallze his thlnklng He was very
loyal to his God and church. .As long as those
_weren't .in conflict, everythlng was reasonably
OokKay. . The oath brought' everyone together and
he had to stick with his higher loyalties to
remain true to himself. . He could not be a
compromiser and live with himself. ’

,
Facilitator: . Is there a parallel in thls 51tuatlon when
g one looks at Lincoln?

.+ (The facilitator is checking further for con-
\ _51stency in the level of response D) -

LR

-Participant C: E Well Llncoln dldn t have any choice 1n ‘his
BRUET death
%
Facilitator: ' : That s true, but consider an earller 51tuat10n,

Lincoln did not believe 1n slavery, but diqd .
. not do anythlng about #t until he was winning
-the war. Now there’ s an 1nstanoe where he
sets aside his personal conviction a id he
v follows temporal or civic expedlency Is
c - ;Llncoln 'less hgnorable'.than More?
o - (When the initial response to the Lin:
f,analogy doesn't focus immediately »n 2
moral dilemma the facilitator rephrases the
issue and thus- clarlfles it such that an ade—
‘quate response is given. _ .

i

~




,invwhich the situation was based. By selective questioning of par-

the chief character. That this approach was successful'was indica-

. 5
C(4dtd) The next example was drawn from a 51tuat10n that occurred

- would learn to bettér be able to identify arguments being put for-

“Facilitator: ‘Well, th;t’siaﬁother-botential example, but.

142

Participant F: - Not necessarily. Lincoln believed that slaves -
would only be reailyj freed if the union was
maintained. . .Therefore, his overall priorities
required him to follow the actions he did in
order for him to be consistent with himself.

‘In this series of interactions, the facilitator was able to R

‘
-

prevent ‘the discussions from -dwelling unnecessarily on the era with- !

.

T,

ticipants,. the debate concqntrated'on the morgf conflict faced by

v

—_—
i}

ted by the fact that when the subJect of - Lincoln was 1ntroduced

et et sy e

t

there was no real break in the discussions, the focus still remained

s T

on the moral dilemmas tofbe faced - no matter the era,~the situation

e

or thé character.

o

~

after the partic1pants had been 1ntroduced to Kohlberg stage theory

concepts. The facilitator was attempting to gain a better appre—
c1ation w1thin each partic1pant as to the meaning of the various

B BN

stagest.‘The process also~held the expectation that'participants

ward at'the dffferent levels ofncomolexityr

Facilitator: . = What stage did Martha Mitchell reason at? S R

: v _ i o S
Participant E: . What about Mérgaret‘TrudeauZ

.

let's examine Martha.  Any comments?

(The facflitator attempts to keep the group
 focussed on one issue but’ fails to -consider R
_the feelings of zt least one participant. -




- . | 13

. t;’//ﬁf 4 | . ‘  ' t
SR ,Theﬂﬁrofferéd example would have likely been

- just gs useful as the data the group was
. fwor'Img’with was very'limited-anyway,)

Participant D: No comment. : : S
‘ 77 (This could.indicate confusion on the part of
';the_participant. A more sensitive fdcilitator

-might have intervened immediately to seek

Clarification).: /' SRR L ‘

. -

Participant G: I reéilyxdbn’t'know;;. o »

Facilitator: .. Do you 'see a person in transition at ‘all? "Think
T about Martha Mitchell. when she first burst upon .
» . the Washington scene-. What stage was she opera-
' ting at? [ETEEE _ S
(The facilitator finally intervenes with a more
-explicit question focussing on the moral dilem-
U 3 ! R
Participant G:; - Maybe a stage three? She wanted, and was able,
: ~ to be invifed to a lot of parties. g
. AT .
Facilitator: ' Yes, and when her -huspand was beginning“to
' o ) take the major heat for the Watergatélprbb—
lems, what type of arguments did she then
. Start to use?. _ LT
"(Once the discussion_did'bégin-tquové, the
- facilitator does show some’ sensftivity by.re-
inforcing an answer while still jprodding the
group to.keep thinking_about72§§/issue;)-

! s

'IPé;tiCipanf.Q: _ Stage-one. /

(Having received a wrong response, the fadili—

Facilitator:.". o Did she?

‘
'

‘tator quickly re—g?Sértskthe'question,‘but
-avoids directly discounting the initial answer.)
’ . - . . :l{,’v‘ P 2 T . R .

Py )

qPégtiéipédt"Bi  . .Stage Four. Tbé-law"iS3that you burn eﬁeryone
T, IR who is,guiltg;@>DOnft just pick on one.




I" eilitator: _:? " Good. What about just before her death?
S ' (The facilitator again mAnages to keep the

focus on the centrdl 1s§ue, while also rein- g&,"
forcing the pOS1t1ve answer.) “w
¢ - o
. L4 ) : - . ‘ - ‘
Participant F: * She indicated that she had gone through con-

3 s@derable persecution and lossto say some-~
tblng she believéd negded to be said. She | ,
didn't want to be put!down anymore. It is o .
almost a five or even six type. Or is it a '

s two? : N

s s
4 R

Facilitator: That is part of the process we Want to look ar.
' " Is that a sliding to a two - you did it to .me,
so I' m - .going to do 1t ‘to you - or 1s it a move‘V—
towards a 4 l/2 or 5, where she starts to ‘argue
in terms ,of prlnClples of the American way and

'the fact these bad people are shootlng her full «

of needles, thus v1olat1ng her rights?
(The facilitator has gained some success at in~
~spiring the participants to analyze examples of
moral dilemmas through the use df the- Kohlberg -
stage theory formulations. However, he allows»i
himself to provide too complete a summary which
then concludes the debate, perhaps somewhat‘
qulckly : S o V'

- Participant D: I agree. o 4: »--1 ,"'.’ W

Participant'G: .  Yes.

The fac1lltator 'in this instance was able to,utillze one’ par—
ticipant s response to stlmulate thinklng in others. hrough a

serles of interactlons, a. number of examples of the thinklng of one

person (i.e: Martha Matchell) were brought forward wh1ch exempll—( .

.

‘fied-different»stageSfof moral-reasonlng. The facilltator d1d tend

: . S ) \ " Lo
near .the end of the debate.to*summarize-a'little quickly,.'ln pro-

"v1d1ng the answers to the stage five. dlscu551on, the opportunity

"was cut off for more participants to exhibit thelr understanding

4

ittt N et wnt e 2 el aa B A
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(1v) In another se331on, shortly after that descrlbed above (111)

- : . S

the Kohlberg formulatlon was dlscussed in terms of compulsory edu-

B
g

cation for students. Participants attempted to analyze the dilemma -

e
>

. posed-by societyYS“ﬁesire for freedom of the'individual, yet need

. S L o ‘
to make sure each new generation is adequately educated.

' Participant M: < “If you don't come to school theg ll get you
L S anyway. You can be told you're free, but

5 : : g‘ N . they s5till want you in. the classroom, to be

o o .~ pbresent.

o B <

[ . . . - . . : f
N

Participant N:} . For onme thing, school grant§ are bdsed on per-
A petual attendance and so the schools need the
: * “ students to be 1n thelr classes all the time.
] - i;,' y - ‘ . ’ R
Participant A: Just one other item. - When you 're teachlng a
~ ;o o , . regular class of 30 - 35 people, -and one" per-
» : . , son misses gurte often, isn't that being dis-
' ‘ ruptive? He is affecting the other persons' -
rlghts to progress educatlonallg Therefore, o o
regular attendance 1s necessary. ' ' '

PO A

it mA TR

Facilitator: = Is there any age limit with this? o
| - (The facilitator intervenes to encourage the, = o d
participants to be more specific in their as- ‘ o

sertions. ) ' '

o
X
. ”l‘

Participant A:’ If the students are. belng taught self- dlsCl—'
e < pline they'll graduallg reach .a level where
o . they'1ll know what to choose. . It happens in '
high school, -some kids know when they feel -
they. can:afford to take a class off. But.what
- } L . age you start giving them freedom, I don't
: ' : ) " 'know. . . . . . .

 Facilitator: =~ Does anyone else w1sh to. tackle thls questlon’
o ' " (Without commenting on the correctness or ade-
‘quacy - of the responses, the facilltator invites
more 1nput seeking to broaden the perspectlve '
- of the issue ) : »

r‘§\\




\

" Participaht A:

Sl -
¢ »
-3

Factilitator:

Participant H: -

Facilitator:.

',Participant H:

Eacilitator:,

T

Participant F:

I sort of agree, but are there not some srtua—
tlons where the problem becomes not one of’
compulsory a;gfndance, but compulsorg perfor-‘
mance? W%er the ob]ectlves are clearlg ob=
tained and gbu*xnow what the outcome is, as
long as you're able to meet those ohjectives
you're meetlng the criterion of compulsory .
education although not ecessarily ¢ompulsory -
attendance. .

-Let's stop right here for a moment. We seem
ito, have arguments at two different stages at
Teast. Stage Four - the law says you go to
school and while you're there you'd better do
something. Stage One - gour head is in a
noose, you must come to class to avoid punish~
ment. Is there even a note of Stage Five In-
the point made that the student has a respon-
sibility to the others to' be there so they

“don" t get held up?

(The: fac111tator is ‘attempting to sharpen the
reasonlng of the group members by placing .
ch01ces before them and requesting some. form

of dec1sion )

My head may be in .a noose but lt s because I
can't handle the. course if I'm not there.

- They said it in such a way that my non—atten~ ‘
dance would probahbly mean my fallure for other .
reasons. R

Are you too talking about a commitment to a
' group or-at least to a process?

(The facilitator raises a question to check out:

-whether the participant 1s really argulng at a
‘Stage Five level ) : :

e

Yes;.at least a commitment to myself.

But what: about the notion ‘that your presence
is requlred by the group for their well belng’

- Only- 1f the presence 1nvolves contrlbutlng par-
' thlpathH and not mere phy51cal presence.
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whether 'students would really be at'the lower levels. »If*thgx are

. ) ) La /r{".m ) e 147

- -The discussion continued for some time, examining the various'’
. . : L

levels of reasoning probable. Some concern was expressed as to

s a

not, then educators must be careful in dealing with such issueg,as

‘using lower level afguments might be seen by the students as being

. i ,
condescending. Another beneficial aspect of this discussion was ‘-
. B . . . . K .

that it didibring put ereleér dietinetién in stage reasoning through
the uee of twofperspectives on the saﬁe issue. The-faeiiitator,'
without resorting to monoiogues, ‘was able to draw out different
viewp01nts and then qulckly provide a suﬁmary statement which in
turn enabled a couple of perticipants tb‘fufther‘exglain theif-coné

cerns.

"(v) The final excerpt is chosen from the discussions on the major .

‘novel Wind Without Rain. The participants, in coming to an under-

‘standing of Kohlberg stage theory, were more;sensitiVe‘tofmoral con—"

flicts,and stremgfhenedfin theit moral reasonihg abilities.

Participant I: v  The guy is at a three level. HE is Saging,
I S "everybody s looking at me, what do they
think?" - R

(A good explanation of stage three )

L

Participant F: But he's saylng that, not really carlng what
' ‘ their opinions are of him, except if they
think he's great. Then its useful to him -
i.e. what .can they do for me and how can I
manlpulate them into doing something. for me.
(a good counter-p01nt that suggests maybe the
subJect 1s at a stage two.) S

-

G
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Partieipant B:

Participant F:

»

Participant B:

Faoilitator:

Fo
s

Pattiéipantei:

Pl

avoid disapproval, that's wh_}&be's

'doing. He's conforming. The motivation is
‘maybe only one or maybe, two, and ghe behavior

may- be three.v That s the way I lnterpzeted

_ it. o

(This is\an example where confusion causes some

' discretien' the levels concept applies to rea- .~

soning not behavior.) .

That’s what I mean by punishment.. He can not
let -him go-easily, "I'm”goihg to get -you ﬁired .
my boy."

’(This part1c1pant is not confused as he- re—‘ ‘
explains his level two 1nterpretation" you :
‘leave - I'11 fire you ) - ‘.

There 15 evidence of° level one reasonlng where
he reminded him to look at all the School Board

" did for him, "You ungrateful wretch, and now
‘you're going té applg to another ]urlsqﬂw<ion;"

(There remains some confusion as. the apuiith

S

 seems Stage Two reasoning but Stage One ae—
fjtion ) :

,/‘
- -

We must be careful not to move into an examlna—

‘tion of the actlons, Instead of reasonlng

Remember that Kohlberg himself has .said, one .
doesn't usually. reach in your actions the lével

‘you're’ trying for:. Consider Dot who seems. to

be struggllng to operate at a very ‘high level,

- yet recognlzes the reality of theisoc1ety whlch

she’ must put. up with.
(This intervention by the facilitator ensured

...discussion remained on the examination of rea-
' soning and did not get side-tracked ‘onto conside-
_ration of action. ‘"It was successful in that the
" next participant immediately started.discussing
'.fmoral reasoning ) S

_ Mlght this be an example of a strong 4 1/2 be—

cause her ideas are very close to a Stage .6,

wh1c17 J.S only .a Stage or so above a 4 1/2.

’_3Consider her lnterpretatlon of a palntlng even.,:

The value she puts on a'palntlng Is quzte lof~
ty. ' C : , .

o
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‘Participént B: ;“Kﬁut then she really takes some swipes at some
: ' people. She really cuts them. : ‘ E
(This individual seems determined to get back (

to action; the facil%ﬁpr 'shotild have inter-. .

vened. ), sl . ,

Participant E: There are two‘speqéhes ;E back‘%%fgf‘ DV
, small péople s%§eéh and Angus' nice énﬁﬂpjwfﬁJuf
- .Speech. They're both bitter people and &wen
- though we like to think of Yhem as being nice o
people, there is a kind of bitterfiess. . - R A
~ (Again the facilitator should have re-directed
“‘the'di3cussion back to a focus bn.réasoning.)

R ]
v

: : LV v

What about -the ”holus—bolus"‘passing of students,

. passing every student who has an oVerallvaverage

' " of 50%? ‘ _ o o
(Here is a potential opportunity for facilitagor
to intervene with a summary of the debate and

~.thus sharpen its focus. The dfscussion was be-

- ginning to wander anmd this participdnt brought
it back to the issue of3mora1'rea50ning;)

Participaht.A:'

Participant D:. = Let's not read.too much into this. Consider .
) IR / - just the voting issue. Angus wanted the . kids
. to vote to remove another Bilbeau éxcuse. He

v L wanted to help. the kids because he believed-
: L they had the right to go into Bilbeau and dis-

s ' s ; : . ; :
i , cuss .1t. . He .agreed to do it for them if they"
L ' - .- backed him up. - ®

. Facilitator:”lb ’ What is'his‘reaSOning? ' ‘ \

- (The facilitatar's effort to focus the dis-
cussion on'moral'reasoningAappears incomplete.
The respondent requires the question to be re~
‘peated in an expanded form and there is not an-..
obvious increase in the complexity of. reasoning

- of the participants.) . - -

N

- Participant D: I'm not sure.



Facilitator:

SeveralvParticipants:

Facilitator:

", -Participant D:°

Facilitator:

Participant A:

He is the adv1sor, isn't’ he’ Therefore, he. is
this way because that's the rule. He was sent

"in to deal with the students. . Is he making a

Stage Two type trade-off? Or is /it that he .

- has seen. that his role must be. to hang in
there or else the whole soc1al group will fall—

down?'

Right! Right!

’

. Thls would be a flve, would 1t not9

a0

I agree, but he could also be afraid of what
Bilbeau 1is going to do about the students and
therefore wants to protect them.

' This would-still be a .five would it not? The

fear is not in him, the fear is that the group
could dissolve because of t 1s guy g01ng nuts.
(The . fac1lltator shows incr#asing: sensit1v1ty

" to the needs of individuals by reinforcing a

participant's v1ewp01nt in order that he may
recognize he has grasped the issue. Moreover,

- this finally sharpens the focus of the debate.) "

’

Yes, if gou go to the. 1nc1dent where the: straw
that broke the camel's back, he's reallg in a
battle with Bilbeau, isn't he? _He's taken

"everything that Bilbeau has thrown at him and’
.this is another thing that Bllbeau s thrown at

him - to settle this dispute. - He doesn t want.

Bilbeau ‘to have anythlng on him and this is hls‘ 
Job so he must do it. So to get this thing set-

tled to, ‘the satlsfactlon of Bilbeau means

‘havzng the kids vot;ng.' He. wants the whole

system to work: ‘almost in splte of Bilbeau. I

‘think he's a- five or at least a very strong

four-plus...»

(This provides: good ev1dence that the facilita—
‘tor has got the process into high gear. )
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g ' ' ' R W
Facilitator: Ok, where do you think Jgsley i1s at in this pro-
o cess? , B : : o
A N . (Having achieved reasonable agreement regarding .-
. ./‘;./\ Lo :F' : -

-one character, a slight re-direction is em- R
ployed by the facilitator to help make sure '
other characters are adequately understood, as

- -+ . well. 'This also adheres to Kohlberg's concern

v .~ about keeping the discussion from ''beating dead

- horses".) ~ v ‘ o ' R

.
?articipant F: Stage Orie.
Facilitator: - " Is hé?_ T ‘ C - S
: ' (The intervention by the facilitator .is to try
and draw out a more comprehensive rationale, -
but it .stops short of necessarily inspiring } _
“higher stage level reasoning.) I -
vPartiéipant'E: He’s‘trying'to igve’face with people. ﬁHe's at . ,
: o a three. R o _ ' : RO uj
Participant D: = Byt he's scared to death most.of the time - stage
L C .~ one. : o o . ‘ S
Facilitator: .. - Is he scared to-death, or is he afraid he won't e
be right? : S ‘ . SRR

LY

(A positive steb.to make:suré participants ade-
quately explain ‘their position.) ’ ‘

Participant. D. . He's éfraidfhe{llVIOSe.his'job if~ﬁé says the
' thing, although at the same time he recognizes

that he's going to lose his friends.

-

" ook at the incidents where he's in church and
all he can. think about is how succéssful Bil-
beau is, and wonders what image he has created
to be successful. To me that's a ‘three.

Participant A:rf
>

Participant'B: foéw ao'youvintefpret his actions with Mary in
. - that light? ' Because that obviously doesn't . °
work. . At least it doesn't work copsistently.

N



‘Several Participants: Agreed, agrgedfa ‘

5
Wt

4 . x

N -
Eg 2

Facilitator:' ‘ Wnere then' does Wesleg predomlnately seem to .
. ?eason’ ‘ o

v

.Participant M: He's alwags rationalizing away everthing with

i %ﬂ ” .. a pragmatic viewpdint. o .
. B o R . .
#j L : | o o
e i " K h B “\
Facilitator: - . But. is that pragmatism comlng from a Stage
BAREEE ’ Three orientation? How does he .determine suc-

cess - that people like hlm, that he gets in-:

vited to a Success Club and so on. Certalnly

this an orientation to the other: person.‘ ‘But
'there ‘are other tlmes when that pragmatism seems

to have other orientations. Like ;yen ‘he talks
" about that's the way it is, or to Mary when he

keeps trying -to say .our communlty 1s .1like this -~

= this is the way things have got to be to make
things work. Maybe thls is not looking at a
social norm, like what you were talking about
- in terms.of Dot? Is that a four? Or is it

o really a one ~ he llterallg is petrified of

i - -.everythlng that happens?

(The. facilitator challenges the patticipants to
“review their own thinking regarding ‘the identi-
fication of stage levels. This is ‘done not to
raise the level of the’ participants, but to

sharpen their powers of recognition )

Participanth:_ © At the end,qlt would’ appear he is reasonlng at
% . a RigHer level con51stently

o . I

e

RN

Lo . .
E s e )

had been able to reach a;point in their development where debates on
Fal i
stage reasoning could be conducted w1th modest interventlon by the .

!. B

facilitator. ng participants werefshowing more adeptness at:
dealing with moral 1ssues, however, it was not always as evident

that 1ndiv uals were necessarily increasxng the stage level at
3

iwhich ggﬁy\reasoned through moral conflict. Some better'evidence i

' of this is provided in Section III : SRR Q»,

-



Non-Verbal Interventions ~

: Summari

24

istyle of the facilitator that waé

:particlpative teachingtgxyk#%on the part of the leader/facilitator.'

"magtér" in the discudtiOns.. EREUR I 7:.'

B

S , ' R
In addition to the facilitatorfs verbal interventions, there
was one other significant interventionQ When the seating alignments

of. the large group were altered by the facilitagor, new communica—

'tion patterns_emerged. :Qpnsequently, the facilitator“had the-oh—

server, as well as himself, alter the locations, on several occa=

sions,'which encouraged more'people to .become involvedjin the dis-

y"' °

cussions, due to the absence of an obvious or perceived chairperson. -

. o ‘ » : - e
This in turn prov1ded more participants With opportunities to air

their reasons for particular°resolutions to moral conflicts.

.

As in the case’ of the{maﬁerlals a-d activities utilized “the

loyed in the program success-v

fully followed the guidelines as suggested by "the Kohlberg formula—;

tion. Generall s eakin the group members were subJected to a
y.8p $§§?

_This encouraged membet;collabvration and the feeling to emerge that =

i L
5

each person had something of value to contribute; that there was ‘no
v N ) . . . . . ’

f . « -
P . - . s
oy ' k3 ~ A
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‘program, however, was the enhancement of the moral reasoning of

vfevaluation as to the growth in the participants.

LS K R . . : '

o

III,\ OUTCOMES FOR STUDENTS/PARTICIPA@TS

The prlnc1p&l intent of the study was, not to change the parti-

c1pants, but to develop ‘and assess a program.k The purpose of the

-
%

‘program parn1C1pants., Therefore, it is appropriate to examine and

U

assess the difference the program did make on the particlpants from

the perspective of the participants. (It shOuld be noted that- all

\

partic1pa;a§xﬂu15tarted the program remained through to 1ts tom—v

‘pletion ) Ao Coae . . S RN

«

3 B - . . : . . '“\v_ )

As was outllned in Chapter Two, assessment guldellnes have not

*

been articulated .to. any great extent)ln any of- the approaches to

moral gevelopment. Proponents of the cqgnitive d@vei#pmental ap-

> ’ /-
proach have advocated a comblnation ofvsubgeqt;ye’and obJective

) evaluation methods i their efforts to derive some measure of as=>.®

. ; . - a . )
. P N . - S . .

"sessment capability. ‘ ;. S o T S » L

T. : - . - " . K . -

. . v

e

The Objectlve components encompassed the use of an a@aptation

L) . .
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of the Kohlberg questlonnaire and 1ndependent observations. These' “ Iy

'
v

'prov1de an acoeptable analySis of the»success of the program at en—-

¥

KA N

hancing’ the participant s capacity for moral reasoning in the reso-

, .
lution of ethical/moral conflicts. In thls program, the Porter and

-
Te

yTaylor Version provided an adequate pre- and post test instrument

N i

'ﬂi(Porter et al., 1972) and the presence of an. independent observer"

SR

throughout the duration of the program added additional obJective X

v

S

. . o R N 1 Ll : B

] M
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The ‘subjective aspects of evaluyation included the assessments

of the participants.thenselvesxand the facilitator's notes which

- . ° . b
. "
’

eré augmented by the audio-tapes of the major. discussions. These

cay

provide soﬁ! indication as to whether_or'not enhancement of the

capacity for moral reasonlng occurs, but, more slgniflcantly they

f'prov1de evidence as. co the Success of the program at 1ncrea51ng the

senslt1v1ty of the partic1pants to the ex1stence of moral dilemmas

- within educational admlnlstratlon.

The .objective components are discussed first, followed by the
subjective aspects.

Pre- and Post-Test -Scores

A i
!

The Porter and Taylor vers1on of the Kohlberg questlonnaire

'(Porter et al'§>1974) was administered to all parth1pants at the _'

>

beglnnlng and conclusion of the workshop There was not much moves

ment, between the preJ and post testS, one ‘individual moved “from
| ,

' level three to level fOur. (See Table VIII )

t - i
!
!

It is 1nterest1ng to note, that whlle the. 1ndependent marker

'found no. partlcipant hlgher than a leVel four and the majority fo -

be at level three, on numerous occasions part1c1pants were able to

'discuss adequately, and analyze accurately, case studles and other

examples of moral QonfllCtS at the higher: stages (flve and- slx)

3

ThlS was espec1ally evident durlng the discussmpns of Wind Wlthout

Rain on Days Seven and Elght and again on Days Ten and Eleven in
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TABLE VIII \ "' v
7 2
STAGES INDICATED BY PRE- AND POST-TESTS .
.
'Kohlber-g : Number of Students
Stage ’ “at the Indicated Stage L
-Pre~-Test Post-Test \
| 1 - - %
2 - -
B ’ .
3 . 9.

10

~g

&

5 — v;‘;‘. —"
. 1

6 : 2
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v V.

,tﬁgfpreperation, analysis, and presentation of the major role-play
a'{b ' . ’ .
IR

L roo

Ly

By "ﬁmaliﬁgr0up project. AT .

(“). . ‘-(’
. e
2 4

.

Here are some comments from the seventh session, for example:

' ' Mary operates at six [because] she refuses to
compromise her principles. . : ‘

Mary's at six: "I've got to stand on my princi-
ples;or I've riothing left to stand on."

Angus operates at level 51x, his actions were
based on prlnclple ' :

During Day Ten, the facilitator had’the participants work'with—

in small groups to prepare and present a role- play using Kohlberg s

stage theory to resolve the moral dllEmma. The basicdilemma was

thé same: S R o N

.

g. L

—The student contends - he was not swearing, 1f
anything he was ,trying to be creative. Be-
sideg, he: argues, even 1f the language used -
"was considered to be a touch "bad", there
are no rules expllc1tlg forblddlng bad lan- -
guage.

The teacher feels that the student should

be dealt with severely as an ‘example to

everyone else in the scbool.» By making

everyone think about detentions and punish- .
ments, the teacher argues the general. cali- : E?
- bre of language will improve. R

iy O
b
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Each,smallggroup, however, was‘assigned different stages for the

teacher‘and student.’

(i) Teacher 4 Student 2
(ii) Teacher:S ‘Studentvd
(iii) Teacher 2 - . Student 4
(iﬁj Teacher 1 : Student 5

~ The challenge was not only to act out the assigned levels, but the

person given the role of the administrator ﬁas to work at those

' levels‘perceivedhﬁost likely to be productive in resolving the céh-

flict. Each presentation was then reviewed by the:group as- a.
. ‘ - . .

‘whole. j
: I

i
S

_When the small grouos made theiripresentations,,the'levels of

1

'the student and teacher were analyzed correctly by the large group‘

in. each case Moreover thete was agreement-as to.the 1evels eache;'

*administrator operated at‘in,an effort to resolVe the isgue. **

4 3"'.*

(i) Administrator 3 (shifting to 1 and then perceived as
becoming unsuccessful atﬁresolution )

(11) Administrator 4/5 (perceived as effeéthe) ‘_3 '.

s&ii) Administrator 5/3 (perceived as more successful at
_ lower stage) . o ,-,‘

(1v) Administrator 5/6 (while applauded,,there ‘was . some
" question if, the teacher appreciated

‘the- resolution)
ThroughOut the latter sessions of the workshop, there-were

other lnstances where part1c1pants exhibited appreciation for

. ‘moral reasoning at the higher orientations.- @

MY
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. ) ) S ’
Having an understanding of the basis from which .
someone reasons,. should. make it easier.to walk ~N
a mile in their shoes. - _ : ?

[Circumstances determlne at what stage a moral
“dilemma is resglved] to a very great extent I - =
would think, except for peaple who are personal—

ly highly commltted to stage six or hlgher

levels. T ~ ,

Perhaps I [now] look atqﬁifu?ti‘ns a bit more.. ‘
objectively. .. [and] undg ;:i dfpther persons T .
- positions in [moral] g@esani' i :
. TR
It will depend on the-level of reasoning of
*  the people involved in the dilemmas. |

It deperids at which stage the parties to the
dilemma are reasoning. - This and other circum- ,
stances determine to a large extent how the
-dilemma is resolved.

-~

Y Emergencg, high emotional tenszon, pressure of
- time are among those which may militate against
a high level solution.. But the determination
to use. higher level reasonlng can overcome alot

‘'of hurdles. : : -
(quoted by a person who moved from a 3 toa 4

by the end of the program ).

Circumstance does i@f!ffect tyhet »letffg’l at Whlch a
moral problem is resolved, -e. g . we mlght Jus-
tlflably break the law. . : '
'There mag be rules and regulatlons where gou
are 'locked in'

(quoted by a person scoring a .3 on the qu1z )

I think you view the total situation or dilem—-‘
ma with a broader outlook, yet w§¥h a focus
which guides you to a more reasonable or

'acceptable’ solution. & 9 »

It's the values that are 1mportant.

(quoted by a person who scored a 3 on the qpiz )

L)

5

- These occasions suggested that the participants did gain from‘

the experience at least by being able to analyse reasoning at
. , v

‘higher levels. Moreover, judging from cowments made during the in~-

-
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‘ : . .
formal debriefing sess1ons at the end of the experience, most people

felt they were reasoning at a more advanced orientation They cer-

tainly percelved they had been challenged to do so.

’ .-v’
[
\.D

Observer's Comments

The observer did feél that the program had a positive impact on

the partlcipants.v v,  v

The: subjects [the 14 student part1c1pants] ex-
pected te- profit from the seéminar - even though
it was an. experlmental situation. Everydne in-
~dicated that. he h&d not been dlsapp01nted but-
.that his. expectations had -been exceeded‘ Every
part1c1pant had reglstered for this semlnar

,w_lth the knowledge of 1ts experlmental nature.

Other-comments made during the'daily de—brieflng se551ons also sug-
) ;

gested that particlpants were expanding their abllity to systema—
i‘tically reason through moral dilemmas.

Participants' Comments ' '

: N~ -
At various times throughout the workshqp, the part1c1pants were:

afforded the opportunity to reflect on thelr own progress in this;,

: program. : ‘ T o . N o : R ;5__f Xﬁ
' z four. Early 1n the process, theaparticighnts were encou—

raged to comment on their perceptions regarding the emerglng pro—

cess. - These reflectlons were offered at the conclu31on to Day Four,

"after the group had come to a common definltion of moral dilemma
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°

_There was a general féeling';hat the prdcese already was worth-

while.

Individual #1: I think through the discussions, , R
I now have a clearer understanding of my ideas - o R
of a moral.dilemma...I also fee¥% that defining R
the issue is most important for the discussions | e e T
ahead. ' It should help to ellmlnate some of our ' B e
ramblings. : ' '

Individual.#Z:‘ Today's small group discussions - o ‘ i
.were useful in gaining a better perspective of .. e

just what a moral dilemma really is. the'largef o '

group confirmed we were very close to belng "on

track" as a group

Individual #3; I. found it intellectually enligh- .
' tening, personally broadening, to be required
fand to impose that dlsc1pllne on myself) to
listén, in full, wr';'&& interrruption, or ob-
jection to the othe‘}ﬁgmbers of the group. The
subject matter gave us-all, I think, slightly
more intimate knowledge of ‘oné another.

Y
&

¥

vIndiVidual #4 . Today helped me to get us on
.the same wave length and to share 1deas 1n a
constructlve wag.

Individual #5: I learned that a lot of people ‘ »
have a similar conception of what a moral di- . . Lo
.lemma is. . I also learned that ‘a- narrow perspec— _ '
tive of morallty is not applicable or appro-
'vprlate to the complex world in which we llve

s . —

Individual ##6: lThe most important“thing_to
"« come of today's session is the realization
" that moral reasoning differs from moral action.
"The second finding is that a diverse group
tould arrive .at a definition that nearly met
the criteria of consensus: . it is amazing con-
-srderlng the dlver51ty of preclass oplnlon o S

vInleldual #7 This small group dlSCUSSlOn'
helped- to delineate and focus the 1ssues ln-
'volved in- moral dllemmas for me.

Indlvidual 18: Thls sesszon alded in clarl—»
,fglng the concept of values,r

B
2{-
o



Individual #9: . 1t was reassurlng to discover
that other members of the grdﬁp tended to
hold a 51m11ar v1ew of what constituesa .
moral dilemma. '

Individual #10: Todag was the first time
that I had thought serlouslg -about moral di-
lemmas ~ or .should I. say the first time I
thought clearly about it. I gained clarifi-
cation which was: relnforced by examples dis-
cussed. ¢

’Dazﬂtwelve. On the final day, partlcipants provided an over-

all evaluatlon of the experlence (See Table IX). The dominant at—vT

‘tltude again 1nd1cated that the partlclpants felt the workshop had

&

been a benef1c1al experlence for them. For example, everyone
. -y .

agreed that program had - been 1nterest1ng and thlrteen of the four—

Tt

'teen belleved program was: worth the effort.

3 . ' . . .
3 ! . . . . . . -
e - e . . s

'had galned somethlng from the program was ev1dent when, through

, 5 -

qonsensus, the group was able to deflne a. moral dllemma

o

A state in Wthh a deczslpn to be made brlngs in-

to; conflict the values- held by the dec1510n—maker
: . - {and can. only be resolved “by. ‘the dec151on—maker)
. ;(Deflnltlon agreed to - durlng Day #4 )

o

».In fact by the conclu31on of the process, the partic1pants recog—'

nized there were differences between administrative decisions and .

'ffdllemmas, although at tlmes these will overlap.,f IR
CA dllemma from our deflnltlon seems to imply
,somethlng deeper than: a ‘mere decision. that

”__mag not requ1re much deep reasonlng

“‘Dllemmas are usually made ‘up of three factors
o COHfllCtS, dec151ons, and values.lxh,v

,

Generaf COmments.‘ One ba51c indlcatlon that the partlcipantS'_,

3
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TABLE IX
EVALUATION OF THE EXPERIENCE

Dif4n1telz Yes Maybe Hardlz No

1. Has the program been

¢

interesting? 12 1 - - -
2. Do yod see-the pur- i . . S
" pose of the program? .5 8 T - =

3. Should this kind of
"program be added to
the course offerings
of Educational Ad-

 ministration? _ 5 . 7 2 - 5_‘

4. Should the group ' .
'~ leader have been more
“.explicit in what he

. was trying to do? | - 3.3 474
fo . R [ .

5. In retrospect, did. the

, . leader: 7 _ , A S

~.od 7 4) lead too much . | - - - 1
w0 11) lehd too little L ‘

ii{) conduct the pro-- A

]
=
[#%)
[
J-\w<

cess adequately .~ & 9 1 i -

6. Reflecting on your
own goals and aspira- _ ) .
tions when you star- = R -
ted this program, ' '

" were these attained?. 2 6 3 = -

- 7. Reflecting-on the -
goals and aspira- °
tions,of the leader,
do you think these ;-

s

feel you were being

, were attained? - . 6. . 7 1  "7, R

. ‘8. Did you, at.amy time, . .

mmuwdmmm _‘j o - ‘4ﬁ‘hl ’q' ; )

9. W0u1d you be. prepared_
to go ‘through”a simi-
lar type of experlence. _ ‘ S o
again’ i _ o T S DA S | -
o) . : . . e ’ .
~1o P.S. . Were the small B
group sessions worth~: . :

while ‘experjences? o8 4 1 - '1" '
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i

Since a dilemma requltgg dec1510n—mak1ng as
does admlnlstratlon, cﬁ&ftwo are closely re-
lated. o x :

T . o
g ':al dilemma should
help - at least it is a c, Q%anlzed’ épproach.

A dilemma is a hlghly combgé xperience and
is therefore a bit of both 'ﬁé#‘g}cannot dis-
- sociate the way we think or“aﬂ.Sfrom our be-

havior ~ we cannot be purely Ob]eCthé. V

Using our definition ofighy

iy

£

'* ...one would have to look at.- the dllemma and
- apply definitions such as the one described
in class and determine what factors (pr1nc1—
- ples) were in confllct.

/

More 1mportantly, by the end of the workshop part1c1pants were ‘

able to COme together to resolve moral dllemmas. They were more
sen31t1zed to problems relevant to moral reasonlng and- educational

‘admlnistratlon and were abie to apply Kohlberg concepts to: help

resolve these problems

-~

. L4 .
ThlS experierice has made me consc1ous ‘of the Ul
’ " " fact that pbeople reason at. varlous levels \\
‘and "has equipped me with a tool to better
understand their reaséning and even more 1m—
portant, my own. : :

‘7...1t is a step bg step Rfocess...people mag
_argue the Same sxde at dlfferent levels.

It is the flrst experzence It Ve had in attemp—
tlng to classzfy, codlfy, and analyze moral .
reasonlng S :

It has prov1ded a- frame of reference from
whzch to depart 1n the future.

‘DlSCUSSlons have been most valuable in look- S e
ing at moral reasonlng...[I won't] be so ’ ‘ ‘
quick perhaps to Jump. to dec1slons in-situa-
tions and about people I'11 try to get into
[the] other person s space.'

N . s
It,has made me aware of the varlous levels
: 'and stages of . reasonlng people can use. (In



*

~in ap5admlnlstrat1ve capaczty

f,of tﬂé various stages at whlch people ‘think.

'I belleve T mag be able.to stand a step back

the fleld it has been a real frustration for
me to rationalize fellow administrators' de- -

‘cisions in handling students and reacting to
central office)...There are a number of levels

which _appear to be able to be categorlted

‘

[ThlS experlence has helped] my own self aware-

.ness and awareness of others. [It] has really

brought into focus for me the whole area of - . Ny
moral dilemmas. e Lo ‘ S ki
I thlnk I learned somethlng about moral reason-

lng, "about group process,. and about. the wil-

llngness of a group of people}ép slug awag at

‘somethlng..., -

Made‘mejaware - I'veqhever thought about it.

rIt has ‘been a valuable experience from the

standpornt*of group 1nteractlon in discussions. i
The g@pproach to solving problems in g systema- o N .
frﬁmnner gives one a framework for conduct '

[It{irovrdes] a dlvergent approach to solv1ng
a mé%al problem through a clearer understandlng

A rein orcement to.my own thoughts’ Pull your—'
self out of a situation and become objectlve -
like a bad dream and you won't be scared- ‘you
can thlnk rbtionally.

. from a drlemma a@d regard it in a more ob]ec—

‘tive manner.‘ I think T can also assess my ‘own

stage .of moral reasonlng in llght of other’
people's. reasonlng to a better degree than be-

. fore the workshop...By establlshlng a frame— 1 NEEERS

~ ‘the moment, or better organlzed...

tLlstenlng, reining in my dogmatlsm and 1mpos—
' ing some degree of logic on my emotional re-

work, a matrix of stage method,. one' s moral o
reasoning seems more: ob]ectlve, less spur of o B

sponses...[through] the use of a theoretical v
construct w1th1n which 'to examine a- moral con= - ‘ -
fllct...from a new‘perspectlve... ' ' ' '

[

 TREPRCTUEC ST Rt o o0 <y BT L
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Excerpts from Individual Sessions

As earlier noted;.the workshop_was audio—taped;' This prov1des.
7y a better Opportunlty than the facilitator' s notes themselves to re-

‘view potentlal growth that partic1pants experlenced durlng the pro~ - =

. gram regarding their moral reasonlng and to analyze if sen31tiv1ty
7toward the existence of" moral dllemmas in educational administra-

tion 1ncreased.

- Two part1c1pants have been selected as examples of the poten—
tial’ development in moral reasonlng - The excerpts are presented in
'chronologlcal order to prOV1de an opportunlty to better analyze the

: progre331on in the 1nd1viduals thlnking.

;(1) In this first excerpt, Which was taken from the transcrlpts of
. ’ ‘ "
-:<the f1rst sesson, the part1c1pants were for the first time discus—

P

sing a potential moral dilemma

Participant A: = -One piece of evidence that ‘"I took from the
: ‘ - case study, which 1s 1mportant here, is the
fact that he has a personal hurt which really -  _
shouldn't affect the decision as far as. I'm 7
concerried. If he is making a dec151on pre-

- sumably upon a comblnatlon of objective and
subjective reasons,~thls becomes one. piece
of information only.. If need be; he- should
provide the information to the selection com~
mittee and then drop out of the selection

COMmlttee. » . -
Participant B: I feel that thls man’ had a profe551onal obllga—

- - .. tion’and then at the last minute, he w1thdrew,
' N " and.broke his. professional obligation. - That -
he is a personal friend, doesn't change the .
o .fact. Now I have some trepldatlons in the veto
- power, particularly when you 're worklng with a s
‘ commlttee structure because then the commlttee
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should make’ that dec151on rather then an. 1nd1—
vidual. "However, on the basis of the 1nforma—
tion presented here, I personally would be b K.

Both participants recognized there was a problem, althOugh it was

not very clear whether they saw 1t as a moral dllemma

|
A L
[

©

(11) In the second sequence which was excerpted fron day five,»the
partic1pants showed a slight understandlng of stage theory Parti—q
,'c1pant A was better able to artlculate perceptions than Partlcipant
‘B but neither appeared to be completely comfortable with.the con—p.‘

' cepts

Earticipant A *Nelther Dorothy or Mike progressed beyond- a

B ‘ . Stdge Two in the arguments. Mostly it's, “T

did this for you, ‘S0 you have to do this fbr
me", typeiof thing, and of course, the threat
of ‘a ,child is uséd,’ which is Stage One reason—

: ing. Dorothg should stlck to her position of L
' wanting to-go back to school and that Mike's R

‘ultimatum, whether real, lmaglnary, or. what-
ever, would indicate that fe is more goncerned
with Mike than her or the child. ‘He'ls not N ,
ane -that you. see progresszng too hlgh in termsff;’ s
of development stages but hel might get to PR
- Stage Two. The fact is thdt he has two p051—
" tions to choose from, and she Jhas applled to -
the University. It's not as if both were
‘thrust into the problem at -once and they had R
_to ‘make a decision, ‘since he seemed to-have . . .. .
gone .along with her idea of returning to Uni- - R
versity.  .She should stick by her guns and’

. go back to Unrversrty, and he could . doiwhat-~ o
- ever he likes. If he was taklng that’ approach,
- for whatever’ reason, then obv1ously the mat~

‘grlage was not worth keeplng. There was llttle e
~room to negotlate.';' S P Sl Sl

o L C . S

Participant B: . He wasn't prepared to work at a level ang

o hlgher than the level he was prepared to. _ .
e llve by on prlncrple. Q" A v o e

oA



situation, Participant A was isolated in a discussion with-the fa-

¥ - ' e . oy
, .y ‘ . ) .
. Dy

.

,(111) Thls third excerpc from the sixth sessaon, prov1des some evi-

dence of the lncre331ng ablllty of the part1c1pants to dlscuss rea-

- : 4 .

7son;ng from'the.perspective of'stages theory. lh'this partiCular

.
.

cilitator. <

-

i L v

'?articipant A A person can't make a free ch01ce unless they

really have been exposed' to somethlng dif- . %
ferent or somehow leared what sthé consequences '
were. - I wonder about the children of the' Hut-

. R SR terites. If they're not exposed to the society -

: ~¢Tat large, how do they maké the choice whether
“ - . . @ theéy really" want thdt.. Do we, as parents,  have
B the right to. 1mpose regulatlons or. any other
values .upon childten? -
. (The partic1pant is dlscusslng a moral dllemma
related to freedom of: chodce but is dot being

S very prec1se ) ’ Ve g
:)' . ' 3 .:. . . ; . : . e b._

o . Lok

Facilitator: - e Is thg argument at Stage 2 Level? If you are.
SRR v, in a largeé society, how do you make any judge-

" 4 ment if:you haven't been exposed to the smaller?

B (The fa01litatdr attgmpts«to have the- partici~-

, C m?. ‘pPant more completely ‘éxplain his interpretatio
Lo ~in terms of. stage theory ) g :

v

Yoo

—PartiCipant AY . I'm notijust saglng both.: If we're gorng to let
o L them st y and . llve in a soc1etg that . is very
N e isolated ‘and have thelr own teachers and the:

Lt ';'whole bit, theg re not really exposed to the

o . larger domain. S
- (The. pamticipant almost spells out his inter— -
z pretation of t é stages : ,

Wy

v . ) X o

'

Facilitator: "Bt ism e the dllemma for them if we allow, more

s Tl _exposure to the larger domain we w1ll lose our
. i T own 1dent1ty9” Almogt a ratlonale of fear. We
. . ‘ must alwags move beyond to the reason why ,
e ... - there is somethlng behind it that we'd better
SoLE o ‘check -And the only thing you can do then is-
P .. . - to ask the reasons orlglnallg why some groups
’ . .are .and: some groups are~not of the same per-
’ ¥ : 3u351on. ) o :

KN .
(S | - Coee
. N ' . N - - . - Gt

":. o L e

2

?

~

¢
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Participant A: Yes. :

' (The fac1lltator isolates the dlscuss1on and
provides an option, which is accepted readily
suggestlng the participant agrees. )

’ “foa
(1v) This fourth encerpt from the tenth seSSlon contalned two parts.

Both sequences prov1ded evidence of the partlclpants ablllty to

',fully artlculate thelrwcomprehenSAOn of Kohlberglan stage theory

T v “r
concepts. Furthermore, the part1c1pants exl’bited an appreciation-

v

and understandlng of the potentlal for such concepts when attemptlng

to resolve moral dilemmas. The 1n1t1al sequence featured Part1c1pant
B, while the second focused on.Participanth.
K RV

al ‘ S e

In this scenario, Participant B w#s an administrator attempting = . °
R ‘ . - . . . . L. N

. to resolve a cOnflict,hetween a teacher‘reasoning at Stage\Four ~

%.

' level and a student who reasons at a Stage Twa orlentatlon. When-

N * ' k}"

ever: the ddmlnistrator utlllzed a Stage Three%%%1entat10n (appealing

to how people will percelﬂg the student), solutions seemed immi-

:
{

nent. When ‘a Stage One (use of fear) ratlonale was presented the

K . .

|

<

problemgintensified,v S
';Participantjlz g B ve got a student outszde that I'd. llke you’ to
# ' - -~ talk to please.“ E _ e ‘:-\
| ‘ ’,\ . v . ’ - co -‘ - '," ﬂ - B
Participant B: _ You have a student I've got to talk to.' Why2. .
5‘, . . A e v \ . A . . . " ) K - ) L . ! 4 \ . ‘_ o '
- SR - O
- Participant L:: = Yes, swearing-in class. ' ’ ‘
| - e : L x\ .
Participant B: - Well ‘what brougbt on” the swearing in class? .
N Participant is attempting to find the level of |

reasoning ‘of Participant L, in order .to better
o - assess the approach that might be taken in Te- A S
o solving the dilemma.) =~ v R

* s ..
L . . o o g



|

Participant L:

-

-- paus€ —-.

e

f
: | .
'Part}cipant L:

B

v

«

[

- Participant B:

‘Participant B:

—

- Participant’B:

Participant E:

N

" Participant B:

_ Participant E:

. v

T
o

"Yes, I guess. I'll see him.‘, N

Your teacher has ]ust been in.

.and John, you haven t been dblng that.

I have no idea what brought it on. The fact

i3 he swore in class.

He swore in class. " Is thlS a common occurrence’

_ Has he sworn In class before?

Not in mg class, and I'm hot goihg to go into
details about someone else's class. The fact
is' that he swore in class. We have a rule that
you're not supposed to swear In class. He:

broke it and I think- he should be punished. for '"éﬁf

it. . Do you have ;1me ‘to see him, or not? )
{(Participant 'L, as the teacher, provides an ex-

Cample of solid stage four reasonlng/xl e. "we

have a rule MY ' . .
- =

’

LT . ' . ¥
v l z .

-You've been

swearlng in class. Do you know that swearing

in.class isn't permitted? . - i

'Q articipant B begins with a stage four in ‘an -

attempt to discern if .teacher and student are

on the same plane )

What dld she say, anywag9 A :
(Participant E as the - student avo;ds the question
initially ) B .o ‘ i

- . S L
. . . f. S
~.. A

I'm not finished yet, John. Would you please
be quiet. You know that to runa schéol pro-
perly, you've got to have respect: for . the ‘
teachers and you' ve got to: have respect for

the other Students.-/We ve got to ‘respect” the.
rlghts of both the teachers and- the students,

(Participant.B (administrator} appeals at-a
‘stage three level as his first attempt at
four drew no. response ) :

- L}
,.

What did she say I said? I didn' t do anythlng.
She's Just drlvlng me up the wall. I,dldn t
swear. ,
(Participant E (student) begins at least to ‘ac-
knowledge the issue ) . :

Qg\
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“a «



Participant B:

Participant E:

s

Participant B:

Participant E:

Q

Participant B:

.

*

Participant E:

e
Participant B:

o=
/]

.

FON

'rarticipant.ﬂi.:

- v

- Participant Bft

'No, I didn't know that at all.

‘Don't call mg mother, she s got enough problems

‘When I saw you yesterday you were g01ng home -

171

I

"Well, I'm sure-that she wouldn't lie. She's

been a teacher here for a number. of years

She is a good teacher and she's always. been
very good with the students :
(Participant B (administrator) provides another
example of stage three reasoning (i.e. "she is
a good teacher...").)

S

g
O

‘Not for me she hasn't!

(Participant E (student),reacts'directly to the..
issue but seems to be at a different level.

I'm sure she's ‘been good with you too.

Other guys have said the same, things, and worse.
(This retort suggests if other can why not. me -,
likely stage two.) ' .

’John whether theg sald it or not, I thlnk it

is lrrelevant It’ sslmmaterlal to the: matter.

You were swearlng ‘and you know that you weren U R A
supposed to be swearing. AR

(One moi‘ attempt at a stage four ) .

»

(Again no response.)"

‘What would your mother do9 I thlnk I should call:
_your mother and tell her that her. John has been o
“swearing at schoo@ T

(A strong appeal to self image (stage three) D Q'

to worry about. . .. a, e

‘;(Student begins to respond in a fashion sugges—
ting some solutlon is Rossible ) R ‘

-

el - N . . 4

Sa you ‘don' t want me to call your mother, eh? ;

with Suzy Parker, and T gather:she s a good
little church girl. What would she’ say 1f she

'heard you swear? = N R

(Administrator moves, to. a stage one orientat n

by trying to }trike_some fear into‘the studept.)"

»




Participant E:

" Participant B:

[

~ Participant E:

Participant B:

Participant E:

Participant B:

: ‘f: .
Participant E:

Participant'ﬁz

-

~

St

»

“5 "
I didn't “swear. >

'(Studént‘rebels again.)

w

Well John, we've.got to come to a solution, I
really think we've got to make sure that
there’s not going to be angmore swearlng in
this school .

3

You keep saying that. I didn't swear at all.

‘again. . Y

And 1f you're not 901ng to acknowlege that you
were swearlng then we're just going to have to

: looktat other alternatives.

L A N

OK, so what if T apologlze to her, OK? Just for-

get the: whole thlng Il ]ustxgo and tell her
. "‘&, .

; ‘ﬂapology, we ve got tqQ make
sure that gou 're not g01ng to swear in- the fu-
ture.

\ L . .
So, I'1l. apologlze and T promlse I won't say 1t?

. l’* . s ) . . .
You re.not going to use: it againt What ‘about
other words? I think, John what you've got .
to’ come up with here is ‘that you've got to
start. respectlng the rights of other'people; -
(After some tense debate, the admlnistrator s
.movVes back to stage thtee (i.e. show respect and,

things will be okay) ) S -

I8 - . - e Ny ’”

o . S Do oo - . N e -

~
Y

,Yes, but she’s got to stop bugglng me.. If she "

¢d?esn t: stop bugglng me then,.you know. She 3

sometlmes just asks fbr it; she really does. ,
Tell her to leave me alone. I'11 say I'm soxrg,

JIf you ll just forget the whole thlng. I 11 ‘try.

not to do it againi - - : s
(Student: prlmarily is using a. stage two orienta~

htion (ire. I'11 do this if you'll do- that) but
" also moves to. stage three when he - agtees to im—
- prove if people will like him ) :

®

3

S b

1

K-

2

TR




A .

A . ‘ (:;};) - ' . ' .
Pargicipant:B¥ '~ I'll expect you to, and I'm going to check back
' ' with her to make sure that you have been wat-

chlng this. : , S '

‘

- Participant E: 0K, I'1l1 do it. You're not going to phone my
parents though. Come on, just this once?

Participant B: 1'11tell you what you're’ going to do. You're
- ‘ ‘ 901ng to go and apologize to your teacher and
we're going to watch you. : We're going to make :
- sure that you respect your teachers and the
' other ‘students.’ :
(Administrator relnforces the respect. criteria. )

Participant E: You're ‘going to talk ¥o her though about leav1ng
’ o me alone, eh? I mean she's really, you know,.
she's talking about me to other teachers.

\

. Participant B: " I have great dlfflcultg in belleVing ‘that. And
- instead of just using bad language, now you 've
caused me to doubt some other thlngs»about you,
. John. I don't really want to do this, "because
- .I-want to have respect for my students.‘v

-

e : [~} . . . _.

Participant  E: . Let me just: go and apologlze, and get 1t over
: o : "W.lth- : . v.

bl ST . (Student shows de31re to be liked even thougﬂ

' zthere lingers some stage two reasonlng ) :

i.
: [

(W ) . : - -, - P '-,‘ ‘
‘going to.check back with her. Anymofe of this
-behavior out of you, and we're going: to havei-

;to take some drastic actlon. "

_Pdrticipant B:- " All rlght,'John, yoy go ;and apologize, and Itm

t

- [ R R fre i

~"f‘l‘ Id this next sceﬁario, Participant A has a promlnent role, asf

ry ‘ 5. " 1

va student who operated "at” a Stage Three orientatlon, while Parti—~»f

:c1pant C was the teacher yith Stage Five reasonlngu Partieipant J
™ o
was ‘the administrator. Participant A responded best when, after

-

being reminded of his image, ‘was.. challenged to strive for a better

performancellevel.

o .



Pattﬁlipant J: What 1is the problem between you and Jphnng,
‘ i ' HMr. Strong?

Tt

‘Participant‘C: " He was swearing with a group of other kldS, he
: -was uSlng foul language.; ‘ : ' .
,.Participant A: f',,'I'wasn't.the only one. - Everybody does it:

That's the way we always talk. He'Came'along
and happened to overhear  us. There's.nothing :

atmosphere down. It does offend\“
are some of us: teacheré%too whQ
no® ; ﬁo use that. kin language, andf
' that your parents don’ t 1like, you to,.<“_
LT would 'like to reallg have a lifestyle
’ _ R good L
o - ‘ '_' (Teacher reacts: by p01nt1ng out that there is a
larger social group to consider. . There is an
ﬁndlcation, not too clearfi&gnunciated that he
belleves ‘society requires Eﬁht everyone operate
» _ . at a‘particular norm in order 'for the total
R e good”,_Thls‘shows shades of . etage five.) .

(SN

Participant Ai )'Yes{ but when gou tEPwuth your buddles, they IR
I o klndﬂaththlnk that you 're square if you're ‘not

x, *~a'~'ﬁ§§aa' . “swea¥¥ng. and thlS type of thlng. Evergbody 5

Voo e 301ng it.. .

: o (Student responds at a three level agaln )

¥ K

o . .
! .

Participant J: - | . "I think you're p;obably rlght but should they

_ - / be doing it in the. ‘hallway?
T s T ~(Principal’ prov1des reinforcement at level S
s . three ) R SR S T e R
..LPaftiEipent“Aij" I suppose they shouldn t- talk loud enough SO .

o

I others can bear them.'” c

. v . L X |




Partieipant C:

»

Participant A:

Participant J:

o

»Participant A:

;Participant'J:

~a'Partieipant A:

- ey

" - Participant

‘LParticipant‘J:

‘1? ‘hft

'.;Participant‘AEF

Bgoca

J"ﬁartieipantbj;'

T

,,f reallze that I shouldn t be swearlng 1n the
" halls. , » L

Yeah!  Yéah! Ard I'm
ding him.

thnow resgonding ﬁaVorably to the- requests )

_You weren t speaklng to the teacher dlrectly°

PR T
No!

It mlght be more tolerable 1f you were to sag

it somewhere alone with your particular gang, -

but when you get into company with other : B
people - younger beaple, espec1ally, we have

a great concern. for these younger people.

‘You're in Grade 9; you ‘are about to graduate

from Junior High and go into Highschool, and

we're concerned about the whole ‘tone of the R
whole school and- everything.. ;
(Again the teacher makes reference to the larger =
soc1al group. ) ‘ o :

I never thought of it that way but I suppose
you're right. '1'11l try and talk qu1eter next

time.

\

I think its more than that, I thlnk that you're .
going to have to try. not to’ talk llke that any—
more. g
(The pr1nc1pal recognizing that the student

'will not ‘Iikely get beyond his. present opera-
. tional level of reasoning, ‘is ‘gentle in the
Alevel form- relnfOFcement of’ the rule. )

Well, gou know, its not that easg to do when

I’ m w1th my buddles.

I know, I knowt . ° ' 0w

You do, eh? Do you agree w1th what gour teécher*
sags? . .

AT s ) | tj.A . o A ’ ; ‘. r';a. - “
. [T : = - s . - [ - ) '}i«’_” )

m sorrg that we were offendf

(The student: cbntlnues at stage threé, but is;‘

e

e m 4 "~"

Just with-et . group. . v S




N

LA

vPartieipant.C:.‘? It was unfortunate that I ]ust came by at that T
' . .~ .. moment. I.do think- 1t s encouraging that he ..
. ' . has recopsidered thls ‘whole thing - ,;"f .
(Having Schleved some reform-in the student, .-
‘the ‘teacher opts’ fo; providing. direct rein- -
forcement at a- stage three level.)

. - . . 4 S . D
Bl B - : e - »

Participant A: . I'11 just say r'll‘do my best.

e L r' -
Participant J: - Flne, we can 't ask for more than that. Thank
o : B you. :

LR
o

'IV. INTENTIONS :OF THE PROGRAM
Underlying the development pllottlng, and assessment of the

,qf’educatlonal program described 1n thlS study was the conV1ction
il e ) . .
that enhancement of the moral reasoning was 1mportant to . the dis-

c1p11ne of educational adminlstration. In the. rgyme%%gf literature
it was. noted that little, if any, effort in the grainlng of educa—'“

tional administrators has been directed towards moral dilemma reso—

lution, dec1sion—mak1ng in aréas of moral conflict or even recog—v o ; ,f
/" v
nition of the ethlcal dimension to educational administratlon.

Three related questions thus emerged 1n relation to the 1ntent10ns' R )
: | S S oL
of thls study ',vf‘r R T e
‘ a) ‘Was the. question of moral/ethical problems an 1mportant as- - ;’*,‘?(
Pect 1n the trainlng of educational adm1nistrators7 . . e

- X i -
“ e

b) 1f the answer to a) above was yes, was thlS particular pro-
gram a: relevant component7 '

1

c) In any event dld this program prov1de help to. the partlci—'

,pants regarding their own decision-making process7



v
' v

.*\—:3 Datafprovidedvby programiparticipants-waéranalyzed for answers

: ,’ o
i o

to these questions ) On various.@cca51ons these participants re-

1

'iterated that the program was a, valuable experience and important

to their development as educational administrators. Here.is a typi—‘

¥
1

”cal-ekample of the comments made: " S

'ThlS was -an - enjogable and profltable experience.H'
Although I may not necessarily change all my ad-
mlnlstratlve practlces, yet I'm sure theg will
ev1dence Kohlberg's. influence. ‘

[y

- There were other comments, made in response to queries as to

Whether or not this was an area of-value to the educational'leader:{

It was another opportunlty to realize that even
. though we utter different phrases, we ba51callgf
mean the same thing. This tells me, as admini-

' strators, we share a‘common social cgnscience...
The discussions in small groups were 1nterest1ng>:€
and the large group discussions were non-
threatenlng, hence co—operatlve.h_;i

o L
(Participant s comment after Day Four)‘

‘ThHe most . fruitful‘experience:in this regard was
neither the small nor large in-class$ sessions,
but rather the 1nformal group. discussion which.
took place prior to class. These dlSChSSions
helped me attain a far greater: insight into . = .
‘other people s moral dec151on—mak1ng, and sur-

v prlslngly enough, 1nto -the various levels ‘of

T de6151on-mak1ng in regard to moral dﬁlemmas.‘,_ o

.;? : (Participant s comment after Day Four) R IR

'h' “ R . - ! o v

N, . N -~ .

On Day Twelve, an extensive evaluation of the experience waS"(

~ft undertaken. While all the results were noted in Table VII it was ,v

. of. particular interest to note the response to question three..'

e
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educatlonal admlnistration7"

”deflnitely"

words eighty—

N

v

' cluded in training progﬁams of educational admigistrators..

'Furthermore several added personal comments to expand

Yeir 1nitial reSponse.

Thls definltelg is one of the few courses that

has given me’ some thoughts to -ponder when ‘back in

the fleld."

- People/problems/sharing are what it is. all about
= and’ those llttle con31deratlons aren't accommo-;

dated in any of ' the other courses.
' v

”Should this kind of program be added to the course offerings of
Thirty-six percent (36/) replied
, another fifty percent (50/) responded w1th a yes

* while the remaining fourteen (14/) ansWered "maybe In other

‘a

six percent (86/) were sure the program should be in—

upon.

'[It gives] admlnlstrators something more than. ~

. themselves and thelr Value sgstem to go on. .-

e«

’Educatlonal Admlnistratlon must become more con-
cerned w1th ‘the whole 1ssue of Values.

o J . ty

dThlS kind of prOgram brlngs the admlnistrator

': face—to—face with ethlcs and the problems an ad- '
v_ministrator ‘may face.; o ’

Definitelg' The opportunities for self—awarenessh
\ng so llmlted in: [our training]

Kl

It prov1des fhe 1nd1v1dual wlthwa valuaBle orien-

‘tation towards the adhlnistratlve process.v

; B

ers, 1f onlg to clarlfy one s own thinklng about'

the reasénlng process._'

B TO
R

K

6, o

Not only did the participants assert that their training as j"f

1 educational administrators required the examination of moral/ethical »
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_"Should thls ‘kind of program be added to ‘the course offerings of

educatlonal admlnistrat10n7' Thlrty—31x percent (36/) replled

"definitely" ‘another flfty percent (SOA) responded with a yes 'h“ {‘.':-""bf
~while tne remaining'fourteeny(l4%)_an5wered maybe .p In other

_words elghty—51x percent (86/) were sure the program should be in—

cluded in training programs of educational admln:Lstrators.‘/_I

Furthermore, several a@ded'personal comments to expand upon.

)
[

their-initial response. -

ThlS deflnltelg is one of the few courses that , A

_has grven me some thouc“ts:- to ponder when back in E \ o o R
‘the field. . '
'»people/problems/sharlng are what it is all about . .N

~ and those little considerations aren't accommo— ’

dated in ang of the other courses. . : T T

--f;'-f'< e [Tt glves] admlnlstrators somethlng more than “ S
b themselves and thelr Value system to go on.. O

o Educatlonal Admlnistratron must become more con-:
w - cerned with the whole issue of values. =~ o o

-

~This klnd of program brlngs the admlnlstrator ‘
_ Jface-t o—face w1th ethics and the problems an ad-
.- . mlnrstrator may face.
WDeflnltelg.i The opportunrtles for self—awareness
are so llmlted ‘in [our tralnlng]

f[Itrprovrdes the 1nd1vrdual with a valuable orlen-h’
ﬁtatron towards ‘the admlnustratlve process.
N . R .’ ,"\\-
Yes, 1f only to clar;fg one s own thlnklng about o v @b :
‘the reasonlng process. . e ) 'k> S
, S S
. P - o

N

-

,;f\m Not only did the participants assert that thelr trainlng as

1\0,

a5
duéationar"gdministrators required the examlnatlon of moral/ethical

R S T e
. - o




vaﬁmost relevant to such a learnlng process.

‘mlnistrative performance. v B

@'f,‘w . . . . . /

\.".V ““) L .
problems, but they felt strongly that this partlcular program -was

Awworthwhileispent three-weeks. L=y

This workshop should be included if it were re-
fined to-be a little more compact and part of a

o course on admlnlstratlve behav1or. f//;_’//;;//

Yes, but w1th@mbre orlentatlon to ‘other people's
writings. . _ : S S
The course to me was, very. useful but if the
course is offereéé[agaln] remove. ang evaluatlon
. . of students. " Sat

E Disco&éring'the procgss and attempting to'underé
stand Kohlberg and?; he stages becamé a dlscoverg
process for the le#r ner. .

'o

Y
il ¢

Flnally, part1c1pants were not reluctant to assert that n?e ex—'

K

perlence had been of personal ben\flt._ They Valued theropportunity

Az *1- .,
-~ ( /i . ‘*’ 1 R \S Hes

to be. involved whether or'not it would 1mmed1ately improve their ad—

o i
> . @
b 0 e -

i ¥

gL
I thoroughly enjoyed the class and felt that it
will be of great. benefit to my personal life as
well as my professional 11fe. It has givedi me
a greater depth of.. understandlng of myself and‘
" . 'now I think (or at.least now I think I think).
. As a’ teacher,: it wrll help me to.better under-
stand my students, which are my flrst concern, ' <‘
- my colleagues, and admznzstrat;on.

I Perhaps’ it w1ll ‘help me "clam up" and listen
\‘ b w1th and "inner ear" to what people are saylng

\ It will make me analgze others thoughts and trg
' _and determlne wbere they are reasonlng.
[T have a] new apprec1atlon of what is a moral

”dllemma and of how. people cope w1th moral dl--‘-ﬁ-f”'
lemmas. a

179



N

I thlnk I will look more crltlcally at myself.

I'm.not ‘sure I feel competent .to label others.

[But] it may- cause me to’ pause to thlnk moral

dllemma 1n some c1rcumstances.

May cause me to pause a llttle longer [and] ‘
, - think a llttle more [and thus] analyZe more

M A ‘carefullg [before] actlng '

_ Know1ng Kohlberg would enable an admlnlstrator S o
. . to consciously work towards a partlcular level .~
a ' of reas@nlng. R T

Understandlng the Kohlberg stages can’ glve me - o
understandlng of the otber person and his di-- . -

‘18’0"‘ .

At

lemma, and so attempt‘a problem—solv1ng stance. ' ,"‘,

. After a llfe-tlme of d01ng t 1ngs in my OWn
'informal’ way, I wonder whe her I can chahge
that much _But, thankb' Itis been good

SR

. \
- .. .- This orientatidn will a551st me to try and
. evaluate the level at  which people are reasgpn-

, ‘ing, and- to accommoda te - -them, at” a level at . C
s 1,.5.;,‘“aawv'h,zc:hvxm@catTr;"estale.sl'z mutual understandrn

For ‘one: tﬁfhg, I ‘am. not .going to forget tHe - v f
course and the personal-experlences.~ Aas! 'ell B A
- - Kohlberg's theories will no doubt haunt me and - -/ ;;A,;_I Mo
. ‘ be ever present. : The last dag of SJmula rons S
e - . was the best' day and the most useful: | R
7 .. .more vdlid self—analg;rs*and more a‘w‘éf‘\ I
K -+ .ciation. of motlvatlon behlnd the behavior bf
. others. o - /
. . ) : o e o )
¢ i . I. enjoyed the experience ‘and 'found the a- theo- e
1 ¢

retlcal approach verg acceptable..., R ORCE /‘ﬂ
I thoroughly en]_ged 1t.¢’ -f- i,f. = . "§f7”3f~

-::I dldn t reallze ]ust how much energy I was 15— ‘
vesting until I would go hOme in-the, evenlng, “f v
U but it was a "good" klnd of energy 1nvestment 5

'lﬂ B

_WA.: :»1:;‘ . ' : ) . L »‘ v. ;. ‘. .-.:. [A o . "V'v"l‘, \ - ~[. .

Judging from the comments and reactions of the p::lrt:icipants,“‘w

o ] ‘\w_»v,—"”‘ X cy L e——

’ who were either educational administtators or: aspiring to be educa—fﬁg :

tional administrators, the intentions/were achieved. The question C{'é

\ e

o e e EA R

¢
A;'\
o . . .




»

of4moral/ethical problems was‘ideﬂtified as an important aspedt

A}

in the training‘of educational'administrators - This particular~.

.. . . ~ ,

L program was deemed to be a relevant component of tbis tralnlng

The program helped part1c1pants in thelr own dec151on—making‘pro— '

- . ‘ N - . I
w . L Lo
v )

cess. o . L e .
o jc\ _
Nevertheless, it must be remembered that thlS study concen—-
- . ) f
trated on the cognitlve developmental approaal'as advocated by

" G -
- .

.Kohlberg Hls theory is only one. tool and it may not be entlrely 3

-

Qapproprlate as growth may be lrmlted in a dlscovery env1ronment

'was not: necessarlly assured

;lThe obJectlve evaluations were less conclu51ve than the subjectlve

"'assessments suggestlng that whlle sensit1v1tv doubtless‘was enhanced

o .

“growth 1n ablllty to systematlcally reasoﬂ~through moral dllemmas

b L R o

T P .

VSUMMARY R
In rev1ew1ng ‘the program thls chapter has presented an analysis

- Q

of the materlals and apt1v1t1es used the role of the fac111tator

the outcomes for partic1pants and the program 1ntentions. .
’ , " r o

Materials and!ActiVibies’ B
= —= g o A S B

3 . . . .
an ‘ - . .)

Examlnatlon of the materlals and act1v1t1es 1llustrated that

vl

generally speaklng the program as. de51gned was: acceptable. The

‘time—frame of twelve three—hour se551ons waspsuff1c1ent ‘to.accomplish .

B

- ‘
all the planned and - scheduled activities. Due to the intensive

nature of the program,. however the program seemed best of?efedlin

181
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. a concentrated'period, such as a. three week Sprlng or . Summer Se551on
e . . 4 |
course.f There were ‘a number of spec1f1c rev1510ns that became ap-

- S . A
- e . s . v

parent throughout the course of the workshop

- a

(1) The 1n1t1al case  study should be altered to focus more on,’ S m

the'dllemma faced by the admlnlstrator hlmself

(11) Due to 1ts more general nature, .the fllm Authorlty and -

L. .o \ 1 . N . ) ‘
. Rebelllon should be\shown on the second day and the more. spec1f1c Lot

'ffVTR Cllp ”On Board" could be utlllzed‘ﬁn a new session ten.

:(Lll) More use shOuld be made of the large group process. ~No*’~“'

. e , ; R e
matter howlsuccessf” he small group se551ons prOceed the faclL

tator must devote a ﬁalr'pornmon'offthe tlme avallable to! worklng;ﬁf ) R

within theltotal group 4Such occa51ons ‘would prov1de more oppor~“
tunity for the fac1lltator to intervene wlth arguments at levels o /.
' dlfferent from éﬁose belng used in the debates.v Moreover, it would

‘permit a stronger group awareness of. the need to apprec1ate dlverseﬂ

ac1lltate-

stages during a dlscus31on., Too many small groups may

B such camaraderle that part1c1pants begin to blur subtle d_fferences.y”"

'ﬁin moral reasoning, whlch in turn means that 1pd1vidual growth may v "f,f“‘ % a

L3

'1_be less extensive. When films are utlllzed 1t may be partlcularlyiﬂ
:apprOprlate to spend a considerable portion of time'in the large l]f':fflﬁffl.;;‘lk
jgroup at the beglnning.“ This would help ensure all pcople have theﬂ'

same general consensus' as to the confllct 1ssue/dilemma under dls—’
: d
.cu551on before breaklng into small groups: ‘for 1nd1vidual analysis

\ of the spec1f1c questions posed in the workbook o

- ...p,



: ',>

v

(iv) Assignments related to the major novel which require exten-

v

5T 51ve research within the books, should be gaven out in advance of":

' the session when-* they. will be taken up. - o v

. . . : N .

(v) Three full sessiong should be devoted to the major book

<

W1nd Without Raln“

Role .of the Facilitator . S E :
e A SR L R

LT \\",

The role of the facilltator was also analyzed - The general con-.
: N ‘
sensus was . that the JOb had been handled adequately The fac1lita—'

.tor must’ be cautious as to hoz/e;tensxve an eXplanation of the pro-

‘,gram is- 01ven at the outset. The part1c1pants themselves need to L .

- . P2

o

AR RIS

evolve a clearer understanding of thelr 1nd1v1dual development in
A - .

: moral reasoning as part of the learning process 1n the program.

Eg Case studles that are used should" not ‘be too expansive, lest the -

B

grDup find the 1ssues too cut and dried _ Too much direction by the

a fac1litator could tend to- unduly 1nfluence the group or 1nd1v1duals -
: S g., L :
to View mOral reasonlng solely from the facilitator s perspectlve._

:Thérézefédthféeﬁseeéifiéifé%islogs*thgc?shaQ1d be considered: .}
<*\_: (GRS taﬁilitator must be persistent in the questioning pro-‘ '

‘CEdur: 30 fhl;aonort answers are\;hly accepted as preludes to ex-'f
pan51ve "mes;

(11) As a matter of techU1que only, Appendlx G should be pro-_ . (i
duCed as an overhead transparency as well

e
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(iii) Conductlng the program w1thout the added unlque research

motivation, would permlt days~eleven and twelve to be comblned into

v

a new day twelve. It is important that the f1nal se551on be’ devoted

to debrleflng both the fac111tator and part1c1pants. Thls process
‘ need not 1nclude any. lengthy overv1ew at the %ptset on the fa0111ta—"

tor s background or any other 1nd1vidual s ralson d etre". A

“basic questlon and answer- format should permlt discussions to flow

"more in response to real concerns and 1nformatlon needs on the part .

"

of everyone.‘ The settlng for this partlcular se551on would ‘best be

-

informal from the outset to permlt cont1nu1&y to be malntalned until

all relevant querles‘have been brought forward Evaluatlon qulzzes
"'may be prepared in advance and compléted durlng the debrleflng, but
as" the answers should be kept personal they should not be brought .

: 1nto the dlscu5510ns.

Outcomes for Participants_

~h There is iny one aspect of the program that focusses solely on

the partldipants themselves that Should be altered It'would'béfdk.

oncrete and personalized fashion. 'Hopefully,vit'



It should also be noted that favourable part1c1pant response

3

4;to such a program does not guarantee that there has been enhance—‘.i
:ment 1n§Ehe capac1ty for moralvreasonlng in the resolution of ethl;‘
‘cal/moral conflicts.. Such reaction may merely 51gn1fy that the par-
pticipants apprec1ate being made ‘more aware: of and sensitive'to, the .

existence of-moral dilemmas.withinieducational administration;l |

N .

 The Intentions -~

The general 1ntent10ns of the program remain valid It must

'also be remembered as Mbsher has noted that _:”i L "p.;

Mdral development is a process of internal.
are—organlzatlon of . thlné&ng by the indivi-
: dual because -he" percelves the 1nadequacg of
'hls own reasoning.- .

.»(Mosherv1973:l78)

:The 1nd1v1dual does not change his’ struc-‘
St j»fture of reasonlng 1mmed1atelg '

4/ ..

| (Ibiéf)" e

C a2 ' “

RS

Patience, understanding, and consideration remain 1mportant to

the long and short term success of this program f?




e ‘ ‘f_‘. 'IC‘O“NCLUSIIVON‘

o
..

QT' The overall purpose of this study was. to develop, f1eld test
(pilot) and assess a program tp enhance- the moral reasonlng capa—
c1ties of educational administrators.‘ This research was a’ response

- .

_to an apparent gap: 1n the tralning of educational administrators._ h Y
The study‘addressed ‘the question’, Can the educational administra— :
g ,.A_-k N

"tbr?bewsﬁim

’.

ated to develop more differentiated 1ntegrated ways

of thlnkino ab t moral conflicts in administrative contexts through

exposure to a training program based on the Kohlberg stages theory

L ™~ . .
- o

, - » » . ‘ .
'of moral development7 S\\\\\* ' St B o :
. = . Lo A . : C 14 o i '

x. ) . o : ° o . S

) . B - ,_\' , - -I . | K . / (’

L ‘CONCLUSIONS' e S E

The program eveloped 1n thrs research progect called for the

partic1pants to f ce moral conflicts 'in dec151on situations. ~The."'

)

:“ 1ntention of the. pvogram was to expand the ability of the indiViduaLf

o . v

v

educatlonal administrator to reason systematically through moral o " : é
:1 . v -
problems. The various situations confronted by ‘the 1ndiv1dual pro-

?~v1ded -an environment w1thin which he could review his moral reason—.

ing and develop more refined reasoning pro ‘Eses. Part1c1pation in

such a program was intended to give the educational administrator

- an opportunity to. become sensitized to the existence ‘fﬁmorahféon—

flicts withln the domain. of educational administration.‘tThe pro—

gram was de31gned to create an awareness of what constituted a moral
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problem sz’that wngn moral conflicts appeared they would more likely

* N

be recognized as such bv the partiCipahts.

~

“More specifically; the research project. prOVided an. opportunity

to evaluate the usefulness of the Kohlberg rationale as a framework

-

for activities designed tooenhance,the mbral reasoning of individual-3

' 'educational‘administrators; A maJor purpose of the study was to de—

termine whether the Kohlberg rationale could be eﬁfect;ve in over—

]
J-

coming the'gap in the'educational administrator s training relating
. . / :

'to the resolution of moral issues in administrative settings.

'.Kohlberg s theory was utilized as a baSis for desi ning the various
- aspects oflthe program. Thus,'the Kohlberg formulation was used to

~aid the selection of materials andfattivities;}’t_alSo provided - A ,

 guidelines for instructionaljbehavfour on the part of the facilitator;

- and it gave assistance in evaluating the pro ramvitself.f

Value of the Kohlberg»Rationale

The Kohlberg‘rationaiégﬁ

materials and aCtivities.- The actua/ matefialS'recommended by pro-

'ponents of the: Kohlberg rationale contained stimulating examples of

. _ ./ :

moral conflict that, when used, challenged participants tO'make rea—'
/ . : co

- soned decisions. " The recommended/activities adhered to'a flexible, .

.nonfdogmatic approéch%ﬁhich, in'turn, ensured thatcthevcontext'of.the"

' moral dilemma was inSignificant.‘ The important aspect Vgs that the

,materials presented moral conflicts, and these were as often as not ‘f
"in,settings cher than-educational'organizations.j Furthermoredlthe.VV
AR : & o . S o . S R
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Kohlberg framework permitted each example ‘or case study ‘tobe analyzed

in a contemporary milieu through partic1pant use of the staoes theory

~ Ce

~In- addition,*the recommended variety of media used.to present these

dilemmas helped ensure that the program dld not stagnate.

-t
.~

'l

~ ~

With regard to the prov1Sion of guidelines for instructional
behav1or relative to the field—testing phase, the Kohlberg rationale

Zwas helpful as well. The facilitator was able to choose a-: variety

v . .

of strategies through reference to the Kohlberg formulatlon. All

Q.

| were- valuable and helped achieve in varylng degrees the different

ety

particular strategy, namely, dividino the particlpants 1nt0 small VR ;

obJectives of thlS study However, extenSive -use was made of one

groups of various sizes. By thiskprocess the fac1litator was absent - R
o S 4 :
:ffrom actual partic1patlon 1n the discussions which in turn removed

‘_opportunitles for the fac1litator to challenge partic1pants to rea—}

"

son at varying levels. According to Mosher the fac1litator is not-

to dominate the interactions, yet he does require suff1c1ent control*

JRTIIN . .
ERE ¥ . s

of, ‘the discuSSion environment to effect adequate interventio S at 4"”{~<\

- R

]

lthe appropriate octasions. By opting for an approach Wh1Ch
'tens1ve use of sub—groups this project may have foregone o'portunitiesv
fto stlmulate more integrated moral reasoning ‘ At the same time the

: small group setting did provide a positive learning environment dv

'Ewhich helped enhance the sen51tivity of partic1pants to the exis-‘-

tence of moral dilemmas. Furthérmore this setting may have helped B 'kfh

, reinforce a recognition or understanding of the stages of moral

reasoning rather than enhanced growth inqactual’ﬂevels of one s own___




.

The Kohlberg rationale was psed for program evaluation in- two

: ways,v It prov1ded a measurement of the changes in partic1pants

e

moral reasoning stages over the course of the program through ‘a.

v':testing procedure, and it prov1ded a baSlS for analy21ng the tran—

'scripts and 31milar examples of moral reasoning during the. program.

'In the latter case, the Kohlberg theory itself was useful because
the stages concept enabled the facilitator to rev1ew the tran— '

scripts and to obtain better insight regarding 1nd1v1dual growth in

_Ievels of moral reasoning Hav1ng .access to the Kohlberg ratlonale

also enhanceg the fac111tator s ability to analyze probable levels

9,

of moral reasoning during the. discuss1on se531ons which 1n turn
1 :

gave dlrection to the facill ator s questioning in group dlscu351ons.

However, the- testing proce ure that was used .was: less Valuable.

_First-of all, it was limited to ‘one technique.. Other than the Kohl—

berg questionnaire, there were no a sessment aids directly derlvable

develop spec1al evaluation instruments and to involve an 1ndependent:

B 3

w, . L
T

-,from the: Kohlberg framework “ The fac'litator found it necessary to

J

observer.’ Secondly, based on the. variations between the fac111ta—i-3d"'

S ,‘_ :

" tor's 1nterpretations of the progress of theéprogram and the resultsﬂ‘

of the pre- and post-test, it would seem that the Kohlberg—developed -

test may have been insensitive to changes 1n levels of moral reason—

§

ing when applied to adults. Otherw1se, it would have to be concluded

there was no growth in capac1ty for moral reasoning among all but

’

one of the partiCipants.,“m.

s
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The facilitator-developed evaluation aids were useful’ but were.

more subjective in orientation. Theirvstrongest_value wasvin‘provi—

1ding some. indication of the ‘increase in sen51t1v1ty among the partl—

c1pants as to the etlstence of moral dilemmas . These‘assessment

Y

alds also reflected the 1nd1v1dual s perceived self- growth in abili-

N/ -

~ ty to reason through moral confllcts« But these'tecnniques'did notjf"
) y1eld conclusive'objective assurance that grthhvin moral reasoning .

bl ability had actually occurred. S ) o)

'
B

Value' of the«Approach'toﬂPrOgram Development

. This projectvwas:a sy%tematic.etfort—at;programidevelopment..
Iypically,.mhen Similar eduéational programsphave'been develoged
they ha?ebenolved'from particular b‘.a_sic-theories'v‘and/'orvs‘ystems-.‘~
While'this'format:also'was.adhered'to Qithin;this:study,*there was

one'notablevaddition: the theoretical formulation was appliedlin-

_every- phase of the program s totil development. That is to say, the

N

Kohlberg rationale permeated all deCLSions that were made regarding

the development and assessment of the program

Furthermore, the Kohlberg stages formulatlon of moral develop~
. , :

1

90

ment‘was also,taught'as content:inpthe program._ This unique fact of SR

S e
teaching,.as content; the theoretical formulation ralses an equ
unlque and important question in retrospect' Did the inclusion of

the Kohlberg rationale as program content actually detract’ from the

’attainment of'the-majoraobjective of the/érogram? ‘Did'knowledge of

'the‘Vocabhlary'of/xohlbergls-stagesftheory‘andbencouragement of the;

S




1T

o use of this vocabulary 1n dlscu551ons 1ntroduce an empha51s on 1n—’

. tellectual analysis at. the e\pense of moral reasonin°7 v

a diﬂference between experiences 1n which the part1c1—.,

pants a led upon to reason about moral dilemmas and an\experl-

dence in which participants analvze the actions of others.d These are ;u
'dlfferent 1ntellectual tasks that potentially produce different Te-

“'( ™ ults. The strategy of - prov1d1ng the Kohlberg ratlonale did give
vthe part1c1pants a verbal facillty in dlscu551ng moral reasonino

For evample, the role—plays presented durlng the tenth se551on pro—

v1ded ertensive ev1dence that the oarticipants were able to analyze'

and discusé moral reasoning at the various levels Additional sup-’* A

~port can be found 1n comments made during Days Seven and Eleven.‘_ﬁut
'dld thls verbal facility only serve to Cloud over the fact that ac—:
‘ tual growth in the . capac1ty for moral reasoning in the resolution of.

‘_moral/ethlcal conflicts had not occurred to the extent ant1c1pated7
) The- reason for raislng such” a questlon arises, in part, from
N :

jthe fact that it has been clalmed by some proponents of the Kohlberg

frationale -~ 1ncluding the 1ndependent market ) the pre— and post-

testvf— that an 1nd1vidual can not fully comprehend moral reasoning

ﬂtherewyet is no definite data to discount this claim'and recogniw_”

.;i

L . zing that none of the participants scored higher than a Stage Four on

b.jthe Kohlberg test any ev1dence in the»discu551ons of references to
—_ \ ] ‘ . N . . ' )
',Stage SlY reasoning (and in the case of some participants, even to

3 Ty .



h

|
v,
¢

'

- »Stage Five) may onlv serve to verify that partiCipahts were able to\

~

)

ty

' analyze or: recognize hngher stage reasoning

-

[

0

Another inconSistency appears 1n the 1nstances where 1ndiv1-

‘.

'nduals during the post test made references to spec1fic levels of

moral reasoning in their responses.

_1that while the ind1v1dual had grasped the vocabulary of the Kohlberﬂ v

; vrationale

W,Might thrs ‘not suggest, too,
‘;

full comprehen31on of it may not the been achieved7 It !

'may very well be that on%e the’ part1c1pants had learned the Kohlberg

-

theorv and the supporting explanations thev became more oriented

¢

v} towards analy31s of the moral reasoning of others than towards en-

hancement of their own level of moral reasoning

s

v Any bold assertions

lthat parr1c1pants were actually operating at higher levels thus

would not be warranted based on the aVailable data

from the fact that the program was - too inclu51ve.'

{
T

1

A potential problem that this project may have created emerges o

»periences whereby the moral reasoning of’ the partic1pants would be
N

. -

challenged (and thus hopefully enhanced), and by revealing the basic

framework by which this enhancement was ‘to. be fac1litated

°

I_gram may have prov1ded the part1c1pants w1th

least

' or seemed more appropriate, for participants

’5analy21ng and/or identifying moral reasoning

'conflicting obJectives..

vFurthermore,

R 4

_soning in more complex fashions themselves.

/it 'may have been éasier,

: \
the pro-v;;

no’n—compatib‘_’le_brJ at.

tolpractice the,taSRs.of":ﬂ
insteadﬁof'acthally'rea—f“”“

Therefore, all that

:'fcould have been expected would be an 1ncrease in sensit1v1ty to the

1existence ‘of moral dilemmas in- educational administration and a re~

:_a_}/,.

By de31gn1ng ex—‘,f

-

pea

TR

L
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~; cognition that such conflict can bevresolved 1n a reasopable fashion .
This 1ncreas /in recognition and sen51t1vity was demonstratedwduring
. the;course f the program i - | :d R | |
) e : -. ‘ . ) - -

At the same time it should be recalled that the part1c1pants

A ~- S\
,appro ch to the issue of noral confllct resolution. On different

“n»occa’ions 1nd1v1duals 1ndicated that the process Was helpful These Y

: 1n ividuals at least perce1Ved themselves to - be better able to deal

e fectively with moral problems or ch01Ces.; Thls was due, in part

“_Yto a better understanding of moral/ethlcal 1ssues and in part also,

k

to an. 1ncreased nfidence in their ability to resolve moral/ethlcal '

'f'conflicts in a constructlve fashion.'hi, B o e

“:Attainmeht'GfrFacilitatorfswExpectations - T e

The efforts required to develop,wpilot, and assess the prograf?ffr

'*'themselves provxdeifa Valuable and growing experience. The resultsﬂf

f;}of this program indicated some success, as’ they paralleled other

«

. B T v . TS e o
;simllarly-de51gned studies, such as tha; carrled out by Stanley ‘and’

\ ‘WaSSerman' R ~ ,er@

.‘...thls study LStanley s] was. a valuable flrst \f
'sStep in enhanc1ng the moral structure of the' o
[client] B .4“;-_ «'f*‘\n
| (Stanley; 1976:232)

P




&
2 . The narrative 1n thns the51$ [Wasse"man s]. tells
I only one part of th story. There Iis. not a '
. strong enough word to descrlbe the -enormous ' S
amount of energy that has been, is, and will
1' contlnue to ‘be, expended by most...membef%

(Wasserman, 1976:233)‘

%
. oy

" Furthermore, the faéllltator s understanding at tHe conclusion

r

of .this experlence parallels that of other people who have pursued.

‘Kohlberg 1nsp1red studies of. moral development (Sprinthall et al.,

1976 Stanley, 1976) The author concurs. w1th Stanley ) _l

Tie atmosphere of the workshop itself was g
P ' 31gn1f1cant factor inlfhe changes occurring.

) inm the workshop parti ipants..- The experi--
ence'was a novel one’ for‘all_lnvolveda{. )
S ‘ T

T (1bidai213)

Influences of the.Environment on Program Development o S

This program was only an 1n1tial step in the efforts to enhance'

| " the moral reasonlng of adults. Spec1f1cally, the- study as darected

o o

towards the development pilotting, and assessment’ of a program to-
b N '
fexpand the ab111ty of the educational admlnlstrator to reason sys— e

te“’ticully through moral dilemmas. It was confined to thlS prob—j
i, ‘ R :
lem" ‘and did not examine the 1ssue of moral behav1or as exhlbited in

s
-

performance..,-

]

", N

Additlonal questlons mlght be generated from the fact that the ,

partlcipants v a seletted group of graduate students 1n education—

.0

.alnadministra. °n, and that the moral dilemmas were presented in a

speéially developed seminar format outside the school situation.

Y . °
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This simulated situation did not reflect adequately real condi-
tions. _Consequently, participants mav have felt fewer operational

constraints and thus tended to think at a more 1dealistic level

: than would normally be the case.
/o '

-These cohcerns when considered in context with the findings of

Chapter 1V, a d the earlier comments in this chapter, raise another
. noteworthy questioﬁ: Is there the pOSSlbllltV that particularly

Ghen dealing with’ adults ‘the Kohlberg stages theory must be v1ewed

from two different perspectives with two different resulting levels?
- Might not the individual, when in his natural or subconscious de-

cision-making process, tend to operate at a'particular;”gut” orienta—

’tion? The stage level being used could be notlceably different Srom
(and probably less complex than) any. dec1Sion—making process opera--

-ting w1thin a. 31tuation wherein SUfflClent time and energy were .

. (o
available for contemplating the various stages. ‘In the latter in-

s

stance, the individual~would»likely consciously choose to operate at

a'diﬁgerent, more complex stage of moral reasoning. Certainly;'
during thesDay TenArole—plays,hwhere there was 'considerable adyance
..planning.time, particip;;ts.demonstrated&a.definitelability to‘reaSon
at a yariety of higherclevels. Moreoyer,gthe reasoning was-methodi_
. calvand-clearly articulated such that othersﬁcould.accurately in_
'terpret‘the stagevleyel being.used. In nhmerous:cases{'these levrer s
werevhigher‘thanithose at.which the participantslhad_scored on
either'the pref"or post—testi"In other settings, it is-oossible to

suppose that some 1nd1viduals hav1ng been exposed to the Kohlberg

ratibnale, might sharpen their understandlng of the stages theory

.
4



to such a state that they could operate at specific levels to suit

speéial purpbsés. Again this was shown on Day. Ten by those parti-
) - . ‘ . ) ' . ’ .
cipants who carried out role plavs at stages below theirvsqored

level.

.

According to the results of the pre— and post- tests, there was.

“little adv;&pement in the levels at whlch the partlcipants reasoned_

‘through moral dilemmas. The rbserver saw change but'did.ﬁqt indi-
cate that such change was -ramatic other than in the aspect of the

sensitivity of participants to the recognition of moral dilemmas-in

4 ~

educational administration. The more subjective asséssments did not

- verify any gfowth'in ability of the participants to reason systema-

‘tically throughfmoral dilémmas,'although these asséssmentS'pfovide'

e . - i
. W

strong support for.thé coﬁﬁention that'the process made the partici-
—pﬁggs more aware of; anc ssqsitive to, thé'éxiscence:snd.impo;tance'
~of mdrsl'conflicts ih educational administratlon:' Thérefsfé,;;t
would be inappropriate'ﬁo.assert tﬁat this:sne érsgram'by itself:
.canICIéim to enhance notlceabl?'thé mofal'reasoning of édﬁsatiohal
sdmlﬁistrators._.ls can hélp,land it Qillvincreass appréclatisn far_
the general subjectlg;éé'but it'ls not _ne sols or ¢dmplete solu-

‘tion.

. ITI. POSSIBILITIES FOR FURTHER RESE_ARCH
As a result of 'the findings coupled with experiences during the
_course of thisVSCudy, seVeral‘pbssibilities for fﬁrthef research

‘ _ ¢
emerged.

196
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Participant F51low-Up

Field situation. The purpose of the studv was ‘to develoo an

" educational program. A further study, to teview the resultinoler—

‘ _ , o : L
fectiveness of the participants in their individual field*situations
would be valuable Such an investigation would help resolve the

question of whether people operate at one level and upon reflection

S
S

- tendvto alter their level of reasonrhg.’ Moreover, it mioht shed

some additional Tight on whether there was growth in moral reasoning  iuw

' ability or just better understanding of the’vocabulary.d

Additional programs. This‘project focussed on the participants"’

.effdrts towards enhancing'theirrcapacity for morallreasoning when -
'resolVing moral dilemmas. .An'additional studr into'the benefits
derived from 1nvolvement of a @roup which has completed such a study,
in a follow—up program which. concentrated on etternal references re~
garding the fields of'"etHics and "moral education. (such as philo—vn
'sophers, and other academicians) would‘he beneficial.v On the one
hanﬂ?vquestions_of‘ﬁethics”‘WOuld'he egamined in greater depth uith»'
- theYView'towards expansion{of‘the individual's background in .
' v_"ethics”. On the other hand, a variety of ‘methods and approaches
to the 1ssues of moral education and conflict resolution would be //
-analyzed. In both- 1nstances, thebperspective taken uould be that
“of the educational adminiStratorvand his enViron;ent."Such a
follow—up ﬁould help ascertain:thereffects of sﬁbstantiverprepara:
tions on\one'shability to expand‘thevcapaCity to_sjstematicallyl°

reason through moral dilemmas.



v —

.Longitudinal study. 'Asithere"ﬁasili tle
‘the levels, of moral reasoning of part1c1pants duringfthls’study it

b.would be useful to conduct a longitudlnal study utlllZlng the same

N

-hohlberg test and the same partic1pants on a bl annual basis. Thls

P

.}ijould yleld more 1nformation on the effect of the program ‘on indi-

»v1dual part1c1pants over a. longer tlme It would_also prov1de»some

oy
DN

other adult groups

- Alternative Time—Frames"

S

oL

- The time frame of this studv orlginally was oriented to a Spring

'Se351on cqprse setting ThlS was determined in, part by the need
~ \

_to flnd an ea51ly acce551ble ggoup of educatlonal adminlstrators
'It would be useful to conduct a study into: the fea51bi11ty of con~
. @A

. ducting such a program in a more concentrated period (e.g. o;er\ag¥\v
four day perlod with each day hav1ng three se531ons) Furthermore

a parallel study analy21ng the fea51bllltv of conducting the pro-

;gram scheduled over a regularvschool term (e g one sesSion/week)

~.

B : ¥
also mlght be useful

Additional Groups =~ \\'

As the group spec1f1c nature of the program made generallzations

2

even to the general field of education rather tenuous, it would be

most worthwhile to repeat this program (incbrporating the suggested

rev1sions) with other groups of educators as soon as possible.
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. III.  CONCLUDING COMMENT

leen the moral crisis ‘of .our time, the uncer-
L tainty as to what is right and wIong, we must ‘
.5wirlnd ways. to’ stlmulate the development of moral
'ﬂ'thought...‘- '

‘ » (Stanley, 1976:232) N {Q

,
P

The llterature search.lndlcated a gap in the tra1n1ng u[ admlni—o
‘Astrators regardlng the area of moral/ethlcal development The par—
t1c1pants 1n the workshop verlfled this pn many occa31ons in private
:fgiﬁfand group conversatlons. Yet this gap should not be attrlbuted to
any’ lack of 1nterest on the part of the educatlonal admlnlstrator..

The’ w1lllngness to" part1c1pate -comblned w1th concludlng program as-

_1sessments,»suggest there is a genulne 1nterest in the subJect mat- ..

ter. . .~‘tr\
But'now, at this p01nt in the search for pos1t1ve resolutlons

(.

of the moral/ethlcal confllcts educatlonal adminstrators face (1 e;
'-What should Norman do7), a- usefulbtool is avallable. A su1table |
framework has been created for developlng an educatlonal program
+ . -im moral reasonlng for educatlonal admlnlstrators.‘ Furthermore,
materrals; act1v1t1es, and 1ntervent10ns needed for thls program
l‘have been 1dent1fied and tested | Guldellnes are now available for

the’ role of the group 1eader 1n the 1mplementat10n or dellvery of @

thls program. F1nally, assessment guidellnes have been 1dent1f1ed

'
e

anditested;



A program now ex&ati\mhlch can challenoe
strator to reason systematlca ly.
gram sensitizes the part1c1pant to the exy :

wlthln educatlonal administration.v It creates an AWareness of what

o

_ (o ,
constltutes a moral confllct so that when moral/ethlcal dllemmab de—'

_velop, they w1ll be recognlzed as such by the educatlonal admlnlstra—

:
L]

'ﬁér. The 1nclu31on of the Kohlberg ratlonale prov1des a framework

s

-through wnlch the educatlonal admlnlstrator can begin to understand
i ’and resolve any - recognlzed moral confllct. Morecver, thlS program

es the part1c1pant to become more confldent of ‘his ablllty to

constructlvely w1th moral choices.

-Thus ‘even 1f the program falls short of the goal to enhance
the educatlonal admlnlstrator s capac1ty for moral reasonlng 1n the'

'resolutlon of ethlcal/moral confllcts, Norman w1ll galn a better

TN

_understandlng of how to approach the- resolution of a moral dllemma.h

i.vf:
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‘DAY NUMBER ONE{ 'Introductiou - Moral Dileﬁmas

A. - Focus:

v, specﬁiﬁe<tovbe taken'bf the workshop tdwards the focal issue. "In other

words, {it 4g important‘for the group torhave 4 common begihning, or

base point, as ¢o vhat ig 8 mord] dilemms. 'This first day also will

‘situatipns. Emphasi;e that sessions Qillfnot<deal'with_in—

dividuallfmorals",fbﬁt with the way‘adminiStrators'réasdn
about our moral decisions.

- b) ‘Reiteré;e'that the process will.be<orientedlcq analysis

o
[N



.y

'number two included

;thesis 11 come 'sometime in the fall, should»all go well.

- where Norman 18 now chairman of the selection committee. - The

@
|29

e
(O8]

plnced with the prOper faces, some patience will be requlred

on the part of the participants . . _v; S ,,. .

e) . Distributc the participants workbooks (Appendix A)-

with only the baslc materlal for day ‘number one and day

.

f) Fxplaln that a fee w1ll be chargcd for the course of
i

approximately $15.00; at the end of the program, everyone

will turn in thatr worxbooks - these w1ll be given back,

galong w1th quest1orna1res and comments in mld —summer. Fur— . .

ther; a -opy of tha’ abstract and summary chapttr of the

. Cdse‘Study_#lﬁ(Time: 10 mlnutcs; min. )

"a)‘ Direct attenticn to the workbook and first case study.-

&
Provide adequate tlme for 1ndividual readlng of it plus,the

e

making,of rough notes_on‘reactions to key questions.

b) vCase:Study #1: o S o ‘ 1'(i

An administrator (Norman) anztes a. f%zend who is also

“an administrator, but in_another eity, to be a specidl speaker
at a local, but StLZZ meortant educational works hop The
'frzend (James) accepts ana the workshop is swheduled

At the very last mOMent James announces he must with-

drav, from the workshop. It turns out later that his. reason

wag thal q gki trip fiad come up, and since conditions had -

. been bad all year, Jarncs felt it might be his only . chance to
.get out in the fresh air and have a break. Besides, since it.
- wag a workshop there would be other talent there ‘to adequately
LIl in fbr him. Norman was rather hurt by thts - seemingly - e

caZZous act.
Somctzme Za*er, James i8. applgzng to. join the fbculty

hurt.is still present. The problem is: . what shou;d_Norma@';_‘
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3. - ¢
do? - He has the éoténtial'vetﬁ bomer on this péfson%s ! '
.. .application. ' o o :

. ﬁxpiain ydur response.

Group Discussion (Time: 35 m;nutés, approx.) -

a) "The pfoceSs wi;i focus én ;he 1arge groupvpriﬁarily; h

Tﬁe diséussion wilngive eve?&one‘annhppo;tunity ;o partici—

?éte‘dhile giving each participant a chance'fo become better

' acquainted with the viéwpointé of othets in tﬁe;groué. |

b) - The £acilitatdf must make.sure that the tecording'tépe 5

is on for:this énd evefy:othet séssion, where;n recording is _

c). ,Thé fétilitétof must make sure-fhat everyonéydpes con- . 'é
.'ftibute. ;The.ihifiai procedure woﬁld‘bé‘to have ‘éveryone, ‘ §
" 1n'rapd§ﬁ'oqgef,jquickiy give his reply‘;o:the gués;ion: , ?
. MShould the‘chaifmén (NorP3n)'vetofthe application 6£ Jéme;"? ’  ?

‘_Ruth e .ﬁb' *lif,. ‘Les "‘ - yes- ' é%
"Marlene ;— ‘no ..:' S .Des@ohd - no n > %
~ Bev >.': —:an ‘  ‘ ,. paﬁg H. ‘¥ _ye§ : ‘”‘  Coe »r.IA g ‘{;  2
 .Laurie :;:’nQ o . Déve"w.. - no §
Leétér‘ - 'm0 - . Sam - .= mno Ei
Wes ,. - deﬁends~v : Ché:&l;‘ - vhq'ﬂ.—
' pan. -;"n,o i : F,Méiry-Jo - bnc.’
. _ , . )
After everyone has answered, ;hen ask two or_threé_fo; !
explain ;hei; respoﬁ;és'(if pogﬁiblé;vpick tw§ con;radictbfy"x
-_résponées)."vaihére is'nQ diéagréeﬁent;.thg.facilitécar'
'sﬁéllvréisigﬁhe noq-popuiar viéQ@oin;, and ask foi a défense'



of that position.  The questionvis: "Is there a mofal 314
lemma. here? Explain.” Furthermore, encouragement should be
v given to participants-to p;ovide counter arﬂumchS.to their
own .positions: (1) What would be the rationale for adoptlng
£he opposite stance? (i;) How acceptablc would this bg, and

why?
.W

: ¥ . : g .
d) . Conclide by .asking if there is any consensus in-the group”
regardingva.roply to the'initial query. -
A\

- BREAK - (Time: 15-minutes, approximately)

Introduction of Pafticipants (Time: 15’minutes; abproximately)-

a) . Have evervone give a brief personal resume -
i) Where from?

11) What kind of administrative experiéence? °

1ii) Why take the course?.
b)~ - Introduce J.J; Bergen and explain . his role as observer.

,Lc) élve brief inblght into fac111tator s background -

| 1) Ehplain need to keep him obJective.

ii) Indicate willingness to meet 1ndiv1dually if re- .
qgested. "

v

Writing of "Pretest" (Time: ‘AS'hinutcs,fmin.)

.-é)j' Explain that each:qucsﬁion is to be answered with as.
full an answer;as'if felt he@essary,vbut more than .a yes”bf no.

-

15
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A ” s
-/
/’/’ .
~ b). The/e are no'riéht or wrong anSwers; responses are to
~providd a benchmark only, for the facilitator kesults will . = .; B df
be kept confidential v | ‘
\
c) Give out the questlonnaire.(Appendir C)- ; .
: <
6. Assiénnent for NEXT pAY (lime; S:minutcs, max;) .
. » Draw a;tention again to najor book: Wind Without Rain, and
mention that the group will'get to it‘for'discussion by mid—week
next. | | | | | | o
c. RA‘TIONALt; ] . :

Case Study #l haa been selected as it contains a conflict that can - . ‘ R
be“apprccrated immediately by the participants:' administrators and
their dse of power. 1t is short, and therefore suitable as a good
'_opening exercise for othe program,kas it w1ll not take up too much time

and will immediately involve the group in thinking about moral dilemmas.
’ b

*. The Kohlberg test, as modifled by Porter and Taylor, has been

selected because it has been extensively tested and found to be an

excellent measure of the degree of complexlty 1nvolved in a persons S,
moral reasoning (Porter et al 1972). It utillzes the flve storles of

'the complete- hohlberg questionnaire that are most accurately scored; » o l B

(The scoring will be done.by a certified scorer). Forthermore,"v o : B ‘ﬁ'
. l Lo .'. . N ..( . ) . ‘v“. - T

" Kohlberg hds participated in the dcyelopment of this version of his
test.

’

Pilot testing of this: instrumcnt both at the Unlversity of Alberta

.by the facilitator, and at other centers by othcrs (and reported at the
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1976 University of California Irvine Conferente on Moral qucation),

has verified its applicability for adulrs insgeneral, and educators
\
in particular

Wind‘Without Rain has bdén‘selected due to’its approprlate setting
-a Canadian_high school, and its relevant tHeme -~ the moral confllct°
betwéed teachérs and principals. It prov1dcs a variet& of potential
group debates regarding problems that adﬂinistrators have in resolv1ng

moral dilemmas.
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DAY NUMBER TWO: School !Boards, Administration, anquoral Decisidn-Mukiqg‘

A. .FOCUS:
Discussions will mo e the process onc step furthef_hy placihg

ithin the context of an actual educational

[y

moral dilemmas directly

moral dilemma in a collectlive setring with some non-group - originated

standards added to the diskussions for purposés of comparison. Role-

piayihg will occupy a fair amoﬁnt of ‘the-session.”. E

B. ., STRATEGIES:

1. Introductory Camnfents (Time: 10 minutes, approximately)

'a) Pa;ciéipants will direct their-attention to day number

two in their workbooks.

b) Rerind pafcicipantsvtth there is no special essay,
etc., although some assignments'will,have writcan;compénénts

ﬁ(nothing-excéeﬁing one bage, usually).

" ¢) Review with large group that the‘hajdr_emphasis today ‘is
to resolQeké dilémma'diréctly related to-the_eduéatiqnal

. ' ' . Lo o 8 .
institution. 'Furthermore, it -is a dilemma that requires im-

. medlate action. - » S Coe

Assign parﬁiciphnts tOjthrec'small_grpups,‘dnd distribuﬁe>

>>Appendix’D-i:

1) Ruth Ball, Laurie CaQerly,;Desmondecrr; Sam

PERE VA IR

%
v
‘i.
-«
4
i

TUROARGE




. Johnson, Lester.Russeil (Seminar Room G)
- 11) . Marlene Russell, Dan Magnan, Dave Hubert, Cheryl
Roemer, Wes Xruger (Seminar Room E)
" 44i1) Bev Morrison,_LCS'Dearson, Dave wnite, Mary-Jo

williams (Seminar Room F)

" Viewing of VTR Quip, "On Board," twice (Ti_me:'lO minutes). .

~

Individual Repliese(Iime: 15 -minutes, max.)

"Eacn individual answers the qoestions.in-Aopendix D-I from

*the\gerspective of a school board member Everv feSponse should

“have reasons spelled out as well,_and noted in workbook

4.

‘}b) .-Each ‘group. apﬁoints ‘a spokesman for post break

‘.discussions. ‘ S

~0

~

Small Group Discussions (fimet 30 minutes, approx;)'

a) Coanete group-answers reqnired in Appendix D-Ivand'nOCe

in workoook. Attempt,to reach a-consensus; if not possible,

then majority opinion and reasons for it pios minority-argn—

'ments_ should be- made evidenc.

e
\ .

.vc) JIf time permirs, the groupﬁshonid artempr_to‘r solve
‘dilemmas from the viewpoint of theé school administrdtor.

.Kis it’anv.differentég Explain).

d). Have group leave a vacant seat by the door £or

_facilitator and/or observer to slip in and" sit on.



" - BRBAK ~ (Time: 15 minutes, abproximately)

"b) Ralse the . follow1ng questions.'

Large Group Discussion (Time: 15 minutes, max.)
a)’ Each sub-group presents_icsnviewpoint,‘including'sup—
. N
ported reasons. (Facilitator to keep.a re%ord.)
, (,e\\

b) Participants are to note in thelr workbooks, arguments of

other gronps, if q;fferent from their own.

Provision of “"Qutside" Answers (Time: 15 minuteé, maﬁ.)j.

a) ~ Distribute Appendix D-TIL.

' b) Each participant scores himself.and_nie group and records

“in workbook.

‘Large Group Discu551on (Tlme -:30 minutes, approx1mately)

- a), To ensure that everyone contrlhutes, make a speaker s -

iist check off as they speak

\ . . ,
i) How acceptable are the glVen ansWers and their

‘vbrelatlve scoring alloCments7"

'ii)'"Does it make any difference to have a given points"

iscoring syscem whgn dealing with moral dilemmas?"

111). "Is there any'conscnsus among the three small ‘groups .

'in their original answers?"

~e) If time permits, raise.the question? -"Hbﬁtmight a

‘school administrator view the situation?"

bA

20
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8. *Assignment for NEXT DAY (Time: 5 minutes, mani);
[ a);“ Note that day number three will concentrate on the
edlted version of. A ‘Man.For All Qeasons Give out Appenqik

E-I, along with Day #3 of Appendix_A, to be read and then .

‘inserted In workbook.

b)  Remind participants of continuing_major hookvassignment;
) Afacilitator confirmsvprojector and film’ﬁor Thursdayr

/ '9l Vworkshop Evaluation (Time: Saminutes, max.)
.Each participant fills in the workshop aséessment-form (Ap~-

‘pendix B), anonymonsly if they wish, and~turn‘it in upon 'leaving.

C. RATIONALF'
The VTR Cllp "On Board" ‘has been selected because of its practical

application of decision—making within %%e context of ~moral dilemmas.-'
' &

;/);/,,Eurthermore, "given answers and scoring are prov1ded which offers a | )

non-group’ reference point for the dcbates Thls VTR Clip concentrates_
- . J

‘on the dllemma presented when a leading c1tizen tries to convince hlS
- school board\member to influence a teacher The problem 1s that a star

Eathlete (leading c1tizen s son) has allowed his marks ‘to: slip in one

a

key SubJeCt.< This is threatening his cligibxlity to compete.

.

"On Board" faces the problem from the perspective ofwthe school b .
.board member which allows the participnnts an opportunity to role—

',play At the same time, it is also pOsqible to.evaluate "On Board"'



from the viewpoint of‘thé
doubl§ Qaluable. _Ahother

;.

and can be shown twice in

day number two, repeating

par;iciﬁantsiwili be able

school administrator, making the Clip .

benefit,to this VIR Clip is that it is short’

a.limited time span. Since tR{s is only _

. - [ . P
a short presentation will help endyre phit.'

14

- permitted moré opportunity to become® comfortable to the pfbcess» -

2

S

to rcéall‘the.storjrand,thereby everyone . is,

222
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" DAY NUMBER THREE: Conscience and Moral Conflicts

Al FOCUS:
. N . ’ A o ’ . * ’ ,’I
Tliis session concentrates more on the individual through the in-
troduction of a_concept of conscience into the discussions. What role
: Lo S g 9 T . .
does conscience play in moral decision-making? -The examination will -
include cénsiderapion of whether -or not there are. times when moral

principles are best bent; or even set aside.

™~

(B STRATEGIES:'™ . - ot | R
1. IntrodUctory Comments (Time: 10 hinuces, max.)
. . _ ;

P

a) . To introduce the film, review .the summary'of the film' 

f;agbouflined in Appendix E-I; dwell briefly on the leading *
° L . X . . .
’ figure (Sir Thomas More). . - R . ’>
C s - b) .Also mehtibn the lack of “comaon man'™ in the film, but
. ~ the addition of a narra;br. -
2. Film: Conscience in Conflict (Time: ' 35 minutes, ‘approx.) A

a). Divide group into three sméll'group§:

4) Ruth Ball, Les Pearsou, Davirg Hq‘be'x_‘t:, David White = ¢
(Seminar Rqom'C){’ -

ii) Mérlene’Russell, Laurie Caverly, Desmond Kerr,'

g .

Sam<Johnson,4Mary—Jo Williams. (Seminar Room F).

el

i1ii) Bev Morrisqn, Dan Magnan, Cheryl Roemer,*ieSter

Russell; Wes Kruger (Seminar §50m>§9.
: ' : o
b) Each' group discdséeéithevfbcal question: 'Was More“dy
; ! 3 0
. : o L S e



A
right? th?" ‘ ¢
c) Providc addltional food-for-thought by giv1ng to cach
small group Qne part of Appendix E-II to be inserted in the‘
workbnok
d) hncourage small groups to seek out consensus if pos-
31ble ; .
- BREAK - (Time}, 10 minutes, max;)
. . : . »
4, Large Group Discussion (Time: 45 minutes, approxamatcly) o .
va)' Show final segment of f11m :
b) 'Request small group raports on Hofe's question. Allow
eacly group to brlng forward its solutlon and reasons f¢r
N them. - R !
: o
c) Keep returnlng to the critical issue "Can pfinéibies‘ '
- be bent sometimes’" and Was More s devastating sacrifica
for consc1cnce or did it serve a con5uming egotism’"
. d) As a conclusing,qucry: "Is there: any emerging con—_
seunsus about’ the valldiL) of More s position?" s S o .'i
. 5. Assignmcnt for’NEXT DAY (Time: 10 minates, max.) . '?
) C ;

a) f Each parcicipant is to reflect upon, and make short

vnotes about what they gencrally define a moral dilemma to be.
7

,b);?ﬂFurthéfmorcﬂ at least eone example should be.noted con-

v S '
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ceraing such a'dilemma they_nave been party to.

ce)’ Distribute Appcndly E-ITI containing Common Wan"
questions and "Inherit the Wind comparison Assibn thcse ' ' e L

.questions, to be done indiv1dually, and then turned in a]ong

T

with the workbook at the end of the program.

~d) Remlnd partlcipants about. tho ong01ng major book

a551gnment

6. Workshop Evaluation (Time: ' 5 -minutes, max. ) A ' s ’

yave each partlcipant complete the works hop assessnent form ) PR -3

(Appendir B), anonymous‘v if they w1sh, and turnvlt in upon’

leaVing.

e, RATTONALE:

" The Learning Corporation of "America editcd film, ConS(lence in

Bl

' Confllct 1s chosen because {t synthesiaes _Superb ‘acting with masterful o R
\ . - B

._-writlng and dircctlon to probe a theme Lhat recurs throughout litera—i

(-

ture ‘and life itself and is’ cruc1al ‘to moral dec1sion -making: ‘"To S _:-'R» s

what extent should a man hold fast to his princ1p1es7"

- .

It is essentialiy edited from tne Columbia Pictures feature ﬁ Ma ) . i“

~For'A11'Seasons ’ It is a c1a551c w1th all the components to make the'l

fv issue contcmporary for studenta of moral dilemma resolutions.- This film
is highlx recommeuded by the Kohlberg group itself both for its con-

tent and its capacity to stlmulate discussion ST S ».Vn‘ ' s v
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DAY NUMBER’FOUR:',What do'we'Qeffnevas a Moral Dilemma?
A, FOCUS:
Before delving into thn ma1or phase of the workshop it is impor-
tant to ermiC everyonc an opportunity to reflect on how cach dcfines
a moral dilemma. . This sessioq'will ¢oncentratq on exploring the various"

perspectives of ‘the proup toward the concept ""moral. dilemma', through

‘reviéw. of the various individual examples.

B.  STRATEGIES:
1. - Introductory Comments'(Time: 10 minutes,'approximately)
.a). Review the purpose in ‘order that:the participéntslmayt

appreciate that this'session is to be informal and relaxed.’

b)  Point cut that since all are volunteers from a wide
_background, it is important’some common understanding be

L gained‘ég to what a moral dilerma is defined to be..

) Indicate.that the'group should watch to see if a "base
definition" begins to cmerge.

t

2. Small Croup'Diséussioﬁ (%imé: 30 mlnutes, approx1mately)
.a) o A851gn partlcipants to small groups:

) Wes krugtr, Lester Russell "Ruth. Bdll Sam Johnson -

(Room 131) '

L‘.

ii) Laurie Caverly, Les Pearson, Davc Nhite (Sbminar
Room,E)
1ii) Dan vdgnan, Bev Mofriésn;vMariehe:RuSsgllA(Semihar'

~

Room F). .




.Each one gives his dcfin;cion first, and then the groﬁpv

. presentation.

iV)‘Davé Hubert, Cheryl Roemer, Mary-Jo Williams  (Seminar

Room G).

b) - Have participants, within small'gtouPé,'exchnnge

definitions’developcd'as part of day number three assignhénc.

starts a.collective effo&;;.'ﬂavc §mall-groupé prebare a
joint presentation forllnrge group discuésions,_including
the sclection of a spokqépe}son. Tﬁe:small grbup should

select the best'definitién or the collective definition for

3

Large Group Presentation (Time: '30_minutés, max. )

é)” Small groupé (i) ahd‘(ii) put their definitioqs on the

Biackboard. The . other two gréups leave-theiré quiAt'fof tﬁe

L4

time being. S LT ‘ B

_tions and invite discussions.

b) ‘Spokespérsonsffor’these'two groups explain the defini-

c) Facilitator encourdges discussion to regolve two. questions: |

""Is consensus possible between the: two examples?"‘ "Whaf is an

accepltable base définition,:fdf-the.moment, anyﬁay}".;
(Time: “15-minutes, ;approximately) Co R

Largé,Group'DiscﬁSsi@n (Time: . 30 mindtes;,max;)

a) Havé:;hg_othet twb;gféﬁp§ pr¢s9n£‘their exémﬁles (iii)f}’

16
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and (iv). "Do these fir into the émerging definition?" ‘ ) \\
"Do théy expand,chf definirion?" ' |
HVh) Eﬁnt*nup dehatn to"ards consfnsis; nnce a fair majnrity
are arreed thtn bc°in to work Lowards gaining an acceptable

common working dc‘1nirion for the workshop Have each par-

'ticipant note in his workbook.

5. -A551gnment for NEXT DAY (T1mt 10 ﬁinutes, approximately)
Ca)- Tntwod~ce Votherg article (Apoendix F I) and - brlefly

’outline the six stages

I;v"PUniShnént‘énd'ébediencg'; Fear.
.. "fi.A Tn;truwentalJréIﬂtivigf.— "an scratch my hack
| I}ll.écratthAyourtJ
III. Interotrsonal concordance ;> Nlce gn§ 1mage
.j?V.“vLaw and ‘order - Thn ru1es are crucial
. LVf ’ Socral - Contrnct legalistic - contract
.éi} ' Universal ethtcadL princ1ples - "I believe ’"1. < : g

-w

b)' Dxccrwbure the Phi Dnlto Kanpa =rticlﬂs » ppendtx F-I,

V—IT) for next day s reading » Note that in the.framework of .

' :this program at ]east, Kohlberg categorles exist independently

RET- D REI e

of regular (or traditlonal) philosophical categorles or types

It is,also,important,that it*be noted that moral reasoning

RPN TR

- does not'necéssarily equal moral hctiqn;,

6. Workshop Evaluation (Time; '10'minutes; max,).

‘Have each parricipant nnote. 'in a shert naragraph. the most’




importang ﬁefsonal aspect oﬁffiis séssidn,.and #urn ic in
upon leaving. ! |
“C.- RATIONALE:‘
‘In>ofdcr to give some cdntinuigy toufhe‘diversity.of éxﬁerieﬁdes‘
participating in the program, it 1; advisablé to give éver?one’a chﬁnée
;xo express some. basic deflnition—type opinions early in the workshop -
This also permltq everyone ‘a change to air hls/heré feclings withouc
wrorrying whgcher she/he is right or w%ong. It will provide a relaxing N
-ponclﬁsioﬁ to chéffirst‘week, and keep,thé group ftom_getting>uhnecésf
'sarily up—tigﬁf. Starfing Qigh a'small group‘process avéids diséﬁséioné
trying to focns on what the fac1litator mlght gonsxder a géod definition,

_and thus too quxckly evolving an "offic1al' dgflnltion

B

18
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‘.DAY‘NUMBER_FiVE: Can We Make Sense.of our Resolutions of Moral Dilemmas?

S
. : |
A. 'FOCUSt -
‘ The group will’ begin to examine Lhe concept of attempting to use
!
log1cal reasons . in. resolving moral dilcmmas Individual participants'
‘will reflect on whether such can be introduced'to moral decision-making:
Can we be systemaﬁic ir our moral reasoning? Is there a better way to

explain one's dccision; even if otners don't like the decision, sc.

" that orne will at %éast.gain‘their respect for qhe'aecisidn?'

B. STRAIECIES:H
| '%}' Int?odncfofy Commenfs (Time: 10 minutes, maxb)
. a)j Fxplaln that today is going to be taxing in terms of
‘time (it will probably be too short), energy (there will be
a need for extensivc dommi.twent ) and patlence (wlth the

nfacilitator).

. b)  Divide the participants i&to five small groups:
. i) Ruth Ball, Mhrlene Russell " Bev’ MorrlsOn (Semlnar

Room C)

ii) Laurié_Caveriy?‘Dan Magnan, Les Pearson (Seminar

Room F)

1311) Desmond Kerr, DaQe ﬁubert,'ﬁave‘White‘(SéMinar.'
" Room E)

o

iV).Sam Johnssn, Cheryl'Roemer,.Mary~Jo=Willians'
“(Room 102)

. &)nLcster Russell Wes kruger J J qugen (Room 131)

.

230
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‘Distribute Case Study #2 and explain that each small "’ group -

is to- go through the analysis twire, thus allowing pArrici—
pants to role—play two of tbe three rolese— Mike, Dorothy,

an obseryer (except'suall-groupf(v) where j.j.B‘ eill remain.'“
in the‘ooserrer role'throughout) .- Each small group w1ll pre—

sent its consensus to the large group.

E)' .Case Study #2'

Dorothy arzd Mike marmed while in the*r 'fﬂ.nal year of
‘um,verszt‘z, After graduation, Dorothy worked as a secretary
in the Regtstmr s office at the university while Mile went .
-on ‘to. graduate school. » Four years later Mike obtained his .
Ph.D, - They have -one child, now two. (Dorothy missed. only
" two monthc from work at the time the chLZd was bom J

...Mzke has now been offerﬂd a. ‘eacnéng position with

a guarantze of a pmnczpalsth in two years-in a pror'resswe

small city school district in another province. He is eager -

to accept it. However, Dorothy has.applied cmd been aceepted

into graduate school at the university. She too, is eager to

accept the feaehmg asszstantchv.p she has been offered "
‘ ...Dorothy argues that Mike should gu)e her the chance :

. far an education now that he has completed his. She also .re- =
minds him that he has been offered a departvner* head posztwn .
locally, that could Zead to promotion in the juture wvmway.
Mike says he plans to accept the out-of-province appoiriment,
and that Dorothy can consider going the swmmer school route
for her graduate degrece. - If Dorothy refuses to foll.w him,

. Mike promises to file for divorce and seek custudy of theu'

: wo year oZd son. . . .

What would you do if you were Dorothy’ :Aﬁd why?

[

R Small Group Diseuésion:(Tfme‘ 30 minuteé; max.)
~a) Remind everyone that\ if- they have trouble relating to ‘a .

. particular issue that they should play—act. .

b) Enc0urage everyone to read. the case study quickly (no

more than five minutes)
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c) Each small group decides on the'partiéipanc to pléy

each rolé’in rougd'numb§;:pne; the challenge is to‘:esolvg

the'centralvéuéstipn (see aBove)‘from;both Do;othy's and
‘Miké's perspectiye. :Thé,obgérver should note th; positive
C ‘dcbécé and“keéptﬁimg. ‘Eaéhﬂround should

— - . b S L . - :
tak;/%o more than.five minutes; the remaining fiftcen minutes

" points fog

should be devoted to obtaining a consensus ‘for presentation

.to the large group.

. Large Group Discussion (Time: 15 minuﬁes,'mak.)
: s . - |

a) Each small group will present its-coﬁsensﬁs resolution - - , f

fOf'conSidg;ation by_each participant.

b) Each participant will note the varipus argumen;sviﬁ¥’

cluding, if possible, some-idea as to the stage-at which
argﬁments are being presented (according to the reasons

given)(

4. Individﬁai Asses§meﬂ: (Iimev, 15 minuées, max.) _ ' {“v SN ‘
a) Each p&fficipant $ha111writé>d§yh‘his~owh preferred 'rof
solutian along with supporting‘feasdns;‘:efercnce‘:o
Kohlberg's stages is cobpe encquraged; ‘ >

a b) Upoﬁ completion, this assignment is to bevtdfned in

-

‘;(with'néﬁe notgd) to the"facilitator.

* - BREAK - (Timé; 10 minutes, approximateély) l,' ‘ ' - , S
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5. _Review of Kohlberg POSiﬁioh (Time: 40 minutes, max.)

a) Dis;ribuﬁe schematic diagram'of Kohlbgrg's'stages -

‘(Appehdix G).
b) Review the six stages (ds stated in Appendix‘F4I).

¢) . Point out that these'stageﬁ'dp:nbt dictate whether or
not an individual is’motal in the_eyes Qfxﬁhe critic, But
rather indicate the:leyelvof complcxitylat which the ian

dividual is operating in terms ‘of the way he reasons about

' moral dilemmas.

'd) Discuss the article; make sure that everyone has at

least one opportunity to comaent oh.it;fby askingvdirQCt

questions of each.
e) Provide‘expandéd'outline'of KohlberQYSFPOSiEion.’

Thc Kohlberg review
' The educational adninistrator does not operate in a
vacuum. The institution he directs is a constant source
of interaction between all sorts of individuals. Since the
time of John Dewey, much emphasis has. been placed on the.
need for this institution to focus on development .of the.
. human. As Mosher points out,  ‘'our ideology is that educa-
tion of the perscn must be whole, i.e., it .must stimulate
cognttzve or intellectual growth, mora7 sensibilities in
e reasoning, emotional growth, social SFLZZS, vocational com-
petencves aesthetic devclopment ana physical matura*zon " Rt

(Moshet, et aly 1975 2)

Such a chaZZenge ig bound to create dtlemmas fbr the
administrator. The administrator must balance his respon-
sibilities for the student's education with his need to care’
and provide for his teaching staff, plus respond to the con-
cerns of . the communzty-at Zarge ' Attempttng to ”espond to .
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such’ dzverse cZLents places the educatzonal admznzstrator -
in 3Ltuafzons where conflzcttng morcl decistons will apLse. L
(Exeé;pus from ‘thesis proposal) '; ; e ‘%

|
i

It 1s further interestlng to note the findings of
"Scrgiovanni and . Carver ln rcgards to- the situation of
decision—making.and values and school executives. o e c : . Y

ThequfindLngo‘contmnue ’Gchaol execu+Lve3, hovever,
“too often avoid value confrontations as they apply the
- principle of least: pr"nczg}a to value conflict.  Broedy : :
- . deseribes this principie as the tendency for school execuvzues » S R
to deal with the valuk conflict at: the-lowest level of ' o i
abstraction poss,ole Value conflict, fo¥ example, 18
treated at the nterpersonal level and on d .one~to-one baszs
rather than at the -organiz atLonaZ Zevel :

(Sergiovannl, et al , 1973:24)

: thle Lt\may be tnapproprzave to claim such evzdenre o
shows that thé. adminstrutor peroonallq, is at a very simple g
stage of development in his. moral reasoning, it certainly . '

i\ ‘seems reasonable to assert that such ‘individuals too often :

_.operate from thppPOprmate stages of moral.reasoning when

dealing with other individuals. If the educational adminis-
- . trator had a better understandtng of the compZexthes in-
. polved in moral reasoning, he nghﬁ’then be in a position to
' ‘more adequately deal with valae confrontatzons as they arise’
. in moral dLZemmas :

(Excerpt.from thesis proposal)
It is'important to realize that the Kohiberg Conceptlof
stages implied that the higher are more complex Moreover,f

1oglca1 development does not equal moral development. With ; . -

. these consideratlons, and -in terms of this program, the
focus regarding mOral devclopment-is on structure,~not»con-

tent. The process 15 not attempting to cstablish a course

‘in civic: education, nor is the concern with philogophlcal ' oo

T issues“per se; Therefore, for purposes of this program, it ST i
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‘moral dilemma resolutlon Rather, the-actempt is‘to utilize

human life whereln he prov1des examples of each stage of

-

will not be assumed that Kohlberg's "higher" stages are
"better", however', the concept of "justice" will have sig--

nificance'throughout the discussions.

- Peters' artlclc raises several good points 'However;

it is not ‘the purpose to subsume KoHlberg, nor tb aceept

his approach as the definitive answer to the problcm of - :E-h‘_

the Kohlberg stages.as a tool to a351st the. educational ad- .

ministrator in‘resolving moral, dllemmas. This is the focus f o

=S

to be maintained throughout this program.- : . : -

Latge'Group Discussion (Time: 25'minutes, approximately)v

Ca) Rev1ew example of how a concept is defined in each of

~the stages.‘ Base dlscu531on on the outline provided b/

'Kohlberg himself regarding the question of the value of

reasoning. R : o : - ’

L@ei - The value of‘ kuman . life is confused with the
: - value of physical objects and is based on social .
-.status or. physwal attmbutes of the possessor. T,

Level 2 ~ The value of hwnan. Z‘Lfe ‘LS seen as tnstrwnental
S to the satisfaction. of . the needs of its posses or, ‘
or of other persons.

Level 3 ~ The. valie of human life ic based on the empathy .
o and affection of j‘a:mly members and othere towards
Lo 1-t3 possessor - ;

"LeveZ',4‘ - sze ‘is -cotfecived as. sacz'ed in terms of Lts place in

‘a.categorical, moral or relzgwus order of Pbghts o
Aand dutws._ e _ Do S

- ’ . . . o

e e
% 7
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Level 5.~ Life ia valuable-in terms of . its relation to
. ' community welfare and in terms of life being
a universal rzght
LeveZ 6 - BeZLef “in the °acrednecs of hwnan szgias rep-
, ‘resenting a univeral human value of respect for
the zndzvidwal .
* ' b) Encourage general discussion on the acceptability of ..
. p O
Kohlﬂcrg s ‘approach: '"Does this schema make sense?" "Can
’ we accept the Kohlbergian analysis?" - | - v

b ~

T

7. ' Assignment for NEXT DAY (Tlme ’ 5 minutes' max. ) .

a) Each participant should review the- schematics
(Appendix G). - . '~ oL

o -

. N ‘
o b) Have ‘each partic1pant make a brief note as’ to what,

t

- withing WLnd Without Rain, he perccives to be a' maJor moral .

fl.: - dilemma; and, why. (This should be ready for Day #/)

co "

LG

A ’ . 8

C. 'RATIONALE: - .

Case Study- #2 ig selecteﬂ as ‘it deals with .a contemporary problem
- ,

relevaut to the iife styles of thc participants It prodees the op~—

portunlty f01 role—playlng, while Stlll challenglng each indlvidual

to come up wlth his own personal, solution.ﬁ ' . .

-
ay

)

The Kohlberg article is chosen because it is both recent and a

conc1se statement written for’ the average educator (as opposed to a :

2

dedlcatcd student of Kohlberg) It iﬁ compact but adequateﬂy out-

+

. lines his stage thcory concept The Peters ‘article provides another
view of Kohlberg, and provides an example of how an argument that trics

" to take kohlberg too far into assessing moral rightness can become a

o

¢

bit weak .- B — o : 71“ . . o

o ! . . . . ¢
B . . s
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‘The Schematics are added because they were produced by the Kohlberg
group as a visual supplement to the stage theorynwriﬁings., They pfo— ‘ L

vide a succinct overview of the entire concept. - -
A . .

©
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DAY ﬁUMBER SIX: Kohlberg as an Aid to Dediding Moral Dilemmas

A. | Focus:
The participants will make a serious attempt to utilize a non-

_group reference as a tool in the resolution of problems in moral

a

' rcasoning. The group,-as a whole,, will examine this proposed tool as.

.to whether it has practical application Thesgroup will also re-
examine some of its previous decisions in light of. Kohlberg s Tecom-
mended” approaches. This session will begin to examine the different

complexities of moral reasonlng p0551b1e

B. STRA’YECIES‘: R : .
1. Introductory Comments (Time: 20 minutes, max.)

a).  Review schematics.. ~ ﬁ”l

b) Invite questionsAand/or comments to make sure everyone

- 1is reasenablyfcomfortable with the stages_concept."'

c)'e Remind the. partic1pants that the program:is dealing
! not with the extremes, but with® the normal situations-that

may be faced'by the educational administrator._'

<

\ o . R . —

2. Smallfcroup Activities (Time: 40-minutes max.)
Assign participants ‘to small groups for preparation of Case.

Studies #3 and #4.

1) Ruth Ball and Sam Johnson (Seminar Room G)

Case Study #3 (i) Case Study #4 (vii) and (ii)

ii) Marlene RUSsell and Lester Russeil (Seminar ROOm.F)

“_Case Study #3 (ii) Case Study.#4‘(vi) and‘(ii) -

e



4

pmfeaaor as%gm,d fwe papers during the: “ém. :

111)-Bcv Morrison, Dave White (Seminar Room E)

Case Study #3 (111) Case Study 04 (iv) and (VL)

/

{v) 'Laurie Caverly and Weés Kruger (Réém 131)

Case Study #3 (iv) and #4 (1ii) and 1)

v) Dan'Magddn and.Marero Williams (special 9ffice>”.

#1). Case Study #3 (1 and iv) and Case Study

~ .

vi) Les Pearson and Cheryl Roemer'(Robm,loﬁ)v

Caée_Studyv#B (11) Case'SQUdy'#é‘(v).and (vii)

vii) Desmond Kerr and Dave Hubert (special office #2)
Case Study #3 (iii) and Case Study #4 (i) and (v)
' A\ '

b)  Have participant$ read both case -studies, then cqlléc%-

tively resolve, iné1udingjthc_ﬁgking of notes on theif L

-questions.:

S

.c) _Each small group prepaqu a pfesentationﬂforvﬁhe‘}arge

group, bééed,on the assigﬂed:questions.

3. Case Study - #3 - Plagiarism
i : R .
. There was one course in urﬁverswj wh1 ch wab l’nown to be verj
difficult. It was an optional course for aduﬁdtors in whwh ‘the .

n |“'i »

A student in his graduating year toak énu course and wrol‘:e‘
the first four papers. When the time; qame to hand in the fifth

.paper, he had many other things to Jo in order to graduate. One

'of his.friends hud taken the cours g‘:;zm years prekusZJ, and
&till had his papers. He asked this fmend for one of. the papers:
He rewrote some parts of it and ‘handed it Th, belicving that the
teacher would never remember a papcr that had been written that

Zong ago, especially since’ many peopZe take the course. However,

28
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the profiessor r'eccgnucd the paper arzd c:nd the name of the student
who had originally written ‘Lt ' :

! '“i) What shouldfthe Oeaehér do? Why? : o : o :
Lo ’

ii) Suppose the set punlshmenc for plagiarism 1s
expuls1on from school. Should the prdfeysor
consider“the fact the sLudenL is about to

' graduatc’ Why or why not?

»

111) Is. expulsxon from sahool a-fair. punishment for

plagarism° Why? MII not, wha;‘is.affair punishmeﬁt@l

iv) Is the student who loaned the paper guilt) in $ome. ); o ,;»?

way? Why7 Should he be punished7 Why?.

4. Case'Studv #4 —'Compulsofy Educacionv‘

e

Many children hate schvol They go ‘o sehool for various o ‘
reasons, but mainly because .their parents make -them. In addition, .- L "
all provinces have lqws which make education co”pulsory. The Zaw R
" gives a person freedom to choose whether or not. to go on in schoql . Coe \
- only after the age of szxteen (or occasionally f‘z,fteen) 4 B '

1) Why shouldn t people have free choice whether or

- not they want an_ education’ Under what conditipns.

.

I ' t ]
. if any, should people be forced to go to. school’

ii) If. a student claims that his school is not pro—

.viding him with experiences which ‘he con51ders as'

éducational, should he be allowed to quit’ ]

_‘s-’ . -
1i1) An argument very often»heard to support compulsory

.education is that it .affects the kind of quality of
;life. Why shouldn t people have the freedom to

'choose what kind of life théy want for themselves’i'

5
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e

T

iv). Igﬁyou‘cﬁink that school should 'be compulsory, how

x

abéut class attendance, should that be compulsory?
. Pl ‘ . : ’ L o
¢ . Why?
sl
: v) There are reli ious groups ‘like the Huttcrites who“_

do not wnnt their children to be exposed to, or to’
- live in a modern life. Should they have the right

)

to keep their childrern at home?

o
.

) . ' L . ' .
4y1) In what way .does. the compulsory schooling law pro-

. tect children? L o
vii) What aie‘the best. reasons you can think of, in favour
of compulsory schooling? -’ - o o : s
V(Time;f_lO minutes, approxima%ejy) . o

- . Large Group discussion (Time: 75 minutes, apﬁfoximately)"'

a) ' Pursue debates, based on qucstions proy1dcdvin work-

v -

‘book, by having each small group make its ptéschtatien.on

the questions.

b) 'Exéﬁine'each ehswer'provide& by using ﬁhe Kohlberg o

stages to c13551fy answers and to sece if different answers
can emerge based on varlous stages: "What if the issue was

approachcd from stage X’"

¢) Ensure complete participation through selective ques—:

tioning. Encourage persons to bring in additional examples

L
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‘from previous case studies. Enﬁggfage different analysis'
= : e )

of the same answers from various groups simultaneously.
© 4 o ! , .
6. Assignmcnt for. NEXT DAY (Time 5 ninutes, nax})
%) Give each participant a copy of Appendix H to read and -

‘insert in workhook..

7. Session Eveluation (Time: 10 ninutes, approxlmately)
Ruth Ball Marlene Russell, Bev Morrlson, Laurie Caverly

'will evaluate the use-of case studies in the workshop.ﬁv'

A 0

C. RATIONALE: |

Case“stndies #3 and‘#A ere selected becaﬁsejthcy contain situetions'
that are nlausible-for edncational.administrators; Fufthermore, they
provide two 1mportant perspectives for con51derat10n Ceacher pupll

and administrator-parent. These roles will" permit the participants to

involve themselves in the debate w1tb®4€ the need for extended con—l

trived roleﬁpluying

-
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DAY NUMBER SEVEN: Using Stage Theory to Resolve Moral Dilemmas * i@ S

3

Systematically
. 3

A..' _FOCUS:

This day ‘continues the theme of day number six, but with more
"emphasis on small ‘group relationshipsv' The exerdise will concentrate
. on extensive use of the qeﬁjtool. Efforts will be directed towards.
making each iadivi4pal mete‘eomfortable using Kohlberg's cpncepta.

; As wéizj\}ﬁe“session should enﬁance eéth participant'é abiLttyvtOg
._maintain his'persoaal petspectives in‘collective dilemﬁa resolution.

“Individuals will begin to analyze the levels of complexity at which

other lndlvidual s moral reasoniug tcnds to operatc

B. STRATEGIES.
1. Introductory Comments (Tlme. 20 mieutcs, max.)
a) Give out- supplement to Appendlx G in responve for an:

additibnal.Kohlberg'example for purposes of clarification.

- b) Explain that Append;x H is to assist each part101pant in®
evaluating potential moral dllemmas affectlng educators. The

,Introduction to the- book is sufflcient as an overv1ew

,é). Draw attentlon to t&o‘quoteS:' (One is.a stage five/six;”

- one 'is a stage one/two)
The teacher must have a capacLLy fbn love in tuo funda—
-mental ways. He must love and be a meticulous student of . -~
- the art or science that he has marked off for himself as his
" Mgubject" to teaeh and he must respect and try. to understand
the sbudents he is introducing to that subject.

: : Once znstalled as prznctpal ‘through the Lnfluence of _
- the Success . Club “he mantpulatcs hzs staff; espectally John

&g
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: 33
by an astute blend of implied threats and rewards. ‘
v o o .‘ . Y o .'- » A ¢
- Do these not -show the contrast within the book - the . T '  }
o two groups, stages apar;?'_Is educational:admihistration bR
easie? at the stage one/two level, than.at the first five/ - 33
six level? o o ) . o ' o ' : :
2. ~ Small Group AnalysisA(Timg: 40 minutes, approx.) k 2
a) Assign participants to small groups: ;
' . ' R SV 3
i) Dan Magnan, Desmond Kerr, Wes Kruger (Seminar 4
Room G) : I
11) Ruth Ball, Mary-Jo Williams,‘Bgv Morrison) 4
(Seminar Room F) . ‘ ,i
M iii)‘ Marlene Rugsel},.LaurievCaverl§, Dave Hube;t, v <,f
o " Sam Johnson (Room 102) 3
iv) Les Pearson, Dave White, Cheryl Roemer; lester 'ﬂg
Russell (Seminar Room E) 3( K
‘b) Aésign éaéh small group two»majof and one minor ?J
characters, to determ%ne the stage she/he prédbminah;ly ‘ .ii
utilized in reasoning thrpugh;mbral dilemmas. In their.‘ ' ;i
preééntatiops they should provide examples>to illustrate, :;
Bilbeau (grogps (1) and (iii); Mary (groups (ii) and (i); » - _ - ‘j
a N ) o o . ) ! , g . ~. X
Dot (groups (iii) and (iv); Angus (groups (iv) and (i1); )
. RPN . . . ' . . ¥
Jud (group'(iii);)kline (group (iv); Parker (group .(1i); '_
Audubon (g:oﬁpi(i). : ‘ SRR R - )
~ BREAK - (Time: 10 minutes, approx.) : {' o T R : 'J



fond

»» . ‘ v‘. . .._ vv-‘ . Qg R
K o RN e
3. Large Group Presentations (Time:“:4b minutes,

a) . Each small group presents thef} eoncq9t§.v’
. b) As each group makes 1ts presentation, as appropriate,
allow a few rebuttals: Are the rebuttals pointing out site-

specific or general disagreements? ~© - o/

4. La;ge7Group Analysis (Time' 30 minutes, approximately)
a) - This part of the session will focus on John Westley and
his degree of mora}.reasoning. At what stage does he Pre—
» - i g ‘
dominately.OPerate?' '

M
I

b)  Why? WhatJis.his range?. ‘Search out the pro and con

exajnples, and scek explanations.

c)_ What was his final stage? Would he be likely to stick

~at it, or regress? Explain. .

5. Assignment‘fot NEXT DAY-(Time- 5 minutes, approximately)
Evexyone should complete Appendix H and insert in their work-

books. - o O ‘ !

C.  RATIONALE:

Explanation of the choice of Wind Without Rain was noted on'.day

number one. The format for this day has been selected, as a result of.

‘_woerhop feedback since thL beginning of the program The film Nobody

‘Waved Goodbye, was eliminated in order to permit additional time on

the major book. The reactions to the small group processes had been

- very favourable, and many had ekpressed the desire to devote more, time

'to the book in this setting. As the book deals directly with a school

245
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se'Fting‘.' there was greater scope for an‘al)VZing'POtential moral . - /

v B ’ :

dilemmas through an extended di(scussion, in essence, lasting two days ’
- (Day #7 and Day #8). - &y

[
<@
4 / .
//
s /'"
/

VT
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. DAY NUMBER EIGHT: Can Educationally Oriented Mofal Dilemmas Benefit

from Kohlbergian Analysis?

A, FOCUS:

The session will continue the process assessing the use/valué of
| . " ° '

the Kohlberg approach for tne(educational administrator."DoeS’stage

) theory help in the resolution of moral dilemmas? _an the administrator

use Kohlberg's approach as an effective tosl? A typicalfsituation

would be where an issue might be resexamined'by asking: WhatHif the

‘subject had been a stage two' or a stage five? How then might it have

been handled’I In nddlrlon, attention w1ll ﬁ% pa1d to individual par-
ticlpants interpretations as to what constitutes moral dilemmas and
the resulting\analysisi.
B. . STRATEGIES: - SRR ST
1. Inttoductory Comments (Tlme" 5 minutes, max.)
Mention the collection of revenue to.pay for the cost
of i~ varlous materials prov1ded during the course. Ruth

Ball w . collect the flfteen dollars from each person by

. Monday.

b) Explain that thisb(Day:#B) is'avcontinuation of Dav #7

Qe re gc ag to analyze some moral dllemmas as: perceived by BN

the oo 1c1pants, -and then attempt to- detormine places where
L3 dif.. cnt stages of moral reasoninn would have had a ‘pro-

ound influence on s general outcome;'

247
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Large Group Activitieb (Time: SO minmtcs, max.} ' S ' :A'“f'

As a gen ral review of the book pose ghe situational R
quescion “1s there any similaricy in the dilemmas faced by Mary
aﬁd.Johh_(Page 473) and char by Dorothy and Mike (qarliéé'case

study)? Request some explanations.

3. Small Group Actlvitlesji;ime: 50 minutes;’approx.)

‘ a). Assign particlpants to one of four small groups, and

e

v give each group three of the dllemmas submitted~by-the in- o s
diV1d“31 partic1pancs (due to, sickness ‘and related personal

" reasons, chree people w;re absenc for thl< parclcular pro-
- M o

gram). The groups:

1) Dave White, Cheryl Roemer, and Bev Morrison . = .° D .
(Seminar“Room E). - Dilemmas #1, #7,'and #6;
. Kl ' .. B '

o -

11) Matlene Russell and Rgpb Ball (Seminar RoomyF)

~

‘Dilemmas 2, #7, 3&3 #éw

iii) Les Pear%on, Sam Johnson, and Wes Krugeﬁn

(Semlnar Room G). Dilemmas #3,. 53, and #6;
# ~

s P s
N . ,.‘ l'--.

.viéb) Mary-Jo Williams Lester Russell and Dave Hubert

(Room 102) Dilemmas 04,5#5, and~#18.

The various dilemmas are contained in the supplement to”

day’numberJeight: Participant s MOral Dilemmas.

B) Ask each group to review ‘the ‘dilemmas:
1) Do they fit the criterin established by this,. C

<workshop?



S _ e kéé" o
i1) Do.chey have setrious effect on the outcome of
 the story?'

o

111) Are they resolved? At what level?

>

iv) Wﬁgt level’would you.have'sdlved them to get a

different outcome? Woulgtthis outcome be pre-

3

ferable? R S

|
E

BREAK —.(Tine:”'lS_minutes, approximately) : o T °

a) .In order of the d1l enima

to*Day'#8, each group_will make}its presentation by'outl*ning

- its’ dilemma, and then giv1ng its: answer to’ the questions.
-, -
Ll : ‘ ¢ :

s ia 2
. © . b) As thr. pﬁﬁsex?ftlons‘/are made‘ comments can‘be enter— B

‘lG“% tained fromq;he group but - “the facilitator must control the
: el

o numbe1 and extenm of such questions in order to prevent cne

Wil

°

group takingrupqtoo much tlme

. . . . . . N

“f

c)" In the event of two groups st@dylng the same dilemma,

fore opening up’ to general questionsr

S. ’Finavauestionf(Tlne: 10 minutes; mak );

-

o - -

As a conclusion to’ this session, ask the group to considf;r

the stage of moral reasoning of John.Westley on bgth pages 498
3 : .

'and 478 Furthermore, ask if John Westley had thought and acted »5?”

Cey

as ouglined.in‘the‘supplenentﬁ

_.the one will react to the presentation of the first ‘one be— ’

P
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. at the same level On page 478 as he did at 498 would hc have

averted che dcath of. MacDonald or merely delayed ie?
B . . . w o

6. Assignment for NEXT DAY (Time: .5 minutes, max.) ' C KA
e e i L. . ’ : N " o

a) Cive out Appendix J-1 ‘to be read before next session” .
B A s ' > .
" and inserted in the ‘workbook’ . : £

b) Facilitator confirms projector and film for next day.' : A

7. i WQrkshop Evaluationl(TimeE 10 m1nutes, approximately) {
Each’ participant completes the workshop assessment form - EN
oA
(Appendix B), anon\mously if they w1sh requesq that they make‘

"their assessmeats on,tﬁe basis of both day number seven and day

. o« N = P N
number eight. ) " o L e

ng

[

“c. RATIONALE:  ° =« B

The reason for choosing Wlnd Without Rain haq been p€6v1ded be-

fore. The .rationale for today s format is basically the same as for

3day number cevcn, szh the addition of some partlcipant directed dis—‘

Y -

cussion to the use of thelr ‘own interpretations as to what are moral

dilemmas within thc story

T

>



" pid he have any choice (i.e. was this a d11emma°)’

K

r

SUPPLEMENT TO ,JAY NUMBER EIGHT: {Participant's Moral Dflemmas

Dilemma {34

The'dilcmmabthat faces John is in regardnto what he should do

about the Bilbeau scene in thetcar while chcy have been on a trip in,

the afternoon. Does he rationaliie (i.e. page 235, blame Mary for her

feminine,hySterics) or does he take the actions of Bilbeau at face
value and qFal with the implicatlons {(i.e. ché7offence to his wife's

honour)’

Dilemma #2: » | .
.John's Ch;}§tmas marks wcfe lower Fhan usual; however, the Eastef

exam results were much higher‘because_of;his oasier~marking. J.C.

noticed the'improvemént ond conératulaféu John. Jonn accepted the

praise for its face value, he. did not admlt how it was brought about.v

14

. Dilemma #3:

;,Mafy faces an extensive moral d%lenma; It first appears on page
- o ‘ R ’ , & .
211 where Mary says: "John,‘I can't*laugh'anymore~at Bilbcau. "He's
N 1 :
getting too strong F hold on you you can t give 1n to a man like hlm

wthout becomlng a Bilbeau youtself if you get 1like hlm I can't go
/ .

‘ v

along with you - I can't. I know ﬂ can t.

f‘ The next- major reference to this dilemma is on page 295: John‘
!

\‘ N

tries to rationalize hls behaviour ta Mary (behaviour re John not

-.§upporfing Angus). "John felt a- sudden chill of fear ' What had she
[ .

.:saié'somc months ago. - 1f he got 1ike Bilbeau she couldn t .go along..

:
| E ’ L . !
. , . - / ,

]

40



The crisis point is seen on page 473 to 474 (chapter 36) ’”I m
going away .« I know as truly as T know my. own name that until you'
face up to J,c. Bilbeau man to man... without help from. me or anyone
else, until thendyou will Be'a child... No ‘one else can save you but
yodrself... I'm gambling mylﬁhppiness and yours and our children on

"

this last, move. Does she have a choice? _Why?-

’”*Dilemma it :

w.

. The story can be seen as a record of John s moral dllemma re-
garding artificialicy versus intellectual honesty and. 51ncerity, cul~-
minatin" in his confrontation of Bilbeau (page 498 to, 504) Does the

dilemma become resolved7

‘Dilemma .#5:

\ B o
"Mr. Westley, he has neVer»denied the charge in your presence?

Think carefully, if we can find one instance in his favour we shall be

~only too glad to protect Mr. MacDonald "

L

Westley faced a moral dilemma when he was asked to answer the
charge against Angus concerning\atheism levelled by Bilbeau. What was

Bilbeau after7’ Should Westley answer or plcadaignﬁrance on.the sub--

E ject since” the answer would only be John s internretation of Angus'

.Dilemma 6 :

PR HE

position’ g - v ‘

» -

¢

The Elsie Braund siduation It was important to Westley (for his‘

own reasons too) that Elsie be allowed to make the trip with the drama

-,club However, he also valued his relationship (or results thereof)

e ' S
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vVith Bilbeau. Did he compromise one value with another? Was there

.really an alternative, since other teachers were involved’ (page 307

‘to 211 “includinL John helplessly asking Mary "What else can I do?'")

Dilemma 07:

Mary s leaving places John in a dilemma He is faced with the
reality of the situation ke 1is in, and the reality of the person he.
has bccome., He is torn between his need to 1ean on someone st strength
and his need to stand‘on his own:two feet ""In Bilbeau he has found
the strength his father lacked, but it is time to’ cut the apron . ’

strings and become ‘a man. Does he possess this stxength’

. Dilemma #8'

The staff meeg&ng whereat Bilbeau and Angus were having it out =

- Angus needed support and John felt he should stand by him." He relt

p‘

Bilbeau wasn' t being fa1r to his frlend. _He also felt he should Sup-

port the principal In short had he to make a choice to support his

friend or say nothing, and.in that sense, support the principal?

Dilemma #9 >
v .. _ oo
John Westley s struggle betWeen what he perceives to be the.4
correct way and what his wife" and friends perceive to be the correcgj?

way of human conduct "a conflict of reality’" Does he resolve”it?

Y I
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DAY NUMBER NINE:. The Issue of Authority 1in Effective Administration

A." FoCUS:

The concept of authority 1s added to the process;- What happens

- to moral reasoning of an ediacational administrator when the role of

,authority 1is considered’ How essential {s it that authority be ‘main-

tained in administratively—oriented moral dilemmas? Will the issue.

o {l’ - AR L : ) .
of authority change the context of one'ls approach to moral decision-

ine? ,
making ‘ " .
B.  STRATEGIES: -

1. i'Introductory;Comments:(Tine:'lO»minutes, max.)b

. . ,,Review.Appendix J-I to make: sure that al] have a basic:"

-.background of the film,

" 2. * Review: Authoritz and Rebellion (Time' 30 minutes, approx )

3. Large Group Discussion (Time. 307minutes,inax;){. S

‘a) Distribute Appendix J-11. e
° ’ ) N B .v . ) A ks

b) Have participants review these questions in light of

their relevance td’educational institutions. fi
Ny
12 ‘

c) ‘Request_at.least one_answer from'each‘partdcipant;

2

';:BREAK - (Time: 10 minutes, max.) .

4, Brainstorn“session (Time: 30 minutes, max.)

:-é)_ Divide into three small groupS'- ’@

e
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1) Marlene Russell, Desmond Kerr, Les Pearson, and

e

Lester Russell. : : ' .

ii) Bev Morrison Dan. ﬂagnan, Sam Johnson, Dave Hubert

and Dave White,

111) Ruth Ball, Cheryl“Roemef; Wes Kruger, Mary—do

WiIliams,'and Laurie Caverly.

"b) Assign each small group one part of Appendix J~III, to
brainstorm and answer the question: Grqpp (1) l(a);.group

(11) 2(b), 8r0up‘(iii)~2(c).

c) These small groups can assign individuals to deal with
each question or can do it collectively, but must have a

group presentation ready for the large group.

A

Large Crdup Discussion (Time '°35 mt%?tes, approximately)

é). Each participant quickly reads»the_other,two.cases.;

L’., ) o y'

b) - Each small ~group makes its presentation complete with o

arguments in defence, -and permits: questions. (X0 minutes

c)_ Facilitator interJects only the question of - levellstage,m_

each)

of arguments group provides their: kesponses._

. . ¢ . . . .
-Assignment for NEXT DAY (Time- 10 minutes, approximately)

‘a) Remind participants ‘to bring their money ‘to Ruth.

! a

b)i. Explain that each participant must be. prepared to.

participate in a role p}ay where an administrator will try

v

Vo

\
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to resolve a moral dilemma where the disputants are operating an”)

’ noticeably different levels of moral reasoning

7. Workshoo Assessmeént (Time: 10 minutes, approx.)

« Dan Magnam, Les Pearson, Dave-Hpbert,'end Daveé White, will
evaluate the use of films in the workshop.

' €, .d ' ‘ : h

RATIONALE: B \

‘The Learning CorporatiOn of America edited film Authoritz and

dRebellion has been selected because it concisely dwells on the 1ssue

»of,authority and what makes people rebell against it.ﬂ.The film istan

. edited version of The Caine Mntinx and follon the theme -through the S

actions of an individual well conditioned to accept authority.

This film is highly recommended by the Kohlberg group. Further—

,more,‘it provides background questions ab0ut institutions and their

’

leaders that are applicable to the modern educational system

-
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DAY NUMBER TEN: Self- Application of Stag Eheory as a Tool to

Resolving Administrative Crises

s

A, FOCUS:

The group will draw upon all the experiences to date to make a
critical appliCation of stage theory conccpts to adminstrative moral
dilemmas involving challenges to authority The opportunity will be
given to each partieipant to develop a strong supportive case;'for

his particular viewpoint on the matter.

B. vS'l‘RATEGIES:
"1t Introductory Comhents (Time' 15 minutes max.)
,'a) Explain that Friday s class is cancelled due to the time
allotments being used up already; Wednesday will be_an ex-
tended class, butAworkbooks must be turned in by‘wednesdayv

" at class time. . - - » : C
b) .Review‘schematics‘of Kohlberg (Appendix’G);

.n:' ) Facilitator leads group review of Kohlberg s six. stages

by’ quizzing different members to define each stage.

2.. Explantion of Major Assignmentd(Time- 10 minutes, max.)

'A‘a} . The setting that is provided involved ‘a tedcher, his T

student, and an administrator.

The teacher has percezved the student ‘to bé'swéaring'
and demands just punishment, _ _ S

The student contends he was not swearzng if angthtng
he was tPJLng to be creative. Besides, he argues, even if
the language used vas considered to be a touch "bad", there

,are no- ruZes epozcthy fbrbtdd?ng bad Zanguag

46
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y this dilemma?

severely as an erample to everyone else in the school-: By
making everyone think about detcntions:and punishments, the’

‘teacher argues, the genercl calibre of Zanguage szZ meroue.

.

The question is: _How should the‘administrator resolve

g&t =
b) The challenge is for .each’ group to prepare a five to

ten minuteQrole play by developing the dialogue to set the

8cene, and then havxng the one who plays the admlnistrator

‘,attempt to resolve the dilemma through use of different stage

[ ‘ R s

arguments. o . o

-

c) When each group makes its presentatlon the other

groups will attempt to identify the stages at which the
'teacher or student are . arguing their cases and the dlffer—

ent stages used in the«administrator 8 arguments.

. Small Group Activity (Time. 40ominutes ~approx )

a)" Facilitator appoints four small groups
1) Ruth Ball Dan Magnan Les Pearson, and’ Dave
Hubert (Seminar Room F) Student is Stage two,','

A teacher is stage four._,v"*

-14) Marlene Russell Dave White, and Wes Kruger
-(Room 131) ' Student is stage\three, teather is

stage.five;' il ;,‘ :ﬂs‘gi2“H'

L

1111) Bev’ Morrison, Laurie Caverly, Desmond kerr, and’

’1,’~'teacher is stage’ two.
. - o o

Cheryl Roemer (Room 102) ' Student‘is:stage.four,l

258
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£
iv) Sam Johnson, Mary-Jo Williams, and‘Lester Russell ‘
¢ (Seminar Room E). Student 1is stage five, teacher
is stage one. ‘
-b)  Each small group prepares and practises its presen—‘v' 3
tation ’
= BREAK:~ (Time: 15 minutes, max.) o : S ' , L

o

-/ ‘ oL o
4. Large Group Discussions (Time 55 minutes, approx ) f R S . ,_c.}

a) 3 Facilitator reviews the strategies to be followed.‘

b) .. ‘Each small group makes its presentation (no more than j,':th

" ten minutes each)

¢) General discussions providing analy51s of each rwall
o
group as . to stages used and accuracy thereof.. @

1

d) Facilitator serves as mediator in draw1ng out the:
4 i R &
acceptability of stage level assumptions as evidenced 1n.q”“ N

resolutions _ A T R ‘ L

5.. Assignment for NEXT DAY . (Time. 5 minutes, max )

Each participant writes down his own personal assessmcnt of

the apparent stagea of the teacher and student and the best

E stage approach to resolve i, . '3’

6. Workshop Evaluation (Time 5 minutcs, max. )
Sam Johnson, Cheryl Roemer Mary—Jo Williams Lester & f oy R v R AP

~

. Russell, and Wes Kruger evaluate the value of the small group
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parts of the sessions,

C. RATIONALE: -~ _

To provide participants an opportunity to test the applicability
of Kohlberg's state theory, this session uses a'situaton wherein
eve}yone_can role-play. Eaeh/narticipant must rely on a combination
of his originality and understanding of stage theory, and that of his
partners in the small groups, to develop the issue Then they must
use their ability to cooperatively develop a positive resolution to
»the dilemmd with the assistance of Kohlberg's theory Furthermore

they are able to objectively evaluate the process by’ reviewing their

'peers presentatlons.

o
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DAY NUMBER ELEVEN: Does the ' Tool Make Sense? -

A Focus: ' .

o

-

o

The group now rcflects on the viabllggy of stage theories as’ an

: administrative tool Does oneqfecome more effective in’ resolving

-motal di&”mmas by using Stage theory processes? Is it worthwhile to

try to instill this tool 1in the educatlonal administrator’ Consider4

ation will be given to the need to respect individual differcnces

v

Iuﬁxoductory Comments (Tlme 10 minutes, approximately)

a)u

~

. acilitator explains that the oroup will follow up on

Day #10 by discussing the feasibility of using Kohlberg

and his concepts

L b) Participants will be prepared to discuss both thefir

individual and . small group examples. ) - e /, .

'Large Group Discussion (Time; 45 minutes, min ) -

'"a) j Participants briefly review their ind1v1dua1 analyses

of day number ten case.. The grOup then observes two educa—

tional administration video tapes - one on . the vice principal

' handling a delinquent studenc, and number two, a principal

handling a teacher who is violating the norms of the staff u

room. These films are shown'only to add additional-casesﬂ

for the discussion.

“b) The»facilitatorfqucstions individual participants as

50
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c. RATIONALE '

g:discussions continue to eyolve from the original work by the partici—~‘

262

51

to their analysis of the case and their‘personal‘conclusions-
to it.
f.e) Discussions also dwell on the usefulness of ‘using
" Kohlberg's stage theory in the entire exercise' Were the o
' problems made clearer and therefore easier to solve because
of utilization of Kohlberg s stage theory’ "
d) Facilitator then raises question. 'Could the dilemma
be effectively resolved by ‘the 1ndividual by using stage
rtheory7 How’"
- BREAK - (Time: 15 minutes,-mar.)
S 3. Assignment for NEXT“DAY (Time' 10 minutes, max. ) L 1 : S
Each participant is to reflect on his. expectations of the
pProgram relative to the debriefing topics of day number tWelve
4. ‘writingrof "Post-Test"y(Timeé 45 minutes, min.) B o B f" -

Participants rewrite the Kohlberg test, answering each
question with as full an answer as’ is felt necessary. When com-

plete, participants can leave for the day. R
L e :

et
) .

This session basically continues as an extension of Day #lO. The'

. . [

-© pants thcmselves. The emphasis is to. investigate the applicability of

- the tool while allouing the facilitator an opportunity to furthcr

a

'.assess the participants comprehension of the entire subject



.

.,f“;

DAY‘NUﬂﬁER TWELVE: Debriefing:  What Did Each Get From This

e

Eggerience?

TAL FOCUS.

ot - . -

This extended session will be devbted to’ debriefing both the

facilitator ‘and the participants alike ‘as. to'. the

'achievements-each had. Discussions will examine

erpectations and

the pxocess of the

- workshop itself rather than looking at stage theory as a tool for ad—

ministration. The session will permit analysis and reaction to the -

entire'programf

© . B. . STRATEGIES:

1. ,Introductory‘Comments (Time?'lo minutes; max')

“.° &)  Each participant is to tum in his workbook (uith

"proper mailing address on it)

‘b) : Explain that Thursday is an individhal or small group

e

”~

: day._ People can meet with observer and/or ﬁacilitator to

X .

’ discuss any questions they ‘might have.

-discussions is between 8:00 A M. and l

2, What the facilitator was attempting to
observed actually happened) (Time: 1 hour,
f‘lal. Faeilitator outlines his academic

i.ground in relation to the evolutiod of

shop fOrmat;

Q'%bhlberg can be used aé a guage to assist one's adminis-

The time for sucha

:00 P. M. (approx )

d° (. ..and what’hg R

approx )“'
‘and personal back-

this program. -

oo

b). Facilitator reviews a basic cpnténtion_of,t7ﬁs‘work-

<
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" 3. What the officiél.dbserver pequiv?d to have happéﬁed.(

< . 1

trative talents; the vartous catejories or stage oricntations
at least will assist in understanding where others tend to be
in their moral reasoning. Houcver, the Kohlberg approach
may not be the only way." (Facilitator, thasis proposal).

c) Facilitator discusses the ptimé impetus for the pro-
gram: s - T Co

"Basically, mary of the challénges facing educational admin-
tstrators geem to be‘rooted in moral dilemmas - values are
congtantly being brought into conflict - eig er overtly or
indirectly. Therefore, i* is important that administrators
begin to examine such problems as dilemmas that.must be .
faced and then consider the types of reasoning that may af-
fect the decion-making procesg.” (Facilitator, thesis pro-

posal).®

~«d) - 'Facilitator expiéins‘why the leader/facilitator could

not be too directive during the workshop: @
"One of the challenges was',to determine if administrdtors _
could evolve a systematic pattern to their moral regsoning’

proceéss that could tmprove communication with their peers .
‘in the presence of moral dilemas. Such a finding could bé .,

&

+ tator,. thesis proposall. o . ,
. “3 R . . i s )

biased by undue direction; JZ'O”’. the facilitator.” (Facili- ',""u '

e) -Facilita;or summarizesAand.explaigb his»obsgrvgcions“

-

¥

and 1ntﬁen,tfons (in. light .of.‘ the ane:ulysis-bf" the feedback re-

3

— )

- ceived throughout - the workshop)rvfgf

.

#:-1) Highlights of the day-by-day progression of the _
ol L * . " L : L .

3 Co i} N [
-+ ‘workshop. o

: S 5 > ’ -
8L ) AN . L ;

;if?: I 1) Changes in the abilityigf‘déal with.mdral-dge
. o . PR . 3 : S

< - o g

' 141) Viability of the workshop program itself. ,

4 = N : N

- JJB _.‘addg"his'com.hents ~a_nd 'obse"rv'a,t:ions‘,‘_ (Time: 30 niingtes,' app;qxi)

Y
. .
1 ; - .
~ N e

53
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: ol L . > -
4. Value of .the experience in Administrative Decision-Making

L, )
(Time: 2 hours, approximhtély)

a) Participants complete Appendix B~IV (can be donel S

while discuss}onsvcontinge). B

» . X .o G S 2

b) . Participants react to'Sinclair/ ergen comments

‘

. (#2-and #3- above). ‘ N . . T o ’ RN

-e) Participants add personal commtnUs and/or questions

they have about the workshop - includlng questlons notedl
3 - .
throughout the process itself (and delayed for discu551on
o co
during debriefing)-

e

5. General discussion regarding_participants' perceptions and ;@
L, : : c : ) o .
eyalqatibn~o£ theuexpcrience. (Time: g,hourgggipproximatcly) " . ,
- a) Participants complete Appendiﬁ B-v. - T -

b) | Participants-verbally add comments to B-V.
'¢)  Participants discnss what might he'dpnc‘;ith'this

-

process. " . = S . R

N RATIONALE: K

) Ty
Once the adtual intervcntion program is compLete it seems worth—

while to allow time\for constructive feedback on the entire experience

‘

before the results of all the tests\ etc are analysed. It also pro~ -

w.vides the participants a chance to relax and quiz the facilitator, to
[ 7

determine answers to important questions thcy have that could not, for

one reason'or anothqr} be answered‘during the-course ofnthemworkshop.
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DAY #1 - (TUESDAY, MAY 245% Introduction: Moral Dilemmac

“

A.

‘theme

laxed
to be
it is
as to
facil
vidua

B.

hd 3

: . T
PARTICIPANT'S WORKBOOK

g:' :’

FOCus: -

The focus is simply to introduce all participants to the general
Priﬁarily, the emphasis will be on having everyone become re-
about the process and reasonably appreciative of the.perspective-
taken by the wbrkshop towards the focal issue. In:other words,
important for the 8roup to have a common beginning or base point

what is a moral dilemma. This first day also wWill provide the

itator an apportunity to gain an inital understanding of the indi-

1 perspectives of cthe group members towards the issue.

v x

STRATEGIES:

L

.

1. Introduction ' ”

The pafticipant ispreminded that the sessions are not to deal
with individual "moral but with the: way we reason about our
nmoral decisions. : o B S

If at ‘any time you canmot félate'to a particular sitﬁatipn
that {is presented, then pleasc¢ just "play act" 1it! B s

Thg’proéeéslis to be:otiented'to”analyqi§ and applicagion_of
a tool to enhance our capabili;ieS'tq(rgsolve moral-dilemmas.

2. ' Case Study #1 . -

" An administr_c’ztob_ (Norman) invites a friend who is also an ad- .
ministrator, but in another eity, to be a spectal speaker at a

Local, butlstill important .educational- workshop. The friend (James)

accepts and the workshop is scheduled. .

At ‘the very last. mbméﬁt’James‘_announc_es he

the workshop. Jt turns out :later that his redon was.that a skiw.

trip had come up dnd since conditions had been.bad all year; Janes

- felt it might be his only ichance to get out in the fresh air and'
~ have a break. ‘Besides, since it wasg a workshop, there would ber

.Other talent there to adequatély fill in for him. . Norinan wus rather “

-

hurt by this seemingly callous act.

“

'%‘Sbmétimeblater, James is applying to join the faculty where

. Norman. is now the Chairman of the Selection Committee. The hurt

8 8till present. . The problem 18t . What should Norman do? - He.

has potential veto power on this. person's applidation. L

Py

‘56

must withdrais from.
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4
1}
3. Gfoup Discussion Ques D .. L
: ': . . ." " ' ) l‘A " ' s ' k '
(a). Should the chd} '%VEtO the application of

James?

“(b) Is there a woral dilemma here? -\

Explain.. L S

‘ - i . ' . /

‘-
v

.(i) What wdhid be ‘the rationale fbr adbpting-theflv

opposite stance?

- 5 &
B L4 . -

T ) , ¢, . )
RS D = I =

s N ) . _ :
‘ R T <o oo R

’ +/(11) How acceptablé would this be? -and why?

o= o ~ ) . . . . -

[ hd ' A
Lan)
T - - N
4 .

57

268



. "y

O i L " | - i

(c). Do you feel we are all agreéd? (Explaiﬁ)

~

‘4. The Group: .

Use th&s space 1f you W1Sh to note any partlculars during
the official lntroductlons

] - " —
S.  The Questionnaire: St ' -
b ‘( . B v
When answering the questionnaixe, do make each reply qnly as
full as you feel is necessaty. Remember,'there are no, right or’
-wrong answers and responses will be kept confldential

N

6. Assignment*for NEXT DAY P i,;“V
: ‘ e . L Co
(a) Begin re—readfqg of major bobk Wina Without Rain _
. . \\. » —1_'_ iy,
> o A : ‘
- 3" - . \ ' . N

58
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r - s
. DAY #2 - (WEDNESDAY,’ MAY'ZS)' School Boards, Adminlqtrqtion, ‘and Woral*
- ) Decision Haking ’
> : '
. . -~ 1 .
A. I-‘OC,US: I
. Vo Discussions ' the'procesé ong step further by'placing '
T moral dilemmas d - the contett of an- actual educational ad- .
X ministration - sch( a§16uation ng does one'deal with a moral .
dilemma when it invql X Iement of influence of the sciool baard in ’%' : '
s educational administ? - eci ion-making?" Tne group shall examnine a b ' o i
R moral dilemma in a’ cd Pr¥ve setting with som non-group- originatod L ST
standards added to the scussions for purpose of comparison.- Role- ' ) &
playing will occupy a fai ’_mount of the se551on. Wﬁk ¢ J . / :
& ' g Lo * , ‘ ;
K . W ; @ ~ .
- B.  STRATEGIES: . , _ S . " y
. . « ) K Vo ¢ \ ;
17 Introduction. - o = ) b
. : - . ; o g
e majority of the session will be devoted to using Appendix 4 ‘ 4
v D. A vidco-tape "clip" will be presented whichﬁghows a leading el B oo )
o ‘citizen artemptlng to get a. schoo‘ board member® pd influence a . — .
teacher _ o L . ﬁ?& . . ’ . 3
» b3 - B : coLE , ) ) G\
. Each participant will be required to role—play ‘within both a- . R : ?
. small group and. the lafée group setting.’ Lo ’ :
at . - - " R . 5 ‘ N
’2.‘, "._Individual Responses (to D-1). Ex%ain your individual 'choice, L N o
. . : ‘~.§ , N v . - L ‘ ‘ |
L
= f@é‘_ : - - ; .
1 £y - : )‘;_‘: = - - y 3
3 o - . 1
£ e
k"l( L n
" k
B - - . ' - . R S - ‘»f - — '}; — | ‘ ) : }
3. Small Group Discussions: S - . S (R i
(2) Explain ypur group's decision. ° v B
2 R S S e e ‘ i
¥ . N
=N ! . .




(b) If time permits your group should attempt to resolve the
d1lemma from the school administrator'’ s viewpoint

If this occurred what was your response’

4. Large Group Discussidn;
" Note rhe,key points of the other two small groups.

(a)

() : G

5. Upon receiving Appendix D-II score yourself ahg»ydur{sme;;
group and note here : . - “ oo .

Individual score L . s

Small-Group Score:

6. _Large'Group:Discussioﬁ'

To assist in.the debates, note'br;efly your comiments on - the
following questions: : . N
(a) '-How acceptable are the given answers and their relative
o scoring«allotments° ' L
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T

(b) DOLS 1t make any difference to ‘have a 'given points"
scoring system when dealing with moral dilemmas?

+

——.

TS

R S . “

(e) Is Chere any confensug among the three small groups in
cheir original answers’ o . N

J

—
\ .

(d) -And, 1if time permits, "How might a school administrator

.view this situation7" ) o

L

Lk
i
7. Assignment for NEXT DAY: - - : S, ‘ R o -
 (4) You are reminded of the continulng major book assignment.
(b)‘ Read Appendix E-1'as an overview in preparation for Day o
#3 (and»insert 1n workbook) : ) o
8. WOrkshop'AsseSSment Fofm :

‘Please fill in the. WAF (Appandix B), anonymously if you wish;

You are invlted to add comants as well as marking the appropriate
'ratings .

»

&
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C R R VRIS L 62
LD : : " , ' »
DAY #3  (THURSDAY, MAY 26th): Conscierce and Méral Conflicts | o
- " " . . A - ) LP‘:
A, Focys: . R o ' o

This session. concentrates more on the individual through
troduction of the concept of censcience into the discussiogps.
‘role does conscience play in.moral decision—makingz The examin

will include consideration of whether or Aot there are times wheg:gqral
. by _

principles are best bent or even set aside. ' » A0

B. ~ STRATEGIES:

1. Introduction:"

b :
Review Appendix E—I,with.partiCulabJrefergnce;to'Sir Thomas
More, the leading figure. Also be aware of the difference between:

the play and the film in the presence of "common man". :

&
2, Small Group Discussion:
. (a)'.Comé‘co an agreement within yéuf group aS~to°whefher or - -
f} not More was right, and why. S
o §- A . ‘
N ER '
o f
; N4
. : N S-
» .
v, . Ty
e} T - ‘_ . W\i, .

(b) ' What is the response of your: small group to the assigned

question from Appendix:E-II. (Note question: - A-I or A-2 or )
. B=3). 1s it different from your own? 1If so,, what is your re-
'sponse? - .. e R . R

.

s




- P

C
® . .':
Large Group Discussion: L o,
- . < 'wm L

" '(a) Reviev Appendix QfITI, particulafly Part A, and consider ‘

the related questions/ Make your own rough notes on each
question. - -

(1) 3 ' v ’ . S

(11)

-
- - - ~ v N
< ¢ , . . :
: .. h‘ (v) ” \Lﬁ ! ‘. -
.7 . - B
6 : o -. \
2 - BEER
\ , . 0 : o . s R 5
. * . - . ‘ ‘
‘e . - L . : [ oo
(b) - Can principles be bent sometimes? Explain. S . .

(Uéevbacklof‘page,'if;neéessafy)

§

Fatantne,

TR YGEY VNI EN

SN

‘
RO peE S )
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remg ! 64
, (¢) Was More' s devastating sacrifice for conscience" or
.did it serve a- consuming egotism?
,,
- R
(d) Do you feel there is any’ emergmg conqensus ébouc the -
validity of More' s posn:ion" Explain. _ R
( N
\
. : . : ) ' . R Bt
4.. Assignment for NEXT' DAY: ' e \
o ~(a) Develop your personal definition as to what a moral : \ .
’ dilemma is: . : : 5 |
- ’ < -,
L i
t . 7
v ) ) L
(b) Give an example of such a. dilemma to which _ybu have been
a p,arty. - v
- : - = % ‘
- ‘ = . P “»‘1;‘9 -
CLo T . : RS s .
R TR Workshop Assessment: = . a
. 1
q; _ L o N
oot ag»&;(:omplete the WAF (Appendix B), anonymously if you wish, and
- ;;‘,, ),,_,CUrn A [,n upon leaving. ‘ . o Co C : N
.O . W . \ Q‘ ’ - N \‘\' '
- - S : Y
.-‘o J\‘ . A
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L %: | | _ X | S
DAY #4 (FRIDAY, MAY.27th): What Do We Definé as a Moral Dilemma?
A. - FOCUS: ‘ |
o " Before delving'intb the\majoftphase of the.workshop, it'is‘imporf
' tant to permiC'everyone~an'oppor€§kity_co'reflecc on how'eachvdefines
N a moral dilemma. This session wiy’ comcentrate on exploring the )
various' perspectives of the group tbward the concept "moral dilemma', .- o
through review of the"various'indiVldhal examples. : . ‘///———”f/f/fy
- . : | o 6? . . . .
B. STRATEG¥ES: - ; ¢
. ] . - o,
1. Intfoduction: L .
PN . . k AN
- This is to be an officlal and relaxed session. It marks the '’
- ‘unofficial end to the introductory part of the workshop. “You:ghould
not rely on the facilitator for extensive direction' or guidaﬁcECL a
;_ ... Be prepared to assist your peers in developing leadershiﬁ‘within “
!

the group itself. 'Be observant as to the emergence of a "basér.,-
definition' of ‘moral dilemma that is acceptable to all.

2. . small Group Disgussion:
a)  After exchanging, yithin'the‘stIlvgrouﬁ;'the‘definitiqns

developed as part of the Day #3 assignment, note the-q%e (or )
two) ~that-are agreed by the group to-be the most acceptable.

"~'$) Sgleét a representative of the.grbup_to;be preﬁared_to
make the presentation to thgﬁgarge group. © - SR

s 3. -ﬁargg Group DiSéussidn:_

a) | .Note any potential poiﬁtsfbf'agreemenﬁ.between eXamples
. Placed on Board. ' - . : 8

. . i A - ‘o, : R
i - o . o L




. PRI

b) . What is an interim acceptable 'base definition'?

} ¢) . When'the’ other cwo small- -group presentations are made,
) is the 1nterim definltiqn reinforced or weakened? - Explain.

»

Lt

. g - i wEY R
el BRI L g - esshe WV v

‘ d) What {s the consensus definicion the iefée rdhp finally
agrees on?’ : L - S L

]

}WJ
N

R : g — I

L
v "

/’

Do you basically agree’ T = B o e

4. Assignment for NEXT DAY.

.a) Read Kohlberg and Peters articles (Appendix F— ,_and F-II);
Note that in the. framework of this. program at least, Kohlberg'
categories- exist independently of regular phllosophlcalpbate-
gories or: types! , g Sk

a

B) Consider six scages -of kolberg s theory
o T - Punishment and. obedience ~ fear
II - Insttumental rélativist - "You scratch my back
v . 1'11*scratch yours" , / 5
v -+ IIT - Interpersonal concordance - "nice guy” image 3F '
S W - Lav and order - the rules are crucial/ '
V - Social-contract,’ _legalistic - "contract"
VI - Universal ethi;al principles -~ "I believe"
| A ’ N .

5. Sessional Evaluation' : ﬁy

’ / .

CY On a separate shcet, explain in a short patagraph, the most
) 1mpartant personal aspect of the session.v What did you get out- of
g %oday s get-together’ - :

1

P
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DA? #54(ﬂONDAY 30th) : Can We Wake Sense of Our Resolutions of Moral -
e o Moral Dilemmas" o .. N

4

A& FOCUS:
The group will begin to examine the concept ‘of attempting to use.
" logical reasons in resolving moral dilemmas.  Individual participants:
will reflect on whcther such can be introduced into moral- decision-
~ making: "-Can we be systematic in our moral reasoning’. Is therc a
better way to explain one's decisxon, even if others don't like tho -

..decision,-so that one will-at legst gain their respect for the decision?

e

"B STRATEGIES: (X%
- ‘Hf',";ft‘ Case Study #2 o _ g\‘& S ;: :; o , ;

-

. Dorothu and Mzke married whzle R the r final year o, unmver- -
, 'atty fter graduatzon, Dorothy worked as. & secratary in ‘the ‘Reg-
K Lstrar g office ‘at’ the university, whilé. Mike: uén* “on. to graduate

. schoo;” ‘our. years later; Mike obtained Hiig, PR, D" “heJ had one -
S ehildy ""p-”(Dorothg missed onl J two. mantns from Wor t *he
‘jﬁj_tuwe the ch;la wa"bo . :

,,,,,

) Mike Tas #o besn offered a teacnzhg poszt1an wzth a .
'guaraneee of’przncmpalsth in two years in-a proqress¢uer»3mall
. -eity school in arother province.. He is eager- to~accept it. How-
- ever, Dorothy hzs applied and becn‘accepted into gradxate achool -
" lap the wniversity. She too, Ls\eager to accept the teachzng as-
B - tsth she has been offered :

~.

.. Darothy argues that Mike should gtve her the chance fbr
an education now fthat he as completed his.. She alse reminds him =
that. he has been offered a -department- ~head position locally tnat
could lead to'a promotion in the’ fhture aryway. Mike says he - . . . .
pZans to. accept the aut-of—pravtnce appointment.and that Dorothy . - "7
can consider going the swmmer school route . to heﬁﬁigeduate degree..

If Dorothy refuses to follow him, . Mike. promzses tfile for *'i’

divoree and seek cusvody of thezr two—year oZd son.
’ Nhac would you do 1f you were Dorothy and why

.f. ,;Small Group Activity.

-a) - ‘ In the small group, ‘the challcnge is to role play poten—

" tial resolutions of this dilemma.  Go through the’ process VIR
twice, cach time Switching the roles to: permit each particif '
‘pant-to play two of the three roles (Dowothy, Mike, and ob-
" server) = except small-group -(v). where JJB will remain as
observer : : ’ ’ ST

: - The role,of_the observer is“to note the positive strengths'
" 'of the arguments presented by both Dorothy and Mike; in ad- -

B B ]



"~ tion should concentrate on the questions:. Whnt’WOuld you .. -

280
. ) E
. . ! 69
dition, the bbserver should ktep watch on the time. Each
" round: should take no more thgp five minutes o - )
. .

b) Aftet completlng the role- play, the small group should
then develop a2 joint solution for presentation to -the - large
group and appoint a spokesman for the group The presenta-

do 1if you were- Dorothy?. and Why? -

v

. . . . . ) . s

. I\\ Pt

Large Group Presentations:. . S S R

a) - As each small group makes. its presentation, note the

‘solution it proposes and, ‘if possible, the stage at which o =
- the arguments are being presented : '

T

-Group (1) - solution: e

.1'Gronn >fii):—;solution:‘

- < possible stage: . v .

a“~

";.possible:stage: E o Lo

- splutioné:-

Group (4v) i/solution.

'3;,possible stage:'

A

- possiblé stage:
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a . '
. . o - .
. " . ©
. ® -~
@ - -
- ; . _ .
. : . o '_: ® . ; v & . 'v‘ * .
e Group (v) - solution: _ 5 v v .
. - . : ) \.’ : . |
v . . E] . ¢ B
’ — . =3 . e — .
o= possible stage. ‘ L
" e : N i T 3 — .
Y Individual Solution. . o . SRR SO T
L Note your own preferred solutlon, along Vith Supporting R o
reasons- v T I T , .
.
.‘ .
{ [l\\»
’ \ .‘. a2
- BREAK - C. Lo

5. f.Kohlberg Presentation (by facllitator/leader)

“la) Insert Appendix G in workbook facilitator will provide
expanded eutline of Kohlberg s p051tion

~b) Review Kohlberg s six stages, ‘as stated in Appendix F-1. }
Note that in the framework of this program at 1east, Kohlberg's
catepories exist independently of regular pﬂilosophical L
;'categories or. types.- "

. c) These stages “do not dictate whether or not an individual
o is moral in the -eyes of the crltic, but. rather, indicate the
“level, of complexity at which ‘the individual is’ operating in
terms of the way he reasons about moral dilemmas
._d) What is your reacticn to the article and the fac1litator s
presentation of Kohlberg 8 concepts7 Ly .

WA



‘presentation of Kohlberg s concepts?

a) Insert. Appendix G in.workbook;. facilltator w;ll provide :
T expanded outline of Kohlberg s. positlon S . .

"bY Review Kohlberg's six stages, as stated in Appendix F T.

u

. hd '
- . SRS ‘
. f ~ : .
Croup_ (v)_-.sbihtidn;; ’ -,
- _ o ; e
" possible stage . L 'gw:; R
4. Individual Solution . e L 'f‘_ .fAh‘ e
» ‘Note your own preferred solution, along with supﬁorting' -
. reasons Y Lo "
l. !
- ¢ - BREAK = T o ‘
. . o , .
" 5. VKOH&berg Presentation (by facilitator/leader) '

Note-that in the ‘framework of this program at least, Kohlbcrg s

categories: exist independently of regular philosophical cate-

gories or types.r,'r A . . Sl

vc) These stages do not dictate whether or not an individual. .

is’ moral ‘in the eyes of the critic, but rTather, indicate the

',level or complexity at whigh the individual is operatlug in'

terms of the way he _reasons about moral dilemmas

d).  What is your reaction to ‘the article and the facilltator s

6.

Large Group.Discussionﬁ.

Kohlberg has provxded an examplc of how he defines a. concept

: at the different stages. - In this iqstance ‘the example 1is. the
'value of human life'. RS : S

2282




[

Level 1 - The value of human life is confused witn the value
I - of physical obgects and ' is based on social status
-or physical attributes.of its possessor. . - !
. Level 2 - The value of tuman’ life is seen. as instrumental to
: ~o.. the satisfaction.of the, needs .of its possessor or .
. of other persons. . SR e
Level 3 - The value of a himan 1ife is based on .the cmpathy
: " . and effection of family members and others towdrds:
itg possessor. T T R :
Level 4 - Life is.conceived as §aéz’éd in . terms of its pldée
s in a categorical moral or religious order.of rights .
ST and duties. ' S R T . )
Level § - Life is_‘vaiued;both in terms of its pelabion to gom-
0 munity welfare and in terms ‘of life being a univer~
sal right. - . .U MeR.
“Level 6 - Belief in the éczcredn_ess of human life as repre-. .
N senting ‘a universal value of respect - for thke indi-
vidual. - - _>"_ Lo .: ' , ‘i‘
'a)  Does this schema make sense?
b) = Can \;e>acc'ep't ‘the: Kohlbé'rgian‘ énalysis?\ '
7. Assignment for NEXT DAY: - g
ay Rgvieﬁ ppendix G, _ . G g
. b) Make a~-bt.fef note as to what, within Wind -Without Rain, -
" .you perceive to be a major moral dilqmma, and why: (to be-
.ready for-DAY #7) s S A
' : ‘ i essary)
' (:'v> .




.

-

A " Focus: o

_B. ' STRATEGIES:

"4 N .. . N » . . . .

">DAY‘#6<(fUESDAY, MAYIJISt);.'Kthberg;as an Ald to Deciding Moral

. Y]
‘" TDilemmas -

~ The partiéipaﬁts}ﬁ@ll make a.serious attempt to utilize a non-.
grodp reference as a tool in the resolution of problems in moral rea-
soning.. The group, as a whole, will examine. this proposed tool as to’

- whether” 1t has pragtical application. The group will also.re-examine
. some of its previous decisions in light of Kohlberg's recommended ap-

proaches. . This-session will begih_che concentrated examination of: the

. different COmplexitiﬁs within one's moral reasoning. -

-4

&,

1. Inﬁroduction: 

AR ,Revigw Appéndix‘c again:'.lt is imbbrtant that .each partici-
pant is redsonably comfortable with the 'stages' concept. . o

'23 ) CéSe‘Study #3:

There was one course in university which was known to be very
S difficult. It wis an optional course for educators in chich the,
professor assigned five papers during the term. . :
o A-student in hig graduating year took this course and wrote
the first four pgpérs. ' When.the time came to hand in ‘the. fifth
paper, he had:many other ﬁhingsl to do ‘in orger to graduate. One
of his friends had 'take,r/ the .coursé - two: year previously and still
- had his papers. He asked.'this friend for one of the papers. ‘He -
_rewrote some parts of it and handed it in, believing thdt the rro-
fessor would never remgmber a -paper that. had been written that
long ago, especially $nce many people take the course:: “.However,

_the professor recognized thepaper and the nape: of the student who

- had originally written 1t. -

LY

:

i1) Suppose'the sét-ﬁunishment for ﬁlagiarism'is expuléion o

from school. ~Should the prqfessor.conSider,the'fgct that the
- student is about to graduate? ‘Why or why not? - - '

284

73
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L
i1i) 1s explusion from school’a . fair punishnent for plagiar-
. ism?  Why? If not, what is. fair punishment’ Why’
» -
.S
. - 1iv) - Is the student who loaned the
N « Why?. Should he be punished7

paper guilty in some way?

o
L .
:A'.‘\'-\'\ .
. NI
L AMITMBA L,
RN
.. . .

3.

f\\ s §
“ar " Do. varying ansvers emerge 1f &iffeten
: reasoning process’

t scages are used in the
Explain.v . L -
: . NS N

\ ,

Y
|

Large Group Discussion

4.  ‘Case Study f4:

. EEEERCEET I s
, : o i
"~ Many children hate school. QWey go to school fbr various -
reasono,,but mainly because their parents make them
.'all provinces have lawe which make.

"gives a person freedom to choose wh

In addition,
only af%er the age of szxteen (or o

education aompulsory The: Zaw :
ether or not to go on in schooi
ccaszonally fij%een)
‘What is your reac;ion to: the following questions‘ _ . : R _
'f i) Why shouldn t people ‘have - free choice whgther or not .’ o o

they want an educatibn’ Under what conditions, if any, should

’

L
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75

People be forced to go to sehool?

ii) If a student claims that his schoel is not providing him
_-with experiences which he con51ders as’ educational should he.
be allowed to quit7 . :

S —

14i1) An argument very often heard to support compulsory educa-v
... .tion is that it affects the kind of quallty oE life. Why -

“"- . shouldn' t people have the freedom to. choose what kind of life
-4 v cthey want for themselves7 - .

~—— - R

g

1v) If you think that school shOuld be compulsory, How about
class attendance, should that be compulsory7 Why? :

v) There are religiousfgr0ups 11ke ‘the Hucterites who do
ihot want their- children to be exposed to, or to live in, a2’ - "‘~_\¢ . .
.. modern- 1ife; s Should they have. the right to keep their child—»’ , S
- ren. at home? _ . B e




B N

vi) In whaﬁ way does the compulsory schooling law procecc
children’ . :

<

vii) What are the. best reasons you can: think of . in favour of
compulsory schoollng7 » ) : i

/

g

.
Prepare a response, with reasons, to assigned questions.

s, Latge Group Discussion; oo L : )
Note brlefly, answers and apparent scages of our presentatlons.
VWould you Tesolve: any question by’ using - another stage’ And would
this change the answer? Explain - L ‘

[

s o

8 B CE
- T,

(Be ptepared to defend your position)
r

:,:6{_ Assignment for NEXT DAY A _ _
o Read Appendix H and make any comments you feel necessary.

96

287
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" DAY 07.(WEDNESDAY, JUNE.lst) Q;ing Stagc Theoty to Resof%h Moral -
S : - Dilemmas Systenaticallx . T LS

‘A, FOCUS: )

. L . .
theme of DAY #6 but with more emphasis on

small-group relattonships. ‘The exercise will concentrate on extensive

use of the new tool. Efforts will be directed towards making each in-

dividual; ycomfortable -in ‘using - Kohlberg s concepts. -~ As well the " TR o

“session. enhance each partlcxpant $ ability to maintain his per-: s . R
% sonal ive ‘in collectlve dilemma resolution. Individudls will

begin yze the . levels of. complexity at. which ‘other individual's

" moral t ning . tends to operaté : . ) .
g . LA e “;, R SN

This day . conq}nues the

B. »STﬁATECIES:

S1. Introduction.
S Tt should be noted that Appendix H is provided as asSiStonoe‘_ PR
al-moral dilemmas affecting ‘educators.- The . : -

~, . . in evaluating potenti
' : '."Introduction to Qhe book is snf£1c1ent as an overv1ew
.
. There are two quotes,'within the "Introduction s that are
qorthy of reconsideration BT v , L N

b “,A _ :- .A. teacher must have a capaczty fbr love in two fundamenval
wayg. . He must love and be a meticulous student..of the art or

sctence that. he has marked off for himself as his ’subgect' to. |
e”stand the students ‘he

S e Matle i ad  Sdod et Sl b S A

o teach, and he must ’'respect, and try to und o
.8 Lntroduczng to that subgect s , =4
T ‘:J"'; Once Lnstalled as prtnqmpal through the Lnfluence of the: Suc-”f: - .
. cess Club, he ‘manipulates his staff, especzally John, by an astute '
‘ blend of melted threate and rewards . L
- .‘ Does not. the former ‘seem to imply a stage 5/'6 style of reason—-_i
ing, while the latter is a stage 1/27 'r;!"- o L e

" " 'Do_these mnot show the:oontresté within the book - two groups, e e
" gtages apart? P : o SO . .

j‘ w7 Is educational administration casier

at_the.etage 1/2 level: - o ;;.V;
T than at the 5/6 level’ o RS R T Sen
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v
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A 4

s .

e 24 Smiall Group,A;afysis: e Em'
o . Each participant willlggiassignqd_

group. will have two 'major characters and one minor one to analyze

o‘ajsméll’gpoup;veathlémaIIV'
:-and determine the stage she/he predominately uti
- through moral dilemmas. - Give examples.

lzed 'in reasoning
. < ST
Bilbeau (i), (1if)

@ .

U Mary (1D), (1) _

3 e S e
L —
Dot (114), (iv)

“Angus (iv), (i1) ‘

SR

o N e e
Judd (i11) ‘

Kledn (1v) _
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3. lLarge Grb’dp Preseﬂtat‘idns,:" - o )
Each small group. shall make . its prcsentation. Note any", points
with which your disagtee or- would like to at’ 1east take issue._ s . e

\-" N A . e

n

BRI R . R S Lo . N e ~ < : Co o
Y - -

"'-‘4‘

-stége at which his moral reasoning tended to ope:ate.- ; R

Large Group:Analysis.»' L e 4_:_\>\ ‘_ i”  '”\="f;;%a '?A“ ‘L! L

T : -

This part .of the session w1i$b£ocus on John Westley and the s ﬁ'w-

a)“ At what stage does he predominately operate7

R L -l
T < A . - I * .
. O' PR h . :

TB)  Why? (Expiain wich sxales) o ST

- - .
:
; p o _
* 0 g .
. ; ,
: —— ;
. .

" L
. (\
. E -
. B
- . -
L . A
5 N . 5 L
- 13
\ = 4 -~ A P
: <oc .
1 «
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Cy |
2 80
[. - Is Ehere,any,range to the levels he uses? ¢

>

.€)  What: was his flnal stage? Would hcﬁgikelf stick to it

or tegress’ Explain:

’l
X P T
]
. i s : Y/ .
. ¥ ~
5. Assignment for NE\T DAY
\ ’ Complete Appendix H and lnsert -in’ Workbook. Don t forget to.
'have qompleted the earller a551gnment dealing with Appendxx E-IT11.
' \ Ol ’ : ) ,..\
’
- \ j
) o ! J‘ ™
. ‘b‘
1Y
. (o8 - .
. r ‘ :
'q: - .
.\‘> ’(
R R
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DAY #8 (THURSDAY, JUNE 2nd): Can Educationallv=6wicpted Moral Dilemmas

° Benefit from Kohlbergian Analysis?

AL FOCUSE

The session will continue rhe process assessing the. use/Value of

. the Kohlberg approach for the educational administrator. Does stage
"theory help.in thé resolution of moral dilemmas? . Can the administrator

use Kohlberg's approach as an effective tool?. A typical situation
would here an issue might be re-examined by asking: "What if the
subject bad been at stage two, or stage five? How then might it have

_ been hdndled?" . In addition, attention will be paid to individual par-
ticipants interpretations as to what constitutes moral . dllemmas and

the resultant analyses

B.  STRATEGIES: .. .~ -~ .
1. Introduction: . : -E

Ypou are reminded that this is basically a continuation of
Day .#7. .

2. Large;Grqup”DiscuSsion:

Within the setting of the large g oup; be prepared to discuss

the question: Is there any similarity in the dilemma faced by
Mary and John (Page 473) and that. by Dorothy and Mike (Case study
#2)7 Explain N .

: 3;:‘ Small Croup Activities:

Your small group will be assigned at least two d1 wuas pre-

s pared by your . fellow participants. The small group is .o riew
each dilemma. and answer the following questions in presaration for
presentation to. thc largc groqu Be ‘sure and provide explanations

" 1) Does the dilemma fit the criteria escablished by this
workshop .earlier? .

81

29.

e
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11) Does the dilemma have a scrious affect on che outcome of
the story7 : e

111) Is .the dilemma resolved? vaso; af‘whac level? If'nOt;

' \g why not?

- - dv) At what level would you have solved this di-lemma ta get (:
. a different ouCCome7_ Would this outcome be preferable? Y

.

4.  Llarge Group Discussion:

Each group will briefl outline its dilemma and the responses '
it developed for it. As “hese are presented you'are. invited to
note Or verbalize comments on the small group answers (the facili-
tator may limit this in o-der to permlt everyonc to preqent at

léast two of their dilemmbs) )
’ Q
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B 3

5. Final Question . L

Had John Westley. acted at the same stage on’ page 478 that he

did on page 498, would he have‘averted the death of MacDonald or
merely delayed it for a whlle’ ' e i

v — <
6. Assignment for NEXT DAY:
Read Appendix J-I and insert in Workbook.

7. Workshop Assessment

- Complete the WAF (Appendix B), but in so d01ng, con%lder your
impressxons of both DAY #7 and DAY #8.

P] o ¢




Tpe Issue of Author“ty.vand Effective
Adminis:ration "

DAY £9 * (FRIDAY, JUNE3rd)i

A. FOCUs:
The concept of authority is added to thé\pro;eSS' Whac happens
.,.to the moral réasoﬁing of an-educational administrator when the role .
. of’ authority is cons1dered?. How essential is it chat authority be main- -
“’tained ‘in adminisbratlvelyroriented moral dilemmas? Will the issue’ of - A
authority change the contewt of one s approach to moral decxs&bn making° ’

. o
v,

f the. film: " Authority ‘and Rebellion, which is the edited v
apf,The Caine 1utiny IR v L D .

2. Large Group Discu551on
*.a) Rev1ew Appendix J 11 quickly.
LT

b) - Whac is your reaction to the following quescions, par-'
ticularly in light of their relevance’ to. educational 'insti-
tutions" Give supporting reasons.-i v . S

) How do you view Captain Qdeeg\s attitude towards‘
rules__ d regulations? “Does the. fact\that there is a
‘war going on altenzhhe validity of his scatements’

TN

- v,‘ o e 'ii) What alternatives are there if you choose to dis-
o . obey rules? How does ‘one determine that a rule is un~
fair d? unjust’

\._\‘

i
[

'

i

(Lse Béok‘of page .if necessary).



fﬁ;:}fj:‘ ii;) Do you agree wi;hanefef:;hat any iafge institucion
o (including schools), whether 4t be-military or civilian
in nature, must necessarily be run by people who don't

<2 ask questions? Explain: . T .

iv) What prbble?s arise for an indivi{gal who is more

} dntelligent and competent than the person to whom he is
e T g ,'vtesponsible?u»What'alternatives'd¢es_he have? . Can you

- SRR think of'Situatiohs in which this has been the ‘case for
you (e.g. student brighter than the teacher)? How did

) . 4you handle yourself? Would you ‘make the same decisioans

N again? ‘Explain: R : i °

-

Lob ) ﬂowsdq‘yoq réact'toLKéefer as a human being? Does
- he seénm .to you more unSympathecicithan‘Queeg at times?

ol . o N




~Brainstorm Session

" a) Within your’ small ‘group, deal with bhe assigned portion, -
of Appendix J-III. ‘Group (i) - A, Antigonc, Group (14) - B, . f :
Civil Disobedience, Group (iii) -c, Markings : v

N

‘each question, or else do them, collectively) nevertheless, C
‘the small. group must have a presentatlon ready for the large -

~ -group. R P .

b). The small group.may div1de up the resgonsibxlxties for - .

B N

. answers. that can be analysed as-to stage level (if po ble)..
Total time for presentatiion and questlons and discussio

‘"should not exceed fifteen mlnutes.vv R ST _'""‘..IJ_,

¢

. Tc) The presentation should include ehplanations ror;gi?r )

Large Group Discussions

a) - Each participant reads quickly, the two parts of the Ap— o
__pendix J III not a551gned Ll e

b) Each small group makes 1ts presentation. R "_‘ e ) d. .

ey Participants analyze “each presentation as to the level of |
moral reasoning seemlngly present Give examples where pos~

sible.r, | Ee . S : ‘ SN
SREIEE b S
S ii) :"; N 7.
141) - v .
[ g _-" T S , - - - L

Assignment for NEXT DAY:. ' o s

‘a) . Make sure that you have paid your fifteen dollars to’ Ruth .
- for cost of materials in. this program... o R SN

b) Be prepared to participate in a role-play on DAY #10
'wherein an administrator will attempt to. resolve-a moral di- .
}cmma where, the.disputants are not operating on the same 1evel
~ of moral reasoning.- o : - :

'
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DAY - #10 (MONDAY, JUNE Gth); Seif-Application of Stage Theory as a

' Too1’to Resoiving Admihiétrafive Crises -

A

-

: ' N sy ‘ ' -
« % AL TYocusY. - SR

e

‘ " The ‘group will draw upon all 1its experiences to date to make ‘a
critical application of stage theory concepts to administrative moral
, . dilemmas involving challenges to authority. The opportunity will be
) B given tp develop a strong, supportive case for one's particular view-

jpoint on the matter.
e
B.  STRATEGIES:
il.:;,Introduction: ‘ N o L
:Briefly'téView Appendix G - "schematics of Kohlberg".
2. Explanation of Hajdr Task: ‘ -
a) . A basic setting is provided for thév'rolefplay“:
. '-'1\ “' . 5 ' X . '4 H’_ . " . . - .
o ' A teacher has perceived a student to be swearing and

deénands-,{ugt punishment. . . e .

W : Lo P The. student contends he was not swearing, if anything,
BRI : .. he was trying to be creative. Besides, he argues, even if

S . the language used was considered to be a ‘touch 'bad', there .
., are no rules explicitly forbidding bad language, except in -, ..
.. language 'elass. Lo K : :

The teacher feels*that the student should Ye deart
with severely, as an example to everyone else in the school. -
By making everyone think abowt detentions and punishments,.
" ‘the ‘teacher argues, the general calibre of language will
&,_improve". : . » ; : i .
,) Q.iThévﬁuestion.is: How should the administrator soive - -
' this dilemma? Who is right? What' action should be taken?

" b)  Eachsmall group will. be assigned stages for both the
teacher and student which.may not directly reflect the ap-

. ‘pearance of the.settingidescribed above. The challenge is

. for each small grdup'tp prepare a five-to-ten migg:e 'role~

. _ play' by- developing the dialogue at the appropridfe .stage

S R ' - level and then having the administrator attempt th resolve

o L this dilemma  through the utilization of different stage argu-

ments, - : R : S

P - c) : When edch,small group makes its presentation, the other

e " groups will attempt to-identify the stages at which the

» téacher and student are arguing their cases, and the differenpl

,‘v ' = 2/';

e
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) | - . B I . | ) | 88‘
stages used in the administrator S argumgnCS . S

3. vSmall Group Activitles

a) Each participant is assigncd to one of four small groups.

§ et

b) Each group prepares and practises 1its presentacion

4. large Grodh D1scussion

a) The facilitator will review the procedures, no group is
to exceed ten ‘minutes in their role—play

b)‘ Each partlcipant reviews the other. groups' presentation
and notes perceived stages : S

[T : 3

1) Teacher © Student " Administrator

11) Teacher .- - Student Administrator
1ii) Teacher Student  Administrator o
iv) Teacher " - Student’ Administrator

~ . . Any additionai comments, including eXaﬁéles of stage
levels: i i . . S

L

5. Assignment for NEXT. DAY

<

Write down your personal perceptlons, according to the case’
study ‘as printed as to the variogs stages of -each .character.
“(teacher , student )3 and explain the best stage approach

_to use to resolve it. ® :
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DAY #11 (TUESDAY, JUNE 7th): Conclusion: Does the Tool Make Sense?

A. “Focus: _ o ’ g ' R : : R

The group now reflects on the viability of stage theory. as an ad-
ministrative tool.. Does one become more effective in’resclving moral -
_dilemmas by using stage theory processes? 1Is it worthwhile to try to
instill this tool in educational administrators? Consideration will
be given to the need to respect individual differences ‘among peers in
the resolution of administrative moral dilemmas -

‘B.  STRATEGIES:
1: Introdndtion:

C fThiégi;‘a follow-up to DAY #10 and the questlon "Does this
tool add ‘#Mything to the. educational administrator's 'bag of '
goodies hie uses in his daily wotk?" o

- 2. Large Group'Discussion:

. a)’ Regarding‘thei case® provided in DAY ﬁlO, note the stage
which the teacher appears to be at ; the student appears

~ to be at ; and the stage the administrator should be at
to best resolve this (in your estimatlon)

_ ' Note the general feeling of ‘the grodp. in this regard: ) .
Teacher Student o, Administrator v;.‘ ) o . .

Are there any major disagreements with this assessmenc7 e

If soy explain the reasoning in support of . such arguments




b) Consider the usefulness of using Kohlbcrg s stage theory
in the entire exercise: Are problems made.clearer and there-
. fore easier to solve Lhrough utilization .of Kohlberg S con~"’

cepts? Explain.

> ‘ — -
e) . Can moral dilemmas ‘be more. adequately dealt with and re- - L
solved, by using stage theory7 Or are sl;uations made "more ! N N \55

confusing? Explain’

d)” Is one's moral asoning aSSisted in any way by the.
knowledge of Kohlberg s systematlc approach’ "Expladin:

3. The Quescionnaire

When answering - the’ questionnaire be as complete and as honesc g
as possible (When completed you can leave for the day )
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4. ASsignment‘for NEXT-DAY; .
' Refléct on your expectations for the workshop and.be prepared
‘to - participate in’ a, general de-briefing as .to the positive, the
negative, the uncertain, the’ unexpected, and the interescing as-
. pects of the program.
Yoﬁlare encouraged to note any questions chat you may have
_had earlier in the program that have not been answered yet., More-
over, should you have.any questions:that were raised but put off
until the de—briefing session, these too,should be. brought forward

Comments and questions:.




303

g //_,4’——4 S

APPENDIX B

WORKSHOP EVALUATIONS -



S T s

. % ’
f ! .
: v ' ‘ 93
R o o\ M
: : - n . ' A
(B) WORKSHOP ASSESSMENT FORM |
: o L Very ~°  Some-~ ' .
: ) : ) S Much Yes what - No- .
A.  THE SESSION ITSELF - - B T ,
" 1. The purpbse of this session'was:clear. 4.3 T2
2, This session was relevant to the, overall theme. 4 3 i 2 1 . S/
3. The length of this session was appropriate/ ST
sufficient," . : 4 3 2 1
4. The form apd- structure of this session was R o o L R
apprOpriate/adequate. , s 3 e 1o
5. Sufficient. background was Ptov;ded for this R aﬂ”f‘* oo
" session. - R 1@»4 e300 20 ROR
y §,lThere‘was_a positive{ stimulating atmosphere : ’ : : .
" to this'session."' o e o 4 3 2 1
""B. " THE MATERIAL USED - Do e e . |
-7, Material prov1ded was interesting._’ B 4 3 2 S o
- 8. Material provided was useful ‘to the session. 4 3 2 0"}
9. This material will be relevant in clarifying _ S . :
future dilemmas.. ‘ . o R I 2 1
C.  GROUP PROCESS - , g )
‘10% The small group activity was a positive L R o )
' experignce._‘ ‘ .43 2 1w
;ll. Classmates - generally listened adequately/ ‘}]' y . s
o ’sufficiently. _ b3 2 L .
12, "We. seen to- be getting somewhere in this v L S T
o session": oo _ : S -4 3 2.0
SD. - - THE- LEADER - : ! v - o L
‘113 The. leader was pfbpared o 3 S 4 N
__14 The leader listened adequately 4. 1
'15 The leader is helpful 4 A
E. THE EXPERIENCE e
16. This experience should be helpful to my role o ‘ ‘
 as an educational administrator. ' v 4 53 2 1

'Ff COMMENTS -»~'




" (B-I) WORKSHOP EVALUATION: DAY f6 - B RN

- “

1. Briefly comment on the value of using "caser studies” in a workshop
.such as this: ’ -

. -
~c
<
,
»

i 4 ’

P

——
5

2. Which‘Qgsé study has béen the mos& valuable fromlyourjpéfspecti§é?'

Why? - N ‘ . o . .

) S P o o ' L

i ~ > f

. - R M 4 ) : ,
. 3. Which has been the least va}uable?"Why?
. . . T - N N . . -2
s o a : : O -
’q ——
a 7 “.'.
4. -.Have you "any other comments to ‘make about the yse of "case 'stuglies"
or amy othe® aspects of this program? . . o -
By b ; -
*
oL % ¢
o ‘
- ° - Ny - ’ '
i R
» -
- )
. - " ..b‘ ’
. o8 & :
. . N -, -
. 5

94
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'(B-II) WORKSHOP EVALUATION: DAY #9 : : o B
X 1. Briefly comment on the value of using "edited films" in a workshop ‘
~such as this: ) :
o -
\/ : .
2. W‘hich film has been. the most valuable. from ydur perspective? Why? .
' . ’ 4 B
3. Which film has been least valuable? Why?
. - ] 'C
4. . Have you any other comments to make about the use of "edited films" -
or any other aspects of this program? o : s
S —~ ‘
« S sl ' :F‘
! N ;
; 3
e L
o ; . 3
! - v
o i




1. 'sziefly-comménc.on the

(BAII1) WORKSHOP EVALUATTON: DAY #10.

©

value of using "small-group” sessions
workshop such as this: . . .

. \

Ry

. o,

. Which small-group session was

, the most vélhable:frém your perw
spective? Why? (You~m;y ment

lon names if you wish).

i

c.
-

Have you any. other comments’ to make .about the

or any other aspects of this workshop? . .

_(.

"small—group" pioéess

96
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(B-1IV) WHAT.HAS BEEN THE VALUE OF THE "EXPERIENCE" . o o

s

Name:

IN ADMINISTRATIVE DECISTON-MAKING

NB ﬁe:concise!

-In what'ways. has this workshob been a valuable experienée?,.

1.
W - o : , .
-
2. What have you learned about processes relavant to moral reasoning?

3. 'In what vay may this help you to act di‘ferently as an administra- . -
tor? , :
.
!
i
_ v
4. Can a dilemma be: a) of an administrative nature only?
b) of a moral nature only’ .
‘ c) a bit of both? - -
Explain how you can determine that.
5. To what extent may circumstances determine at what stage a moral
' dilemma is resolved? - : ,
Gt‘. What about affecting the circumstances so that the nature of the .

dilemma is changed? or so that the enormity of the dilemma is
diminished or even eliminated? ‘ :

97
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‘Definitely Yes. Maybe Hard11>§g-

7. Refieéiing on the goals. and éspira—A

" tioms of the leader, do you think . A v

" these werévattained?f ' , .5 4 3 2 - 1 -

8. Did you, -at-any time, feel you , :

_were being manipulated? Explain: 5 4 3 2 -1 o

3

. :

9. Wodld §6u.bg prepafed to go thrcugh . . v
a similar type of ekperienée again? 5 4 3 2 1

Explain: . ‘ . . o : T

10. Were the small group sessions a_ - ' R
worthwhile experience? . - T 5T 4 3201

' Additional Commentsi

@




(B-V) EVALUATION OF THE EXPERIENCE '

’ .Explain.

Name :

an

K Has the program been 1nteresting’

Do you see the putpose of the program’

”'Is it worth the efforL’

‘Should this. kind cf program be added

to the course offerings of Educa-
tional Administration? . Explain:

Should the group leader have been more

explicit in what he was trying to-do?

In retrospeét;.dia tﬁe,iea&én:“
(1) ‘1eéd too -much, .
(i1) lead too little,

'(iii) conduct the process adequately7

Comments

"Reflectlng on your own goals and
dgpirations ‘when you started this pro~

gram, vere: these attained’ Comments.

5
5

MUECYT,

5!

x‘l’v

BN

wWww -

2

:.2

RN

_Definitely Yes Maybé Hardly No
.5

1

1

(NN

99
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7.  What possible consequences .can -you percelve arising from the man-
' ner in which a moral dilema 1is resolved? Where is force jusei--,
- 'fied? When.must .the decision-maker accept suffering for “himself -
, (d.e. rééélﬁé%@?gl with good rather than evil against evil)?
. R - ; U L‘»” RN . . . B S

w

8. ' By using Kohlbgfg}s concepté;vmigh: you, as an administrator, tend
" to become more of a manipulator?  Would this be good or bad?
/ . Explain: o . o . R

9.  Additional Commentsgu
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I APPENDIX C

" THE KOHLBERG QUESTIONNAIRE
("The Pre- and Post-Test")
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. THE QUESTIONNAIRE
STORY 1 - . '
In Europe, a woman was’ near death from a special kind of cancer.

- 'There was one drug that the dcctors thought might save her. - It was a
form of radium that a druggist in the same town had recently Yiscovered.
The' drug’ was expensive to make, but’ the druggist was‘charging ten times
what the drug cost him to make. He paid $200 for the radium and charged
$2,000. 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 to-

gether ‘about $1,000,.which was half of what it cost. He told the drug-
~ glst 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 fxom it." So Heinz got desperate and broke
into the man's store to steal, the drug for his- wife. :

1. Should Heinz have done that’ Was it actually wrong or
right’ Why7 o _ R S : N
2. Is it a husband s duty to stcal the drug for his w1fe -
~° 1f he cad get it no other way’ Would a good husband
-do 1t?. : o ' C

'3.‘ Did the druggist have the right to charge that much
when there was no law actually setting a limit’to the
price? Why? . ,

=

E Answer questlons Aa and b only if you think Heinz should steal the drug.l

‘45. 1f- the husband does not feel very close or affec—d
tionaté to his wife, should he still %teal the drug’

4b. Suppose it wasn' t. Heinz's wife who was dying of*cancer
but it was Heinz's best friend. His Iriend didn't have

family willing to steal the drug. .Should Heinz steal *
the drug for his friend in that case" Why7

Answer questions 5a and b only if you think Heinz should not steal the
drug.v .

'véa;'7w°u1a you steal'the drug to Save YOur_wife‘s life?

T j5b._ 1f you were dying of cancer but were strong enough
' would you steal the drug to save your own. life’

6. . Heinz broke into the ‘store and stole Lhe drug and gave’ it to-

his wife. He was caught and brought before the judge. Should

* the ‘Judge send Heinz to jail for stealing or. should he 1et
him go free? Why”

- : o R SO _fffﬁ\\\\\;;‘

313
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STORY II
: The dfug didn't work and thege wvas no other treatment known -to
medicine which could save Heinz s wife, so the doctor kanew that she

had only ‘about 'six months to live. -She was in terrible pain, but
she was so weak that a’ good dese of pain-killer like ether or morphine

" would make her. die sooner. She was delirious and almost crazy with

pain, and in her calm periods, she would ask the doctor to glve her
enough ether to kill her. .She said she couldn't stand the pain and

© was going to die in-a few months anyway.

7. Should the doctor do what she asks and give her the drug
' that will make her die7 Why . :

8.: When a pet animal is badly wounded and will die, it is. .
*~killed” to put it out of its pain. ‘Does''the same thing*
apply here? Why?

- K

Answer questions' 9, 10, and ll;zoniy-if you think the doctor should . not

give her the drug.‘
9. Would you blame the doctor for giving her the drug’

10. “”What would haue been the best for the woman herself,
~ to have had ‘her live for six months more in great pain
or to have died sooner? Why?: '

11. ~Some countries have a law that ddctofa can put away a
o rsuffering person who will die anyway Should the doc-
tor do it in this case? :

| STORY III SEUR ST ::;’. o y AR

While all this was happening, Heinz was in jail for- breaking in .
and trying to steal the medicine. He had been 'sentenced tg ten years,".;

- But :after a couple of. years, he escaped frdm the prison an ‘went to

-1ive-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 niost of his profits to build a hospital for work in.
curing cancer. Twenty " years. had passed, when a tailor recognized the

" factory owner as being Heinz, the escaped convict whom the policge had

been looking for back in his home town.

16. Should the tailor report Heinz to the police’ Would it.
be right or wrong to keep quiet7 Why? -

317.‘113 it a citizen s. duty to report Heinz? WOUId a good

' citizen’ o ‘ o : :
: i&."If Heinz was a good friend of the tailor would that make'
o a difference’ Why?.

314 -



- 104

'19. Should Heinz be sent back to jail by the judge?
Why’

STORY v

Joe is a fourteen-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 it
himself. So Joe worked hard at his paper route and saved up. the $40
it cost 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 would 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,"
‘80 he' thOughc of refusing to give his father ‘the money.

3

20. Should Joe refuse tOxgiVE his father the money?. Why?

21. Does his father have the right to tell Joe to give him
the money? . . ) -

& ) ] B . A N -

22. Does giving the money have anything to do with being a
good son’._

. 23, VWhich is worse, a father breaking a promise to his son, .
or a son bteaklng a promise to a father7

24, Why should a promise be kept7

STORY V

" Several years later, Joe, and. his brother 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. / Joe, the young-
. er 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 needed $500 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 -

S loaned him the money. So Joe’ and Alex skipped town,_each w1th $500.

;~25 If you had to say who did worse, would you say Alex did
worse to break into the store and steal the $500, or Joe'
" did worse to borrow’ the $500 with no intention of paying
ic. back’ Why’ :

26, Would you feel 1ike a worse person, stealing like Alex, or>
cheating 1ike Joe? . L .

..

- 27. Why shouldn t someone'steal from a store anﬁhOW’ _ : P
: eone. _

-~

.28 Who would feel worse, the store owner. who waa robbed or the
o man who was cheated out of the loan7 Why’ ' '

315
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29. Which sl}ouid the law be more harsh or strong agains/t, '
stealing like Alexl, or cheating like Joe?" Why? ‘

etz
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APPENDIX D
ON BOARD -
]

'R

.(Excerpted from Booklet, Developed by -
£ ! eV y

\’Nationa'l School Board's 'Associ_atibn')
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of

this situation.
’you may write-~ “your own decision at F
“Chairman.) -

.

ON BOARD

Part I

|

" Call the chairman of the board

to ask what board policy is: on

.-the handling of citizen com-
"plaints.f» S :

Call-the. pe '
form thatf a powerful citi-

- zen has’ a'.gr{pe about one of
-~ 'his staff.

uperintendents,’
1like board members, are more
effective when forewarned of

. conflicts before facing them.

‘Relax;aydu have -acted properly.

The superintendent can handle
operational problems efficiently

. vthrodgh his chain of command’

open. the matter- for discussion.
the decision’ _your BOARD would make in the: situation.

which you soupolitelyboutlined.

Call the teacher to,éet'the _
facts on the other side of the

.sCOry before notifying the
.superintendent.“ ) .

‘Write a note to the sqgerinten— .
- dent and get- some re?n; .

; _(Other)

" Individual®
' Choice

Without talking this matter over with your BOARD place a check in
‘the ‘individual choice column next to the decision you would make in
If none of the alternatives supplied satisfies you,
* You are-not the Board

BOARD
Choice .

“If you choose an

107

‘When all members of the BOARD have marked their individual decisions,
Then place a check on the line next to

alternative invented by a BOARD member write it on line F. and ‘check the -
BOARD Choice column. ,

.v-Do not. do Part II until nfter
- your  BOARD decision has. been
made and ‘tecorded! .

318
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ON BOARD

Pare II
VA

" CONSEQUENCES
, .
o
) To evaluate how youx ‘BOARD handled this situation, read the con-
sequence which corresponds to your ‘BOARD's decision. A look at the
.consequences of other decisions will allow you to learn from othersiﬂ
competenciea or mistakes. * !

"~A. - Call the board chairman, if your intention is to find out .

" about establisheq board policy.. is. 'a sensible step-to take

in any situation ‘Since the board's functiom is to establish
policy, and the administration's function is to .implement
policy, the conversation with. the board chairman’ should per- o
- - tain’ only ‘to board polie¢y. This disgruntled parent s com~

- plaiat is a™matter for. ‘the administration nat the board.

Alse your’ involvement/ might - complicate the superintendent 8
handling of this’ affair (Score 5 p01nts) 3 .

B. Intruding in the administratlon of the'school system should
be avoided.  You have already outlined the administrative
chain of command ‘(and. you' were not. fncluded in it).. Calling
the superintendent might be helpful action only if you possess ’
facts'which could aid him in solving an: immediately forseen’
problem. Your involvement might result in complicating the -
superintendent s handling of the affair (Score 4 points)

C. . The board's responsib%lity is to: establish policy, not to’ run

: the daily administration of the school system. Therefore,
politely informing a complalnant of the admlnistrative chain .
'of command to be followed is the appropriate position 'te take,

- however powerful ‘the complainant. 1f .fthe complainant.wre to
.indicate he did not iptend to follow the procedure,. @s out-

. lined, it would be sensible simply to inform the: superinten—'

v$§ dent of the facts of the matter. (Score 8 points)

S

D. It is wise, of course, to gather facts before acting. .- However,

this is a matter for the -administrative chain of command, not
for the school board. A call from the board member-to a teacher
> . could be misconstrued by the teacher as.a threat. In«this
' case, the intursion could spark a district—wise teacher con- .
* cern ‘over what could be a minor matter. (Score 1 point)

call, this could be a helpful position to. ta Te super- .

E. As 1ong as yOur note pertained ‘to the facts of the telephone‘
€bhafatrouble

intendent may welcome having heard in advance

e may. occur. Remeémber that the administration of the school sys—-.

tem is not the. responstbility ‘'of board members. "(Score 6 points

R

y
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If your BOARD made a decision suggested by a participant WEich: .maintaing-. '
; : the division of authoricty by which the board established- ‘
: policy .and the administration implemented that policy, o
' 8ive your BOARD a'score‘of'lo. If you feel you have learned dnythihg
th#t would helpﬁyou as'h béard member, add 3 to your individual score.
Individual Score . BOARD Score - - '
. s .
. .
- [+3
/ .
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(APPENDIX E

CONSCIENCE IN CONFLICT ’ s ' . »

(Excerpted from‘Learning Corporation of America's . °

.Teacher'; Manual - Great Themes of Literature) o S .
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SUMMARY OF THE Fr

At the openi
Seasons, based on
executed. _He has
his religious bel
very identity.

The commenta
More's dilemma.

:CONSCIENCE IN CONFLICT

Part 1
LM

Robert Bolt'sg play, Sir Thomas

S111

S

ng of this edited version of the film, A Man.for'a11‘

More is about tg be

. chosen to die in this manner rather than éompromisej‘v"
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changes costumes throughout to portray many of the subsidiary charac-
ters —— a boatman, a publican, the.Jailer,,and>More'S‘servanc.

Matthew. He speaks directly to the audience, undercutting.the high-
serious tone of the play. He steps out of the play's tapes-try of
abstractions and earnest moralizings to whisper earthy and vulgar
asides. He takes neither the play nor himself too seriously, opting
for survival dt any price. .In him, the audience recognizes. itself --
"defensive, practical, shrewd, materialistic, and vulgar. - His presence -

throws Sir Thomas More's drama into high relief.

— .

The pléy'proéer,begins with More's refusal to give his student, Richard

" Rich, a position in his household, solely because he' doesn't feel that , ¥
Rich is good or trustworthy enough. More advises Rich to *become a. . : L 3
teacher, but Rich decides instead to .join the camp. of More's ‘potential ‘

enemy, Thomas Cromwell. Summoned to Cardinal Wolsey's chambers, More e
is asked to side with the Cardinal in sanctioning the King's wish.to

" divorce Catherine of Aragon and marry Anne Boleyn. More refuses to

discuss the situation. As he waits for ‘'a boat outside Wolsey's home, S
he sees Cromwell and is drawn -into’ conversation with him, a conversa- T oL e
tion which reveals the 111 will between the two men. When Cromwell . ~ R '
takes his leave of More, Chapuys, the Spanish Ambassador, enters and ST

tells More how unhappy Spain-would, be in the King'divorced Catherine. ’
Politics and morality are both involved in the divorce questiom. -
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- Upon the death of Wolsey, More 1s made Lord Chancéllor of Eugland’
- and is visited by the -Kind." Henry makes it quite clear that hé wants
More to approve of his marriage. More's refusal to commit himself
angers the King, who leaves. abruptly. More agrees with his wife, Alice, s P
that perhaps he 1s a fool for not .going along with the King, but main- - | : o
" tains that silence as a safe course, traditionally denoting approval h o
rather than disapproval.  The King draws up the "Act of Supremacy”’, .

making himself -Supreme Head of the Church of England. 'Whenthe Church, L
in convocation, agrees to the Act, More relinquishes his chain of office, ‘ T

s s aSE
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hoping to be "out of sight; out of mind". Though forced -to release his
“'servants$ and sell his furniture, More; stands firm and refuses to go -

. .-along with either the "Act of Supremacy' or the ensuing "Oath .of Alle-
- .glance”. - The King's displeasure,!fanned by Cromwell, becomes So great-’

that More'is arrested and sent-to the Tower of London.
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After years of imprisonment, questioning, and prodding, More will
.still not alter his principles. 'With ‘the perjured evidence of Richard S
Rich, and the jury of twelve terrified men, More is condemméd to death: R
'He dies satisfied in the knowledge that he has“been honest with him- e L T

, Self‘and,faithfql to his conscieﬁde.r
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VIEWS OF MORE °
He was the person of the greatest virtue these islands ever .
produced, o ST Lo
' Samuel Johnson

More ig -a man of an a.nge'l"svwit and siﬁgular Zédrni.ng‘;.l’ know note . 4

hie' fellow. For where is the man of that gentleness, lowliness, and
~affability? And as time requireth.g man of marvellous mirth and .
pastimes; and-sometimes of as sad gravity: - a man for all seasons.

. -
Robert Whittinton

S <<« Thomas More, as I wrote about. him, became for me a man with -
an adamantine sense of his own self. He knew where he began an left
off, what area of himself he could yteld to the encroachments of his

-enemies, and what.to-to the encroachments. of those he loved. It was
a substantial area in both cases,- far he had a proper sense of fear

- and was q busy lover. Since he was a clever man and g great lawyer,

‘he .was able to retire from those areas in wonderfully good order, but
at length he was asked to retreat from the. final areq vhepe he located
his gelf.  And there this supple,’ humourous, unassuming,. and sophisti-

- . cated persen set like metal, was overtaken by an obsolutely primitive

rigor, and could no more’ be budged than a eliff.

_ Thﬁ&'accounf of him developed as I wrote: "whi,t first attracted me
'wag a person who could not be accused of any incapacity for life, who

' indeed seized life in great variety and almost greedy quantities, who'

« nevertheless found something in himself without which life was value-
~ less and when that was denied him, was able to grasp his death: - For .
there can be no doubt, given the “elpcumstances, that he did it himself.
If, on any day up to that of his execution, he had. been willing to give - -
public approval to Henry's marriage with Amnig Boleyne, he could have
- gone on'living. Of course, the marridge was associated with other .

. /things - the attack on the abbeys, the whole Reformation policy - to
which More was violently opposed, but I think he could.have found his -
way . round those; he showed every sign of do#ygg so.. Unfortunately, his &
" approval. of the marriage was asked for in a form that pequired him to

. gtate that he believed what he didn't believe, and required him to
state it on oath. - = . N R

. More was a very orthodor Catholic and for him an ocath. was gome- -
thing perfeetly specific; it was ‘an invitation to God, and'invitation
God would not refuse, to act as a witness and to judge; the consequence:.
~of perjury was damnation, 'for More another perfectly specific concept. . |
So for More the issue was simple (though remembering the outcome it .-
could ‘hardly have been easy). IR AR -
o ' ' el - Robert Bolt
c _ . © 7 (in.his introduction to”
e ..+ A Man For All Seasons) .
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Part. IIL.
: v

The Common Man character, who has ‘been 1eft out -of the film ver-

" sion of A MNan For All Seasons .is constantly ‘popping up in the’

play to comment on.the proceedings. His face is- described as-
"crafty, loosely benevolent, 1its best expression that of base

. humour." He is meant to be the opposite pole to Sir Thomas More,

and in the costumes of many characters with whom Mora's destiny -
is bound up, he points up. More's isolation.‘ If More personifles'

. free will and the constant possibility of choice, the-Common Man
18 the victim of convention and habit; he never sees-the\possi—
‘bility of another course of action. In his gulse as the jailer’ ~ ...’
,he says: . : . - :

. Common Man = Bit nearer the knuckle than most, but it's a

Job like any other job. They’d let him out

. if they could, but for various reasons, they -

san't. -I'd.let him out if I could, but I
= . ean't. Not without' taklng up residence in
e there myself.. And he's in there already, o
' 8o what's the point? You know the old adage7 o
- "Better a live rat than a dead Zton", and o
- that's about it. -

- (Robert Bolt, A Mar- fbr aZZ Seasons, Samuel
French, Inc., p 101) .

-1 The jailer doeSn t question for himself ‘the "various reasons”

" why Ythey" can't let More out.. . He accepts the decisions of - oo
the authorities. ~How do you judge the jailer in the respect?

" 'Does he represeut” what. the "average man on the street" today
thinks when he hears that someone has. been jailed in cases

' ""_involvlng politieal activism, 1ike che Berrigan brothers?

‘2. If you were'a jailer guarding a man who was - being unjustly

convicted would you even consider. helping him to escapé"

3. Does the average man feel too helpless as one. individual to
- even be concerned with following his conscience? 1§ this
" what sets More apart--his sense of belng able to do something
- meaningful ‘as an’ individual’ ) . . . o

f As an epologue to. the play, the Common Man appears stage center to

Bay:

‘_COmmoﬁ-Man L I'm breathtng Are you breathzng? Too? It's- |,
el " nice‘isn't it? It isn't difficult to keep alive, .
'+ friendg--just don't make trouble--or if you must
make' trouble, make the sort of trouble that's
expected. Well, I don't need to tell you that.
Good night: If ve should bump into one another,
s _ .recognize me... . - v _
SN (Ibid., P. 129)

S SN o e e L e .
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4. .The Common Man is making the case for survival at any cost.
Do you agree? Would that be the opinion of the majority of
today's people? ' Do you' think that centuries ago, when
people had religious. faith, the majority would.still have
opted for survival? ' o S EE

5. What does the Common Man mean by telling the audience to
- "recognize me"? v . : -

In the play, Inherit the Wind, by Jerome Lawrence and Robéft“E. ﬁee;

Matthew Marrison Brady and Henry Drummond are opposing lawyers, in

'a "Scopes Monkey Trail" type courtroom drama, arguing whether or

not man was created by God or ‘if he evolved from the apes. Drummond,

" a supposed agnostic, has defeated the Bible by thumping Brady,

whith leads‘to‘Brady's death. As Drummond 18 packing his briefcase
he is stoppgd and questioned by a cynical newspaperman, Hornbeck:

Drummond ~ What am I accused of?

Hornbeck I charge you with contempt of coﬁscieﬁcef.,éelf
o perjury. Kindness aforethought. -Sentimentality
- 4{n. the first degrez. o o

- Drummond - Why? Becc;usé I ;re'fuse.to‘erasve" a man's Z’ife.time?':
T tell you Brady had the samé right as Cates (the
defendant): the right to be wrong. R -
HornBeqk<j"Bé Kind to'ﬁigots"AWeek. Since Brady”sidéath, we
~must be kind. God, how the world ig rotten with .
kindness. ' - . R
got lost. Because he was looking for God too.
high up and too far avay. L

Dmmmond_ 4 giant once lived in the body.. But. Matt 'Bz?adyl;j*

Hornbeck You hypbériﬁe!‘-Yoﬁ f?qud!"XWithﬂﬁ growing sense
- of discovery) - e o
You're more religious than he was.

4

]

. Cémpare that scene'ﬁith the following one from A'Man.For-Ail

Seasons, which.shquld‘lead into a lively discussion of .the 1aw,‘

‘and a grea:-lawjer's'respeét for it, and beldef that the law ap-

plies equally to all men regardless of likes, dislikes;,beliefs,

* or ‘disbeliefs:

More  Let me draw your attention 0. a fact--I', not God. .
: © The currents and eddies of right and wrong which
you find such plain sailing, I can't navigate.
 I'm no voyagewr. But in the thickets of the law,
. oh; there I'm a forester. I doubt if there's a
man alive who could. follow me there,. thank God.

[T
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Alice Whtle you talk he's (chhazd Rmch) gone! ;
More And go he should if he was the deuzl hzmself.‘
. until he broke the Zaw. L o ;
 ',‘ AT ‘ R.opévl“ ' So ndw you give the devzl benefzt of‘ law'
‘More Yes.  What wouZd you do? Cut a g.neat m:ad

- ‘ ' thz'ough the Zaw to get aftez- the devzl?
‘Ro‘per\‘” ' I'd cut down evepy' law in E‘ngland ko do that.
‘More 1 Oh? .And when the, last Zaw ‘wag down, ahd the

devil turmed round on you--where would you hide,
Roper, the laws being "Zat')

& - . : j
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- great changes in man's concept of nature, religion, the world, and him- S _-' L Co

- Passages from the book will give a better picture of More, the thinker:

(e
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o

BACKGROUND ON SIR THOMAS MORE - R

Sir Thomas More was a Humanist, a leader of that gfoup‘of scholars o
and philosophers who set themselves the rask of rediscovering ancient N R /
texts and the lost ideas of the ancient civilizarions and helped make i

self. The Humanists pressed for reform, and Utopta, the classic work o o
by Sir Thomas More, dealt.with the. problems of the day. Utopia itself . N S

is a land combining More's imagination and truths about the world of L
the Renaissance.. Through his' imaginary storyteller, Raphael Hythlody, - .. Ny ¢ .
More gives his views on the world at its best and its worst. A few

The institution of the republic (of Utopia) has this ome chief .. .
atim < that, as far as public necessity allows, all eitizens L
" shauld ‘be given as much time as possible away from bodily service 5
for the freedom and cultivation of the mind. For- there, they think,
lies happiness in life. - E o . o o :
C  (from "On the Occupations of the Utopians™)
<+ -+ @s goon as it is decided what product is in plentiful supply
- anywhere, -or what is not so plentiful elsewhere, then immediately
the abundance of one place makes up for the need of the other.
And this they do free, receiving nothing in exchange for what they )
gtve. But if they have given anything from their supplies toa . 1.
particular city without asking for anything in exchange, they re-
-eeive whatever they themselves need from another city to which they .
have' given nothing. So the whole island is Llike one- household.

\ 14

R e

 (from "On the Travels of the Utdpiéns")

: e«s. they never discuss happiness without Jjoining to rational
. philosophy some principles taken from religion. Without these
principles, they think that reason in ttself i maimed. and weak
for the investigation af true happiness. Their prineiples are
such as these: the soul is immortal and by the kindness of God
born to happiness; for our firtues and good deeds, vewards are
- appointed after this life, and for cwr sins, punighments. Al-
‘though these ‘tenets belong to relig:ion, yet they think that men
are led to believe and accept them by reason... For they consider . o :
. tt sheer madness to pursue havsh and difficw.t virtue; and not S
- ~merely to renouce a pleasant life bu even willingly to' endure B
“pain, from wkich you migh expect tgaprpfit. ‘For what profit ean - - -
there be if you gain nothing after death when you have passed S o &
the vhole of this life unpleasantly, that is to say miserably :
- v+ It 18 a’most humane virtue, and none is move appropriate - S
for a man than to lessen the migéry of others, remove the anguish o Co 3
of their lives and restore ‘them to joy, in other words, to ‘ ;
pleasure. Why. then should not nature urge a man to do the same’ ‘-
for himself. _ : S v

o (from "On the Travels of thé'btbpiansﬂ) - e
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. . public duties--~they lead their country by a
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Part II

EA

'Early in the play, when More has not'yet_béen_fbréed to maké a

definitive stand, he meets with Cardinal Wolsey to discuss the
question of the divorce. Wolsey ,takes pains to discuss the cause
of England in the matter, to appeal to More's deep commitment to '
his country. But- Moré doggedly refuses to confuse his role a
statesman with his identity: ' - o

. Woiséy If you could just see facts flat oﬁ, without
that horrible moral squint; with just a little
common” sense, you could have been a statesman. . ..

')/Hqigj//> ... I belieue, when gtatesmen forscke their

ghort ‘route to chaos.
“(Ibid., p- 23)
1. In North American history, there have been great statesmen
who did forsake their personal sense of right and wrong for -
what they believed was the’good of the country. Lincoln
deeply believed in the wrong -of  slavery, 'but he very deliber-
ately held but againidt freeing the slaves during the war until
he felt that the Union army was winning and the soldiers would |
‘accept the fact ithat they were Fighting for more than the
preservation of the Union. - What would Thomas More have had -
to say about Linceln? If history justifies his (Lincoln's)
actions, did he do the right thing for himSelf as well. as
for his country? ' S N
2. How can ome justify More's statement when we look at men like"
' Hitler and Mussolini, who, by following their belilefs, lead

. their countries to chaos?

More's diughteq‘indirectly questions him on the subject of being a . -

_martyr when she is-allowed to visit ‘him in the Towet on the coii-

dition that. she will try to make him take the Oath:

Meg - . In any State that was half good, you would be
. raised up high, :not here, for what you've done
already. It's not your. fault the State's three-
quarters bad. . Then if you elect to suffer for
‘1t, you elect yourself a hero. . P

More . That's very neat. But look.. If'we lived .in a ' . R
state where virtue was profitable, common gense : = : =
‘would make us good, and greed would make us saintly.
And we'd live like animals or angels in the happy
. land that needs no heroes. ‘But- singe in fact we See
that avarice, anger, envy, pride, sloth, lust, and .~
stupidity commonly profit far beyond Jumility,

s S

. 7:‘1
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“chastity,  fortitude, justice, and thought, and
have ‘to choose, to be human at ali--why then per-
haps we must stand fast.a little--even at the
rigk of being herces. o B
(Ibid., pp. 111-112) Lo C

‘7
AR

R

3. ‘Whét‘ddés More mean by the "risk of" being heroes? Are we »
skeptical 6f heroism today?  Why? ! R : : o , R

-
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' . APPENDIX F. -
THE'.KOHLBERG THEORY

Te

.(_Excerpted' from Phi ~D’e1ta’Kap‘paf1, Ju‘r_le'f 1975)
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LAWRENCE KOHLBERG . " . 4 s v - . |

FAPE o ) Lo . R K Lo . .

.. . THE COGNITIVE-DEVELOPMENT APPROACH
~ TO MORAL EDUCATION.

. . . -
», . “

(The director of Harvard s Center for Moral. Education explains ‘
'Vthe Kohlberg stages in moral development; discusses .the aims of moral

‘and civic education, and describes the - center s continuing experimen—'

tal work. ) . - ‘ N

'In this article, I ‘present an overview of the cognitive~developmental
approach to moral education and its reskarch foundations, compare it
with other .approaches and report’ the experimental work my colleaguesv

and 1 are doing to apply the approach.

-

1. MORAL STAGES . ;ﬂ_.

The cognltive-developmental approach was fully: stated for the first'
time by John Dewey. The approach is called cognLtLve because it recog—
" nizes ' that moral education, like intellectual education, has its basis
in stimulating the active thinking of the child about .moral issues and,
decisions. It is called oevelopmental because it seems the.aims of
. moral education as. movement through moral stages. According to Dewey

The aim of education is growth or development both
intellectual ‘and moral. Ethical and. psychological princi-
ples can aid the school in the greatest of all constric--

tions ~ the building of a free and powerful character. ;;’ .
"Only knowledge of the order and connection of the stages in

" psychological development can insure - thig. - Education’is
‘the work of supplying the conditions which will énable the’

OB

manner. . . . oo
. . : R

' Dewey postulated three levels of'moral development" 1) the pre-~
moral or preconvent;onal level "of behavior motivated- by biological
"and social impulses with! results for ‘morals"; 2) the conventional level -
. of behavior "in which the individual accepts with little .critical re-
" flection the standards of his group”; 3) .the autonomous level of be-
havior in which "conduct-is guided ‘by. the: individual thinking and judging -
" for. himgelf whether a. purpose,is ‘good,’ and does’ not- accept ‘the standard
- of his group without reflection "k O e »

“ +

L

psycholigical functions to mature 1n the freest ‘and. fullest

‘ *These levels correspond roughly to ‘our - three major levels.'
preconventional, the. conventional, .and the’ principled. Simflar” levels
were propounded by gilliam McDougall Leonard Hobbhouse* and James Ma;k

Baldwin. .

332' =
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TABLE 1. DEFINITION OF MORAL STAGES
1. PRECONVENTIONAL. LEVEL

' Kt this level, the child ig responsive to cultural rules and
labels. of good and bad, right or wrong, but interprets these labels’
either in terms of the physical. or the hedonistic consequences of ac=
tipn (punishment, reward, exchange of'ﬁpvors) or in terms'of the physi-
cal power of those who enunciate the rules and‘ labels.  The level is

divided into the following two stages:’ ’

STAGE 1: The punishment—qnd—obedience crientation.* The physical
consequences of action determine its goodness or badness, regardless
of the human meanihg or walue of chese'coﬁsequenceé, Avoidance of
punishment and unqueqtiéhing deference to power are valued in ‘their own
right, not in terms of respect for an underlying moral order supported
by punishment and. authority (the latter being Stage 4).

STAGE 2: .The instrumental—relativié%'orientation. _Right action
consists ‘of that which instrumentally satisfies one's own needs.and
fbccasionally the needs of others. Humaﬁ relations gre'viewed in terms
1ike those of the marketplace. Elements of fairness, of reciprocity,.
and of equal sharing are present, but theyﬁare_always interpreted in a
physical, pragmatic way. Reciprocity is a matter of. "you scrtatch my

~'back and:I'll scratch,yours"; not of loyalty, gratitude, or justice.

¥
a

{1, CONVENTIONAL LEVEL

family,’ group, or-nation is perceivé&fés,valuable in its own Tight, fe—
gardles§ of immediate and obvious cchsequence§7 The attitude is not
.only one of conformity to persohaittxpéctations and spcial order, but
of loyalty to.it, of actively maintaining, supporting, and justifying
the order, and of identifying with the. persofis or® group involved ia it.
At this level, there are tﬂé'” following two stages: - .
" STAGE 3: The interpersonal concordance or "good i - nice girl"
orientation.  Good behavior is that which pleases or helps others and -
is approved by:thgm.. There is much conformity' to stereotypical images
of what is majority or "natural" behavior. Behavior is frequently
_ judged by -intentiomn - "he.means well" becomes important for the first
‘time. Oné‘earns approval by being "nice". o A .
. STAGE 4: The "law and order” orientation. There is orientation
toward authority, fixed rules, and the maintenance of the social order.
““Right behavior consists.of doing onefs duty, showing respect for author-
ity, and, maintaining the given social order for its own sake. '

4

2 At chisjlével; maintaining\éﬁgﬁexpectations of the individual's.

o122
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~III. POSTCONVENTIONAL, AUTONOMOUS, OR PRINCI?LED LEVEL

" 'At thlilis level, there is a clear effort to define moral values
and principles that have validity and application apart from the author-
ity of the groups or pergons holding thesé principles and apart from
the individual's own 1dentification with these groups. This level also
has two stages: - t

STAGE 5: The social-contract, Zegalistic orientation, generally
with utilitarian overtones. Right action tends to be defined in terms
of general individual rights and standards which have been critically
examined and agreed upon by the whole society. There is.a clear aware- |
ness of the relativism of personal values and opinions and a corres- A
ponding emphasis upon procedural rules for reaching consénsus. Aside
~from what 1is constlcutlonally and democratlcally agreed upon, the right.

‘is a matter ‘of personal 'values" and "opinion". The result is an em-:
phasis upon the "legal point of view", but with an emphasis upon the
possibility of changing law in terms of rational copsiderations of
social utility (rather than freezing it in terms of Stage 4 "law and
order"). Outside the legal realm, free agreement and contract is the
binding element of obligation. . This is the "official” morality of the -
American government and canstitution. ‘ : :

STAGE 6: .The: unzversal ethzcal—prznczple orientation. nght is
defined by the décision of conscience in accord with self-chosen ethical
“prtnczples sppealing to logical comprehensiveness, universality, and
- consistency. These principles are abstract and ethical (the Goldén
Rule, the categorical imperative), they are not concrete moral rules
like the Ten Commandments. At heart, these are uaiversal prlnciples
of justice, of the dignity of human beings as Lndzvzdua7 persons ("From
Is to Ought"; pp 163, 165).

- Reprinted from The Journal of thZOsovhy, October 25, 1973

128
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Dewey's thinking about moral stages was theoretical. Building

~upon his prior studies of cognitive stages, Jean Plaget made the first

o

¢ity and exchange (roughly ages 8-12).%

In 1955, I started to redefine and validate (chrough'longitudiﬁal
and cross-cultural study) the Dewey—szgéc-levels and stages. The re-
sulting stages are presented in Table R

We claim to have validated the stage defined in Table 1. The

- notion that stages can be. validated by longitudinal study implies that

. Stages. . Stages are defined by responses to’'a set of verbal moral di- . -
-lemmas classified aecording to an elabprgte scoring scheme. Validating . )

- city boys of the same age.

;»viewed at three-year intervals thereafter,

stagesbhﬁye definite empirical characteristics.3 The concept of stages
(as used by Piage;,apdvmyself) implies the‘followingiCharacteristics:

1. Stages'aré'”structured thles"; or organized systems of
thought. ‘Individuals are Consistent in level of #oral judgement:’
2.  Stages fprm'qn invariantuseqaénce. Under all conditions ex—
cept extreme::rauma; movemgnt is'always forward, never backward. Indi-
viduals never skip stages; movement is always to the next stage up. -

3. Stages are "hierarchical integrations", _Thinking at a higher

. 8tage includes or comprehends within it lower-stage thinking. ' There i

a tendency to function at or prefer the highest stage availlable. o
. ST v . . )
. Y Ly :
Each of these characteristics has been demonstrated for moral

studies include:

L. A 20-year’study of 50,Chicago~area boys,’hiddleﬂand working~
class. Initially inietviewed at ages 10-16, they have been reinter-

Sl
S .

2. A small, six-year longitudinal study of Turkish village and .
i 3. - A variety of other’cross—section31 studies in Cahada,_Britain,

Istéel,.Taiwan, Yucatan, Honduras, and'India,

't

_ -.*Piaéet'é stages éorrespéﬁd'tb our first three stages:. Stage O'J
(pre-moral), Stage 1 (heteronomous), and Stage~2'(instrumental recipro-
city). T S R ’ ‘ :



With regard to the structured whole or c°nsistency criterion, we
have found that more than 50% of .an individual s thinking is always at
one stage, with the remainder at the next: adjacent stage (which he is
leaving or which he is moving into)

With regard to invariant sequence, our longitudinal results have
been presented in the Amerccan Journal-of Orthopsychiatry (see footnote
8), and indicate that: on every retest individuals were either at the-
same stage as three years edrlier or had moved up. ' This was true in
Turkey as well as’ in. the United States.,’ - g

With regard to .the hierarchical integration criterion, it has been
demonstrated .that adolescents .exposed to written statements‘at. each of
the six stages comprehend or correctly put into their own words all
statements at or below their own stage but fail to comprehend .any state-
ments more than one stage above their own.? Some individuals compre-
hend the next stage above their own; some do not: Adolescents prefer
(or rank at best) the highest stage they can comprehend.-

To understand moral stages it is important to clarify their re-

.lations to stage of logic or. Lntelligence, on the one hand, and to .

moral behavior on the cther. Maturity of moral judgment is not highly
correlated with IQ or verbal intelligence (correlations are only in the
30's, accounting for 10% of the variance) Cognitive development, in
the stage sense, however, is more important for moral development -than .
such correlations suggest. "Piaget has found that after the child learns
to speak there are three major stagesgof reasoning: ‘the intuitive, the -
concrete: pperational, an the formal #¥perational. At around age 7, the
child enters the stage o concrete logical thought:. He can make logical
inferences, classify, and handle quantitative relacions about concrete
operatidns. At this stage, they can reason abstractly, i.e., consider
all possibilities, form hypotheses, deduce implicbcions from hypotheses,

;and test them against reality. : Ty

> .

"Singe moral reasoning clearly is reasoning, advanced moral reason-

ing depends.upon advanced logical leasoningg a person's logical stage

puts al certain ceiling on the moral stage:; Me can attain. A person

" ‘whaose logical stage is only concrete operational is ‘limited to the pre=-
' " conventional moral stages (Stages 1 andwz) ‘A person whose logical

- stage is oply partially formal operational is limited to the convention-
.al moral stages’ (Stdges 3 and 4)." ¥%hile 1ogical development is nec- '

" essary for moral development and $ffs. limits to its, most individuals

aré higher in logical stage thar? tﬁey are in moral stage. 'As an example,
over 50% of late adolescents. aﬁdéidults are capable of full formal rea-
soning, but only 10% of these Adélts (all formal operational) display
principled (Stages 5 and 6)‘woral reasoning.

. e b . .
A L ~
‘_1: .
—— G -

*Many adolescentsygnd adults only partially attain the stages of

" formal operations. They ‘do consider all the actual relations- of one

- thing to another at the same time, but they do not- consider all possi-

vf bilities and form abstract,hypotheses, A few do not advance this far,
* remaining "concrete dperational.. - S

°
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‘The moral stages are ‘structures of moral Judgment or moral. rec-
Bontng Structures of moral judgment must be distinguished from the
. content of moral’ Judgment - As an example, we clte responses to a di--
! 'lemih used in our various studies to iudentify a moral stage. The di-~
e raises the issue of sjealing a drug to save a dying woman : The
inventor of the drug is selling it for 10 times" ‘what it. tosts him to
make it. . The woman's husband cannot raise the money, and the seller
refuses to lower the price or wait for paymeat. What should. the hus-
band do? : . : . N S

) ' s ' ) »e"'u

The choice endorsed by a subject (gteal’ don't steql) is called
the content of his: moral judgment in’ thé situation. His reasoning-
about the choice defines the structure of his’ moral judgment. The rea~
“'soning centers on the followlng 10 universal moral values or issues of
_concern to’ persons An these moral dllemmas ) N
Punishment : T R
Property L
Roles and concerns of affection
Roles and concerns’ of authority
"Law. | . . ]
Life . ! S " . S !

.
A2Y

Truth
:Sex ’

OWB~TWV W
e e » .

B

A moral choice involves choosing between ‘two (Or more) of these‘
values as they conflzct in concrete situations of choice(
The stage or structure of a person s moral judgment deflnes 1)
what he finds Valuable in each of these moral-issues. (life, law), i.e.,
how he defines the yalue, and 2) why he finds it vaﬁuable, d.e., the
freasons he gives for valuing it. -As an example, at Stage 1 1ife is
‘values in terms of the power or possessions of the person involved;
Stage. 2,  for its usefulness in satisfying the needs of the 1ndiv1dual
-~ in question or others; at Stage 3, 'in terms of the individual's rela—
tions with others and their valuation of him; at Stage %, in terms of
social or religious law. Only at Srages 5 and 6 is each life 's#en as
inherentlx worthwhile, aside from other considerations .

MORAL JUDGMENT VS MORAL ACTION

_ Having clarified the nature of stages of moral Judgment we must
‘consider the relation of moral judgment to moral actton., 1f logical -
‘reasoning is a necessary but not sufficient’ condition for mature moral
‘judgment mature moral judgment is a necessary but not sufficient con-.
dition for mature moral dction. ~One caumnot follow moral principles if

one does not understand (or believe in) moral.principles. However, ome

can reason in ‘terms of principles and not live up to these principles.-

RN

Liberty Lo N oL — 2o
Distributive justice T - o e .o
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"As’ an example, Richard Krebs and I- found thac only 15% of students show—
ing»some principled thinking cheated as compared to 55% of conventional
subjects and '70% of preconventional subjects. 5 Nevertheless, 15% of
,the principled SubJects did cheat, suggesting that factors additional

" B moral judgment are necessary for principled ‘moral reasoning to be

translated into “moral .action". Partly, these factors include the situ-
ation and {ts pressures. ‘Partly, what happens depends upon the indi-'

R vidual's motives and emotions Partly, what the individual does depends

.upon a general sense of will, putpose, or "ego strength", As an example
of the role of will or ego strength in moral behavior, we may cite the
study of Krebs: Slightly more than half.of his conventional subjects
cheated, These subjects were also divided by a measure of attention/ -
will. Only 267 of the:'strong-willed", conventional subjects cheated;
however 75% of the "weak—willed" subjects cheated

If maturity or - moral reasoning is only one factor in moral. behav10r
why does the cognitive-developmental. approach to moral educatfion focus
so heavily upon moral reasoning” For the following reasons:

1. Moral judgment while only one factbr in moral behavxor is
_the single most important or influencial factor yet discovered in moral
behavior. o

2. While other factors influence moral behaVior moral judgment
is the only . distinctively morab factor in moral behavior Tb illustrate,
we noted that the Krebs study indicated that "stoqg—willed convention-
al stage subjects resisted cheating more than "weak-willed" subjects.

For those at a preconventional level of moral reéasoning, however, - "wi11"
had an oppOSite effect. '"Strong-willed" Stages 1 and 2 subjects cheated
more, not less, than "wedk-willed" subjects, i.e,, they had the "courage
of their (amoral) convictions" that it was worthwhile to cheat.  "Will",
then, is an important factor in moral behavior,.but it is not distinc-
tively moral; it becomes moral only when informed by mature moral Jugg—
ment. S S Coe -

3. Moral Judgment change is long-range or irreverSible a higher
stage is never lost. Moral behavior as such is largely situational and"
reversible or "loseable" 'in new situations. , :

II. AIMS OF MORAL “AND cnixc EDUCATION e
‘Moral psychology describes what moral development is, as studied
empirically. Moral education must also consider moral philosophy, which

“'strives to tell us what moral development ideally ought to be.. Psychol-.

ogy find$ an invariant sequence of moral stages: moral philosophy must
‘be - invoked to answer whether a later stage is a better stage. The "stage"
of ‘sénescence and death follows the "stage" of adulthood, but that does
not. mean that senescence and death are better.’ Our claim that the latest
or principled stages of moral reasoning are morally better’ stages, then,

' must rest on considerafions of moral philosophy. LT
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‘The.c?éd;f%%n of ﬁoraL,philosophy.to'which‘we appeal is the liber-

al or rationaﬁ&{YQQition, in particular the "formalistic" or "deontol-
ogical™ tradition Funning from Immanuel Kant to John Rawls.6 Central .
to this tradition is the -claim that an adequate morality is principled,

" 1.e., that it makes judgméds In terms of uniyersal principles applic-

able to all mankind. Piinciples are to be distinguised from rules.
Conventional morality is grounded on rules, primiarily "thou shalt nots"
such.as’ are represented by the Ten Commandments,.prescrip;ions of kinds
‘of actions: Principles’are, rather, universal guides to make a moral
decision: An example is Kant's "categorical imperative”, formulated in
two ways. The first ig the maxim of respect for human personality,

“Act always toward the other as an end, not as a means". The second

is the maxim of universalization, "Choose only as you would be willing:
to have:evéryonefchoose in your situation". Principles like that of
-Kant's state the formal conditions of a moral choice or action. In the
dilemma in which a woman is dying -because a‘druggistwrefuses to re- ‘
lease his drug for less than the stated price, the druggist 1s not
acting morally, though. he is not validating the ordinary moral rules ,
(he 1is not actually stealing or murdering).'5But he is violating princi-.
ples: :

" Blst wére in the dying woman's.plaée,-he would‘hotiwént'a'druggist to

of what one would want everyone to do). : In a situation where stealing

is the only means to save a life, however, principles contradict the .
ordinary rules and would dictate stealing. . Unlike tules which are sup-
ported by social authority,'principles'arenfreely chosen by the indi-
vidual because of their intrinsic moral validity.* - . o

The conception that,a moral choice is a choice madefin'terms(of
‘moral principles is r@&%ﬁgﬂ to the claim of liberal moral philosophy
that:moralrprincipLe%8¥'ﬁ{ultimately principles of justice. 1In essence,
moral conflicts are ¢ 7ficts between the claims of persons, and prin-
. ciples for resolving these claims are principles of justice, "for giving
each his due”. Central to Jjustice are the demands of liberty, equality,
and reciprocity. At every moral ‘stage, there is concern for Justice.
The most daming statement a school child can make ‘about. a téacher is

that "he's not fair". At each higher stage, however the conception of -
- Justice is reorganized. At Stage 1, justice is punishihg the bad in
terms of "an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth". At Stage ‘2, it

. 1s exchdnging favors énd.goods,in'an equal manner. At Stages 3 and 4,
it .is treating people as they desire 1n’terms:of-the‘convéntionhl
‘Tules. - At Stage 5, it is recognized that all rules and laws flow from
Justice, from a social contract between the governors and the_gové:ned
designed to protect the equal rights of all. At Stage 6, personally
chosen moral principles are also principles of justice, the principles

*Not all freely chosen values or. rules are principles, hoﬁeiéf.'.
Hitler chose the "rule",f"exterminate_the enemies of the Aryan race",
but such a rule is not an universalizable principle. : ’
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any member of a societv would choose éor that society if he did ‘not
know what his position was to be in the society and#in which he might
be the least advantaged. 7 Principles chosen from this point of view
are, first, the maximum“liberty compatible with .the Jike liberty of
others and second, no inequalities QF goods and respect which- are not
to the benefit. of all, including the least advantaged

*'As an exampie of stage progressxon in the organization to justice,
we may take judgements about capital punishment. 8 Captital punishment
~is only firmly rejected at -the two principled stages, when thesnotion ..

.of justice as vengence or retribution is abandoned. At the sixth stage,
capital punishment is not ‘condoned even if it may have some useful -
deterrent effect in promoting law and order. This is because it is -
‘not ‘a punishment we would choose for a society if we assumed we had as
much chance of being horn. into the position of a criminal or murderer
as being born into the position of a law abider.

Why  are decisions- ‘based on universa1 princ1ples of justice better
decisions? Because they.are ‘decisions on which: all moral men ' could’

. agree. - When decisions are based on conventional moral rules, men will,
disagree. since they adhere to conflictlng systems of rules dependent
on culture and social p051tion Throughout -history, men have killed one
another in the name of conflicting moral rules and values, most recently_.
in Vietnam and the Middle East. Truly“moral or just resolutions of, con~:
flicts require principles which . are, or can be, universalizable ) f&

ALTERNATIVE AP'PROACHES' o S Lo

.We have given® a philosophic rationale for stage advances as the aim‘;

of moral ‘education. .Given this ratioriale, the developmental approach to
moral. education.can avoid the problems interent in the other two major

'approaches to moral. education. . The first alternative ‘approach.is‘ that of-
indoctrinative moral education, the preaching and imp051tion of rules and

" values of the teéacher and his culture on the child “In America, when'

this indoctrinative approach has been developed, in a systematic manner,
it has usually been termed ' "character education'. -
. ) i .
-Moral values, ir, the character education approach are preached or
' taught in- terms of.what may be called the "bag of virtues".. In the clas-
sic studies of character by Hugh Hartshorne and Mark May, the virtues
‘chosen were honesty,‘services and self—control.9' It is easv to get super-

jﬂﬂfic1al ‘consensus on_ such a bag of virtues - until one examines’ in detail
_the list of virtues involved and’ the details of their definition. Is the

Hartshorne and ‘May bag more adequate then the Boy Scout.bag (a Scout
“.should be honest, loyal, reverent, clean, brave, etc.)? When one turns
to the details of defining each virtue, one finds equal uncertainty or .
difficulty in reaching consensus. Does honesty mean one should not

steal to save a. life? ~ Does it mean that ‘a. student should not help another
student with his homework’ :

Charactér education and other forms of indoctrinative moral educa-
tion have aimed at teaching universal values (it 'is assumed that: ‘hones—
y or service are ‘desirable’ traits for all men in all societies) ‘but

.
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the detailed deflnitions used age relative ghey are defined by the
opinions of the “teacher and. the conventional cultu:re and rest on: the
-authority of the teacher for their justification. 1In this sense,
character sducation is close to the unreflective. valulngs by Ceachers
which constitute the hidden curriculum of the school * - Because of the
current popularity of 1ndoctr1nat1Ve approaches to moral. education, a’
family of approaches called 'values clarification" has become appealing
v to teachers. Values clarification takes .the-first step implieq,by a
rrational approach to moral education: 'theselicity of the child's own
judgement “or opinioniabout issues or situations in which values conflice,
‘rather than’ 1mposing the’ teacher's .opinion on him. Values clarifica- o
tion, however, does not-attempt to go further than ellcitlng awareness - .
.of values; it is assumed that bncoming more self-awdre ‘about Sme S ’ %
. values is an end in ,itself. Fundamentallv, -the definition ofjthe end
~ of values education as .self-awareness derives from a belief in ethical
teiat1v1ty held by many value-clarifiérs. As stated by Peter Engel;
"One must contrast value clarification and value inculcation: 8 Value .
clarification implies the prlnc1ple that in the consideration of values
there is no single correct answer." Within these premises of "no cor-
rect: answer', children are to discuss moral dilemmas in such a way’ as
.to reveal different values and dlscuss their value differences with each
other. The teacher is to stress that "our values are different" , not
that one“value is more’ adequate than oLhcrs If this program is sys—
tematically :followed, students will themselves bed .relativists, be-
lieving there is not "right" moral answer. For i hce, -a student
caught cheatlng might argue that he 'did ‘nothing wrong, since his own
hierarchy of values, which may be different from that of the teacher
made it rlght for him to cheat
) Like values clarlfication,.the cognitive-developmental approach to
-woral education stresses open or Socratic peer discussion of value di-
lemmas. Such discussion, ‘however, has an aim: . stimulation of movement
to the 'next stage of moral reasoning.  Like values clarification, the
developmental approach opposes indoctrination. Stimulation of movement
to the next stage of reasoning is not indoctrinative, for the following
reasons: ' P L ‘ ' :
1. . Change is/in the way of reasoniné#;ather than ih‘the'partiCU—’
lar bellefs involved. . - :
3
2. Students “in a class are at’ different stages, the aim is ‘to aid
movement of each to the next stage, not convergence on a ‘common patternf

:3. The teacher s .own opinion is neither <tressed or invoked as:
‘authoritative. It enters in only as one of many oplnions, hopefully one
of those at a next higher stage :

“*As an example of’ the "hidden curriculum we may cite a second—¢
grade classroom. My son came home from his classroom one day saying he o
did not want to be "one of the bad boys". 'Asked "Who. are the bad boys?" . -
he replieﬂ '"The ones who-don't put their books back .and get yellad ac."

S
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] 4. . The nétion that ghj&dgméhts are more adequate thin others
is communicated. Fundame 1y, howeyer, this means tha;' e Student. ]
is encouragedito articula ea p sition yakch seems most ‘a| ate to : S

: . . ’ ) . .
4him and to judge the qqfquacx’ﬁg,v rea . '

. a2 o D

the reasonjg o
In‘additibﬁ t0 h$§ing mo definite aimsindé“f '~1fcf§f§f~cé- ) Ets
¢arion | pat”

tion, the wmoral de%ﬁlopment,apprbach réstricts‘w@}ﬂg-ed_ )
which is moral or, more specifically, to justicey . Mhis is' Fore
reasons. - First, it is not clea. Jhatlthe»whole’realm of a
litical, and religious values is a redlm which is nonrelatiﬁé,'flu
“in which there are universals and a direction of develqpment;'_Second,
At 18 not clear that the public school has a right or mandate to de-
velop values 'in general.* Ip our view, value.education in.the public
schools should be restricted to that whichsthe school has the right
and mandate to develqp: an awareness of j&qfite, or of the rights of ~ N
others {n our Constitutional system.. While .the -Bill of Rights pro- ’

Ples of justice fundamental to the Constitution itself. T
~ Wher moral educational is recognized as centred in justice and. dif-
ferentiated . from value education or affective eduacation, it becomes
apparent that moral and civic education are must the same’thing{ This"
equation, taken .for granted by the classic -philosphers of education
from Plato and Aristotle to‘Dewey,\is/Basic to our claim that-a concern
" for moral education {is Central to .the educational objectives of social
studies. I o ‘ ’ !
:The term civie eduCation_is»uséd'tovrefer to-social studies as more
than the study of the facts and -concepts .of social science, history,
and civics. It is education for the analytiC'understanding, value
Principles, and motivation ' necessary for a citizen in a democracy if
" democracy is to be an effective process. ‘It ig political education.,
Civic or political education‘means_the stimulation of development of
. more advanced patterns of ®easoning about political and social decisions
‘and their implementation in action. These pattérns are patterns of
" moral Teasoning. Our studies show. that reasohing‘and_decision—making
about political decisions are directly derivative of broader patterns . .
. of moral reasoning.. OQr'studies show that reasoning and decision-making
-about political decisions are directly derivative of broader pattetns '

*Restrictions of deliberate value education ‘to the moral may be
clarified by our example of the second-grade- teacher who ﬁade.tidying
up of books a matter of moral indoctrination. Tidiness is a value,
but it is not a moral value. Cheating is a4 moral issue, intriﬁsicallx
one of fairmess. It involves issues of . violation of trust and taking
advantage. Failing to tidy the roam may. under certan cirmcumstances . be h
an issue of fairness, when it puts-an undue burden on others. . It it ‘ig .
‘handled by the teacher as a matter of co-operation among ‘the group in

this sense, it is a legitimate focus. of deliberate moral ‘education.
1f it 4s not, it simply represents the arbitrary imposition of the .
teacher's values on the child, : o -

3
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of moral reasoning and decision-making. - We haye interviewed hi%y/ : 4
school and college students about concrete political situations/in-
volving laws to govern open housing, civil disobience for peace in. - .
Vietnam, free press riglits to publish what might disturb national LS . -
order, and distribution of income through taxation. .We find that h
Teasoning on these political decisions can be. classified according to
moral stage .and that an indiviqual's stage on political dilemmas is
at the same level as on nonpolitical moral dilemmas (euthanasia, vio-
laciqg authority to maintain trust in a fagily, stealing a drug to
save one's dyding wife). Turning from reasoning to action, similar
findings are obtained. ' In 1963, a study was made of those who sat
in at the Univexsity of California, Berkeley, administration building . _
and those who .dId not in tha Free Speech Movement crisis. Of those -
at Stage 6, 80% sat in, believing that principles of free speech were o . o
. being compromised, and that all efforts to compromise and negotiate - ‘ coe
with the administration had failed. In contrast, only 15% ofthe con- -
ventional (Stage.3 or Stage 4) subjects sat in. (Stage 5 subjects
were In between.J}* . . ' C

From a psychological side, then, political development is part of ¢’

moral development. The same is true from the philosophical side. ' In

the Republic, Plato sees political education as part of a broader edita- .

_tion for moral justice and finds a rationale for such education in terms: ' e
of universal philosophical principl % rather than the demands of a par- o
ticular society.. More recently, Dewdy claims the same. - ' '

In historical perspective, -America was the first nation whose gov-

ernment was publicly founded on postconventional principles of justice, . s

rather than upon the authority central to conventional moral reasoning.

At the time of’ our founding, postconventional or principled moral and
political reasoning was the possession of the minority,-as it -still is.. .

" Today, as in the time of our founding, the majority of our &dults are

at’the conventional level, particularly the "law and order' (fourth)

moral stage. -(Every few years the Gallup Poll circulates the Bill of

Rights‘unidentified, and every year it is turned down.) The Founding

Fathers intuitively understood this without benefit of our elaborate

- social science research; they. constructed a document designing.a govern-

ment which would maintain the principles of justice and the rights of. .

man even though principles men were not' the meﬁ’in power. The machinery

included checks' and balances, the independent judiciary, and the freedom

of the press. Most recently, this machinery ngpd its use at Watergate.

" The tragedy of Richard Nixon, as Harry Truman‘sijd'long ago, was that

S J* : . oo : ' ’ ' S
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N *The differential action of the principled subjects was determined

by two things. First, they were more likely to judge it right to vio-.
- late authority by-sitting in. But :secohd, they wre also in general. ‘

more consistent in engaging in political action according to their judg- = .
ment. Ninety percent of all Stage 6 subjects»thoughc‘it_right to sit . . co
"in, 8nd all 90% lived up to this belief. Among the Stage 4 subjects,’
 45%.thought it right to sit in, but only 33% lived up to this belief .

by acting. . . : ) : L ) : ’
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never understood the Constitution (a Stage 5 document), but the Con-
stitution understood Richard Nixon.*

Watergate, theﬁ is not some sign of moral decay of the nation,
but rgﬁheriof the fact that understanding and action in support of
justice principles are st}ll the possession of a minority of our soci-
ety. Insofar as there is moral decay, it represents the weakening of _
conventional morality in the face of social and value-conflict today. -
This can lead the less fortunate adolescent: to f{xation at the precon—

‘ventional level,. the more fortunate to movement to principles.  We find

a larger proportion ¢f youths at the principled level today shan was
the case in.their father's day, but also a larger proportion at. the
preconventional level. . Lo

Given this stage, moral and civic education in the schools becomes
a more urgent task. In the high school today, one often heaXs both .

preconventional adolescents and those beginning to move beyoud conven-
tional sounding the same note of dissaffection for the sc¢hool. While

our political intitutions are ir principle Stage 5 (i.e.’vehicles'for'

maintaining: universal rights through the democratic process), our

. schools have traditionally been Stage 4 institutions of convention and.

authority. -Today moré than ever democratic schools systematically en-

gaged: in civic education.are requiig¢; ' : :
'Our approach to moral and civic educatiqb relates the sfudy‘of

law and government to the actual creation of democratic school in which

moral dilemmas pre discuemed and resolved in a manner which will stimu- .

late moral development. ’ ' ' S a

" PLANNED MORAL EDUCATION Do L e e

For-many years, moral development was held by psychologists-to"bé _
primarily ‘a result of family.ugbringipg'and family conditions.  In patm
ticular, conditions of affection and authority’ in the home were believed
to be critical, some balance of warmth and -firmness being optimadl for
moral. development. This view arises if morality is concéived;aé an in- ’
ternalization of the arbitrary rules of parents and culture, since such’
acceptance must be based on affection and respect. for parents as authori-

- ties rather than on the rational nature of “the rules involved.

. Studies of family correlates of moral staage development do not . L
support this internalization view of the conditions for. moral development .~
in homes and schools are similar and that. the conditions are consistent
with cdgnitive—developmgntal'theory;. In the cognitive-deyelopmencal
siew, morality is a natural product of a univegsal‘human_tendency.tdward
empathy or fole_tg}ing,‘;owa:d putting oneself in the shoés-of-ogher . _
conscious beings. It is also a product of a universal human congEp.fOr

Uk No‘pﬁblic or private'&ord‘of deed of Nixéﬁ evér rose;ahoﬁe‘Stage

"4, the "law and order" stage. His last comments in the White House were .

of wonderment that the Republican Congress could turn on him after so
‘many Stage 2 exchanges of-favours,in'getting them elected. _

’ [N
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Justice, for recgprocity or equality in the relation of one person to S “
another. As an example, when my son was 4, he became a mqfally princi= ’
. pled vegetarian and refused to™eat meat, resisting all parental persua-
A sion to’ increase his protein intake, His. . reason was, "It's bad to kill -
v animals". His moral commitment to vegeta¥ianism was not taught or .ac-
h quired from parental authority; 'it was the result of the univeral ten-
. dency 'of the young self to project its consciousness and values into‘f' ‘
©+ . other living things, other selves. My son's vegetarianism also in- JER S .
volved a sense of justice,yrevealed when I read him a book ‘about Es- R L
kimos in which a real hunting expedition was described. -His respopse’ =~ L :
. Was to say, ''Daddy, there is one kind of meat I would eat - Eskifiy meat.
. It's all .right to eat Eskimos because t eat animals." This natural : . :
sense of justice or reciprocity was St§§§¥i - an eye for an eye, a tooth o E
‘ ‘for a.tooth. My son's sense of the value of life was also Stage 1l and O
" 1involved no differentiation between human personality and physical life, T
"His mprality, though Stage 1, was, however, natural and interndl. Moral ' !
development past Stage 1, then, is not an internalization, but the re- ) .
. . construction of role taking and conceptions of justice toward greater B N
© adequacy. These*reconstructions occur in order to, achieve a better match ’ g
~4 . between the child's own moral structures and the structures of the social
and moral situations he confronts. We divide these conditions of match
Mnto two kinds: those dealing with motal‘discuss;ons and cpmmunidaoion .
.and these dealing with the total moral environment or atmosphere in which- o &
the child lives, - ST ' - : ’

e mts
st

- N

Lok’ A e i

L . . ‘ ) ’ Y . © B
In terms of moral discussion, the important conditions appear -to be:

1. . Exposure to the néxt h1ghergstage of reasoning.

) 2. Exposufg'to‘situations pdsing problems‘aﬁd contradictions for
the child's ‘current moral.structure, leading to dissatisfication with .
his current level.” ..~ ' ' R

T oL o . i : S
_ 3.;',An5atm05phqge of interchange and dialogue combining the’first

two conditions, in which ponfliéting moral views are compared }nﬂan open

Cmange s S SR
» - Studies of familiﬁﬁggéflpdié and America suggest that morally ad- '
~ vanced children’ have géfén' at higher stages. - Parents ekpose. children
to the nekxt higher stage, raising moral issues and engaging ‘in open dia-
" logue or in¥erchange about such issues .10 e o o
. ; 7’8’-‘ R ) . . ,“-}-M . . L o o L
“*.’Drawing on this notion of the disgg&sibn.condiﬁions_stimulating,ad- TR
vance, Moshe Blatt conducted c1assrA;3’aiscussionsvof cdnflicc—laden, B ’ s
' hypothgtical moral dilemmas with.foir tlasses of junion ‘high and high
- school ‘students for a semeste;gli’ In each of these classes, students
3ﬁ§re'to be found at three stages. Since.the .children were not all re~-
ﬁjﬁonding at the same_stﬁgé; the arguments : they uséd<w;th‘each other were
at different levels. In the course of these discussions among the stu- :
- Jdents, the teacher first supported and clarified those aruguments that I
7 were one stage above the lowest stage among the. children; for example, - ' '
/'the teacher supported Stage 3 rather. than Stage 2. When it seemed that
" these arguments were understood: by the students, the teache;'then_chai*

’

~

'
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- : lenged that stage, using new situations, and clarified the apguméﬁpé

‘ ° one stage above the previous one: Stage 4 rather thyn Stage 3. VAt
the end of the semester,?a&l the students were reEéSted; they showed
significant upward change when-compared to ‘the controls, and they .
maintained the change one 9earj§ater. In the'experimental‘classtooms,
from one~fourth. to one-half of he - students woved up a stage, while
there was essentlally no changq‘during‘chg tourse of the experiment

in the congrol group. C . : ‘

Given the Blatt studies showing that moral discussion could raise
moral stage, we undertook the next step:- - :
duct ‘moral discussions in éhe,course:of_tea;hing high school 'soctal
Studies with the Same results. This step we took in co~operation with.
Edwin ‘Fenton, who introduced ‘moral dilemmas in his ninth- and eléventh-
.Brade social studies. texts. ' Twenty-four teachers in the Boston and

 Pittsburg areas were given some instruction in ' conduction moral disd
cussions around the dilemmas in the text. About half of the teachers
ltimulated significant developmental 'change in their classrooms - up-’
ward stage movement of one<quarter to one-half a stage, lIﬁ'&ohtrol:,‘
<lasses, using the cht;bﬁt'no moral dilemma diécussions, tpe same
teachers failed to stimulate any moral ‘change in the students. . Moral "
. »discussion, then, can ‘be a .usable and effective part of the curriculum
at -any gfa@e level. - Working -with filmstrip dilemmés»prodhcediin‘co-
operation. with Guidance Associates, ssecond grade teachers conductéd

© moral disdussionS‘yielding 2 similar amount of moral stage movement. -

3

to.see 1f teachers could con-}\

fMQ%al discussion and.¢utricd{ym,’h0wever, cqnétituté only one por- - -

he conditiOQS'stimulﬁcithmpral growth. - .When we turn to' analy-
‘&pgdér¥11f environment, we turn - te,. a consideration of the

P

tion™

mbral_ﬁ%ﬁaJ‘hé £ éfhome, the 'school, and the broader socfety. The

. s+« first basic dime %' of social atmosphere is the.roléftakingVOppor-.
‘¥ tunities it proviass:the éxtent_tO‘whichji; eridourages the child 'to"
take the point 6f View of otheys: Role taking is related to the ‘amount
.. of social interaction and social communication in which the child en-
gages, as well as to his sense of -efficacy in influencing attitudes of

others. The second ‘dimension. of social atmdsphere,'mbre,striétly morél,-.

is the-yel of justice of the environment -or. institution. The justice

 plégHfor i
) leg'e§h,m ‘ p
'ceé ?ﬂ,at_anyvof ottt moral Stages.” As an example, a study of a tradi-

'strﬁéﬁd:;?gf-an'institution refers to the perceived rules, or .princi- "

8 institutional pembers. : This structure may exist or be per-'

” 10 - tioh lhayisﬁﬁymevealed-thqtminmates.percéived‘it as Stage 1, regardless

G -

. of theiy own fevel.l2 Obeédiérice to arbitrary command’ by power figures = -

Tandjpuqlshment for disobiehpefﬁége seen as ;hg’goverqipgajustice norms
';df;tﬁq;ptison." A behavior—mpdification prison using point. rewards for

" conformity was perceived. as a Stage 2 system-of ihstrumental_éxchange,ﬁ_

Inmates.at Stage 3 or 4 perceived this 4nstitution as more fair than -

r the traditional prison, but fiot as fair in their own terms. -

a

. I )
et . e

S e fheée ahd'dther:s:udteéﬁsdégégﬁ thac,a'higher iéve1 of'ihstitﬁ-" -
“ o %.tional justice is a condirdon ‘for_ind

Tt

L A

~Sttibﬂtingsrewarﬂs,.puﬁiqhments,.reépon;ibilitieé;-and'ﬁrivif1

ividﬁal‘deyélopmeﬁtxbf a higher: f<'
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' sense oﬁvjustice. Working on these premiseg; Joseph Hickey. Peter
‘Scharf, and I worked with guards and inmates'Ifi a women's prison to

create a more just commupity. 13 A social contract was ‘set up in which.
guards and inmates each had a . vote of one and in which rulés were made
and conflicts resolved through discussions of fairness and democratic'

-vote. in a community meeting. .The program has ‘been oPerating four years

and has stimulated moral stage advance in inmates, though it is still
too early to draw conclus1ons as to its OVerall long-range effectiveness
&rrdmbﬂiutMn - . \."
5™ ‘ ’ /\ N ’J L). .
One year agoy Fenton, Ralph Mosher, and I received a grant- from Lhe
Danforth Foundation (with additional support f{rom .the Kennedy Foundation)

to make moral edugation a living matter in two highlscWools in the. Boston

area.(Cambridge and Brookline) and two in Pittsburgh. JThe-rplan had two

. ¢omponents. The first was training counsellors and social studies and
- English teachefs “in conducting moral discusgioms and makding moral dis-

cussion an integral part of the curriculum/) The second was establishlqg'
a just community school w1thin a public hi school '

We have stated the theory of the Just K ommunity high scheol, postu-

. lating that discussing real—liﬁe moral situations and actions as issues

of fairness and as matters for democratic decision would stimulate ad~ -
vance in both moral reasoning and moral action. A particiaatory democ-

* cracy provides more .extensive opportunities fcr role taking and a hiz her‘
-level of perceived institutional Justice than does any othér social ar-

rangement. ., Most alternatiye schools strive to establish a' democratic
governance, but. none we have observed has. achieved a wvital or viable
participatory democracy. Our theory suggested reaSons why we might Suc-
ceed where others failed,. First we felt that democracy had to be 'a. :
central commitment of a school, rather than a humanitarian frill. Democ-
racy as moral education provides that commitmetit. - Second, democracy in

I3

- alternative schools often fails because 1t bores the students. Students

prefer to let teachers make decisions about staff, courses{/and ‘'schedules,

‘rather than to attend lengthy, complicated méetings. Our/theory said

that the issues a demOCracy should focus on are issues Of morality and

" fairness. Real issues concerning drugs, stealing disruptlons ,and grad-
- ing are never boring if handled as issues of fairness. Third; our theory

told ps that if large democratic community. meetings were preceeded by
small-group moral discussion, higher-stage thinking by students would
win out in- later decisions, avoidlng the disasters of mob rule."

Currently, we .can report that the school based on our theory makes
democracy work or function where other S“hools have failed. It-is too‘

. ‘gl'.

L.

———
T -

*Ain example of the peed for small-group discussion ‘comes from an al-
ternatlve school communicy meeting .called because a pair of the students

“had stolen the schools' video-recorder. . The resulting majority decision

was. that the school shoyld buy back the recorder from the cqurits

of students urging this solution had been confronted by studnncs at a
higher stage, a different decision would have emerged.. -

D3
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Jthrough a fence. The teachers ¢ould not accept this decision and return- .
ed to a more authoritative approach I beljeve if the moral reasoning

34
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early to make any claims for its effectiveness in causing moral develop-
ment, however. .. . . .

Our Cambridge just community school within the public high school

was started‘éfte; a gmall summer planning session of volunteer teachers,
students,” and parents. At the sacte time, the school opened in the fall, "
only a commitment to democracy and a skeleton program of English and '

soclal studies had been decided on. The school started with six teachers
from'the regular school and 60 students, 20- from academic professional

homes ahd 20 from working~class homes. The other 20 were dropouts and
trouble-makers or petty delinquents in terms of previous record. The

usgal mistakes .and usual chaos of a beginning alternative school eénsyed.
Within-a.few weeks, however, a successful democratic’ community process

had been establiShed.. Rules were made around pressing issues:  dis- .
‘turbances, drugs, hooking. A student discipline committee or jury was
formed.  The resulting rules and enforcedient have been relatively ef-

fective and 'reasonable. We do not see reasonable rules in themselves,
however, but as vehicles for moral discussion. and an emerging sense of
community. This sense of community and resulting morale are perhaps the = ° IR
most immediate'signs'of.successﬁ This sense of community seems .fo lead

to -behavior.change of a positive sort. An example of .a 15-year-old
studént;who_started as one of the greatest combinations of humor, ‘aggres—
sion, light-fingeredness,, and hyperactivity I have ever known. - From -
"being the principal. disturber of all community meetings, he has become ° :
an excellent community meetingfparticipant and occasional chairman. He

is still more ready to enforce rules for others than to observe them
himself, yet his commitment to the school has led to a steady decrease

in exotic behavior. 1In addition, he has become more involved in class
. and projécts and has begun to'listen and ask questions in order Lo pur-
' sue a line of interest. ho AT ' e ‘

.. We attribute such behavior change not only to peer pressure and N
moral discussion but to the sense of community which has emerged from
the democratic process in which angry conflicts are resolvéd. through
fairness ahd community decision.. This sense of community is reflected-
in statements of thé.studenﬁs_to us that there are not cliques = that the
"-blacks and the whites, the professors’-sons and the project students, are '
friends., These stacements,@re-suppprted by observation. Such a sénse. °
of community is needed whete students in a given classroom range in

" reading level from fifth—gfade to college. ;
" . ‘Fenton, Mosher, the Chmbfidge and Brookline teachers, and I are now : ;
planning a' four-year curriculum in English and Sociilustudies centering - - :
on moral discussion, on.role taking and communication, and on relating . ‘
the government, laws, and. justice system of ‘the school to that of the T !
" American Society and other. world soéieciqs; This will integrate an in- :
tellectual curriculum for a higher level of understanding of society
with the experiential components of school democracy and moral decision.

There is very little new in thig - or in anything elsé‘wg are doing.
" Dewey wanted democratic experimental sghools'for moral and incallec;ugl
- development 70 years ago. Perhaps Dewey's -time has come. :

e
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RICHARD S. PETERS

. A'REPLY TO KOHLBERG . . o »
: ﬁWhy doe$n't Lavrénqe Kohlberg do his homework?"

-

. Some said of Bernard Shaw that he was like the Venus de,Milo. N
What there was of him was excellent. The same, I think, needs to be
said of Kohlberg. The trouble is, however, thar Kohlberg remains

quite impervious  to criticisms of the limitations of his view of moral
education. He has‘never-answered, for instance, a series of very con- '
-structive criticisms leveled against him by myself and Bill Alston in
the Binghampton conference of 1969.1 It is not that the stuff he con-
tinues to ladle out is not very good. - It is, and I have made much use

-of it myself.2 It is simply that he remains oblivious of the many

Dy
: "u

_‘Kohlberg's morality is the true one, or it fs ‘the worst form of. fthe - .

- used to what morality is.

other important aspe;ts of moral education, and’ there is a danger that
the unwary will think that he has told the whole story.. In a commen-

- tary of this length, I can only list the main omissions:

‘ ‘1.'wuﬂe.shffers}from the tather touching belief that a Kantian
type of morality, represented in modern times most notably by Hare and

‘Rawls, is the only one.-”. He fails to grasp that utilita;ianism, in

wagh the principle of justice is.problematic, is an alternative type of
morality and that people 'such-as Winch have put forward a morality of
integrity in which the principle of universalizability is problema_tic.4

. I think this can be carried forward, actually. A morality of courage

as exemplified by train fobbers, the old "virtue" of Machiavelli's
prince, is a defensible morality. So also is the more romantic type
of ‘morality such as that’ of D.H. Lawrence, in which trust must be placed
in."the dark God within". It is either sheer legislation to say thar

'l

naturalistic fallacy which argues from how "morality" is ordinarily '

2.  He does not take "good~boy" morality seriously enough either
from a practical or from a theoretical point of view. Practically. *
speaking, since few are likely .to emerge beyond Kohlberg's Stage 3 and
L, it is importént'that our‘fello& citizens should be well'bedded down

: at one or the other of these stages. Thé'policeman cannot always . be

present, and if I am lying in the gutter after being robbed it is some-

~what otiose to speculate ‘at what stage. the mugger is. My regret must °

‘surely be that he had not at least got a conventional morality well
instilled in him." Theoretically, too, the ‘good-boy 'stage is crucial;
fot'atvthis'stage the child learns from the inside, as it.were,.what‘
it 18 to follow a rule. .Unless he has’' learned this well (what'ever it

' means!), the notion of following his Qwﬁ'rules at -the autonomous stage
-is uﬁintelligible. Kohlberg does not appreciate, . either, that moral’

rules have to be learned in the face of counter-inclinations. Other- .
wise there would, in ggne;al, be no point to them. ' Hence the necessi-:

ty at these stages for the type of'téinfqrcemeh: advocated by Skinner .

H
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" and others and for the modeling process so ‘stressed by Bronfenbrenner

in his Two Worlds of Childhood.>® 'In particular, he ignores the master-
ly chapter of "The Unmaking of the American Cpild". ‘He seems sublimely
unaware, too, of the mass of evidence about other aspects of moral
education c01lected by Hof fman- in Mussen's Carmichael's Manual of Chlld
Psychology : L

o 3. ‘As Bill Alston stresses. in his article’ and I stress elsewhere,’
Kohlberg, like Piaget, is particularly weak on the development of the
affective side of morality, of moral emotions’ such ‘as "guilt", "concern
for others'",’ remorse ; and so on. B ’

4, Finally, Kohlberg, in his references to ego strength, sees ‘the
ipportance of will in morality, ‘but offers no account of the type of
ﬁabit training which encourages or discourages its growth. : N

I and others have written a great deal about these other aspects
of morality apd moral learning 'and development; it is a pity that
Lawrence Kohlberg does not start doing some homework!

RICHARD S. PETERS is professor of Philosophy of Education Uni-n )

‘versity of London Institutes of Education, England o

1. See Theodore Mischel, Cogntitive Deve?opment and Epzsvemologu A ;v“
' (New. York: Academic Press, 1971). ) v ae .

s .»\v. .t

2. See artlcles collected ‘in Part 2 of Richard S Peters,&Psycnology
Cand Ethtcal Development (London. Allen and Unwin) 1974)

3., 'See Richard S. Peters, Reason and Compassmon (London- Roucledge
: and: Kegan Paul, 1973) and Iris Murdoch, The Soverewgnty o; Goods“
(London. Routledge and: Kegan Paul 1970} . ,» S .
4. "See Peter Winech,  Ethics. and Action London Routledge and Kegan
: Paul, 1972) and Soren Kierkegaard Purtty of Heart (London Fontana'
Books 1961).
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5., Urie Bronfenbrenner, Two Worlds of Chzldhood (London' Allen and -
' Unwin, 1971). - Ty .

R

6. -Paul H. Mussen, Carmichael's Mhnual.af Chtld Paychplagy (New York.
Wiley, 1970) ) : ' ] e v

7. See Alston's remarks in Mischel, op. cit;’and Richard'S Peters,'
"Moral Development' ‘Plea for Pluralism", in the same volume

8. - See Richard §. .Peters, "Moral Development. A Plea for Pluralism y
in Mischel,. op. cit.; and 'Moral Education and the Psychology of =
Character", in -Richard S. Peters, Psychology and Ethzcal Developa S

 ment, op. cit. ’ '
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APPENDIX G
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THE KOHLBERG STAGES - SCHEMATICS

(Provided by the Unlversity of Callfornia Irv1ne

"Conference on Moral and Psychologlcal Education 1976)

. ’ B 3
. _ T
& v
b
‘b
N
.
2
-
Cn ~
Bl v
N N

141

352



STAGE 1 -

STAGE 2

. STAGE 3

STAGE 4

STAGE 5

STAGE '6

APPENDIX G
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- Schematic Intcrpretation of Kohlberg

(Self - free agmemeﬁt
- and contract

&s' i "“:e&,
B &K

T~ - — -

" pemocratic agveeme_nt on
rights;, standards, change

Un*wcrf'al Pm,nc-z.ples a_t'Ju., iice

SRS K ‘ ’ )
PhysicaNPunishment _ i

18 key expectation

“What can YOU do for ME?"
One-to-ong, basically.

Conformity to relevant
group, re attaining 'nice
guy ' image. Generclized -
'other’ (i.e. "everyone is
looking at me, what do

" they think?") . .

Concern for order in soc-
iety, beginning of abstpact
idea of what ic right..
Worried about soctety's
lavs and rights (eultvral
orientation may place. per-
son supreme or soctedy
suprame) .

'-_Conf,ractual: Personal .
(and confidential?}

" Rights:  Fundamental ‘ DI _" ‘./ ’

guarantees . .
Coniractual: Personal o
and confidential?) . SRS S

LR

[ndwtdual consctence
evolues ethical prmmplea
(e.g., all men are u'eqt:ed
equal).

Ideas of rx.ghteousnpss, o
Justice, equality, and dig-

. .nity of man are higher

~ than any g't-ven las. - o

~
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- SUPPLEMENT TO APPENDIX G :
Kohlberg provides another. example of how he differentiates between - LT
the stages of moral reasoning in his analysis of the motives for rule S v
obedience : & . _ - S R ‘

. Level 1 - Obey rules to avoid punzshment. ' e

Level-?_ - 'Confom to obtaw rewaz'ds, have
" favours returned, and so.on.

Level 3 - Conform to avotd dzsapproval o
© - .dislike by others.. ST

Level 4 "~ Conform to avozd censure by Zegztz—
+ mate authorities and resultant :

ilt. B
gu J - | | %
Level 5 - Conform to maintain respect. of the DU : j; oo :
‘ impartial spectator judging in . _ N : T

T tems of com'numty welfare.

Confom to czvmd self—condemnatwn IR a

V]
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~soning present, or implied

: wmn' WITHOUT RAIN SUPPLEMENT ' ; T

o

" The inu@oduction to Wind Without Rain is sufficient for our pur- -
poses to give participants an overview or background to the book. This

" Appendix' is aimed at providing some:- additiomal . food-forfthought in

advance of the class discussions S

&g

1. Wind Without Rain can be examined by: concentrating on John Westhyy
and the never ending series of moral dilemmas that he must face. - Never-l

theless, it has been suggested, there are numerous activities and oc- {'
casions when the mood or environment relative to the level,aéfﬁrral‘:fgy
soning oft times found in West. Kirby is brought into: focus '

Note the following occasions and assess the! level o stage of reaf.
~a).  J.C. Bilbeau (bottom of page: 139)
b) John Westley (middle paragraph page 178) ,‘:. B

'L ¢) John Westley's thought ("You can eat... " Page 255)
—

e) Mary's comment ("But John, we ve..a." middle”_;

page 267) . ‘ g ‘ ﬂ,
f) Dot, according to Angus (first full paragraph

page ZSQD _ , 7
g)  J.C. Bilbeau s warning (top of page 330) S ; ot

~h) John’s thoughts (bottom of page 379 top, page 3809

1) John's reaction to Bilbeau ("John stammered...'$, R
page 404) ) : : G SO . .

’ j)"ﬂJ C.'s question ("Mr Westley, I repeat... N e
- ”"’Page 405) PR, - L : ’

© k) John's feeling "in his heart" about Mary (top

page 421) ;
l)_fﬂJohn $ new- found approach to discipline (top
' page 430) . . D RS S
- and his thoughts about not telling Mary (bottom
page 430) : ‘ o

' m).‘ The assessment of Angus hy the group ("They

asked him.,.", page 462) - l . .

‘n) John's comment: within paragraph beginning, . . oo
"Oh sure, 1et s control... (middle page 471) : -

‘__Do you’ feel these occasions are’ typical of ‘the overall atmosphere
‘with which moral)reasoning occurs throughout th? book? Explain.

145

d) ~ J.c. _Bilbeau at staff meeting (top of page 261) : ' :%"f:
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2. In the midst of che student rebellion, Angus ptoposes ‘a, deal At
what stage does he seem to be arguing (Mif 1 promise... top-page 459)7
Why’

. / L .

. : . : . ) . e
. How would you have attempted to reasoh with the students:in order. to
quell the unrest?

.

o

'3; -Is John. facing a moral dilemma on page 408 in hls ‘discussion with
Mary’ “Explain your respomnse: . » N .

3

\

g 4;: Mary ‘becomes very - definlte in - her argument with John (bottom page
473) Is this a moral ‘dilemma she 1s trying to resolve’ And if so, TS
"whaﬁ stage is her argument° . : . :




\' » o . S 1358

147

5. Is there any moral dilemma evident in the folloQing scénes?

é)‘ - Page 96; paragraph beginning, "Supper at six..." ..

«

b) ~ ‘Page 108, paragraphabgginning,_"thn shrugged his shouide‘&k.."

~
°

.e) Pagé 129, (bottom.of page) J.C.'s confidential talk to John

. : LR . L
i ) = . - R

6. In terms of the stage of his reasoning, assess John's reasons for
wanting Elsie Braund to become a’star: . : L )
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~ APPENDIX J.

AUTHORITY AND REBELLION

.

(Excerpted’ from Learning Coréoration of America's

Teacher's Manual - Great Themes of LitefaCUre)'
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AUTHORITY AND REBELLION

Part I - S N
SUMMARY OF THE FILM T JERE
o Ihis‘spécially edited Vetsion‘bEche?filﬁ adapted from Herman ‘
Wouk's The Caine Mutiny explores the first. half of-the:novel -- the
event§blgading up to the mutiny. :As in the novel, the film focusses
- on -a_young naval officer who hasvbeenvtaught‘to revere authority, but
faced with an,quthotity that has abjegated its_respon§ibilit;es, g
along with the‘rebellion.- ‘ - - ’ N

ng Willie Keith is when t

R e,
The moment of decision for the ¥
_ U.S5.A. Caine is on the verge of disast
a typhoon. Captain Queeg (played by Humparey. Bogart), overwhelmed by
the ciréumstances in which he finds' himselX, ignores the suggestions of
his senior officer, Mr. Maryk. . Citirng an article of ‘the Naval Code,

‘which authorizes him ;oiﬁéké‘00qr~fhe ship from a mentally unstable

" captain, Maryk gives orders to. the helmsman. ~This sat®t Tookd go.Keith, . -

" as the officer of the deck,. to give his 0.K., and everyone waits for
Keith's response. PR S IR

r, floundering in the midst_of L

" Before Captain Quééé’éUpast»behaviér on the Caine-is kﬁbwﬂ%@h,flashe

' back, Orson Welles, tpé‘se;ies,cohmentator3 interrupts. :He points odt
that, this theme of rebellion againsi authority, 'so commorn in ‘modern

1iterature, has. long occupied the thoughits of the world's writers.. The’

. film then':goes back to Willie Keith's first days on.the Caine, a barely" .

seavorthy minesweeper. 'Getting into the war fresh from the Naval -
.Academy, Keith is disappointed in: the vessel and its captain, a Mr.
Devriess.. Maryk and a sardonic officer, Keefer, respect DeVriess;
though lax about uniforms and .discipline, he is a décisive, lucid man.
Willie continueés being critical, although his own ineptitude and cal-
“lowness are. readily apparent. ' L o S S

i
L : .

. ) Willie,is»pleased;when'DeVrieSS‘15 relieved’by.Captain‘Queeg,ivh
vows. to run the Caire by the book. = Slowly, however, Willie becomes. .

avare, as do the other officers,’ that .Queeg's zgalousnesswborde:s.on_'"‘

the hysterical. "He blows up at minor infractionms, while caﬁmitting'~
major mistakes and then refusing to acknowledge them. He loses the
* yvespect of the crew when in a' moment of_cowatdice'he~deserts a boat-- "

"load of Marines. In a poignant meeting with'hiSloffiCets,:he asks for

their support, which they refuse by. their silence. He ig a man alone _

!‘

-

vfand’helpless,"Whenﬁlate_onefnigh Queeg wakes up the ship to séarch for =

_some missing .strawberries, Maryk /is finally willing to Aisten to Keefer's .
judgement .that Queeg must be relieved. The stage is set ﬁdr the’mqtiny,

and for Keith'g'agknowledgéﬁent qf;résponsibili;y.f“'” _

_SUMMARY OF THE NOVEL -

'ingthé'eafly;poﬁtibhé qfffhe“Caihé'Hutihz;iwé seg'WilliéJés.héAin§ff
tergctsﬁﬁith his_famgly,:the socially prominent and affluent Keiths, ahdy. I
-his girlfriend, Mae Wynd):an attractive nightclub singer. and daughter of ...

R S

L

o
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fort managers to graduate with an 3531gnment to the U.5.S. Cuzne..

P

Italian immigrant parents who run a fruit stand in the Bronx. During
this period of his life, Willie lives aimlessly, torn between the ~
values of his somewhat snobbish upbringing and those represented by

Mae and her family ) L o

ﬁillie s’ subsequent’ entry into the Naval Academy does little’to

‘resolve his conflict, but it compels him to start dealing with some"

d¢f the harsher realities of wartime. Willie learns a great deal aoout
discipline as a result of this experience and by dint of enc ous ef-

. Leaving-both his family and’ Mae behind Willie heads for. Hawaii

with ‘the expectation of taking- the Navy by storm: His early experiences,

"8n the Caine, however reveal Willie's lack of expertise and it is some

Ceg v @

‘compelled to ‘exa

 time before he’ becomes a responsible, mature officer capable of making _
a significant conttibution to the war effort. . . g

,

Just as Willie matures in terme of his Navy 1ifé, so. too hé ulti-

. mately matures in terms of his personal life. His experience aboard the

Caine and dnring the subsequent trial for mutiny causes him to come td
grips with himself amd return to civilian liife, somewhat shattered b

. what he has been. thréugh, yet better ab]e to cope with'a future, wh¥ch

will hopefully include Mae as his wife. " :

' “u u
N

As a con qzence of the’ trial ‘the reader, ' aIpng with Willie, is

fully, Queeg's outer ‘mask is pulied away to reveal a pathetic, dis-

" . traught individual, the "vil&;an" .who loomed so.monstrously abcard the

Caine is given back ‘his humanity. At the same time, Willie and the
reader come. to see Keefer as the self- seeking, shabby hypocrite\that he
has been all along: Keefer is oublicly embatrassed at the party after

_the trial, and the full strength o£ Wouk's ironic appraieal of the sub—

. Captain quite clear

~t1eties of guilt and evil is»let liose. " : S
~ : . -

A IR ,
o . St ST T ._‘. B ‘ ! S \:
e o R Part 11 ° : o Lo
Yo S :
" From tbe beginning of his command aboard the Catne Captain Queeg
makes his ateitude t ward the relationship between the c¢rew and the
%ith Such statements,as

A

Now there ave four ways of dznng a thmg aboard s}np—-

.. the right'way, the wrong way, the Navy way, and my way. I

Jwant thzngs on this ship done my way. Don't worry about thp
© other. ways.‘ Do thmgs my way and we'll gst along.. .

Now I'ma book—man, as anyone who knows me will tell .
you. I belzeve the book is there for a purpose, and every-
_ thing'in it has been put ﬁhere for a pilrpose. When in douht,,
remember. we do. things on this ghip by thejbook You go-by
the hook and- you'Zl get no argument from me.'  You deviate -
~ from the book qnd you better have ‘a half dozen dwnn good rea-

a

1 L Q“-, o ‘ 3 e

- e ) : N . -

€

ine Captain Queeg. in a new light.#:As slowly and pain—
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80&5--and you'ZZ still get a hell of an argument from me.

Ang T 8om't lose arguments on board this ship. That's one

of the nice things about betng captain.

——How 95 you view Captain Queeg s aCticUde toward rules &nd regulatfons’
Does Che fact that there is a war going on alter the validity of his ‘

staremencs7 i ) ) -

7 Ca . , .
--what alternatives are there you choose to disobey rules’
one determine that a rule is air or unjust’

How does

Acqording to Keefer, it is precisely because there is a war going

on that people like: Queeg Teach, positions of authorlLy
Thé Navy is a mastergplan destgned by gentuses for
&opution by idiots. If Jou're not an idiot, but find
. Yoyyself in the Navy, you can only operate well by pre~
tending to be one. All the shortcuts and economies and

Comgnon sense chang8® that uour native intelligence sug® -
gest to. you are mistakes. Learn to quash them.. Constart-

Ly gsk yourself, "How would I do tats 1f I were a fool?"

Thnpttle dowm your mind to a crawl. Then you'll never go

Wrong. .
il

don't agk, questions’ R )4 i
4_5,:. .

, ==Do YOu 1gree with Keefer that any large inscitutlon whether it be
militaty or ciyilian in nature, mﬂpc necessarily be run by people who

.

i--whaﬁ problems arise for an individual who is more intelligenc and

competeuc that the person.to who he ‘is responsible? -What: alternativesi
does he ‘pave? Can you think of situations in which this has been the
cage fdy.you? How did you handle yourself’ Would you make the same

decisiﬁns again? ‘
i

--How do you' react to. Keefer as a human being?’ Does he seem to you
- -

wore Yigympathetic: thaw Queeg: at times? Why°
N j“ IR 72235 5 5 SENNPEEIN ¢
ANIIGONE Sophocles . ’-’ B - o,

L L

In the ancient Greek drama, Antigone, the young heroine is eon—'
fgonted by :a dilemma which: forces. her to choose betweer ‘her. responsi="

~ bi1ity¥ po her'rulr -and her responsibility to 'her goals. When confronte
'by her King for: having gonE\against his official edict Antigone says:

/ht1gone It wds not d's proclamatzon. The final Justzce

o - That rules the World below makes ng such Zaws,._
i‘_ DR Your edict King, was strong,

But all.your strength is’ weakness Ltself agatnst

N\ The unnortaZ unrecorded laws of God.

S
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o . P They are not merely now; they were, and shall be,
~ ' - Operative forever, beyond man utterly. :
‘ : I knew I must die, even without your decree:
I am only mortal. And if I must die :

Now, before it is my time to die,

SureZy there 'i§ no hardship; can anyone

Living, as I live, with evil all about one,
This death
Is of no importance; but if I had left my bﬁ?%her
Lying in decth unburted I snould have sufTEred '

, : ' , " Think death less than a friend?

Now I do rot.

4

(Sophocles, Antzgone in sze Wbrld PZays Harcourt Brace;

v page 169).

’ ——Antigone justifies breaking the law'by saying that there are-divine
Do you agree or dig-

‘laws having higher priority than man—make laws.’
agree7 .

7

et

L bro:hers ‘draft card-: burners, etc. )

B, CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE Henry DaVid Thoreau

t

Henry David Thoreau, in his- essay "Civil Disobedience , raises
some interesting questions about. the natute of established authority

: and Franklzn rebels’

o a -_(The Amermcan Tradttton in Ltterature, Revised Edition'.

»Vol 1, Norton & Co., ‘p.12E3) ¢

i

. —~To what extent is is possible to prove the existence of divine laws'7

3 ?——If a person is willing to break a n—made law in order to folldw the -
‘dittates cf his’ conscience, should he be willing’to face the cogse-
C quenceh of his moral committments? (Consider Ellsberg, the Berrigan

'Uhgust Zavs exmst- Shall we be conten* to obey(
them or chall we endeavor®to amend them, and. - .

o . obey them until we have succeeded, or shall ve

v o tnansgress them at once? Man. generally, under

. such a government as. this, think that. they ought

to watt until they have persuaded ‘the majority
to alter them. Théy: think that, if they should
reaist; the rededy would be worse than -the evil.
. .., ‘But' is it the fault of the goverrment, itself =

bt 7L - that the remedy 15 worse than the. eyil.

ST e e st it worse.  Why is it not more apt to anticipate
A - - . and- provzde for refbrm’ -Why does it not cherish’

K . its wise minority? “Why does it ery and resist be- .

o T . fore it is hurt? Why does it encourage” its citi-.

) S 3ens to. be on the alértito-point out zts fbults,

o o ... and do better than it would have them?

Ty .. 0 it always crucify Christ, and excommmicate

CL : Copernicus and Luther, and pronouce hhshtngton-
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IS . C T o . . .
--Du you agree with Thoreau's ‘idea that people should transgress unjust
laws immedjiately rather than try to change the laws rhrough legal means?

4How does he answer those who disagree with his idea?"

]

r—Thqreau went to Jail for his convictions regarding slavery and the
war in Mexico. Have you any convictions so stroag that you would be
willing to risk confinement or death.for them’ :

C. MARKINGS, Dag Hammarskjold ,

The following quote is taken from.Markiﬁgs,ia cellection of excerpts -

‘from the remarkable journals of Dag Hammarskjold. . The person of whom

he speaks is never identified, yet the sifuacion which he describes bears

an uncanhny resemblance to the circumstances of the Caine Mutiny.

. Fe wvas urrpoastble It wasn't that he dzdn't attend

to. hig work; on the contrary, he took endless pains over

the tasks he was given. But his manner of behavior brought
hAim into conf?tct«wzth everybody .and, in the end, began

“to have an adverse effect on werythmg he had to-do:

with. . : »

: ‘When the erisis came and tha whole truth had to
come out, He laid the blame on us,.*n his conduct
“there was nothzng, ,absolutely rothing to reproach.
His self-esteem was so strongly bound Upy apparently,
with the idea of his innocence, that one felt a brute - /
as one demovistrated, step by step, the contpadictions | ‘

in his defense and, bit by bit, stripped.him naked ‘

before his oz.m eyes. Bkt Justwe to others demanded ] S

_‘Lt . v g.,

e

N

. When the Zast rag of a lie had been taken fr-om L
him and we felt there was notrnng moré to be sazd out
u: cane mth s,tv,ﬂed sobs.‘ .

B SRR o "But why did Jou never help me, why dzdn 't yoy

tell me: what to do? You knew that I. always:felt you
were against me. And. fear and insecurity drove me ~
. further. along the course you now condemn me for . havmg ©
w  .taken.. It's been 80 ﬁaz'a,——everythwg "One day,:I . PO
' - pemembér, I was, 8o happy: one of you satd “that some-- i
s th'w{i I had px'oduc'ed was qutte good-—"_’ ' ~

.,

,So in the end we wer'e, L3 fact to b'Z,ame. .

to atop us from giving him.a single word of acknowledge-
" ment, and in this way had barred every raad - to unprove—
ment . ;

.

"a

had not noticed our.criticisms, but we. had aZZawed the IR :

36
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For it is always the stronger one who ie to blame.

We lack life's patience.” Instinctively, we try to

elimingte a person frem our sphere of responsibility
- ag 8%on as the outcome of this papticular éxzperiment

by Life appears, in our eyes, to be a failure. But
 Life pursues her: experiments far beyord the limitations
- of our judgement. This is also the redson why, at times,
it's 80 much more difficult to ‘live than to die. -

(Dag. Hammarskjold, Markings, Knopf, Néw York, p.31)

--To what éxtent do you agree or disagree with the idea that in conflict
"it 1s always the stronger one who is to blazmé"?. What obligations, if

© any, dolwe have to people who are weaker than we? .

-~-Are these obligations altered as a resuit of whether our ad&ersary is

abave .us, belo%w us, or on the same level in terms of authority?

-=Do you agrée with ﬂémmarskjold that it is Human‘nature to try to

-eliminate pegy from our spheres of respousibility as soon as it be-~

- ¢omes app

are failures? Discusg.’

gf-esteem and success related? 1Is it possible
ut the other?: C

. ) . “ "‘ A- . ’ . \ . . c
~~Does the fact that one is stronger have any bearing on one's respon-
sibility -to another's self-esteem? Discuss. -

1

. ~—Reread Hammarskjpld's last sequﬁce. What do you chinkvhe méans? ‘Do

you agree or -disagree? = . " _ B ; A “ .
° . . " . ' . . et P—
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