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1
Abstract N

The purpose of this study was to examing the experience
of gu{lt as a moral sentiment. This objective inéluded the
construction of a valid and réliable measure of guilt as a
moral. sentiment. The phenomenon of gUi]t was exéﬁined and an
effort was made\to_extend the understanding of guth'beyond
its being a symptom of illness. e

' 4 A

There can, of course, be:“#%&’“g"&}g"”' whi‘ch c;all§
for therapy. True guilt, howevég?'%zﬁh’%aiiyﬁt somefping is
morally wrong. Guilt in this 1light 1is tied to real
decisions, real choices. Such guilt is not :symptométic_xof
disease, but the‘diaghostic pain of moral an]th.

Viewed,fromffﬁis pers;eétive, the question' was twaised-
regarding the interrélationship of moral sentiment andxmoral
reasoning in moral deliberations. As Sullivan (1977) Soints
out; there exists basic disagreement in moral'phildsophy
between those who place emphasis on the rational and
conceptual aspects . and those who emphasize emotigna]
aspects. |

The epistemology of Bernard Lonergan provided a\new
i?sight into the discussion.‘ Lonérgan and his fol]oﬁers
(éénn, Doran) - have argued for a balance between cognition
“q%d feeling in moral judgments -- '”de1iberation...unif1es
5Rnowing and feeling" (Lonergan, 1974, p. 277). -
; Researchfng the relgtiOnship of a moral sentiment such
as .gu%It and moral Feésoning becéme the secondary objective

-of this study. Prior .to this, however, in order to

L J



|
adequately stuPy guihlt as moral emotion, it was deemed

- . ‘ ) f:l
necessary to | construct a wvalid and reliable measure of

f

gu1lt. 'MDra? SEnt iment Sca]e‘(MOSES)Fwas construeted‘ and
vglidate ustng the model of test developmént'suggesteq by
Loevinge (1@57). Af ter ieitiaT factor ifatysis, 35
gutlt-pPJvoKihg~ stimuli were selected as items for the
ingentor . Thgs initial analysis was carrted out after
adSﬁnistratidn of the MOSES to 236 adu]t votunteers -- 95
theology students and 141 engaged men and women. The results
of \th1s test1ng ~were factor analyzed using the Pr1nc1pal
Facter/method rotated to a Varimax cmtemonj Five factors‘

\
|

were/thracteT and‘meaningfu]]y 1nterpreted These factors‘

g were“\ o ’,#

\ t. Non 1ntenttona1 situational guilt . '%f
2 MQrally'cdwpable guilt
3 EX]Stent1a1 guilt

4. Ihtra-pers]nal guilt . ' — /
5. Ihter perslnat guilt. ’ ‘ - } _/

Intevna] cons1stency of the MOSES was estimated. The overall

1

R

a]pqa coeﬁf1c1ept was .904. o ' /

Cr1ter1on Welated validtty testing was achieved by j

adm1n1ster1ng thf MOSES along with the Mosher Forced-Choice

t

Guilt Scaﬂe to\a group of,45 adult volunteers. Inter-scale

correlations were high and significant (p<.01) between
‘ '

Factor IE and \the Mosher test. An overall canonical

Eo significant (p<.01).

¥

correlation was al

\
|

Vi



The relationship of guilt and moral reasoning was then
carried ouz using the MOSES and Rest’s (1979b) test of moral
reasoning. Two groups were used -- 55 professional engineers
éhd 66 students studying ethics -- for this phase of the
regearch. One significant correlation did emerge betweén
Factor | and Stage\d‘morai reasoning (p<.05). However, one
would‘haye to be cautious regarding the significance of
these neéu]ts since gender of the subjects was found_,to have
a ﬁodifying effect.

The results of the research indicate the following
cénc]usions:

1. The MOSES is a valid and reliable measure of guilt as
moral sentiment. | )

2. True guilt is a multi-dimensional experience.

3. Differences vin the experience of guilt vary from one
group to another.

4. Féemales and ma les have significantly different.
experiences of guilt over intentional moral failure.

5. The!’ relationship of guﬁ]t and moral reasoning 1is
tenuous.. Some. relationship was found between

unintentional moral failure and Rest’'s Stage 4 moral

reasoning.

v
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- Chapter I

Guilt as Moral Sentiment

N .
. é N

The  purpose of this present study was to look at guilt
as moral sentiment. In order to achieve this goal the

following steps will be taken:

First, a look at guilt. What is guilt? Does guilt
\\‘ have anything to do with moral consciousness?
in These questions formed the specific objectives of

Chapter 1 and the thesis.

Second, ff gui]t,fs a moral sentiment how is 5t an
_‘affectiVe dimension of moral consciousness? What
is the relationship of moral a%fect and cognition
"in moral choice? These que§t{oné are the basjs:for\
the philosophical discussions of the second

ch;pter.

The third and fourth chapters bring us to praxis.
Is there empirical evidence for the speculation
‘that has gone on? To answer ~ this question
necessitates ?deVeloping. a“imeans to measure the
moral sentiment of guilt.! In developing ‘the

instrument a part of a criterion-related
/ , : ,

1



validation will involve a study of the

relationship of guilt and moral reasoning.

&

. ) ) o ‘-g(? '1. : .
The final step, in Chapter V. will be a~concluding.

statement on the findings of this study and its
implications. .

For this study, moral sentiment is defined as that .
positive or negative feeliﬁg dimension occurring within
‘mora1 consciousness. ) The term censciousness is frdm
Lonergan’s (1972, 1974) usage. It is a generic expressfon
“which consists of four interlocking . levels: expéfience,‘
understanding, judgment, and decision. In-this thesis moral
judgment, mofal reasoning, and ~mora] decision maKing are
understood as‘an integral part of moral consciousness. Moral
cohéciodsness is the total process involved in assessihg

proscriptive or prescriptive moral values and principles.

A. The Probiem

Edward Stein has stated that "if there is ény way out
of man’s inhumanity»towards man, it. will be through an
Understanding of,. and ability to influence favorably his
) gui]f" (1968, p. 6). The importance of understanding guilt
is . sucﬁ that Ffeud said it was the most important issue
facing civilization»(1930); Mowrer saw guilt as "the central
| ’problemf in emotional dist:rbance (1961). ‘Victoerrankl
p]aéed guilt alongside suffering and death as -the :tragic

-

triad of human existence" (1967, p. 15). More recently



Narramore (1974b) cléimed tha} guilt was to some dégree
involved in the etiology ‘df all psychologica]
ma lad justments.

While guilt is acknowledéed as an important dimension
of human experience, this exper%ence.has been understood in
a variety of ways. Some have referredto guilt. as ‘useless
emotion” (Gilligan, 1976). Others hold-that guilt is the
"guardian of our goodnessJ (Gaylin, 1979). Is guilt a false,
crippling, neurotic experience? Is it a nuisance that We
should throw off by our own will pgwer? Or is it part of our
reality which must be acknowledged and accepted? Is guilt a
dynamic energy, proddihg us to be our moral best? I§ it a
morgi sentiment within our moral consciousness?

| ‘The answers given to thése questions ouf]ine some bf
the divergent viewpoints von the topic. It would seem that
guilt can be understood in at least three different ways: It
hay be seen as an unhealthy symptom; as the dnto]ogiéal
condition of the"human species; or as a real humah
experﬁence. Each of these views reflects a differént
conception of philosophy and psychology. They form a focus

for the following discussion.

-~

This first chapter, then, 1éoks at the genéra] notion
of guilt from these three points of view. = After this
ovErvfew of the notion of guilt, the next section looks at
‘various meanings of the term guilt to arrive at an
operétiona] definition. Fiha]ly, a brief dut]ine o% research

in the area will be sketched.



B. Three approaches to guilt

The individual as guiltless

Some wr%ters seem to see guilt as an‘experience to be
avoided. It is "thought that somehow guilt hinders the
individual from achieving self-fulfiliment. This popular

notion is found in Dyer’s (1976) best seller Your Erroneous

Zones where he stétes:
"Guiit is the most useless of all ekroneous
zone ‘behavioréi It is by far the greateét
waste of emotional energy. Why? Because, ’by‘
“definition, you are feeling immobilized in the
presenf QVer something that has a]ﬁéady taken
place ahd no amount of gui]t~can ever change
history" (p. 91). '
Dyeg' sees guilt as wuseless, and~.1n making‘ this
assertioﬁ he fa]Ts in line with a strong tradition of
Fﬁeudianl’psychotherapy. In the Freudian concept, guilt

feelings represent developmental retardation and serve as

useless emotibn (Gilligan, 1976).

GFrom the Freudian perspectfvé the individual is
guiltless. vFoH Freud, guilt 1is not the fau]t of an
individual but rather of outside forces -- parents,‘society,
or authorities -- whfch produce guilt in the person. Guilt

feelings do not result from guilt over moral failure but
rather result from too strict a socialization process.

_ , . - \

According to Freudian theory, moral development is

~primarily a function of identification and internalization



of society’'s moral values.

Children learn at an early age what is right and wrdng,
what brings praise ahd punishment. The concept of
internalization is used to explain how the individual
governs his own moral behavior by accepting the standards of
the society in which he lives. Freud (13871) describes this
phenomenoh as:

"...aggressiveness...introjected,
internalized; it 1is in point of fact, sent
back to where it came from -- that is, it s
directed towards one’s own ego.
There it is taken over by a portion of the
ego, which séts itself over against the rest
of the ego as super-ego, and which now, in the
form of ‘conscience’ is ready to PUt into
action against the ‘ego the samev harsh
aggressiveness that the ego would have 1iked
tO'sat?sfy upon other, extraneous individuals”
(p. 54)

" Hof fman (1970) elaborates on this idea of

internalization, when he states: |

"The individual does not go through 1life
viewing society’s central norms as externally
and coefcjve]y-imposéd pressures to which r‘\he
must submit. Though the norms are initia?ay
alien, they are éventua]ly adopted by the

individual, largely through the efforts of his



early socializers -- the parents -- and come

to serve as internalized guides so that he

behaves in accord with them even when external .
authority is not present to enforce them. That

is, control by others is replaced by

self-control” (p. 262).

Through identification and internalization a sense of
"6ught" bgcomes é continuant in our human experience
(McKenzie, . 1862). It is from this sense of ought (superego)
that guilt originates.

"We know of two origins of the sénse of guilt,
one arising from a fear of authority, and the
other, later on, arising from the fear of the
superego" (Freud, 1971, p. 57).

This socialization process is responsible for an
individual’s guilt feelings. ThroughA internalization the
individual hepresses - the desires he posseéses. Guilt
feelings do not arise frdm actioms committed but from
_ imposed expectations. This position makes society the
antagonist to the berson’s desires, and the individual is a
victim. The blame is on society or its structures. At fault
afe parents, governments, big corporations,‘ even entire‘
cultures, while the individua.l remainé exempt. Adhering tg
" the Freudian position, private gui]t is evaded, and seen as
a debilitating feeling with no basis in the person’s own

history.

/
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With tongue-in-cheek the outcome may be summarized in
the "Psychiatric‘Foleong":
At three 1 had a feeling of
Ambivalence toward my brotherg
And 'so it follows natura]ly
I poisoned all my lovers.
But now I'm happy: 1 have learned
The lesson this has taught
That everything I do that’s wrong
Is someone é]se’s fault.
_ (quoted in Mowrer, 1961, p. 49)
The individual as guilty
Another point of view comes from existentialism. For
the existentialist, guilt-is a defining dimension of human
existence. Kierkegaard would describe guilt as the core of
human experience (Carr, 1973). Man is guilty at the core of
his being. We are guilty not because of culturally induced
feelings, as the Freudian position would have it, nor from
moral failure, but in a radically ontological sense.
~Morano'\(1é73) explains ontological guilt this way: All
of humankind is aware of its finitude; a]tﬁough we ’are
finite, we possess the ability to reflect and imagine what
it could mean to be infinite. This reflection and
imagination create ‘an existential tension between what oné
is and would like to be. Thus, the origin of guilt 1is  the

result of straddling two worlds -- the actual and ideal.



#

man’s ontological quilt resides within
the irresolvable tension resulting from the
discrepancy between what he is and what he
wou Id like\to be, between what he has been and
what he would like to have been, and between
what he would like to be and what he will
never be able to be" (Morano, 1973, p. 41).

Ontoiogical guilt describes the discrepancies between
what a person is and what he would like to be. Objective |
guilt, on the other hand, describes human deficiencies which
relate specifically to moral failings. For the
existentialist, objéctive/mora] gui]f is but a specific
manifestation of an inextricable aspect of one’'s radically
guilty being.

The difficulty with the existentialist position of
Heidegger, Boss, et al., is the 1ink between ontological
guilt and the moral decisions of day to day living. The
connection is alluded to but not always spelled out with
sufficient clarity. This relationship is most clearly
elaborated by the Jewish philosopher Martin Buber (1965).
Buber bridges the gap between ontological guilt as a
condition of the human species and guilt as spéé??%c
content. The concept that bridges the gap is the disruption
of relationships between human beings. The disruption of the
"I-Thou" bond becomes the root of ontological guilt.

Buber states that the choices we make and the actual

injuries we commit have profound significance. These actions



in our  human  relationships,  rather  than  our personal
finitude, are at the core of  our qguilt. Specitic  content
becomes important in the analysis of guilt.
"txistential guilt occurs when someone 1njures
an order of the human wor Id whose toundations
he knows and recognizes a; those of his own
existence and of all common human existence”
(Buber, 1965, p. 127).

What is interesting to note is Buber’'s shift from guilt
as condition of being human {(Heidegger, Boss) to guilt as a
product ~-- an injury, a disruption of a relationship. Guilt
is no longer the result of an inability to fulfill all of
one’ s potential, but rather a particular failure to respond
in a particular situation. Existential guilt is

"guilt that a person has taken on himself as a
person in a personal situation”(ibid., p.
126).

Guilt is not the cry of unfulfilled potential but the
cry of people who have been hurt by their personal choice.
Guilt is tied to real decisions, real choices. In failing to
respond to another, the very foundations of human existence
have been injured, the relationship 'between individuals
weakened . |

Rather than dispensing with guilt as useless emotion, .
Buber advocates a radical acceptance of one's ontological
guilt. Acceptance is but the first step; the second is

-

reconciliation.
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"Reconci bratiron means here, tierst of all, that
I approach the man toward whom | oam guiltty  an
the  light  of my self 1ilumination (in so far
as I can st ll reach him on earth) acknowledge

to his face my existential guilt and help him,

in so far as possible, to overcome the
consequences of my guilty action”{(1ibid.. p.
147} .

It 1s in reconciliation or reparation that an

individual truly confronts his guilt and establishes a new
relationship to the world and with one’'s fellow. The goal of
therapy 1i1s towards restitution through acceptance. The
experience of guilt, for Buber, can open the door to a new
relationship with one’'s self and with others. Guilt and
reconciliation form the dialogue of life. Guilt becomes a
dynamic energy, challenging us to completeness.
Guilt as human phenomenon

Thus far we have seen how guilt is referred to by
Freudian psychology as symptom of disease and by the
existentialists as a condition of our being human. We have
also seen how Buber describes this condition of being human
in terms of the disharmony that exists in  our
interrelationships. In this way, Buber provides both a
philosophical and psychological basis for ontological guilt
as a result of the activity of the person. Perhaps another
way of expressing this might be to say that guilt does not

define the being of the human person so much as our actions
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define us as being guilty. As such guilt 1is a human

- phenomenon resulting from "real unnecessary harm” done to

self,

others,,and/or their environment (Maguire, 1978) .

4Guilt as positive emotion

Guilt as we have éeen, can be a stagnaht,
debi]iiatingﬂ awareness. Many tcritiqués of the
Freudian position claim that gui]t can also be
seen as a positive gspect in the development of
fhe human person.“ Among"the advocates of this
latter pos%tion are'Merer‘(1961), Lifton ’(1979);
Gaylin (1979), and Hoffman (1975)..

‘Mowrer, (1861) strongly condemns Freudian
theory for tfying to eliminate guilt feelings by
Eeducing the effects Qf _the superegb. Mowrer
thinks  that psychoanalysis has failed to
appreciate the role Qf true guilt, sin anqx moral
responsiblity. He states: | |
| "Anxiety comes notv-f;bm acts the

individual would commit. but dare

s not, but from acts which _he . has

committed but wishes he had not" -
(Mowrer, 1950, p. 537). .
s

McKenzie also states that the central

weakness of Freudian moral psychology ties in its

failure to adequately ’deal with the nature of

moral bbligation. The basis ~for conformity to

moEaT standards is fear of punishment, anxiety

T8



wet

R

o

~

whose guilt energy is:

12

over losing love, fear of our own aggressivé
impulses.
”Nothing‘is said of the possibility
in . advanced levels of moral
development of self-imposed rules,
or respect for principles of conduct
rationa11y< accepted as binding"
(1962, p. 43). ‘
Robert Lifton (1979) claims that Freud dealt
mostly with pathological susceptibility o guilt
which he calls "stafic guilt". The term emphasizes

the deadening quality of this form of Quilt, the

prolonged self—condem?ation which i i lizes an
individual. Lifton (1979) also states that Freud

had no provision for guilt as - a transforming
IS

energy. This he calls "animating" guilt. Animating
guilt transforms self-condempation into change and
renewal. This is the guilt of the war veteran

ransformed into action

~against the war and the pursuit of moral change.

This positive énima ing aspect of guili is

echoed by Gaylin (1979) who sees guilt as a vital

emotion, a special Kind/ of anxiety écting as the

"guardian of goodnes It 'is his opinion that

guilt shapes much of dur goodness and generosity.

‘A similar view is advocated by Menninger (1973f,

‘who sees acknowledgement of guilt and sin as a
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sign of health while .denial. is destructive to
peréonaT and social well-being. Narrambre (1974a)
also sees the denial of guilt as non-therapeutic
and a distortion of a true subjective experience.

in'sﬁmmary, guilt may be a positive emotion, -
“a sign of‘ health rather“than the symptom of
disease. Some research .has beeny done on the
motivating dynamics of guilt. Freedman (1970),
Rawlings (1970), and Regan (1971)vfound that guilt
motivated expiation, and transgression vled‘ to
greater compliance. Typically, the‘subjects in an
experiment were made'to‘feel guilty, for exahp]e,’
ruining an experiment bécause of their  own
negligence. As gfpected, subjects who‘felt.guilty
were more genéféus ‘than control subjects in
volunteering = for future ‘experiments - or:
contributing to cHarity . |
Guilt as developmental

As noted above, - several éuthors (Gaylin,
defman, Lifton, Mowrer, and McKenzie) have
criiicized the traditional Freudian pbsition on
guilt as being too narrow and restfictive. They
claim, with reason, that guilt can be a staghant,
neurotic experience; however, theyypoint out that.
true guilt can'be a positive aspect in the moral
life of an‘individual. In bther wénds, guf]t can

be positive moral affect.
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Guilt can be a positive moralu emotion, and
has been understood as part of the emotfona] and
mordl growth of the individual. This view of the
deve]opméntal nature of guilt has béen,presented
by at least three 'dNfferent authors: Hoffman
(1965); Rest (1968);a\hﬁd more elaborately by
Dabrowski (1877) and his associates Piechowski
(1875), and Ogburn (1976) .

A3

Hof fman' (1875, 1976, 1977) alludes to a

‘developmental growth process in one’'s -experience

of guilt. Vhis'has also been elaborated - by James
Rest 71968).. Rest, using 5 cognitive approach to
moral development based on .koh1berg and Piaget,
presents six  stages of moral sentiment as it
affects moral judgméht. At stage-one, conscience
is governed by the irrational fear of punish%ent.
In stage-two, | action’ is motivated by
se]f*interest, guilt feelings are igndred ‘and
punishment—consequeqcés are léoked at
pragmatically. - Stége-three~ action ‘becomes
motivated by approval or',disapproval' of others.
Guilt at this stage 1is anticipatory anxiety
resulting from djsapprovaH of others, either real
or 1imagined. ‘At a stage-four level of moral

deyeTopment action is motivated by “the
v:” . .

antjcipation of dishonour, and guilt flows from

concrete harm done to others. Stage-five actions



reflect a concern about maintaining self-respect¢
and respect of .equals and of the coﬁmunity.AAnd at
stage-six, concern shifts towaﬁgs maintaining
one’s moral ~principles and the subsequent
qseLf-condehnation for vfo]atioh”* of these
principles.

Another exciting approéch has beén formulated

! -

by Dabrowski and his associates (Pieéhowski, 1975;
Ogburn, 1976) in  his  theory of positive
d%siﬁtegration. | |
Kazimierz Dabrowski

Kazimierz Dabrowski was a Polish psychologfst
who develbped a theory that integrates moral
affect and moral choice into a schema of emotional
growth. His approach is based on a paradoxical
model of dea&h 1eadiné to new life. The analogy"
can be seen"in\the seed’ s need ta die Before it
can givé life. Unlike Freud with his death-drive,
DabrowsKi asserts-a pos%tive,” 1ife-drive -- an
inner dYnamism and enérgy that'leadslone throughﬂq;
crisis to new growth. |

Dabrowsk i sees traditional negative
(death-dealing)  forces  such as psychoses,
neuroses, and .guilt as convertible into positive

transforming energies that propel the individual

to a renewed and hea]thieb integration.
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At the core of the theory is an evolutionary
concept of growth. Development.is seen as a change
in structurev -- from a lower form to a higher,
more complex form. This ‘deve]opmentgl change 1is
called "posi@ive disintegration”.

‘"Pokjtive disintegration is the'name
for the process by which the
structure of a higher 1eve]‘rep1aces
the structure df a lower one"

(Piechowski, 1975, p. 239). |
The theory proposes fbur different

structures: primary, unilevel, multilevel, and

‘'secondary. These structures result in five levels:

(1) _primaéy integration, (I1) unileve)
disintegration, (111) spontaneous multilevel
disintegration, (IV) organized - multilevel

diéintegration,‘;and (V) secondary integration.
TabTevj gives a descript;on of these five levels.
This .multilevel approach to emotional
development is central to the theory. ‘The levels
form . a hiebaréhy frbm thg_ first to the last.
Encjosed between two levels of integration are
three levels of aisintegratiqn. It is in these

levels of disintegration that a dissolution of

‘mental structures occurs. This disintegration is

hecessary before higher level intégration can

occur .



"

TABLE 1

Theory of Positive Disintegration

LEVEL AND NAME

DESCRIPTION

Level I: Primary integration

Level II: Unilevel
- Disintegration

Level I1l: Spontaneous
Multilevel
Disintegration

N

Level IV: Organjzed
Multilevel
Disintegration

Level V: Secondary
"~ Integration

"are marked by excessive emotion.

At this level the individual is characterized
by an absence of emotional involvement with.
others, the absence of reflection and inter-
nal conflicts. This is a level existing
prior to developmental change. Behavior is
directed towards fulfilling basic hedonistic
needs such as power and recognition.

In Level II the individual leaves the .
rigidity of the first level and begins to
question, doubt, hesitate. Relationships
Inner
conflicts are experienced but resolved
without much inner struggle. Behavior
contorms to expectations and lacks

. autonomous decisions.

At this level internal conflicts are

numerous. . Moral conflicts, self-evaluation,
reflection is typical. There is an .
increased awareness of "what ought to be"
against "what is." Relationships become
more selective. Behavior becomes more
autonomous and quided by chosen values

and principles.

"The distinguishing feature of level IV is

 congious formation and synthesis"

(Piechowski, 1975, p. 262). Values

are more clearly defined at this level.
Tensions and inner conflicts have decreased.
Behavior is Jess self-serving and more
other directed.

This is the highest level of development

marked by inner harmony and the "fullest

dynamization of the ideal" (ibid. p. 262).
People at this level are totally “congruent”
and their behavior is marked by universal
ompassion and self-sacrifice.

17
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Guilt as multilevel
Guilt is considered a multilevel dynamism

El

(0gburn, 1976) That s, guilt 1is a dynamic
experience which serves to promote developmental
change from one level to another. The theory
suggests that guilt is present in Levels 11, 111,
and IV, but is most acutely experienced in Level
I.Il1. Ogburn does not see guilt as’ a function of
Levels I or V. Level I is excluded because of the
lack. of inner reflection and Level V. because of
the absence of.inner ponfljct. It is at Leve1 I11
that guilt is most powerfully experienced and
jfunctions most forcefully to promote development.
o Each level of structural organization shapes
the experience of guilt. Guilt will be diffFrent
for an‘indiVidual'who fﬁnctions primarily at'leve]
Il than for an individual who functions in the
Level. II]l mode. The content of the experience
might be similar, but the manner in which the
individual experiences the ' feeling will be
different. The experience of guilt over behavfng
wrongly may have factors in common for ihdividua]s
at diffe}eht ]evé]s, but the‘form and quality of
the experience Qi]iybe shaped by the structure‘ of
- the levels in which they ' function. One could

visualize each level as a different mold for clay.

The clay -- in this case guilt -- is poured into
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the mold; the. mold shapes the clay and gives it
form and quality. So too the structure of each
level molds thé common substance (guilt) into a
unique experience or dynamism.

Piechowski - (1977) also describes the'various
experiences of guilt at each level of development.
In Level 1 there is an absence of guilt. The
individual is totally self-centered and is
motivated by external .considerations -- getting
caught, being noticed. At Levei I1 insight s,
still weak and guilt fée]ingé<ére passive. For
Dabrowski an individuaf at Level 11 ‘lacks moral
responsiblity and guilt ébmes from a lack of
acceptance, lack ofﬁapproval. As- such, .guilt in
this levél is debilitating and lacks the power to
move one to higher '1evels., At level III moral
concerns and moral réspohsiblity come Fo the
?Qregfound. Dabrowski (1977) describes gu{ﬁt at
this level as discomfoftm over moral failures.
" Guilt arises out of interpersonal .relationships.
These feelings precede a sense of moral
responsiblity. “

"Guilt Sroducés the experience of
heightened sensitivity to oné’s
primitiveness, carelessness, and
inconsideﬁéteness in relation to

partner or family. Guilt generates a
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sense of responsibility. Guilt,
here, acquires the deeper meaning of
feeling responsible for failure in
loyalty toward one’'s ideaf, for
betraying one’'s ideal” (Dabrowski,
1977, p. 80). .

Level IV is an elaboration of Level III. In
Level IIl there is a split between "what is" and
“what ought'to be". In Level IV this becomes "what
ought to be’, "will be". Moral anxieties are
oriented towards others. One is able to identify
with others. At this level the individual
consciously develops his own autonomous hierarchy
of values.

In Level V respohsibi]ity; love fof others
and the need to turn thisg f0ve into action are the
chief  characteristics. PerSOnality‘ ideals ”are
ge]f-chosen, sé1f—affirmed, and charactérized by
self-awareness. A personal synthesis is»achieved.

In summaﬁy, DabrowéKi’s theory of positive
disintegration H is essentially a theory of
emotional development (Piechowski, 1975). Present
theories of development, in his opinion, focus-too
much attention on phyéicé]. changes, observable
differences, cognitive changes. They focus th
littie on émotiona] growth. Ogburn (1976) in

referring to  Dabrowski, Ymaintains. that the



ultim?te direction and control of behavior are
emotidnal réther than intellectual.

Dabrowski's theory revolves around a
multilevel developmental pattern. At the core of
'this multilevelness 1is a consciousness of value

based on an awareness of "what is" and "what ought
‘to be". The function of guilt, in this framework,
is to provide dynamic energy to move one to bridge
the gap bétweeh‘ one’s ideals and one’s view of
inner reality. This demands the adoption of a new
hierarchy of values that is consisfent with one;s
personality ideal. -
Thus far we have seen three basic notions of
understanding guilt. Some have seen guilt as an
unhealthy symptom, others have regarded it as- a
defining aspect of human existence, and a third
group  has Tooked upon it as a positive
developmental phenomenon. In this last way of
“understanding guilt, it wag pointed odt that guilt
could be a positive moral emotion. As an emotion,
it was further shown to be part of the emotignal
growth of the person. This was particularly the
posftion of Dabrowski (1977) and his associates.
Haviné détermjned a basis for looking at
guilt as a positive moral affect, the next step is.

to look at'the operational meaning of thé term

guilt as used in this study. 3
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C. The meaning 6f guilt

What is meant by guilt? Thus far our discussion has led
us to use the word "quilt" in a variety of contexts. It
seems important at this 'time to look at what we mean by this
term. If Mowrer (1961) 1is correct, there 1is a popular
tendency in psychology to characterize all guilt as
neurotic. This assumptioh has led to confusion and tension
among the psychologist, philosopher, theologian, moralist,
and - }ho§e of the legal professions. for, if all gﬁilt is

r

nmeurotic, then its presence must be symptomatic of disease.

. This moves guilt away from culpabiiity and responsibility

and 1nto;thé'arena\of therapeutic intervention.

At the:Jhgart ogxthe‘operational definition of guilt,§
however, is a distinction between neurotic and true guilt.
It is important, tﬁéfefore, at the outset of this section to
distinguish cléar]yighe dif?erence between these two types.
Neurotic guilt and true guilt

Guilt, both trug’and neuratic, f]Qws from a subjective
experience of regret, shame, Jgaremorsé over the violation

of an ideal, an image of the Kind of perSon I expect myself

to be. As Narramore (1974a) states:

"Within each of us 1is a set, of  goals,
standards = and aspirations, the ideal self.
When our performance falls short of thesg
ideals a corrective responsé‘ is triggered.
This corrective resporise comes e{thep from our

threatening, pUnitive self or from our



rational, loving disciplinary seli.

VieYafvon wiethese™ ideals results in moral anxiely
(guilt). According to Narramore, insofar as the punitive
self is operative wo experience neurotic guilt; insofar as

the disciplinary self is operative we experience true guilt.
True guilt follows transgression and results in
self-disappointment. Neurotic guilt follows real or imagined
transgression and centres on fear of external consequences.
As Gaylin (1979) states, true guilt is a sense of anguish
that comes from not achieving the standards of what ought to
be. In similar terms, Stein (1968) defines true guilt as:
"the special form of anxiety experienced by
humans-in-society, the warning tension of life
principles violated, of conditions of human
social existence transgressed, of
socio-spiritual reality ignored or affronted,
of good alienated, of self being destroyed”
(p. 15).
McKenzie (1962}, in a more concise turn of phrase, sees true
guilt as:
"Some betrayal of what 1 taKe to be my duty by
which conduct becomes directly morally evil
and blameworthy (p. 21).
Another definition of true guilt comes from Maguire, who
says guilt results from "conscious and free behavior (active
or passive) which does real unnecessary harm to persons

and/or their environment" (Maguire, 1978, p. 392).
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Poychiatrist Karl Stern (1954) outlines  four  ways  of
distinguishing true guilt from neurotic guilt. tirst of all,
in true guilt there is a sense  of  proport ion  between  the
wrongdoing and tLe degree or intensity of the guilt feeling.
In neurotic guilt., the feelings are wunrealistic, something
rather minor can result in unbearable feelings. Second, true
guilt can be absolved by reparation, the contpaventions
producing the guilt feelings can be expiated. Neurétic guilt
Knows no satisfactory punishment that adequately atones for
the real or imagined failure. Third, true guilt is not
necessarily tied to anxiety, in the sense that an individual
can acknowledge failure in calm self-possession, whereas
neuroticygui]t is always tied into heightened anxiety.
Finally, true guilt is related to actual contraventions of
moral or social standards. Neurotic gu;;if on the other
hand, may be related to imaginary infractions and repressed
drives as well as acts.

Martin Buber (1965) distinguishes true guilt from
neurotic guilt by emphasizing that true guilt always results
from an actual violation of a human relationship, a rupture
of an I-Thou relationship. Narramore (1974a) also
differentiates false, neurotic guilt, and true, objective
guilt. To the extent that guilt is experienced as
self-condemnation, self-inflicted punishment and isolation,
it is seen by Narramore as false, neurotic, pseudo guilt.
Objective guilt results in a positive, self-corrective

attitude; we recognize our failures but continue to respect

N
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ourselves and maturely plan ways of improving our behavior.

Mowrer ~(1961) believes that an ihdividua] feels guilty
because he is guilty. He has committed a trg%égression, done
something wrong, ' or offended a significaht othér: Thus for
Mowfer, the term "neurotic guilt" s misleading, if one
believes ' neurotic ‘gui1t to be unwarranted. He states that
behind all ﬁeurotic guilt feelings are real offences, true
guilt. Any other cause, in, his view, would not/become a
~serious problem for the:ihdividual. “

Guilt by dmission and commission

Guilt can be divided into neurotic and truefﬁAs Mowrer
points out, néurotic guilt is not unwarranted feeling but
rather feeling that is digproportionate to reality. Trué
guilt, on | the éther hand, 1is the nesq]t of moral
irresponsibiﬁjfy, and moha1'failure; Respecting ‘true guilt,
a fur ther Qistinction ‘may be made between guilt by
commission and guilt by omission. Often guilt arisés‘ from
wﬁat ‘has been left undone ratheﬁ'than by what ohe has done.
Hoffman (1976) draws out this distinction;

Hoffman (1975, 1976, 1977) defines fguilt in
interpersonal and developmental terms. He (1976)
characterizés gui]t'as one’ s awareness of being the cause of
another’'s distress. Although Tlittle is known about the
devefopmeﬁt of the guilt response, Hoffman (1976) speculates
that guiltuover inaction is 1likely to 'be more advanced f
deveﬂopmenta])y ‘than guilt over actual commission, "since

~ the former requires the capacity to visualize‘something that



might have been done but was not‘ (p. 140).

'The -ability to experience guilt even when one has done
no‘WEong is the basis for what Hoffman (1975, 1976) calls
“exis?entia] guilt". The reaction of existential guilt

occurs when the berson feels responsible because of

circumstances of life beyond one’'s control. For example,.thev

awareness of some of the relative advantages and
opportunities we have in the developed world and the
éonditions of the less fortunate. Existential guilt may
:-pronpt individuals to do something to alleviate the
conditions of the disad&éntaged.
"Existentia]] -guilt may requibe cont inued
activity in the‘service.of alleviating human
sufféring rather than merely a discrete act of"
restitution, in order ~ to afford one a
continuing sense- of 'selffwdrth; (Hoffman,.
1976, p. 141).

Tab]é 2 summarizes the - various _Kinds of'gui1t. As
outlined, true guilt (both by omission and . commission) flows
from a violation of one‘é self-imposed rules, one’s own
principles of conduct. The present study, on the experience
of guilt, is a study of true, objective guilt resulting from
specific moral failures.

Aﬁ'operationa1 definition _

The movement of this chapter has been., first of all, té

establish a case for guilt as a real human phenomenon, a

moral affect resulting from the infractions of moral”

-ﬁ% %&'
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principles. As noted above, a distinction was made between

~real/true guilt and neurotic guilt. Neurotic guilt was seen

as a feeling disproportionate to faiiure whichucould be real
or imagined. In contrast, true guilt was the result of real
moral failure through active q} passive behaviour. The
oberationa] aefinition for this study flows from these
considerations. » ~

The operational definition for this study is that guilt

is a moral sentiment arising from conscious and free

behaviounf (active or passive) which does real unnecessary

injunyﬁ%o self, others, and/or ‘their environment. Let us
look ‘at. the details of this definition. First of all, guilt
is mora]i sentiment. 1In étating that guilt is a moral
sentiment, we are'acknow]edging that guilt is moral affect,
moraf emotion. As such, guilt 1is a feeling® arising from
failuré of a moral nature. Since we are referring to a moré]i
context, %rue guilt -- as:bpposed to.neurotic, fé]se guilt

-- is seeh as moral irresponsibility rather than a symptom

of disease.sp It is true that the indivi, without

conscience can feel too Tittle guilt or none a ‘all, while

ghe scrupulous individual may feé?‘ a disproportionate
amount. In fact sometimes we have no feeling of guilt when
we are legally guilty of transgression. However, the present
definition de]ineétes the‘ perimeters for. this study as
centered on subjective~§uilf feelings arfsing from specific

failures for which an individual considers oneself

blameworthy. Guilt is the violation of a sense of ought, an



29

affective dimension of moral conséiodsness.

In referring to conscious and ffee_behaviour, there 1is
an awareness of how limited oﬁr freedom really is. In many
ways we are determined by our culture, upbringing,
environmént, etc. However, as Maguife (1978) points out, our
behaviour must to some extent be conscious and free if it is
to merit mbra} evaluation. ‘

Our behaQioUr as Maguire (1978) and Homean (1975) have
‘ mentioned can be active or passive. Our guilt can arise from
actions we commit or froh inaction. Inaction does not mean
‘nonbeing, but rather choosing not to become involved, not to
act in a responsible way.

| A third element:in our definition of guilt is behaviour
which does real unnecessary injury. The Key word here is
injury. -Contrary to Maguire's (1978) use of "real
_unnecessary. harm", real unnecessary injury allows for a
broader scope of stimuli Which can cause guilt feelings.
Harm focuses on guilty action that causes physical or mental
damage to another; injury‘al16ws for the inclusion of ény
acti6n which may hurt another or be considered an injustice.
For examp]e,‘many actions for which we feel @duilt may,K be
against ééﬁvéhfion, sociél é¥iquette, or social taboos.
While 1nfractions’of these conventions may not cause real
harm - to another they may be perceived as an undesirable
‘disruption in one’s relationshipé with another -- an 1njury

in the broadest sense of the word.
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The word unnecessary is used télqualify the 1njurie§
which cause guilt feelings. Some injuries may be judged as
-hecessary -- er example, the case-of Heinz in Koh]befg’s
dilemmas stealing drugs to save the iife of his wife. Injury
to another’'s property 1n“this case is judged as necessary to
préveht injury to another‘s life. In this siﬁuation Heinz
would probably feel no guilt for his act. However, 1nactidn
and subsequent injury to life would probably cause a great
deal of remorse.

The final element is that the injury 1is djrected to
self, others, and/or theiﬁI environment. The inclusion of .
environment may need further explana{ion. We 1iveb in an
ecological context which includes humans as well as animals,
vegetables, and minerals. For many. today, injury to this
ecological - context 1is a source of guilt and seen as guilty
behaviour. From industbyrs polluting lakes to individuals’
1itferiﬁg city streets, a new sensitivity and consciousness
has»eherged that calls for one to. assume a new sensé of
responsibility for tﬁehwor1d in which we live.

1t becomes apparent from the preceding discussion that
guilt is more than neurotic, wasted emotion. It is bart of
our human experience, a real experience ofrmoral sentiment.

A final queétion in this overview of guilt pertains to .

‘research in the area. What Kind of research has occured?
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D. Research on gu{]t

Research in the area of guilt has been varied. Most
studies have looked at guilt as it relates to pathological
behavior, for example, Ruma and Mosher’s 1967 work with
de{inquents. Ruma and Mosher (13867) stuéied the re]ationship
between\ moral 'judgmeht and gu{it among '30 delinquent
"adolescent boys. They found that guilt and méra] reasoning
was significant]y correlated ( =.55).

Regan (1971), Rawlings (1970), and Ffeeaman (1970)
looked at guilt and altruism. They found that subjects who
were led to believe théy had ruiped an experimental
procedure vdiunteered more readi]y | for subsequent
experiments . | . .

Mosher (1970) lists several studies that have focused
on guilt and sexual behavior. An example of this Kkind of
research is that done by D'Augelli and Cross (1975) on guilt
in ﬁremarita] sexual experience; and‘Mosher and Abrahamson’s
(1977) ~study on sex guilt anq masturbation. D’ Augelli and
Cross (1975) studied premarital sexual experiehée among 119
.undergraduate females and found a gignificanf relationship
between guilt and law-and-order. morality. Women . at
| Kohlberg’ s law-and-order stage had sighificant]yr less
sex-experience and scored higher on sex-guilt than women ~at
higher or lower stages. Mosher and Abraﬁamson (1977) studied
the reactions of 96 male and 102 female underghaduates to

films on masturbation. Subjects -with high sex-guilt scores

exper ienced -more disgust and shame than subjects with. lower

T
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scores.
| A final group of studies, 1like Ogburn (1976), have
focused‘on theoretical syafhesesi

Few studies, however, have focused on developing a

measure of guilt. Three exceptions were found (viz. Evans et

al., . 1974: Mosher, 1961, 1966; and Otterbacher and Murfz,
1973); Both the Mosher and Otterbacher. inventories focus | on
a trait measure of guilt -- a personality predispositiion

towardé guilt. Only the Mosher inventory has ad extendive

vaHidation' studies. The Evans' (1974} measure of
deve]oped as an adjunct to systematic desenéitization in
order to discover what situations produced guilt. In order
to reduce guilt reactioné, an instrument which would index
guilt -producing situations was deve]bped; No fb]]ow-up
studies were found on the inventory.

One conclusion reached from this cufsory overview is
that existing measures 100k to predispositions, and
state-tra;ts of guilt which ﬁay or may not be founded on
true/objective guiltéprovoking sft;aiions. %he absence of
meésures of guilt as objective moral failure is evident.

"Following the inspiration of Evans et al., (1974) an
empiRical measure‘of guilf was developed. This measure will
be more fully discussed in Chapter III and IV. Prior to

this, however, the role of guilt in moral consciousness will

be more fully discussed.
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E. Summary

This first chaﬁteh looKed at various aspects of guilt.
Guilt as a defining characteristic of the human condition
and guilt as a crippling experience to be eradicated seemed
to represent two diametrically opposed points of view. The
moderate Sfance of guilt ék\girt of thé human experience was
seen as a tenable, healthy approach to this phenomenon. It
was also pointéd out how many therapists seé gui]f as a
dynamic, bqsitive Fbrce withiﬁ the make-up of the pérson,
inciting 6ne to moral integrity. | |

The distinctioﬁ having been made between true and false
neurotic guilt, an operational definition Qf guilt was given
as a moral sentiment arising frém conscious - and free
behayiour (activé or passﬁve) which does real unnecessary
injury to self, others, and/or the environment. As such
guilf was tied to specific failures for whicé an individual
considers oneself  blameworthy. Gui 1t | is a moral
consciousness, 5 moral responsibility. In no way does this
study.attempt to adequately investigate ontological guilt as
a condition of human existence, nor does it attempt to
analyze neurotic guilt. Rather, the focal point will be the
infractioné 6f moral responsibility and culpability as
éxperienced by the individua].” |

The next chapfer will look at guilt in its relationship

to moral consciqusness.‘Guilt as moral sentiment is within a:

context of morality and moral decision méking. Specifically,

is there a relationship between a moral affect such as guilt

b et e e
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and moral reasoning in moral choice?
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Chapter 11

Guilt and Moral Consciousness

The first chapter of this study presented an overview
.of the notion of guilt. The conclhsion of this genéral
survey was that guilt could be seen as a moraf sentiment. As
such, guilt was placed within a context of morality, a
| dimension of moral consciousness; moral consciousness being
the emotional, cognitive aﬁd conative aspects of our mora
behaviour .
| Placing guilt as moral affect withjn the context of
moral consciousness raises gevera] fundamental phi]bsophica]
problems. First of all, how does moral affect funct{on
within the process of moral deliberation? Is mora |
deliberation influenced primari]y by moral affecf? Is moral
choice governed solely by cognition? Is there a relationship
between affect and reasoning in moral decision making? If
so, how does guilt as morai sentiment enter into moral
reasoning in moral deliberations? |
Sévera] authors have struggled to answer ' these
quest{ons from philosophical reflections aﬁd empirical
research.
The first section of this chapterv looks at moral
reasoning in génera], and at the theorieé df‘Piaget and
Kolhberg, in part{cular. The strong cognitive bias - of

Piaget’s and Kolhberg's theories is criticized from various

35



36

points of view, for examp]é, Peters, Rich, Simpson, and
Sul]ivaﬁ. A  second section discusses ‘the possibility of a
balance between affect and moral reasoning by‘ using the
contributions of R. S. Peters, and especially the
epistemology of Bernard Lonergan. This discuésion leads to a
concluding discussion on guilt and moral reasoning. The
chapter closes with a series of research questions which

flow from these deliberations.

A. Moral reasoning

In the: attempt to research the area of moral
development and moral behaviour, two main approaches have
emerged: (1) a moral socialization approachy and (2) a
cognitive-developmentalist approach. | |
The moraf socia1izati$n approach

~In brief, the moral socialization approach was first

proposed by Freud (1930) in his theory of identification and
internalization. Freudian theory lays stress on the QOedipal
_stage around age 4 or 5 when the child develops
identification with therparent of the same sex. In so doing,
the child 1nternalizes the will of the parent as consciencg
{superego) . |

Fo]lowers.of the moral socialization approach also
include 'the learning oriented ‘theoriéts such as Eysenck
(1976), Goldiamond (1968), and Bandura (Bandura & Walters,
1963; Bandura & McDonald, 1963).
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The cognitive-developmental approach
The ‘"cognitive-developmentalist” approach rejects a
"“morality reduced to lower forms of psychological
adaptation"” (Rest, 1979a, p. 40), and focuses on the sub ject
as one who app;zﬁégag value and makes moral judgments.
The‘cognifive—developmentalist approach has been the
focus of the work and theory of Pfaget (1932) and Kohlberg
(1963, et al.). By focusing their research on the way people
make moral decisions rather than on moral conduct, Piaget
and Kohlberg have outlined the way individuals develop
morally. In their opinion, why people behave the way they do
prqves to be a better field of study thén what it s tﬁat
they db. From this premise they have-developed theories of
méra1 development that show the various stages of moral
reasoning an 1ndividua1 goes through in achieving moral
maturity. In brief, Rest describes | Ehe
cognitive-develbpmentalist approach by saying that \M\\53NH~MN“,
! "morality’ cannot be defined in terms of
conformity with the prevailing group norms for
it remains a' philosophical rather . than
behavioral concept; a person’'s morality cannot

be assessed without knowing that person’s

point of view and intentions” (1979a, p. 7).
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Critique of cognitive-developmentalist approach
The cognitive-developmentalist theories of Jean Piaget
and Lawrence Kohlberg have ignited an explosion of research
and writings related to their positions (e.g. reviews in
Lickona, 1976; Rest, 1979a; and Staub, 1978). However, this
research and %these writings have not always reflected
unconditional: assent. Questions have surrounded both the
philosophical and methodological bases of the theory.

Some, like Eisenberg (19761, find that the scope of the
theory needs to be enlarged to include pro-social behaviors
within a moral judgment framework. Others, like James Rest
(1974, 1975, 1979al, have called for a re;evaluatioh of the
"simple stage theory” and the interview method as a means of
assessing stage scores. Still others, 1like Kurtines and
Grief (1974) have raised serious questions about Cf%e
methodology used and the subsequent conclusions reached.

Phi]osophicy] critici%#\Pas come from various quarters
le.g. Aron, 19807 Gilligaa:$§77; Locke, 1979; Munsey, 1980;
Rosen, 1980; Sullivan, 19;%impson (1876) and Rich (1980)
have ca]lgﬁ\for a more holistic approach to morality, one
which goe§ beyond merely cognitive judgments and looks at
the existential subject as one who thinks, feels, and acts
in méral reasoning.

"More goes into mature moral judgments, in
other words, than the necessary ionga],
cognitive ability of formal operations. And

this "more’ points us to the psychosocial'
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dimension of affectivity, where 'so]fd
.devélopmént is just as important for mature
moréTv thinking as is advanced development in
the cognitive dimenéion; for this is 1in @
sense Ttﬁe experienfia] matrix of our moral
judgment;.t'(Conn, 1978, p. 327).
Conn (1981) agrees that Kohlberg’ s theory Has often been
Ccriticized as ratiomalistic (p. 34). Conn (1978, 1981) also
stresseg that = affect and cognition are équa]fy important
dimensions in moral deeision-making. Turiel (1969), toq, has
argued. that

| “An individual’s response must beiexaminec in

light of how he.perceives the moral situazion,
what the meaning inthe situation is to the
perﬁon respénding, and the relation of r.'s
choice to that meaniﬁg: the cognitive and
‘emotional processes in  making nnra] judg-
ments.". (p. 95).- | "

Ak>major‘ critiéism has coﬁe from R.S. Peters (1973,
1974).,Petérs faults Piaggt and Kohlberg for not prob{ng the
motives that exﬁ]ain why a person behaves fh‘;his or‘that
ménner, for leav{ng out any assessment of the intehsity or
level of  compassion which" inf]ueﬁce one’s_deé1ings with
another,. Aé he says: - | N |

"Yet this, surely, is developmental ly mOStqg
'important; for what is the moral status of a

man who can reason in an abstract way about
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mdlés if he does not care about people wﬁg are
affected by his breach or obseﬁvance of
them?" (1973, p. 26).
Peters advocates that:
"Love or | cohcern for others has been
represented’iike reason, as being an important
aspect of” the form of morality which can
underpin and tfansform content connected with
roles, rules’ and thé‘emotiona1 life."(ibid.,
p. 38).
Elsewhere he goes on to say:
~ "Strength of character is so often
represenféd in negative terms as
‘éaying no to temptation, as sténding
- firm, as being impervious Ld sqcial
pressure..,.' Rationa] people are
able to do ‘fhis only if they are
Qassiohately devoted to fairness,
freédom,  and the pursuit of trafh
and if they have a genuine respect
for' othérsl and. are intensely
;concerned“if théy suffer"” (Peters,

1974, p. 190).
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-In summary, then, two theo%fég“’of”‘moral development

j'héﬁé emerged 1in the psychological study of morality: the

mora1“SOCializatioh,abproach and the cognitive déve]opmenta]

approach.” The mora 1 socialization apprbach stresses
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internalization of sociefyfs rules and roles to the extent
that cognitive processes aﬁe absent in moral decision
making. The cognitive developmentalists, on the other hand,
emphqs1ze reason to the exclusion of any other d1mens1on in
moral deliberation. Criticism of this latter view has come
from a number o% saurces. Thé -Piaget-Koh]berg theories of
moral development focus rather restrictively on reasoning in
the moral 1ife. This feature, however, can be'Combined with
other aspects in a less one-sided account of moral choice.
This leads us to a cons1derat1on of the . re]at1onsh1p of

affect and moral reasoning.

B. Affect and moral reasoning
Piaget and Kohlberg |
To recapitulate, Piaget and Koh]berd are amoné the few
A social scienfists, involved in moral reason;;g Who» have
éppreciated the meta-hsychologica] d?mensign' of this
phenomenonzaTheir theory of moral decisiqn makihb includes
an expTicft epistemology as well ‘és the findings of
- empirical researéh. Their epistemological hypothesié assumes
that - "mocal development has a cognitive‘%ore" (Kohlberg,
1980, p. 38). Kohlberg goes on to say:

"This- aééumption is = central to any -

intellectiye approach to moral eduéation and

- contrasts | sharply ' with irrational-emptive
th@ories of mora’l-deve lopment such as ihESe of

ﬁburkhe1m and Freud" (ibid).
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As pointed out above, philosophers (e.g. Alston, 1971;
Conn, 1978, 1981: and Peters, 1971)] have raised questions
regarding this heavily cognitive component. One argument of

this thesis is that the cognitive-developmentalist theory of

mora | jUdgmenf would be enhanced if its paradigm took:

emotion moge se@ious]y rather than ‘focusing on purely
cognitive elements in 1tslanalysis of moral consciousness.
Ever since the Greeks divided the psychological
functions = of the pérson' into cognition,” emotion and
conatfon, count less attembts have been made to ré-integrate

them. Cowan (1978) uses the<metaphor of Humpty-Dumpty -- and

S5
e

~all the phi]oéophérs cdafﬁﬁW5?ﬂbut Humpty ~ together again.

Piaget and Kohlberg both ackmowledge the presence of emotion

1

in moral reasoning‘but the acknowledgment is cursory and

shQrt lived. Both are influenced by the philosophical

presuppositions of Kantian formalism (Munsey, 1980, p. 162).

3fbr_Kant

“feeiings are hidden and latent. They are
disorder and dfééordant wellings ‘stemming from
~the darkness of drives and drive impulses in
man’'s vital sphere in which there either does

not happen ‘insigﬁt’ or which are ohiy objects

of rational rectification and 'phannelling"
(Frings, 1970, p. 108). o
In this view emotion or Feeiing is seen as opposed to reason

and the role of reason is to bring emotions "to reason”.

-

/
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In other words, reason dominates the psychological
functioning of the person and acts as a gate shuttﬁng out
‘emotion or letting them through.
"For Kant, feelings are a chaotic bundle above
which moral duty reigns. If emétions are good
the gates of reason open; if tHéy are bad, the
gates close or purify"them in the light of
insight and reason" (Frings, ibid., p. 113).
Prior to the Kantianrera,'Blaise Pascél'had insisted on
tgé’need to take emotion seriouély, Pésca] spoke of"a
‘i“mathematiqug du coeur", an "ordre du coeur", and a "logique
du coeur". After Kant, Max Scheler (1962) took this line of
thought and showed how Kant had failéd to encompass fhe
person as a whole since feelings and emotions .were not
adeqﬁate]y accounted for (Frings, 1970).
True‘to Kantian formalism, déén Piaget’s theory of
~cognitive deve lopment and subsequent theory of moral
deve]oment seem to place émphasié “primarily on the
cognitiye, .natiéna] processes of thought. There seems to be
little Eoomifor emotions or fee]iﬁés. {qwhis writﬁngs he has
said that cognitive and affective ﬁdeve]opmentf are two
dimensions of a siﬁgfe.process of human develépment (Piéget,

1964). And in Play, Dreams, and Imitation in Childhood

(1946) Piaget states that _symboTs always carry both
“cognitive and affective meanings. Cognitivé and affective
aspects of any behavior are not two separate systems but

represent the "two side of the same coin’ (Piaget, 1964) .
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In a book entitled, Piaget: With Feelings, author

bhﬁiip Cowan (1978) devotes one short chapter out of . 14 to
Piaget and emotion. This would seem to indicate that Pfaget
wrote little on the subject of .feeling. In* fact CQwan
concludes that Piaget’s thoughts about emotion appear only
as incidental comments in many writings on' other topics.
What commentsv are available indicate dthat' Pfaget saw
cognition and afféct as co-equal. Whereas Freud saw affect
developing first and the primacy'of affect accounting ﬁcm.
the tendency to irrationality, Piaget sees cognition and
affect as complementary, each supplying a necessary part td
psychic functioning. Yet cognition remains the gate-keeper.
Lawrence Kotherg also holds that cognition and affect

are complementary aSpeéts of the same mental event.

"AT1 mental evénts have both cognitive and

af fective aspects énd ... the develoment of

mental dispositions reflects - structural

changes recognizable in both. cognitive and

affective perépectives" (Kohlberg, 1880, p.

40). |

Kohlberg goes on to assert that moral jUdgments often

involve emotional components but "the quantitative role of
affect is ‘reTatfvely irrelevant for understanding the
stchture and deve]opmenf of moral judgment " (ibid. p.40).
Thus, while acknowledging affect he states that "the primary
psychological refgrent of the term "moral” is a judgment,

not a behavior or an affect" (ibid, p. 53).
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According to Kohlberg, moral judgmént may have an
emotional component, but the "development of sentiment, as
it enters into ﬁora] judgment is however, a development of
st;uctuhes with a heavy cqgnifive‘component" (ibid. p. 40).

Thus emotion, in the traditional Kantian-sehse, becomes
ppposed to cognition. The role of cognition 1is to bring
emotion under 1fsv sfructdﬁa] dominance. As Kohlberg
conc ludes:

"In general, then.the quality (as opposed to

quantity)~ of affects involived %n mord]

judgment " is  determined by Lits
cognitive-structural develqpment, a develop-

ment which is part and parcel with the general

development of theAchild’s' cgnceptions of a

‘moral order" (ibid., p. 41).

Kohlberg is grounded in a firm phi]osdphical tradition,‘
that of formalist moral philosophy. For the _formalist
philosopher mora]ity is " best descrjbgd in pure]y formal
terms, irrespective of its.content. A judgment is moral only
if it has certain formal characteristics. These formal
criteria are principles which are considpred supreme. If a
judgment is moral it has to be supporfed by reasons
involving these principles. The prinbiples exist prior to
society and define the_’righti for anydne inﬁany-‘situation,4
that 1is, they are universé]]y applicable. For Kohlberg "the
only "frué" {stage 6) moral pr%ncip]e is justice" (1980, p.'

63).-
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By developing an "ethical rule theory" (Munsey, 1980},
.Kohlberg has focused on rufes, principles, and reasoning as
his foundation for moral deve]opmént. In so doing, he pushes
emotion aside in favor of a dominant cognitive theme.

In suﬁmary then, while acknowledging emotion .as
complemehtary to,cognitibn, Piaget> and Kohlberg fail to
deveiop this relationship or even take emotion as
contributing to their theories. In criticfsm, one could
re-phhase Frings (1970) and argue that moral development is
not only of\thé province'df rational cognition.{lt pertains
equally to the dankness and silence -- the 1ight and sound
of emotion. For the spheres of feeling and emoﬁion cannot 'be
divorced frpm moral decision..
| Conn (1978) cogently suméarizes the thrust of this
critique when hg states: ‘ '

| "The only answer to the .problematic. of . moral

ljudgment (as analyzed by Kohlberg) énd fhe
larger dimension of moral life focused - on

responsible decision and action lies within

the realm of ,the total personality that

integrates ndt only the cbgnftive maturity of
formal operations but _a]so the affective
maturity that Erickson finds rooted in the

virtues of ego identity"” (p. 327).
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Extending Piaget and Kohlberg
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7/

Bernard Lonergan

It seems obvious that the Kantian formalism
which under]ieé Piaget and Kohlberg implies that
judgment is solely 6r principa1]y rational,
non-emotive. . This» Kantian foundation has been
crificized'by several authors, e.g. Conn{ 1978,
]981; Doran, 1979: and by Lonergan, 1972, 1974.
- Bernard Lonergan is a Canadian scholar who,
as Meynell (1976) says, 1is a ‘"contemporary
philosopher of the very first rank” énd. whose

writings = are’ among the most 1mportént
philosophical (works) to have appeared in the
course of the present century" (Meynell, 1876, p.

1)

~

Lénérgan has a wide and varjed background.
From studies in medieval theology to séudies in 
modérnv science, he has- formulated a new. and
exciiing epistemology. One of the greatest
influences in the formulation of his method was-
the work of Jean Piaget. Although inf1uenced by

Piaget's work, Lonergan’s studyk' of human

~understanding is original. It is worth ment ioning

that he has turned most often to psychology,
rather than to philosophy, in formulating his

understanding of cognitive processes.
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What is ‘of particular import to this
discussion is the role feeling plays in his
epistemojogy.

‘"dust as in£e11igence sublates
sen§e,b just as reasonableness
sublates intelligence, so delibera-
tion sublates and thereby unifies
KnoWing and Fg?ling"~ (Lonergan,
1974, p. 277).

Sublation is described by Conn (1979) in the
following words:

“There aré successive levels of
operation in the brocesé of Knowing
“and aeciding related in such a way
‘that the higher level transcends the
lower  even - as . it  presupposes,

complements, and incorborates it

(sublation)" (p. 311).

What is important for Lonergén is that the
individual in his judgment process incorporatesk
both knowing and feeling. It is the existential,
indiviaual; personal subject who apprehends what
is good, rfght, and true. It is the individual
' subjecﬁ who judges what is - worthwhile. In this
judgment there is a "synthesis of feeling and

.

cognition” (Lonergan, 1974, p. 223).
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In the process of judging value
B "Ihe existential subject, then, not
only freely and responsibly makes
himself what he is, but also makes
himself good or evil and his actions
right or wrong.... However it may be
that we come to know good Lonergan’s
concern 'is with the subject, and
with\the primacy of the subject as
existential, -as becoming good or

evil" (Doran, 1979, p. 46).

The individual jUdges what is righf and good
in feelings. _As Doran says:  "Values are
primordially apprehended in feelings" (1979, iii).
This is a paraphrase of Lonergan who also says of
the apprehension of value that "such apprehensions
are given of feelings” (19%2, p. 37). N
Value is apprehendéd in féeling

Lonergan uses the writings“of Dietrich von
Hi]débrand and Max ' Scheler 1in his analysis of -
feé]ings. For LOnergan‘ there are two ‘Kinds of
feelings : non-intentional states or trends énd
1ntentionai responsesf Non-intentional feelings
.'aré feelings that arise spontaneously from one’s
dispos{tion and not‘as the resu]f of reflection
.-for example, fafigue, irritabi]ity,‘ thirstr

Intentional feelings, on the other hand, are a



response.

These feelings relate us to objects

as such are directional.

"Such feeling gives intentional
conscfousness its mass,d momentum,
drive, power. Without these feelings
our knowing and deciding would be

paper thin. Because of our feelings,

our desires and our fears, our hope

or despair, our joys and sorrows,
our enthusiasm and indignation, our
esteem and contempt, our trust and
disfrust, our love and hatred, our
tenderness and wrafh, our
admiration, veneration, réverence.
our dread, hérror, terror, we are

oriented massively and dynamically

in a world mediated by meaning. We

have feelings about otn ,eréons,
we feel for them, we feel with them.
We = have feelings about our
respective situations, about the

past, about the future, about evils

{o be lamented or remedied, about
the good that can, might,- must be
accomplished" (Lonergan, 1872, p.
30-31).

50
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Without feeling, this world mediated

by meaning is just the sort of stuff

that 1is in booKks. Feelings make it

alive, and make it tenrifically.

alive" (Lonergan, 1979, p. 116).

Feelings give direction and meaning to value.

One of the main functions of feelings, for
Lonergan, is the response-factor they bring to
values -- aesthetic values, underé%anding, truth,
noble deeds, or virtuous acts. As Doran comments:
" The apprehension of value in
feeliﬁgs initiates the process to
these existentially significant
judgments of value. The feelings in
which potential satisfactions and
values are apprehended ‘range
everywhere from " the initial
infantile bundle of ;eeds and
clamors and gratifications’ to ' the
deep set joy and solid peace, the
power and the vigour, of being in

love" (1979, p. 60). - S

. A
IR N

Feelings give meaning and direction to.one’s:

S

apprehension  of value, -one's '‘iRitiall - ‘re
. . o - . h{‘ X ~§

sponse-awareness of value. Thus, values dre moret . ¢

‘ .
’

than abstract moral codes but aﬁeégroquegfiﬁ ‘the’

feeling individual. As Lonergan %in%é out.. .-
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"Aristotle . refused to speak of

ethics apar? from men that are just,
of tempera%ce apart from men that
are temper&te of the nature of
virtue apart from the judgment of
the man that possesses practical
wisdom” (quoted in Conn, 1978, p.
317).
Conn (1978) elaborates by saying:

"Value is relational; value does not
exist in :énd by itself, value is
value férJ value for a valuing
subject. Therefore, the ’'values’' of
a given sjtuation Qil] be perceived

’ by a parficu]ar person according to
the concrete shape that the
transcendental notion of value, the
capacity to raise questions for
deliberation has taken in that
person, according, one might say, to
the present actual deve lopment of
that ‘erédn’gﬁconscienée, according,
tha?; is, gtd- his or her character"”

(ibfd) .

The pr cess of moral judgment, then, begins
- )
through an/pwareness of value within a response of

feeling. [Mediating between judgments of fact and

4
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judgments concerning what is good and worthwhile,

is the apprehension of pbtentia] vaTu&s and

satisfactions in feelings" (Doran, 1979, p. 97)f‘
The process of moral reasoning begins"hﬁough

an "appéehension of Qalue":.withinl a fﬁﬁjing

context. The next movemenj in the processAinvolves

the symbolization of value. As Lonergan (1874)

&

‘explains:

"The syhbo] “for  me is ~  the
" affect-laden image’. It's evoked by
an affect, or the-imagé éyokes. }hé
 affect. They're linked. It'¥ the
means of internal  communication
.between psyche and'mind and heart.
Where = mind vis .( exper ience,
understanding, judgment; the heart
is what's beyond this on the  level
of feeling and ’{gﬁthis wor thwhi le?’
- ‘judgment of value, decision.
Withbut feelings this experience,

N ';understandihg, judgment, is
paper-thin. The whole mass and
momentum of living is in feeling”
‘(p.x220 - 221).

The final moment. in moral reasoning is a

judgﬁgnt. To move to' judgment of value, or

specifically to moral judgment, demands more than
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feelings but also deliberation. The awareness of
value and one's feeling resé?nse begins'éiprbcess
“of deliberation which leads to judgment. Doran
(1979) explains this in the following way:

"The apprehension of value and of

potential satisfag ﬁfin feelings

initiatesnghé proéééf Eof kquestions
for dé]iberatﬁon«which promotes thé
conscious subject from the ratiohal
to the existentia fevel of
<consciouéness,’where the individual
decides for himself what he is going
to maKé;bg7himse1f, where he takes a
stand - reflecting his dynamic
orientation to the authenticity of
self-transcendence” (p. 59).

In summaty then, the movement to moral’
judgment on " this or that deed, this or that
action; involves more’than mere cognition. There
fs - a 15?§ér dimension to - responsib]e
decision-makihg whfchkinvolvesbmany aspects of the
total vpersona&ity;: in 'particu]arl cognition and
'emotion.‘Whén-anuindividual first becomes aware of
a value -- be it deed or act -- this apprehension
tékés'place Within the context of feeling. One is

moved toward or away ffom, attracted or‘repelléd,

interested or bored. It is within this feeling
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tone that judgment occurs.
"The development Bf knowledge and
the development o% mQral feeling
head to the eﬁ?ﬁtentiai diécovery of
oneself as a bm@ral being, the
realization fhafw' one not only
chooses between courses of action

‘but also t?eréby makes oneself an

authentic .. human being = or an
unauthentic = one. With that
discovery,  there ' emerges in

IQ féonséidusneés the significance of
_ personal vaiue and the meaning of
’ personal responsjb#lity. Oheﬂs
judgments of véiue are revealed -as
the door to one’'s fulfillment or fé
one’'s loss" -(Lonergan, 1972, p.
38-39) ..
Thus.far an attemptyhas been made to clarify

how we can underst@pd'cognitiqn and affect as two

dimensions of a single moment in moral decision

-making.

In closing, one could easily agree wffﬁ‘ Conn
(1978) when he says that "moral judgment is more
than applying fogic“to mora | pfob]ems" (b. 327).

And one could conclude‘with June 0" Connor (1979)

who argues that feeling, as well as reason, has

LN
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epistemological value in ethical insight.

. "The role of feeling is...most often
regarded with suspicion and distrust’
and_v consequently is ‘frequeAtly
disregarded. Without doubt, there is
offen a conflict between reason and
feeling, between one’'s head and .
one’s hearf, that makes listening to
both problematfc. Yet there is‘ no
doubt that both affect our mora |

: perceptions and both influence our
moral behavior, for good and for
i11" (0’ Connor, 1979, p. 84).
fBoth reason and feeliné are to be
recbgn}zed as 1egifimate sdurces of
truth and ére therefore‘to be given
an equal héabing" (fbid.. p. 89).v
Our perceptiohs are never merely abstract
logic. WHat we choose for attention is an
indicaiion of our 'interest‘ or inté]lectua]
curiosity. In other-words, our cognitive acts are
never without some degree of feeling. Whenever we B
judge}something as gdbd;‘rfght, or true we do . sdxh
in the aﬁbience of fée]ing -~ we move toward:or
away from, exhibit interest or lack thereOff  Our
judgments  of value (regresent a ‘'synthesis of

i

cognition and-fee]qn%gﬁ .

—
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C. Guilt and mora]‘reasontng

As we -have seen, psychoana]ytic theory assumes that

xch1]dren develop moral standards and behaviors acceptable to
the1r society by 1earn1ng from the examples of their parents
and identifying and internalizing these in their . value
system. Guilt serVesv to enforce this identification and
interna]iz;tion. Cognitive developmental theory, on the
other hand, views moral reasoning as proceding through a °
'seties of stages in which an individual processes
information according to certain rules (eognttive
‘ structures) td\ interpret events and guide one’'s moral
decisions. | A ’

Both theoriesvseem to be seriously incomplete. Each one
centers_/a]most exclusively on a single aspect of moral
reason1ngg‘e1ther affect or cogn1t1on Qur excnrsion into
Lonergan s epistemoliogy has demonstrated the - sound
theoreticdl basis for rejecting such a bias. In fact as
Conn, Doran, 0'Connor, et al., pointx\out there is more
speculative basis for the inclusion of :oth affect and

cognition - in moral consciousness than for a focusing on one
|

or the other aspect. In addressing this issde Hague (1976)
points out that )
| moral development is deve]obmentf of wnole
persons_ .- not just 1earntng pr coghitive
development or emotional = de e?bpment or
identification processes./fﬁbral develdpment

. i
covers the whole spectrum of- physiological,
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instinctive, rational and emotional
functioning" (p.‘263).

- Elizabeth $impson (1976) also makes gn‘e1oquent aﬁpeal
for a holist%c,approach to moral development. She explores
the possibility of ) giving deference to the
mult{dimehsionality-of'the human personality. Simpson points
out that moral reasoning is the function of fhe whole person
and not .simply'hié capacity to think logically. She claims
that “nowhere..;has the relationship. between emotional
development 1in the moral domain been exblored empirically”
(p. 161). |
Emot ion and moral reasoning

There 1is a deep-seated suépicion among many 'that
emotion is an Airrationa] force which- causes us to be less
than our moral best. As Hague. (1876) points out, emotion has
not been suffipieniiy recoénizedv in moral deve1opment
because perhaps, Jthrough some holdover 1de//from the past
emotiohs sténd outside of intelligence or ‘even inFOpposition
to it" (p. 236). |

Fowler (1978) has élso pointed out that both ﬁiaget and-
Kohlberg see étrong\emotion as disruptive to reasoning. Ii
interferes with thinking by causing an individual to look ai
oniy one aspect of a problem rather than having. a detached
view of ofher relevant considerations. Fowler claims that in

Kohlberg’'s view, emotion cannot account for the dyhamics of

deve]qpmentél change.
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§trong emotion, however, can be a dynamic ‘gnergxgg‘
iowards moral behavior rather thaﬁ moral downfall. Recent
research Has shbwh that emqtion can lead to an increase in
prosocial behavior suc% as helping or shéring (Staub, 1978).
Opinion about the role of guilf[ | '

" This ambivalence towards the role of emotion in moral
behaviohrﬁjs‘1nowhére more marked than in Opjnioh regarding
gui]t.-Kgﬁéointed out earlier, psychoanalytic tradition sees
guilf as a sign 6f. emotional retardation and as a
debilitating factor in moral behavior (Gilligan, 1976).
Others, . such as Hoffman (1976), Gaylin (1979), and Lifton
(1878) seeféqut aé a cbnstructive,emotfdn motivatingkﬁs to
renewed efforts to live up to our vélues‘gnd[ideaTs.

Alston (1971), in a'critfqué of K6h1beré’s theory, sees.

‘ guilt as essential to moral motivation. It is his opinion

that the."motive to\avofd gui]t"rpTéys "a major or even an -
essential role in the transition from thought to‘actiOA". He
goes oh‘to say: |
| "Granting_ ail' of Kotherg’s contentions, it
s;fll may be the case that when one does not
act in accprdaﬁce With_one”s moral judgment it
is becéuse the judgment 1acK$ the extra push
that - comes  from an gsipciation - between
viofation‘of it'and:gdi1t feelings” (Ibid., p.
280 . | o
It is ?eters' (1973, 1974) opinion that guilt and moral
develqp@enf are indeedipelated when he poncludes:.f ‘
f%%g S
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In moral development a person may first of all
behave justly because he is susceptible to
rewards and punishment, and then to praise and
blame. But he reaches, s stage when he sees
for himself’ wi'. makes a rule right or
wrong. He sees the wrongness of causing
suffering or of exp]oitafion and judges social
practices in the light of this first-hand type
of appraisal. Aed{ it is arguea, the sort of
guilt experienced when he does wrong or
contemplates it,  is ‘qua]itative]y different
from the guilt which is associated with the
fear of punishment or of disapproval"(1974;kp._
146-147) . B ‘
Research in guilt and moral reasoning
At least two attempts have been made to research the
re]ationehip of guilt to moral reasoning. Ruma and Mosher
b967t?stud1ed the re]at1onsh1p between mora] judgment and
guilt among a group of delingquent boys. They found that the
stage of moral reasoning was sfénificant]y related to guilt.
However, as Kurtines and Grief (1974) point out, all but one
of the subJects were at Kohlberg’'s stage 3 or below. The
study provided no rationale for the relationship of guilt to
- higher* stages.’
One could speculate that such avrelationsﬁip be tween
guilt and mdral'reasoning wou]d not be found at  the 'higher

Kohlberg stages simply because of the bias of the measuring

A

\
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instrument. Mosher’'s gquilt scale focuses on gdi\t as‘a.

predisposition, a proneness to experience feelings of guilt

for violating traditional moral standards (Mosher, 1979).

This would seem to correspond to Kohlberg's (1976) Level 11

thinking where moral value resides in per forming good or

right roles in order to appease the expectancies of others.

This 1ﬁmitation of the Mosher scale seems evident‘in_

D' Augelli and Cross’'s (1975) study of. the relationship of
guilt and 'moral judgment to premarital sexu;] experience.
The authors found the hiéh'.scorers' on the Mosher guilt
scales were operating at the law-and-order stage (Level II,

bl . .
stage 3). There was less mean guilt for individuals at

higher stages and lowerbstages. This finding suggests that

the Mosherbgui]t scale measures a predisposition to inhibit
behavior that violates traditichal law-and-order standards
of morality. Perhaps other dimensions of guilt, -e.g.
_existential guilt, would relate tovhigher stages of moral
reasoning.
D. Conclusion ’
In conclusion, Chapter I determined that guilt was that
~aspect of moral consciousness one could call a moral

sentiment. In other words, guilt was seen as a moral affect.

The»preceding discussion has established a relationship@ﬁ@f

affect and;cognitiohvin mora]/consciousnesé. It goes without
saying that guilt, as moral affect, 1is also in 'some way

related to cognition in mbra] decisiéE\maK?ng. As McKenzie
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(1962) states:

. -
/

“There ‘is a calm joy in fulfilling the
dictates of conscience, and a peculiar sorrow
in our failure to fulfill them" (p. 51).

3

The sense of guilt flows from the violation of what we judge

to be right‘or true. That is the peculiar sorrow in moral

-

failure.

The reséarch»cited showed some grounds for an empirical’

base to the relationship of guilt and moral reasoning in

moral deliberation. This research, as well as the ’previous

discussion, expands the horizon for further investigation,

‘The first of these has to do with guilt as moral sentiment

itself. Can guilt as moral sentiment be measured? Following-

this is the secondary question of guilt within the context
of moral consciousness, of how guilt and moral reasoning are

related.

E. Reseérch Questions
The review of ‘the literature has generated the
following research queétions:
/ 1. Cén a valid and réliable measure of guilt be
‘constructed to reflect guilt as moral sentiment?
2. Is guf]t multidimensional? | -
3. Is guilt experienced differently by; peOble. in
various walks of iife?

4. Are there any sex differences in the experience

of guilt?

; .
X . - .
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5. Does a positive relationship exist betweén
guilt and moral reasoning?

6. Is gu%]t exper ienced differeritly by people in
the various stages of moral development, i.e., do
people in Stage 4 of Kohlberg’'s scale experience
guilt differently from people in Stage 3
reasoning?

7. Does the relationship between guilt and moral

 reasoning follow a developmental pattern?

/ . - - . e a8 5 e S )



Chapter 111

The Moral Sentiment Scale

Procedure

It will be recalled that this present work began with
‘an exploration of guilt as moral séﬁliment. This was
followed iﬁ Chapter II with a further inquiry into the
probable relationship of the moral sentiment of guilt and
moral ‘reasoning. This connection was found to have a sound
conceptda] foundation. Two tasks appear to surface from
these deliberations. First, some means of measuring guiit as
moral sentiment needs to be developed. Since it was further
discovered that little empirical effort has‘been devoted to
an investigation of the ~re1atdonship‘ of guilt ‘and moral
reaéoning, this relationship would be a second objectivé.

The first objective, then, is to discuss the procedures
used in devéloping a measure of guilt as moral sentiment.
This wunfolds in a three-tier process: Following = the
suggestion of Jane Loevinger (1957), three aspects are
deemed necessary in_ fhe | construct  validity of a
psychological teét: (1) a substantive component, (2] a
structural component, and (3) an external componeﬁt.

"These three aspects are mutually exclusive, -
exhaustive of the possible lines of evidence

"~ for construct . validity, - and

mandatory" (Loevinger, 1957, p.653-654).

64
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'are the concepts

Central to t
B Wy

of validity andwﬁg¢ :  }$%§?ev1nger § 1957) argues that

predictive, concurrent; and contégiw$aﬁlélty ar; E§Sent1ally
ad hoc investigations, while construct ‘va11dfty 1sﬁ;really_
the whole of validity from a scientific po1nt of v1ew %er
model of construct validity 1ncorporates these yar1ogs
. elements of validity into a three-level process, as well ds
the aspect of reliability as internal consistency .- i

oo

She points out that these three aspects.of va11d1ty

closely follow the thﬁee stages of the test construct1on
process: (1) $e1ection of test items and analysié of the
pool of items, (2) selection of items'for a scoring key, and
(3) correlation of test scores with criteria and other
variables. ‘ '

The cor}e]ation of the gquilt scale with other variables
will fulfill the second objective of this Stfg?’ that is,

the relationship of guilt to moral reasoning.

B

o
The substantive component, according to Loevinger

A. The Substantive Component

(1957), includes but goes beyond what was previously called
content validity. The area of focus is a selection of items
that adequately répresenté} the trait to be measured. The
“main requirement of Loevinger’'s model is that test items /

selectéd in developing an item'pool should be based on more /

than empirical properties.

rward e P - . - L e . e < AR b 4 s M i e 3



// "When possible, the items of the pool should

A

be chosen so as to sample all possible

¥/ contents which might comprise the putative

trait according to all Kknown alternative
/ theories of the trait". (Loedﬁhger, 1957,
| p.659)

Only one measurésof guilt W8s discovered which had

strong supportive validity studies, the\Mosher Forced Choice

Guilt Scale (Aprahamson, et. al., 1977; Fehr & Stamps, 1979;
0' Grady & Jonda, 1978, Persons, 1970). Mosher (1979) reviews
over 50 studies that provide strong evidence qf construct

validity. Unfortunately, for the present study, the content

“is within a psychoanalytic framework and items in the pool

are restricted to reflect a view narrower than the one taken
in this study.

Mosher (1965, 1966) has céncentrated bn developing a
trait,§c£7é of guilt, which yields measures of Sex Guilt,
Hostility((GQiﬂt,;and Morality/ Conscience Guilt. The Mosher
Inventoéy _ié” based on the premiée that guilt s a
géner@i}zed expectancy for §e1f-mediated punishment when one

13

violates internalized sténdarqs of moral behavior (ibid,

1 1965). 1t is within this /Freudian framework that Mosher

1ooks to.chi ldhood experience and impressions, as well as

adul t opinibns, to formulate the underlying guilt trait.
Abpéﬁdix.7 contains a sample of the Mosher inventory.
'f;7TWh{]e Mosher's scale has considerable merit, it remains

an  attempt at measur ing underlying  personality

i AN
i
/
/
o~
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predisposition'traits. These guilt tra1ts are inferred from
a variety.fofa questions which reflect the psyapoanalyt1c
bias;'thét is, the guestions about childhood and \§h11dhood
behavior. In this way the focus of the 1nstrument }s\often
‘removed from present experiences to reflect1ons on the past

‘From these reflect1ons and present day 'exper1ences, an
under1;1ng pred1spos1t1on towards gu11t feelings is assumed

It was speculated that an 1nstrument could be deve loped b
wh1ch wou]d isolate specific s1tuat1ons which .produce the
’exper1ence..of gu11t From these objective moral s1tuat1ons
it was further env1saged that the 1ntens1ty of the guilt
'expe;1ence could be measured. Therefore, ‘rather than
measuring @ pred15pos1t1on to gu11t this »ihstrument would
measure "the” actual 1ntens1ty of guilt one oresent]y
experiences. ' h
Procedure:. Item selection _

In an effort to broaden the scope of the'guilt7cohcepthi‘
items were selected for the MOral SEntiment scale (MOSES)
from many'sources. The MOSES contains.'items «adapted from
‘existing guf]t measures, as well as original items suggested
by the theoretical speculations of 'various authors: The
principal contribution comes from the Reaction Inventory
Guilt Scale (Evans, et al 1975). Evahs and his col]éagued“
tried to identify s1tuat1ons which provoked gu11t in a group
of 30 co]lege students. Following 1nterv1ews the authors
co]lated 50 gu11t provoking situations. After adm1n1strat1on ,

’

to 96 subJects a factor ana]y51s\of results was carr1ed out



&

“identified.

their theoret1ca1 sources.
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Fpur'factbrs accountfng for 62.7% of fhe total variance were
The MOSES uses items which were reported to have a
factor loading edual»to or greater than .40 (Evans, et. al .,

1975). This amounted’ to 21 of ;he 50 items. In addition ﬂ3

original items were deve loped which were thought fto

represent areas of guilt measured by Mosh;% (1965, 19665;

‘that  is, moral conscience/sex guilt (10 items), and

hostility guilt (3 1tems)  These “items were phrased to

reflect situational rather than predispositiona] gu11t

.“Pﬁ

. ‘ _ , 7
reactions. A final set of items- haB s tHeir sourc% ethe;'

existential definitions of guilt \as expressed by HesF finan -

(1975, "1976), a total of 6 items; and Buber (19&) a total

of 5 items. Table 3 g1ves a 11st1ng of the 45 items and

.

'Ihee' proportion of  items reflecting - different
thégreticel pos1t1ons is not specified by Loevinger.

Hewever, she states that the

\5# i i Hicd

b vaf@pus are%§ or ‘sub areas of cghtent should =%

be represente& in proport1on to their

]1fe 1mportance (LQevfngerq 1957, p.659).

This would seem to 1nd1cate a certain subjective¢criterion

in a f1na1 selectioQNof items to pe incluqeqk in the broad

podl of content. % . | :
The 45 1teﬁs were randomly. ordered Each\item was on a

5- po1nt ratﬁng scale. SubJects were asked to\rate the extent

of guilt they‘expen1enced in each situation. ‘Ih1s initial
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TABLE 3
Items and‘tﬁe1r theoretical source -
SOURCE TTEN

Evans, et al.

(197§)Y

e

Taking too many drugs

Drinking too much o ‘

Finding out you have hurt someone's feelings

Not goint to church when you know you should.

Doing something which you know you should not have\done

Saying things you don't mean when you are in an argument

Not contributing to charities when asked

Having sex with someone without being emotionally involved

Being stopped by the police for speeding

Borrowing money from someone and suddenly realizing you
forgot to pay them back. '

Masturbating ‘

Hurting someone's feelings intentionally

Changing plans at the last minute which involve someone
else. « .

Buying somethina which you cannot afford.

*Having sex with someone just for physical satisfaction -

Finding out you have walked out of a store with something’
and forgotten to pay for it : v

Failing to reply to a letter from a close friend’

Cheating A NN

Breaking something which yodzhave borrowed

Losing something valuable which someone close has given
to you. ° o

Not doing as well as expected on a project.

Hoffman,
(1975,1976)

Having so much while others in the world have so little

Surviving or escaping from an accident while someone
else is-hurt s -

Hearinghabout tortures by governments on fnnocent people

Seeing pictures of starving children

Hearing/reading of bombings, killings, and maimings of
innocent victims in war e.g. Vietnam, Cambodia

' Not taking part in community projects

Buber,
(1965)

Getting in an argument with a friend

Breaking up with someone who has been close to you

Revealing:a secret

Being mean to someone for no reason at ali

Being invoived in an accident where someone was seriously
fnjured. - !
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TABLE 3 gt'd

Mosher, Moral/Conscience/Sex Built
(1965,1966)
: Having evil thoughts h
Driving away from the scene of an accident
. Lying to someone to get out of a jam
Telling a white lie o
Being involved in an abortion
Cheating on your income taxes.
Accepting a bribe :
Breaking a law because you consider it unjust
a Having sexual thoughts
Walking out of a store without paying for something
Hostility Guilt
Driving recklessly after drinking too much
Hitting sameone in anger
) " Feeling so angry. you would 1ike to kil
ol
S

-, A
gg&,.;z

70
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inventory is presented in Appendix 1.

B. The Struotura] Component
The structural component of validity, according to

Loevinger (1957) refers to the fidelity of the Structural

“mode or internal consiétency as well as its factor

structure. Ihternai consistency relates to reliability and
the factor:structure to construct validity. | )

The initial MOSES  inventory of 45 . items was
administered to two groups expected to have differing

experiences of gué]t. The first group was made Up of 95

students in theelogy courses_at a local theological col lege,

and the second consisted of a grf%b“ef 141 engaged men and

‘@dmonton The responses were used.to compute a matrix- of

1nter—1tem corre1%¢1ons These correlations werasfurther
@
ana]yzed by the ,pr1n®4pa1 factor‘ ‘method (Mulaik, 1972).

Dpthogonal rotation was carr1e3 ,out using the Varimax
,;0. "

method . - o i

_ A ‘ _ "
When analysis for /Engaged and Theology samples was
carried out, 11 factors/ emerged with eigenvé]ues _greater

than 1.00. Eventual]y five factors were extracted from the

4Sjitem correlation matr1x and were 1nterpreted Ten 1tems'

proved. to .load on seveQa1 factors or had loadings less than

.40 and were subsequently deleted from the inventory.

-

The \rev1sed 35- 1tem MOSES 1nyentory was then further

analyzed. A measure of 1nterna] conS1stency was est1ma§ed

re N

Y \ S ‘ : . ’ .

omel taKing a marriage preparation course in the city of’
g : A

4
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and factor scores were obtained for 511 subjéots. A final, .
phase was a one-way analysis of variahce bétweenv the ;&
Theology student sample and'the Engaged couple sample to see
if, indeed, the two.groups differed in their experience of

guilt. Appendix 2 containsﬁthe revisedﬁMQSES inventory.

» p

C. The Externa] Component

Loev1nger (1957) in descr1b1ng the external component
of validity says that it includes predwctlve and concurpont ”
validities, the focusébeing the'relationship of test scores

to non-test behavior, factorial patterns on,the relationship

N ey g, v’,'.('; rﬁt_,

to other tests. Most 1nvest1gator%&*nﬁw:u
cﬁiterion-rel@téd validity.

Construct va11d1ty Mosher & MOSES

To determ1ne crit

of the MOSES, and Mg

administered to a QPOUp;? ,{5 adultvvo]unteehs studying in a
. R 4 -

religious education course. - .

The subjects were 23 femadle and 22 male adults. Since
o ) : . n
- the sample was. drawn from a

imilar interest group,

Ahomogeneity'of the group in ktérﬁo of vaersigand moral

Roos

standards was - anticipafédl, As well, most of the shbjeots
, > N S
were from middle class socio-economic . and similar

educat1gha1 -backgrounds. -Table 4 gives, the sex and avérage
:":}';:“\‘ Y (‘i/gﬁé . §/ - o
‘age of the ‘tota T sample

V‘A The - resulté of both scales were scored by a

microcomputer program developed by tHe author Analysis of .

a

. - {} J‘-
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#®. presults followed the suggestion of Cooley and Lohnes (1962).
Cooley and Lohnes (1962) state that the relationship
. "between two sets of measurements made on the

Fl

same subjects = can be pstUdied by
canpnical-correlation methods”. ’
The authors go on td explain'that a‘éanonical-correlation
"is the maxiwym correlation ‘between linear
fgnctions pf ... two séfg*of variables" (p«
35).<
A canohicaf correlation; was,,‘therefore, carried out
between the Mosher and WOSES scales fo.determine the degree .
of relationship between these two sets of variables (DERS:
'ﬂf?MULVfQA)%:Ih additionvPeérsdn correlations were analyzed for
mj‘the totaf ugroup -and for male and-'ﬁgmale subjects;
Differences between male and female sc?res;were@aﬁalyzed in-
order to | determine’ whether hypofhested Ee}ationships

itk
. 5:.30;#’
existed because of sex differences.

Guilt and moral reasoning | Qﬂg{//// ‘
To determine whether a relatiomShip exists between

guilt and moral reasoning, scores on the MOSES 'ﬁére’

cdrrelated with those on a ‘est 'designed to - measure . the

4

moral factor.

. . LA . .
To measure moral reasoning, Rest’'s Defining Issues Test

{1979b) was used. Rest (1974) uses Kohlberg's moral stages
as the bakis for his tegf. The test consists of 'six moral
dilemmas and subjects are asked to select from a series of

statements the most important issues one ought to consider
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in resolving the dilemmas. The way a
"“subject judges what are the most important
issues over a number of moral dilemmas is

taken toule an indication of his appreciation

of diff ,:t conceptual frameworks  for

analyzing moral dilemmas” (Rest, 1974, p.492).
- These conceptual frameworks are equivalent to theA Kohliberg
six stages of moral réésoning, Appendix 3 contains aMSample
of the -inventory.

Rest (1974, .1979a) points out the methodological
problems of Kohlberg's measure of moral development. First
of all, the interview procéss usedv by Kohlberg and his

. . Lo . # .
associates 1is subject to interviewer and scorer bias;

U T i
< Th

bsééond, 'seéring is complex and special training is needed;
third, test-retest reliability is poor; and finally, the
,inny‘f e of differences in verbal expressiveness may
- E R ,

7

inf]ugbce scoring. These psychometric difficulties are

' ovércéme by Rest’'s Defining Issues Test p~the--test is highly
?5{; fromf one subject

structured, maKing\ibe results compar

¥

to another; QiFFEPéhces due to verbal expressiveness are

eliminated: and the objective scoring reduces scorer bias.

£
The Definitng Issues Test bhas been subjected to more

;QanVTOO studies (Rest, 1979a). A review of these studies
cénchgdeé that internal cénsistency andx test-retest
reliabilities are in thé high .70s and Jow .80s for ‘age
heterogefeous groups. Cronbacﬁ“; alpha éoéfficieﬁt;(Rest;

1979b) of internal consistency is usually in the high ".70s.

\



Sample

“ Two sample groups were chosen to represent.different
segments of the general population. Since the task presented
to the respondents required a ~fair degree of reading
comprehension, and results could easily be confounded with
intelligence, two groups of apparently comparable mental

ability were selected. The two groups chosen were (1) a

group of senior students studying ethics, and (2) a group of

professional engineers. Since the first group represented
ga%ndividua]s in the humanities, and the sécondrindividuals in
the app]jed sciencesr the disparity of basic viewpoints
would be attained whiie factors of education and‘ability
held somewhat constant. Table 5 gives a breakdown of both'
groups according to sex, age, and nupber.

Group one was a group of students in ethics classes

offered on Campgs at the University of Alberta. Over 100

students volunteered to fill out a questionnaire composed of

the MOSES and Rest’s Defining lssues Test. Sixty-six .

questionnaires were completed and returned. Respond;nts‘were
22 males and 44 females. f |

Group two wés composed of professional éhgineers in the
Province 3@ Alberta. Permission was obtained from the
Association of Professional Engineers, Geologists, and
| GeoShysicists (APEGGA) for access to their mailing list to
solicit volunteers. From a list og 13,000 me@?efs, 106 were

selected by random systemafic sampling (Ferguson, 1971,

p.121-123) for a mail-out.

R

A
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One hundred questionnaires made up of the MOSES and the

Defining Issues Test were sent out with a cover letter from

.the director of Career Development indicating the support of.

APEdGA plus a cover letter ‘explaining the project. Also
inc luded wik a stamped self-addressed envelope for'retqrn.

Two weeks after mailing a reminder notice was sént to
all subjects. Fifty-five questibnnaires were completed and
returned. Of the respondents oniy one was female. A cépy of
the cover letter and:the reminder notice can be fouhd in
Appendices 4, 5,‘and 6. |

Volunteers in both groups were asked not to disqlose;

their names, to assure anonymity and freedom of response. .

'Data'Ana1ysis

Tests were scored by a microcomputer program developed
by the author. Scores were then placed on computer '~ cards.
Mean ratings for each moral development stage as outlined by

Rest (1979b) and for each of the five factors on the MOSES

were computed.

Analysis of the data :consisted Jin estab]ishing (1)
significant differences between the groups, and (2) the
dégree of relationship between the test of moral reaséning

and the guilt scale. The traditional levels of significance

“-- (.05) and [(.01)-- were used throughout t#e study.

. # ,
A Hotelling’s T2 test was used to determine any

significant differences in the two sample groups. As Cooley

- and Lohnes (1962) point out,

*
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% : - ’ //
r . /
1 (. - Y sridation  frequently encounﬁéﬁed ini-
research is that of two group;‘QpQ/é number of
variables, where’ the hypothesis/concerns the
XQ'J S o4 ' significance of the difference/ﬁétWeen the twd :
- groupymean veetors;-Hotelling/]j931) devised a
test for this case calied T%( Hotelling’'s T2
is a generalization of/ Student’'s t-test”

(p.62). S -

/ L
Hotelling’s T (DERS: MULV /08) was, therefore,

. /
determine whether groups differed on their mean scor
. i / : .

-

! ‘ the two inventoriés.fThe nul]/%ypotheéis being
, . /.

0

As quote /_above and"éé Morrison (1976, ‘¥Li28L136)
states,f the Hotelling's T2 is simply the univariate t -test
extended | multjdimenéional variables while taking repeated
measuﬁe. hts» into account. ?ollowing ~ this analysis,
correlations among items and a Canonical_corre]ation on the,
basi;/ of mean scores was calculated fo determing the degree

- ot/(e]ationship between guilt énd moral reasoning. v
.- v < | C <
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D. Summary

Loevinger’s (1857) mode! of objective test construction
was used as the format for procedure. It was noted that an
extension of the concept of validity was ‘advocated to
include three basic componipts, fhat is,f substantive
validity, sfnucturalb vé[idigy, aﬁd external validity. The
three éspeéts were examineg ' in relatiéhship to the

construction of the MOral SEntiment Scale (MOSES).




Chapter 1V

‘Resulfs

A

In this chapter tﬁé results of studies aré divided into
'twg units related to the three components of validity
dis%}ssed",in- Chapter 111, that is, the substantive
componént,v thé structural~ component, and the external
component . -The substantive and structural componénts are
analyzed 1in section one: tﬁe 'factor analysis study.‘The
externé] component is %nvestigateé"in géction tWé: a

criterion-related va]idity study, and the re1atiohship of

guilt and moral reasoning.

A. Substantive and structura1 component? | \

Factor Analysis of the MOSES (MOral SEnt1ment Scale)

As outlined in the previous chapterk a pool of: items
(45) refleéting varioué guift-provoking'situaiions was drawn
fﬁom'variOUS'sourcgs. Thése items were chosen to represent a
wide spectrum. of theoretical spebu]ation fn the area of
guilt. The primary rationale was a chus oﬁ situations which‘
produce guilt ’rather than questions which wou 1d reflect an
underTying personality predisposition (e.g. ‘Moéher, . 1965,
1966, 1969). S

An exp]oratory factor ana]ys1s was used ias the first
.analysws of data. Tablg 6 shows the factor Battern of the

Varimax rotated factors. Eleven factor were extracted with

E

. 81 \
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eigenvalues: greater than 1.00. These e]eveh factors
dccounted for 62.9% of the total variance. |
Using Cattell’s (Kim & Mueller, 1978) scree test there
Abpeared to be a’]jKe]y boint of . limiting the number of
factors to five. The rule dihectg one to look at a graph of
eigenvalues and to stop ffactoring at: the point where a
leveling off occurs. The graph, of eigenvalues is found in

Figure 1, and shows that no moré}than five factors should be

f
. extracted.
Five factors were then  targeted using a Var imax

rotation. Only a factor 1oéding/equa1 to or greater than 40

Kl

was considered significant and used in the interpretation of
the factbrs. |

'The five factors extracted from the 45 by .45
correlation matrix accounted for 46% of the total Qariance.
fhe orfhogonal solution is presented in Table 7.

These five factors and their factor names are discussed
belo@. First of all, in ébgsidéring the factor loadingé _fohi
each factor, only items_ﬁiving a factor loading equal to or
greater than .40 were accepted for the final test format. In
addition any itemsc'wjfh loadings equal to or greater than
40 on more than one factor were deleted. This resulted in
\10 items being removed from the original inventory.

With these 10 1tems'kremoved; an additional analysis
indicated that the fiQe fﬁctors now acépunted for 48.65% 6f
~ the variance. Table 8 presents the resulfsifor- the Varimax

rotation of the 35 items.
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Factor 1

Items loading highest on Factor 1| were:
Breaking something which yoh have borrowed .81
Losing something valuable which someone close has
given to you .73 p |
Finding out you have walked out of a store with
something and forgotten to pay for it .73

This first factor seems to have a common
element of unintenfionality. The three highest
loadings all have a similar theme of forgetful,
accidental behaviour. All are unintentional acts
that disrupt our relationship with self and
others.

Factor 1 seems to represent what Rest (1968)
classified as ~guilt  resulting from the
anticibation of kdisapprova] by others, whether
real or imagined. Moral actions motivated by this
anticipation were cé]]ed Kohlberg Stage 3 moral
judgments. Dabrowski (1577) speaks of a Level 111l
experience where the individual is suscepfib]e‘ to
social opinion and the inf]uence‘ of others.
"Behavior is guided by what people will think or
say = or by the need for recognition and
approval”(p. 41).

At Dabrowski’s Level III moral concerns and
moral responsibility begin - to emerge. Guilt not

only arises out of interpersonal relationships but
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"guilt,  here, acquires  the deeper meaning ol
teeling responsible for failure in loyalty towards
one’'s ideals” (ibid, p.80). Some items in Factor |
seem to represent situations where quilt flows
from dissatisfaction with oneself, for example,
not doing as well as expected on a project .61,

Dabrowski (1977} points out that at Level
III, one’s behaviour is nof exclusively governed
by anticipated disapproval of others, but from a
need to satisfy one’'s own ideals and expectations.
Fai}ure to live according to these ideals leads to
a "disquietude" within oneself.

A common theme throughout this factor is the
absence of willful intent. This may occur in the
disruption of ones relationship with others, or
the disappointment from betraying ong’s ideals.
This factor is, therefore, called non-intentional
situational guilt .

Factor 2 ’

Items in Factor 2 seem to identify situations
in our society where blame for moral culpability
exists. Examples of this factor are:

Being involved in an abbrtion..71
Having sex with someone without being emofionally
invo]ved .68

Accepting a bribe .61



Factor 2

Htems in some ways  represent what
Reot (19681 speaks ot as  aclions motivalted by
anticipation ot dishonour and guirlt  flowing from
bad consequences, that is, guilt over concrete
harm done 1o others. Ogburn (1976) speaks of guilt
at Level 1V (Dabrowski) as a discomtort or anguish

over actions that have occurred. [t S d

dissatisfaction with oneself over what is and what

ought to be. "It is the shock of realization of
one’ s unfaithfulness to an ideal of
personality...and to a hierarchy of

values" (Dabrowski, 1977, p.43).

Factor 2, in\ some way then, represents
intentional moral failure. It 1is guilt arising
from concrete harm done to others, guilt over
one’'s wunfaithfulness to personal values. This
factor was, therefore, called morally culpable
guilt.

Factor 3

Factor 3 is definitely concerned with social
responsibility. Ogburn (1876} states that “"higher
forms of guilt involve discomfort over finding
oneself undeservedly privileged or giving oneself
more worth than one feels entitled to"{p 31).
Items in Factor 3 certainiy reflect this

existential Kind of guilt. Most of the items are

inspired by Hoffman’'s concept of existential guilt



Y

EHO biany 1977 e !’uv g e
Secing protures ot starving cha bdren 67
Not contrabuting to charrtes when ashed 60
Hearing  aboul tor tures by governments on innocent
;wu;t‘lt- =

Hence Factor L was called existential gurlt
Factor 4

In tactor 4 1tems  seem to reflect concern
over intra persongl moral tarvlures  For example
Having evil thoughts 67
faking too many drugs ol
Deanking too much 59 |

This factor was called intra-personal guilt.
Factor 5

The last factor (V: is a small one. Iltems
here reflect guilt over inter-personal failures.
These are:
Getting into an argument with a friend .70
Finding out you have hurt someone s feelings .64
Breaking up with someone who has been close to you
.48

This last factor received the name
inter-personal guilt.
The five factors

The five factors, the percentage of total
variance accounted for by each factor, and those

items having a factor loading equal to or greater
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than .40 were as follows:

1. Non-intentional situational guilt (14.49%).

Breaking something which you have borrowed (.81).
Losihg: somethfng valuable whiCh someone close has
given to you ('73)i
Finding out you have walked Qut of a store with
something and forgotten to pay for it (.73).
Borrowing méney froﬁ someone ,and‘_suddenly
realizing you fbrgot to pay him or her back (.71).
Not doing -as well as ydu expected on a projecf
(.61). |
Breaking a law because ybu consider it unjust
(.58).

Beihé involved in an accident where someone was
seriously injured (.56).

Changing plans at the last minute which fnvo]ve
someone else (.55). |

Saying things you don’tvmean when you are in an

argument (.53).

- Failing to reply to a letter from a close friend

(.48).

‘Feeling so angry you would like to Kill (.44).

I1. Morally cu]pab]e‘qUilt i.e., institutionalized

blame for failure of duty, including guilt over

concrete harm done to others (11.35%).
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Being involved in an abortion (.71).

Having éex with someone without being emotionally
involved (.68). .

Accepting a bribe (.61).

Having sex with someone - jugt for physical
satisfaction (.66). |
Cheating on your income taxes (.59).

Driving recklessly after drinking too much (.51).
Not going to church when ‘you know vyou should
(.46). |
Hurting someone{s feelings 1ntentionéily (.43).
Cheating (.43). |

2

I11. Existential quilt (10.04%).

Hearing/reading of bombings, Killings, and
maimings of‘inndcent victims of war (.73).

Hearing about tortures by governments on innocent
people (.72). - |
Seeing pictureg‘of starving CH}ldren (.67).

Having so much while others in ihe wor 1d '~ have so
little (.60).

Not contributing to charitites when asked (.60).
Not takihg part in community projects (.59).

Buying something which you cannot afford (.42).

IV. Intra-personal guilt (6.65%).

Having evil thoughts (.67).
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Taking too many drugs (.61).
/ : Drinking too much (.59).
Masturbating (.49).

Having sexual thoughts (.46].

V. Inter-personal guilt(6.12%).

Getfing in an argument with a friend k.?OY.
- Finding out you have hurt sdméone’s feelings
(.64).
Breaking up with someone who has been closévto you
(.48). o |
‘Further analysis: Reliability/Generalizability
The five factors having been identified, the MOSES was
sub jected to'analysis for reliability. Td determine internal -
consistency, the Alpha coefficient for each factor.(subtest)
vand for the total test was found using the procedure
suggested by Mulaik (1972);(DERS: Test 18).»On the  subtest
the maximized. alpha coefficdients range froh .868 to .604.
The a]bha based on a11 35 items was .904 indicating that fhe
MOSES has a high interné] consistency. The coefficients of
internal consistency for each subtest and the total test are
shown in Table 9.
Further analysis: Factor Sbores
How do theology students and‘engaged coup les differ‘ in
their experience pf guilt? To answér this duestion_Mu]aiK
(1872, p.322)_éuggests obtaining scores of the subjects on

the  factor components and using these scorgs as the
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dependent variables for further analysis of variance for

- differences between groups of subjects. In order to obtain

the factor scores of the 236 volunteers, factor scéres
estimates were calculated using the regression me thod
(Mulaik, 1972; DERS: Fact 23). These scores were obtained by
setting the mean at 50 and the standard deviation at 10..
Fo]lowﬁng the calculation of the factor scores, ana]ysis'of
variance between the two groups was obtained. Results are
shown in Table 10. \

The significant (p<.001) differences between >theology
students and engaged couples on the first two factors are

noteworthy. It appears that engaged couples experience

significantly greater guilt from unihtentjonal ?ai]ure,

whereas theology students report greater guilt in situations

where intentional moral irresponsibility exists.

B. The External Component

Analysis of Results: Pearson correlatidns

Table 11 shows the abérage age of the samp]e,hthe means
and varjénces for the five subtests of the MOSES and the
threé\subtests of the Mosher test for all subjects.

Tables 12, 13 and 14 show the relationship among the
five subtests of the MOSES and the three subscales of the
Mosher for males, females, and the total sampie.

The 1nter-00rre1ations _between the MOSES scale .2 and

. |
the three Mosher subscalés are significant (p<.01). It also

appears, as pointed out in Table 14, that the subscales of

/
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both the Mosher and the MOSES are highly correlated with
each other. ‘ |

When the male sample is studied separately, similar
high correlations occur between subscale 2 on the MOSES and
the three Mosher subscales. In addition the inter-scale
cbrre]ations within the inventory are positive and
significanp for the Mosher subscales. This posifive
inter-scale correlation is true for the MOSES but fnly
significant for the first scale which correlates-
significantly with scales 3, 4,-5. Scales 5 and 4 are also
significantly correlated at the .05 level.

The female sample group varies slightly from the male
group in significant correlations. One interesting
difference is the relationship existing between Scaie 21 --
guilt arising from existenfial concerns -- and the
moral-conscience guilt 'scale ofk MdSher}s inventory. This
score approaches significance in the total samﬁle group.

- Analysis of results: Canonical Correlation

Table 15 ‘shows the canonical correlation between the
two scales, the chi-square of‘each new corre]afion and the
significance of the‘chi-square values.

The canonicai correlation between~ the Mosher

Forced-Choice Guilt Scale and the MOSES (.705) was

significant for the first pair of composites (p<.001). The
eigenvector weights contributing the most to the first
canonical correlatiion were the Moral-Conscience Guilt and

Sex Guilt scales from thé Mosher test and subtest 2 (Factor
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2) on the MOSES - intentional moral tailure. There was some
positive contribution by subtest 3 (factor J) it
normalized weight of 158, This third f’ii(:l()r‘/;l‘f?f lects gui It
over existential social issues/responsibilhiies. The other
subscales of the MOSES contributed negative.weights to this
first canonical-correlation.

Apart from the significant canonical-correlation of the

first pair of canonical variates between the Mosher and

MOSES, no further significant combinations seem to exist.

C. The relationship between guilt and moral reasoning

In the second chapter of this stddy the question was
raised whether guilt as moral sentiment related to moral
reasoning. The relationship appeared to have a sound
theoretical basis. It appeared that what individuals
perceived to be right or wrong would be influenced by their
emotional reactions to the situations and/or dilemmas. The
relationship between affect and reasoning had both a logical
and philosophical basis. However, it was also discovered
that 1little empirical effort had been devoted to an
investigation of this relationship.

The relationship between guilt and moral reasoning was
studied by correlating scores on the MOSES and the Rest test
obtained by two groups -- ethics students and professional
engineers. Results are shown in Table 16.

The Hotelling’s T2 statistic for the two groups, had the

value of 73.082; the associated F was 6.08 with degrees of



treedom o Phoand 10490 The probabr bty ot exceeding such o
an bovalue would be less  than 0 00T Therefore  the )
hypothesis that there oo no ditterence bhetween the ooores of
the two groups 14 regected.

[t becomes obvious 1tn studying lTable 16 that | a4l though
the null hypothesis 1 rejected tor the two groups ., the only
sitgnifrcant  ditterence between subscale means  occurs on
subtest 2 on the guilt scale. [thics students report  more
guilt over issues involving concrete harm done to others and
intentional moral irresponsibility.

To help understand the parallel nature of the mean
scores, Figure 2 illustrates the means for the two groups.
[t is apparent from the illustration that, indeed, the two
groups are different in their scores yet follow a similar
pattern. Also the greater discrepancy, and significant
difference, on variable (8) becomes more readily noticeable.

| Is the difference on Factor 2 (subtest 2)-- guilt
arising from intentional moral failure -- due to sex
difference? To answer this question the male and the female
ethics students’ scores were compared separately with the 55
professional engineers. Results are shown in Tables 17 and
18. r the male group comparison, (Table 17}, the null
hypothesis was rejected for the total sample at the .01
levei of significance - - indicating two separate
populations. However, there were no significant differences

between group means for any of the eleven subscales.
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It is worth notiﬁg the significant difference between
the . groups on Factor 2 of the ‘guilt ;ca]e, which was
observed when both male and female subjects were included,
did not occur in thjs analysis. ‘ I

In the female group cbmpahison (Table 18), the null
hypothesisc for thé total sample was rejected at the .OOi
level, and a significant difference between female students
and engineers was found on - Factor 2 (subtest 2) of the
MOSES. | | |

It is \reason;ble ;to -conclude that a significant
difference exists between female ethics students and male
engineers in their experiencé of guilt arising from morally
'Culpab1e failures. Means for female students and engineers
on MOSES subtest 2 were 38:@ and 27.7, respective]y;
Analysis of results: Canonical corfelafion
| Following thé suggestidn of Cooley & Lohnes (1962), a
‘canonical corre]atidn.'wasl carried out to determine the

extent of the relationship between.the MOSES measurement of

guilt and Rest’'s Definina Issues Test.

Table 19 shows the canoﬁical correlations between the |
two scales, the chi-squard&yof each new cqrre]ation, and the
signiffcance of the ch{-square values. The canonical'
’corfe]ation'between the MOSES and Rest's test is ;347. . The
probability of obtaining a correlation of that magnitude is
.194, and therefore the observed corre]at%on may be

considered non-significant.
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The Pearson correlations of thé subscales for the two
inventories are given in Table 20. Dnly one correlation
appears to .be significant -- Factor 1 guilt and Stage 4
moral reasoning (.234, pk.05). Other correlations are low gr
negative and Hone are significant at the conventional .05 -
level. |

Since the female sample accounted for one significant
difference in guth, it was Jlogical to 1look at the
correlations of this groub’s subtests. When the female
ethics studeht sample was studied independent ly, no
significant Pearson correlations emerged. Table 21 shows the
correlations for the female group on the two tests. The
canonical correlation was‘ similarly non-significant: The
correlation of thé first‘ pair of canonical variates was
. 480, which has a probability of .90. \

A furtheﬁ canonical correlational study was carried out’

with the MOSES and the Definiog Issues Test. Table 22 shows

the results. The canonical correlation was .5@7,' which is
not significant at traditional levels.

Slm1]ar1y non-significant was the canon1ca1 correlat1on
‘between the Mosher Forced-Choice Guilt Sca]e and the Rest

v
test. Table 23 shows that the correlation between these two

scales was .563 (p= QBGTJQn the first set of variables.

&
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D. Summary

In summary, this chapter has outlined the results of
several statistical analyses. Initially a factor analysis
was carried out on an original 45-item scale of
guilt-provoking situations. Five factors were identified as
meaningful dimensions of the guilt experience. Ten items
were found either not loading significantly on a factor or
loading on more than one factor. These were rémoved. This
refinement Jed to a final draft of the MOSES with 35-items
representing 35 guilt-evoking stimuli.

Reliability and validity testing followed. Tests of
internal consistency were high with an overall a lpha

coefficient of .904. A wvalidation study was carried out

between the Mosher Guilt Scale and the MOSES. It was found
that subscales of both inventories correlated highly. This
correlation was also significant for MOSES scale 2 and the
three ‘Mosher subscales - moral/conscience guilt, sex guilt,
and hostility guilt. Inter-sééTE correlations for both
inventories were équa]]y higha., < |
In the process of this aﬁélysis it was discovered that

the MOSES, when administered to theology students and
engaged couples, showed a significant'differeﬁce between the
two groups in their experiéﬁce of guilt. Theology studénts‘
repor ted higher meanvguilt on scale 2 -- Eeferriﬁg to. guilt
arising from intentional moral irresponsibj]ity; engaged
;couples, on the other hand, reported higher‘mean scores for

Factor 1 -- guilt arising from unintentional faiiures.
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The final stage % anplysis was to determine whether or
not a relalidnship éjisted between the experience of guilt
and moral reasoning. This relationship was found to be, 1n
general, non-signiticant. A moderately significant
relationship was found between Factor 1 guilt and Stage 4 of
Rest’s Moral Reasoning test (p <.05).

Two sample groups, ethical philosophy students and
professional engineers, appeared to have similar scores on

both the Defining Issues Test and the Moral Sentiment Scale

(MOSES). A difference on one variable -- scale 2 guilt --
was significant for the two groups. This dffference was
found to be related to gender. The significance for this is
attributed to the female sample group within the ethical
philosophy students. Male students and engineers had similar

scores.



Chapter V

Discussion and Implications
A. Summary

The main objective of this study has been  to  examine
the experience of guilt as moral sentiment. This objective
included: (1) a look at the phenomenon of guilt; (2) an
effort at extending the notion of guilt beyond the
psychoanalytic model; tB) investigating guilt as part of
moral consciousness, including 1its relationship to moral
development; and (4) constructing a valid and reliable
measure of guilt as moral sentiment.

The phenomenon of guilt was seen to be the
existentia{ists/ definition of the human condition and the
psychoanalysts’ symptom of disease. The existentialist
defined the human condition as guilty, while the Freudian
attempted to anesthetize guilt feelings. For the
existentialist, mora | choice originated from the
individual’'s perception of what would best fulfill his
existence, and man was guilty because he did not live up to
his full potential. The psychoanalytic model saw guilt as
originating from the internalization of external
expectations. This internalization caused conflict between
primitive desire and a fear of feeling guilty. Moral choice

was some Kind of resolution of this conflicting tension.

121
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Both the existentialist and psychoanalytic models were
seen to be Tlimited in their analysis of guilt. The
existentialist model seemed weak because of its inability to

¢

move from defining a condition of the human ‘species to

-determining the specific content of guilt. The

psychoanalytic modef, on the other hand, seemed to deny the
possibility of moral responsibi]ity and moral cuipabiiityf.

In between these two positions was a third point of view

-.which advocated guilt as a positive healthy human experience

ofiginating from specific situations of moral failure.

Guilt was understood by a number of authors as a
dynamic, positive,affect, 1eading one tQ and pnomoting moral
integrity. As such, guilt was part of moral consciousness, a
moral affect resulting from specific moral failures. The
openational definition :of guilt used for this study flowed
from this perspéctive and viewed ﬁhilt as moral sentiment
arising fromtspecific fai]ures whieh caused real unnecessary
harn to self, another, and/or the environment. .

With guilt defined as moral sentiment resnlting from
moral choices, the question was raised Eegarding the

interfelatidnship of moral affect and moral reasoning in

‘moral decisions. As Sullivan et al.(1971), point out, there

exists basic disagreemeni in moral philosophy between those

who place emphasis on the rational and conceptual aspects

(e.g. Kohlberg) and those who emphasize emotional aspects

(e.g. Peters). ,

9
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Thélargument is an bld one. DaQid Hume in the 18th
century §aid that wunless there' was feeling in 'morél
‘decisionﬁjfhen morality  was empty; and 1 Mbra1ity was
simp]y’jé‘ question of feeling then there would be-many

subjectiQe inequities. More recently philosophers, like
Bernard Lonergan (1972, 1974), “have argued for a balance
»between feeling and cognitibn. Lonergan claims that value is
apprehended in feeling, so that the first mbvement~of one’ s
moral choice results froﬁ;an apprehensidn occuring wifhin a
‘feéling Contexf.‘The next movement in making a moral choice
is deliberation -- "deliberation...unifies knowing and -
fee]ingﬂ (Lonérgan, 1974, p. 277). | ‘

Is cognition primary in moral Ijudgments? Do feelings
play a ro]e?‘This philosophical chestnut is far from being
neéo]vedt’However, the epistemo]ogy offered by Lonergan and
his followers is providing an'exciting new 1ﬁsight intd the
argument. Suffice' it to say fhat there i§ ‘a ,re]ationship“
between moral fafféct ahd moral réasohing, the nature of
which remainsvto be‘c]arified. |

A  possible cohtributionb may result from studying the
relationship of a moral sentimen; such as guilt and moral
' reasohing. This has been a secb%dar; goal of this study. In
order to adequately,study‘guilt és moral emotion it wasg"
- deemed necessary -to construct a valid and ré]iéble measure
oflguiit. The secondary objective would be achieved .fhrough

a correlational study of guilt with moral reasor.ing. .

g e . . . e e e
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The summary of the results of the test construction and

validation are discussed in the following paragraphs.

B\'Findings and Discussion

The findings of this present study are summarized in
connection W1th the research question outlined at the end of
['Chapter IT.

" Question 1 ‘ ‘

Can a valid and reliable measure of guilt be
constructed to reflect guilt as moral sentiment?

The answer to this 5uestioniis yes. An attempt was made
to construct'a'measure of guilt .that would reflect the
experience of guilt 'as moral affect. This was accoﬁp]ished"
fo]lowing the suggestion of Jane Loevinger (1957). Loevihger
déscribes a three<tier process necessary in the construct
validity of a psychb]og{cal test, namegly, (1) the
substantive componen&, (2) the structural component, and (3)

the external component.

The substantive componént deals with content validity.

Conteht validity means that items in the inventory truly
represent the trait to be meaéUred. The content for the
MOral SEntiment Scale (MOSES) was derived from several
50urces: In Keeping with the operational'dé?inition.of guilt
as moral sentiment arising from specific moral failures, thé
content of the invéntory-had to reflect reaction to’specifié

moral situations. As well, tHE® focus had to be on
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trﬁé/objective guilt reactions rather than state-trait or
predispositions to guilt.

In order to achieve content wvalidity, 45 items

bdescribing guilt-provoking situations were.assembled from a

variety of sources thought to adequately répresent a wide
spectrum of theoretical position#. Item content had to be
consistent with the operational definition given. After
initial factor 'analysis, the scale was reduced to 35
guilt-provoking stimuli by eliminating ten items which 'd%d

not load significantly on any factor (greater than .40) or

‘were loading on more than one factor.

The structural component re]qtes tb the re]iabijity.and
construct véTidtty of the instrument. Tests Qf iqterna1‘
consistency based on- all 35 items was .904. The initial
facto} analysis was carried out after administration of the
MOSES to 236 volunteers. Five factors were eventually

extracted which could be,\héaningfully interpreted as

‘representing various aspects of the guilt expérience. These

factors were:

N ‘ »
~Factor 1, characterized by items dealing with uni'«’”tiona]

failures in generally expected behaviours* of others and

self. This Factor was called Non-intentional situational

quilt. B
Factor 2 seemed to identify situations where intentional
failure and responsibility for failure occured. This ' Factor

was called morally culpable guilt.

Factor 3 reflected soéial responsibi]ity and using Hoffman's
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(1976) terminology was called exﬁstentia] quilt.

Factors 4 and Factor 5 reflected perédnal morality issues,
Factor 4 reflecting concern over intra-personal moral
fai]uré, and Facfor 5,reflecfing concern over inter-personal

failures. These factors, . therefore,  were called

Intraipersona] quilt and Inter—persongl qui1£,‘respective1y.

To deférmine internal consistency the Alpha coefficient
for each éubtest'(factor) and for the total test was found.
The overall Alpha coefficient was .904, indicating a very
high degree of internal conéistency.

The external component of construct wvalidity involved

criterion-related validity testing. This was achieved by

administering the MOSES along with Mosher’s Forced-choice

quilt scale to a group of adult volunteers. Pearson

. correlations and canonical correlations were analyzed.
Inter-scale correlations were high and significant (p<.01)
between the‘MOSES Eactor 2 (Moratty culpablte-guilt) and the
three Mosher subscales (Sex:'guilt, Moral/Conscience guilt,
and Hostility guilt). The canonical correlation between the
Mosher scale and the MOSES was .705 -- significant (p<.01)
for the first pair of composites. Contributing moat to this
first Eanonica] were the Moral/conscience guilt and Sex
guilt scales from fhe Mosher test and subtest 2 (Factor 2)
on the MOSES.

‘ These highly significant correlations would indicate
that the MOSES is, indeed, measuring aspects of guilt that

are measured by the Mosher inventory. In addition, the MOSES

»

4
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is measuring aspects of the guilt experience not included in .
the Mosher test. |

The MOSES appears to be a valid and reliablie measure of
guilt as mofa] sentiment. |
Question 2

Is.gui1t muitidimensiona]?

Two main distinctions are common among writers
regarding the subjective experience of guilt, namely,
true/objective guilt and falsé/neurbtic guilt. Furthef
sub-divisions of each category are infrequent. Mosher (1965,
1966) has constructed a measure for three types of guilt --
moral/ conscience, sex, and hostility 'guilt. The bresent
study has expanded the multidimensional aspect of
true/objective guilt even further. »

The five factors of guilt extracted from the MOSES
confihm the multi dimensionality of the guilt experjenée.
The five factors were:

1. | Non-intentional guilt

2. Morally cu]pabie‘guilt
3. Existential guilt

4. Intra—pérsona] guilt
5. Inter-personal guilt

This multidimensional characterisiic of guilt fs'typified by
Factor 1 and Factor 3. In Factor 1 guilt is identified in
situafions where unintentioné] failure occurs as well as in
situations where moral irresponsibility exists. One -can

experience guilt by accidentally breaking a neighbour’s
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mower and a different Kind of guilt for not calling the

~police when vandals break into a neighbour’s house.

Intentionality colours the experience.

Ih Factor 3, guilt differs according to perceived
expectations and responsibility. 0One can feel guilt for
contributing to inequities in the world by not 1living a
simpler 1ifesfyle, while another may feel no such guilt. One
may experience guilt for arguing with a friend and another
for being forgetful of a birthday. One's sensitivities vary
depending on'pefceived ob]fgations and duties.

This \variety_ of gﬁi]t-provoking éituatibns is to some
extent provided by the MOSES. Obvious]& the sampling of
guilt-provoking . stimuli is limited but the resulting five
factors do confirm that guilt 1is not a monolithic
experience:

Question 3 _ ‘

Is guilt experienced differently by people in various

walks of 1life? | “ ‘

‘This‘ question 1is an elaboration of the preceding dne.
The factor analysis did dutline af least five dimensiohs to
the guilt experience. The QUestion now asked is whether -
these dihensioﬁs are experienced with the same degree of’
intensity by Various groups? The answer is mixed.

Four different groups helped to answer this question.

It was speculated that theology students would have a n

conception of morality and - subsequent gui]t .experiencé

different from the general population. A comparison between

~r
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iheo]ogy students and a sample of people in general was
selected as an interesting contrast. As well, it was
speculated’  that engiﬁeers, coming from a strong science
background,, would have a different perspective on morality
and feelings éf guilt than people with an arts background,
for example people studying moral philosophy. Therefore, the
first fwo groups were theological students and.engaged men
and women. Scores were obtained from these volunteers on the
factor components and these scores were used és dependent
variap]és for an analysis of variance.

A sigﬁif{cant (p<.01) difference between theology
students and engaged couples did occur on the “first two
factors. In this case engaged couples reported sigaificantly
greater guilt for-unintentional failures (Factor 1), whereas
theology students showed higher meén scores for  gu1lt
arisiﬁg from }lmora] irresponsibility (intentional
culpability), Factor 2.

In the second set. -- engineers- and students studying
ethics -- a similar significant difference occurred on the
first two factors.

A Hotelling’s T2 was carried out between the two
groups, and the nuTi hypothesis that there was no difference
between them was rejected. However, on the individual
subtests, significant differences were found to be limited
tq one variable, Factor 2 on the guﬁlf’scale. Factor 2 dealt
with issues of morai irresponsibility. Ethics students

reported more guilt in this area than did the engineers.
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It would seem that one could conclude from the findings
that guilt is generally experienced in much the same way by
the fQUP groups sampled. Whether a broadér generalization
could be made to the general population would require more
éxtélsivé qudy. Suffice it to say that there do seém to be
some %ﬁlefesting'dissimilaritjes in guilt arising from moral
cu]pabi]ify (Factor 2) and some differences in unintentional
guilt (Factor 1). The remaining three dimensions of guilt
have similar mean scores acraoss the four gréups. |
Question/4 .

Are there sex differences -in the exper ience of(gui]t?

As pointed out above, a significant differencéi (p<.01)
was found between thé¢group of engineers and ethiés students
on Factor 2 of the MOSES. Ethics students reported greater
guilt in areas of intentional moral failure than did the
engineers.

When the ethics student groups were divided into ma]e
and female samples and each group' was compared separately
with the male engineefs, dne:sex difference wa; observed.

For both sexes, the Hote]ling'é T2 test indicated that

students  and engineers represented two different

- populations, as far as their performances on the total

scales was concerned, However, while there were no
significant differeﬁces between engineers and male students
on any of the subtests, there was one difference between
engineers and females. On Factor 2 (subtest 2) of the MOSES

-- morally culpable guilt. --  females made significantly
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higher mean scores. It appears that the difference on this
scale between the total student group and the engineers was
due to the tendency of female students to score high.

Is>there a sex difference in the experience of guilt?
The answer 1; a qué]ified yes. Female ethics students in the
present sample did differ significantly from male engineers
in ;mora11y culpable guilt". To what extent one can
extrapolate from these results to genera1iie further is
unclear. Additional research is still needéd.

Question 5 | 4

Does a positive relationship exist betWeen guilt and
moral reasoning?

In the second chapter of this study, attention was
given to situating guilt as moral sentiment within the
context of mOfgl consciousness. L@is 1ed‘to a discussion of
moral affect and moral cognition in moral choice:. To what
extent are mora] affect and mQral‘reasoning related? It was
 noted that there was adequate philosophical justification
for asserting such a refationship. |

The question raiseq was whether there is any empirical
evidence for such a relationship. Early studies by Ruma and
Mosher (1967) demonstrated that such a relationship exists.
ngever, Kurtines and Grief (1974) criticised the study by‘
pointing out that all but one of the subjects were at
Kohlberg’s Stage 3 orv below. D'Augei]i and Cross (1975)
found high scorers on the Mosher guilt scale oriented at

Stage 3 as well. There was less mean guilt for individuals
?
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at higher and lower stages.
The present study found quite different results. In a

comparison of Rest’'s Defining lssues Test and the MOSES

measurement of guilt, no s%gnificant correlations were found
for the canonical composites. This was true for the ethics
stﬁdents group, the engineer group, and the validation study
group of adult volunteers. The canonical correlation between

the Mosher Forced-choice Guilt Scale and the Rest test was

also/nonjsignificant.

Among the Pearson correlations between the Rest and
MOSES subscales, one Was'significant, that being Factor 1
and Stage 4 moral reasoning (p<.05). The . individual at Stage
4 expresses an awareness of law, a sense of obligation, and
responsibility to maintain law and order. Factor 1: guilt
seems to reflect an awaFeness of guilt when unintentional
failures occur in géﬁéba]fy expected behaviours of self and
others. Could one’'s sense of duty extehd‘beyond black and
white situatidnS’ to include éven unintentional - grey
situations of moral failure? In this case one would avoid.
censure by others in society even for unintentional failure
1niorder to avoid subséqueht guiTt. Piaget(1932) wou]a refef
to such a situation as an‘examp1e,of_ heteronomods mora]fty '
where intentionality in moral eva]uatidn is not taken into_
account .. | |

The significant~correlation between Factor 1 and Stﬁgé
4 was quite unexpecfed and differs from pﬁevjous research.

Two reasons may account for this. First of all, a different‘



instrument was wused to measure moral reasoning for this

e

present study, that is, Rest’s Defining lIssues Test(DIT). In

the Ruma & Mosher (1967) and D'Augelli & Cross (1975)
studies Kohlberg's moral reasoning test was used. &5 Rest
says: "...what Kohlberg’'s system calls Stage 3 may be keyed
Stage 4 on the DIT" (187%9a, p. 154), and again "subjects
scored at Stage 3 on the Kohlberg test tended to choose
Stage 4 or 5 items on the DIT on the same dilemma’ (ibid., p.
157). |

Rest explains that this is due to the nature of the two

tests. The Df? is essentially a .recognition. task while the
Kohlberg test is a production task. KOh]berg’s' test gives
credit for a stage only when an individual can express,
explain, justify, and afgue against étheﬁ alternatives. As
Rest '(197%9a) points out, many people are able to organize
their actions and make discriminations at various stageé
without being able to\verbaljze‘the reasoning behind their
behaviour. |
"A subject may have a cognitive structure at
different levels, that is, a subject may first
have a structure in a way that can be
manifested non-verbally, and then with further
deveTopment, may _manifest " the structure
verbally, being able to talk about it, explain
/

it, and justify it.' (p. 6%)
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Rest in his research has found that subjects give
higher ratings at higher stages than the stages they could
paraphrase. This would explain why "in comparisons between
the DIT (a recognition-rating task) and Kohlberg's test (a
spontaneous production and justification task), the DIT
credits subjects with higher forms of  thinking than
Kohlberg's test" (Rest, 197%9a, p. 63).

The present study differed from previous ones in that
it\ showed a positive relationship between guilt and Stage 4
rathe% than Stage 3. Although Stage 4 is still within the
bconventional" level of moral reasoning (Level II), it
advances over Stage 3 in that..Stage 3. fails to define
~guidelines of moral interéction beyond. face-to-face
encounters. Stage 4 interactions are determined by a sense
of duty by which people can anticipate another’'s
expectations without Knowing the other. When understood in
these terms, it maKes sense to see unintentional moral
failure as a source of guilt because it represents an
infraction of expectations of others whom one may or may not
Know .

A second source of the significant correlation may have
been sex»differences. It appéars that the male sample group
accounted for the positive correlation between Factor 1 and
Stage 4 moral reasoning. When the female sample,séores weré
\compared, no significant correlations emerged. The positive
correlation was not duplicated with the 45 subjects who

volunteered for the validation study. .



It seems one would have to be cautious regarding the
significance of these results. There appears to be support
for some significant relationship betwéenb‘SLage 4 moral
reasoning as measured by the DIT and Factor 1 gujl1:
However, sex influences may modify this relationship. As
well, the correlation at .23 (p<.05) remains weak. The
coefficient of determination (Kerlinger, 1973) indicates
that only 5.3% of wvariance is accounted for by the
correlation ‘Coefficient. Therefore, conclusions have to be
tempered and generalization modified.

Does a positive relationship exist between guilt and

moral reasoning? For the most part one would have to answer

in the negative. The present measure of guilt does not

H
Pt

relate significantly with Rest’'s measure of moral reasoning’’

Dnly one dimension of guilt (non-intentional situational
gu1lt) seems to have some degré‘*@f relationship with Stage

4 moral reasoning, dnd this Pﬂ'ﬁmle subjects only.

Question 6

Is guilt experienced differenfly by people in various
Stages of mo;al'development?

The evidence on this question is inconclusive. In the
main factor analysis study between engaged couples and
theology students it was discovered that there was a
different experience of guilt between the two groups.
Theology students made higher mean scores on guilt arising
from moral irresponsibility, while engaged couples repor ted

higher guilt for unintentional failures.

e g,
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Of interest here 1is the notion\bf intentiohalify in th

ce of ~guilt. According to Piaget = (13832},
' y represents a higher Jlevel of, cognitive

—

experie

intentio

development because the individual has moved beyond one's

own egoism to take on the role of another.
- o | ,
g _"...the basic epistemological thesis in

~Piaget’'s genetic perspective is objectivity

through decentration, a normative “prbcess of -

cognitive development moving from egocentrism

to self-transcendence" (Conn, 1978, p. 323).

This movement from "egpcentricism" also occurs in moral
judgments. Piaget’'s (1832) experiment with children helps to
explain this deve]qpmental process. When asKedlto jucge a
child who accideﬁtally broke a large number of cups = and 'a
.child who "intentionally broke one, younger'children in the
heterqnomousbstageléf moral reasoning based their judgments
on quantity rather than intent; the opposite occurred in
o}der~chi]dreh‘who had achieved é*mdre‘autonomous morality.

Extending Piaget’s insight to the'guilt expefience, one
could state»that a greateﬁ sensitivity to "mdra]ly culpable
guilt" represents an increase in méturity over concerns with
gui]t arising from unintehtiqpa] failures. In other words,
theotogy students who showed gfeater mean scores'on guilt
arising,frbm intentional irresponsibility woulq have a more
autonomoué‘ morality than- engaged couples who expressed

' greater éensitivity to‘unintentional errors.

)

]
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“In this sense gUilt is experienced differently by
peop?e “in  various stages of moral deve]opment._Howev;:, a;z
pointed out-in response to question 5f the rélétionship
between guilt and stages of moral' develoment was not
estab]ished by the pfesent testing methods. Whether Qﬁilﬁjis’
experienéed differently by people iﬁ various stages remains ;
a duestion.
~Question 7

Does the relationship between guilt and moral reaéoning
follow a deve]opmentaﬁ pattern?

The results of this ’study lead to no definitive
conc]usions. One is Jled to cqnélude that only a tenudus
rélationshipfggxists between one aspect of the guilt
experience aﬁd one stage of moral reasoning. Overall there
appears to be no relationship, and | therefore ~no
‘developmehtal battern, ~of relationship beween guilt and
moral reasoning.

This conclusion is obviously confrar§ to the findings
of other studies in the literature. Why? The answer may be
twofold: (1Lfthe nature of the sampling, and (2) the nature
' of fh? heaSQang instruments.

The five’sample gFQups used (theology students, ethics
students, 'éhgaged quples, ‘engineers, and religious
educat ion rstudents) are in many:ways homogeneous. For the
mos t part,.ail are of similar age, abdve aVerage apility,
wei]ié%Lcated, middle-class,’ white, 'vsharing the same
culture, ahd likely sharjng\similar North American va]uesE

€
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While this homogéneity of groups 1is advantageous for
pfeventing confounding factors from entering into
measurement interpretation, at the same time -it restricts
generalizéfﬁon ‘to other segment; of society. in éddition,.
since aljl were young‘adu]ts, the difficu]ty in determining a
developmental pa£tern is exacerbéted. Chances are that the
ma jority would refTect a s{milar developmeﬁta] stage. In
fact, the most preferred answers of these groups were Stage
4 and 5A. Perhaps if more individuals préferring‘.Stage 3
answers had beéh samp]ed, relationship between guilt as
conformity to expéctations (Factdr 1) ahd moral reasohing
would have been found. |

The instruheﬁts used for testing may also have féj]edﬁ
to detect’ the true ne]ationSHip of moral affect and moral
cognition fn moral choice. The MOSES was based on a personal
.response pattern to situations in which the inéividgpl'coufd'
or might exper{ence guilt. The mdral<_reasohing .test in
contrast, dealt with _hypothetical situations in which one
had to make a jgggménf. If the moral cognition tasks had
been more existential in their orientation, the results hay
have also reflected a closer tie-in with affect. Whaf Awou]d‘
I, as an %hdjvidua1, do in such and such a situgtion? What
level of guflt would 1 experiénce? Answers to these Kihds of
questions may have resﬁlted in the fknding'bf a'sfrongef

relationship between moral affect and moral reésbning.

-
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C. Implications

This preseﬁt work has implications in two broad areas:
(1) in therapy, and (2) in education. First, implications
for therapy and counseling psychology will be considered.

The primary goal of this study has been to enlarge the
concept of | guilt. ., Since the Freudian revolution in
gsycholoQQ, therépists héve often considered guilt a symptom
of wiliness,_sﬁt there is an unfortunate shortcoming in this

‘approach. There can, of course, be neurotic guilt. We can

feel guilt- for failure§’when“thehe‘is nothing objective to

A

1§a11s for therapy. True
} ST e
‘guilt, on the other hand, signals that something is wrong;

"account for these feelings.%ﬁ%
that we have indeed done "real unnecessary harm” to another,
to. self, and/or the environment (Maguire, 1978). True guilt
is the result of a split between what wé are and what we do,
~ between what ‘'we know to be right and what we choose to do
f/ﬂ?:fééd. It is a basic human experience, a moral sentiment
;fhin our moral cohscioqsneés.

| As such guilt is not a sympfom of disease but the
e aﬁagnostic pain of moral health. As Narramére (1974a)
states, objecti?é guilt = results in a positive
self-corréctive attitude; we recognize our failures but
continue to respect ourseives and méturely‘ plan ways to
improve our.behaviour.

The first implication of this understanding of guilt as

moral sentiment . concerns  how we ‘as therapists deal with

N -
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guilt. If we see guilt, as this ;tudy suggests, as moral
sentiment, then our approach is to respect rather than
anesthétize the individual’'s experience of guilt. As Lifton
(1979) has advocated, we move from seeing guilt as a static;
deadening force, and view it instead as E:ihsformdng énergy.
Guilt feelings can be an animating foréé, pushing ' the
individual from a state of self-condemnation into ohe of
change and renewal. Could it not be our role as therapists
to hélp the individda]‘tab into this transforming power of
guilt?

'A}so in the area of therapy is an implication deriving
from intentionality. The first two’factbrs uncovered by this
1 study have pointed to intent as a basic distinction between
two dimensions of guilt. Some individuals experiehce a great
deal - of remorse for .unintentional failure, for éxampie,
being involved in an accident where someone was seriously
‘jnjured, or not doing as well as expected on a project. This
remorse can ']eéd to prolonged se1f-condmenation which
immobilizes the individual. To help the ihdividual move to
an awareness. of the distinction ”betweeﬁ unintentional
situétiona1> guilt and morally cu]pab1e¥ggui1t may be of
crucial import inihe]ping the individual come to terms<,with‘
ohe’s guilt. | |

There also seems to be some '1ndicaiibn that . infense
gui]trfeelings over upintent{onal acts'reflect a 1ess mature
moral conéciousnessf Perhaps the goal of therapy, as well aé

of moral education is to facilitate an awareness of guilt as
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both unintentional and intentional failure. From this
awareness the 1nd1v1dua1 Z/Iﬁg:;;y n be aided to develop
a. more refined moral affe t and 1 sensitivity. This may
take the form increased awareness of the
mu]tidimehsiona]ity of gu\]t and how conscious behaviour can
effect real unnecessaryJﬁirm from commission as Welf as
omission. If there is a relationship between moral affect
and moral decision-making, it could be argued that a broader
understanding of guilt could also, lead to more mature moral
choices.

The second area for implication of this study is an
educational one. Kohlberg (1980b) claims that the goal of
~civic education ~should bé to introduce students to higher
stages of moral reasoning. He advocates "active social
‘participation as well ~ aé the learning of analytic
understandings" (p. 464). This seems to be a highly
intellectual exerCiée and is consistent with earlier
research by Blatt and ‘Kohlbeng (1975), who studied the
effect of classroom moral discussions upon a group of
children eleven and twelve years old. They found that
chi ldren exposed to higher levels of moral 'beasoning
recognized and incorporated these higher leVe]s. In
contrast, controls exhibited no significant changes.

The inherent weakness of Kohlberg’s approach is the
belief that higher levels of moral reasoning result in a )

similar change of moral choice and behaviour.
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As was noted earlier, Conn (1378) has pointed out that
mature moral judgments are more than the application of

logical principles to moral dilemmas. There 1is also the

. dimension of affectivity. This was also the point of view of

Peters, Simﬁson, Sullivan, and Rich. Jones (1963) and more
recently Wilcox ' (1979) have advocated the role feelings

should play in the Jlearning experience. Feelings, both

‘"positive and hegative, have been neglected in education.

Helping students learn to identify their fee]ingsJ_vérbalize
these feelings, and deal adequate]y with them.is the goa] of
ho]istfc educationé]lprograms.

Perhaps one implication drawn from thié present study
{s that guilt as moral affect should be part of a healthy
Took at mOra]k choice and moral responsibility. While
examining' various moral dilemmas, the consequenées and
famifications for the individua]ias well as society should
be lTooked at. In addition; tﬁe guilt arising from any"
unnecessary ha?m done self, others, énd/or the envirbnment
should be confronted and discussed. This approach to moral
éducation implies a move from purely cognitive moral

education to more holistic curricula.
D. Further research

The main achievement of this study has been - the
constructioh of a moral sentiment &cale that has’ isolatéd

three main *areas of the guilt experience -- unintentional

N S .
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situational guilt, morally culpable guili, and existential
guilt. While the MOSES has given a different perspective on
the experience of guilt, many areas need further study and
exploration.

The first area for further research may be in seeking
additional items for Factors 4 and 5 -- guilt resulting from
intra-personal and inter-personal failures. These
infractions of personal ethics and how they relate to other
dimensions of guilt are still unclear.

Second, the area of guilt arising from bassive
particibation remains to be explored. Oftentimes we
experience guilt for acts of omission rather than
commission, for example, someone ]{es in obvious pain on the
sidewalk and we turn around to avoid being inyo]ved; This
Kind of failure by wha t is left undone often reveals our
true moral sensitivity. Sensitivity. to these acts '6f
omission 'hay also reflect moral maturity. As Hoffman (1976)
speculates, guilt over inaction 1is 1likely to be more
advanced developmentally than guilt over actual commission.

AKin to guilt from omission 1is guilt 'froma contrived
ignorance. This jgnorance“'is not so much an absence of
‘informatiéh but avbidance of such ﬁﬁformétiqh. As such it is
a choice Rwe make. "Don’t tell me about;the horrors in such

b \
and such |

?r the 'starvation over there". The ‘broad
unawareneés\ of injustices, and consequent uninvolvement,
betray a Kiﬁﬁ of '‘crassness, a guilt through deliberate

ignorance.
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A final area ‘of research may be tha& of cof]ective
guilt; Collective guilt also arises from omission but at a
po]iticaT level. It resuits from failure on our part to take
appropriate action when rights are violated, principles
ignored. ‘To what extent this dimension of guilt can be
empirically researched needs further investigation.
| In conclusion, then, it is hoped that this study has
demonstrated that guilt is a complex muitidimensional human
experience. Guilt represents real pain and.ca]ls not so much'
for therapy but for change and renewal. Gu}]t can bev a
dynamic part- of our moral consciousness, a vital emotion..To
use Gaylin's phrase‘(19§9), guilt can be the "guardian of
our goodness” . In ,gpért, objective guilt is a real
phenomenon within our ﬁ&{a] sensitivity. It 1is a moral

sentiment.
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APPENDIX 1

The Moral Sentiment Scale - Version 1

Please check oné:

Male - ' S

Female

Your age:

@

The following situations produce more;or less guilt in peép]e. Please respond

to them by rating the amount of guilt

happened to you.

you would feel IF these situations

RESPONSES - no guilt Ca little a fair a lot very much
: at all amount guilt feeling

[ )
DWW NN = O

. Taking too many drﬁgs.'
. Getting in an argument with a friend
. Drinking too much.

O 0 ~N O 6 P w N

. Doing something which you know you should not have‘dohe
. Havingiéom much while others in the world have so little
. Lying to someone to get out of a jam.

. Saying things you don't mean when you are in an argument
. Telling a white 1ié. |

1 | 2 3 4

4

Having evil thoughts.

Finding out you have hurt someone's feelings
Driving away from the scene of an accident
Breaking up'with someone who has been close to you
Not going to church whenuyou know you shou]d.
Driving recklessly after drinking too much

N \ (turn t

|

- |

= s b b s b b b e e e
[SC TN A ST AC TR O RN RN ST N T G N S I AU I (SR

5

W W W Wwwwwwwowwwwow
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15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.

22,

23.
24.

&

26.

27.

28.
29.

31.
32,

33.
34.
35.
36.
37.

38.

39.
40.
41.
42.
43.

Y]

Revealing a secret

Not contr1but1ng to charities when asked.

Surviving or escaping from an accident while someore else
is hurt. |

Being involved in an abortion.

Cheating on your income taxes.

Having sex with someone without being emotianally involved
Being stopped by the potice for speeding.

Accepting a bribe. - -

Hearing about tortdé&?’by governments on innocent people
Seeing pictures of starving children.

Hitting someone in anger.

Borrowing money frome someone and suddenly realizing you
forgot to pay them back. ‘ '
Masturbating

Walking out of a store without paying for something

Hurting someone's feelings intentionally

+ Changing plans at the last minute which involve someone

else.

Breaking. a Taw because you consider it unjust
Hearing/reading of bombings, killings, and maimnings of
innocent victims in war e.g. Vietnam, Cambodia.

Buying something which you- cannot afford.

Not taking aprt in community projects.

Being mean to someone for no reason at all.

Having sex with someone just for physical sat1sfact1on
Being involved in an acc1dent where someone was seriously
injured. .

Finding out you have walked out.of a store with soemth1ng
and forgotten to pay for it.

Fa111ng to reply to a 1étter from a close friend.
Cheat1ng \ ’

Having sexual thoughts. :

Feeling so angry you would like to kill.

Breaking something which you have borrowed.

3

N
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\

44. Losing something va]uable\which someone close has given
to you. ' 12345
45. Not doing as well as you expected on a project. 12345

®

THANK YOU
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Appendix 2 . The Moral Sentiment Scale - version 2



The Moral Sentiment Scale - Version 2

The following situations produce more or less guilt in people.

Please

respond to them by rating the amount of guilt you would feel IF these

situations happened to you.

RESPONSES, - no guilt. = a little a fair a lot

= e el e S s
0 ~N O B2WwN O

19.
- 20.
21.
22.
23.

W 00 ~N O 0 & w N —

at all amout
1 -2 3 4

. Having evil thoughts

Taking too many drugs.

Getting in an argument with a friend

Drinking too much |

Finding out you have hurt someone's feelings

Breaking up with someone who has been close to you.

Not going to church when youfknow you should.

Driving recklessly after drinking too much.

Having so much while other§ in the world have so little
Saying things you don't mean when you are in an argument

. Not contributing to charities when asked
. Being involved in an abortion

. Cheating on your income taxes.

. Having sex with someone without being emotionally involved
. Accepting a bribe '

. Hearing about tortures by governments on innocent people
. Seeing p1ctures of starving children

.- Borrowing money from someone and suddenly realizing you

forgot to pay them back. Y
Masturbating : \\
Hurting someone's feelings intentionally.

Chaoging plans at the last minute which involve someone else

Breaking a law because you consider it unjust

_Hearing/reading of bombings, ki1Tings, and maimings of innocent

victims in war, e.g. Vietnam, Cambodia.

5
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(turn the
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24.
25.
26.
27.

28.

29.
. Cheating
31.
32.
33.
34.

35.

cont'd

Buying something which you cannot afford

Not taking part in community projects

Having sex with someone just for physical satisfaction
Being involved in an accident where someone was seriously
injured. -

Finding out you have walked out of a store with Something
and forgotten to pay for it "

Failing to reply to a letter from a close friend

Having sexual thoughts

Feeling so angry you would like to kill.

Breaking something which you have borrowed.

Losing something valuable which someone close has 'given
to you.

Not doing as well as you expected on a project.

Thank you for participating

in this research
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APPENDIX 3
{
THE DEFINING ISSUES TEST:
AN OBJECTIVE TEST OF MORAL JUDGMENT DEVELOPMENT

James R. Rest



OnLY Copy AVAILABLE

SEULE COPIE DISPONIBLE 162

o, a3 .
- . . L] Y . * . :

In this questionnaire you will be asked %0 give your opinions about several =
Stories. Hers is & STOXY as AN examplg.

Frank Jones has been thinking aboue buying a car. He is married, has two smail
children gnd earms an average incoms. The car he buys will be his Zamily's only car.
It will he used mOSTly to get tO work and drive around town, but sometimes for va-
cation trips also- In txying to dacide what car to buy, Frank Jones resalized snat
there warge a lot ©f Juestions O congider. Below thers i8 & list of some of these
‘questiong.

\

If yoy wars Frank Jones, hOv important would each of these qu.st:.om Ye in decid-
ing what car to buy?

Instrucsions for PATt A: (Sample Question)

Cn. the lefx hand side check one of the spaces DY each statement of a considaratioa.
(For ingwance, if you think that stacemeant #1 is not important in making a dacisicn
about buying & car, check the space on the right.)

IMPORTANCE :

Great wmych Soms Little. No

1. Whether the car dealer was in the same block as
v whare Frank lives, (Note that in this sample.

: the person taking the questionnairs did not thirnk

this vas izportant in making a aecision.)
2. Would a ussd car be moIs economical in the long

run than "2 ne new car. (Nota that a check was put in
/ the far left sf spaca %0 indicate the opinion that
ehis is an important issue in making a dacision
about buying a care) )
] 7 | 3. Whether =he COLlOL wAS dreen, FIank's ‘avor=:s Solor. .-
4. Whether the cubic inch displacament was at least
v 200, (Note that if you are unsurs about what
*eubic inch displacement” means, then zark it "m0
{mortance. ")
J S. Would a lLarQe, ICOSY CAX be better than a compact -

' car. w .

5. Whecher tte front connibilies were diffesrential.
v {Nota that if a statemant sounds like gibberish of

nonsense to you, Bark it “"ao ortance."”

Instrucrions for Sart B: (Saxple Quastion)

Trom the list of questions sbove, ‘select the Dost LIportant onae of the whole gxoup.

Put the qumber of the most iZportant question on the top line helow. Do likewise for
your Ind, 3jrd and 4th most LIPOTtant choices. (Nota that the top choices in this case
will ~cme from the Statemants that wers checksd on the far left-hand side—statsments
¥2 and 45 were CHOUGht O be VeXy irportant. In daciding what iz the most important.

a person wouid re-read #2 and 5, and twnen pick one of them aa the 303t important, then
EUt the ocher one 48 "second IOST important,” and 3o on.)

MCST - SECOND MOST DMPORTANT TEIRD MOST IMPORTANT FOURTH MOST IMPORTANT

™ J'mes Rest, 1972
Aoborigius resarved
used with fermission.
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HEINT AND THE DRIG

Ln\” irooe 2 woman was near death Zrom a special kind of cancer. Thers was One

g that tne dOCIOrs thought might save her. I vas a form of radium zhat & 4ruggis:
:Q\ the same town had recently discovered. The Arug was expensive to maxe, but tne
aﬁ'ﬂ:ﬂut vas Ch&rging ten times what tne drug COST to meke. He paid $200 for the
rld‘%ﬂ and charged 32000 for & small dose of the drug. The iick woman's husband, Heinz,
Vent to everyone he knew to bOrTOw the money, but he could only get toge T
$1000, which is half of what it cost. He told the druggist =hat nis wife Wi .dy ing,
And aAsked him to Sell ({t cheaper or let hic pay latezr. But the druggist said, "No, *
discovered the dTug and I'm 9OLNg to make soney from it.” S$o Heinz got desperate and
began to think about breaking into :.n’ MmAn's StOre to stesal the drug for nis wife.

Should Heinz steal the drug? (Check ond) Y
LT Should steal i Zan't decide Should not steal 1t
IMPORTANCY :

-~

25 Much some Tittle 4ol :
! . i 1. Yhether A cOMmunitv's laws are going to be pheld.
' ' 2, lsa't it only natural for a loving nusband tO care

so uch for his wife zhat he'd steal?

3. 1s Heinz willing to risk get=ing ghot as a ourglar
or going to jail for the chance that stsaling zhe
drug might halp?

| 4. Whether Heint i1s a professional wreastler, or has
considerable influance vith professional vrestlers.
| S. Whether Heanz is stealing for himsel? or doing tnis
solaly to help somsone else.
} 6. Whether the druggist's rights to his invantion havs
to be Zespectad. ,
7. Whether the essence of lLiVing s nOre §NCORPASSIng
’ than the ter:ination of dying, socially and indi-
viduailv.
‘ 8. What values 4re going to be tne basis £OT governing
how peoOle aCT <owards sach othez.
9. Whether the druggist 1s going to ba allowed ™ nide
’ bekbind a vorthless lav which only protects the rich
anvhow .
i i2. Whether the l»w i» this Tase i3 ge=zing if “he wvay
I .0f the most basac clais 0f any member of sociezv.
) : T 1ll. whether the druggis:z deserves to be robbed £0r DHeing

L 30 greedy and cruel.
; [ @ 12, would stealing :n sucn a case bring about mofe =otal
: good for the wnole societv or not.

From the list ncf questions above, select the four rost important:

Y

MOst important

p
‘Second Most Important
. . : Third Most Important
Lon Fourzh Most Importan:

Nz
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STUCENT TARE-OVER
N N
i N\

At Harvard -Jniversity a group of slud-nu. called ths Studants for \‘A\'Dmctnuc
Socliety (5DS), belleve that the CLnivers:fP~should ot have an ‘army 2OTC pregram. so§
studenta are against *te var in Viet Ham, and the arwy training pregraa halps send
nen to fight in Viet Xam. The SDS studants demandad that Harvard end the ROTC
training pfogram 4s a4 Wiversity course. This would mman Zhat Harvard scudeats)could

_hot get army training as part of their reqular sourse work and noc qet credic r it

towards their degrees. . j
Agresing with the SDS students, the Harvard professors voted to end he ROYC pro-

'qTARm &8 A umiversity course. But che President of the University stated that he

wanted :o',k"np the ArmY Program‘on Campus as & course. The SDS students falt that the
President was not goiag to pay attentich to the faculty vote or to their damands.
So, one day last April, two huhdred 5DS studants walked into the universicy’s

Msmeioa building, and told -Vtryqni else to get cut. They sald they were doing

this to force Harvard to get rid of the arwmy training Program as a course.
Showd the students have taken over the administration building? (Check one)

_Yes, they should take it over __ Can’t dacide o, they shouldn's take it over

SPORTANCE:

Great Much Some Little o

1 ° 1. AFe tha szudeats doing this to really Jelp other

' Jeople or are they doing it dust for cicks?

2. Do the students hAVe any ITignt SO “axs over prop~
erty that dcesn't bSelong to zhem?

3. 50 e studects rsalize that =uey yg¢nt e arrested

|

|

j i P
| :

and fined, and sven lled from school?
: I ~l A.WGuJ.duu.nqowr:mmlduq'.nm‘.onq:un
benefit more le =0 a greater extent?

his authorisy in ignor: she faculty wote.
6. Will the Takeover anger the pudlic .and gave all
studants & bad name?

of tustice? <,
L . 9: Would allowing one studant take—ovar encourage zany
. . ! other studant cake-overs? -
| K : i ;9. Did.the president bring this msunderstandirg on
i : himsel? bv being $© unrsasonable and :mcocTerative?

: n, ; 10. “hether rumaing ‘3N versity ocught =0 be 1o the
: : ! "+ } . hands of & few strators or in the hands of
) ' all the teovle.. -

[ i li. Are the studentq following principles which ey

i Selisve are aboge the law? .

l
!
}
l
I 5. “hather the presidect stiyea within zhs Limits of
I
!
l

from the list of quastions above, salect whe four most isporzant:
’ Most Important/
Second téne rzant

Third Most Imporsant

NEES

Fourzh Moat Izporianft
’ o

7. ls taking over a Suilding consiscent vith principles ,

164
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ESTAPED PRISONER
a

A man had bean sentenced to prison for 10 /uzs. Afcar one vu:, howvn:, he
Jpcd from prison, moved to a new avia of the country, and took on the name of
:ompaon. TFor 8 years he worked nard, and gradually he saved enough money o buy

%18 own business. He wvas fair to his customers, gave his ecployees =Op wages, and
geve most of his own profits to charity. Then one day, Mrs. Jones, an old neighbor,
récdgnized him as the man who had ucapod from prison 8 veais befors, and whom the
police had been looking for.

Should Mrs. Jones report Mr. Thompaon to =he .pou.ca and have hip sent back to priscen?

(Check cn.) SO
I .
Should reporz. hin Can't decide Should not reper< him
. IMPORTANCE:

Greaz Much  Some Litile No .
- 1. Hasn't Mz, ".'houpson been good encugh ta: such a
L ) : | lona l:me %0 _Drove ne isn't a bad versen?

, ) . l T2, Evary: m- somsone estapes punisnment for a crime,
t

doesn't that ‘ust encourage mors Crime?
J, Wouldn't we be better off wifnout prisons anc the
ovorwssion of our legal svstems?

o +___4, Has Mr. Thoroson reallv Daid his Ge5t o socLety? - 3, I
| . | 5. Would jociety be failing wnat Mr. Thompsén should it LS
: Zairlv exnect? - § ¥ o SRR
. 6, What benefits would Prisons be apart from society, - ‘:&@K il
’ esoecially for a charitable man? w0
s \ 7. How.could anyone be 30 cruel and heartless as <o
I L ' ‘ i . Send Mr. Thompson o Brison? &
I ) 8, Wouwld if be fair to all the prisoners who hac =o -
' o ¢ : serve out their full sentances if Mr. mow-on was
) ler of?
- 9, Was Mrs. Jones & oood friend of Mr. Taomoson? .
% S i ) 10, Wouldn't it be & citizen's duty tO report an escaped :
: - ' criminal, recariless of the irsumstances? ¢
1l. How would the will of tne peopls and <he pupiic good
besz be served? .
. 12, Would going =0 prison do any good for Mr. Thompson
.- : - oY =rotect anvbodv? '
From the list of questions above, select the four most impor=ant:
" . Most Important . w
o X gt R Soccnd Most Imox—u: : . *3'
¥ KR e e

N Third Most Importanc '

Fourth Most Important

e
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THE DOCTOR'S JILEMMA

m.'-‘&
N L A lady was dying of cancer which could not be
} $ix zonths =0 live, She was in terrible Sain,
her dis sooner.

e dose of pain=killer like mwrphine would make
: and almost crazy with pain,

give her enough mrphine

v that -n-wwu going to die {n a few mon

What should =he doctar do?

He should give the lady an

cured and she had only -about
but she was 30 veak that a good

She was delirious
and in her calm periocds, she would ask the docter o
to kill her.

She said she couldn't stand the paia and

(Check one)

m———

overdome that will make her die

IMPGRTANCE;

Great ' Much Some Liztle No

l l

|

Whether =he

Can't decide

ths anyway,

~er +he overdose or not.

Should not giye
the overdose

woman's family is in favor of giving -

|

Is cha doctor obligated 2y the sams laws ag
everybody else if giving her an overdese would

Ze “he same

43 killinc haer,

l Lo

e

|
|
!

|

- “hether cecple would be much better off without

Socisfty regimenting cheir lives ard even .’.hu’.z(

ceaths,

! ' t

L

Whether e
accident,

doctor could make it appear like an\

)
Coes the state have the right o Zorze contizuad \
axiscence on those who don': want to live.

What is the value of death Prior o society's
Jersodctiva cn cersonal values.

h

“hetier the ¢octor hag Sympatlly for the woman's

suffaring or caras mors about wha

think.

€ socliety might

Is helping to end another's Lifs

act of cooveragion.

evVer a responsitlae

FE

end,

_ #WhetheX onliy God should decide when a Berson's.
lifs should

3

What values the doctor has sec for nizse
Own oerscnal code of bshavior.

12 ia his

I

Can society afford to let everybody, end

when they want 0. -

helir lives

¥

Can society allow
still protsct the

lie,

suicides or marcy k21iling and
lives of individuals who want to

Trem the list of questions above, select the four

nOst irportant;

Most Important

' Second Most Import?u

Thixrd Most Imporeant

.Fourth Most

Izpor=ant

166
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i

Mr. Webstar vas the owner and manager of a qas s;ﬁf.ion. He wanted o hire
but good mechanics’wers hard to £ind, <he o (ly
person he found who seemed %o be a good mechanic was Mr. lLee, but he vas ese.
While Mr, Webster himsel? didn't have anything against Oriantals, he was affraid

to hire Mr. lee because many of his customers dZdn't like Orientals. His Qustomers
night take their business elsewhere if Mr. Lae was working in the gas station.

another mechanic to help him,

When Mr. Lee asked Mr. Webster if he
he had alrsady hired scmebody else.

could have the job, Mr. Webster said “hat
But Mr. Webster really had not hired anybody,

because he could not find anybody who was a good mechanic besides Mr. Lae.

What should Mr.

Should have hired Mr, lee

Webster have dona? (Check

 IMPCRTANCE:
/ Great Much Some Little No

L

]

one)

Can't decide Should not have nired him

2
&

l. Does the owner of 2 business have the right to*
. Make nis own business decisions or not?

|

2. Whether thnere is a law that forbias racoal dys-
frimination in hiring for <iobs.

3

3. Whether Mr. Webster 13 Pre)judiced againsz
orientals himself or whether he means nothing
personal in refusing the job.

‘4. Whether hiring a good mecnhanic or paying atzen=icn
to his customers' wishes wouid be best for nis
business. . . .

l 5. What individual dif“erences ougnt 0 be relevant
in deciding how societv's roles are filled?

‘ 6. Whether tne greedy and cometizive capitalistic
Svstem ought to _be completelv abandoned.

i 7- Do a majoxity of people in Mr. Webscer's society .
l tael lik 3
) s,

: ’ 9. Wo )

wi%h

Ce3 S .

Customars Or Ars & majority acainst

° . hiFing capable an like 4r. Lae weuld use

* that would otherwise be lost to sociery.

Tefusing the )OO TO Mr. Lee be consiscent
._Webster's own moral beliefs?

, 10. Cofald

e 1k

Mr. Webster pe s¢ nard-hearted as to —eluse
b, _knowing how much it means to Mr. lLee?

| e

T the Christ.an compandment to love your
Tan aocpliex in this case. )

.“\_F T T U1

l lZ./If omecne’s in need, shouldn's ne be helped tecard-

leds o

Z what vou get back from him?

e

/

From the list of questions above, select the four most impor‘;an:.-

MOST Impor=ant
Second Most lmportant

) Thizd Most Imporcant

\ Fourth -Most Important

167
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NEWSPAPER
o ' '
Fred, a senior in nigh school, wantad to publish a nimsographed newspaper
for students $0 that he could express many of his opinions. He wantad to speak °
out against the war in Viet Yam and to speak out against scme of the school's
. rules, like the rule forbidding boys to wdwr long hair. -
When Fred started his newspaper, he asked his principal for sermission.
The principal said it would be all right if hefore every publication Tred would
turn in all his articles for the principal's approval. Fred agreed and turned in
several articles for approval. The principal app¥dved.all of them and Fred
N published two issues of the paper in the next two weeks.
sut the principal had not expectad that Frad's newspaber would recsivae so
fuch attention. Students wers so excitsd by the paper that they began to organize
Protests against the hair resqulation and other school rules. Angry parents
cbjectad to Trad's opinions. They phoned the princxpa.l talling him chat the news-
paper was unpatriotic and should not be published. As a result of the rising
excitement, the principal oxderad !'rcgi to stop publishing. He cave as a reason
that Fred's activities were disruptive to the operation of the school.

Should the principal stop the rnewspaper? (Check one)
Should stop it Can’t decide Should not stop it o
- - ' . ~
IMPORTANCE:

Great Much Some Litsle No

1. Is thae principal more 'uporui.blu =0’ studeats

i

) ) ' ! Or %0 the tarancts?
' 2, Did the principal qive nis word zhat "‘o hews-
paper could be published fora long =ime, or 4id

o ; ST f he just promise £o a e the .newspaper one
: ! issue at a time?
’ 3. Would the students start protesting even mors Lf

! the orincinal stovoed the newspaoper?
N - 4. When the welfare of the school is threataned, Zces
S . ) the principal have the :iqm: t2 gi~e orders o
i : studencs? .
. O % 3. Doeg the principal have the freedom of spncc.‘x o
7T sav "ne" in this case? ) - ,
&, IZ the principal stopped the newspaper would he te 41

%gnnci'm fall discussion of inmpcrtant oroblems? &
° = _ T3Wecher cthe. principal's order would :mku Frad lose ;
: ’a-zﬁf in_the orincipal. - .. v

. 8. “Ahethar Fred was zulJ. iyal %0 nis school and
Ly patriotic to his coun
4‘—#- .
T 179, What effect would v.oppmq, the paper zave on the ) .
_student's educatiom’ in c:;.::.cu. .bm.k.nq;nd
udcwents? g
. 10. Whether Fred was in any way violacing Ju%ghts of gy
others in pufjlishing his own ooinions. B
1l. Whether the grincipal should be irnfluenced by sone
- angry parentg§ when it is the principal chat mcvs
) on in tha school.
12. Whecher Fred (was using the newspaper o sStir up
hatred and discontent.

s

From tha list of questions above, select the four st important;

.
N S |} Most Important. °
Second Most Importast ‘s
~y y
Third Most Impor=anc - -
- . ! —

Fourth Most Impor=ant

>
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APPENDIX 4

@,

THE ASSOCIATION 0

- PROFESSIONAL ENGIN[EHS

TeLgrHONE 426-39890

GEOLOGSTS AND GEOPHYSICISTS

OF ALBERTA g
.

(ADMINISTRATORS OF ~"THE ENGINEERING AND RELATED PROFESSIONS ACT'' OF ALBERTA)
R

1010 ONE THORNTON COuURT
EDMONTON. ALBERTA °
TS, 2E7

“January 19, 1981

Dear Member: e

One aspect ofyprofessionalisgs

revealed by how one would act iA #-u1t" situations.

idy and feel that it

fake the time to complete
, to only about 100 randomly

‘I have examined Mr. Douzig
is technically satisfactory. ¥
his questiortnaire. It will be g&}
selected members. -

of hlS study for" publlcatlon 1n the Mini-PEGG.

Individual names will not be used at any stage bESldeS
mailing. ; ; :

P  Yours trulyﬁ

P /au%}‘rvlL J.aﬁﬂ*”*
i L. /L. Williams, Ph.D.
o _,Director of Career Development
LLW/rlk ST ,
Attachment

* :
| - (’
; /

B,
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLDGY

L
. "/‘\ FACULTY OF EDUCATION ©
'Y

”’ 2 THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA 5
*ECUMQ»\E\" | |

<

il

. 4

January iG, 1981

Dear APEEGA member:

At present I am doing a thesis that involves sampling the
opinions of various individuals and groups on how they arrive at
mora)] decisions and their experience surrounding failures in
moral judgment. The rationale for this study is -based on the
assumption that individuals and groups approach ethical decision- ,
making differently. The question being asked is two-fold: Is k
there a differenceé and why? For example, does the politician or
business man differ in his approach tQ5MOra1 judgments from the social
scientist? If so, why?

1 am grateful to your association for its support of this
research. Your name has been randomly selected from among the
membership. With this cover letter I want to ask you for your -
participation in this project. I would appreciate your giving this
your favorable attention. ! Ny )

: : SV
.-Enclosed you will find a letter from ODr. Niﬂ]iams, the director
-~ of cafter development, indicating the associatigh's support of this
endeavor. Also, you will find two questionnaires which I would

ask you to fill out and return in the self-addressed envelope by

February 27, 1981. Please be assured that:

1. all replies are strictly confidential,

2. this researchsis for thesis work only,

3. your name .is being used for mailing®purposes only, an

4. that results of this project will be made available and
summarized in your professional newsletter.

I want to express my appreciation for your cooperation and
assistance. » ..

y

/

d

6-102 EDUCATION NORTH, EDMONTON, ALBERTA, CANADA + T6G 2G5 + TELEPHONE (403) 4325245
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APPENDIX 6
3
, | /
i
*
| |
6 ‘A FRIENDLY REMINDER

- : . Dear APEEGA Me@ber:

'This cardiis being sent to remind you about the
Auestionnaire on moral decision-making which was sent
_7..to you récehtly. If you have already mailed in the -
questionnaire, thank you. If not, would you consider
taking time to complete it soon. Your participation -
is needed to make results-significant. Thanks.

¥

sy
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APPENDIX 7

Mosher Forced-Choice Inventory

(used with permission of the author)

This questionnaire consists of a ber of pairs of statements or opinions
which have been given by college men in response to the "Mosher Incomplete
Séntences Test." These men were asked to complete phrases such as 'Vhen I

tell‘ a lie. . ." and "To kill in war. . .'" to make a sentence which expregsed

| their real feelinga abou.t the stem, This questionnaire consists of the stems

v

to which they responded and a pair of their responges which are lettered A and’

B. | ' o "
» o "/ ,;-'.

You are t:o tead*"’t:he stem and the pair of completions and decide which you

-
2=

“"most agree with or which is most characteristic of you, Your choice, in esgch

: 1nstance, should ﬁ‘e "tn terms of what you believe, how you feel, or how you

4‘.‘ s k
wou ld t"eact‘ and rlot in terms of how you think you should believe, feel, or

‘respond. This is not a test, There are no right or wromg é}_v'e/.s,:.,,.\YWf

‘choices should be a description of‘your own personal beliefs, feelings;\ or

reactions, ’ ) N

In some inﬁtm\ces yiou may discever that you believe> both completioms or
neither completion to be characteristic of you. In such cases select the one
you mon;. strongljr believe to be the case ;as‘. far as you are concerned. Be sure
to find ‘an answer ,f\gr eve;‘y choice, Do not omit ﬁn {item even thoggh- it {s very

difficult for you to decide, just select the more characteristic member of the

pair. Encircle the letger, A or B, which you mosla‘(agtee with.
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1. When I tell a lie . . .
A, it hurts,
B. I make it a good one,

2, To kill - in war. . ,
A. 1is a job to be done.
B. 1s a shame but sometimes a necessity.

3. Women who curse, . . .
A, are normal,
B. make me sick.

4, VWhen anger builds inside me, ., .
A, T usually explode,
B. I keep my mouth shut,

5. If I killed someone in self-defense, I. . .

A, would feel no anguish. ,

B. think 1§ would trouble me the rest of my life.
6. I punigh myself, !, .

A, for the evil I do. :

B. very seldom for other people do it for me.

7. If in the future I committed adultery. . ,
A, T won't feel bed about it.

. B. it would be sinful, %
8. Obscene literature, . .
A. 1is a sinful and corrupt business.
B. 1is fascinating reading.
‘ &
9. '"Dirty" jokes in mixed company., . .
A, are common in our town,
B. shoyld be avoided,
10." As a child, sex play. . . g ’
A. never entered my mind.
B, 1is quite wide spread. ’ '
11, I detest myself for. . . g
A. - my sins and fajlures,
B. for not having more gxciting sejyual experiences.
12, Sex telationévbefore narriaée;;....
A, ruin many a happy couple.
B, -are good in my opinion,
13F?’If_in the future I committed adultery. . ,
b A, I wouldn't tell anyone.
: B. I would probably feel bad about it,
14, TWhen I hﬁve.sexual desires. . ,
A. T usually try to curb them, -
B. I generally satisfy then,
"‘ , : . . . ' ‘ - -
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If I killed someone in self- defense, I..
A, wouldn't enjoy it.
B, I'd be glad to be alive,

Unusual sex practices. .
A, might be interesting.
B. don't interest me.

If 1 felt like murdering someone.
A, I would be ashamed of myself,
B. I would try to commit the perfect crime.

If %L hated my parents,
A, I would hate myself.
B, I would rebel at their every wish.

After an outburst of anger. :
A, 1 usually feel quite a bjit better. .
B. 1 am sorry and say so.

I punish myself. . .
A, never.
B, by feeling nervous and depressed,

Prostitution. . , : o -&9
A, s a must,
- B, breeds only evilf

' If I kLiLed gomeone in seif{@efensg, I. ..
A, would still be troubled by my conscience.
B.  would consider myself lucky.

When I tell a lie. . .
. A, T'm angry with myself.
B, I mix it with truth and serve it like a Martini,

As a child, sex play. . .
A, is not good for mental and emotxonal ,Well being,
B, 1{is natural and innocent.

When someone swears at me, . .
A. 1 swear -back. oo
B. it usually bothers me-even if1 don't show it.

When I was younger, fighting: . .
A, was always a thrill.
B. disgusted me, . v . \

s

AY



27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

33.

35.
36.

) 37.

39‘

o

40.
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As a child, sex play, . .
A. was a big taboo and I was deathly afraid of it.
B. was common without guilt feelings.

¥

After an argument.
A, 1 feel mean. _
B. I am sorry for my actions,

‘¢

"Dirty"” jokes in mixed,company. . . . _ .
A. are not proper.
B. are exciting and awmusing.

Unugsual sex practices. .
A. are awful and unthinkable,
B. are not so unusual to me.

when I have sex dreams, . . _
A. 1 cammot remember them in the morning, ‘ x
B. I wake up happy. ‘

When I was younger, fighting. .
A. never appealed to me.
B. was fun and frequent.

One should not. .
A. knowlingly sin.

.B. try to follow absolutes.

To kill in war. . .
A. 1is good and meritable.
B. would be sickening to me,

I detest myself for . . .

"A. nothing, I love life..

B. not being more nearly perfect.

"Dirty" jokes in mixed company. . . Cos
A. are lots of fun.
B. are coarse to say the least,

Petting. . .
A. 1is something that should be controlled.

"B. ‘is a form of education.

After an argument. .. | ~ ©
A, I usually feel better.

B. I am disgusted that I allowed myself to become involved,

Obsce;;w};;ergture. . . : ,
A. should be'freely published. , : . S
B. helps people become sexual perverts.

I regret. . .

A. my sexual experiences.
B. nothing 1've ever dome.




41.

45,

47.

49,

50.
51,
52.

53.

4-
A guilty conscience. . . @‘
A. does not bother me too mu
B. 18 worse than g siciness to me.
If I felt like murdering someone. . .

A. 1t wvould be for good reasom.
B. 1'd think I was craxzy.

- Arguments leavé me feeling. . .

A. That it was a waste of time.
B. smarter.

After a chlldhood fight, I felt. . .
A. miserable and made up afterwards.

~ B. 1like a hero.

When anger builds inside me, . .
A. I do my best to suppres it. - .
B. I have to blow off some steam. '

Unusual sex practices. . .
A. are 0.K. as long as they're heterosexual, .

B. usually aren’t pleasursble because you have preconceived feelings

about their being wrong.

I regret. . .
A. getting caught, but nothing else.
B. all of my sins.

"when I tell a lie., . .

A. my conscience bothers me.
B. 1 wonder whether I1'll get away with it.

Sex ralatiohs before marriage. . .

A. are prapgticed too much to be wrong.

B. in my ppinion, should not be practiced.
As a child, sex play. . . %

A. 1is dangerous,
B. 1is not harmful but does create sexual pleaaure.

)

.

When caught in the act., . .

A. 1 try to bluff my way out,

B. - truth is the best policy.
-

As a child gex play. . .
A. was indulged in.
B. . is imwiture and ridiculous.

When I tell a lie, . .
A. it is an exception or rather an odd occurreace.

" B. 1 tell g lie.

If I hated my parents. ..
A. T would be wrong, foolish, end feel guilty.
B. they would know it that's for sure!
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55.

59.

60.

61.

62,

63.

64.

.- 65.

66;

67.

If I robbed a bank., . .
A, 1 would give up I suppose,
B. 1 probably would get nny’-.with it.

Arguments leave me feeling. . .
A. proud, they certainly are worthwhile.
B. depressed and disgusted.

When I have sexual desires. . .
A. they are quite strong.
B. 1 attempt to repress them. ‘

Sin and failure. ., . ‘
A. are two situations we try to avoid.
B. do not depress me for long.

Sex relations before marrisge. .
A. help people to adjust,
B, ahould not be recommended.

When mgcr builds ingide me. . .
A, 1 feel 1like killing somebody.
B. I get sick.

If I robbed a blnk. . .
A. g would live like a king.
B. ‘should get caught.

Masturbation. . .
A, is s habit that should be controllod
B, 1is very coumon.

After an argument. . .

A. Y feel proud in victory and understanding in defeat.
B. 1 am sorry and see no reason to stay mad. .
Sin and failure. . .

A. are the works of the Devil.

B. have not bothered me yet.

If I coomitted a homosexual act. . .
A, it would be my business.
B. it would show weakness in me.

Vhen '(anger builds inside we. , .
A. 1 always express it,
B, I usually take it out on myself.

Prostitution, . .
A, 1is a sign of norcl decny in society.
" B. 1is acceptable® sz noeded by sone pcople.

A. should be abol cbod

Capital punishmenty ., .
B. is s nocouit}
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69.

70.
. 71.
72.

73.

74,

75.
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Sex relations before mrriage . .
A. are 0.K. if both pa-
B. ard® dangerous.

o

. Coa ) v
I tried to make amends. . .
A. for_gll my misdeeds, but I can't forget them.
B.. but\not if I could hdlp it.

After a childhood fight;I felt. . .

.A. sorry.

B. mad and 1rr1table.

I \detest myself for . . .
“A,/ nothing, and only rarely dislike myself\
. thoughts I sanetims have.\ - .

Arguments leave me feeling. ..

A. satisfied usually, -
B. exhausted.

Mast;urbation. o« »
A.* {s all right.
B. should not be practiced,

After an argument. . . -
A. I usually feel good 1f I wonm.

- B. 1t is best to apﬂlogize to clear the air.

76.

77.

78.

79.

I hate. . ‘. S - .' s ‘l . \ O
A. sin. ' W .
B. moralists and "do gooders." ‘ L

Sex : B te
A. 1is a beautiful gift of God not to be cheapened
B. 1is good and enjoyable.

Capital punishment. . .
A. 13 not used often enough. :
B. 1is lega‘l murder, it is inhuman.

- Prostitution. . .

A. should be legalized ‘
‘B. cannot really afford enjoyment.
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