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ABSTRACT

.

The major purpose of this exploratory study was to investigate
the relationship between moral reasoning and conduct. A second pur-
pose was to study the effect of participation in moral discussions on

ey,

moral reaspning. Kohlberg's cognitive—developmentel theory of mo;al

developme t provided the conceptual framework.

R

three designated schools, Grade Five and Six teachers

identifxed, according to‘a researcher designed instrument, students

whg displayed overt 'dellnqgent' or nop—dellnquent' behavior. From

these the‘researcher,selected_eighteenv'delinquents and twenty 'non-
” ' : . 3
delinquents as representing‘the most overt anti-social or sociable,

behav1or. Sub]ects ranged in age from ten years_end five months to
thlrteen years and one month. All attended schools in low, or low-

middle, socio—economic areas. s

o

all subjects were administered Form A of Kohlberg s Moral

o Judgment Instrument\\l9ig version), and a Flavell cognltive role-
"™ .
taking task in .an 1nterv1ex'situat1on. Canadian Lorge-Thorndike

0

: intelligence qﬁbtxents were obtalned also. .Subjects were then randomly

‘placed into an experimental treatment ‘group which participated 1n 51x,

Vi

e-half hour moral discussions held over a 31x week*perlod, a placebo

:

gtoup which pldyed Sociakh§tudies games over ‘the same time period,
control group which contiﬁﬁed with normal classroom act1v1t1es. A
_posttest consisting of Form B of the Kohlberg instIUment was admin-

istered, followed a month later by the readministtation of Form A
. A . N .

and . the Flavell task..

4 a

Analysis of variance statistics indicated that 'delinquente"”
AR - “fj_i’ ,' ‘ f Y ‘



and 'non-delinquents’ differed significantly (p = .001) on moral
reasoning scores et all test administrations. Product-moment corre-
lations on nodal stage scores among three judges were over .88.

Verbal intelligence guotients were significantly related (p = .01)

to moral reasoning scores (rd= .51) but the product-moment correlaf
tion was only .15 when 'delinquents'' scores were analysed separately.

Role-taking was apparently not related to moral judgment (r = .02).

\

Analysis of variance statistics indicated that the treatments had no

; ' e "
significant effect on any groups' moral reasoning gcores (p = .13).

’

" There was} however, a slight :indication that ‘non-delinquents' in the

experimental treatment group were‘affected; this group made- the most

advances between pre and follow-up tests. ‘

On the basis of the findlngs it was hypothesized that moral

RN

reasoning'was relatedtto'conduct, and that the effect of participatlon
Rt : - ' :

in moral discussions might be a‘function“og conduct. impiicatidns

discussed‘included (1) the heed for teachers to reason with 'delin-
. . . »* .

a N

'quents in terms of the'latters' stages of.development; (i? the need
to examine values education, as part of the Soc1al Studies program,
in light of Kohlberg s theory, and . (3) the need for program develOpers

to be aware of children s stages of moral and role-taking development.
"Further studiles . expioring.the relationship between moral reasoning o
) T ’ _ E
and conduct appeared warranted.

o
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

As a result of the past decade of ferment in the Social
Studies,mosf teaching-learning programs in this subject area have
noved beyond the emphasis on fagts and the transmission of the

cultural heritage. Recent literature on the teaching of Social

~

Studies in the schools stresses not only the intellectual develop-

’

ment but also the personal and social development of students

(Joyce, 1972; Fraenkel, 1973). Many writers (Oliver and Shaver,

1966; Newman and Oliver, 1970; Simon, 1970) have emphasized that
‘

Social Studies education should focus, as the Alberta Social Studies

program (Alberta Department of Education, 1971) does, upon social /!
and personal issues.. These social issues ". . . are fundamentally

ﬁoral problems—and moral problems of which we can for the most part
see no clear solution . . . (Jeffrefs, 1968; p. 40).

As the school has the function of teaching skills, developing
istelligence and forming charactey (Lester Smith, 1964, P. 29), as
formal schbpling'not only teaches pééple, but pré—eminentlynteaches
people how to live with peobie (Dewey, 192;, 1966) , and as peopie

"need to be trained not only ‘in scientific but human terms (Snow,
.,\‘ ) . . ‘ . : 3

19624 p. 47);”'ionsiderations:9f morality cannot be ignored.

For questions of private and public behaviour and
- of social relatxonshlps. and the exercxse of moral
judgment, are matters of practical nece581ty for all .
children as for all adults, in théiw~studies as well as’
in everyday liv1nq (May, 1971 P. 39)



- .

Moral education has been of concern to educators since the

time of Plato's The Republic. During the last decade there has been

a deepening interest within education in morality, moral development
and moral edu;ntion.b This intérest is attested to in the over one o
thousand books and articles.contained‘in a bibliography (Assoéiation
for Values Education and Resenfch,'l972) compiled at the Universiny
of British Columbia.

However, the term 'moral’ is subject to’many interpretations.
In fact, Warnock (1967, p. 73) stateg\that there is no commonly
accepted definition of the term 'moral.’ In‘psynhology varying para-
digms give rise tn differing concepts of the nature of man and the
ways in which he learns moral ideas. However, the fundaméntai qnestion
of morality and mofgl edncafion was feéanized long ago in Menn's
question to Socrates:

Can you tell me“Socrates-—can virtue'be tanght?‘

Or if not, does it come by practice? Or does it come’

neither by practice nor by teaching, but do people get

it by nature, or in some other way? (Rouse, 1963, p. 28)

ThlS questlon has been answered' by Lawregpe Kohlberg whose

theory was the subJect of thlS study
1. THE PROBLEM

One of thg:paradoxes of humnn behaviour is that one often
’knnns what one should do Bnt'écts'o;herwiéé. TneAéuestion tnen
'bécdmeé,"Is one}acting morallyf". thé”(l§52, p; l)lsayszl

| If‘we were to ask a person, ‘What are his moral

- principles?' the w3y in which we could be- most sure

of a true ‘answer would be by studying what he DID.

One might be inclined gtina facie-to agrﬁgwiith this dlctum.

-



but it must be reaiized‘that actions may not tell one what a man's
moral principles are; One needs to not only observe action, but also
to realyze the reasoning behind.the action. Kohlberg (1964, pl 408) ) -
argues tnat 'f. . . the development of )udgment and development of
conduct do not go along on two 1ndependent tracks." He reiterated
this pesition when he stated (Kohlberg, 1971b, p. 78), "Fortunately,’
moral maturity in judgment and in action are closely related " This
view is subscrlbeo to by Porter (1972 p. 126), who states:
Generally it has been found that persons at a higher’

level of moral judgment not only reason better, but
they act 1nvaccordance with their judgments.

=

Kohlberg}s position is-that:

Although more research needs to be conducted
existing evidence clearly supports a positive relation-
ship between stage of reasoning, and moral behavior.
The goal of facilitating more mature forms of moral
thinking is certainly important to the long range goal
of promoting soc1al action (Kohlberg and Selman, 1972,
p. 41) :

Whereas it may be ‘true that moral knowledge and understandlng
are prerequ151tes for ‘authentic moral action and that, for example
one must learn respect for the property of others if one is to know
that one;should resist the temptatlon to take it even when safe oppor-
tunity offers, other writers question the‘kn0w1edge—action concami-
tance claim. ' Bull (1969,vpi 5) posits that
No claim could be made for strong correlation between
moral judgment and moral behavior . . . Even if the
 individual knows the right thing to: do, so much depends |
' upon motivation, the actual situation, anﬁ—-according to:
- some adolescent girlsa-even mood ‘ : : '
Xay (1970. p. 39 and p. 112) also argues that there is no ’

necessaxy connaction in eve:y situation betveen moral reasoning and



-will be any concomitant change in the maturlty of moral conduct,

to‘ “-.. .

conduct, and Graham (1972, p. 16), when discussing studies involving
guilt and resistance to temptatlon,says:
Their value may be primarily in denonstratlng that

Judgment and action are not always related—if indeed

~any such demonstration is Qecessary :

On the one hand, therefore, we see supportfrontKohlberg, Porter
and Selmandthat "reasoning and behaviour are linked'because.maturep
moral action requires- mature forms of moral thought as prerequleltea
(Kohlberg and Turiel, 1971, p. 457), and that "if‘we'know a child's
moral- Judgment level we should be able to predlct a good deal of hls
moral behav1or (Ibld ). On the other hand We have support for the

v1ew that knowledge and actlon are not necessarlly linked in that ‘an

1nd1v1dual may know the rlght thlng to do but acts contrary to this

knowledge. This knowledge -action questlon is -of prime 1mportance for

moral educatlon. If a program in moral education can ralse a student s

[

levef&of moral reasonlng but it is unknown as to whether or not there
rE! n

moral educatlon can be questioned‘ One would wisb children to behave

‘as well as reason at morally matu%e levels.

~ This study examlned,therefore,the moral teasonlng and conduct

of selected elementary school children in light Of Kohlberg s theory

£ moral develppment. The study was exploratory in that it attempted

L e e discover siqnifa.cant variatiles in the- field
‘ftuation, ‘to discover relations among variables, and .
' lay the. qroundwork for 1ater, more gystematic and
. tigorous testinq of hypotheses (Kerlmget. 1973, p. 406)

As tar as 1sknown thls study was unique ﬂx tbat it explored the

' '-oral reasoninq of atudents who were deemed by tenchers to display

Ul



’ 'delinquen;/ or 'non-delinquent' characteristics in a classroom situa-

tion. Although studies have been carried out on the moral reasoning
. / . ’ | .

!
/

of legal delinquents in correctivetinstitutions, no, one has studied

- the morai reasoning of Grade Five and Six 'delinquents' in a public
school setting. Whether the moral reasoning veriable is releted to
'delinquent’ conduct can, at‘present, only be‘speculated. This study
Should,therefore,help to lay'the groundwork for hypothesis,building
as to the relationshig.between moral reasoning and an@dbt amongl
'delinquent'.students in.the upper eienentary school. Although
previous research has studied the effects of exposure to higher stage‘* i
moral reasoninc on iegel‘Qelinquents and 'normal'.elementary school ’
students,.this study explored the iffects of particiéation»in moral

- discussions onl'delinquent' and 'nonwdelinquent' students. Results
might form a basis for discovering-the relationship:between conouct .
. and the effects of participation.in moral diécussions, 1:ading»to

possible hypotheses which.might'form the framework for future research.

4

' 2. THEORETICAL OVERVIEW -

4

In order to investigate the problem of whether or not there
vis concomitance between how one reasons about moral problems and how

one acts in concrete moral situations, the cognitivo-developmental

thoory of Lawrence Kohlberg was used !ﬁased on e!mpirical evidence
Kohlberg has developéd a. six stage modol of moral dqve],ppment o
’ (Appendix A) Progression through these stages results from organism-'_ ’
_ environnental interaction with the resulting mental structure being a‘

: p]:oduct of this interact:ion .rather than a direcr. reflection of either -

. _.':_ o o L ’ !



innate‘neurologicalbor external>environmentad-patterns (Kohlbergiand
Mayer, 1972, p. 457). Like Piagetl.xohlberg views cognitive structures
as internally organized wholes or systems of internal relatlons:
These strudtures are rules_for processing information or connecting
events. Kohlberg postulates that:

1. The stages are universal. 'They are not cultnrally 4
determlned and partlcular rellglons make no dlfference |

2. All stages have to be moved through there is an invariant

PR }

sequence, order or succession and no stage mayvbe sklpped.‘ However,

.

speed of development will vary with the 1nd1v1dua1, fixation mnay
_occur ‘at a given stage, and 1nd1v1duals may be partly in one stage

and partly in’ nelghbourlng stages

X
3. Each stage reflects dxfferent motlves and a dlfferentia-
.

tion of life over other values. "1

4, Each stage shows a, concern for welfare and ]ﬂstice

©

There is rehsonably |

is closely related to intelllgence either as measured by intelllgence :
quot1ents or by Piagetlan tasks. However.intell1gence is a necessary,

hnot a sufficient conditlon for moral development. Another factor |
which appears to 1nfluence development is role-takxng ablllty.
-AAccording to Selman (1971) only reciprocators [the understandlng that

‘. others can take one 's own perspective slmultaneously w1th one's taklng
.fof others' perspectives XSelman, Gordon and Damon, 1973)] attain the

f ;conventional level of norality o ;'

Kohlberg postulates that°upward movcment occurs through

fncmmuon of cognitive conﬂict. . Studies by 'ruriel (1966) , \Turiel
| ' ' "f;'i\?' CoEiT ol ‘

A



and Rothman (1972), Blatt and Kohlberg (1973), Beck, Sullivan and
Taylor (1972), and Lieberman and Selman (1974) all found that move-.
ment was created when lower stage subjects were pitted against higher

stage subjects or experimenézrs éither in discussion or role-playing

contexts. Moral dévelopment, it would appear, is facilitated there-

. A » {
fore by: : ' . L
| 1. Provision of enhanced opportunities -for role-taking.
' ' [}
2. Exbosure to cognitive copflict, to contrédictions in l
. 3 : : :
‘one's_own moral views. X

3. EXposure,to moral reesoninc one etaée.ebove one's own.
ﬁhen it COmes to butting moral reasons»into action,Kohlberg-posits’
' that "the 1nfluence of Judgment gn actlon should be characterlzable
'\\N in cognltlve—structural terms (Kohlberg, 1969, p‘ 390) | Several
: research studies . (Kohlberg, 1971a, p 228 'Haan et al 1968; |

: Kohlberg and Tur1e1 1971 p 459) have aoparently demonstrated a

' ~

congruence between actions and stage of moral reasoning. OQOne of the
/////;ost promising avenues of research into the thought-action parade
: appears to be with prisonera in corrective 1nstitutions and thh
juvenile delinquents Kohlberg, LaCross and Rlcks (1971) state that
repetittv! stealing or bullying are posslble 1ndlcators of immaturity
in children as young‘as seven or elght and that these are predictive '

Ls]

of adult naladjustment, delinqnency And antirsocial-‘ehavior.vf'
. R
xohlberg (1958) tound that delinquency was a sign of preconventlonal

el‘l noral judguent, although non~delinquency is not a sign of conventxonal

Bl P
]
ef :

'“ﬁff’at*approved;bohavior. In this:oonncction it




has been found that the'large majority (eighty-three
percent) of fifteen to seventeen year old working class
delinquents, are preconventional . . . (Kbhlggrg and
Turiel, 1971, p. 460). '

As Kohlberg and Turiel (1971, p. 460) state'thaf;

r - t
’ ’ ', . , We may expect a typical child to have reached ~
y the conventional level of moral judgment (Stages 3 and
‘ - 4) by early prea&olescence, and to reflect this level in
behavior consistently showlng decent- regard for- the
core expectations and approval of parents, peers and

outside authorities: —_— .

it can be hypothesized tﬁcf pre—adolescents who repetitiVeiy vipiate

these gesic expectations have failed to reach the conventional level. |
o : C : ‘

A

Althoughethexe'are oﬁhef sociological and psychologicalﬂfaétors
involved, de;ihquency,does appear to indicate immature_moral develop-
ment, This je ev#aehced by the Kohlberg, -Scarf and.aickey’(197z)‘

prlson study and studles by Fodor (1972), Hudglns (Hudgins and '

Prentice, 1973) and Ewanyk (1973) ln'whlch adult inmates or adolescent'

delinquents }nVarlabry scored at Stages ior 2,
. L 3

p' Aegording to Kohlberg and Turiel (1971, p. 448) one of the
critieal transition periods is between. the ages of ten and thxrteen

If e ghild has not begun to reason at the couventional level by age

W

'th;;geen he ;s unlxkely to develop p:incipled morallty in adplthood

.-The:efore ghis perlod appea;s to be erugial for moral development and

it is this peried whieh was examined in this study.,

0

. : €
¢

oy Ky ‘ata'rm"fot mrmmas
!he naje: put?@ses of this study were ta inveatigate the

frtellewtne quaatienn.-” [.l g‘_ .

1 Is there cengruenca between hev 2 poraon :aaaona about }_7

Dk -



- .
moral, problems how he acts in actual moral situations?

2. Will a situation in which students are exp&éed to moral
,reasoning ét one stgge above their initial modal level ihfluence tgeir ’
level of~moral‘reasé?ing ttwatds the higher stage? - |

In érden to‘apswet these questionS"the following specific'
problems were investigated. | |

1. Do Grade Fivé and Six 'delihquents' a;d";on—delinquents'
dlffer in the scores obtained on Kohlberg's Moral Judgment Instrument’

2. Will a 51tuat10n in which a random selectlon of Grade
Five'ahdksix 'délinquents' and 'non—delinquents"are‘exposed to moral
reasonlng at one stage above their pretest stage 1nf1uence thelr
reasonlng to the extent that their stage ‘of reasoning is hlgher on
the;posttest.than‘it was on the pretest? .

. 2 (é), Will anY'changes bq'refiectedbon a follow-up
.\\\\\;g§)5dministeted one month after the_posttest? | |
| 2 (t)..ﬁiLl there . be any<differences between pretest,
postteét and follow-up sqores‘éd the Kohlberg MoFaL>Judgment‘Insttu;
ment Setween fdeliﬁﬁgz;t;? and 'nqﬁ?dgiinquehts' in experimental,

hd cohtrol groupé?

placeﬁo
Addxtional questions researched were-"n
X Is role-taking abxlity as assessed by Flavell 8 Role—’

Taking in trument (Flavnll et a1, 1968) related to atage or moral . x

‘ ': reasoning? Por 'delinqnantsy? For 'non—delinquents'?

3 (aL Do,,dnlinqnents and 'non-delinquents' differ on’

tole—taking abu;f.y? O

l-_ ‘4 Il intclligence qpotiant a- assqssed by the Canqdian ‘



" intsrviews were taps-rscordad. o

»

Lorge Thorndike Intelligence Tests (Lorge et al, 1967) related to

stage of moral.development? For 'delinquents'? For 'non~-delinquents'?
4. DESIGN OF THE STUDY

In order to investigate the‘problems posed the following

research design was formulated.

»The Sample

-

One hundred and fifty-seven students in Grades Fiveand Six

in three Edmonton public schools, chosen by the Edmonton Public School

Board, were selected by teachers and/or pPrincipals as displaying

'delinquent' or non-dellnquent' characteristics A Student Behavior

Rating Instrument (Appendix C) was used for selectlon purposes From

this sample forty subjects were chosen by the researcher as demon—

12

strating the most extreme characteristics o‘ 'delinquency (n = 20)

-

and Fndn-delinquency An = 20) : During the c0urse of the research

twd 'delinqnent' subJects became unavailable for study.

*

Instrumentation

Ca . '

-

Role-Taking Instr gt - A1l subJects were administerea . f%_

Ty E

Kohib‘ﬁEHS Moral Judqment Instrument._ (Appendix E) All

isubjects were administered Form A cf this instrument as a pretest, \ .

/-

f.rorm B as s posttest and Foxm A again as a follow~up test one month .

>'i'.s£ter the posttest. Eacb subjsct was intervisved separately and all

0;: :

io

B S
‘jFlavell's Role-Tsking Instrumsnt (Flavell et al, pp. 70-81) G o
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RN )

Intelligence Quotient. All Grade Slﬁgé. jects were adminis-

tered Form D of the Canadian Lorge-Thorndike In\elligence Test and all

Grade Five subjects were administered Form C of the same test.

¢ ?

Experimentai Deéign

All subjects were randomly assigned to oné,of three groups..

1. Experimental Group (nh = 13). These subjects were involved
in six, one-half hour sessions held once per week in each of the
three schools, over a six week period. Five of the sessions comprised

the viewing of one of the First Things_filmstriPS"(Guidance'Aésnciétes,

1972) followed by a discussion. The final session comprised the

discussidbn of moral dilemmas Which subjects felt were relevant to

their own lives.

2. Placebo Grdup. This group (n = 12) was involved in six,

one-half hodr sessions held oﬁce pef week in each of three schools,
vover'a éix week: period. ’Dﬁring each session a Social Studies related
" game wa§/played.- - T = -

o Q

- 3. " control Group. This'qroup (nA='13) confinued with normal

1élésétbomiabtiviti¢s-aufipé the experiménﬁpl'aﬁd placebo group

sessions. - ¢

?_The Desigé v:‘,. L oL .

- Pigure l”providés a-sﬁnﬁhry,ofAthe resgatéh.dgsign. .



“>
1. 'Teach;r and others' ratings on the Stndent~Behaviox
Rating Instrument l
g
Selectién of the
'Delinquent' éample ) | ‘ 'Non—dellnquent' sample
\ /
2. ‘» j Kohlberg Moral Judgment Instrument (Form A)

Flawell's Role- Taklng Instrument

Canadian Lorge~Thornd1ke Intelllcence Test

3. - ndom selection into .

Experimental - " Placebo - . Control

Treatment

Posttest

4. ,
' : Kohlberg Moral Judgment Instrument (Form B)
5. . - Follow-up test .

Kohlberg Moral Judqhent Instrument (Form A)
- Plavell's Role—Taking ‘Instrument
ket e . ) v

FIGUREI

TBE RESEARCH DESIGN

12



13

‘ ) S 5. DEFINITIONS. g
. T b
Functional of

vValue: Any characteristic deemed important because of psycho- //p

logical, social, moral or aesthetic considerations (Good, 1973,
p. 636). T

P : L . ’ .
Moral: That which a person considers to be right or wrong and

that which he considers he ought or ought not to dbd.

Moral Judgment: This involves a choice between principles,

policies or courses of action basgd on a criterton or criteria for
right action. : \
: -

Conduct: The actual behaviors® demonstrated by someone in a

real/ world concrete situatign.
. . . N o A T ) :
- _ Delingquent: Behavior) that is in violation of the conduct

norms of society; usually baséd on legél'nq;ms'but can be'broadened

/’5‘ . . . R
to include all>anti~sdcidl acts whether or not these are brought to

’thelattentibn'of a dourt of law (Good, 1973, p. 170).

. _ s o o _
Role-TakingJAbility:-sThe facility of seeing something from
somebody else's pe;spectiée; the ability to disassociate one's own .

vieWpoiq§s~from.those of othe:s; s

gggrational .

gal and Moral Judgment" Thé 'score' obtained from thé

n

r"h- rvvﬁ

cOnduct:' The ratings obﬁained from the Stndent Behavior

Rating Inst:mnt., S I RS

f.



n i

Role- Taklng Ability: The score obtal\td on Flavell! q}que—

l au

Taking Instrument.
Delinquent: Those subjects identified by teachers and others

on the Student Behavior Rating Instrument as displaying overt anti-
( ;
social behavior. . 3
o » , . »
Non-Delinguent: Those subjects identified by teachers and

others on the Student Behavior Rating Instrument as displaying overt

social behavior.

Intelligence: The score obtained on the Canadian Lorgé-

4
P

Thorndike Intelligence Tests.

6. ASSUMPTIONS

1. 'That Social Studies education not only has intellectual

growth functions but is alsO'concerned with cpildten's personal’ and -

- ]

social behavior and moral development. - N

2. That the cognitive-developmental theory of moral develop-

)

ment provides a sound-theoretical base for unflerstanding moral ro,
. ) r
reasoning. ,

3. That the Kehlbetg Motal Judgment Instrument wili‘aCCu—s
rately reflect the morai reasoning of subjects.

e 4;‘ That‘the 'stage, level' of each subject can be accurately
'ascettained from responses glven to the dllemmas posed in the Kohlberg
Moral Jadgment Instrument. ‘ o DT , ‘ 5,

5. That Flavell 5. Role-Taking Instrument will accurately
reflect the cognitxve role-t&king abllity of subjects.

. . o Q. .
6. That the Student Behav1or Rating Instrument will accurately

- . ‘ ) .
) DR o L . -

14
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reflect the classroom conduct of the subjects.

4 7. That subjects in the experimental treatment situation will

’

in{#ially use the stage(s) of reasoning assessed from the pretest

4

%35b 3. That any researcher effect on the expérinental group
ﬁosttest scores-will be controlled by the incorporation in the de51gn

of the placebo group, and by the administration of a follow-up test.

\". ;'v -

7. LIMITATIONS

v}
.

The following limitations appear to apply to this study.

Theoretical Limitations : . : \ .

The study was limlted to one theory of moral development._
-3 ‘

Although the theory appears to be baséa on empirical evxdence and has

a reasonable philosophicai basis, it is but one theory among several.

¢

‘

External'Limitations, ' o . ,

As the study was exploratory, generalizatlons to othqr popu~

lations could not be made.

Sample Limitations

N 'rhese limitations mcluded the small size ofﬁanple, the

assignment of schools by the School Board and the d1fficulties involved ,

in obtaining the sample.

Ao
A

Internal Limitations- ‘ e Sl o o

Caution was used in the analysis of results due to the inter-

nal linitations of the roaearch design. Even though a numbet of



subjects were categorized as 'delinquent,' treating these subjects as
s -

a group was carried out cautiously for, although thebgroup shared.%
common characterietic (i.e., anti-social behaJ&or), the specific

. 2 . \
quantitative and quelitative degree to which the inéividuals»in the
group were equivalent was questionable. Also no attempt was made in
this study to account for the home background or past é#perienees of

b
the subjects.

8. SIGNIFICANCE OF ‘E STUDY ~

‘ . . . .
The study was deemed significant in the following ways:
¢

T, KnoWledge was gained regarding how 'delinquents"’ reasoned

about concerns of morality. Although studies on legal.delinquents in

correctlve 1nst1tut10ns have been carrled out (Kohlberg,‘1958,

—~

Ewanyk, 1973), thls study appeared to be unique in that it reSearched
the moral. reasonlng of Grade Five and Six students who were deemed
by teachers to.display overt anti—social gehayior in ‘normal’ publlc'

' school classrooms. "

'2,” Informatien'gaihed from this study may have;significanee

for program development and'classfoom ptactice- Although several

studies,_such as those by Turiel (1966), Blatt and Kohlberg (1973)
4’
and Beck, SnlliVan and Taylor (1972). have apparently demonstrated

»‘Athat a student's stege of. moral reasoning can bJ‘raised there isf
still a question reqarding the luccesl of the intetvention technique

on an ntudents.. m- study th.mtm. vatgc cfficacy ot

©
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3. The Alberta Social Stuaies érogram (Alberta~ Department
of Education, i971) stresses the values'olarificatton approach
designed by Raths et al (1966). Presumably this approach can be
used with students at any age. Yet the\question can be raised as
to whether, for exahple; students can identify and choose freely
from among ;11 known altefnatives (Steps 1, 2 and 5 of the Raths
nodel) unless they are cognitively and morally mature enough to do

' so. The Kohlberg theqry when put into instructional practice does
attempt to match the student's stege of developnentbtb the instruof
_tion\.' If stﬂdents are only c'apable of reasdning at the stage they
are 1n,. or the one stage above, then th1s developmental principle
can be used as a basm for J.nstructlon by creating dlssatlsfactlon
in the student about his 'present knowledge of the good ‘(Kohlberg,‘

| N _
1970, p. 308)," by exp<551ng the student t6 +1 reasoning
, Values clanflcatlon strateqies do not stress role-takmg,
role—takxng is included as'one part'of the overall appraoch,' Yet
according tc\xohlberg' _(19‘.711b, ‘pp.’.' 51-452),, moral reasonin‘gb is closely .
‘related to :oie;teking'as matute morel reasoning invblves conSidering'

. the in’lfare- of othets. Thxs neceasitates the ability of ‘taking

(‘7

another pernon s point of view. It would appeat that, although role- "
tlkinq ability is developnnntal in natnza, it needs to be practised

| ﬂanl ducuuianu which 1nv01v¢ such qnputiann u, ,'saw vould you feel'l. L
' 1£ m mo A?" 1nvolve thc prwtisiaa of ming oﬁuu' porqpectives | |
pad, grovy ciatal fras ”C', 2he inportanc. bf:;;“
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Also values clarification centers on the personal values of
the student; the end result is unhnown and ehould not be inculcated.
Kohlberg, however, maintains thatnalthough values (content) may be

. . J . /
relative, the reasons for holding values are not. Kohlberg argues
that the notion of relat1v1ty w111 have to be.rethought as 1t is
both phlloSOphlcally and psychologlcally unsound

‘Therefore this study had significance in thatAit examined the
moral reasoning of elementary school students, creating a poesible
~ basis for moral or values educatlon prograns in the school

4. The conduct aspect of morallty is of 1mport One'would
wlsh students ‘not only to reason at a mature. level but also to act ‘/‘
‘at a morally mature level for 1t is the child's conduct whlch the

o,

teacher evaluates 75 v

is regard all teachers are values educators
' yet the.relationshi befgeen thought and conduct is problematlc. As

research‘evidence ry “ing the congruence between moral reasonlng
and. moral conduct is scarce thls study was reqarded as both unlque

and necessary. As Wright (1971, p- 172) says..

He need to know how people '8 theoretical morallty ‘f‘ “.1
relates to the rest of thelr moral lives. o B
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research studies related to the problems posed. Chapter III ‘outlines
the research design, and the procedures used to analyse the data.
Chapter IV éontains the results of the data analysis and Chapter V

summarizes the study, discusses .the implicationsiand praovides .

suggestions for further research.



Chapter II
RATIONALE AND RELATED STUDIES .

This chapter,reViews the cognitive theory.of moral‘develop—
ment* as formulated by Piaget and modlfled and extended by Kohlberg.
, o'

Relevant research and theory in terms of moral and: cognltlve stages,

'centrat;on_(role—taking ability), instructional,processes and actual

moral conauct-are analyeed in7order,to explicate the operationalf,

- problems and design of this study. . -
1.  PIAGET R R

Jean Piaget postulatedlthat children move through invariant iA.
g stagea in cognitive operations-—the sensori-notor, pre—operational,.
.q concrete operationel.and fozmal operational. He posited (1960.
pé 13—14) that these stages had a constant order of succession, that

the elenents of one atage uare 1nteqrat¢d intu the next hiqhatV!tage‘

and that 1ouer stage elenents uere thc basis for the higher stage.

e
L

raetotn which 1nfluonced develcpnhnt were naturation, expcrience

(phyaiul mﬂ loqicmnthmucal) v mial intenction amd t:ansmis— =
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pattern consisting of three stages.

1. Pre-moral Stage \
' No concept'of right or wrong.

2. Heteronomous Stqge ’ ' - o
Unlitaral respect for adults leads to ‘heterconomous
attitude towards adult rules as belng sacred ‘and unchanglng

because of:

‘a. Egocentrlsm—-confuslon of one's own perspectlve
~'with his own—inability to see moral vaybes as
~ relative to various persons and ends.
b. Realism—confusion of subjectlve phenomena with
' ‘objective things—moral rules as fixed rather than
, psychologlcal expectatlons.,- ~ o S
This leads to: . o i R .
c. Ob)ective responsiblllty—~phys1cal consequences
~ are used as the basis for judgment rather than
©intents.
d. Unchangeability of rules.
- e. Absolution of values-—'rlght' and 'wrong' are
- .absolute arnd in conflict situations the parent
is 'right.’ ‘ .
-£. Wrongness is’ defined by sanctions, wrong =
. punishment.
. g. Duty. as being . obedience to authorlty.
" h. Belief in expjatory punishment. '
- 1. Ignoring reciprocity in defining obligatlons.
- 3. Belief in immanent justice. .. - S
: f‘k;'Belief in collective responsibility. = . L
. 1. Punighment by authority rather than retaliative .
'~:55~,reciproc1ty by victin _ .

wath ‘ofl'smn of rights (juLtice) and duty (Obliga- '\:

tion) as" co~operation increases and egocentrism declines
aam thnt the above *.bnnets' wiu disapp«r and mre sub-




22
and a baslc developmental pattern hag, in the main, been substantlated
However,moral development has been seen to be more complex than Plaget
realized in 1932. Questions have been ralsed regardlng-the consis-
tency of development across all components of morallty Johnson
(1962),test1ng fOr 1mmanent Justlce, moral realxsn, punlshment and
respon51b111ty concepts with eight hunared and seven subjects in
Grades-Five; Seyen,vNine and.Eleven, found development with_agelln
all areas.-.Howeven correlations between the«»ariOue_moral judgment

N tests usedbranged from 68 to .15 demonstratlng, as did- Brennan
(1962) in part, that varlous ‘areas. of judgment may not be hlghly
_related. MacRae (1954) also found development with age hut- llke the
'aforementioned researchers he could find no common entity 1n moral
,3udgment and McKechnxe (1971) concluded that.. specxficity in reasoning -
'c]was related to the behavioral area involved andlthe structure of the
Hprotocols presented : 7e-."b : ;‘ v—;‘_: . |
| Other questions have also heen raised regarding whether or.

not every component‘of moral judgment,as dascribed by Piaqet,rs

‘.dBV‘1°P"°ntﬂl in neture. Tﬁﬂ f°11°"1n9 qeneral characterxstlcs are ;.:,

llfndocned to he the critexia for stage developmentel theory (Kbhlbergv'

":fand uayex, 1972, p. 453):
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an‘underlying'thougnt'orgeniza"on;'

4. ‘Cognitive stages are higrarchical integrations.
Stages form ‘an order of lncreaSLngly differentiated and
1ntegrated structures to fulfill a common function.

. Whereas deveIopmental theopy has‘Peen substantiated according to the
‘above critefia in the areas of obgeotiye res?onsibility, fixity of
e ruleS/ absolntism of velue, wrong defineolz; punishmenty.expiative
justice and immanent justice (gohlberg, 1963, p;'319),‘the morefsocio-
'emotional aspects of Piaget's theory have been qnestioned.. For
example,peer group perficipation, aiﬁhouoh an important aspect of
overall moral development, has not been found to be spec1f1cally |
| essoc1ated with advanbe‘on measures of rec1proc1ty or 1ntent10na11ty.
.xngelmass and.Breznitz.(1967) found thatvchlldren_ralsed on an |
Ieraeli'kibbﬁtz‘we;e.not more intenfionaily ofiented than‘children‘
‘ faised in'alconQen%ional iefeeli_famil}."Reéipnocity aoﬁears tov
-inorease*in'children;eged'Between.eix ena-nine but then eteye the
-same or decllnes (Kohlberg, 1963, p. 319) | B
A second factor of Piaqet's theory relates to the/exzstence
\

fof a democratio home axmoaphere. Yet MacRae (1954) and Johnson (1962)

’_f~£ound that.parental demOcracy did not relate to development on the

fafpiaqetian conponent of'objactive zeqponsibility.» According to Lyq;at
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‘oécur. Piaget himself stated (1932, p. 78):

A given individual may, for example, have reached
the state of autonomy with regard to a certain group
of rules while his consciousness of these rules, together
with the practxce of certaln more subtle rules, W1ll still
. be colored with-heteronomy.

2. KOHLBERG - . gﬁ

Lawrence.Kohlberq has extended'and modified Piaget’s.original
. . ) R ) s 3 ' . '
- thesis by developing an ideal :typological model to explain the develop-

o

ment-of moral réasoning. Kohlbe;g‘s thecry differs from_Piaget's on

' seQefal majcr poiﬁts. The-firsc’is the startihg point{' WhereasA
Piaget‘beéins Qithlresccct for sacreé_rules, Kohlberg (1973c, p- 191)
commences with the: pragmatlc concern of punlshment, flnd1né that ten
year olds who dlsplayed Stage l thinklng (Appendlx A) diad not show
‘strong respect for adult~authoritym In fact;younq-chlldren.appea: to .
judge acts by whether or not the act 15 rewarded or punrshed A 'bad’

act which wag accorded parental reward was deemed to be 'good' by

. young childran (ltohlbe:q. 1968. p. 48’9) Secondly, Piaget's theory

: contained three ztaqes. whsteas Kohlberg incorporaces six (Appendix ' ‘

A ) Thirdlyﬁ whereas Pmaget atrasses peer-group participation as-a
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-

metaphor was first elaborated by Plato, given new meaning
by Hegel and finally strlpped of its metaphy31 al claims
by John Dewey and Jean Piaget, to form a psych logical
‘method. 1In the dialectical metaphor a core of/ universal
ideas are redeéfined and reorganized as their implications
are played out in experlence and as they are confronted
by their opposites in argument and discourse. These
organizations define qualitative levels of thought, levels
of increased epistemic adequacy (Kohlberg and Mayer, 1972
pP. 456)

Kohlberg sees this progression as’a reorganization of psycho-
looical ot;uccurcs resultino from'ougénism—énvifonmentai interaction,
with che mental structure-being‘a pcoducﬁ of this interéctioﬁ"rathcr

. than a difect ref;ection‘ofveiihér innate neurological patterns_or
~external epvironmencal pactccns (Kohlbcrg and MaYer, 1972, p. 457’.
Bikc Piaget, Kohlbetgoviewo coghitivc:structures.as internclly
organized wholes or systeus of internal ;clations. 'Thcoc structures
are rules;forAproccssiug iuformation‘or connectinqcevents,Aand cucse
’ events are~ozgan12eduactivelf ﬁhrougﬁ tucse‘cOQnitivévconnecting |
ptocésses,lnot passively.through e#tctnal Sscociation ahd rebetition._i
.The core of development is not the unfolding of 1nstincts,_emotxons
or- sensori-motor patterns but instead is cognitive change in dlS“
.tinctively human general patterns of thinking about the self and the
".'wotld‘ The development of moral reasonlng has therefore a cognltxve‘

1

' Tcore, and the cognitive 4nd affective are parallel aspects of the

S _
.’f‘structural transfoxuation which takes place in development (Kohlberg
. .and na(yar, 1972, p.<457) xohlbexg adnits (197lb, P 44) that moral

c'judgnentz ianlvn stxonq emotional components but'he states that ) | 4,;

i ’:,muona wm not r«mee the comi, ve core.




B ever, whereas ag

adequate psychological state to a more edequate one (Kohlberg and
Mayer, 1972, p. 483). 1t is a change in form, pattern and organiza-.
tion of behavior, not jostka change in,frequency'or intensity.of
responses. o

Knowledge is thus viewed as fuﬁctional or pragmatic. ‘ It is
an equ111brated or resolved relatlonshlp between an’ 1nqu1r1ng\gomah-
mind and a problematxc situation. The Chlld s eplstemology 1s both
unlque to the 1nd1v1dua1 at his stage of development and un1versa1
as all 1nd1v1duals progress throuch s!ages of development

Ev1dence for ﬂqi ex1stence of the six stage: model (Appendix
A) wes based initially on analy31s catried out’ on the responses

"given to.moral dilemmas by eighty-four male subjects ran91ng 1n‘age

from nine. years and six months to s1xteen years and four months

?cg to Kohlberg (1958),these stages form a

‘

pnt stages to the subjects domlnant stage

(Kohlberg, 195§
 'quas1-s1mplex5

~ correlate moret‘ f each’ other than do distant stages All

'statemepts madef‘ fes could be assigned to one of ‘the one

 hundred and eight§ : (thirty moral aspects by six Stages’ Hoi-
% in moral development have been substantlated
. ¥

1ﬁ'tthf§§!§¥5h-; :} 1972, p. 182). this does not validate tﬂE

"variance._' As Kohlhetg (1973c, P 189) acknow—-}

the ags tundu 1ndieate that som a\odes of .
J.‘]ilzn generally more difficult or sdvanced than - .
"’@nda 0 “thouqht ’th.y ‘donot da-onstxatc that
ingent of each mode of. though}: is Prerequisite to

the next hiqher in a hyPOthetical




® followed some of  Kohlberg's original 1958 subjects. According to

¥
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This evidence is*provided'in a longitudinal study which

the results of this study, "Each individual‘chifd must go steb by
step through each.of thevkinds of moral judgment . . .'(Kohibeng,
l971b, D. 36).". This longltudlnal data however, has demonstrated
that post convent10na1 reasonlng is not reached until adulthood, if

at all. ". . . our longitudinal data now suggests that Stage 5

(X4

is a stage reached .in adulthood, not in adolescence . . . Thinking

- we labelled Stage 6 in high school was misclassified (Kohlberg,

1973a, p. 31)." In fact since the conception of the six stage®model
in 1958, further mbdifications have been‘made'on the basis of research

evidence. Kramer (Kohlberg and Kramer, 1969) discovered what at first

was -assumed to be a regression in the moral reasoning of college.

students. These students apparently were réasonlng at Stage 2, yet

on further analysis Kohlbergp051ted that this reasonlng was character—
Istlc of ‘a tran51tion between conventlonal and pcst—conventlonal
thinking, and has thus labelled it as Stage 4 - 172. This has, as

it were, 'saved' the sequential and hierarch1a1 aspect of ‘the theory.

. However,there is a statehcnt by Kohlberg (l973b, p. 501) whlch reads:

A pilot cross—sectxonal study of moral Judgment in
 the aged’ (uripublighed) - suggested that some, but far from
.all, aging people regressed to childish pre-conventxonal
fpatterns of moral thought. o, X , _

Thic suggests that the non-reqrcssion aspect of the cognitlve-
dcvelopnental theory may not be valid for all age groups. Other‘ '

changes have includcd the reclassification of the various aspects. of

nnxal judgmcnt. Hhcrcas 1n}1958 thirty aspects were conceptualized,

thesc bavc becn reclassified'into tcn major issues (Append;x B) Alsc;h

e
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substages within each stage have been formulated based on evidence

from a longitudinal study.'~The A substage is based on concerns of
normatiye order and utilltarianism and thé B substage on justice and
ideal-self concepts. According to Kohlberg, Kautfman, et al (1974,
p. 25), the longitudinal data indicates that the B‘substage is more

\ a ’
mature in the sense that a 3A thinker moves to 3B, but a 3B never .
moves to.3A although he may move to 4A. However, the B substage
can be skipped. This‘study was only COncerned/howeveq with the six
stage model and not with the substages.

Cross- cultu;al research (Kohlberg, 1971b, p. 37) indicates

that people progress through the stages regardless of culthre.

. ﬂy,
Howeven ev1dence for this universality of development is stlll open

to question Graphs of stage usage of suhjects in flve countries
(Kohlberg, 1971b, p. 37) do not indicate how many subjeets were
tested, which dllemmas were used or what the scoring reliability was,’

’

- and eVidence‘for the existence of post—conventional reasoning is

absent‘in two out'of.the five samples. L
Further evidence for the developmental theory is prOV1ded by

Rest’ (Rest et et al, 1969) and by Selman (xohlberg and Turiel, 1971,

p. 451) Rest demonstrated with a sample of forty~f1ve Fifth and

ef Bighth Grade boys and girls who were. asked to recapitulate statements

at each of the ttages, that these subjects could recapitulate state-

-, ments at one’ stage below thelr own modal stage with a high degree of .

lvaécuracy.¢ Recapitulatlon of +1 statements ylelded a moderate degree

“-of accuracy thh +2 statements beinq the 1east accurate. Subjects

) apparently understood their own stage and lower stages but dld not



comprehend reasoning which was too developmentally advanced. Rest
also.found, when subjects were asked éb state which cf the statements
taken from_eech stage thley preferred and. which they thogght were the
worst advice, that:
The -1 étatemeﬁts were chosen as the worsr advice

with significantly more frequency than either the +1 or

+2 statements (p ¢.01). The +1 and +2 statements were

also judged as being better than. the -1 statements

{(p ¢.01), and the results indicate also -that these

‘ two statements were equally preferred (Turlel 1969,

p. 104).
The same pattern was demonstrated.with a'group of forty-seven Twelfth
Graders (Rest, 1973). ; This group'preferred hignpr‘stage reasoning,
but could only comprehend and recapitulate reasdnlng at their own -
'stagep lower etages or the +1 stage.
‘E; be a functxon of developmental princ1ples Kohlberg and.Turiel.
(1971, p. 451) report that’ Selman, in a research study which involved
tén to sixteen year old children's interpretations of tbe_'Golden
" Rule,' found only étageb3 chiidren ‘translating the.rule correcrlg.
Those: at Staga 2 used a Stage 2 orlentation of actual exnhange ‘or

. »
revenge, not a Stage 3 ideal reciprocal Judqnent involving a consider—
ation of what you ‘would wish if you were . in the other 8 placb JY&} '
almost all children could correctly Verbalize the formula of 'Do unto
-.othcrs as ‘you would havs than do untq;VOu.
5‘ Further evidence of the cognitivn—dcvelaynental theory of
. moral developmnt is provided 1n itudiu uhich attenptnd to iaduce

-chadiLs in nnrel reaeoning. and in studi-: ﬂhich ttlated boheyior to

-'lpral judgnnnt. 'Thiﬁ odeence vdll ho dilcutsod lttet ln tnﬂs chap&er.

‘,‘
-

e Ability to comprehend moral reasoning‘was also shown by Selman

29
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Each' of the six stages repfesenté a structured whole but this

does not mean "at any giveh time a child function54entire1§ioh one
stage and that change involves movement from one such,disbrete stage

to another (ﬁnriel‘ 1969, p. 113)." ;En fact the evidence suggests
at
that the majotlty of subjects tested respond at various stages.

Typlcally, as children develop ‘they are partly in

- their major stage (about 50% of their ideas) partly in

the stage into which they are moving and partly in the
sgage they have just left behind (Kohlberg, 1971b, p- 38).

-The'actual usage patternnmay‘bevas diagrammed below in Figure 2.

]
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This above pattern is borne out-b§ the correlations existing among

the various dilemmas presented to subjects  These range between

75 and. 31 w1th the median being 51 (Kohlberg, 1969, p. 388). .One

-

of the problems presented in reyiewing studies pertinent to this |
particular research study is that it is often unknown as to which
dilemmas were presented to subjects and which questions were posed
Therefore,the 'degree of fit' between reasons given ‘to one dilemma
and those given to another is problematic One reason for the '
fluctuating correlations between various dilemmas may also be due to
actual differences in the dilemmas . Leming (1974) posits: that there
_are two modes-—one a judgment one in which a response is made to an -
act which has already been performed. the other a deliberatiéh mode

/

in which a/correct course of action is chosen for the dilemma charac-
/
ter. For example,in the Heinz story (Instruhent I, Appendix E)

Heinz has actually hroken into the—store to steal the drug but in

: _the aum involvinq Joe. (Instrment TI, 2 '_ pen s) Jbe has to

i.\decidb&whethnr or not to give his loney to hie £athsr Secondly,

suqqeats thnt classical neral d&&nn!ns uhich tre renoved from

31
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Fluctuations in scores,therefore,may be due to the dlfferent

types of dilemmas posed ’ Haan_et al (1968),hqwever,found'that.forty~

six per cent of their adolescent sample could not'even'be classified
in a medal.staqe, This '1nab111ty to f1nd a modal stage may be due
to a number of factors, such as’ scoring 1mpre0151on or to the 1ack
of dlfferentxatlon between learned verbal responses and ‘truly / |

structural‘ responses. But measurement imprec1sxon may not necessarily

A

account for all the varlation. ;f
Some of the variatlon can. be explalned by Piaqet'
'concept of 'decalage' .. ... Decalage exists because some
concepts ‘are more difficult than.cthérs and. because a '
-child has had more experience in some realms than in’ S
others (Turiel, 1969, p 115)..' b °” . L
, _ .

Tvo concepts can be introduced here. ‘One’ is that of 'mental struc—

.tures' vhich refer to forms of thouéht that may function in more or

loss cohasive pattarua; the second is structurinq procoqs which |

'retora to thc uedo of transition ftom 1ess nnture to nore mature foxms .~'

: '..ot fnnctioning.' vAriatiom will typify changna 1n the structuzing

';?Pgocg;., fixity will bn.typifiod by cemsistancy, Thin consistency

"1;eould be n functidbjot nqa—-the young child i- pwoqto:ainq very
“bﬁuiowly in untnlldmyylognunt, thc adnlt nz tho highar :taqe has reachsd
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. greatest amount of mlxture because ajp that poxnt hxgher
wstage functxoning is _very unstahle. '
. y . ,

On the basis of both theoretxcal consxderatxans .and empirical

evidence Kohlbexg states, )
| | l,_ The stages have universal appllcation. .Théy are not
culturally determined although the cultural edvironment may help to
speed up the developmental process or- srow~it down (Kohlberg, 1971b,

38) "
‘é; All stagea have to be movad through; there is an invariant

'<sequence and no stage may be skipped. Houever;speed of development
'<w111 vary with the individual, fixatian may occur at a given stage, R

_and individuals may be partly in one staga and partly in neighboring.
E stagas._  .'f o  gf_'1 ,;7 _’ f.: .

‘

3.' Each staqe reflects, (a)different uotives £or action,

0:) diftmntiation of 1i£o over chpet valuea, and (c)a concern for

'waltare and juntice. .».-~‘ o _'“'?=:1f'=_.h'

: 4; chh ctage ic a oognitiva structnre. an 1nternnlly organ—

isnd whole.arl'yatln of intatnal tul'ticns.




é. 391)_repefts'thatohe.found l'ra cu;viliheat relation betweeh’I;Q.
end‘moral~ﬁaturi€y. Iﬁ:theebeiow%average rénge, ; linear cor;eiation
(x = .53) is found between 1.Q. and moral maturlty."r Hewever;in the
',above average group ‘a low cortelation of .16 was fQund between .
fintelligence quotlent and moral maturity. ‘

In the above ment;oned studies,the 1nte111gence tests used
.¢eried-as‘did‘the'COrrelations-with mo:al:maturity. Itfmust be
'-realized that it may not be true to say that those with high 1nte111-‘
. gence quotients w111 necessarily be. morally matuxe for, ”Cognltive
structure development depends upon mass1ve general experlence, a
-reqpirement whieh an 'innately 'bright Chlld cannot short circuit

‘;(Kohlberg, 1968&. P 1030).-; Far more relevant.therefore.are studxes_
.»which mtilize Piaqetian cognitive tasks and correlated results of

- ithesa with stages of moral reasoning. Hypothetically the telationship
wiahould be as shown in Figure 3. # :,'-?g i o jﬁ,;f_ ﬂ ke 4".~

antz (1973) !ound a positive zelatianlhip betueen intellec--

ftual dnvnlopnnnt.
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i Q K} .
. , . I . . ! ST ] . ' |
logical Stage - |  Moral Stage . -
: Y

»SymbO1ic,.intuitive'thoughtL o Stage 0. The good is.what T
: . S ' want and like. '

Concrete 6petationh; Substage 1, t~St§§e‘l; Puniéhment-obédiehce |
Formulation of stable, .. ~ * .- orientation.
categorical classes. o e L '

Concr.ta operationa. :SubstQQe.z;',,~Sta§e,2. Instrumental hedonism _
Rsvursible concrete thought. S and concrete reciproc- -
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and'Tdmiinson-xeasey.(1972)ealso showed that formal operations

'thlnklng was. necessary for prlnCLpled morality Although»notlclear‘

.

~cut the relatlonsth between Piagetlan cognitlve tasks and stage of
moral reasoning appears to be quite wellvsubstantxaped; in that "a
given logical stage is a necessary butAhot"sufficient condition for.

. thé parallel moral stage (Kohlberg, 1973, p. 13)."

'Role-Taking ~
Another way of assessing 3nte11ectua1 ability and moral

L d

' devehqpment is to focus on, decentration and role-play skxlls, both

| _
vital accordinq to’ anget and Kohlberg, for development. In.fact,

one of tha aSSumptions of the cognitive developmantal theory is: o




_Stage 1. Doesn t conslder the 1nterests of others ar recognxze‘
- they differ from actor's. Doesn't relate two*points
of view. Actions are considered physically rather than
‘in terms of’ psycholoq1ca1 interests of’ others. Confusxon
of ‘authorities perspectlve w1th one's own

O

-

séaggfz."Separates own intetests and p01nt of. view from those of
o authorities and others. Aware everybody has their own
interests to pursue and these ‘conflict, so that right
. _is'Telative (in the concrete individualistic sense).
Int.egntes or telat.es conflicting intemsts 1t0° one
‘another through inktrumental exchange of services, -
through instrumental need. for the ‘other and the other's
good will; .or tl_xroughv faimesa in txeat.tnq each indwid-

| jua's im:erest a8 oquu

‘gvsﬁigpg3fjlhnuze of:thaxad_toelinqs;{aqr!encnts anﬂ expectations o




labe1 1t as a summaty' variable because it conta,ins within it various

properbies. Globall'y,vrole—t»:aking ‘is equvat'ed uit_h the general

ability of taking the role of another person and 'aseessing_ _his.
‘responses, ca'paci.jties and cendencies.., The' _abi‘li_ty '.includes litera;_
“ ’perceptiﬂl’ afia figurative—intelleétua'l_'coxnpOn'ents. It lstlus 1atter‘
Acognitlve ab:.l:.ty that Irwm and An\bron (1973), with thelr sample of

seventy~two Klndergarten and Grade Two subjects, found was most

hlghly related to moral Judgment as-assessed by Plagetlan.stories

concerm.ng blameworthiness, restltution, and intentionahty perspec-‘ 4
vtxves. Yet overall there was a sxgnlflcant relationship between all
_the role—takan taeks (cognltive, affective and perceptual) ‘and motal
;ejudgment. The same relationship was demonstrated by Selman (1971) in -

;jthat on- two role—taking &aake an overall significant relationship o
\.  existed with moral uaturity scores obtained from Kohlberg 'y Moral
‘fJudqnent Inetrument. In"‘s sanple of sixty subjeots at the ages of
3 ,eight. nine and tan. only recipricatore attained the conventional
g

’;level o£ nofality. Stnart (1967) also dennnstrated that decenterinq

w.,ability was relatod to n9rll maturity, with high decentraters rendering

-nro mavure. moral ':udqnnu than low decentraters.
,.zoxe-wtmq ahmt. _uﬁ a ss.gamcam




Instructional Processes

Kohlberg postulatee that.movement from one Etage of reasoning
to the nextfoccurs through the etimulation‘of coénitive oonflict.
Research by Turiel (1966)‘demonstreted that movenent was created.if-
reasonlng was - presented to sub]ects whlch was’ at one stage higher
| than their mod&l stage. ThlB flndlng was based on a sample of fortv—
four Grade Seveln subjects placed in thx:ee treatment and one control
' group. . Treatment subjects were exposed to reasoninq at -l, +1 or
' +2 to their modal stage as determlned by a pretest which con51sted of
six Kohlberg d;lemmas. Follow1ng three treatdﬁgai se551ons spread over

three week period, a posttest was admlnistered. Thls lncorporated
.the six pretest dilemmas and the three dilemmas used during the treat—
‘ment sesslons. : Analysis of the posttest scores on the three’ treatment | .
dilemas reveaied a sigdﬂicant d.ifference between the +1 and +2
~‘.groups which sques‘ted that the +,1 treatment was the most effect:we.
‘uovever, thete was ‘no atatistically significant difference between the
'-J. and +1 qz‘onps, althouqh there was a slight indication {p'= .10)

: tbat tho +1 qroup was mre effeetive, : Yot, u theae resu‘lts were based :

7.ffon thc mluh'ot th ;umus "»udo tq the dilemsgused dur:l.ng the S



'{V\Pretest level o!

e ,_]ust (r = .84)
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In two related studies (Blatt and Kohlberg, 1973), Blatt

apparently demonstra;I ; xposure to +1 reasdning‘did stimulate

»devgibﬁment.“in the VAa sample of eleven Jewiéh students
_;:s qld were exposed'to reasoning o
:leveL iﬁ twelve, one hou? long, -

_“; thisltiﬁe subjects discusséd dilemmas .
h the prete§t and the six used in the
_positeé£_(§¢uti§?: .ﬁie briginaliy used in thé'pretest{i Blatt
‘fouha a mean iﬁét _ H;QOral maturity 3coresvbétween:pre and post-
: te#ts fq; 513 ggﬁgi i;i.gzopp. Thisichaﬁge waslstaﬁistically°‘
_significan£ (p'= Q;; :tfné bffthe c§ntr§l §ioups,:whiCh were taken
ftpm,Turiéli; 1963‘5‘ i72 eXperiments, increased in moral maturityl
scbreé'bétWQén the\ :‘POsttests. In a follow-up test adminis-
_'tared one: year 1ateg ?ttest results were. essent!ally unchanged.
' f'fnbpredicted moderately with posttest

'_'1m1 (r/ : 65 ,'_, ‘level prediccoa well to the follow-*up

. .‘\.

o‘"'
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scores, on the posttest the,experimenter-led group ipcreased signifi-

RN
Gantly on moral maturity scores. On the follow-up test administered

one year later, all groups hgd increased in moral maturity scores, but

o

the expérimenter-led grQQghstxll differed 51gn1f1cant1y from the
, 3

control group. - |

Tracy (Ttasy'sné Cross, 1973) with é‘sample of seventy-two
subjects aged bétwsen twélvé and fifteen in exberi;ental treatment and
Acohtroi grsups;‘found thatswith‘three.experimental treatment Sessions
{the Stage 1 and 2 subjects moved’ugwards more than the Stage 3 and 4
subjects. In fact the control group subjects at Stages 1 and 2 moved
lmore thsn the experimental treatment-Stage 3<and 4 subjects." This
may demonstrate ‘that the pretest is 1tse1f a manlpulat1ve dev1ce and
that, for this age group, a cezling effef:(f;‘ exists for conventional
reasoninq subjects.A e R -

'!he above studies incorporated relatively short experimental
- ﬁ-ea‘nt sessionl. Other :esearch studin have contained experi-

'nental treatment sessions of a lonqor duntion Lieberﬁ\pn and Selman .

(1974) carriad ont an evaluation of thc Pir»t. 'rhi' 's (Guidince

,.L .

‘.»Auopiaus, 1972) iralues educatim proqram noth experimtal Grade r"
; wxpe:'t:' Ied. &q&d signiﬁ- K

41




sample of seventeen Grade Eleven students in an ethics course in
which a post~conventional‘rationale for morality was introduced, ehd
, seventeeh students in a control group, found that there were no
significant pre—posttestbresults.” H0wever,-uhen the follow-up test
was administered one year later the experimental.group.scored

L
sighificantly higher than the control group. Wherees on the pre

and posttest there Were four‘Stage 5 subjects (two in the experimehtal ‘

and two in the control group), by the follow-up test two—thlrds of the
exper1menta1 group were scored at- Stage 5. Slm}lar results were: |
obtalned in- another study by Sulllvan and Beck'(197di inuoiuiug forty-~
two Grade Five students-—twenty in an experlmental moral dlSCUSSlOﬂ |
»,group and twenty~tho in a control grbup " At the end of the flrst
fsemester a posttest was adminlstered. Although neither group dlffered
lsignlficantly from each other onjmoral reasonlng scores, both groups
scored signifxcantly hiqher than on the pretest. However on a

. []

‘;follow-up test admlnistered at. the end of Gradepsix the experzmental
group had progressed significantly nore than the control grOup

‘Overall subjects in thxs qroup dropped Stage 1 gﬁgsonlng and be

‘to reason in Sta&e 4 terms

g

Despite the significant ditferences reported above

42
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Overall, therefore, there is support for the view that moral
g

development can be stimulated through cognitive conflict and the
exposure to +1 reasoning.:.ﬁoweVer,theOLreatment effect will depend
upon a nuhber of faotors Turiel: (1969) posits that the ~age of the
sub)ect is of 1mport——a twelve year old at Stage 4 is less likely to
progress than a twelve year old at Stage 2. A second factor.ls the
s;rength of‘fixation- The third is the manner in which higher stage
reasoning is presented Turiel (1969, p. 129) reasons that. onix by

)

presenting one stage higher reasons for and against the subject s

present stage reasoning and p081tion on a-dilemma will the’cognitive
conflict necessary for movement be created.
e There are still many unknowns with regard to this treatment

"and its purportedféffeets” The question can be posed as to why some

<

subjectss who are exposed to experimental treatments 1ncrease in moral

maturity scores while others do not. According to Blatt (Blatt and.
. xohlberg, 1973),th1s may be a function of interest. According to

Krebs (Krebs and Kohlberg, 1973) it may be a function of ego control.

Other psychological franeworks suggest that moral learning -

can occur through the imitation of edult models and through the use

.of reuard and punishnent stimuli Bandura and chonald (1963)" demon-/

etrated ‘that suhjects who were objectively oriented could, through
k4

imitatinq an adult nodel, leaxn to make subjective judgments, and

“",Doxr and Pey (1974) and ﬁécunn hnd Prentﬁce (1273) found that

Qw

‘nqdenj.nq effect and mtuy rmrd could indm:t clunqoe in noral

 responses. Sinco the amu and Ncoomm (1963) atudy, argument has

%rug-d es to wheth.: thn o!toctl of undellinq behqvior cast doubt on

o

-'.!Z

b
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!
the cognitive-developmental theory. Cowan et al (1969) replicated: A
the Bandura experiment and posttested two. weeks after the treatment.

Although confirming Bandura and McDonald's results, they stated that

- pretest scores, time, type of ‘item and'direction4of conditioning were

factors overlooked by the original experimenters. The experiment

revealed that dowoward learning (subjective shbjectsvexposed to

,

objective &rguments) was less stable over jtime than was -upward

learning.

What appears from this researCh is that it is poSsible to .

1nduce at least short term changes 1n moral reasonlng through the
1mitatlon43fadult models. The questlons remain however as to (a) how
long the induced-chanQe will endure; (b) whether-or not the accep—

tance of change is a funcélon oﬂ developmental steget and (c) whether

«
|

' ‘or not a response induced through an experimental treatment is a

'learned' or 'truly structural' one.

W1thxn the xohlherg th53>y it. uould eppear thore!ore that

norul developdent 1s facilitated by various procosses. These include:

fl; Provision of enhanoed opportunities for role taking. | :i
ot )
nxposure to coqnitive conflict, to contradictiona in: one s

oun moral view- and in their rolation: to the vlev ot otherl.

lxpooura to unral reasoalnq oua stnqe abovn e s own

It uould a so appear-that othor proqoaaes can also induco ohangos in

. a

uoral roa-onlnq - "f - .f'f" '1f-'f’v: .Tel'

All thn above rosaarch hal hn?n Glttitd out -ninly in lsolation

fron tho t!lt ot tho ochool curticulwn.ﬁ !uaton (r-ntea lt al. l974,
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Discussions of moral dllemmas should be viewed as
part of the Social Studies course, not as an additional

element to e 1ntroduced on 'moral development day'
twice each nth

Beck {1971) has made theISame point. He. shows how moral

education can become an integral part of the total school curriculum,

Despite possible side beneflts of ~exposing students to moral dlscus—

sions, such as the growth of inquiry and discu581on skills and a

greater knowledge of value relaféd,issues, research on the effect of :

the total - school experience on the moral development of students 'is

virtually hon-existent

4. mpwzmcs'm'acnou

Hhen it comes to putting noxbl thouqht into action. Kohlberg

' poatulates that "the influence of judgnent on action ahould be

- chazacunzable in cognitlve—stmctuul tem (Kohlberq, 1959. P
_;390) L Piayet (1932. P- 109 end p. 113‘ wonderod what the telation~
_ lhip betﬁeen thoueht and actim Uo(uld bn and posit.ed the theory of
eomcious mliutica' (p.. 174) In the theoretiml the inﬂiviéual, :
'by uflectiom lhkea comciouely egpucit ﬂu ml princimes upon -
f:uhich he actually tunctionl Al vorbol thinklnq eunsiatq of a
:7:c°u-eiou;.xnalilntion ﬂlﬁzt
S dn um», m wm a. a tiu ug
) _emq. u.mm at m- tﬁnutictl .unx. T
T ‘ . um; thlngu., uuuy, N

&htt hm h-qn a "]

{ ~":’.

d uublilhed

m-mam m.uty but

X3 éeulomml pnctical‘ f.
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morallty and that 1ts influence w111 only be to retard or help thls

‘ theoret1ca1 moralzty catch up to the practlcal However,th;s {con-.

B

scious reallzatlon hypothes;s is speculatxve
R Other writers suggest that there may be little assocxatlon

between what one thinks one ought to do and what one actually does
Wllllams (1970, p ia\\kta

N It is not by any means true that, if a person
believes the right thing, he will. also behave in the
right way. A man may beheve qulte sincerely that
it is wrong to punch someone on the nose and ybt he.
may physicany dttack people every, time they offend

_'him. He may be said to be lacking in Bome quality, o

. such as solf conttol.. o o

. and Peters (1966, p. 203) coments:

| me fomulation and justificatien of principles

‘ 1s one: ;hinq, but it is still .another to apply moral
principlas intelliqently to concrote situutions. .

‘mese atatenents are supported :ln studies hy Beller (1949)
-

‘ fand Morris. (19533. Both tound that dit!e:onces cxistad bet\men
what l sub;}oct Qtatud should ho dene and what he stgud cctually

A,would be am in cczftain mnl aituatiom.

ty). My fmmd no

46
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occasion."” However there is ev1dence from Burton (1963) that there

was a general tralt of honesty operatlng relatively 1ndependently of
“ .

asituational factors. This view is also supported by Brogden 51940)
and by Grim, Kohlberg and White: (19681 Of these studies Wright
(1971 pp.,53-54) states.r

It is meaningful to talk about a general dispositlon
of moral restraint, but in any ‘temptation situation this .
is one of ‘a-nukber of 'dispositional and situational factors
at work, and its role in accountinq for individual difter- .
anees my be relativqu minox._ . ,

In, 1964 xohlbgrg (1964. .. 408) atgued that-'

_ . Judgmm: doos not appear ::o become 'noral‘ until early
* - adolescence, while "mora; ity of conduct appears .to- R
.~ Gevelop early. Individual differences in levels of moral o
, _judwnt are- qnite general: and stable; norality of. conduct R
- 1s wore specific to the situatian and more unstable.over _' B .
 time. | ‘Moral judgment. ‘appedrs to develop in the same - . .~
‘direction regardless of social groups; moral conduct D
_ appears to davelop in limr wit:h apecif.ic clus and peer—
_‘9!'0“9 Rom

| _ .I!o appean here to auppo:t tbe not:l.on that conduct and reason develop

alonq diffdront linu. Laf,cly hc hu cone ont :ar more strongly for

1 thq exuunec of a po;itivo zahtionthip betvun thought and conduet,
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hundreci and tWenty—fhree Grad‘e Six‘sub,jeéts.'~ Wherea's four outlof

flve stage 5 subjects resisted cheatinq (80%), as did 45\ of the , S

Stage 4 su;Jects, only 25\ of thbse 1n Stages 1 2 and 3 did so? o

This reslstence to chegtmg is attested by Krebs 'co be not- only a

funct:.ox» of stage of mora; maturity but also to ego controls (intelli-.' -

gence quatmnt and attention), Kxebs (Krebs and Kahlberg. 1973.

p 30) sugqests that - three distinct forces influence maral action in

" 'general and- xeaistance t;o cheat.ing in particular. 'rhese arez

-‘ 1.,_ thetnal SOcial Situational Forces such as. social RN

© ' punishment and reward, group prusures and expectationa
und t.he inf,lueacq of models. o -

© 2. Intarnal noral Judgnental Porcu ‘oF; stpoaiuons tha
. 'priuty varid:le being mral atage. L :

3 "Interml thocitions of qu 8t§'ength or Ego c¢ntrol :
T Bugh.as’ intelliqame. attention. delay of qratiﬁcation
" and ach.{evmt: notivatiun. :

) x:eb's reseatch is, howavat. quasuonable m ugm; of xohlbetg s (1973,
.“.',p. 31) sutemt that "Stnge 5 ia a suqa rqach‘d in adulchood not

ﬂv. p:inciplod subjects S

| _';.'ln adolcscence, and wg p’uzpa:t.d},y f,omd

'iin Gradc Six clusu. : sclmrc:'.: u (1969), dmmud mt callegei}:'jﬂ»_.v 5
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ﬁ_ectxon arxd morai values (a diserepancy due to a veriety
' of possible deficits in ego strength or ego ab1lities)
‘ (kohlberg, 1973, pp. A64- 465)
‘- Other st_-udies-'on the congruence between thought and action
*h:eve‘b'een spsradic.;, Kohlberg (Kohlberg and Tunel, 1971, P. 459)
gave the - noral development tests to subjects in Millgram 8 (1963) B
: study an: found that 75\ of Stage 6 thinkers (four out of six) IR B
.\ . i : :
- refused to administer electrical shocks to a volunteer ,‘. whereas only
o 13t of the twenty-»four lwer stage subjects dzd. 'resting soldlers
: who were involved in the HY Lai Massaere. Kohlberg (l(ohlberq and .' "'AV,_‘
j Snlmn. 1972, p. 39) di.ecovered that the soldiers who obeyed the
) erdet;te ﬁ.re vere at Staqe 4 or 1ower, and that only the soldier o
E who disohcyed orders was at a higher staqe. | | | o
A mre uephiaticated study was carried out by naan (Haan et-.

al. 1968). 'l‘his group of remrchers found that Staqe 6 college sub-' o

' ject- ut in kt a aorkeley denonstration. but so wo did Staqe 2

»“\
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pre-conventlonal moral Judgment although non—delmquency is et a 31qn
of having reached the conventional level.. ” | o ;"
pelinquency is the most 'extre‘me for‘m“of 'consistent ,‘ |
~ disregard of approved behaviox. In this connection it
has been found that the large majority (eighty-three per
- cent) of fifteen to seVenteen year old. -working claSs RT
-delinquents are preconventicnal . (xohlberg and
:Turiel, 1971, 528 460) ‘ ‘
. Although there are many psychological and sociological factqrs
o involved. delinquency does appear to indicate imnature moral develop-
.,mcnt. This is evidenced by the Kohlberq. Scarf and chky (1972)
prieon study and research by Ewanyk (1973), chor (1972). and Hudgins
,and Prentice (1973),all of whom found that\adult prison inmates or
‘ juvenile delinquents were invariably scored according to the xohlberq
prctocols, at the pre-convantional level.-, “i R :f}"w .
Rcsearch pn the coacomitanCe between moral rcasons and moral
-:iconduct ie fragnentary.q Some evidence fbr conduct differences »?*
-~fhotuean principled and ncn-principled 'thinkers existsandthere is -

.:an=iudication thatﬁconvcntionnl and pre-conventionnl subjects may

f?differ in thcir conduct' ucvever thin aren cf reaaerch still contains?

"tions mch n whether 'nnmnn' are reached

ﬂ.:nt :-in, actm‘or#njml mlsnnt-_ It uso minn an bper/ . *




stage by‘;tage relatiohéﬁip between’reaﬁon aﬂd conduct. A person fay
_petform the same act for a varxety of reasons; or pereons at ;:e ‘ ’
'particular stage of teasoning can. perform different acts for the same
reason. : .A- Stage 2 chlld may behav,e -wel-l‘fn a classtoom be'cause he -
.wants the teacher to like pxm, or/he s achievement orzented or he s
,been trained to behave well Angther Stege 2 child might be a

.behavior problemhecau'se.he 1i res do'ir'xq‘ ;a‘sv'he pleasels, he c’rasres W
attention or he doesn t care for achievement goals. In fact,in 1964,
.vgphlberg (1964, p.»422) stated: "We are not yet able to offer a view :
of personal moral zdeology which conbines personalxty type aqd develop—
’fnental considerations into aﬁsingle framowork n Yet 1n torms of con-'
duct, Kohlbarg and Tuxiel (1971, p. 460) postulated that:

S . we nay axpoct a typieal child to have reached the _»-1-'§,-'
SR .convantional level of moral: judgnent by equy pre- '
N "‘z_edolascencep and- to: reflect this level in hehavior by
‘. 'consigtently aheuinq a deoent regatd fo: the core.

* expectations and appmoval of’ parcnts, peers and
'-‘".outnidc’vmthoritun. ’ , SRS,

r N . ' . » N N ) . ‘ () . .
o It is thil 1aat-¢tatancnt;cQQp&dd‘.ith tha research evidence on the

“ ff'.lpvel ot reauoning diaplayed by juvonilﬂ delinquants,,and the d‘ta on- ..

: ';“j’il'i.mtmtiml Nmmt» vi comitiw—dovelamntal framework |

that mmm theth»ut&unl md npiric:n ,baais for this study
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cognltlve—developmental model was dlscussed in theoret1cal terms and LD
" the theory related to emp1r1ca1 research data.' Factqrs 1nflhencxng
moral develcpment were examined and the evidence for the existence ’

of a relatlonshlp between moral reasonlng and conduct ‘was rev1ewed
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' Chapter III
'+ THE RESEARCH DESIGN

In order to investlgate the problems posed in this study, the :

followxng elements of the research design were employed
' ) - "
1. THE smw
Initx;llly, thtee elementary schools were assigned by the
| Edmnton Public School Board on the gronnds that these .schools were £
: likely to contalin a hiqh proportion of’ 'delinquent' ‘subjects. It was’
hoped' ﬂhat a large salqple of 'delinquent' subjects would be found
: .within one school 80 that mter-rater rehabihty on the r/atmgs of
- ’delinquent‘ and non-delinquent‘ behovior might be obtamed éow-
ever, this proved to be infeasible and the study wag subject to the -
P oontines of the aesigned schools‘ One school p:oved t:o have very few
' rsuitable 8y jects so anothez schoo.l, was au;gned giving a total

} _population ot approximabely four hundred Grade Five md six students -

L fron which the initial umle was drawn 'mo of. the schools were o




: ratinge did not p ovide

'two asaigned inner—c .

A;tesearcher ag displaying the most extreme form of 'definquency in

& 54
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the school ‘These schools were not representative therefore of the

Edmonton Public Elementary. School system.’

| | In each of the three schools Grade Six teachers were requested

‘tofidentify 'delinguent' and Fnon*delinquent' students,according,to ’

the‘categories identified on<the Student Behavior Rating InStrument'

”(SBR;) (Appendix C) As a samnle size of forty was desxred for pos-

~31blq statistical purposes and as lnltlal results of the teacher

ujzoa sample,»Grade Five teachers in the

ls were also requested to rate the1r>

o

v o

-Btndents ‘behavior. In all,eighteen teachers provided student ratings.

‘ This,ptovided the sample szze desired

A total of one hundred and fifty-seven students were 1denti- :

fﬁed as displaying one or more . of the characteristics stated on the

A
Wl

"SERI§ From these, twenty-three ‘subjects were selected by the

‘:fand had rated them 1ow<nxtherairmdndedneesand Trustworthiness ,\y

o

'_; t (Appendix D) Parental pornission waa obtained trou

'that teachers had rated them in five or nore of the categories of the '(/ S
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4
TA‘BI‘.E 1
CATEGORI?ATION BY TEACHERS ON THE SBRI ¥
OF 'DELINQUENT' SUBJECTS
. Student Behavxor Ratmg Instrument Categones*
: ) ’ - : (Jx"‘) 43 : ' ’
Subject .f 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ‘Total
1A . *. e . * * 6
27 * S S * ‘ . ‘ 5
3A * KR * B 5
4A * * L S L * * % ok 10
. ‘SA N * '}i_"‘t ’ f_ LA * & . -8
; © 6A . * * - . * kS -* ) % 6
‘- 7A ' s * ' R 5
: " 8a * x ok w . * 6
'éA L B N 2 I T LI -
10A * P T A R ) 8
11a * TN JET SR S R 8
._le S T N T LI N 10
13A x Ao * 5
142 * % * ¥k 7
BT AR I . . 3
Jden | o+ AR S ' 5 :
178 . A R R R T * 5 "
J18a - PR TR SRS * - 5
: /" : : -
.'I‘otal: -, 114 10 11 14 8 18 12 7 13 13 - 120,
*Student Bchavior Rating Cateqwies .
R 1.~ Interfcres with’ others phynicauy.
. 24 Unco-c»perativa in work or p].ay. h .
-3, Interferes with. others" pouassions. ‘ .
T4, 'orkt -in discordance with others in group situations. .
5. Vandaliies, . |
. 6. F ¢y of punithunt. SN
Y 5 Punicbnmt has little or no effect. °

.Emlackl m!&donce. AR S
k ey | OF diﬂtﬁmﬂ cluaroon rule..
Bpec = for mthority.,___ S
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subject. It is noteworthy with reference to this-table that all
'delinquent’ subjects wereedeemed to require frequent punishment \
(Category 6 of the SBRI) by teachers and the majority (n = l4l of'
_ them interfered phy51cally with others (Category 1 of the. SBRI) and
..worked in dlscordance with others 1n group 51tuatlons (Category 4
of the SBRI) The majorlty (n = 13) of them also were‘deemed by
teachers to dlsregard and. dlsobey classroom rules (Category 9 of.the
SBRI) and to lack respect for authorxty (Category 10 of the SBRI). |
The degree to whlch subjects exhlblted these varlous behav1ors lsl
:questlonableqes seven teachers and one prxncipal prov1ded the ratings
' and each of them may have brought to bear hlS or her own perspect1Ve ' ﬁ#
as. to the degree to which each rated sub]ect exhlbltéd each behav1or.
However;rt is. of note that all raters deaned 'delinquency in terms
.of punishment, ant1 soc1al ‘ghavior and lack of respect for rules

s . . v

and authorxty.

Twenty-nane subJects were selected by the researgher as dis-

+
»

playing the most extreme form of non-dellnquency in that teachers

“
2

"hed rated them in five or more of the SBRI categories and had rated

1them high on the Fairmindedness and Trustworthiness components of

_the SBRI of these parental permission was obtained for twenty—two

_subjects, however two subjects becane unavailable for research purv
‘,poees prior to comnenceuent of the study. leeving a total of twenty

in the 'nep-delinquent' group.. This group ia identified by the pre—-"
'-fixinq of the letter B after eech uubject P identification number '

:v'thrpughout thi; tbesia., ,;.;;l h"' jT:‘“ 9%- ”_hfj" '.' . S
lele 2 indicetee in which detegeries of the SBRI teechers |



TABLE 2

CATEGORIZATION BY TEACHERS ON THE SBRI**
OF 'NON-DELINQUENT' SUBJECTS

Student Behavior Rating Instrument Categories***

<

r-—"

Subject 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Tatal

1B
2B
3B.
4B
5B
6B
7B
8B
9B
10B
11B
128
13B
14B
15B
16B
17B
18B
198
20B

»
* * % *»

LR I N 2 T
*» % % »
* % % . » *
* % % % % % %
% % % % % B * % *
» »

»

*> % ¥ ¥ » * »

» % % » ®* ¥ % »

% % % % % % ¥ % ¥ % % % * % % % *
» »

NNV OOWIJTOOWLDODUNNATITOOVDOND DN

P
* RO ORE R R R R R
»
L S o L Y,

.- %% > ow
T S UL

X

Total ~  [19 10 16 16 16 17 17 ‘20 16 147

**Category 7 did not pertain for ‘the rating of non-delinquent'
~subjects. ‘ - : :

2

"'Student Behavior Rating Categories

‘1. Doesn't interfere with othets physlcllly.
2. Helps other students.

3. Doesn't interfere with others' possessions.:
4. Co~operat1vc in group situations.

5. Doesn't‘vandalize.

6. Doesn't have to be punichod.

8. Has yespect in’ own ability.

>. 9. Respects and cbeys classyoom rules.-A
10. Rnnp.eto aqthozitios. '
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had rated the 'non-delinquent' Sample. As in the categorization of
'delinquents' (Table 1), teachers perceived 'non-delinquency' in terms
of the opposites of 'delinquent’ behavior; i.e., lack of punishme?t

necessary, sociable behavior, and respect for rules and aq}hority.

However,_uhlike the majority of 'delinquents,' 'non-delinquents' were

perceived as héving confidence in their own abilities (Category: 8).

The Fairmindedness ‘and Trustworthiness scales (Appendix D)

were scored in the following way. ‘

Fairmindedness . ’
Very fair. Scored as 1
Generally fair . Scored as 2
Unconcerned Scored as 3
Selfish Scored as 4
No sense of ’ .
- fairmindedness" Scored as 5

Trustworthiness . ‘ :
Completely trustworthy Scored as 1
Reliable . : Scored as '2
Conforming - Scored as 3
Unreliable ‘ Scored as 4
Untrustworthy = - Scored as 5

Table 3 indicates that the vast.majority of-'non-éelinquent"ratings

<

.were in terms of Very Fair and Completely Tnnstworthy, whereas

'delinquent' subjects were ratcd ftom Unconcerned to No Sense of ~

v

B raimiMedness. and from Unreliable to Untrustworthy. .

i of thsu being judqed as 'non-dalinquent 'qu twenty-three uales. only _

L to thittocn years. nnd onc noneh with thc nviragc aqu of the 'delin- L

within the tot:al smp}e th-re me fifteen femles, thirteen

ﬂacvcn of whcn verejudqed non—dqlinquent' (Table 4) . Table'4 also

indicataa that subjects tanqed 1n age. tro- t.n years and.tive nonuhs

' qulnt qroup bg;ng clcuon yeaxs and fivu nunths aad thc avnxage aqe
'A'iof thc 'non-d;iinquant‘-grouw hning olcvsn y:azt'aud ﬁuur nnnths
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TABLE 3°

RATINGS OF 'DELINQUENT' AND -'NON-DELINQUENT' SUBJECTS
BY TEACHERS ON'THE FAIRMINDEDNESS AND .
TRUSTWORTHINESS INSTRUMENT

;- 2 .
S o

'Delinquents’ ' , ~ 'Non-Delinquents'

. Subject

—

W*  @*  swject (1%

(2)*

1A
2a
3R
4a
5A
6a
7
8a
oA
10A
11A

13A
14A
154
~ 16A
17
. 18a

12a

1B
2B
3B -
4B
5B
6B
7B
8B
9B
10B
11B
128 -
13B ,
148
158
168
Y T
- 188 -
"198 | -

wn
W

o

R R R T O S ST TY TR TN VR R UL U

e

w
w ..

bbb LABUUVELVNEALNLUVUWES
> & _ h

-_Ak\.b-uyawbaw&ua'aabmw

-

§ .9

.H’-“HPH?—'HV-wHHHHNHHJ—‘N)—‘.H}—

,g‘ ;_‘z)nr&u;guag;hihg.;- R e

. !
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" TABLE 4

SUBJECTS BY AGE, AS OF APRIL«iST,;lQlS, GRADE AND SEX

'Delinquents’

'Non—bélinquents'

Age
Subject Yrs.Mos.

thade Sex

I - 2

Age

: Sub_jéc.t Yrs.Mos. Grade Sex

2R
A
4a

S5A

6A
A
'8A
~ 9A

10
LA
122
13

18
s
e
1A
1eA

12.0

11.4

13.1

10.5

11.4
10.9
11.0

10,11

11.9
13.1
10.5

S 124)

11.10

1100
1.9

113

NOOTOANO ALY OO O

Male

Male .

~ Female

Male
Male
Male -
Male

" Male

Male
Male

Male

| Male

~ Female

- Male .-

- Male :

- Male
Male

' Male.

1B
2B

3B
4B
"’ 5B
6B
- 7B
8B

148

 1§5

~._. 11 -
"18B .
U198

© 9B,
©10B°
. 11B
138

120

12.3
11.10
110
©11.3
© . 11.3
11.0
10.8
. 10.9
- 11.4

- lo.10,
10.9
12,2
11.9
12.1

12.3 -
12.0 -

11,11

12.3
- Q

"11.6

©

L RN S LR RURT RN N W

Female

Female
Male °

- Female"
~Female
- Pemale
Female
. Male
‘Female - '
Male
- Pemale
. Female

Male

Male

Male
Female
. Male
Female

60

Female . .

’¢.rgni;§




" 7-";' vwho mm a mim cauqoxy

‘.'“‘ o . ’ ' ) . 3 .
Fourteen subjects were in Grade Five classes and twenty-four were in
1Y . . . : ) - : ‘.' -

ande Six. Table 5 below shows how the total sample was distributed

by ‘school and’byfca;eéo;y.

TABLE 5

NUMé%R OF SUBJECTS BY scubdﬁ AND BY CATEGORY

"school | - - ‘'Delinquent' " 'ﬁon4Delinquent' B mptal_:

| o 2

1 ‘ ' "6 T .
GP_ ) e I -8 o »14

2 . e o T

3 . e e S L
iTo.tal S - 'iB_'_ R | 20 T s

—— o — - > &

" 2. INSTRUMENTATION

In order to resea:ch the pmobleﬂs posed the following instru—

._ments uere “‘ed - | '_f'-i ", B T s ?“i-.
A %ﬁ Student Behavior Rati.ng Instrument (SBRI) (Appendix

(.:)v; -This wu used by teachers and pzincipals to select 'dennquent'

!

and 'mn—delinqunnt subjects.‘ Cntoqories of bqhavior were supplied

ro ,by the moarcher and raur: ul‘ctld the nm or nm‘s of. st:udents




1nstrument consists of elght moral dxlemmas and appropriate - questlons.~

Subjects were intervzewed separately and responses taped. RespoﬁSes

were suhsequently transcrlbed and scored accordan to Kohlberg s

:scoring manual. ‘SO that a modal stage of moral reasonlng could be

| ascertaxned for each subject.’ | . N ;~ : o ; | ,';
4. Flevell s Role—Tak1ng Instrument (Appendlx F) _ This

1nstrument 1s deszgned to ascertain whether or nOt the subJect can

oognltively,role-take. Subjects first tell a story based on seven.

. pictures showing a hoy being chased up a tree by a dog. The pictures :

indicating that the dog was the motive for the boy' s tree climbing
are then removed and the subject asked to. retell the four p1cture
‘story from the point of view of another observer. Responses were

'scored eccording to the’ degree to which the eubject could shift his ’
Lfframe of reference from the initial seven picture story to the four

' ‘pietute story | |

I

R _The Canedlan_hor : 'rndike Intelli"ence Tests. The

1

Npurpoee of this fnstrument was to gain verbel and non»verbel 1ntelli~ o

o

ff;gence qnotienta. As it wee a qroup test and es seores uere élready

62
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A o
. requested to identi#y students in their class-of>classes who could be
categorized according to the items presented. - Names of etudents.who
diSplayed 'delinquent' behavior were entered in the 1eft hand column,
and names of 'non—delinquents in the’ right hand column ‘The criterion
for entry was that the subject consistently displayed one or more of
‘the behavxors listed and stood out from the: rest of the student pOpu-_'
lation in the display of the behavior Teachers then ranked each
‘.student ‘whose name had been entered, on the Fairmindedness and Trust—‘
worthiness Instrument (Appendix D) v ‘

The items on the SBRI were developed from the theoretical

base that delinquent acts. at the age group being studied, were a. sign g

"vof pre-conventional moral reasoning (kphlberg, 1958) Kohlberg and .

f .
vTuriel, 1971. P. 460) According to Gough (Gouqh and Peterson, 1952),- '

.'there are four clusters of pre—dispositional factors in delinquency.
vtThese arez (1) rele taking defioiencies; (2) resentnent towards |

”jugfamilya (3) teelings of deapondency and alienation, 1ack of eonfidence )
. in self and others; ll) poot ncholastic aehievenent and rehellioue- '

T fnese., on the purpoaua of this study the factora aost capable of

‘;;[}heing aeueesed ﬁezeu(ll. (3} qnd (4) 001eman (1964) also sugqests

u are mtl—mial. ; nq listl the
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the SBRI. For example, tenchetsbmiqht not have had reliable evidenc;

-regarding aﬂstudentfs home lifé, but they were likely to know éhout a

student's specific classroom behaviors.

Validitz
The SBRI was based on thh theoretlcal con51deratxons and

empirical ev1dence. It was therefore assumed to have content valldlty

‘in that the itemsgincluded were representatlve of the universe of

content of claSsroom 'dellnquency or non-dellnquency Teachers

who were asked to ad)udicate 1nitia1 forms of the SBRI dld not lnclude

'any other behavxors as belng apparent of ‘delinquent' or 'non—-

B delinquent' behavxor although they were asked to do so. The same

'hgld't;pe for'the teachers in the major-study As Kerlinger (1973

"p. ‘59Y'says. content validation. then, is basically Judgmental,
"and the SBRI vas judged by teachers to be valid for thc purposes of .

. *defining 'delinquent':nnd 'non-delinquent' behavior._J:

Tho criterion-related validihy of thg sanr wus investigatedn

,1n that the uujot study attenpted to dilcover vhather or not moral R

”junqnent scorga wore predictod by acloctions nada by teachers on tha
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to overcome: some o.f the shortcomings of rating instruments, behavxors
were defined as specifically as possxble and a sub‘stantial number of .
descr‘iptions were prov1ded. ' Secondly, the ra_t_ers had a -great,deal of
opportuhity to observe the person ‘beim}g rated in 'sttuations in which
he would be likely to demonstrate the charactenstics on which the
“r_atirlngs \zere deslr,ed. Also the raters, as teachers, were expected to
‘be.in;p’artvia.l., although ttiis point ai_md‘the one above did not gua_ra‘ntee
| either‘. -'rhirdly, the ix;st'rument was' deeign‘ed 'so_ that it rc‘:oulr-d be
. completed in a.relﬁatively short time The- xﬁater'kdid’ not have 'to rate_ J
! | -each indivxdual st&nt, instead the rater provxded the name of a |
'_subject, or names if there was more tham one subject, who fitted a
given item. . | | | | -
Reliability cf ratinq was obtained in some cases. in two _ o
: R - .
‘achoo],s where a given teecher interacted with more than one class,
' 'or the principal taught a class or classes. However, -inf one school ‘.

‘reliability ug not ohtaimd —as each tnacher waa responaible for one e

"clan alone end the princi.pal m nOt willinq to rate studenta on

" the grounds that. he di.d not know the ot,udents well enough. 'x'herefore,

: in the ujority‘of- inm:lne_ 'mcher pprcept.iom were taken 'on face
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agreement of 58%. In totel, reliability ratings could only be
\

obtained for five ‘'delinquents' (27.7%) and for nine 'non-delinquents’

(458).

The Fairmindedness and Trustworthiness‘Instrument

The two items included on this test were originally used by

A}

Kohlberg (1958). The items pertain to two aspects of morality as

‘described by Kohlberg and they were used in this study because the

correlation céefficient between ratings on these items .and moral

.judgmenf scores was telatively'high.‘ Kohlberg (1958) reportsve

product moment correlation of .45 for moral judgment and-fairminded-
neés; and a correlation of .47 fer moral judgment and trustworthiness.
Ratings on these two items were obtained for each of the

students~who were initially selecfed by teachers on the SBRI.,

Kohlberg 5 Moral Judgment Instrument

. The purposé of this instrument 1s to determlne, from responses .

' given to mogal dilemmas. the stage(s) of reasoning dxsplayed by a

person. This insttument (Appendix E) consists of two forms (Fogm A

.V}and rorm B) which are consideénd by Kohlberg to be equivalent forms im
',tor test—retest use. Howuver,aa few tastwretest coefficients have

poen reported (xurtines and Grief.. 1974. P. 457) it vas deemed |

| }Enadvinablc to umo Potl’: of the insttumbnt as both a pre. and follow-'

“'1;qp (pontpost) text inttxument.. Porn B vas used as a pqsttast only._ _'

e -nn dum 1nv01vcd (m Appondix B mcludod the maicr tsmuss
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Instruments Used in This ' ~ Instruments Now Suggested
. Research ' : by Kohlberg
o .
Form A 3
. Dilemma Issues ' Dilemma - ~ Issues
Heinz . -  Life. - Heinz Life.
. Punishment. 3 ~ Punishment.
Joe and his . Father-son _ ~ Joe and his = Father-son
. father - relationship. father relationship.
: ‘Contract- . : Contract-
Promise. . : Promise.
o Mercy killing‘ Life. - Karl and Bob Property—Trust.
- Punishment. ‘ o Conscience.
Jud} and 'ﬁbther—daughter.
Louise .Contract/Sister—
SRR - sister.

Form 3////

captain in = Life. 'Mercy killing Life.

Korea Governance. B . Punishment.”
Troublemaker - Life. Judy and " Mother-daughter.
or sick man . louise -  Contract/Sister-
: , TR o sister.
l(arland Béb. Property— = o ‘
I T trust, - .Valjean Citizen role.

Conscience. = - = ~ Punishment.

~Gitizen role.
: Punishmnt. o




/

. e ‘ 2
///ﬂéw sudgested by Kohlberg. ; - 3?“

/

.

'“six weeks later and Form A (fOIIOqup test),againérne month after the

‘rosearcher oniy deviated from the set questions if, in his estimationhA

70

dilemmas which basically involve a conflict between authoritative
decree or moral law and concern for the needs and welfare of
individuals. Each dilemma focuses on certain issues such as

punishment, governance and the value of life (Appendix B). Kohlberg

-

¢

(Tracy and Cross, 1973, p. 239) has indiqated‘that the "level of

moral judgment can be reliably scored from a series 3f‘four

. dilemmas."

The design of this study was based on materials available

to the researcher’at the time. Since then Kohlberg and his associ-

. ates have revised the instrument and now use three dilemmas-fbr the '

pretest and ‘three for the posttest. A cemparison (Figure 5) reveals

that there was probably little difference in terms of issues

°

exdnined between the instruments‘used by this researcher and those

®
2

Administration : o ' o ¢ o5

a

[
The instruments were administered on ghree separate occasions.

Form A (ptetest) was given first, Form B (posé@est) approximately

posttest.> Eech eubject.ﬁas'interviewed‘Seperately anduell sessions
were tapé recorded E"h subject was given a copy of the dilemme

nnd ‘the dilemma was read to the suhject by the tesearcher. Then the

questions pertaining to each dilemma (Appendix E) were asked “The

i"th, .“bj.ct h‘d Ui'*COUnghended the dilcmna, or if a suhject s | .

rpqponﬂe neoded clari:ication.' Bach subject wa: presented the _e"' _

' u_:fdiieunns in the aann sequence in otdet to fecilitate eaoe of f&k’ o jﬁj ]

L]
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transcriptioq& Each interview session lasted for approximately

. . ® .

thirty minutes, so that on completion of the pretest, posttest and
follow-up test each subject had been interviewed for approximately

ninety minutes in total.

The Interview
The function of the .interview was to elicit, whenever pos- .
sible, stage scorable ;esponsés to the questions‘poéed to each sub-
e '
i _ . .
ject. Therefore,the interviewer had to be cognizant of the structure
of each stage and the probable answers given to each question according
" to the scorin§ manual, in order that the highest stage thinking of
' which‘the‘subject was capable, might be réflected in the answers. The
‘function of the interview was not to obtain 'what' responses, but
. . ’ - . . - 2 .
‘why' responses. For example,in reply to the question, "Why should
a promise be.kept?" Subject 13A on the pretest replied, )
Um ., . . well don't make ‘em if you can't keep 'em,
Well . . . like if you promlse somebody somethlng ‘
you should keep the promise. B . : r
This does not.answer the question as to why a promise should
be kept. When asked "Why?" the subject said: - L e
Well ., . . If sémebody give me something and i
~promised somebody I would give them something
back . . . then I'd keep my promise. Well, because
they might give me something that I liked and ‘kind

i of giving them sonethinq . and givinq me what |
A they §iva me. . _

Prohincu -hould be kept, it. appear:, bocause of inatrumsntal
exchange ronsoninq-—you qivc me aomethinq and 1'11 givn you sounthinq
badk. Tho 1nte:vioucr nuct therefore probc to £1nd out; whcrcvqr

¢

poauibla, tho -tructurc ot ‘the ren-oninq uuod nbulvtr.ono can

L




i

attempt to probe too deeply and‘questioning ceased if a subject was-
~unable to answer or continually repeated a prior response.
The interview was given in an atmosphere which was a relaxed

as possible, Subjecté were informed that this was not a test in

which right or wrong answers were given. The 'Kohlberg protocols were

introduced with the statement, "I'm interested in finding out what
students of your age think about some problens. I'm’intérested in
the reasons you give'fpr your answers and theré are no right or wrong
answers. 1I'd like you tp read this story and then I'm golng to ask
you some questlons. At the: end of the interview each subject was
thanked for his co-operation and asked what. he or she felt ‘about the-
interview. Moét subjects replied that the questions were "not too
difficult" and some responded that they had been very easy}--The-
majgrity of sutjécts”telt-thct the interﬁiew had been quiteAenjoyablé
and all were willlng to participate. The‘interviewer made sure that
the fnterview time was suitable to the teacher and to the subject,

so that the subject did not miss an activity which he or :re really

enjoyed : : .

"Vaiiditf’- " S . . K
As no. universally accepted definition of morality exicts and

. as thc dotinition of mor;lity chanch.accordinq to which state of
mral developncnt one is diqcuuinq, validity beccus a philoaophxcal .
'problen. m lnaor concoms aro of ilpott. in th.ts uctio:x Piutly,

,,,,,

R ..dou tho Mhlhorq 1nntruunt aneu vhat can hc regarded n ;

| 'm-oninq? (i.m.conml W&ty). ﬁccmdly.m the suqu of moral

Jaxy vaud? xn ﬂn- 1.:1:-: ugma tho

72
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velidation of Steges l'to.4 only will be studied as it is unlikely
that subﬁects at Stages 5 or 6 wili‘be‘found. Also a defense of the
statement that Stage 6 morelity is the Oniy true moralisy (Kohlberg,
1971b, p. 68) was not pertinent to, and was beyond the scope of,
this study. | | |

:The Kohlbexg instrument iS'désigneo to elicit responses
concerning a suoject's conceptious of right snd wgong with~regardito '
cdilemmas'which ﬁose conflicts between authorifative-decree or moral_'.
law and the welfare of individuals. These dilemmas contaiu issues
(Appendix B).. which according to many philosophers [Frankena; 1963,
Wilson, 1969; Plato (Rouse, 1963), and Hare, 19521 lie wiéﬁin the
uosal.domain. Kohlberg argues (l97ib, pPpP. 57-62),us do Kant and’
Hare, ;hat moral judgments are based on principles-—universal modes
of choosing; general guides of choice which we want all people to
"adopt in all situations. These principles fall into categories a8
,‘outlined by princiiled-intuitionist philosophers._ For example
‘Kohlborg (1971b) includos,as moral components Sidgewick's prudence

(welfate consequsnces to the self). henevolence (welfare consequences :

- K

- to. othcrs). and justice (diatributiVO CQUity and conmutativo reci-
‘ mocity) 'rho om pr:l.uciple rohlb.:g ndds i: rupect for authority.
’..'ul ‘these prineipln havn two char.acuﬂatics (xohlb.tq. 1971p. |

o !‘iut. thty are ultinho ro!er to statu
' -'of -.rm.n vhich seem :ight or qaod in ‘themgelves-and .
 'principles.’ ¢ mm, :h,y refer to
tfalrs that are mum in all ‘moral- uituations
L .nul u'n maﬁtnly rolwmt ua nll pcopie. U

-uppbn (mu, xsn; ms, 1966) m

-

.

- .Kohlhorq hag nu 0w
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this latter'point that moral rules-"involve oonsideretions of people's
‘happiness or welfare and‘consequences of equal treatnent.betseen

~ people (Kohlberg, -197lb, p. 59)."  Kohlberg states (1958, ép.‘s-iz)
that moral Judgments o : ,_‘ | | b. o

(a) Are priented to or preciﬂed by value Judgments.

(b) Take ‘priority over value Judgments.
'(c) Are assOCisted with judgments of the: self as being good

.~ or bad. : o

'{d) Based on reasons which are not limited to the consequences
.of a particular act in a particular situation. ,

(e) Have generality, universality, consistency and inclusive-
ness.. o

(£) Are’ obgective to the makers—are agreed to independently~
eof differences of personality and interest.
'Therefore on the basis (1) that some schools of philosophy hsve identi-
_fied the issues that the Kohlberg instrument assesses, as. being morslf
issues:j(Z) that the principles (i e.,justice snd benevolence) as
. formulated by some philosophers, are found. in some form in esch stage -
ilof reasoninq; (3) thst morality coacerns people s welfsre snd prin-
: ;ciples ot justice, the Kohlberg instrumont can.be said to hsvs vslid-

';ity in thst 13 assesses moral rssscning. ""' ": lv}'.vA

'h.Constrsct VslidiAy _ | . ‘ »

‘. L Thers is substsntial sqpport !or ths sxistence of stsges of
'~3;. lorsl davslopnnnt.: usny rssssrchers hsvs idsntifisd snd lshslled such
| stsgos (Fiqurs 6) snd ss Gfshsm (1972. p. 182) at‘telr "ths sqrsmnt

T;ts 1lprsssivs._ suppert tor ths postulstss thst (s) thsrs srs sis Q‘

staqss ot daVlLOFnsnt snd (hl shsss tssgss form an invsrisnt ssquencs. }/ﬁ;;s
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than do-distant stages (Kohlberg, 1958) .
2. Cross-cultural research (Kohlberg, 1971b)?iﬁdicates that

people proofeSS-through the six stages regardless of culture.'_ﬂowever,f;"

: PR BN
-

‘Scage’s and 6 thinkerc were not found in some'cuftures.'»~‘. N ST
| 3. LongitudinLl studies (Rest et al al, 1969) confirp that by
'_‘late adolescence or eerly adulthood subjects tested had reached Stags
4, and there is some evidence (Kohlberg. 1971b, p 36) that the '?.

stages are»invariate. . T ST o

| ’ 4;‘ Rauking of. scores‘(percentage of mature responses) in a .
~ group of ten year old lower class isolates and a group of sixteen
year old middle class inteqrates vas not, according to Kendall;s cOef—

“ficient of concordance, due to chancc (Kohlgzrg, 1958) S

/’ L -“‘-I ?.
LB, stﬁqen diftorentiate betﬁueﬂ dolinqunnts and non-delin- vv%ﬁ? :

r_qucnts, inteqratss and 1solatas. ind hatween nocial classes; i jf '? o

*ﬁfactors which previous rutpqrch had d-omod important in moral devalop-“

‘8 } .‘

v nsnt._ N ‘;" 'j~:_~.ﬂ u-“:».ﬁ"-. R f:.‘_ ) ‘iif.

| 6 Subjcctc can only &n 1ndncad to -ove to the +1 stage, not

thn -mc umoh u 42 5 ehe
J’




statement that "the value of the model remalns to be demonstrated. '
there appears to be some support for the valldxty of the Kohlberg

model and Moral Judgment Instrument.

Relxabxlltx
Despite the. relative frequency of use of the Kohlberg inetru-

men: few references are made to which dilemmaa were actually used
and there is a dearth of information on'test-retest reliab111ty,_>;
| Lieberman and Selman (1974, p. 5)- report only a moderate correlation
- of .62 between their control group's pre and posttest scores. Howe"
ever thia correlation was based,on a test of intentionality and not
ii:on the Kohdgerg Instrument.~ Only two test-retast correlations on

Kohlberg 8 test eould .be found. Blatt (Blatt md Kohlberg, 1973)

repoxta a correlation» (n = 13) and Hickey 13 reported by

Koblberg (1975)‘tn-hQVogohtainod 94\ aqreement between pre and pOst- t

test nnaaure: forloontrollgroup tcores (n - 20). hlao internal

X au*corrnlations between the various dilemmasf.'

reli;bility il a prohv
rangn Srul .31 ﬁo 75 (Kohlhor9’>1969, p. 388) HONBVOI,NOIAI Judg—-?

mnt- are. couplcx am!~ tho Xoh mstrument doea attmpt to: tap

subjacte‘ _qponsogyto a variety.nz moral is:ues.. Ae Hague (1974.};.
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-

relativeiy ﬁigh Lxeberman and Selman (1974), report correlatlods of
.84{ .90 and 81 for pretest, posttest and post-posttest inter)udge
rellabillty respectively; Krebs (Krebs and xohlberg, 1973) reports a
’ flgure of 75; Tur1e1 (1966) reports..78 agreement between two Judges,
-one usxng the global scoring method, the other the issues scoring |
: method;-Blatt‘s study (Blatt andﬁxohlberg,:1973) produced a corre- .
lation of 89, and Hickey is reported by Kohlberq (1975) to heve B

obtained 70\ agreemert between two judgea on overall scores and 94t :

ﬂbagreement on dominant stage scores

Interjuage Leliability in this study wa; ascertained from "

7 .
two judges._ hach juaqe scored six subjects responses to each of the o

w

, pretest (Form A). poettest (Form B) and tollow-up test (Form A) ' One
.~subject's complete protocol was randomly selected from each.of the

Tfpllowtng groups at each testinq time.
_ I -3_1. 'Delinqueot‘ 1n the treetment groqp
R SR 'Non~delinquent' in the treatment group.
% . 3¢ .'Dalinquent' in the placebo group. S
4. ‘Non-delinquent' in the placebo’ group.. R
S By 'Delinquent' in ‘the ‘control ‘group. . R
“:i.;GQ* 'Nonsdelinquent' in the control groﬁp. .

!he judqeﬁ consinted ot two experts, : th of uhom were very ': :

zmmx with"nm Kohlbcrq thoory Om judge had, prior to this
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TABLE 7

JUDGES' SCORING ON THE KOHLBERG MORAL
: JUDGMENT INSTRUMENT

 rest __ Subject Judge 1 © Judge 2 - Judge 3

S 1 | P Y T .
M 2 3

o - 18a 2 . 3
.Pre;‘ e 'M 7B o 2(3}‘ o 2(3)
. 9 1B . 2-3 2(3)
S 208023 2(3)

N DN

w2 3@ 2w
A B ROt TSI | |
: IR | SIS RS 16§ E 2 21
POSt . }4.‘&“‘ i 28 : :‘ . 3 3(2) SR 3(2) o g 2(3) . .
L e 2 @)
SRR LS 1IN

R S 1/t Yt P T -
SO S 1@ @ 1y o .
Follow-up - X3 T 20 Tlgqm (3
g ?0¥¥SV?“P R S 2(3)_3A; L2323

"ﬁ Psreonta9e agtellonta on modal ntuvc tcores;.:;'“

s ;;Lnet-non_auag. S and 2= 83,334 i
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scores reported in other studies-which used versions of the xohlberg
’Moral Judgment Instrument. The degree of fit between Judges scores
is .somewhat of a problem when’ this 1nstrument is used.b For example,
if a scorer arrived at a total of seven Stage 2 responses, and_three
Stage 3 responses for a particular subject s entire protocol, this.
eubject 5 overall ‘score would be 2(35, as thirty per ‘cent of the

f.subject 8 responses are at Stage 3, and seVenty per cent at Stage 2

~.If however,another scorer only scored two responses at Stage 3 and

he same seven at Stage 2, the two ‘Stage 3 responses would only '

'account for twenty-two per cent ‘of the subject 8 prctocol end would

' therefore not be counted accordThg to the Kohlberg scoring‘procedure.
s both judges,however,perceived ‘the character of the protocol as

| being Stage 2 interjudge agreement wﬂs initially based on modal stage

[V "I
.7 i

scores only. Results of this reliability check are displayed in

*'rabie; R T

o ; . .
A more thorough reliability check was carried out’ on thefpoet- :
'Vrtelt end follow-up test eeoree. Thie anlved comparing total ;cores _,3-

;arriVed at by each judge for_each subject on. the post and fcllﬂ&-up

ﬁf‘fteeta.. ?reteet ecorea could not be comparod this way as one judge did

oﬁinet acore for ninor .g.gq;, gh1; judge gaye an overall modal score

on.\y .f‘”_ each mhjeet _ 'l‘ablea ‘




”-';iiflith/olqvlnvnoral conecgnl. Ofiﬁﬂiqh saven (self—interest. altruiau.’

Tﬁe percentage egreemeots are only moderate. but as was pointed out
above dlsagreement between judges on but a few\separate responses 1n‘i
one partlcular protocol can change the overall stage score -The

- nature of theAscoring of the instrument, rest;ng as it does oo open-

- ended resoooses‘to vatious question,~does_not always allow for |

' 'soientificailf objeotQVetiscoring.‘ Yet, as cao be'seen in Table 7
the.osture of-disagreemeht‘betweenhjsages on.overail‘scores ;s very

. siigﬂt. sInAno‘casé is,thete ﬁore.theh onefthird of a stagejdisqgree—
ment betweeoljudges’ ssores; _Ioliight of the-percentage ao:eemeqts: »
'feeched ih'otﬁer %tudtesuhere aoreement'is based on judges' scores
wﬂ&ch areswithinlo;:—thirs of asstsge of‘eqoh other.sthe.agteeoent

‘ ieached betﬂeen'judqes inoth;s study‘is regaided‘as'sstisfactor§.

- Soor;og ’ ﬂ?*ff o :>’_' . i .'b?.if' T | eﬁb

B

Since the conception ot the six stage model in 1958, Kohlberg
-and’ his asscciates have refined the scoring procedures. As of June |
11975 ?kohlberg, 1975) all the materials on the introduction to |
7;scoring have haQn rewritten; only the actual scoring manual has not .
' yet been reviuad.A Al val pointed out in Chapter II,the original

-thirty aspoctn ot moral judgment had been oollapsed to ten issues




' theﬁgubject 's reasoning, with the manual actlng as the structural
crlterion or 1ndependent.ver1able. A response was only scored if
it,corresponded to e point in the manuai. Thislguarded against
scoring what appeared to be cogn1t1Vely complex responses at'a hlgher

‘ S
‘staqe than they actually were, or relylng on content (what behav1or

‘the subject thought was right) as the sole 1ndlcator of stage of
reesoning;'_whereas one:can predict; to an extent, choice fron the
‘stage'of reasoniné, one cannot preeict Stege-fromlchoice~ eég.,
nlnety per cent of Stage S subjects thlnk it would be right to steal -
“mg in the Heinz dllemm,a. but then ‘so do ninety per cent of
Stage 2 thinkers.. Therefore a subJect 8 response was only scored -

L
> when it 'fitted' a response in the manual. For example Subject ZA,

~on the preteet. replies to the question "Should Heinz ‘steal the drug

eveh 1f % didn't love his wife?"

. Well, nq. beceuse what wOuld he steal the drug for if
" he didn' t love hls wife? h .

- Thig: fits criterion concept BS on paga thirteen of the Form A scoring
manual which readn,.”The husband has no ahligation or reason to risk
stealing the drug it he does not love his wafe. This sometimes

neent that a few protocols had very sparse scorep. Overall however

B Ieorel wexe obtained for all subjeets on ‘each of the pre, poet and -
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Procedure

ll} The scorer was familiar with the stages and had read
through the scoring manual to orient himself to the "structure" for

-each issue.

1

2. The scorer read through-theesubjectts responses to the "=~
entire dilemma and particuler issue being scored.

3. Having ascerrérned che sﬁage at which the subject
appeared toine»reasoning{fhe.scoriné manual wss'used to sscercain

the stage responses.qiven.for each issue. Usually, this meant that

-

the scorer started“lookinc at the manual\for;stage 1“cri§eria. CIf

two Stage 1 responses were found thesed;ere entered in the storxng’

/
sheet. If only one- could be found this was- entered and Stage 2
-. .

criteria were then examined This process through the stages was
| . continued unt11 all responses hsd been scored or: hsd bden deemed
':- unscorable. The number of concepts that can be scored at any one
‘stece is 1imited to two:becsuae: | | |

The&e are individual differences in the varxeg; with -
which a subject can: express his or her underlying moral
~ structure. - We do not, for example, want to consider a
subject ‘who expresses Bix difterent ideas,. all at Stage 3, - -
~_to be any more: 'solidly Stage 3' then another subject
whose repsrtoire-is at the same moral stage but is more ‘
~: ltl wsriety. “The standerd of two concepts at

e subjeot rea;ly possesses the structure of o .
\'u"hout roquiring too great a denonstration ' R
ul. 1975’ pe 23,e : ' o ' - . ’

Thersfore,s qiven criterion concept il only used once per subject..

S
ror easspln Bubjsct 16A. an thn.pretsstv}replied to the question,




In response to the guestion "Does his father have the right to ask

17

4 ..
Joe for the money?" the subject replied: °

Well no . . . probably . . . well he has the right .
but if I was in Joe's position I wouldn't give it up.
I'd earned it, so I wouldn t give it up.

Both these responses flt the criterion BS on page 69 of the Form A

Pl t‘
-

scoring manual whlch reads "Joe should reﬁgse”to glve,gls father the
money because he earned it, it's his money." It was, therefore,only
scored once. ' ‘ »

On completion of the,scorfng‘sheet fér one iseue;the next

>4

\
- issue was 5cored-until.the entire test had been completed. The
. , . 8 _ .

scoring proved to be .very time-consuming and often difficult, _Two
probiems existed; one, because of tHe dilemmas ysed in this research;

emd two, because of the searing manual The posttest’used oontained
8 T

the Captain in Korea (Instrument v, Appendlx E) and the Troublemaker

'or.sickmen (Instrument-VI, Appeqd;x E) dilemmae. The 1973 scoring
manual doee“not contan these dileﬂmas-eo‘theﬂprevious manual-had to

R

'be:ueed.andAﬁhis does not contain exahplei of actuai responses{-

Therefore,the scoring of these latter two mentloned dilemmas had to

2

be carxied out on théd basxe of knowledge of the stages and on

criteti& in the old menual which mey be out of date in light of the

. . _/"‘ .
new: knowledge gained since itl iiblication. Secondly,although the:

\

,lcorinq manual conteins criteria for the conapience 1ssue‘

..

e‘and Bob dilemma (Instrunent VII. Ap endix E) 1t was noted

-t

f'reee;tcher at the uotklhep held at f~_ard in June 1975, that the

examples givenlaere not oontidernd to _"-pgtticulutty vulid, so

84



4. Having obtained scores for each ¢f the issucs an overall
score 1s computed. Allyrcsponéos at a particular stage are totalled.
If all responses are at onc stage, the score is at that stage; e.q.,
Subject BA on the pretest (Appendix‘K) who only has Stage 2 raesponses.
If there is a mixed stage score then percentage weightings are used
to determine major and minor stages. For example!Subject 1A on the
pretest (Appendix K) has two Stage 1 responses, seven at Stage 2 and
four at Stage 3. As the two Stége 1 responses only account for 15.4%
of the total number of respéﬁées (2/13)?’tﬁey are rejegted and Stoqe‘

’ \ ; .
2 becomes ﬁhe dominant stage with Stage 3 (4/13 or 30.8%) becoming
ege minor stage.
4

5. Finally a moral maturity score (MMS).can be computed.
This takes into accountveach stage scorable response and the percent- *
age of those responses at each“stage. This percontage at each‘stage
is then multiplied py.the stage number itself; e.q., Subject 1A on
the poétte;t (Appendix K) has eleven Stage 2 responses (73.33%) and
four Stage 3 responsés (26:66%). Multiplying 73.33% by two 4nd

®

26.66% by three realizes a moral maturity scoré of 226.

Flavell's Role-TakingﬁInstrumeht

' &
Kohlberg, 1958 Stuart, 1967; and Selman, 1971) role-taking ability

According to both theory and emplrlcal research (Plaget 1932;

is positively related to both cognitive and moral'development. Selman
(1971) p031ted that recxprocal role taking was a necessary condltlon ,
for the development of conventional moral thought. The relationship

should be as follows: R o &

(W2}
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Moral Stage Role Taking Ability

Pre-conventional level _Stage 1 Egocentric (non—reciprocgl)
Stage 2 Possibility of reciprocity

Conventional level Stage 3 Reciprocity necessary
' Stage 4
(Selman, 1971, adapted).

Administration

¢

This instrument (Appendix F) was originally devised by
Flavell (1968).

1. Each subject was shown the ordered series of seven
pictures showing tﬁe story of a boy being chased by a dog, running
tovand~c1imbing an apple tree with the dog nipping at his heels,
then eating an apple as the dog trpts away.

| 2.' Each subject told an.appropriate story about the pictures:

3. Three picfures were then removed from the §et leaving
those showing the boy wélking, gunning to’the apﬁle free, climbing it
and eating an apple. Althduéh the dog fémains in the last but one
picture the 'fear of the dog' motive is removed.

4. Each subjeCt‘Qas then asked to tg}lja story as if his
teacher were looking at this four picture set. The subject waslthen
.asked, "Why would ﬁf./Mrs, A think the bby'climbed the tree?"

Eacﬁ subjeét was Qdminiséered,th;s tést during the pretest
session and eacﬁ subject waé”taég recarded.
= 2‘ | A o‘teéalical system of gcoring was useérto de;érmine whether
.grhotcognit;ve role taking.ability had been deménsttatedj

Catégggx 1 (eqocentk;é)ﬂ " The subjeét cogaﬂ not ggrfofm any"

|

transformation of the original story. In both stories. the angry dog



v

remained as the motivational force behind the boy's tree climbing.
Category 2. The subject could either:

(a) Tell a perceptually correct four picture story but

reverted to the 'fear of dog' motive on questioning; or

; Q
(b) Use the 'fear of the dog' motive in the story but on

questioning could indicate one or more other motives for the boy's

tree climbing.

]

,category 3 (reciprocal). The subject could tell a four

picture Etory that the observer might tell by suppressing the original

-

A ) .
seven picture motivational scheme. On questioning, the Subject could

provide other than the 'feer of the dog' motive, or use this motive

.

as one,of many possible alternatives.

Validity '
Accordinhg to Piaget, the ability.to decenter—to 'see' some-

thing from the viewpoint of another. person—is a. necessary condition

" for concrete and formal operational thought. According to Selman

(1971) and Kohlberg (1958), this abllity is also necessary for moral
development “As was pointed out in Chapter II, role~-taking ability
can take a nuﬁber'of forms{ one of which is cognitive(role-tak;ng
ability. In this test the subject has to dieassociate from his seven ,
pieture Qiewpoiht in order'toftellgthe feuf picture story. from an |
external otser&er's viewpdint The task "thus creates a gap betweenv ‘

two roles or perspectxves Whlch the subject must brldqe (Flavell.

I

’ j1968, p. 76). On thls basxs,-the.Flavell instrument would seem to

P

-fhave content validity, in that it assesses the abxlity to see some-

'thing from other than dne 8- own perspectxve.

o/

. 3.' . o
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' The Intelligence Test,

88

Reliability
Interjudge reliability was ascertained by three judges, one

of whom was the researcher, another a receht PhD graduate of the

University of Alberta and the third was a graduate student in the

Department of Elementary Educatiom—at the UniverSitx,of Alberta.

s :
Table 9 indicates the percentage agreement bedﬁeeﬁ‘the three judges.
* . B

TABLE 9 - .

'

PERCENTAGE INTERJUDGE AGREEMENT ON PRETEST
ROLE-TAKING SCORES :

. S .
Judges : Judges + sJudges
1 and 2 2 and 3 "1 and 3
194.73% . | 92.11% 97.37%

5

Test-retest reliability was determined'by readministering the instru-

ment during the follow-up test period. Table 10 indicates the pre-

and follow-up test‘role’taking scores for each sibject. The

. product moment corre*itiqp between scores on these two tests was

4

.68.

Ali subjects in Grade Six, as part of the Edmont.on ‘Public School

Board testlng program, had been admlnlstered the Canadlan Lorge-

Thorndike Intelllgence Tests (Form D) just prior to the commencement

) of this resaarch Verbalﬂﬁnd non-verbal scores were therefore col-

. lected from the subjectfs cumulative'recdrd Grade Flve subjects

»

were adnimstered Fom C of this test in a group s1tuatlon by the
: researcher just after commencement of the research. 'rhis particular '

.test was chosen because some rTsults were already avallable, and



TABLE 10

_TEST—RETEST ROLE-TAKING SCORES FOR EACH SUBJECT

. Subject Test Retest Subject Test Retest
i : . . A
B . ' ' \

1A 2 3 ‘ 1B \ 3 3
2A 3 3 o 2B 2 2
3A° 3 3 3B 3 .3
,  4A 3 3 4B 3 3
5A 3 3 5B 3 3
6A 1 1 6B - 3 3
7A 3 3 7B 3 3
8A 3 3 8B 3 3
9A - 3 3 9B ¢ 3 3
10A 1 3 108 3 3
11A 3 3 11B 3 3

12A 2 2 12B 3 3
13a 3 3 13B 3 3
142 3 6 3 14B 3 3
154 3 3 15B 3 8
16A 3 3 16B' 3 3

17a , 3 3 17B 3 3
18A ~, 3 3 - 18B 3" ) 3
' '19B 3 ) 3

2 2

. - - 20B




in terms of time, appropriate. Subjects had already spent at least l
half ah hour in individual testing sessions and it was felt undesir-
able to take up any more s;bject or researcher time in tﬁis endeavour.
As the test is standardized and is Qidely_used, considerations of
validity and relihbiiity are not disoussed here. Details can be

obtained from the manual (Lorge, Thorndike, Hagan and wfight, 1967).

Summary //.
In totan fivy¥ different instruments were used in this study,

one of which—ftheISBRI-was researcher designed.. Figure 7 summarizes

the purpose of the instrument, its validity and rel§ability and the

A

_ type of data obtained.

3. TREATMENTS.

Subjects were randomly assigﬁed‘to'one of the following

L
2

three experimental groups.

1. Treatment. 2;, Placebo. 3. Control.

Table 11 ip@icates in which experimental group and in which schodl
-eachfsubject was placed. All treatment and pléoebo'sessions were .

~ g

researcher conducted.

o

The_Treatment Group

R

Thifteen‘subjects vere invol?ed in six, oné-half hour sessions

-held once per week in each of the three schools, over. a six week

s

‘ period.- Five of -these sessions comprzsed ‘the v1ew1nq of one of the

4

First Things (Guidunce Associates, 1972) filmstrips (Appendxx G),

,followed by a discussion, the purp08e of which was to stlmulate MOral
?rsasoning. Eacb subject was encouraqed to arrlve at the best reason

' -for sayinq that the chsrsctsr in the filmstrip dilemma should pursue

4 -
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TABLE 11

COMPOSITION OF THE THREE EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS BY STUDENT:
IDENTIFICATION NUMBER AND CATEGORY, AND BY SCHOOL

Experimental Groups ,

School - Treatment Placebo Control

1 a - 4A 2A
© 6A : 5A : 3

3B 1B 2B
8B s 4B : 5B

B

2 9A 10A _ 7A
o 1A - | 8A
12A ‘ ~

9B ¢ 128B . 148
10B | 138
o, -7 11B o 15B -

3 1 L 1sa R Vi N
' 17a

S T m e

208 - . 198

motals -
“'Delinquents’ 6 .. .5 N
. 'Non-delinquents' . 7 S T

o
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a certain course of'action. The format followed was: _ ,

i.

-

1. Introduction to the filmstrip dilemma.

-

2. The viewing of the fiimstr;p.

' S G ‘
3. Review of the dilemma by the subjects.

{ 1

¥ [ R
4. Each subject gave hig initial response to the dilemma
and his reason for”that response.

j —

‘IF there was group consensus || . ; IF there was.no agreement the
the researcher attempted to | researcher attempted to stimulate
argue against the prevailing |——| arguments between the subjects
view at_the‘same“giage of : and reasoned for and against .
reasoning. ' : , | subjects' re%ponses at the +1

‘l - stage. : S

 The researcher argued for o
and against the’ lower stage -
response at the +1 stage.

N

. .- | Subjects stated, their ;

: " | £inal responses and
‘best reasons for these“ '
_responses. '

©

93

Throughout the session the researcher attempted to stimulace, '

,conflict. to point out alternatives, to clarify subject's responses .

Q -

.....

E responsas. The following typea Qf questions were. employed: vh_ ,’;

1. Iune specific. B g..Should you alwaya keep any pramise?_' -



. 2. Vénter issue. E.g. Which is more important, a brother's
birthday presept or keeping a-friendship?
3. One stage highe;. E-91>Wha£ would happen if all parents
agted like that? |

3

: 4. .Role switch. E.g. How would John feel?

A concentrated effort was made to encourage subjects-to argue amongst

*

themselves, but desplte this determination to remain in the back-
ground most questions and answers were dlrected to and through the
researcher. However, as the eessions progressea,the subjects be;;me
more capable of carrying.on a dlecu551on amongst themselves and the
‘researche; only inltlated himself lnto the dlSCUSSlOﬂ when arguuents
ran out oriwe:e constantly regurgitated. Asvfreedom of expressxon.
and a nonrjudgmentel etmosphere regerding the dilemmaSwegeempﬁasized
and as subiects became betterfecquaiﬁted with each other, the dis-
‘cussions became mgze student organlzed. | ‘
}The final session involved the discussion of dllemmas which

' subjeets felt were relevant to their own livesb Most of ezs,situa—
tions mentioned involved rules 'so discu551on focused upon the‘use-
_fulness and‘feirness of certain rules; These 1nc1uded;the rule of
,heing at home by a certain time at night, the rule often imposed by _;
teachexs that if one person in a class has performed a miS-demeanor -
and 6. one will own up then the whole claes ‘is punished, and rules

| 'prohibiting stealing, damaqinq property, lying and fiqhting. In |

School 3.the subjects ettempted to arrive at one rule which ‘they

ht ahould in no circumstences ba broken.. They eventually

decided that there wnze rules for which thny could thlnk of no

PR
- .
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- issues in classtime.

95

‘justifiable exception. Ope was, 'Don't litter' and the other wgﬁ

'Don't poison babies.'

The Placebo Group ‘ , ' R

- Twelve subjects were involved in six, one-half hour seefions
held once per week, in each of the three schoolg, oyer a kix week

\ ’ -

‘period The intent of these sessions was to interact p051tively

with these subjects sp that any possible researcher effect on the
v

treatment group might be controlled on the ‘posttest. This group

played various Social Studies games (Appendix H), none of which

involved issues regarding what was morally right-orjgrong.
¢

The Control.Groqg

" Thirteen subjects were assigned to the control group. T%is

'A‘groupwcontinued with normal classrcom activities during the treatment

& A3

and placebo group sessions. As far as can be ascertained, none of

~

. the control subjects was involved in the formal discussion of moral

: e

4. m\mgls ‘OF THE DATA _ ¢

'rhe iuiﬁal problem poeed in this research involved the .

relatiogship between moral reasoning and moral oonduct In order K

-

4

to inveetigate' thie problem twp groups were sele.cted, Qe:onsisting

. of studdnts deemed 'delinquent, the other of those deemed 'non-

‘5.

do‘l:m’que'nt.' 7 Deepite the fact thet Subjecta were found in different

'clum in three different nchools and were selecte@by different

teechere, it vas decided, for mlysis purpoees, that 'delinquent‘s'

Y
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and 'non-delinquents' could be treated as non-equivalent groups.

The following rationale was used.
» . |

1. The existence of some inter-judge reliability on student

ratings on the SBRI. ' ¥ ¢ .

!. 2. The degree}of eommohality perceived in the various‘raters
use-of the SBRI categories. For example,reference to Table: 1 will
show that‘eve;y“idelinquent"subject eelected was labelled as requir-
.ing frequent punishment and nearly every subjeet (fourteen out of
eighteen) was neteq as interfering-pﬁysically with others and as
working in d;sharmony'ﬁ¢th others in group eituatiohs. ;n the case
of all 'nogrdelihquent' subjectq all raters (Table 2) deémed the
\e . v

respectrng~énd.obeying of classroom_rules as a criterien for .
selection, and ﬁearly all subjects»(nineteen out bg twenty) were
considered not to interfere phyaically‘witﬁ others;»iIn other words, -
a common perteption of 'delinquent' and 'non-delinquent' behevior
_ appeared to exist despite’ the number of raters and despite tﬂe ﬁUmber

.of schools used.: Thisais elso borne out in:the res‘&te.ef the Fair-
mlndedness and TrustworthinessvInstrument Only‘one 'deiinquent’
subject (17A) was deemed to be ‘high in falrmlndedness (he was rated
Las a 2), and only one.'non-delinquent' (13B) was- rated hlgher than
a score of two in both: the fairmindedness and trustworthiness com-
v

ponents. For details aee Table 3. Whereas the specific qjantitative

'fdegree of sinilarity between each individua- 'delinquent' orn'non-z

'-delinquent'.subject is'openﬁto question,-on.a.glgbal basis it would o

' appear that these two groupa can be treated aa discrete for analysis

;_purposcs, and as on all ito-n of tho ueaaurol used there were

[
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significant differences betweén the two groupt.

-

Statistical Procedures

The following statistical procedures were used in order to
attempt to‘gain answers'to the specific problems posed in” the study.

1. In order to attempt to answer the question of whetHer or 5

“

not the 'delinquent' group7differed from the 'non-delinquent' group
on moral maturity scores, an analysis of variance test wds-.applied
to the pfetest scores, derived from the Kohlb‘?g Moral Judgment

Instrument, for eachlof these two groups. The same procedure was

i

used on these two groupé'_postteét and follow—up:test moral maturity

scores. . -
- » : X ' ‘
A t test was used to ascértain whether or not 'delinquents'

»
B

and 'non;delinquents' differed on role-takiné ecores derivea from
the Flavell'inStrument;i ’ ”

2. 'froduct—moment‘cotrelatione were applied to - the moral
maturity‘3cores and role—taking scores and the moral maturity ecores
andctelhgence quotients of the entire sample in order to attempt .

to discover the relatlonshlp ex1st1ng between these variables. -This

- ' “ 2 '
correlation procedure was also applled separately to the data from -,

the ‘dellnquendl and 'non—dellnquent' grouos-ln otder to attempt to

discover whether or -not relationships among the above mentioned

variables were simlar for the two groups.

N .3. In order to test the effect of the treatnents a three-

* K}

va# analysis of vaz-iance test ‘was applied to pre, post ané follow-up -

L]

‘ult noral nﬁturity scores of 'delinquents' and non-delinquents' in

“the. experlmenta! placebo and control gfoup treatments.

C

;__ . . R e 7H
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All statistical procedures were carried out on the advice of,
and under the direction of the Educational Research Services in the

Faczlty of Education at the University of Alberta.
5. THE PILOT STUDY

The purposes of the pilot study were to:

l.})Ascertain the validity and ;eliability of the research
instruments. |

2.‘ Determine appropriate methods of administering the

M

instruments. i

3. Field test the experimental treatment materials.
The pilot stud& was carried out in an Edmonton elementary school
situated in a low socio-economid area. Ali subjects were in Grade
" Five (n = 4) and Grade Six (n = 5) and all were between the ages cf
’ ‘ Fal
tem years and four months and eleven years agd six months. Four
subjedts (one in Grade FiGe and three in Grade Six) wcre éeeméd
‘delinquent’' by teachet’réters, and five were deemed 'non-delinquent'’

’
(two in Grade Five and three in Grade Six).

Instrumentation o ' -
. _ . :

The Student Behavior Rating Instrument. This instrument in

its xnitlal form was unclear to teachers as it appeared that only
%delinquent' subjects had to be rated. fﬁ%refoxe the instrument was
modified to encurg.that both 'delinquénts “and non~dellnquents
~,would be rated (AppendixAC).ﬁ The categories'displaYed on the SBRI
were regarded as valid, by teachers and rio other characteristics of
.'de11nquent' or 'non-delinquent' behavior were added by the pilot

_ study raters or by other teacher Judges contacted by the reaearcher. ’
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Teachers initially found the instrument difficult to use, but when

it was pointed out by the researcher that he only required subjects

who consistently displayed one or more of the characteristics stated
. \

on the SBRI, and“that it was the individual teacher's perceptions

which were of importance, then teachers were more willing to rate ¢

.students. The only real difficulty noted by teachers was cases when

alstudent vacillated between ‘delinquent' and 'hon-delinquent'

beheviors. In these cases teachers were asked to use theif owh

judgments. If a student was rated ae both 'delinqhentf‘and_'non—

delinqhent,' the reSeercher did not include the subject in the sample.

Reliability of phe teacher categorization in the piiot study was not

obtained because teachers discussed their choices with each other.

N . . .
Therefore, in the major study efforts were made to prevent teacher/

teacher or teacher/principal interaction.

The Feirmindedness and Trustworthiness'Instrumento _This

instrument (Appendlx D) was judged by teachers to be relatively easy

s’

to use and was deemed effective in dlfferentlatmg one ltudent's

behavior frqm that of another. .
V-

Flavell s Role-'rakmg Instrument This instrument was deemed

-

to be appropriate for the age leVel of the pilot sample. Only four out

of the nine. subjects could, according to this test, cognltlvely role- |
take.t,. '.l'he test was therefore assumed to have d1scr1mnat1ve value.
A question posed regardlng wh&t the dog in the third plcture of the
_four picture series was doing proved to. be ineffective in notmg dif-
ferences in subjects role-teking ability. Stu/dents said, "It a A
walkinq awey 'l‘his question was therefoxe elininated from the task

Tut/retest eqreenent over a three week period was one hundred per cent’
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and scoring, according to the criteria formulated, was deemed reliable.

The Kohlberg Moral Judgment Instrument. The interview tech-
; » ,
nique was found to be the most appropriate form for collecting the

data. Written comments were either incomprehensible or were too
brief for scoring purposes. It was also evident that, by only posing

the questions as stated in Appendix E, unclear or garbled responses

were often obtained. Therefore, clarification was sought and questions

regarding the reason forsa particular response were asked. For
exemple,a response of, "Stealing is wrong" was followed by the
interviewer asking, ﬁWhy is it wrong?" On the basis of the pilot
e&perience,the above procedure of seeking clarification or probing'
responses, was adopted‘ [4 |
Scoring of the responses to the dileﬁmas.pr0ved‘initially to

be difficult. The standard scoring procedure was found to be the

most appropriate as it utilized all classifiable data ‘ Although

each question posed during the 1nterv1ew focused upon one particular

isgue - (value of life, property, punishment and so on),student
responses did not necessarily focus upon the particular issue under
examination. The complete protocoz nad therefore to be examined.
It wag found that the majority of student responses could be cate-

gorized as to a stage level and the pilot experience of 1nterv1ew1ng

'and scoring proved to be invaluable to, the researcher. .

3rield Testing of thegggperimental Treatment Materials. The

field testinq of thh experinental treatment materials demonstrated

'thet the selected First Thinqs tilmstrips (Guidance Associates, 1972)

o’ .-

[
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were appropriate for Grade Five and Six students. They provoked
. ’

. argument and it appeared that students related to the dilemmas posed.

) 3
Group discussions were effective but it was apparent that teacher
e

fac!litation was necessary at times to stimulate further discussion.

Summary . v
On the basis of the pilot study experiences the following

observations were noted:

1. ‘The SBRI was shown to be effective'in describing student

»

behavior, however, the format was modified to make it more compre-

.

hensible to raters and more stringent reliability measures were seen .
to be needed.

2. The Role-Taking and Kohlberg Moral Judgment Instfuments,

needed. Revisions were made to the testing'formats.and the scoring

methods were determined.
3. Theiexperimental treatment materiale,were chosen and were

fonnd to be appropriate in content.
6/ SUMMARY

This chapter discussed the selection of the sample, the

instrumentation used, tn:. analyais of data procedures and the pilot
: 3 1. : :

t

‘study.

The najor stndy sample consisted of eighteen subjects in

Vthree schools who were deehed to display"delinquent' behavior by
'teacher and/or principal raters. and tventy subjects deemed 'non-’

'U.'delinquent, choaen by thp nne teachex and/or principal raters 1n

.
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// : TABLE 12

SUMMARY OF THE €HARACTERISTICS AND LOCATION OF THE SAMPLE

i
T

Ade *EX. 1.Q. 1.9Q.
Subject Sex Yrs.Mos. ‘School Grade ' Group Verbal Non—Verbal
1A M 12.0 1 6 E 91 88
2 M 11.4 1 6 o 73 80
3A  F 13.1 1 6 c 88 99
a° M 10.5 1 5 P 94 96
5A M 11.4 = 1 5 P 102 117 *
6A M 110.9 1 5 E 120° 113 .
7A M 11.0 o 2 5 - C 93 97
8A M 10.11 2 5 c 94 101
oA M 11.9 2 6 E 107 S 119 .
10A M 11.9 2 6 P 140 129 .
11a M 13.1 - 2 6 E 78 91
12A° M 0.5 -+ 2 5 E 80 83 .
13a F 121 3 6 E 81 66
14A° M 12.1 3 6 c 77 70
15A M 1f.10 3 »E P 110 - 117
16A M 1l1l.10 3 c 104 90
17A M 11.9 3 ‘6 C 84 78
18a M 11.7 3 6 P 86 121
1B F 12.0 1 6 P ‘105 125
2B F 11.11 1 6 c . 105 A 1
3B M 12.3 1 6 E 119 - 99
48 F_ 11.10 1 6 P 126 127
SB F 11.0 1 -5 C 135 130
68 . F 11.3 1 5 C 130 108
7B F. \11.3 1 5 C 117 11l
8B. M 11.0 - 1 5 E 121 128
- 9B F 10.8 2 .5 104 121
° 10B. M. 10.9 25 {gf 104 97
11B - F 11.4 2. 6 E 135 137
12 " F 12.3 2 6 p 80 104 B
138 . M. 10.10 2. 5 P 95 113 .
148 M 10.9 . 2 5 C 94 19
158~ M 12.2 2 6 P 83 84
.~ 16B F 11.9 3 6. P 116 111
<178 M 11.6 3 e ¢ 114 - 103
188 F 12,1 3. 6 ~ E 119 106
198 F 12.3 3 6 P 122 - 129y
2 3 % E 110 129

208 - 12.0

* E = Bxperimental treatment. . ’
'P'= Placebo: ' 5 . -

* e
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the three schoole{ All subjects were aged ﬁetween'tee years and five
months, and thirteen years and one month, wieh the average age of

the entire sampie being approximdtely eleven years and five months.
All sﬁbjects were in Grade Five or Six classes. Table 12 conselidates
information regarding fhe sampief Eacﬁ subject was admihistered the
Kohlberg. Moral Judgment Instrument (Form A) and flavell's Rolee
Taking Instrument, and an intelligence quotient was obtained,from
‘the Canadian Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Tests. All subjects Qere

1 then rénéomly placed in one of thfee groupsee (1) An experimental
‘treatmen;'group in which moral dilemmas Qere discussed; (2) A p}acebo
group_in:which Secial Studies'games Qg;eap;ayed; (3)vA.cdntrol-group
which carried on with ndrmal.clasérOOm'activities; On completion of-

. - AP ]
the six week‘idtervéntion,a posttest consisting of Form B of Kohlberg's

. Moral Judgment Instrument was administered. This was follawed a
month later by the readministration of Form A of Kohlbe%g%s Moral’

Judgmeht Inst;umeht\and.Flelel le—Taking Instrﬁqent;




Chapter IV
FIKDINGS OF THE STUDY

Introduction 4

Thi's exploratory study focused upon.the relationship'between
moral reasoning and conduct among Grade Five and $ix students wno
had been rated by teachers, accordlng to a researcher de51gned Student
¢
Behavior Ratlng Instrument, as 'd:ainquent' or 'non- dellnquent. A
second concern related to the effect of participation in moral dis-
‘cn351ons upon ’ the moral reasonlnglof 'dellnquent'rand non-dellnquent'.
subjects. Elghteen 'delinquents ‘and twenty non-dellnquents, in
\\k three Edmonton schools, nere admxnlstered, in an interview’ srtuatlon, :
Kohlberg 8 Moral Judgment Instrument (Porm A) and Flavell s Role-

-Taking Instrument. Intelligence quotlents, based on the Canadlan

‘Lorge-Thorndlke Intelllgence Tests, were obtained from Grade Six ~

aubjects' cumulative records, and Grade Five subJects were. admlnls-
tered the tests in a group situation. Following the adminlstratlon d.
of these instrumentsﬂall subjects were randomly asslgned to one . of
three greuPSz (a) an experimental treatment group which part101pated ‘
| ~in moral discussions: (b) a placebo group vhich playej games related s
to SOc.tal Studiea education: and (c) a control group ihth carried
:A_on with norul olamwln activities durinq the experinental treatmentv"'
- ,».na pueabo g:oup uuiom. Both the experlnntal treatnent and o
o ' _qroupn, vhich wero oonductod by the reuarcher, were d.nvolved,_ o
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the end of this time all subjects were adtninisté‘r’ed Form B of
fkohlberg's Moral Juq?ment Instrument. A month later Form A of thp‘
Kohlberg Instrument and Flavell's Role-Taking Insttument were re-
fadministered, the latter teet being included €gr test-retest reliaf |
bil’tf purposes.
: This chapter repotts the findihge of the etudy. Each |

question posed in the study is reporteqd separately, and a discussion

- of each finding_follows. ' S (}
w 1. FINDINGS OF THE STUDY
Question 1 '

Do Grade Five and Six 'delinquehte and non;dellnquents
dlffer 1n the scores ggtalned on Kohlberg's Moral Judg-
ment Instrument&
Table 13 displays the pretest results of the scorlng of
responses made on the Kohlberg Moral Judgment Instrument (Form A).
'with the stage of response and the moral maturlty score (mms) for
-each subject in the 'delinquent' and ‘non—delinquent' groups being
| -shoun. For example, Subject 20B obtained a stage score of 2(3)
I'.{This indicates that this subject had a modal Stage 2 orientation |
”fft(60t of’her xesponses), and, as 40\ of her responses were scored at
2.‘_stage 3, the overall score 13 displayed as 2(3) This, when quantl—"
.”fiad. yieldad a noral naturity score of 240. mhble 13 also indicates
:' that 'deliaquenta' in the sanple tend to reaaon more ;.n Stage 1 and 2
- terms than do 'mn-delinqmts.:l 0n1y two 'dennquant' sdbjects m |
: and 4&) demtntod 25\ or nore Stage 3 rouoning aeccrd:lng to |

-




PRETEST MORAL MATURITY SCORES FOR THE 'DELINQUENT'

TABLE 13

AND ' NON-DELINQUEN

GROUPS

'Dellnquent ' Group

Moral Maturi ty

‘Non-Delinquent' Group

- .
- Moral Maturity

Subject Stage Score Subject Stage Score
1A - 2(3) 215 1B 2(3) 240
2a . 2(1) 177 2B 3(2) 273
‘3A 2 183 3B 2(3) 227
4a 2(3) 231 4B 2 221
5A 1-2 150 5B 3(2) 280
6A . 208 6B |, 2(3) 227
7A 130 ' 2(3) 230

" BA 200- 8B 3(2) 272
9A 206 ‘9B 2 179
.10A 184 10B "~ 2(3) 210
11a 191 ~11B 2(3) 228
12a .~ 150 12B 2 . 184
13a 182 138 2 - 200
14A - 163 -14B 2 206
15a . _~—19D j15B 2 208
16a L 206 16B 3(2) 273

C17A o212 178 .2 192
18a 206 18B 2(3) 221

- 198  2-3 250
20B " 240

106
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scored responsesbon the Kohlberg instrument. Yet four 'non-
dellnquent' sub)ects (2B, 5B, 8B and 16B) demonstrated Stage 3
reasoning as a modal stage, and nine sub)ects (1B, 3B 6B, 7B, lOB,
| 11B, 188, 19B and 20B) apparently had 25% or more Stage‘3 thinking
as part of their repertoire. Conversely, wﬁereas fi§e<'delinquent‘
: : o o ’ T
'Subjects (2A, SA, 7A, 12A ahd 14A) used some Stage‘1 reasoning, no
non-dellnquent' subject used enough Stage 1 reasoning to account

~for 25% of thelr total score,_or they used no Stage 1 reasoning at

all. Thls is lndlcated in Appendlx K which displays the number of K

a \ *ﬂ

stored responses at each moral stage for each subject. - . . e
An analysxs of variance was performed on the 'dellnquent' and ’

'nop-delinquent' mpral maturity scores. Table 14 dlsplays the results

of this‘;hﬁi§sis.‘ As»fs indicated, the ’delinquent' and ‘non-

4de11nquent' groups dxffered 51gn1f1cant1y from each other. This

; statistlcally sxgn1f1Cant difference was maintalned on the posttest

“gnd_follow-up test results as Table 14 indicates.

Discussion ~T,
As- the inter-judge scaring reliability was relatively high v¥7
(Tables 7 and e) , it can be mted with some confidence that, for e&.
% :

N

‘ the group petceived b‘y teachera ia being 'delin‘ , -‘*‘.7 ‘e

4~.a:§"

'.,_.qnﬁ\t' diff in mx;l reuoning, as usened by ‘the . xohlberg noral

.} Judgunt In:trmnt, fron. the group poxceived as being 'non- "

kS .dolimnt. m- finding u nouble in nqht of the rmmh |

:'V‘.':‘[""lt\luﬂl on eho nonl xeuoninq ;ot 1#9 1‘_4“1111‘!“03*'»3 (xohlberq. 31958’

Mnyk 1973) in whidh ‘dcunquonta' werc fcmnd to. rouon pxedouinantly o |

Dupitt t.be ditfcunce in teru ‘of age

: 'iifat thc pxaaonwcntional 1__,4

oW e s . ' B ! ;
e . o
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' TABLE 14 | | ¢
TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS ON PRE, POST AND
FOLLOW-UP TEST ‘MORAL MATURITY SCORES OF
'DELINQUENTS' AND 'NON- -DELINQUENTS '
IN THE THREE TREATMENT GROUPS
Pretest ‘
‘Source Sum of Squares Degrees of Freedom F. Ratio Probablllty
A 15139.70 1 ‘ 17.83 .Qo1
B 89.14 . .2 .05 .94
Test for additivioy. p = .41 .
- Test for homogeneity of variance. Pp= .99
Posttest'u

Source Sum of Squares Degrees of Freedom F. Ratio Probabllity

A 23792.90 1 21,37 ool
"B 1328.68 - 2 L .59 .55

Test for additivity. p = .27 .
Test for homogeneity of variancé. p = .56
Pollow—up test
Source Sum of Squares Degrees of Freedom F. Ratio Probabillty

A 18351.30 7;_. . 1 . 20081 .00
B - 658, 54 2 .37 .69

Test for additivity.A p= .42 SR
Tbnt for homoqaneity of variance. p‘-f.?ﬁ

Source A = Gxoups; 'Delinquent'~ 'Non-deiinquegt'
Source B - Trcataonts: E:perinental Plgcgbo - Control. .

N



and status_, this"study appa;ently demonstrated that upper elementary
school students who were perceived in terms of dellnquency by teachers
also tended to reason predominantly at the preconventlolual level.

It is also notable that 'non-delinquents,' in the sample
sthdied, tended to reason, at'least in some of their responses, in
Stage 3 terms. Tnis, to an extent, supports Kohlberg and Turiel's
- (1971 P. 460) conclusion that typlca} children should be reasonmg
at the. convent10nal level by early preadolescence and to teflect
this level of reasonxng ;n their conduct. If would appear, from
teacher ratings.on 'non-de;inquents,' that these students may haVe
shown a decent regerd for the core expectatlons and approval of
parents, peers and- outslde authorltles (Kohlberg and Tur1e1 1971,

p. 460)." | | S .

- However, non—dellnquency is‘not a 51gn»of hav1ng reached the

conventional level, as is indicated by the seven Stage 2 thlnkers in

. the 'non—delinquent' group. The flndings of this study do not

necessarily demonstrate a cause and effect relatlonshxp between moral

. <
reasoning and conduct as there may be ‘as is poxnted out by Krebs and

;vxohlberg (1973), a variety of. other factors which influence\?ehav1or
Thia study seemed to 1ndicate that there may be posslble

: differences in. the moral reasoning structures of ‘dellnquents and
'non-delinquenta. ’ This finding nay form the basis for bullding

»

hypotholel as. to the relationship between reason and conduct among

_gﬂ'pet olnlintaty school chlldren.

*
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Question 2 /> . . ; A g
. Will a situat{on in which a random selection of

'delinguents' and 'nen-de;inquenﬁs' are exposed
to moral reasoning at one stage abo?e tneir‘pretest
stage iniluence theirfreasoning.tq the extent that
eheir stege of reasoning is higher on the posttest
than it was on ehe pretest? E

Question 2A
will any changee be reflected on a follow-up tese

administered one month after the posttest?

Question 2B
| Will there be. any differences between pre, post
and follow-up test sebres on the KohlbergnMoral
Jndgment inétrument‘between 'éelinéuents' and
'nonedelinquente‘ in exberimentel, placene and
control groups?
vTheee.questiOns wene‘inVeetigeeed tegether as findinge for -
each question weie baséd on'e three-way‘analysis‘of'verience'test.
| Referencé to Table 14 will indlcate that, when 'dellnquents
‘ and 'non-delinquents were randomly placed into the three treatment

””Egpups, the probebility of any difference existlng between these

"ee groups on ptetest moral meturity scores Yas 95..aThis euggests

t the randomi.ution process was efﬁective'b

g
It vae dacided that,ite~ansver the quentions pertaining to

g treatnent efteet. posttost uorel naturity ocores would nat be taken |

110
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into eccohnt. T}is was done for the{fo}%owinc ;eésons. F%g
reference to Table 16 will indicate that a decline in mean moral
maturit; scores éeeminglyoccurredbetween the pre ‘and posttest for
all g;oupsiend treatments except for the 'non-delinquents; in the
controi group and 'non-delinquents' in the experimentél treatment
group. For ekamplej‘experimehtal tréatme;t 'éelinquents' :;ndedvte
score lower on,thebpoettest G?=i7i.8f’than on the pretest (X =
© +192.00), whereas pre and foliow—up test scores were verylsiﬁilar; the
follow-up mean score being 193.33., In overall terﬁs, twenty-eight
subjeets decreased in meral>meturity scores betwéen the pre and
posttest, whereas nine‘increased and ene‘subject had the same pre
Iand posttest ecore‘kTable 15). o

Secondly, the ptoduct-ﬁoeent correlatiOns'between the pre,
post end fellow-up tests (Taﬁle l?) indicatf that® the ﬁost pdSitiVe'
correlations were‘fqund'betﬁeeﬁ_thefpre and follow=up tests. ?his

‘was borne out fér the entire sample and for 'delinquents' and 'non-
e

delinquents' in the.three treatment gteups aken separately. Théﬁ;'-‘

V'onlY exception was in'thé'correlations.found between control éroup

'delmquents" pre, post and follow-up test scores, in w}uch the\“

.most positive correlation was between the post and follow—up test - .
4 .

r = .95) - LT
- 'Ihirdly, the. nature of the posttest itself may have been a

| 'factot in explaining the vacilations in correlation coefficj,nts and
_:‘ mean soores.~ 'rhe pmttest waa Pom B of th; Kohlberg .tnstrument, A
. ‘_‘.wherm Pom A wn uud u t.he pre and £ollo<v—up instnment, and

rem B deals with three uiun (Pmpsrty-'rrust Governance and

. -« T ; - : ; [N " ST ‘ Vo ' ) ) ‘ g :
e e SR . S BT . [ C 4
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RS TABLE 15

W {g» PRE, POST AND FOLLOW-UP TEST MORAL MATURITY SCORES
FOR 'DELINQUENT' AND 'NON-DELINQUENT' SUBJECTS °

o S
e IN THE EXPERIMENTAL TREATMENT, PLACEBO AND
e : CONTROL GROUPS .

pov o

¥ - ' DELINQUENTS'

= S .
Experimental

Tesgs* | | Treatment : : Placebo Control

J—:; Lo .

" | subject Stage MMS | Subject Stage MMS | Subject Stage MMS

1 2(3) 215 2(3) 23 2(1) 177 »

) 1A 2(3) 226 4a 2 182 2a 2(1) 163
3 V 2(3) 225 1 2(3) 226 2(1) 170
R 2 208 1.2 1so| 2 183
2 6A 2(1) 182 SA°  2(1) 170{ 3aA 1-2-3 198
3 2 232 2(1) 180 2 198
1 2. 206 "2 .1sal| 7 1(2) 130
2 | 9A 2(1) "160| 10A  2(1) 182 A 1 118
3 ' ‘ 2 190 2 214 - 1(2) 138
1 .2 19 2 191 ‘ 2 200
2 © 1A 2(1) 154 | 15a 2(1) 154 . B8A  2(1) 163
3 ©2(1) 180 2 190 S 176
1 S 1-2 150 2 . 206 ©2(1) 163
2 122 1(2)  135) 18A 2 219 14a 2(1) 157
3 - » 1-2 - 150 : 2 \;199 .2(1) 162 .
1 2 182 | 2 206 -
2 13A 2(1) 174 o 16A o 2 198
3 2 182 _ ﬂ 2 206
1 p 2 212
2 . | 1A 2 210
3 . . L o . L2 198

* Test 1 = Pre o _ ‘
- Test 2 = Post :
. Test 3 = Follow-up
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TABLE 15 (Continued)

- »L{}—

* NON-DELINQUENTS '

Test 3 = Follow-up

_ Experimental )
Tests* Treatment Placebo Control
Subject Stage MMS | Subject Stilt MMS Subject Stage MMS

1 2(3) 227 2(3) 240 3(2) 273
2 3B 2(3) 227 ‘1B 2 193 2B 3(2) 239
3 3(2) 297 33) 236 3(2) 274
1 3(2) 272 2 221 - 3(2) 280

2 8B 2(3) 240 4B 2(3) 241 5B 3(2) 254
3 3(2) 287 , 2(3)  '37] “3(2) 270
1 2 179 2. 14| 2(3) 227
2 9B 2 198 12B 2(1) 165 68  2-3 237
3 -2 206 N 188 S2(3) 214
1 o2(3)y 200 2 200 : 2(3) 230
2° 108 - 2 208] 138 2(1). 154 - 7B . 3(2) 281
3 2(3) 225 2 ~200| 12(3) 232
1 23 “228F 2 208 2 206 -
2 11B 2(3) 240| 15B 2 205 4B 2 210
3 ' 2(3) 240} 2 207 - 2 - 208
1 2 192 3(2) 273 203 221
2 178 2 181] IBB - 3 297 | 188  2(3) 240
3. | 2. 19 ~3(2) 268 -2(3) 227
1 v 23 2e0 o, 2-3 280 v
2 208 3(2) 264| 188  2(3) 204/
3 o 3(2) 285 - S2(3) 243 ”

i ‘ ‘ . ) / : i » » - " ¢

o * Test 1 = Pre

Test 2 = Post » s

113
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" TABLE 16

MEAN MORAL MATURITY SCORES FOR 'DEﬁINQUENTS' AND
'NON-DELINQUENTS' IN EACH OF THE TREATMENT
* GROUPS AT EACH TEST ADMINISTRATION

Experimental : _

Treatment - PlaceBo Control %
'Delinquent' ©192.00 192.40  181.57 . .
'Non-delinquent " 221.14 225.14 .239.50  |retest
'‘Delinquent' 171.83 181.40  172.42
'Non-delinquent ' 222,57 208.42  243.33  Tosttest
'Delinquent' . 193,33 201.60  180.85 Follow-up

'Non-delinquent' ' 243.00  227.00 ' 236.66  test




TABLE 17

PRODUCT -MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PRE, POST AND
FOLLOW-UP TEST MORAL MATURITY SCORES FOR THE
ENTIRE SAMPLE AND FOR 'DELINQUENTS' AND
'NON-DELINQUENTS' BY TREATMENT GROUP

Group* 'Treat.ment** Test P,retést.(l) _ Posttest (2) Follow-up test(3)

a o : 100 . .78
~ Entire Sample - 2. v 1.00

-

.88.
.77
"1.00

1.00 .75
' o 1.90

.89
.83

1.00

- P 1.00 .79
Non-D. 1t 2 | - l.00

.82
.70

1.00

- - ‘1100 31
D. 2 2 100

.78

.25
- 1.00.

Lo o6 .78
Non-D. - 2 . = S S k000

woe |

.97

n83

1.00-

S0 g7

wn

.79

.95
1.00

B .97
1.00

llon-n - "Qm—dounquent. .
2= Pl‘ocbo 3 = Contro

10 .' “
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,xsitizeniRole) which are not major issues in Form A. As was indicated .-
in Chapter III the posttes£ caused scoring problems_in'thal twobof
the dilemmas on the test (fThe Captain in Korea' and 'The Trouble-
maker and the.Sickm;nf) were not included in the most récent,wreQised,
'scoring manual. The former sc&ring manual had to be used and this
- ‘manual ié not as,thoréugh'as the new one. Also éne'of'the posttes£
.issues (cénséience) was not‘scofed for due to doubts by.Koﬂlberg and.
his.associétes on the scoring of this particular issue. |
‘The pilot study appa;eﬁt}y &emonstrated thét the éosttest
was relati§e1y easy to score. This was probablyjdue to the fact that
the pilot study sub]ects all. appeared to reason in Stage 1 or 2 terms.
Thelr responses also tended to be short.as the researcher,.who was .
éain;ng expe_riehc_:e-in the interviewir?g technique, ‘asiced. few prof:i,ng
Méu‘es‘t"ion's; However, 9coring d-ifficultieé were ~en§6uﬁtered in the
| mjor atudy. Subjects tended to say more, proba.bly because the
| researchet was a littlc more sop?xisticated in }us interv:Lewmg tech-
’»nique and in the use of probing questions.
: On this ationale, therefcre, it was decided that the most
*~‘latilfaet01y nnatnre of any treatment effect would consider only pre
'to fonow-up nst scorea. : In this regard an analysis of variance
appliod to tha pro and follow-up tast; moral naturity scores of
. 'delinquonts' md 'non-dclinquhnts' in the three treatnent qroups.
‘Ruults ot thi.s mlysis a.re displayed in Table 18. TR o . _
| ll Ll indic&tnd tho pxehability thlt 'd;linqucnts’ Qnd 'noﬁ- t?;.'




TABLE 18

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE.

117

- STATISTICS ON PRE AND FOLLOW-UP TEST MORAL MATURITY

'\«  SCORES FOR 'DELINQUENTS' AND '"NON-DELINQUENTS ! -
, IN THE EXPERIMENTAL, PLACEBO AND
\ - © CONTROL GROUPS

Sum of  Degrees of

F

_s'ourcé . Squares ~ Freedom Ratio - Probability
A 3266721 . 1 20.27 .001
. B 97.07. - 2 © .03 .97
" AB - 2462.69 2 .76 .47
o . 490.04 1 3.78 .06
AC . » 63.55 1 .49 .49
BC 558,66 2 2.16 .13
2 ] 4’_ .og '.

A . 684.58

2.64

A - 'Delinquents‘ and 'Non-dennquem:s'
B = Experimental, Placebo and Control ’rreatments
C = Pre and fouow-up test: moral naturity acores

)
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However, when treadihent effect was considered,_the probability that
there was any difference between the three treatment groups, and pre-
‘and follow-up combined métal maturity scores for both 'delinquents’
and 'n0n~ae1inquents,' was .97.‘ Neither nae thereAany'signifieant
‘difference\(p ='.47f wnen 'delinquente; andv'non-delinquents' nete
separated When pre to follow-up test scores Qere analyse? there
was the probablllty of .06 that the entire sample dtffered on these
two measures, but when"delanuents and non—de;anuent' scores were -
analysed separately the probablllty of any pre to follow~up test
changes was 49, and when treatment effect is c0nsxdered there was
a probéLility of..13 that treatmentS‘influenced Pre_to follow~up
’ test scores of the ent1re sample.‘ As there waé no~eignificant interv
actiqn effect (p = 09) itawould appear that the tteatments had no ﬁ,:
: Siénificant effect on the moral'teasonlnq-scoresAof~e§ther 'delinft'. ,

quents' or 'non-delinquents‘ f' , 't - _ .-, o "-_ o

. L

v

' The only slight indication of any txeatment effect was in the"
ditt:renee existing between experimental treatment 'non-delinquenta' '.
pre to follow~up test scores.: Reference to Table 16 will indicate
that they nade the largest gnin in mn soores (pretest f = 221 14;
follow~up test R'~ 243.00).‘ whis indication of change was borne out,i

to an exunt. by the .tvo -uporiuntal treatnent 'non-delinquents'

(m),o J,S) m appnxmtly chanqad f:on a pretest st:age scox‘e of. 2(3). 2

to a loilaw-up stagt laozs.ef‘3(2e.jfmhe on y other change- vere in
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Discussion ' ' .
The finding that an experimental treatment, which involved

subjects in moral discussions, seemingly had little or no effect on

follow-up test moral reasoning scores is not in keeping with some
previous research studies, but is in-keeping with others. Turiel

k

(1966) apparently showed that exposure to +1 reasoning, during three
‘ experimental treatment ses51ons; leadstx>qains in'moral maturity

scores.v Tracy and Cross (1973) found ‘the same phenomenon and Blatt .
i~ and Kohlberg (1973) discovered gains after twelve hours of experi-‘

mental treatment sessions.- However, Beck, Sullivan and Taylor (1973)

v

, found no substantial gains on their posttest measure, gains occurred ) '1 o

one year after the treatment sessions. One can only question as to

- why there are these differences in findings..

Of interest in this Study is the slrght indication that
'non-delinquents appeared to increase in moral maturity scores
Vbetween the pre and follow-up test, whereas no other group showed
rueh or. any substantial inerease. However. it should also be noted

! thzt one subject (178) daid. not make a pre. to follow-up test gain.

R
“a

1. role-taking as asaessed hy the Flavell Role- .

Tuking Instru-ent related to staqe of moral
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TABLE 19 °
PRE AND FOLLOW-UP TEST ROLE-TAKING SCORES AND MORAL
' . MATURITY SCORES FOR "PHE 'DELJNQUENT' AND
‘ *NON-DELINQUENT" * PS - ’ \
. '
'Delinquent' Group ' 'Non-delinquent' Group
Role-taking " L . Role-taking
Subject . Stage MMs Test‘ 1 Test 2 | Subject Stage MMs Test 1 Test 2
R o 5

1A 2(3) 215 2 3 1B 2(3) 240 3 3
2 2(1) 177 3 3 2B 3(2) 273 2 2
k} 2. 183 . 3 3 3B 2(3& 227 3 3
4 . 2(3) 231 -3 3 4B . 2 221 3 3
5 1-2 150 3 3 5B 3(2) 280 3 3
_6A 2 208 1 1 6B 2(3) 227 3 3
A 1(2) 130, 3 3 7B 2(3) 230 3 3
8A 2 200 -3 3 '] +8B . 3(2) 272 3 3
9A 2 206 3 3 -~ 9B. 2 179 3 3
10 - 2. 184 1. - 3 10B . - 2(3). 2100 3 3
- 11a 2. 191 3 3| mB  2(3) 228 3. 3
S 12a 1-2 150 2 2 “12B - - 2 184 3. 3
~13a . 2 182° 3 3 13 2 200 3 3
14a . 2(1) 163 - 3 3 14B 2 208 3 3
- 15A -2 191 ¢ 3 .3 |--15B ' 2 208 3 3
-~ 16A - 2 T 206 3 © 3 168 3(2) 273 3 3
A 2 212 3 3 | 178 2. 7192 3 3
- 18A 2 206 3 L3 ) o1es . 2(3) 221 3 3
i 1. 18B 2.3 250 3 3
20B 2(3) 240 .2 3




! : : .
(thirtyétwo out of thirty-eight) were apparently able to cognitively

erole-take,(scored as 3).. Most subjects, it seemed, realized, on the

Flavell‘instrument, that an_observer*tq‘the four biqtere set would

" not have she same information that. they had'paving‘seen the~Seven

picture set. ‘Oniy'ewo-subjects (6A end 10A)’éou1d.net,'it see

accompllsh this task and four subjects (1A, 12A, 2B and 208) could

not be categorlzed as clearly showing the abllmty or lack of ability

to cognitively_role—take. o ‘
The’proauct—moment correlatién 6oefficient between'rele;

taklng scores and pretest ‘moral Judgment scores for the entire’

[}
©

vsample was r = 02, ;ndicatxng that a subjec: 8 score on.t?e rele-

" taking instrument was‘}ikely_to_be'enywhere'withih the. total sample

range of moral judgmenﬁescofeé. Figure 8 graphically dembnstrateS'
thisﬁ As night be expected from the above correlatlonal analysis
" on, the entire samp product—monent correlations between the

v'delinqnent‘ group B norel reasoninq and :ole—faking scores, and

| thc 'non-delinquent' group s nor;l xeaaening andvnole—taking scores,j

121
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'‘non-delinquents, ' in this study, did not significantly differ from

each other on role-taking ability.

Discussion
The_pilot_experience»apparently demonstrated that tﬂe Flaeell
Role;Takingblnetrumeht had discriminative value in that four oot of
the.niné pilot study eubjects could'seemingly not cognitively role-
‘take. However,‘ln the major study the majorlty of sub3ects demon—.
‘strated cognltlve role- takxng ab111ty and the relatlonshlp between .'
. moral reasoning and role -taking ablllty!was close to zéro (r é .02).
The cognltlve—developﬁ;htal theory of moral developmeﬁ! posits that
role-taklnq ablllty is related to the stage -of moral develogment and |

_ empirical flndlngs support this view One, it appears, has to. demon—

s

z

fstrate reciprocal role—taking ab111ty in order to reason at Stage 3

on xohlberg 8 glav ﬁi, the Flavell xnstrument would appear

l?ﬂly tagaﬁseslﬁ ; leeing.somethinq from~the perspective o
fof'anotherlper.% :fpot assess the subject's ability to |
”_;perceiVQ tﬁat igf: ;‘pld hava any knovledqe of the subject—-‘
| ,jthe 'simiuneou , "_q ability of 'I think that he- thinks ,
{ ’“. the ability of.pezceivinq that 'I.
1 : 'mts htter lhﬂity uy be demonstrated‘by
- chilmnm “ d -.suqa_ 2 nm metegore'the FlaVell test

rininattwhntvnenAStaqe 2 ann Staqe 3 thinkers. Selman -
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subjects‘apparently demonstrated role-taking ability (Table 18). Only
two subjects (6A and 10A) could not seemingly cognitively role-take
and one of these (10A) scored 3 on the retest;; The only subjects who

could not be categorized on the refeét were subjects 12A and 2B, the'

» ©

former being a dominant Stage 2 thinker and the other a dominant
Stage 3 thrnker. In llght of the theoryiand empirical flndlngs, thls
latter result ishard to explain. Th;'latter subject 4id not mention
“the feer of the dog'motive in his story but on beingfqnestionee as

to why the observer wouid thrnk the boy climbed the tree,bhe said.
"Maybe he wanted an’apple.énd_aiso he eaw'that'dog;? On the basis
of the statement, ”that dog," the subject was scored at’ 2. - In order

to probe the statement made by the subject, the researcher could have

: questioned the‘subject further. This was unfprtunately not done.

~

Qgestion‘4

. 'Lorqe-Thorndike Intelligence Testg'related ty s

»vof mpral;development? ?or:?delinquents'?¢ Eo )
delinquente"?- | ' o
Tj". Ey ) Table 20 displayu subject's moral reasoning ecores
‘intelligence quotienta, both verbal and non—verbal., The mean in  111—

“i:gance quotienta, both verbal and noneverbal. were different for: both

4groupc. Thn ranqe in acorus wnl; howuvar. siailar for both 'delind




TABLE 20

-

i~

MORAL MATURITY SCORES AND VERBAL AND NON-}ERBAL

INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS FOR THE 'DELINQUENT'

a3 AND 'NON-DELINQUENT' GROUPS®

'Delinquent' Group

*Non-delinquent' Group

o

o

Intelligence Intelligence
Quotient " Quotient
‘ _ - Non- . -Non-
Subject Stage MMS Verbal verbal | Subject Stage MMS Verbal verbal
: , L er A ,
1A - 2(3) 215 9l 88 1B 2(3) 240 105 125
2a 2(1) 177 73 .80 2B 3(2) 273 7% 105 95
32, 2 183 . 88 99 . 3B 2¢3) 227 119 99
A 2(3) 231 24 ° 96 4B 2 221 . 126 127
5. 1-2 150 102 117 5Bt 3(2) 280 135 130
6A 2 208 120 113 . 6B 2(3) 227 130 " 108.
74 1(2) 130 93 97 7B 2(3) 230 Y117, 111 |
8A 2 200 94 101 8B  3(2) 272 " 121 128
9A' - 2 206 107 119 9B 2 . 179 1104 121
10A 2 184 146 129 10B ., 2(3) 210 104 97
1A 2 191 78 ‘91 11B 2(3) 228 135 137"
12 -1-2 150 80 83 128 2 184 80 104
13 2 182 8 .66 | 13B 2200 95 13
l4A 2(1) 163 - 77 70 | 148 2 206 - 94 119
15A 2 191 110 11 © 15B ‘2 208 83. .84
. 16A . 2 206 104 9 | 16B  3(2) 273 '1lie 11
174~ 2 -212 84 78 | 1 - 2192 114 103
18R -2 206 86 121 18B . .2(3) 221 119 = 106
' = ea €k a7 enl 19B - 2-3 250 122. 129
x 9"55-;97'50_ ©20B - . 2(3) 240 " 110 . - 129
> e X 111.7 113.8

125



n

“ 126

non-verbal between 84 and 137. Product-moment correlations between

moral reasoning scores and intelligence quotients for the entire

sample (n = 38). are displayed in Table 21. The correlation coef-

w

ficient between pretest moral reasoning scores and verbal intelligence

quotient wes .54. This was significant (p = .001). Tne correlation
with non-verbal intelligence quotient was .41. This also was signifi-
cant (p = .Oi). This positive correlation indicates that the higher
the intelligence quotient, the higher the moral reasoning score, and

conversely the lower the intelligence quotient the lower the .moral

. -
reasoning score. .,
: .
R

Correlational analysis of the relatlonshlp between.'delln—‘

' quents moral reasonxng scores and 1ntelllgence quotlents realized

pr uct—moment correlatlons of 17 thh verbal intelligence and .13
with non-verbal, 1nd1cat1ng that for'this group the relationship ‘was
nore of a random nature; ‘a. subject was Just as hkely to be’ high on

moral- reasonmg and low on intelhgence quotient as vice versa.

Hawever, the correlatlons for the 'non-delinquent' group were .53 -

and .29, indicating a more positive relationpbip.

o o R

v . . . 5 .

’Discgssion.“:»‘b : g. - o Lo 4~/&

'ﬂn relationship between nornl ruooxung scores and 1nte11i-
qence quotiont for the entire snple 13 1n keepinq wit.h the findings

tm other studiu (Barrin. 1970: Lvdi&br 1973; xohlhatg 1969)

v mhllnrg (1968. p. 1030) uys, u a sﬂnject 1. high u noral reuoning

he W be high in 1nteuigence qnotimt. but tho converse is not

o mﬁy tnn m: m mtnm 1: t)n 'dnunqueni‘ ulplo
fm a hiﬁx umum quo’dmt dtd uat muy nun n hiqi
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score in moral reasoning. The findlng of this study would, in the
main, support the idea that intelligence is a necessary, but not

sufficient condition for moral reasoning.
a E 2. CONCIUSIONS

Findings‘in this study indicated that 'delinquents' and 'non-
dellnquents differed sxgnlflcantly from each other on pretest moral |
maturlty scores ({ .001). This dlfference was malntalned on, the
post and/follow—up test measurés. Moral reasoning was foupd to be |
sigoifiqantly ;elatea to'both_Qeroal andinon&verbalintelligence
quotients for the entire saopie (r = .53 andlr = .41 respectively).
| Role-taking ability was not related”to moral matur1ty and it was
hypothesized that, despite the role—taklng task's apnarent discrimina-
v__.tive abxl:.ty in the pllot study, the instrument d1d not discnminate
‘in the main study because it dxd not assess reciprocal role-taking
ability 'rftia latter ability is seeﬂingly necess&ry for Stage 3
» ;isoning, whereas the Plavell inSt:;ment only assessad the afb111ty
‘ﬂ-,fof neinq southinq tmm one othe( pqrm 8 vaevpoint; an abllity
which Stage 2 thi.nkers- can dmnstra.tc. 'Delinquents and 'non-

' dclinqmnts did not diffor f.m eaeh other on mle-taking.

u m post:e-t mamnnt camd prcblm. the -o-t sati.a— .
| ,_fo,ctmry chlm um m nqardod u dittcrﬁ'ncn betwon pre
A"itnd ﬁolkethp~ttst lutli llmutity l@at‘l In thil rtvard”thn only

?m«mummmnmctmzqwamm mww
/ .
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- : . TABLE 21

PRODUCT~MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MORAL MATURITY
SCORES AND INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS

Entire Sample (n = 38)

Mnsf ‘ IQi#* | 192***
MMS 100 .54 .41
19, . . 1.00 . .73
10 1.00

* 'Delinquent Sample (n = 18) - - ,
. r Q. R IO wwe
st 10 10,*
MMS - : 1.000 17 .13
Q- : L0076
o . S S ‘v oo Lo
‘Non-delinquent’ Sample (n'= 20)

iglfﬁ _'>zgé{y.ag

AL
e

.83 0 .29 _
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developmental theory and previous r'ésearch. Questions were raised
concerning the findings.  Chapter V deals with these questions in

v

.more detail.
3. SUMMARY

This chapter réported the find'ings of the study. Descnptxve
and ‘statistical ana1y31s of the data apparently mdmcated that:

1. 'Dellnquents and 'nonfdellnquents appeared to differ

- -

sighi_ficaritly on moral ma(:urity scores.:

2., The treatnwnts apparently had no effect on the follow—up

_test moral matunty scores of 'delinquents or non-delinquents. -
The only sliqht indicatxon of any change was in the scores of . 'non-

. '-delinquents in the experimental treatment situhtzon. -

Cognitive role—takinq was seemingly not related to moul

130

: uturity scorea aﬁd 'delinquants' a_nd 'non-delinqueau‘ did not differ ”

| .'on this rolb~t.akinq ability. | | | |
. 4 noth ve:bal ma non-verbal intelngance quotients

o ‘mrelmd poaitively vith llonl umxity scoras, however cortelations o

g thu- mmxu mq m ter thd 'd-limnt' qmqp than
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Chapter V

'SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS
'FOR FURTHER RESEARCH . .

Introduction

In the laet decade, the litetattre on Social Studies Educa-
tion has emphasized student exploratlon of mOral lssues. in this
f regard the cognitxve-developmental theory of moral development, ‘as
formulated by Lawrence Kohlberg, has received a great deal of
theoretical and emp;rical attention. Kohlberg and his associates
have Apparently demonstrated that, giVen certain codditions, moral
'reasoning relates to conduct, and that noral reasoning can’ be
ot ‘ advanced through exposure to: reasoning at a higher stage.' Yet. the

congruence betwcen the ataqe of moral reasaning and conduct rcnains

qnontiomable. and lt i¢ with condupt, ts welldua with reasoning, _ e - S

that noral education mt he cbmcrnod m::fore, the mjor putpose ,
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Judgments and actlon among Grade Five and Six children. Although
prev1ous rjsearch had studxed the ‘effects of exposure to hlgher stage’
' moral reasonlng on legal dellnquents and normal' elementary-school
chlldren, this study attempted to explore the effects of partlcrpatlon
in mora1 dlscussxons on ‘delinquent’ and ‘non-dellnquent' students.
Results might then form a basis for dlscoverlng the relat10nsh1p
between conduct and the effects of partlcipation ln.moral drscussxons.
Thxs mlght lead to posslble hypotheses whzch might form the framework
for future research |

. , S
Thia chapter hegins wlth a summary of the research de51gn
prccedures and findings of this study. Implications of the findinqs
follcw and the chapter cdncludes with sugqestiona for further

reqearehﬁ '; ',". o B g' N

Thio_cullezy ia divided iuto tmo partsz (1) a brief repo:t

efa.tullﬂry at tha £indings as




These categories were included in the Student_Behavior Rating’Instru_
ment (Appendix C). Also teacﬁers rated eacgvsubjeét, who was identi-
fied on the Student Behav1or Ratlng Instrument} on the Paltmlndedness
and Trustworthlness Instrument (Appendlx D).

i_ Frqm a total of one hundred and . fifty-seven students ideﬁtif

. o ‘ : b :

fied by teeehers, twentyfthree seudents were‘seleeted by ﬁhe
researcher as qispiayihg_the‘QOEt e*tgeme-form:bfg;deiinquency? in,
that.teachers hed rated ehem'in fiye Or mofe‘of the SBRI cetegories;

<

and twenty-nine were selected as dlsplaylng the most extreme form |

~

.

o of non—deliﬂquency in that teachets had rated them in fxve or more

- of the SBRI categoxies.- '!‘hese selected 'delinquents also rated lbw

on the Faimindedneaa and 'rmst.vorthineu Instj.mmnt. whereas non- :
delinqwents tated high.v rarty subjucts received parental permiuion |

"t:o be involyed in thn :tndy, ] t with sone ltudents bocouing unavail—_ .

.ahla for smay eiem: ptior to, or during. the rcnaxch. the final

. _L;'uwh oomixua *oti .i.qhme 'daunqusnts' and tnnty 'ncm-- |

‘ A"jects xlmdin aqo tm ten years and five months .

133
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!

. were obtalned from the cumulatlve records of Grade Slx subjects.

Grade Flve subjects were administered the Canadlan Lorge Thorndlke

. Intelllgence Tests in a group situation.

The 'dellnquentf and 'non—delinquent' subjects eere then
randomly esSigned'to one qf'thrée groups:. experimental treatment,
placebo or contfei The experlmental treatment con51sted of slx, |

‘one-half hour sessxons held over a slx week perlod, in whlch moral 3
: d11emmas were dlscussed and the researcher attempted t0>argue for
‘and aqainst student responses to the dzlemmas at the stage whlch

) Was one hxgher to the 1n1tia1 student responses Five sessions

conprised the viewing of one of the dilemmas 1nc1uded in First _

.Thingg:7Values (Guidance Aasociates, 1972), and the last session
. consisted of a discuesion on dnems which subjects felt vere
i irelevant to . their own. 1ivea The purpose of this treatment was to
atteupt to raiee the students level of moral reaeoning The placeho
egtoup, under the direction of the reeearcher. played Social Studlesr-.;
| games during six, one~he1f hour seeeicne held once'per week over al
B
ux week peripd m puz‘poee of ‘the. 1nclusion of this qroup !in the
. -‘-A:'f»murch dehign m to atteq:t to. control eny poesible reeeazcher
£ ";_.nﬂ:ccz o the. -mimw Eoup's posteast. scores. The'control
y Q“GLQQSEnuI‘Ictivitiee during the experi— S




135

v | e )
A month later all subjects were adminisM A of the same
instrument ana were -retested, for test-retest feliability purposes,
6n Flavell;s Rolequking Instrument. |

Intptjudgg agreements»on'roleftaking‘nnd moral reésoning'
. sgoring vgre obtained. The peréentgge of inie;ﬁudge aéreémént
. between three judgés, one 6f:whnm wés'the tesearcner, on tne Flavell
-Role-Taklng Instrument scones was over 90%.“On modal stage scorés]
derived ftom the Kohlberg Moral Judgment Instrument at the pre,'
. post. and follow—up test admznxstratxons, on a random ;anple of
_ eighteen‘snbjécts,ijndges one and two nad.a-pgrcentagé.agreement of
- 83y, judges:tno nnd_tnree.had'n 77%'§§renment; and judées_one and.
tn:ee-ﬁeteiintggteemént.in.nénenteenAnnt 6: éightéen cases. (94%) .

" ,'\

2. Sumnary og'the.Findingg - ‘
guestionl . s
Do Grade Five and Six 'dalinquants' and ’nbn4' o

dolinquents' hifter 1n the scoroa pbtained on
Kthbbrq's Noral Judge o
- It wu tound t,hai: 'cnuuquonu aad 'non—deumnn' .

th Inltrun-nt?
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Five and Six 'delrnquents' and non-dellnquents' are
exposed to moral reasonlne at one staee above their
pretest stage influence thelr-reasonrng to the extent
= . that their stage of reasonrng is hlgher on the posttest
// "~ than 1tkwas on the pretest?
| ' ‘23> will any changes be refleCted on a follow?up test /
'administered Qnelmonti after theAposttest?
28. will tl"xere be any differences 't;etwee;m preteSt,
'posttest and follow-up scores on the Kohlberg Moral
Judgment Instrument eetween ﬁlmquents and non-
“v_‘delinquents' in the experimental, placebo and .
;o N ) control groups-? ; ’, o R

- _ ‘
It m decided that the posttest inatruuent (Porm B of

' Kphlberg'c uoral Judweiﬁ Instrmnt) was not a satisfactory 1ndicator

’ £
. of: any chanqd :ollowinq tmamnt. m mft rocent scoting mnual ST

ldou not inelude m of the dihuu- Io prohlm in scozinq were _

s eneomum Om iuuo (mchnm) in the ml and aob dilem
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questidns were asked sy c;_major study. This»frequehtly meant lohger
: andlmore compiex reel | turn tﬁis created moré.sbofing dif-
ficulties, Also, i‘f ~_rudy, subjecte‘had feésoned in
Stage 1 and 2. ;the major seudy Stage»3 and some
Stage 4 resporf \ . V;fed; fheseflattef‘;ésponses, it was
fouhd, were mo: f£o~$cbre'thah-8tage 1 o;.2 responses, .
owing fo ineae~" f e old scoring manual.
A threeef: sis of variance test indicated that there
was no statiétiéaeA . ificant treatment effect on £b110w~np test
‘nofel.ﬁeﬁurity.epf} iThe only slight indication of any change was
| _in"lthe”"non-dell“ " 'rimental t:teat.nent q:oup 'rhis group,

. uhen couparqd.bo 'd 'rnta’ in the_leno tteatuent, or uhen canpared

to ei.ther 'deli "qu
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'correlations were §btdlned. This lack of ¥e1a;ionship was attributed
‘to the.nature of the test itself. Whereas the Flavell instrpment

#
asseSséd'the.ability of 'putting dneself in the shoes of another
'pervsonb"‘and perceiving ‘&}\gs from_ano{:per's poin’t‘vdf view, it does
not aésess ‘the abili%y of lﬁature réciprocal roiee.takinq in which one
can unders;tand that others cap take one's own. perspectlve simul-
taneously w:.th one -] takin{ of others pempectives. The former : .
ability can:be amstxatéd_ in Stage 2 regsoning,- ho,wever, 'thg- lattexr |
apééa_fé* f:oi be more 're'la@ed to a ,Stage_rs otieététidri. As ti:e majority

of Subjects appnr&ntly dmtnted the ability to cogm.tively role-

_w«,.

no. signiﬁcant dit’!cxmce uas faund hetveen : 'delinquents ‘and
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'delinquent' group were lower, being .17 and .12 respectively.

General Summary of the~Findings‘
The following,findings seem to aéply to thiStsteayn
1. 'Deiinqeents' anb 'ﬁén-délihquents?'aépeared tq differ
significantly on moral redsoning scores.
| 2." The treatments apparently had no effect on follow—up
test moral maturity scores of 'delinquents or - non—delinquents ! .
The only slight xndication of any change between pre and follow-up -
’test scores was in- the 'non-delinquent' exper1mental treatmenk
growe. o
_3. COQnitive rale-takxng was seemingly not related to moral
' maturity scores and 'delinquents' and 'noa—delinquents *did not
differ in role-taking'ability « : {:? ..“ s v.
*;., Both vetbal and non-verbal intelligence quotients cor-‘
e'relatad éoeitiVely with moral teasening, however, cotrelations between

: L,
‘:these vixinbles %ete lower for the 'delinquent' group than for the

L

n-delinquent' qruup.'
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It is well to recognize, though, that there are
activities preliminary to hypothesis-testing in SCIentlflC
research. - . .

He goes ‘on to say that "research aimed at’diSCovering, covering -

reldtions, is indispensable to scientific advanCe i1 the eocial
sciences (ibid.).; Therefore”.remarks which are based upon
the exploratory nature of this study, 1n that h otheses are
;enerated and questions posed which may be fruitful 1n future
researchl

1. ‘gplications for the CAgnitive—Development Theory
of Moral Development

The finding that 'delinquents and non-delinquents' appar-
\ently differ on moral reasoning scores derived from the Kohlberg
Moral Judgment Instrument, may have theoretical implications.
Although studies on . legal delinquents and adult 1nnates have been
E carried out (Kohlberg, 1958; Ewanyk. 1973), and’ findings indicated
'that the majority of these subjects reasoned in preconventional |
. ”terms. this study suggests that children of the age qroup studied,
' who are deened 'delinquent' by teachers. also tend to reason in

q
preconventional terqa, whereas those deened 'non-delinquent' reason

‘Iorc in Stage 3 tems. This does not necessari&y indicate a cause ’
and effect relationship as. there nny be a variety of factors which
affoct‘beuavior. Thoso may. include external, social situational
factors, such as socisl punish-snt and rcuurd" or internal diaposi-

‘*tions, such as sgo sttanth (!rqbt tnd Rohlborq 1973) . Neither does'
this stndy squost, f;pn fox this nsnplo. that the rslationship-_

S b‘tuoon noxul ronsoninq and ccaduct is firnly po-itive as 'delinquents'
o e e '

¢ @ : '



were found who seemingly had scme Shage_3.thinking as part of their
repertcire,_and several 'non-delinquents"were found who reaSOned_
’predominantly inAStage.Z terms. Yet with_regardfto the 'non-
- delinquent' group there appears to be’SOme supporc for Kohlberg's
view that by early preadolescence, children w1ll have reached the‘
conventioﬁhl level of moral reasoning, and that they will reflect .,
this level in behavior "by con51stent1y showing a decent regard fcriv
the core expectations and approval of narents, peers and outside Hff ‘
| authorities (Kohlberg and Turiel, 1971, p. 460). |

1he findings of thia study would suggest that, even by early
pre’adolescence, there are app‘arent_:ly very so’ciable" ch_ildren»who :
}eason.in Stage 3-terns,.and soyeiwhc-still‘reascn within a'scage 2A
' lbcrientation } This raises rhe éhestion of'whether"tiese'Stage 2
children rationalize their good' behavior in terms of 1nstrumenta1
rexchange (you be n\i\c‘e to me and I'l} be nice to you), ox whether '
some other variable. such as parantal upbrinqinq, has influended
.'their behavior. Conversely cne ‘can ask uhy there were»three
{'dnlinquents‘ uho had some Stage 3 rnasoning as part of their reper- ‘

3 toire. Aro thare othnr Iactora, such as ego &trenqth or axternal

' }aocial forcaa. which aypcxently intlu-nce their 'delinquent' behavior?__

overall, w:. ents mu:y im&:.taa that 'delinquents' and

e .

'nnn—dnlinqunnta' dit!ar on’ loral :.u-nniny -cores. One uight. o
'_aﬁthotcﬁas- hypoth.-i:a thnt. !at dhixdmun ia thi:-ngc ranqa uho | -
diwhy ‘mtmnt' or ' Wutics, th‘n 1- 'A
| . uumuhs@ hm uux :'_ ana 'Mt. il
575 7. 308 statas the pre
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engouraged by "creating dissatisfaction about [the student's] present
knowledge of the good." Apparently, if any dissatisfactiOn was

generated'in the 'delinquents' in the experlmental treatment group,

“lt dld not seemingly lead to moral development The tentatlve finding

in this study was that only non—delinquents' were slightly affected
by the experimental treatment Why the experimental treatment,
apparently, only affected non-delinquents can only be speculated
Maybe, as Piaget (1932, p 174) theorized, it is the practical

morality which shapes the theoretical and ‘the practical morality of

:'non-delinquents, according to teacher ratings, was in terms of -

;‘co-Operation and respect for rules and authorities, whereas for the

"delinquent' sample the opposite appeared true. One could ask the

:question as to whether 'delinquents are intransigent, or fixated

f of trequent pnnishnent hecanse of efforts to do what they want to do,

‘ rether than what others would vish thea to do. e

in their meral developnent. Haybe the environment ip.which they

live is not condncive to moral developuent. Their reality may consist

o

In light of other renearch studies which apparently demon~ ﬁ

strated that expoaure to +1 uurel renoning led to posttest or

| postpocttut qeim, this stndy uy mqgut that it 1; ouier to

o

I

crente novlntnt in nane ehildztn bnceuse their conduct is already in
mm: wm um‘: stage ress oniin |
vﬁ&h othlt chiid!.u htelnee thnit ounduct is nnt conqruent with
hm-x mn ,.,'f_:"j "

i 3
o .

uhlxhtl it il lqge dif!icult
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(Kohlbero, 1968; Lydiatt 1973) Of possible note in this study was
that, although there was a sxgniﬁicant relationship between intelli—
gence quotients and moral reasoning scores over the entire sample,
when 'delinquents and non—delinquents .were separated for analysis
purooses, correlation coefficients for the former group were only :

slightly positive. It d appear that 'delinquents' could have

' .high intelligence quotients and yet be quite low on moral reasoning

If intelligence is a neceSsary but not sufficient condition for- morel

development, the overall correlation indicated in this study would

seemingly support this claim. Yet'the correlationS'indicated in the"

"delinquent' groumeay squest that there ate other factors which

‘ impinge on this relationship. one of which, conduét. has already

.

. been diacussed. o /

The indication that role—taking ebility might not be related

to moral reanoning stages ie prohnhly not eurprising in light of the

: instrunnnt uned The only iuplication that it night be possible'
to dzaw fro- this study ia that the rlavoll cognitiva role—taking

:inetrunent does not have discrininative value in. differentiating

«"betuoon the ptueonventi . and-: eonvnntionkl stages of noral develop-

, 3
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f -nnt. !hareaa en the’ pilot ttudy this test npparently differentiated.'”'

tff‘y in stigo 2 and 3 tezns Acoomdiuq to the

cognitiv-d-voiopnnnta1 thoory n tott uhich as-ontos netu:e r.cipmo-IIf,"

Al 00 y i nmuuy t asmnm.uu thcu o

".ntagus !hn rilvull iaatxnlnmt. hou-v-r; dnon net uSlaus -ntu:e

ts at stagn 1 m 2, the ujor -tudy involvod aubject.‘ |



perceive that others can take one's own perspective simultaneously
~ with one's taking of others' perspectives. - -

/

2.-_Impiié§tions for.CIassroom-Managément

The indication that ‘delinquents’ énd"nou-delinquents‘.différ
in'mo;gl-reasoning'abiiity may have'implidagions for the ways in

which teachers can help 'deli’nqu‘ent' 'childrjan'. Rohlberg (19734,

P. 179). when writxng about cheatlng behavior, says

. The- effort to force a chlld to agree that an act of
cheating is very 'bad when he does not really believe it
-will only encourage morally immature tendencies toward
expedient outward: compliance. In contrast a more difficult
but more valid approach involves getting the child to
examine the pros and cons of his .conduct in his own terms
(as well as introdncing more developmentally advanced
',consideratxons) : .

This uould suggest that teachers should attempt to reason with a

‘,student at thé student '8 own stage of moral reasoning or at the

t;/stage one above, and not at a level which is devalopmentally removed

f -

‘This. as xbhlberg points out, is not easy. Even if a child who is

causinq problens, is reanoned with and abcepts the reasons offered,‘

' "'thia nay not necessarily -san that the child will: act on then, for

tho child uy be dq‘ciont 1n an cqa conttol, snch as. the will to
."act on 9004 r!luons. th. a ttachor oould attenpt to reason at
.'\Lth. child‘l 1!'!1. !br QI’IPI‘: & ltudant with a Stage 2 orientation

| ebnid hc ztllanod -&th 1a hil awn taxas by 1n£oru!hg hin that good
o m vm uun to ncuvmu vhich he aajoys.?ﬂ: could be
m vtth_h"m» 3 bom M»Mn&m hin eo tak« the per— =
guctive of a roce ia,'n oomtlict: nmtion |

In thia uny
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may'also be stimulated. thereas it is reelized that some claSSroom ‘
. order mist be maintained if learning is to occur, rigid authog}tarian-

ism may lead to compliance, but it may not help moral development.

A classroom,invwhich appreis1ve and prescriptive (what should‘

- be, and what should be done) 1nqu1ry is encouraged, and rules are
based on reasons which students comprehend, may be quite effective
.1n stimulating moral deVelopment' In fact, Lieberman and Selman
(1974) found that the class, in which the teacher encouraged moral
.discussions,‘mede greater gains in moral maturity scores over a one
year ;eriod. than did a clase which was involved in discussxons led
by an outside expert. -

. This study 1ndicates that upper elementary school students
reason mainly in stages 2 and 3. In terns of classroom management
,g_this may imply that reasoning used by teachers. in order to help

| 'behavior problem' children, should be couched in Stage 2, 3 or 4

‘ um.

__3. gsp‘;eations tgr Sociel Studieh Eduoation

The Alberta SOcial Studies Progthl. Egpg_iences in Decision o

| m (amru Depett:nnt of lduontion. 1971) suggests that elemen—
tary echool childxln uhould exnnﬂan eocial itsues.. Thele.iseuesafas

fJet!rny !1963.,9--40) FOﬁnﬁl Gﬂtavﬁrﬁ - ?fiyf;”tll nnxal pxublena - f
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children should examine_the concept of justice in terms of:
e e teasoned consideration for others . . . fair
- play, security, what ought to be, 1mpart1a11ty, .
equality, teasonableness, legitimacy, rightfulness o ..
One wonders ‘how a child who reasons 1n terms of instrumental relativ-'
ism (Stage 2) could comprehend this adult notion of Justice
One might also wonder how children w1th a Stage 3 rolee
‘taking perspective, which does not include a generallzed 'system'.
perspective, could consxder the question of their responsibilities
"as Canadian members of the international community (Alberta.Department
 -' of Education, 1971. p. v-3), except in terms of'their own vxewpoint.‘
‘.There are other references in the Alberta program where children ,
~ are expected to have the ability to role-take. For example, one
.‘obJective in a_Grade. Three unit states. "Studenta should attempt to
‘understand the perspective of the contemporary Eskimo . .'; (ibid |
. P. 111—113) L Yet in this xesearch study there were twc subjects | - -fi ‘ }fs
who seemingly could not’ cognitively role—take.: It uould appear that .

:'\ the Alberta Social Studies proq:an hu not taken into account the

‘role-taung abilitiqs ot olmuzy school ohildren I

(ibid ) alco lehiliLes the
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»

'specifically'in light of the moral reasoning demonstretedioy children,

It may also imply that program developers should be cognizant of °
children § moral” reasoning s0 that new programs are more closely
matched to the child 8 moral reasoning abilities Specxfically,

programs should he introduced which match the stages of reasoning,

» displayed by elementary school children, to: both the content and

process of 1nstructiona1 programs For example. SOcial 1ssues which
are examined should be within the child's world view. It would appear
.ineffectual to ask a child to create solutions to problems, such ds

the world energy crisis, with which he has had no, or little. '

experienoe. It uould also eppear that the Grade One to Six sequence.

‘of home, to coununity, to province. to country, to world (the expand~

inq horizone theory) nay have to be re—examined in light of the role—

ltaking and social perspective taking abilities of elementary school -

-children. A eountxy or vorld view uould imply the necessity of a

genernlizod 'ayaeeuﬁ pernpective. This perapective, accordinq to _fli
the eognitive«devexapnnntnl theory, in not attained until Stage 4
r‘aloninq 1: reachad and thit ltndy i?diceted that atudenta at the
Gradc-rtvealnd sixvltvell dllnnatrate very little, 1f any, Staqe 4

. .

......



of the theory and can probably be Itreined_ to i.mplement mral’discus—
sions and other value-clafifying 'eetivities in thvleir‘claserOms. A
ldange; is that, if teachers become eognizent.of>éhe'theory, they may
label students_for the wrong reesons;’ifg.; the‘labelhheeomes an
eveluetive stereotype. The reason;for understandiné,the?theory is-
not to praise or blame but ,t,o' understand the child better so that ~ -'
moral development can be stihulated. ) :, h A, o i#
This study indicated that students, in the main, enJoyed the
uexperimental treatment and were not hesitant in brinqing forth their
reasons and arguments.v This would seem to-indicate~that this proce—‘
"dure should be capitalized on, and that activxties which stimulate

®

moral development should be inco:porated in the Socxal Studies cur- :
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' riculum. However. it is this writer -] opinion, that moral discussfons ‘

.should be supplemented by inquiry procedures in which pertinant and
;epresentatiVe data-is.examined‘and:analysed.

,A _", .t . N ’ . . :' . ) (
!g ications for curtieulun

p , » v
Horal education has reeently roceived attention in educational

Qf5litetature. eapecially vith togaxd\to xbhlberg s thoexy. One of qu

li,inltructionnl iuplieationu ot this thcoty, aa has alruady been

A ltﬂﬂﬁﬂtl h‘ Olpotbd to -oral xsasoninq at

.;1f;t.'ﬁi9'vli!hﬂ: thln_th-iz sun stngg Yet as. has hqon pointed O“t bY
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',scores (Turiel, 1966), it would.appear in this particular study . that -\
sxx onehhalf hour sessions were not effective, espec1a11y with 'de11n~
quent' children.‘ As Beck (1971) points out, moral development does‘

~not necessarily occur in 1solation from the: rest of the’ school cur-i_.

i;riculum. If moral education is to be one of the mejor obJectives of

the school, then. éhe curriculum, and practice of that curriculum,

o have ‘to be vxewed as a vehicle, and the curriculum, to be effective,

needs to relate to the needs, abilities and interests of students
'This study has 1ndiceted that tuo or three steges of moral develop~
ment might be in operetion in Grade Five and 51x students. fIf a'
curriculum is to be resonent with the moral development stages of
'children, then this finding hey need to be teken into eccounc

This would ilbly, !itetly, that the school be operated on:
{fprinciples of justice and feirness: a echool in which the rules end B
requlatione ere eeen, by children, to be reasonable. Secondly, i

exieting inetructional proqra-eboften include vulue releted iesues.

end theee shoum b- eapimig.a upon !‘or exnple. m ehildren s

«

:letories there ere otten oontliete involvlnq pQOple; these ehould he : f\

diucueeea ea:-erelvis;ue:. Thixdlyfithe clae:roqe elinate shouLd
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1. The fordal testing of the hypothesis that moral reasoning

ey

| is related to the conduct of 'dellnquent' and non-dellnquent' school

chlldren.
o 2. A study which explores the effect of student partxclpatlon-,>
"vlln moral dlscussiOns on. future student conduct. |

S a
An examinatxon of the relatlonship-between stages of moral‘

reasoning and . the ways in which a student iuvestigates social prob-

‘.lems in SOcial Studi s classes | \\ . ” o ! o

E4. ‘An investigation.of the 1nf1uence of expoaing children .

. | ,
to moral discusslona which attempts to ascy rtain the variables yhieh '
x B M ’ . .

' stimulate moral developnent _ ~ |
s A fu;thgx examination of th relationships between inteli— n
' qence, rolevtakinq ability and notal teasoning of 'dellnquent' chil-‘
dren. ' G |
;63 An éxamination of the.etfect of'various instructioral
;;*procodures. such. as pxoblcuraolvihq, value cla:ification activ1tiest
‘.".ﬁ: and tole-playing, pn thd aoral dcv.lop-ent ot chlldren...‘
k‘ 7 cxnnination of tha offect of reasoninqo with 'delin-
,iqmnt' children at tho ch:lld's om Itaqe of zeasonlnq and attthe |

'”wftfntaguluhldhfia ouc ahomu tha.child'l -tAqe.
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DEFINITION OF MORAL STAGES
(kohlberg, 1971b, pp. 86-88)

I. Preconventional level.

At this level the .child is responsive to cultural rules and
_labels of good “and bad, right or wrong, but interprets these labels -
" in terms of either the physical or the hedonistic consequences of
- action : (punishment, reward, . exchange of favors) or in terms of the
- physical power of those who enunciate the rules and labels The

level is dxv1ded 1nto the followzng two stages* :

’ Stage 1: The‘punishment and obedlence orientation. The
‘physical consequences of action determine its goodness badness

. regardless of the human meanipg or value of/these conseggences
Avoidance of punishment and unquestioning deference to power are
valued in their own right, not in terms of respect for an underlying
moral order supported by pun;shment and authority (the latter being
Stage 4). e .

Stage 2: ‘The instrqyental relatlvxst'orientatlbn} Right actlon
consists of that which instrumentally satisfies one's- own needs and '
. occasionally the needs of others. Human relations are viewed in. . -
“terms like those of the market place. Elements of fairness, of
.~ reciprocity and equal sharing are present, but they are always
;':interpreted in.a physical pragmatic way. Reciprocity is a matter of
- "you scratch my back end 1'11 scratch yours. _not of lqyalty, grati-
“tude or )ustice. . L . T L

- II. Conventional Ievel

SRS 4 at this 1evel. ueintaininq the sxpectations}of the individual 8
. family, group, or:nation. is perceived as ‘valuable in its own right,
) 1rngardlese of. iunediate and obvious consequencas. “The attitude 18
-;fnnt only one of contggggtx to pcrsonel expectations and. social
£, but ot loyalty to ik, of actively nnintaining. sunporting, and
, tifyinq the order and. otvid-nti ring ‘with the persons or group
,t‘involv'd in 1t~'”At thit l'vnl. th.te are. the ﬁollowing tuo stages:




III. Post-Conventional,'Autonomous, or Principled Level

At this level, there is a clear effort to define moral values
and principles which have validity and application apart from the-
authority ‘of the groups or persons holdlng these principles and
apart from the 1nd1v1dual s own 1dent1f1cat10n with these groups.
This level again has two stages:

Stage 5: The soc1a1rcontact legalistic orientation. Generally

 with utilitarian overtones. Right action tends to be defined in
" terms of general indnv1dua1 rights and 1n terms of. standards whlch
‘have been critically examined and agreed upon by the whole soc1ety

There is a clear awareness of the relativism of personal values and
opinions and a correspondzng emphasis upon procedural rules for
reaching conseénsus, Aside from what is constltutlonally and demo-
cratically agreed upon, the right is a matter of personal “values"
and "opinion."™ The result is ‘an emphasis upon the “legal point of
view,” but with an emphasis upon .the possibility of changlng law
in terms of rational considerations of social utility, (rather than-
freezing it in terms. of Stage 4 "law and order”). Outside the legal

' tealm, -free contract is the bLndinq element of obligation. This is
~the "official“ mOta11ty of the American government and Constitution.

P

Stage 6- Thau-nivézsal ethicaljprinciple orientation.. Riqht

is defined by the decision of conscience in accord with self-chosen B
~ethical prinv(gles appeallng to-logical comg;ehensiveness. universal-

ity, and consistency. Thesé’ptinciples are abatract and ethical, _
(the Golden Rule;, the categorical imperative) they are not concrete -
moral rules ‘1ike the wan Commandments. At heart, these are universal

" principles of Justice of the. recigrocitx and equality of the human "
: riggts and ut roﬁpect for thc dignity qt'hulan beinga as individual

persons. S . o . .
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) THE TEN MORAL ISSUES
(Kohlberg, Part II, 1975, p. 1)

Punishment and Blaﬁe. Should someone be punished or not?
' ' Wwhat is fair punishment?

Préperty. Should: someone give, ‘take- or exchance ‘property? What

L y are property rights?

Affiliation Roles. -Should someone help another or maintain the

' other's expectations in a personal relation-.
ship? What are the motives and obllgatlonS'
of a good family membex or fg?end?

Law. Should someone obey or maintain the law? What are the

Life. Should someone save a life or not? What makes life
‘ valuable? ' . :

Truth. Should someone tell: the truth or allow the truth to be . .

disclosed or not? What defines truth-telllng and why
E is it valuable?

'Governance, Should someone obey or accept the authority of

another person or of a government or rule-makiné
group? What are-the chatacte:istics of a'good
governor and a good citizen?

'"ctv’l Rights and SOCial Justice.'lshould someone Qiolate or

, d the political, economlc,
and Bocial rights of another

. basic political, economic and
social rights? i

”ESEF Should one have a sexual relationship or not? What is .

the nature of a good oxotic :elationship and. why ia it
valuablo? ,‘ﬁ:?v- LA ‘ :

‘_CShould one’ £n11ow one s uoral opinion or

. conscience when it ‘conflicts with law, love

R - If*int‘rost? What is the nature of

‘vl”tﬁlntllity and vhnt il the balis of ite
~;~'va11d1ty? S

fson or group? What are the

166

_characteristics of & good law? o RIS
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THE STUDENT BEHAVIOR RATING INSTRUMENT
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Appendix C (Contd.)
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THE FAIRMINDEDNESS AND TRUSTWORTHINESS INSTRﬁMENT
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THE- KOHLBERG MORAL JUDGMENT INSTRUMENT

Form A
Instrument‘l

In Europe, a woman was near death from a specific kind of

--cancer. There was one drug that the doctors thought mlght save her.

It was a form of radium that a druggist in the same town’ ‘had recently

'dlscovered " The drug was expensive to make, but the drugglst was _

charging ten times what the drug cost him to make. He paid $200° for : 4

the radium and charged $2,000 for a small dose of the drug. The 51ck

woman's husband, Heing, went to everyone he. knew.to borrdw the money,

but.he could only get together about $1,000 which is half of what it

cost. He told the drugglst that his wife was dying, and asked him

to sell it cheaper or let him pay later. -But the druggist said,

"No, I discovered the drug and I'm going to make . money from it."

So Heinz agot desperate and broke into the man's store to steal . the

drug for his wife. : :

‘.ig 1.1 Should Helnz have done that? wQs it actually rxght or wrong? SR
Why? . , . : R »

1.2 18 it a hushand's duty to steal the druq for his wife if he can -
- get it in no other way? WOuld-a good husband do. it? ‘Why?

'1.3  Did the druggist have: the right to charge that ‘much when there
: was po law actually setting a. limit on the price? Wh ?

- If the. subject thought Heinz ahould steal the d;ug ;he-followingf_"
: qnestions vere asked: o | R ‘
o [ . : “ . ) ‘ -

'1».’4('&) Il’ the huoband did not love his wife should he steal the -

’ dxng? th? R |

‘_lesla) SQppose it vaan t Hsinz B witc who was dyinq but it was
. Heinz's best friend. His friend didn’t have any money and .
. there was no ope in. his zanily who was willing to steal the_ :
qug;' Bhould Boin: ltoal thp drug for his friend? why? '

.) R T
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Instrument II

o Joe a fourteen-year old boy 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 beforé
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 thd 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, so he thought of: refusxng to give his. father the
money. » r . .

2.1  should Joe refuse to give his faﬁher the ﬁoney? Why? _

2;2 vDoes his father have. the rlght to tell Joe tc glve h1m the
‘money? Why? : : :

- 2.3 'Does giving the money have anything to do w1th belng a good _
son? Why? . : o

2.4 which is worse, a father breaklng a promxse'to hxs son or a son
L bteaking a prmise to his father? Why? :

v . . . .

2.5 Why should a promise be kept? S - T,

L

"_Insfgmésnt m S o

g There was a womzn who had very bad cancer, and therg.was no
7 treatment known to medicine that: could save her. Her doctor knew
that she had only about ‘six months to live. She was.in terrible. o
" pain, but she was so.weak that a good dose of a pain-killer like .~ .
ether or unrphine would make her die sooner. She was delirious and =
.111noat ,Crasy with pain, and in her calm periods,. she would ‘ask . the
’docta: to giw: her enough ethar to kill her.. .She said she c0u1dn‘t
fltand thn pniﬁ and lhe wan gbinq~to die in a few months anyway.

’533;1; 8hou1d thc doctor db what she asks and give her the drug that

‘ '13 vi11 nnkp hcr dic? th? ,.f., o : e
% nm'a pot mﬁu&-.h badly vomd.d and. will dle, it is killed
’ tote put it out of- itl pain. ‘the -ame thing qpply here?
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found guilty of murder. The usual sentence ‘is life 1mprlson~'
ment. What should the Judge do? Why?

Instrument IV’

- Judy was a twelve-year-old girl. She had saved up from
babysxttlng and lunch money for a long time so she would have enough
money to buy a ticket to a special out-of-town rock concert that

~ was coming to, her town. She had managed to save up. the $5 the
ticket cost plus another $3. Her mother had promised her that she
could go to the rock concert.if she saved the money herself. Later
her mother changed her mind and told Judy: ‘that. she had to spend the
money on new clothes for school. Judy was disappointed, and decided _
to go to the concert anyway. She bought a ticket and told her
mother thab she had only been able to save $3. That Saturday. she
went to thé performarice and told her mother that she was spending
: the day with a friend. A week passed without her mother finding
" out. Judy then told her older sister, Louise, that she had - gone
‘to the performance and had lied to her mother about it. :
C 4.1 should nﬁuise, the older sister, tell their mother that Judy
: _jhad lied ‘about the money or should _she keep qulet? Why?

_‘4;2 What would be the best reason for Louise to keep quzet? Why?

_4;3"Louise has to think about how it would 1nf1uence°Judy in the -
future if she told. What influence on Judy s future should
,Louise consxder? Why? S [ 5 SR

~,,'444-_Nhy should a pronise be kept? T o IR o
' | o v‘ ib ‘
' Form B B o .

‘c S ]'

In xorea. a company of Matines was wuy outnumbered and was

' 5rotroating before the -eanemy: . The: conpany had crossed a bridge .over.

"% a river, but the enemy wexe mostly still on tho other side.’ r
“7:,5*.e-nono'vtntnhuck 'to the bxi§q¢ and blew it up, with: the head start R
. the rest of the men: dn th;;conplny ﬂbuld‘havu. ‘they- could Probably FERR N
- then sscape. But the man who ltaycd“buek to. blow ap tho hridqe L
.. would prohnbly not: be - | ano :
¢ﬁour to onc chnno!~ho "




6.3 The captain. known that the sick man has a tuny. tho tmuplo-
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5.2 What is the best reaéon for saying it is right to send someone
besides himself? : . o

5.3 What is the best reason for saying it is wrong to  send someone .

else?

5.4 Does the captain have the right or the authorlty to ordet a
. man if he thinks it best to? Why? ;

5.5 .Would a man have the right tp.refuse such an ordér?-YWhy?

1
-

Instrument VI

The captain flnally decxded to order one of the men to stay -
behind. He thought he could plck one of his two demolition men.
Both of these men were trained to use dynamite to bldéw up bridges
or fortifications at the least risk to themselves. One of the
demolition men had a lot of strength and courage but was a bad
troublemaker. He was always s¥8aling things from the other mén,
beatxng them up and wouldn t do his work around camp

The second demolition man he’ thought of had got a bad .
disease in Korea and was likely to dle in a short tlme anyway.
though he was stréng. enough to do. the job. '

/‘641‘ gﬁkuld the captain send the troublemmker or the sick man? Why?

'-6;2' Whose life 18 worth more, the troublemaker or the sick nan?

.Ihyisthat? T L IR

-~

~»f,.k,g doggn't. Should that enter into his dacisian. Ihugg ;%fﬂ"'t

‘6v.,4’ "'rha captain kpmu that the troublmku wu a. ochatut bofon

" he joined the army.. -He wks working on @' cure. zo: urmx
4-Should that entcr inwtho decision? th? .
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.

worse by break;ng into the store and stealing $500, or did Bob
‘do worse by borrowing the $500 with no intention of paying it
back? Why? : :

7.2 Would you feel like a worse person, stealxng llke Karl or -
" cheating llke Bob? Why?

7.3 Why shouldn't someone steal from a store anyhow?

7.4 Wwho would feel worsé, the store owner whc\was robbed or the man
who was cheated out of the money? Why? :

7.5 Which should the law be more harsh or strong agalnst, stea11ng
1like Xarl, or cheating like Bob? Why? :

Instrument VIII = | - -’

: .In a country<%n Europe, a poor man named Val]ean could find
no wogk, ror could hisesister and brother. Without money, he stole
food and medicine that they needed. He was captured and sentenced
to prison for six years, After a couple of years, he escaped from .
the prison and went to. live in another part of the. country under a
new name. He saved his money and slowly built up a big factory.

. He gave’ his workers the highest wages and used most of his profits

- to build a: hospital for people who ‘couldn't afford good meftical care.
Twenty years had passed when a ‘tailor recognized the factory ‘owner

_as being Valjean, the escaped con‘ict whom the pOIice had been looklng
for back in his home town. _

'_8.1' Shqpld ‘the . tailor report Valjean to the police? Would it be - .'
. -’tight or wrong to keep it quiet? Whya o b f

6;2, Is it a citizen's dnty to xoport Valjean? Would a good citizen?
. "'»-Nhy? Q " ,.; i T o .
’ci8.3"lf valjean was a qood ftiond of the t;ilor, would that make a
"r'-ditfcronca? why? U, . v , :

}_é.Qt-snould Valjean h' tont-back to jail by a judqe? Why?

.3 o(.'. . \ .
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THE ROLE-TAKING INSTRUMENT

Thi; test was originally devised by Fiavell (1968).

1. Each S. is shown an ordered serieé éf seven picﬁures
showing a‘story of a boy being chased by a dog; rynﬁing down a .y
street, ané climbing a tree to eat an apple as the &og‘tro;s away.

2. .Each S. tells an appropfiate story ébout'the ﬁic£ures.

3. Three‘piétures—afe removed from the set leaving those Y
showing the boy walking, ruﬁniné to the,apgle'tree; climbing it ana
eating an apple. Although tﬁé'doé reﬁains iﬁithe;la;t-but{pne |
pictur7 tﬁé 'fehiiof the dog' motiv;‘is :empve@A. '. e

4. Each'S. tells a story with regard to how an observer to

‘ . . . = ) O ’ . ‘ » .‘.

this new set would tell it. The S. is then asked how the observer.
to this set would answer the question, "Why did the boy tlimb the

v .
tree?"
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"THE FILMSTRIP DILEMMAS USED WITH THE EXPERIMENTAL
TREATMENT GROUP
'
These filmstrips werc taken from First Things: Values
(Guidance Associates, 1972). (

L 3

The Trouble with Truth. Part I

o

,
Patrick and six of his friends visit a fishing area with Dave,

their camp counsellor. As a treat they are all to take a boat ride
with a fisherman. When Dave and the fisherman leave to check weather

.conditions at the Coast Guard station, Patrick is left in charge with

v

strict orders that nobody board the boat until they get back, or
nobody gets a boat ride. However three children climb aboard, getting
off just before Dave and the fisherman ret@rn Patrick has to decide
whether or not to tell Dave and the fisherman that three children
boarded the boat.

You Promised. Part I

Alex has been visiting Russell on his farm for a week during
school vacation. Everyday Russell has been riding Kinc and Alex has
been riding Midget, a little pony. Russell has promised Alex that _
he can ride King, the big horse, on the final day of his visit. How-
ever Russell's older brother, Zack, needs Kino to compete in a horse
show. Russell hag to decide whether to honor his promise to Alex or
whether to allow Zack to havg»the horse. for the competition.

v

But It Isn't Yours. Part I

~ 2

Jason is taking a brand new sledge home for his brother's
birthday. He decides to enter in a sledging race, despite his friend's
Lionel's objections. Losing the race he tries the sledge on Suicide
Hill and breaks it. At the communlty hall he cannot find any suitable
wood with which to repair the sledge until Karen ‘and Matt find an '

propriate piece which belongs to Llonel - Jason has to decide
whether or not to use Lionel's wood

But It Isn't Yours. _Part Ii

Diaria and Connie are helping Diana 8 older brother Doug clean
out the basement. Larry, Doug's younger brother, is asked to help
but decides to play instead. He is told that anything considered

. Junk, even if it is his, will be thrown put. Diana and Connie dis-

cover a bike that Doug had given to Larry on the condition that he

- repair it. It is not ‘repaired but Diana and Connie mend it and ride

it when Larry sees the girls ridlng 'his' bike. Doug has to decide

182
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N

to whom the bike really belongs.

What Do You Do About Rules? Part I

-

Cheetah, a superhero, is a member of the Cat People. The Cat
People aid those in trouble and fight crime. Each member of the Cat
People is forbidden to reveal his true identity. Chbetah is really
Sam Wilson, but not even his family knew he is Cheetah. One evening
when waiting for his son Marcus at a bank, Sam notices a robbery-
taking place. As Cheetah he captures and ties up the robbers but
hearing police sirens he chandés bdck to Sam Wilson and leaves the -
bank through a side window.*® Marcus  sees him and thinks that a robber
is escaping but then realizes that the 'thief' is his father. Sam
has to decide whether or not to reveal his Cheetah identity.

»
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Y "GAMES PLAYED BY THE PLACEBO GROUP

- -
L4

1. Kirman, J. Canada's Prairie Wheat Game. Edmonton, The University
of Alberta: AutHor, no date. ’

Players move around a board, buying land, seed, fertilizer-
and crop insurance. They expgrience monetary losg throuch such
hazards as drought or hail, ¢r monetary reward through the sale of
commodities. Finally they gell their wheat ats®urrent market prices,
the player ma#ing the most "ney being the winner. ‘

2. Krupa, W. The Land ﬁse Game. Middletown, Conn.: Education
_ Ventures Inc., 19?1.

N Groups of playeérs build new housing developments on a map.
The map is zoned, each zone losing so many environmental points i
it is built upon. The team building the subdivision with the lea
numbér of environmental points is the winner.

3. The NASA Space Game. (Author and publishﬁ& unknown. )

Each player pretends that Hie has crash landed on the moon
and has to reach a rescue ship which is two hundred miles away. Each
player ranks fourteen items in terms of the nece551ty to him for ,

survival. The players ‘then must arrive at a group consenSus regarding

the.ranking of each item within a given time perlod Ranklngs are’
then compared to thoqp provided by NASA.. : o

1N : . :
4. Lesuring Communication. 'Trading Post. San Francisco:
Lesur1no Communlcatlon, nofdate. ‘ : ‘
Piayers receive a role card and have to prov1de basic com-
ities for themselves, trading their own produced commodities for
those needed for survival, during the winter. ‘Players move ‘around a
board receiving needed ¢ommodities. The flrst to collect a11 neces—

"sary commodities is’ the winner. , o e .

BN

5.. High School Geoqraphy Projectx The Game of Farmlng, in Geggréghx
in an WYrban Agg, Unit 2, Manufacturing and Agriculture. London:
Hacmillan, 1969 R -

, . Players pretend that theg,are pioneprs in western Kansas in
the period 1880-1882. .Each player has to decide how to manage a farm.
To do this he is given $1,500, $500 of which is allofated to living

r'expenses and the rest is spent on various crops or livestock. When

all the money has been spent or put in savings an oytcome card is =

»~collected This card, yhlch givei a multiplier for each crop or

_i'
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livestock, reflects variations in weather, plant or animal disease ang
insect damage, as well as variation in market Price. The player

' computes his total income for.the year and then discusses his outcomes
with the other players in order to ascertain the factors which led to
profit or loss situations. Each-player then utilizes his 1880 income
to the 1881 farming year. Following the 1881 Outcome, a discussion,
and the allocation of money. to the 1882 year, a final outcome is
reached .in 1882 at which time the Player with the most money is
declared the winner., This game was played during two sessions.

t .
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_SAMPLE PRETEST RESPONSES BY STAGE OF RESPONSE
‘TO THE ISSUES OF LIFE AND PUNISHMENT IN -

| THE HEINZ DILEMMA ‘
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Life

Stage 1.

© © gtage 2.

Stage 3,

R

o< -

SAMPLE PRETEST RESPONSES BY STAGE OF RESPONSE
TO THE ISSUES OF LIFE AND PUNISHMENT - IN
THE HEINZ DILENMA

No, because ‘if he got caught he'd be put 1n jail. <

. {Subject 5A)

]

"If he loves his wife it's his duty to get (the drug)

like . . . if he really likes her then he can get it but’
if he really doesn't caref for her, well, it's his opinion
if he wants to get it and save his wife's life then he can

‘get the drug but if he really doesn't really love her or
- care for her then gquess it isn't if he. dcesn t want to.

(Subject 18B) : - .

I thlnk I would have done the same thlng (steal the drug)
but ‘actually he shouldn't have done it because it's still
breaking the law. I think he was right but a judge might
think he was wrong, because if _someone's going to die and
yau do something to save their life even if it‘means you

break into something or crash you still saved a person's

life and that's all that matters. (Sub)ect 18A)

Punishment

: Stage\l.

Te

Stage ‘2.

Stage 3.

I think - the judge should let him go free because A

Send'him:to'jail if he tried to’steal it. Well he committed.

- a crime, he stole. What he if stole the wrong drug .too?

(SubJect 5a) -

A ]

Let him go, but on bail ‘but not that much He should
sentence the druggist because he.was the one that raised

v the price so much (SubJect 8a)

o

well Heinz he couldn't help it.and then tRe judge expected
him to set there and let his wife die wzthout doing any-

thing and he .could sentence him, ‘but if the judge under-
. stood and he's_probably know there qps nothlng else he could

(Subject 20B) |
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SAMPLE RESPONSES TO THE FLAVELL ROLE-TAKING' INSTRUMENT

‘

- Category 1. Subject 10A
. ' ;o . -
Question: What kind of story would Mr. A. tell if he saw these four
pictures? . ~
Response: I think he'd say there was a boy named Jack walking down
the street, Che climbed up a tree because there was #the
dog after him. While he was waiting for the dog to go he
eats an apple : - P

Questlon ‘fwhy would Mr. Ai think Jack clinbed the tree?

+

]
Response; He was afraid ;‘e dog might attack him.
, — -

\

Category 2. ASubject 20B

!

Question:. What klnd of story would Mr. A tell 1f he saw these four
plctures?

s

Response: Tlm “was walking along afstreet‘ah he saw a tree and a dog

~and he was scared of the dog so W climbed up the tree and -

? ate apples.
5 | - ‘ o
Question: Why would'Mr. A. think Tim climbed the tree? e

d

Response: Because he sees the dog or maybe he' s looking for somebody.

" No, he's scared of the dog, I think.  Or he wants to eat
apples, or . . .. 4 ’

e

A d

Category 3. Sublpct 7A ‘ A

¢

estxon~v What kind of story would Mr. A, tell ié\he aw theSe four
pictures? oy {i\ .

S . : ' : .

Response: The boy'was walk;ng and saw an apple tree, he cllmbed up
o %t and got dh aople. .- ,_§ D :

Question: th would Mr. A, think the boy climbed the tree?

sneipoﬁaéz Maybe he was hungry
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NUMBER OF SCORABLE RESPONSES AT EACH MORAL JUbGMENT
STAGE FOR EACH SUBJECT ON THE PRE, POST AND
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NUMBER OF SCORABLE RESPONSES AT EACH MORAL JUDGMENT

192

STAGE FOR EACH SUBJECT ON THE PRE, POST AND ¥
FQLLOW~-UP KOHLBERG MORAL JUDGMENT TESTS
) , Stage i
Jubject Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Score MMS* Test**
N B \ I .
, -2 7 T4 2(3) 215 1 \
1A - 1 6 4 2(3) 226 2
: <11 4 2(3) 226 ¢ kg
\ .
-4 8 1 . J2(n 117 1 .
" 2A 4 7 T 2(1)° 163 2. '
4 10 2(1) 170 . 3
. : b/
. L} : . :
2 10 . . 2 183 * 1 )
38 4 4 4 1-2-3 198 ° 2 \
2 8 2 2 - 198 3
. N
| 1 9 6 2(3)., 23 1
. 4A 2 10 2 Lisd 2
{ 8 . 3 2(3) 226 3
. _ )
6 6. 1-2 150 1
SA 3 7 2(1) 170~ 2 .
5 10 1 S 2(1) 180 37
- 10 1 F 2" 208 1
6A 3 8 1 2(1) 182 2
11 3 1 2 232 3
9 4 ’ 1(2) 130 1
7A 9 2 , " 1 118 2
8 5 - N 1(2) 138 3
" 12 2 200 1
8A 4 7 2(1y 163 ¢ 2
v 3 10 2 176 3
L 12 2 2 206 1
9A 7 .42 ‘ 2(1) 160 2
. T2 N 2 .2 . 190 3
N S -
o e | 20 84 1
. 10A -7 3. 8 .1 2(1) 183 2
1 -9 t3 2. 214 3
~‘ &6:;1;yatui{;y score . 1 - e N
#¢ ] = Pretest . ' x
re , » ,

2 = Posttest I o
. 3.= Follow-up test . ., o,

+a
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) : Stage
Subject Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Score MMS* Test**

2 10 1 2 191 1

11A 5 6 . . 2(1) 154 -
6 9 | . 2(1) 180 3
Y P N )
. 5 5 1-2 140 1 ¢
.121\ ] 7 4 ' , 1(2) 135 2 . '
6 6 : , 12 150 3
, 2 10 o 2 182 1
13A 3. - 4 1 2(1) 174 2
2 10 ' 2 - 182 3,
, _ " , :
: 4 11 ‘ ’ 2(1) 163 1
14A 5 7 : 2(1) 157 2.
) 6 10 2(1) 162 3
1 11 o ;2 191 1~
15, S 6 ~ 2(1) 154 2
e - 1 10 2 190 3
: 1 1 2 2 206 1
16a - 3 7 3 -2 198 2 y
1 11 2 , 2 . 206 3 a
-1 12 3 , 2 212 1
178 1 7 2 2 210 2
3 7 3 _ 2 198 3
. 2 ;10 3 2 206 1 .
‘188 9 2 - 2 § 219 2 J
- 1 10 1 : 2 198 - 3
y - o ¥
7 5 2(3) 240 1
1B 2 .10 1 2 193 2
7 4 2(3) 236 . '3
» , : . : : )
ce - 4 7 2 3(2) 273 1
28 1 5 7 7 3(2) 239 2
| 6 10 2. 3 274 ) 3.
. . . o L i .
T 10 4 2(3) 227 1
3B 1 7 5 2(3) 227 o2 .
B 5 1 3(2) 297 3 o
L < - : W ‘ .
* Moral maturity score A L : L

%+ ] = Pretest s |
‘2 = Posttest _
3 = Pollow-up test . .

)
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Stage
Subject Stage 1 Stage 2. Stage 3 Stage~d Score MMS* Test**

11 3 2 221 RN
4B 7 s 2(3) 241 2
8 4 - 2(3) 237 3
3 7 3(2) 280 1
SB 4 5 | 3(2) 254 , 2
3 8 _ 3(2) 270 3 "
\ 1 6 4 T 203 227 1
6B 1 6 6 - 2-3 237 2
2 7 4 L
11 .5 2(3) 230 1
7B 29 3(2) 281 | 2
o 8 4 2(3) 232 3
_ 3 8 1 32 272
8B " 8 6 '2(3) 240 2
, 27 10 ' 3(2) 287 3
2 mno \ 2 179 1
9B 3 7 3 C2 198 ° 2.
1 11 2 o2 206 3
‘ 1 9 3, 2(3) 210 1
108 1 - 8 2 2 208 2
9 3 2(3) 225 3
{ - ' ‘
A 8 5 - S 2(3) 228 1
@iz 6 4 C203) 200 ¢ 2
. : 9 6 T 2(3) 240 3
2 11 2 184 . 1
128+ 7 3, 6 S 2(1) 165 2
¢ L2 - | . 2 is8 3
T ',‘!3_-' e o1 T 2 200 1
A4 13B . 5 6 ’ 2(1) 154 2
) o 9 1 o 22 210 3
| 2 9 .3 2. c206 1
L 148 . . 9 1 2 210 2
' i 1 . 8 2 2208 3
’ . ‘ A o
* Moral maturity score . : .

. @
. ** 1 = Pret®st
2 = Posttest .
3 = Follow-up test |
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Stage

Subject Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Score MMS*  Test**
1 7 2 2 208 1
15B 10 2 2 205 2
11 1 2 207 3
6 7 3(2) 273 1
leB 2 10 3 297 2
5 11 3(2) .'268 3
2 11 1 2 192 1
17B 2 " 10. 1 2 181+ 2
1 11 2 191 - 3
. 11 4 2(3) 221 1
188 6 4 2(3) 240 2
‘ 10 4 2(3) 227 3
7 7 2-3 250 1
19B 2 8 4 2(3) 204 2
. 8 ' 6 2(3) 243 3
. 9 6 2(3) 240 1.
20B 4 8 - 3(2) 264 2 N
7 9 3(2) 255 3
-~ ’
%
» N
&
— .
. Moral maturity score
#+ ] = pretest -
2.= Posttest .
3 = Follow-up test



