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7'e;hself and 1mportance to other._r

."_.

Thegené%alaimoibthe present study was to determlnef*"-
P

f_L’underhwhatfconditiOns 05001a1 behav1ors were 11kely to

tpbe performed;h The condltlons that were 1nvest1gated

"”1ncluded moral reasonlng level, and measures of percelved

respon31b111ty, sacrlflce, effectlveness, 1mportance to‘.;

LR

Questlonnalres were dlstrlbuted to 100 adult volunteers,

¥ ’1

68 of whom responded The questlonnalres con81sted of four
'-hypothetlcal scenarlos portraylng a confllct between the ‘

t 1nterests of the subject and the: 1nterests of another

perSon or group of persons.' FolIOW1ng each scenarlo, each

’subject was asked ‘to respond to questlons regard&ng hls/her

‘.... .

1)~ prererred moral actlon cﬁ‘ice, (2) justlflcatlon of he

actuon gh01ce, (3) perceptlons of the scenarlo aiaﬁg‘zhe BN

_dlmensions of re3pon51b111ty, SaCPlflCe, effectlveness,:

1mportance to self and 1mportance to other, and (4) estlma-“

tlon of actual behav1or in. the 81tuat10n..

‘ The,flrstﬂmajor,flndlng_was that'level_of'morai reason—v7'

. - : L. . . R . L e

"'ing Was not related'toxthe.liklihood of‘prosocial‘re5ponding: )

-in any of the four 51tuatlons., The second major f;ndlng was»j"'

- that in general the flve measures of percelved 81tuatlona1

characterlstics were 31gn1flcant predlctors of pr03001a1 o



factionﬁ. However, 1t was found that the 1ndependent varlables
":dlfferentlally 1nteracted wlth prosoc1a1 behav1or across the
u‘l’fOur 51tuatlons, thereby precludlng generallzed conclu51ons

“’3pabout the correlates of pros001al actlon.f

Two major post hoc analyses were Qpnducted. Flrst to “f~

;determlne‘whether the 1ndependent varlables and/or prosoc1al

e

'*?'respondlng possessed persondl glcal qualltles, 1ntercorrela— £l

C tlons of/éach varlable across tﬁL four 81tuatlons werej'

N

re'computed The results of thls\analy51s suggested that
”'u‘subjects were notﬂtrans s1tuatlonally con51stent on these L
'pdlmen51ons. Secondly, a factor analy81s was performed on

f:the data from the four 51tuatlons to determlne whether an

SNy o
4underly1ng pattern of reIatlonsﬁ&ps ex1sted between varlables,-‘

’-5fsuch that the total body of data could be reduced to a- morevf

T SN, iy e s reme i

’; w1th1n the context of the current person versus 51tuatlon

-manageable and- 1nterpretable level The flrst four rotated

'factors clearly corresponded to the four scenarlos

The overall results of the present study were dlSCUSSEd .

N .
e .

‘debate.e It was . concluded that a multlvarlate,i1nteract10nlst

: approach more adequately accounted for prosoc1a1 ,action than L

¥

' v elther a personologlcal or a 51tuat10nlst persPect1Ve.
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C ‘ \ “CHAPTER I ,

.\Q’TRODUCTION" T

Background. to the PsyChological'StudynothOrality

e

%

One of manklnd S earllest and most endurlng 1nqu1r1es
- has been 1nto the: nature of morallty However, because of

bltS tradltlonal assoc1atlon W1th phllosophy and theology, the

_,subject of morallty had generally been regarded as outsade |
“'the psychologlcal domaln | g
| Wlthln the past two decades, psychologtcal researoh
1nvest1gat1ng the nature of morallty has prollferated Rest'd
.(1979) and W1spe (1978) have attrlbuted this grow1ng 1nterest
 to two factors FlPSt, a number of major_soclal events have
recently focussed the publlc 8- and the academlcs attentions
'on moral issues-. The ClVll nghts Movement the Vletnam War,
the 1960's" student protests, Watergate, and the Women s Move-
‘ment all had a distinct moral flavor Rapld technologleal
and social change, together w1th the weakenlng of tradltlonal
1nst1tutlons of 5001al control have forced 1nd1v1duals to »
_ questlon and at tlmes re- create thelr own ethlcal bellef
,Estructures i In short recent soc1al condltlons have been
such that 1t has been dlfflcult for the average person to be
" unaware or unconcerned about moralulssues. | | '
Secondly, recent developments Within the fieid of psy

\\
AN

\,




lOgy have produced a cllmate favorable to- the study of issues

P

such as morallty The two major models whlch dlrected psycho-
_‘loglcal research prlor to the 1960's held conceptlons of . |
T-human nature and human behav1or whlch precluded spec1f1c

study of morallty Both the Preudlan and the behav1or1st o S
e models assumed that people behaved accordlng to the hedonlstlcr

v pr1n01ple, therefore the questlon of morallty was. essentlally
ireduc1b1e to one of 5001allzat10n. Humanlstlc theorles posed

“, ‘/‘

a serlous challenge to thls assumptlon and thereby legltlmlzed

o fconslderatlons that fhlelduals may forego personal beneflts

. . . . AN

1n the serv1ce of a larger good _ Behav1orlsm alg had aihr |

‘restralnlng 1nf1uence on the development of moral psychology

:hthrough 1ts 1n51stence that observable events were the sole
.ob]ects of legltlmate sc1ent1flc study,‘and through its T

» massumptlon that a 81ngle pr1nc1p1e could account for all .

;behav1ors The ways 1nlwhlch people thought about events _;’ ﬂ.:i; /

were con31dered not amenable to 801ent1flc 1nqu1ry Purther- o

more, all behav1ors were presumed to be governed by the same

pr1nc1ple, hence, "moral" behav1or d1d not warrant spe01al

status in relation to other types of behav1ors. The growing-

1mpact of cognltlvely-orlented theorles has. conv1nced many

.

researchers of the need to con31der the ways. 1n whlch people.
.

'percelve, organlze, and 1nterpret events.‘ The'success of

‘cognltlve psychology was an 1mportant step 1nsofar as the i

development of a moral psychology was concerned. 51nce morallty

'essentlally refers 'to the ethical bellefs people ‘hold, the

L}




.,'1’

&%

- Morality and Prosociality:

’l_by Kohlberg (19

v S o R A
manners in which people evaluate situations and eyents, and

theuways in whichﬁthese'beliefs and interpretations'are5

-translated into action.

'Different cOnceptions of morality have been advanced
4 N

'~by Varlous phllOSOpth models ‘The 1ntent of the present

\

study was not to debate the relatlve merlts of these theorles

-Rather, the con;eptlon of morallty Wthh has been advanced

6, 1971, 1976) 'and whlch has been assumed_'

‘fln a majorlty of moral psychologlcal studles, was adopted 1n

R the present study Psychologlcally, morallty has been studled

in terms of the evaluatlve pr1nc1ples whlch people hold the‘h

1_ways 1n whlch people apply these pr1n01p1es to the judgment
f_-of events, and the manner in whlch behav1ors derlve from i
vthese prlnc1ples Wlthln Kohlberg s model morallty 1s v1eued
"as a multl level, developmental concept that is, "morallty"'tﬁ
"‘assumes different meanlngs at the varlous stages of development

'At each succe351ve stage, moral pr1nc1ples become 1ncrea51ngly

dlfferentlated, and better able to resolve COnfllCtS between '

k'competlng clalms of persons in a manner characterlzed by
’unlversallty,'con81stency, and 1mpersona11ty (Kohlberg, 1966)

nAt the hlghest stage, moral judgments are based on a. conceptlon_

of ]ustlce whlch refers to "the dlstrlbutlon of rlghts and

duties regulated by concepts of equallty and re01pr001ty"

yv(Kohlberg, 1976, p. 40). Morallty thus conceptuallzed is a -

548001a1 ooncept - 1t deals wlth the pr1n01p1es whlch underlle

2

e



qu1tab1e relatlonshlps between persons BecauSe'Of thedin~'

herently soc1al nature of morality conceptuallzed 1n this way,

N

the present study refers to "moral behav1ors" as "prosoc1al
. behav1ors" to. empha81ze thls social quallty of morallty and

to dlfferentlate this spe01f1c conceptlon from other phllo-

\

:sophlc conceptlons of morallty |
| The: term "prosoc1al behav1or" has.been used 1n a varlety
1.of contexts by psychologlsts and 8001olog1sts and therefore

'.requlres some deflnltlon B The term "prosoc1al behav1or" has

: "
mFgenerally been used to refer to any behav1or whlch brlngs

-

“about p051t1ve consequences for another person or group of

persons.' The statlc and unquallfled nature of thls deflnltlon

"“;1nv1tes the 1nterpretatlon, made by several‘researchers (e g-,b-

: *fKrebs, 1978, Weltman, 1978) that prosoc1a11ty is 1nferlor to -

[morallty \\Krebs (1978) argued that accordlng to Kohlberg 8 f'

theory of moral development, prosoc1a11ty is ‘but one of

S Several aspects of morallty ' Although Krebs acknowledged

the changlng conceptuallzatlon of]pr08001a11ty at dlfferentp

?moral development stages, he sugg sted that prosoc1a11ty is
ost/characterlstlc of . the conve tlonal mode of thlnklng

The present author contended tha_ conclu51ons of thls type

’are based on. too restrlcted a v'ew of prosoc1a11ty
The essentlal questlon to e dealt w1th 1s, "Prosoc1ali

vtowards whom7" If one deflned pr03001a11ty as the tendency'



- . _'c‘ﬂ“ :

. could be concelved of as- an 1ncrea81ng tendency to’ act on -

c.prOSOciality should be associated‘with'a’particular stage of

moral reasonlng, and why wrlters such as Krebs (1978) have

v1ewed pros001a11ty as 1nferlor to morallty at hlgher stages.

.As Weitman: (1978) has p01nted out soc1al behav1or "that 1s |

. pos1t1ve for whom it is meant is 1pso facto negat1ve~~ or, at

~

‘the very least potentlally negatlve = to others who were not

’rtaken into’ account "‘(p' 230) ;The contentlon that morallty :
'.hlS superlor to prosoc1a11ty has been based on arguments such
';as thlS‘——'lf a person behaves in a manner whlch beneflts ‘a

fpartlcularAlnd1v1dual but by - the same act harmsvthe w1der lﬁrkzgtﬁﬁ

“;communlty, then that act may be termed prosoc1al even though

flt is. not moral ThlS argument however, 1s clearly fallac1ous

since 1t contrasts a w1de deflnltlon of morallty w1th a

'narrow view of prosoc1a11ty.

If one however, concelved of prosqc1a11ty as a multl-'b

i‘ .
level concept (analogous to the manner in whlch cognltlve-bk”“

'.’developmentallsts concelve of morallty), then 1t could be |
d'argued that prosoc1a11ty and morallty are essentlally equ1va-.'

'lent. To 1llustrate, con51der a model whlch deplcts a centre‘

s

o p01nt surrounded by a number of concentrlc c1rcles (cf Schaefer,»sv
;1913) The centre polnt represents the self and the’ clrcles E

s w1th 1ncrea81ngly larger Padll represent groups of other -

persons who are 1ncreas1ngly more psychologlcally remote
from the self (e g., famlly, relatlves and fhgends, communlty,»-

country, manklnd 1n general) Prosoc1al development then,.
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behalf of persons more and more psychologlcally remote from.

'aoneself Vlewed in thls manner, a pePSOD WhO acts on behalf

»iof his famlly and to the detrlment of a 1arger group, 1s‘a:"

Y ) .

ijehavxng both prosoc1ally and morally, but both to a llmlted

;ﬁ;

‘ujdegree." Slmllarly, a person who behaves\ln the best 1nterests_h'

‘7

of manklnd in general may be conceptua zed as at the hlghest
_level of prosoc1al develOpment,.and operatlng -on, the ba51s f

-1‘yof the hlghest stage of moral reasonlng : ThlS correspondence'*f

~

makes sense from a cognltlve developmentallst p01nt of v1ew

‘TVThe development of structures makes 1t poss1ble,for a personzf7d'
- fz:to assume the role of another (empathy) con51d%r a range of |

i pOSSlbllltleS, and thlnk 1n 1deal and abstract terms These

.

f”developlng abllltles, whlch are presumed to underlle moral

f_development, can also be conceptuallzed as underlylng pros001a1:th;

‘pdeyelopment.

_Nature: of the \Problevm o S

o The general alm of the present study was to determlne R

- under what condltlons prosoc1al behav1ors were llkely to be

“performed Prosoc1al behav1or has been studled from several

».

_psych010g1cal v1ewp01nts, but, as. has been the/case W1th manyi ,Q

_jtoplcs 1n psychology, there has been llttle 1ntegrat10n of

“the flndlngs derlved from the varlous perspect1Ves.b

| The cognltlve developmental model of Plaget (1932) and

kyKohlberg (1958, 1953,,1959, etc ) has ‘been the most unlfled

'_and 1nf1uent1a1 approach to the psychologlcal study of

£y
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~morality. fWhileftheftheoretiCal core of thisiapproaChqhasl

‘

"’focussed_onfthe Wavs'in whichhpeople reason'about'and judgev

w

",»moral 1ssues, a large llterature has evolved Whlch has attempted

to establlsh a relatlonshlp between moral reasonlng and moral

or prosoc1a1 behaV1or.. Whlle there has been some theoretlcal

7i1nd1catlon that such a relatlonshlp should ex1st (Ahlskog, 1978
:‘Candee, 1976 Kohlberg, 1971), emplrlcal support of this rela—'
“‘tlonshlp ‘has” been equlvocal 81nce studles have typlcally,‘(l) -
“:hifalled to control for the p0851b1y confoundlng effect of con-
'_'tent of moral reasonlng, (2) dlsregaﬂded subjects' conceptlonsh”
”‘h of the 51tuatlons in. whlch moral behav1ors were assessed and/or

' ;(3) assumed that moral reasonlng was cons1stent and stable'

’vacrOSS<SItuatlons Therefore, the flPSt problem con51dered

3:by the present study was whether a relatlonshlpfex1sted

'f\between pros001al behav1or and structure of moral reasonlng

In general cognltlve developmentallsts have focussed

1_solely on the relatlonshlp of moral reasonlng to pr03001a1 f
‘¢fbehav1or, neglectlng other varlables whlch at least 1ntu1t1vely,

seem assoc1ated w1th pr05001a1 actlon.. The second problem

o

<con51dered by;the present study was whether con81deratlon of \i”(al__:

rtpaddltlonal factors would enable one to predlct the performance»;j*

b3

| 'of prosoc1al behav1ors more. accurately than on the ba51s of

'moral reasonlng 1evel alone.f'

A number of varlables other than moral reasonlng level

have already been 1nvest1gated 1n relatlon to prosoc1a1 behav1or. o

2'However, the'theoretlcal underp;nn;ngs of'these 1nvest1gat10ns5-



" are open to a number of cr1t1c1sms. ReSearChers Operating

w1th1n the personologlcal paradlgm have focussed on the 1dent1-\'
'7f1cat10n of- w1th1n-person factors whlch are presumed to

account'for prosoc1alfbehav1or. That 1s, they have attempted o \
~fto 1dent1fy characterlstlcs of 1nd1v1duals who behave in a

-'con51stent manner across varlous 51tuatlons whlch call for AR

hprosoc1al actlon.‘ Researchers advocatlng the 51tuat10n1st - nj\ﬁ,ﬂ
"_per5pect1ve haVe argued that the performance of prosoc1al
”behav1or is dependent on the characterlstlcs of the 81tuatlon -

fthat requ;res such actlon.” Studles derlved from thls model

V .

5

:'f,ahave typlcally 1nvolved the manlpulatlon of env1ronmental
"'fvarlables to determlne the effects of s1tuatlonal dlffer ncesw '

fjon the llkllhood of prosoc1al actlon

‘,",c

Whlle con51derable progress has been made w1th1n each of

o Q-chese tWO paradlgms, there 1s grow1ng doubt that elther model

(
.’

t’1n 1tse1f can acqggnt for the complex1ty of prosoc1a1

""fhbehavlor Most‘notably, the personologlcal v1ewpomnt has
o/ )
._found 1t dlfflcult to explaln 1ntra 1nd1v1dual lncon81stency
. / : : 2 e
:’1n prosoc1al behav1or, and the 31tuatlonlst perspective has S

v/been unable to reckon w1th 1nd1v1dual dlfferences 1nyresponse-
fto eXperlmental treatments These dlfflcultles represeht
2 r'major challenges to the theoretlcal foundatlons on whlch
| these paradlgms are based._ a E | o

Recently, a grow1ng number of researchers haVe shown

1nterest 1n an 1ntegrat1ve approach, and have begun to elaborate

-on and promote a person x 51tuatlon 1nteractlonlst orlentatlon '



a'The central theme of thls approach is that the effects of

personologlcal characterlstlcs, 51tuatlonal factors, and

o the 1nteractlon between the two must be 51multaneous1y con-ff
81dered 1n the explanatlon of behav1or. Desplte the potentlal
»of thls approach to resolve many of the ma]or dlfflcultles
'1nherent in tradltlonal paradlgm—bound research much of the

’;energles of researchers operatlng w1th1n thls perspectlve |

““bhave been focussed on the resolutlon of conceptual and metho-. .

’tdologlcal problems 1nherent 1n any mlxed paradlgm orlentatlon"v

uiy(Endler & Magnusson, 1976 Hunt 1975 Magnusson 8 Endler’ ;.;’"”

ﬁ1977 McCann, 1978 McCann 8 Short,’1979) The present author

"-,f;contended that the 1nteractlonlst orlentatlon was a promlslng

AN

u-fhapproach to the 1nvest1gatlon of prosocial behav1or.f Thls

n'V1ewp01nt underlald the present study S focus on subject s‘17fjd;

»d_perceptlons of the s1tuat10ns 1n whlch prosoc1al behav1ors 4fﬁdf‘1

- were assessed -

R

'*'puﬁbcseléfﬁthé Study -

The major purposes of the present study were twofold

| hiThe flrst objectlve was to determlne whether a relatlonshlp

”3 ex1sted between prosoc1al behav1or and structure of moral

']’reasonlng Stated 1n another way, the present study was

',:-deslgned to assess the degree to whlch performance of prosoc1al;l’

".gactlon could be predlcted on the ba51s of the moral reasonlng

J['level used to Justlfy that actlon. The second major objectlve

K}

“Iwas to determlne 1f 1nc1u51on of measures of flve percelved



73”of moral reasonlng level alone

10

v
i

'31tuatlonal characterlstlcs (respon81b111ty,'sacrlflce,‘effec-i

-tlveness, 1mportance to self 1mportance to other) would

1ncrease the accuracy of predlctlon of prOSOC1al behav1or

”beyond the%level of predlctlon that was p0351ble on the ba81sb

u:'

Four hypothetlcal scenarlos were constructed 1n whlch -

‘fr the 1nterests of an 1nd1V1dual (the subject) were placed in

v

'Vconfllct w1th the 1nterests of another person or group of _yﬁ'
o persons Responses to the four scenarlos were analyzed ;
7separately 51nce 1t was assumed that each subject s responses-v;_

f would be a result of that 1nd1v1dual s unlque characterlstlcs

Alvas they 1nteracted w1th the characterlstlcs of the 51tuatlon
:ifFThe ratlonale for 1nclud1ng four scenarlos was that each of -
“"cithe 1ndependent varlables hypothe31zed to be related to \
”“fﬂfprosoc1al behav1ors in general may nOt have been pelevant
“lh/'ior sallent to any one partlcular prOSOC1al act It should
.h”f:be noted that 1t is- theoretlcally lmP0531ble’;fr°m a Personvff.ah

| X 51tuatlon 1nteractlonlst perspectlve, to create s;tuatlons

,) . e

yvia prlorl whlch w1ll have a partlcular effect on all persons.s :“
"Thus, whlle one cannot argue that these scenarlos were repre;'ﬂ
'fsentatlve of prosoc1al behavloral 81tuat10ns 1n general,
hllnclu51on of several scenarlos should have prov1ded a. better ;:

’-Vicoyerage of the prosoc1al behav1oral domaln than any one _:.
'scenarlo 1n 1tse1f e o | | ER

| Whlle 1t was necessary for conceptual reasons to analyzef.*'-

'the responses to the four s1tuat10ns separately, some 1ntegra—f"'



Awhether prosoc1al behav1or was more llkely to occur 1n some

11

3.

tl o) ol of the flndlngs was con31dered as a secondary objectlve-f’““

‘ of the present study Flrst the present Study determlned

~. |

81tuatlons as. compared to others._ Sécondﬂy, the patterns
7. )

varlables were studled across s1tuatlons 1n order to note_'

thelr 81m11ar1t1es or dlfferences :

of relatlonshlps between 1ndependent varlables and depegﬂenta o



| V;M: fact, and thus may have prov1ded 1nappropr1ate tests of the

SR

DISCUSSION oF PBRTINENT ISSUES 5>"’
AND A REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

- Overview .
e:”u.: SRLE PO

The general focus of the present study was - on the predlc-

tlon of prosoc1al behav1or More spec1flcally, 1t was ques— w‘fb,:;'ﬂ

)

tloned whether moral reasonlng level and flve measures of

percelved s1tuaffonai characterlstlcs were 31gn1f1cant pre—'j'dﬂ,;?»"

dlctors of prosoc1al behav1or 1n an adult populatlon

The flrst 1ssue to be dlscussed 1n this chapter 1s the
general relatlonshlp between moral reasonlng and moral behav1or
It 1s argued on a theoretlcal level that the relatlonshlp y

between moral reasonlng and moral behav1or can be unequlvo-jf934

cally tested only 1f certaln condltlons are taken 1nto account e T

It lS further Suggested that many studles have overlooked thls‘o”'

: 'AQ_

1‘jireason1ng-behav1or relatlonshlp ThlS sectlon concludes by

d::*suggestlng that although a person s level of moral reasonapg

u7ﬁ@b may be related to the llkllhOOd of that person performlng

the moral act° typlcally,vseveral other factors enter 1nto '->'¢Q_-
the flnal dec151on whether to behave morally o

leen that factors 1n addltlon to subjects' levels of

moral reasonlng are hypothe51zed to be related to moral behav1or,yt’3**

the second sectlon of thls-chapter summarlzes the flndlngs of
- ; . B T . R . V B . @
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selected studles which have attempted to 1dent1fy varlables

~ related to prosoclal actlon Typlcally, these studies. have

.focussed on elther personologlcal or 51tuatlonal factors//)

D

<.The problems 1nherent 1n both the personologlcal and the
v81tuat10nlst paradlgms are dlscussed and an alternate approach
the person X S1tuatlon 1nteractlonlst orlentatlon, is recommended
The chapter concludes w1th a brief summary of the research
related to pros001al action 1ntegrated w1th1n the focus and |

aims of the present 1nvest1gatlon The spec1f1c problems to

be 1nvest1gated, and thé hypotheses to be tested are stated.

3

}The”RelatiOnship Between Moral Reasoning

s : ‘ and«Moral Behavior

Researchers 1nterested 1n studylng moral reasonlng have
generally based their studles on the cognltlve developmental
model of Plaget (1932), and’the developmental~moral reasoning
‘ model described'by Kohlberg (1958, >1963 l969), which have
'focussed on age -related changes in the ways in which people
reason about; and judge moral 1ssues&ﬁfﬁﬂ

Research flndlngs which have demonstrated a relatlonshlp
between level of mor 1 reasonlng and moral behav1or have been
considered problematlc (Krebs, 1978) Although of considerable
practical imp;:tance, moral behavior is, from a theoretical
viewpoint, peripheral to the cognitive-developmentalist

perspective. Of interest to the cognltlve developmentallsts

are those age-related changes: in the structure of moral reasonlng,



- 14

A \\\
1

the actual ChOlCeS that 1nd1v1duals make 1n a moral confllct

81tuatlon, i.e. the contents of moral reasonlng, are. of mlnor

ftheoretlcal 1nterest Nevertheless, there have been a number

of studles which have attempted to demonstrate a 11near rela-

tlonshlp between moral reasonlng level and moral behav1or

‘hThe eV1dence presented by these studles howex er, does not

_.prov1de unequlvocal support for the reasonlng behav1or rela—

tionship since research has typlcally (1) confused content

o :
and structure, (2) dlsregarded subjects conceptuallzatlons

«'of the s1tuatlons in whlchrmoral behav1ors were assessed,

and/or (3) assumed that moral reasonlng level had tralt llke “

fqualltles, i.e., was stable across 31tuat10ns Pollow1ng,

«
i

are elaborations of these'three p01nts}[, i

Content.and Structure

Simply stated, structurefrefers toﬁhowiarpersonﬂthinks
whereas content refers to'what a person-thinks; With respect
.

to moral reasonlng, structure is reflected 1n the pr1nc1ple'

or "metaethlc" on: Wthh judgments of rlght and wrong are based;

-content refers to the actual cholces that are made in a moral

confllct 81tuatlon. _ “

A number of studles have 1dent1f1ed 31tuatlons 1n Wthh
the loglc of the moral structure actually determlned the nature

of the moral chotce (e.g., Candee, 1976; Haan, Smith, § Block,

1968; Kohlberg, 1971; Krebs,,}978). Kohlberg (1973) has con-

tended that individuals~at,theuhighest level of moral develop-
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_course of actlon Zin any moral confllct 51tuatlon “At the

flevel and an experlmenter deflned moral behav1or should '

'Subjects Perceptlons of the Confllct Sltuatlon

15

'ment would if.giVen-fhe same information, advocate the same

-

:lower and 1ntermed1ate stages of%&oral development however,
,such|1somorphlsm between,structure and'ch01ce.1s generally

‘not expected‘on\theoretical grounds; ‘;. I

Thus, two people at the same- level or stage of moral R

o}

';:reasonLng may, in response to the same confllct situation,
'advocate opp031ng courses of actlon Conversely, two~people
at dlfferent levels or stages of moral reasonlng may, in

.response to the same confllct 51tuatlon,Aadvocate the'same'

»coursé of actlon.v leen such pOSSlbllltleS, 1t seems erroneous. -

’:,to assume that a 31m\1 relatlonshlp between moral reasonlng

e

3

s

ex1st, (Rest,~1979);

As early as 1935, Koffka dlstlngulshed between the. ob]ec—i -

'tlve and the subjectlve env1ronment, and argued that people.

' - respond prlmarlly to the subjectlve env1ronment More recent-.7h

d ly, thls p01nt has been reiterated by a number of psychologlsts
.advocatlng an 1nteract10nlst orlentatlon (e g., Endler 8 Mag-

nusson, 1976 Krau, 1977 Magﬁhsson, 1971 Perv1n, 1977)e

Reséarch 1nvest1gat1ng the relatlonshlp between moral

4

7reason1ng level and moral behav1or however, has typlcally
-‘;neglected to take 1nto account subjects' 1nterpretat10ns of =
'the sltuatlons 1n Whlch moral behav1ors have been assessed

(Brown 3 Herrnsteln;l1975;‘L1ckona,.1975).- To 1llustrate,
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) researchers‘have equated "moral behav1or"'a priori w1th such‘
‘actlons as re31st1ng authorlty (McNamee, 1968) donatlng‘to

T a charlty (Emler ¢ Rushton, 1974) and keeplng a promise
‘(Jacobs, cfted in Rest, 1979) , and have hypothe51zed that
'subjects at 1ncrea81ngly hrgher levels of moral reasonlng would
!be more llkely to perform the "moral act" ~ Such hypotheses are
;based on\the tenuous assumptlon that all subjects 1nterpreted

the 81tuat10n in the- manner which the researcher had 1ntended
Con51der an example whereln the researcher had deflned "donat-

'1ng to- a charlty" as a."moral act"; it is concelvable tnat

d;certaﬂn subjects may have regarded the charlty as” an unworthy

: one, 1n whlch case, donatlng may . have been regarded as an

[

: 1mmoral act"‘e The p01nt to be empha51zed is that one cannot

;'conclude that subjects do, or do not act 1n accordance w1th

: thelr prlnc1p1es unless one 'is . aware of sub]ects 1nterpre-

tatlons of the 51tuatlon and _the actlon in’ questlon

i

‘gCan Moral Reasonlng be Asslgned Tralt -like Qualltles7 .

| The cognltlve developmentallsts' view that the qualltatlve
ddlfferences 1n moral reasonlng reflect. dlfferences 1n the
.'underlylng, whollstlc cognltlve structure, 1mp11es that level
‘of moral reasonlng can be regarded as a personologlcal varlable.
Th1s 1mp11cat10n provides a ratlonale for studles whlch have
attempted to relate moral behavior in-Situation X, to moral
?reasonlng level assessed 1ndependently of that 81tuatlon.
‘However, there is con51derable evidence to suggest that it

\
-may be erroneous to‘a551gn‘tra1t-11ke qual;ties of stability



and consistency to subjects' levels of,moral-reasoningp(Hoffman;

- 1977 Kay, 1870).

The flrst line of‘ev1dence comes from studles whlch have
demonstrated that tests of moral judgment level have low
test-retest rellablllty (Rubln & Trotter 1977), and weak |
1nterna1 con81stency across subtests (Crockenberg 8 NlCOlaer,
l979 ~Flshkln, Kenlston,vg MacKlnnon, 1973- Larson~8-Kurdek
.l979' Rubln 8 Trotter, 1977) For example, Flshkln, et al
.(1973) did not find one subject in a sample of 75 college
_ students who obtalned the same stage score” ‘across flve
Kohlberg dllemmas | | |

e The second llne of ev1dence comes from studles.whlch
fhave found dlfferences between the levels oﬂ.reasonlng employed
in "real llfe" versus cla851cal Kohlberg dllemmas Haan (1975)
llfound that two thlrds of a large college sample employed
. dlfferent stages of moral reasonlng 1n response to questlons
about a protest movement than they had in. response to Kohlberg‘s"
'dllemmas.‘ Lemlng (1974) found that although thh grade studentsd
responded more maturely than 8th grade students to. cla851cal
| moral dllemmas, ‘there was no 51gn1f1cant dlfference between ;
-groups 1n the average stage of reasonlng émployed 1n response |
‘ to personally relevant dllemmas
= In v1ew of these flndlngs, 1t‘seems unwarranted to presumed.
,that level of moral reasonlng assessed in one s1tuatlon should

relate to behav1or assessed in a dlfferent 51tuatlon, ‘since

it is p0551b1e that dlfferent levels of reasonlng were employed

T
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‘under the two conditions{j

Related to the 1ssue of 1ntra 1nd1v1dual Varlablllty 1n‘_
moral reasonlng, is the questlon of whether people in. real—'
llfe/confllct s1tuat10ns concelve of these 81tuatlons 1n moral
tterms, and/or 1f they base thelr actlons on moral consldera— F-,
'tlons. Although thls problem has not been studled emp1r1cally,d~‘h
v 1ts 1mportance has been underscored by several researchers,L

. ,,» .

‘(Llckona, 1978 Rest 1979)

Condltlons Under Whlch the Reasonlng Behav1or Relatlonshlp

e

"May be Valldly Assessed
To summarlze the foreg01ng dlscuss1on, a number of condl—"'

*tlons must be met 1n order to valldly assess the relatlonshlp

'»,vbetween structure of moral reasonlng and moral behav1or

'*These condltlons ‘are requlred ln.order to.control the. contamle »h
‘tnatrng effects of content of moral reasonlng, 1nd1v1dual
:dlfferences 1n 51tuat10n perceptlon, and 1ntra 1nd1v1dual
vtvarlablllty in moral reasonlng levelb Spec1f;cally, studles
»purportlng to 1nvest1gate the relatlonshlp between structure
-tOf moral reasonlng and moral behav1or should
r lQaflnsure that»the 81tuatlon»1n;whlch behayior 1é¥t¢‘”
be assessed is percelved in moral terms, |
2. hold content (1 €., the actlon ch01ce that is regarded_
as morally correct) constant (a) by selectlng 51tua—
v'ltlons in whlch only one actlon is morally defens1ble.i
lon any grounds, or preferably, (b) by relatlng only |
.those justlflcatlons from subjects who chose a common
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I course of action to the’aSsessed behavior,'and
‘,3.-fa§Sess moral reasonlng 1evel in response to the-.-~"
C e V’spe01flc 81tuatlon in whlch the behaV1or is to be

performed;v |

_;\th Structure Should be Related to. Behav1or

= The present author contended that many studles whlch

;p;have purported to demonstrate a relatlonshlp between level
-of. moral reasonlng and moral behav1or: may have prov1ded S
-1nappropr1ate tests of the reasonlng behav1or relathnshlp B

'd31nce they falled to control for the effecﬁ\of content
Vh‘A SpuPIOUS correlatlon could concelvably be }ound between N

'~f;reason1ng level and behav1or, 51mply because both may beiia
'A?-related 3 content (Candeen 1976, Krebs, 1978) |

s But what of the relatlonshlp between structure of moral

:reasonlng 1n 1tself, and moral behav1or° At the tlme of '

. ,wrltlng; the present author was not aware of any studles
,:that 1nvest1gated thls‘questlon emplrlcally ) However, some
,»theoretlcal support has ‘been- glven for such a relatlonshlp
(Ahlskog, 1978 Candee,-1976 Kohlberg,1197l) Kohlberg (1971>i- f
has asserted that development of moral reasonlng 1n part, -

llnvolves an'lncrea51ng ablllty to dlfferentlate between "true"'
moral values and judgments, and other types of. values and

" :judgments (such as status or property values, 1nstrumental

values, egocentrlc sentlments) As Candee (1976, p 1300)

'g’has,stated, "at lower stages factors ‘which are. 1rre1evant
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in terms of a phllosophlcally valld moral dec151on may be

glven greater welght", whereas these factors lose thelr'

: jpersua51veness for more morally advanced 1nd1V1duals Thus,v’

-

a moral actlon ch01ce based on a more advanced level of

.reasonlng should be related to a greater llklthOd of that

-'actlon belng performed 51nce fewer factors whlch could f

_ counter 1nfluence that behav1or are operatlve.

’ﬂfIs Reasonlng Bnough7

Whlle malntalnlng that moral reasonlng level is anHJV”

~'»_‘1mportant varlable in the predlctlon of moral behav1or,

1

fr;several researchers Wlthln the cognltlve developmental para- ,'if‘

’5d1gm have advocated the con31deratlon of addltlonal factors

c(Kohlberg, 1976, Llckona,>1978 Maschette, 1977, Rest, 1979)
f»These factors have been thought to operate as 1nterven1ng
warlables between the moral actlon ch01ce and the actual }1fjf i

v',ibehav1or (Llckona, 1978)

“ Researchers based in: other paradlgms have made the same

A"f_ep01nt, albelt more emphatlcally They have cr1t1c1zed the‘na'

"Q'cognltlve developmentallsts for overestlmatlng the 1mportance '

_gof reasonlng, and for underestlmatlng the: role of factors

such ‘as. personallty, affect, sltuatlonal characterlstlcs, and

-'hablt (Aronfreed 1976, Hogan,11975 Mlschel 8 Mlschel 1976)

\Mlschel and Mlschel (1976) have p01nted out that "knowledge

of 1nd1v1duals' moral reasonlng would permlt one to predlct

'no more than about 10 percent of the varlance 1n thelr moral

R . e

:behav1or"5 gp, 101):' They have suggested that moral reasonlng

[
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may be'an important factor'in the individual's competence,to

vgenerate prosoc1al behav1ors, but that a number of motlvatlonal

‘var;ables are necessary for performance of those behav1ors

P2

In sum, there 1s con51derable ev1dence, and a grow1ng
consensus amongst researchers that moral behav1or is a multl—v

determlned phenomenon Hav1ng accepted thls as a datum, the

: S ’
’ -next problem becomes one of determlnlng the nature of those _

_varlables related to moral actlon

PR CLE

: Varlables Related to the Performance

‘ of Prosoclal Behav1or J-»

Psychologlsts have typlcally approached the general

_problem of behav1ora1\pred1ctlon from one of two dlfferent .f

v.perspectlves, v1z., the personologlcal or the 81tuatlonlst

'tapproach These approaches may be regarded as paradlgms 1njfjl,\.f;

i;Kuhn s (1962) sense Because of thelr fundamental dlsagree—ex:vt"

’j.ment on such 1ssues as conceptuallzatlon of the problem and

l;methodology, there have been relatlvely few attempts to 1nte—t‘d

5_‘grate the flndlngs derlved from the two approaches A rev1ew"5

fof the llterature pertalnlng to pr05001al behav1or suggests

'l;that researchers 1nvest1gat1ng thls toplc have been 51m11arly_

: demarcated in terms of these two paradlgms - ThlS demarcatlon_!

) 1s noteworthy, 81nce the ch01ce of one paradlgm over. another '

- to a large degree 1mp11es the nature of the questlons that

fare posed the cholce of the varlables to be 1nvest1gated and

;the methodology by whlch these varlables are studled

"

&
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‘The Personologlcal Approach to the Study of Prosoc1al Behav1or

Researchers operatlng w1th1n the personologlcal parad\gm

have focussed on the 1dent1f1catlon of w1th1n person factors

:_ whlch are presumed to account for prosoc1al behav1or Thlsp_“

focus assumes an underlylng stablllty and contlnulty of per—'

: %ﬁnallty ' Essentlally, the questlon\that personologlsts

have posed 1s, "What are the characterlstlcs of 1nd1v1duals

who w111 behave 1n a prosoc1a1 manner across' varlous 51tuatlons

that call for such actlons°" . 'A3‘ o r;_ "‘ il

The term "personologlcal approach" is. a generlc one

i encompa551ng such models as the psychodynamlc, type, and tralt

theorles. For the purposes of the present study, only the M”f‘

tralt theorlsts contrlbutlons to~the understandlng of pro—r
ot ) , e . . L .

soc1al behav1or w1ll be dlscussed . :if

Advocates of the tralt approach conceptuallze the person R e

as a comblnatlon of stable, contlnuous dlmen51ons, each 'y"“c}

'7_ representlng an 1nd1V1dual dlfference construct._~These dimen—'}f>3"~37

- 51ons, or "tralts"‘a_' "latent dlSpOSltlons to- act 1n a certaln

nay, and 1ndlv1duals manlfest by thelr reactlons, a rank order
w1th regard to thls dlSpOSltlon, (Magnusson 8 Endler, 1977

p 17) The effects of 51tuat10nal characterlstlcs are recog— N
nlzed but only 1nsofar as they generally 1nh1b1t or promote
the behav1or 1n questlon, 51tuat10nal factors should not alter
the rank orderlng of 1nd1v1duals for any glven tralt Research
derlved from the tralt approach has typlcally utlllzed corre->‘

latlonal technlques to demonstrate the relatlonshlp between
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. prosocial behavior and scores on an independently assessed
" trait dimension. ot

Traits relevant-to pfosocial behaViob. The findingsyof

' _studles whlch have attempted to demonstrate a relatlonshlp H'v
| between pr05001a1 behav1or and scores on an 1ndependent1y
btaassessed tralt dlmen81on have been mlxed Staub (197&)
ffound that reSpon81b111ty ascrlptlon, 5001a1 respons;blllty;_dr
‘3:Q,Mach1avelllanlsm, bellefs about human nature, and locus of
) ’ bsu%control were all 51gn1f1cantly related to helplng behav1or
1L‘-i§}gfb;\}?Hogan (1970 1973 1975) and Hogan and chksteln (1972) have:”;?i
| 4'tuéargued that flve dlmensionsvof character structure (moral |
'vhfknowledge; mofal p031t1v1sm;moral 1ntu1tlonlsm, 5001allzatlon;7t7‘

iif‘empathy, and automony) underlle prosoc1a1 behav1or Schwartz

"5ff(1973 1977) and Schwartz and Clausen (1970) haVe suggested

'7itthat 1nd1v1dual dlfferences 1n prosoc1a1 behav1or are a?'
fuﬁresult of dlfferentlal tendenc1es to be aware that one s

’ _factlons may have consequences for the welfare of another, and

':tﬁifdlfferentlal tendenc1es to deny or take PeSP0n51blllty for
'rfﬁ?one & acthnS-. 8001a1 responslblllty has been studled by
-'igdBerkOWltz and Danlels (1964) and by WllllS and Goethals (1973)
tgs;and found to‘b; Slgnlflcantly related to prosoclal actlon /

On the other hand several studles have not found the

'“f;expeCtEd relatlonshlps between pensonallty tralts and prosoclal

ﬁ“fifbehav1or._ For example, Darley and Latane (1968) found o . ij‘f73*

N fvelllanlsm, anomle, authorltarlanlsm, need for approval -and

ERVO ,er_

*ﬁl;relatlonshlp between pr05001a1 actlon and measures of Mach1a-ﬂ~.f'77
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)

‘soc1al respon51blllty‘ Yakimouich andASaltz.(lS7l) failed'~
.'Jto flnd a relatlonshmp between prosoc1al behav1or and New
Leftlsm, trustworthlness, 1ndependence, altrulsm, and locus
'of control | _ | | “
o An 1nstruct1ve study wasAoneloonducted by Gergen, Gergen,v

t_and Meter (1972) who 1nvest1gated ‘the. relatlonshlp between S

ten tralt dlSpOSltlons (abaSement autonomy, change, defer—'g

:ence, nurturance, order, self—con51stency, self esteem,

“:sensatlon seeklng, and succorance) and flve separate measures

aof prosocxal behav1or They found that although all ten traltS"

- were 81gn1flcant1y correlated w1th at least one of the prosoc1al“%?'

5behavlor:measures,'none of the tralt dlmen81ons was a 51gn1- R

~-:fov_J'."b'vcvan“t» of all pr080c1al acts Thls flndlng led

 them 1

that whether a tralt behav1or,relatlonsh1p
rgegiSts 'n the type of 51tuatlon”1n questlon
o w1th the tralt approach The tralt approach
'uhﬁ:has heen~i 'vto task on three 1ssues (l) the a3sumptlon
'de’cf”éfabile (2)‘the assumptlon of con51stency, and (3)
af;the predl ve utlllty of tralts ' Bloom s (196u) work

3__Stab111ty and Change 1n Human Characterlstlcs, presented a ui,:”'
hfmajor challenge to the assumptlon of stable personallty L
:;etralts 7 Informatlon regardlng phy31cal characterlstlcs,hof'
.f_lntelllgence, achleVement 1nterests, attltudes, and person-gV
‘,Jallty was studled _and 1t was found that\Ihe least stable
scores were for measures of personallty and motlvatlon,_'

The second cr1t1c1sm has been. dlrected at the assumptlon B




-of\consistency;, Conslderableeeyldencefhasﬂaccumulafed‘to ;"c;':
¢~S\ l suggest that people are not“con81stent 1n thearweﬁpre881on
o u'uof what researchers have regarded.as 1mportant unltary tralts;;f
_As early -as 1928 Hartshorne and May found that the average
1\d1ntercorrelat10n of twenty three tests used to measure "moral
.character"'was -+ 30, suggestlng 11ttle con31stencylacross

.Characterlstlcs such as helpfulness, cooperatlvenessg honesty, ﬁvl

- eto., whlch were presumed to be components of moral charac— Lo

-ter, (Hartshorne 8 May, 1928, 1929 Hartshorne, May, g Shuttle-vf'“” :

‘ﬁworth 1930) Slncecthen a number of studles have found
| lbc51mllar ev1dence (see Bem 8 Allen; 197u Magnusson 8 Endler,;ﬁs‘lr
'“»;-1977) HowevergllnconSZSfency at the level of reactlon Lw\iif~

': varlables (e g d‘overt behav1ors)‘does not necessarlly 1mply -

'_ilncon81stency at the level of medlatlng varlables (e g

:tralts) as’ Magnusson and Endler (1977) and Bowers (1977) havefﬂif;fl;i

""1P01nted out Stated 1n another way, afff“:

the tradltlonal tralt based research study w111
yleld evidence of ‘cross- 81tuatlonal consmstency
.. only “if the:individuals in the, ‘research sample .
,,*agree with ‘the. 1nvest1gator s a priorisglaim =
~that ‘the- sampled behaviors and: 51tuat12§s belong
“in-'a common. equlvalence class: ‘and .only ‘if the -
‘individuals" agree among themselves on- how to
~scale those, behav1ors and situations... ' The
traditional- verdict of inconsistency is in no’ -
. way an 1nference about 1nd1v1duals, it isa
_.v"statement about ‘a dlsagreement between an - .
.. “investigdtor and. a group of individuals and/or
oa dlsagreement among the 1nd1v1duals w1th1n ,)
a group,; (Bem 3 Allen, 197u, p 510)

.}_ X

MRS

.:‘,_ o u-.‘v..

Thus; whlle certaln aspects of the tralt model may stlll

be defen51ble, there appears to be a grow1ng argument that;



btt:Mlschel 1979)

N

i the search should be for coherence (1 e lawfulness) rather R

o than for con51stency (1 e stable » nk- orderlngs) g ThlS

shlft entalls reconceptuallzatlon of two "or components

Ly

'of tradltlonal tralt theory (l) a rellnqulshlhg of thei

nomothetlc assumptlon that all tralts can be applle to

-all persons (1n all 81tuatlons), and (2) a con51deratlop of.
'}fthe subject s phenomenology such that behav1oral "con31stency"7\;

-{would only be predlcted across 51tuatlons that are psycholo—

‘ffglcally equlvalent for that person,»(Bem 8 Rllena 197”

1 Flnally, the tralt approach has been cratlclzed*for gfff;-'”

S A

1ts llmlted ablllty to predlct behav1ors A number of researchehl :

hi'fers (e g > Gergen,.et al 1972 Mlschel 1968 1969 Mlschel

” vbhﬂmst attempts to establlsh the valldlty of tralts haVe com-t-

,"'7,5 Mlschelu 1976 Sarason, Smlth 8 Dlener 1975 Tyler,;1978) ‘s

'3ifhave p01nted out that valldlty coefflcaents for measures of

v;:personallty tralts typlcally range from 20 to 5@ andlare v;v;f¢

L

'“usually about 30 HoweVer, as gpsteln (1977) has argued

4

"'.fputed~coeff1c1ents across subjects tested on’ only two varlables"”""

'ff?(the tralt measurement, and the crlterlon behav1or7 the low

Q .

fufcoefflclents may reflect an 1nadequate sampllng of cr1ter1al

';Abehav1ors Flshbeln and Ajzen (1974) have made a- 31m11ar

Vpp01nt in thelr work on att1tude-behav1or relatlonshlps,_’@

*;argulng for the’ nece351ty of multlple-act crlterla. Converse-b'@bl:

‘;.1y, arguments have been made for multlple-predlctor studles.'pﬂa‘v

gl

As Argyle andJthtle (1976) have stated, L.hdifT,:f;'
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very few trait theorists argue that specific
‘behavior is predlctable from measures of . a
single trait... Social behavior will be
determined by the interaction of multiple
traits and the real test is one of flnding
~the most reliable combination of traits for
the prediction of relevant social behaviors,
(p. 38). :

In summary, there have been numerous criticisms, and an

~ equal number of rebuttals of the trait approach. Whether

these3critidisms lead to an abandonment of the traditional

trait approach, or to a reconceptualization of it, remains

v

to be seen. FolIOW1ng is a dlSCUSSIOn of the oppos1ng

v1ewp01nt in the person versus Situation debate.

The: Situational Approach to the Study of Prosoclal Behavior

°

Researchers operating within the situationist. paradigm ’

have focussed on the 1dent1f1cation of enVironmental charac-
. .3

teristics which are presumed to account for prosocial behavior,;"

arguing that behavioral variability can be accounted fof in

situationists assume no underlying, within- personﬁdisPOSitions
L

t

that.influenee behav1or.; They predict behaV1ora1 ébn81stency

only across those situations that are functlonally equivalent. -

Essentially, the,dpestion that situationists have posed is,

"What are the characteristics of those situations in which

{

people(?re'more likely to behave prosocially?"

: SN :
Situationists emphasize the‘individuaks' responses to

environmental’ stimuli, and assume that walid stimulus response

%
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laws can be formulated to relate'antecedent:stimull to conse-~
quent~responses.V_Research~derived from.the sftuationist

. approach has typlcally involved the manlpulatlon of environ-
mental varlables and the observatlon of consequent responses

Sltuatlonal characterlstlcs related tOAPPOSOClal behav1or

ePerhaps because of 1ts roots 1n S-R and \bnnal learnlng theorles,

)much of the research llnklng prosoc1al behav1or to 51tuatlonal |

vcharacterlstlcs has focussed on processes such as modelllng |

and cost reward analy81s.e Bryan and ‘Test (1967) and Hornsteln,’

_ Flsch nd Holmes (1968) have - 1nvest1gated the’ effects of

"altru1st1c models on the behavior of observers, and have

found that the. probablllty of helplng and donatlng behav1ors

1ncreased when models were observed performlng these actlons.
Ev1dence that 1nd1v1duals assess costs and evaluate

‘probable outcomes of their behav1ors before de01d1ng to.’

behave prosoc1ally has been found by a number of researchers;

In evaluatlng probable oétcomes.of behav1ors, four types of

costs (and beneflts) may be con31dered by the actor sOcial,

psychologlcal, phys1cal and’ moral costs (Schwartz, 1977).

Much of the 81tuatlonlst research has attrlbuted the effects

of manlpulatlons of enviroénmental varlables to the shlftlng

of the cost- reward balance For example, Latane and Darley \

(1970) found that - the pPresence of 1nact1ve others decreased

the’ llkllhood of helplng behav1or they hypothe31zed that the

presence of 1nact1ve ‘others (l) prOV1ded cues to the potential

helper which suggested that the need was not serious, and (2)

S
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allowed for dlffu51on of respon51b111ty, such that no one
person could have been blamed for not hav1ng helped. begl—
timaCy and serlousness Of another s need has been.found to

ibe p081t1vely related to helplng behav1or (Berkow1tz, 19734
Blckman & Kamzan, 1973) as has degree of dependency of the l'b
person seeklng a581stance (Berkow1tz 8 Danlels, 1963 1964),
ﬁresumably because the psychologlcal oc1al and~mora1 costs
1of 1nactlon were relatlvely great However -if acting ‘on

' behalf of another entalls 1nconven1ence for the actor, helplng
‘ behav1or is unl;kely (Darley & Batson, 1973 Gross, Wallston,
e Plllavoln, 1975 Pomaz“alv § Clore, 1973; Sobesky, 1978)

. Although a‘variety ofwsituationai,varlablesehave been .
‘found to produce changes An the 1lkllh00d of pr08001al actlon,.:
'Athe flndlngs have been synthe51zed on a conceptual level as’

"bresultlng from an 1mba1ance between costs and rewards _As

’ P;l;av1n, Rodln,jand:Plllavln (1969)'have stated. :

'S

The reSponse that W1ll be chosen is a functlon of
a cost-reward matrix that includes costs associated
with helping (e.g., .effort, embarrassment, possible =
dlsgustlng or dlstasteful ‘experiences., possible
physical harm, etc.), costs associated with not

"~ helping (mainly self-blame and perceived censure.

. from others), rewards associated with helping
_(mainly praise from self, victem, and others),’
and-rewards associated with not helping (mainly
stemmlng from contlnuatlon of other act1v1t1es),
~(p. 298) : .

\

Problems with the situationist approach. The situation-

ists have been criticized on three grounds: (1) their tendency

to viewhnegatiye findings of research relating prosocial’

> '



action to personallty tralts as support for the 31tuatlon1st
approach, (2) the potentlally unfa181f1able nature ‘of their
assertions, an”(B) their"inability to deal with individual
differences. | | | |

One of‘the main‘sources of'support'for‘the-situationist
. o
‘approach has come from the 1nablllty of personologlcal
: researchers to, demonstrate cross s1tuatlona1 con51stency of

"behav1ors that are presumed to be medlated by the same tralts

.1Mlschel S - (1968) 1nfluent1al work in. whlch he p01nted to the

-commonly found +, 30 celllng on cross 81tuatlonal correlatlon'

.ucoeff1c1ents,'and concluded that Sltuatlonal spec1flclty

'of behav1or appeared to be the rule, prov1ded an 1mpetus
'1for those advocatlng the 81tuat10nlst paradlgm HoWever,
lack of support for the tralt model. cannot be read as support

.; for the 81tuatlonlst model In fact, ev1dence has suggested

s that the superlorlty of the 51tuatlonlst model oxer the

. personologlcal model has not been clearly demonstrated

A systematlc examlnatlon of 102 studles led Sarason, et al
. "1 .

(1975) to estlmate that the average variance accounted for

by 51tuatlonal varlables was 10 3% compared to 8 7% for

4personallty yarlables._ They concluded

\.

‘The telling points made by Mischel (1968, 1969)
and others regarding transsituational consistency
of behavior and the low level of predictability
of behavior from conventional personality assess- .
ment devices have resulted in an 1ncrea51ng1y
widespread conviction that situational variables
~are prepotent,determlnants of behavior ‘and that -
, individualrdifferenceAvariahles are, by comparison

\
A



of oniy minor 1mportanCe The present surVey '

. suggests that although - 31tuatlonal variables do

indeed account for a slightly. hlgher proportlon of ‘

variance, their margln of superiority is by no means

striking enough for them to be con51dered prepotent

.by comparlson, (p 204).

|‘.Bowers (1976).has.argued thaththe‘situationists clalmi
of 81tuatlon spec1f1c1ty is potentlally unfalslflable ‘He
noted that 1nstances‘1n whlch osten31bly changed enV1ronments .
falled to result in correspondlng changes 1n behav1or have
been regarded as "nonevents" and have been kept from publlc'
v1ew by the nonpubllcatlon of negatlve results Seldom -
were negatlve results con31dered to be suggestlve of stablllty
' of “the dependent~var1able across treatment condltlons What
‘.was more llkely to have- been concluded was “that the apparent-
_ly dlfferent env1ronments were not _ru_x so, and more extreme
-fexperlmental manlpulatlons were attempted 1 The essence of

A‘xBowers' argument 1s that 1f (truly) Changed env1ronments
,'acan only be 1nferred from changed behav1ors,,then the poten—v
tlal c1rcular1ty of the 51tuatlonlst model becomes actual
:gnd viecious", (p 139) In order to bulld a conv1nc1ng argu—»
'VVment for s1tuat10n spec1f1c1ty of behav1or, it would be
necessary to demonstrate that behav1or 1s."Systemat1cally
reIEted to measurable or scalable propertles of the env1ron-;
ment and not merely dlfferent in dlffetent 51tuatlons"
(McCanng 1978, p 12).r ThlS of . course requlres ‘the develop-

-ment of an accurate taxonomy of 31tuatlon attrlbutes, a task

whlch is stlll in its: early stages, (Frederlksen, 1976,



32 -

VMagnusson, 1976).
The third cr1t1c1sm %evelled at the s1tuatlon1sts has

been with regard to thelr 1nab111ty to deal w1th 1nd1v1dual

: dlfferences. Experlmental treatments are conceptuallzed

- as. hav1ng been applled to the "average person", and the‘

m behav1ors of subjects who do notreSpond 1n the typlcal manner

.:are‘generally not. analyzed further The fact of the matter -

b'bls that even’ when treatments have been extreme, many subjectsh

'Y“have not behaved 1n the predlcted manner Por example, L
nglgram 'S cla551c study of obedlence has - been frequently

'3»c1ted as-a case in p01nt for a 51tuatlonlst perspectlve.

rdWhat has often been overlooked 1s that 345 of thé | | |
bsubjects dld not obey the experlmenter (Mllgram, 197“) Such
‘flnd1v1dual varlatlon is generally regarded by’81tuatlonlsts |
1,as "error varlance (Cronbach 1957) --.but "whether it- 1s -
rerror varlance or 'lawful' personologlcal variance rema;nsfji

"ian emplrfcal questlon" (McCann, 1978 P 17)- : hhas'been;r%
'argued that 51tuataonlsts have 1gnored the effects ofbpersonex_%;t‘

mologlcal varlables in part because such varlables cannot be

hproperly used 1n an experlmental paradlgm (McCann,’1978

‘McCann‘SvShort,r1979). Personologlcal varlables cannot be

,//. :

_’randomly'assigned'to‘different subgroupszof/sub]eCts; while
perSonological variabieS’may be-"pseudofmanipulated"'by

.selectlng subjects who dlffer in terms of -some 1nd1v1dua1
dlfference construct, such a method is less than satlsfactory

N since personologlcal varlables tend to be 1ntercorre1ated
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The experimental methodologytthus appears to dictate:and

llmlt the 51tuatlonlsts choice'of variables’for'investigas'

| tlon, and ultlmately; thelr conceptuallzatlon of the pheno—

PP

'pThe Person X Sltuatlon Interactlohlst Orlentatlon‘j,”x

Whlle progress has been made w1th1n both the personolo-'f

ﬁglcal and the 81tuatlonlst paradlgms, there seems to be a
:_grow1ng doubt that elther model in 1tse1f can account for\
T‘the complex1ty of behav1or in general, or of pr03001ai
_tbehav1or ln partlcular ‘ The grow1ng awareness of the llmlta;-'
V tlons 1mposed by tradltlonal paradlgm bound research 1s’

hcurrently reflected in the 1ncrea81ng number of researchers{

”,”advocatlng the person x 51tuat10n 1nteractlonlst orlentatlon L

NS

The 1dea that the effects of personologlcal characerls—'?‘ 5

‘;ctlcs; 51tuat10nal factors, and the 1nteractlon between the
vtwo must 51multaneously be cons1dered in the predlctlon of

‘b‘behav1or 1s not new As early as - 1935 Lew1n p051ted that
:"behav1or 1s a functlon of personallty and. env1ronment"

. Desplte the apparent valldlty of Lew1n s formulatlon, large—.
{scale 1nterest 1n puttlng thls 1dea 1nto practlce hasvnot “
hfbeen shown untll recently | Because of the conceptual and.

g methodologlcal problems 1nherent 1n any mlxed paradlgm

)

orlentatlon, much of the energles of researchers 1nterested 1n3,h'
llthlS h perspectlve have been focussed on the resolutlon of

xthese dlfflcultles rather than on? actual appllcatlon of the
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<approach,‘(Endleﬂ}8 Magnusson;-1976' Maghuséon ¢ Endler, 1977;

"Hunt‘:1975¥“Mccanh;’1978?'Mécann € Short 1979)

Magnusson and Endler (1977) have summarlzed the ba81c‘

:elements of the person x 51tuatlon 1nteractlonlst orlentatlon‘

BEEN

as follows: v"dﬁ, sif:@ o - z.:_'.jg

1. 'Actual behav1or is a functlon of a continuous .
- process of multidirectional interaction or
- feedback between the individual’ and the situa=-
- tlons ‘he’ or she encounters ' O

24 The 1nd1v1dual is‘an- 1ntent10nal, actlve agent
- - in thls 1nteractlon process : .

'”fdg;ftOn ‘the person 81de of- the 1nteractlon, cognltlve
g .,and motlvatlonal factors are essentlal determl—
'nants of behav1or.j7’; L __-,:', _

':?R,"~On the 81tuatlon 51de, the psycholog1cal meanlng
- of 31tuatlons for.the: 1nd1v1dua1 are the 1mpor—
~tant determlnlng factors, (p 4. L .

e

V'leen such a framework 1t makes llttle sense to study person-ﬁrv

‘Vologlcal varlables in the tradltlonal manner, 51nce to some ’t

B L extent each 51tuat10n alters the 1nd1v1dual and thus hls/her'

dvbehav1or.w Alternately, 1t seems unwarranted to manlpulate

‘*"51tuatlonal characterlstlcs 81nce the researcher can not be

: 1nd1v1dual subjects, (Hunt 1975 Magnusson, 1976) Ind1v1-'5

- certaln a Erlorl how thefe manlpulatlons were percelved by

~

duals construe the 51tuatlons 1n whlch they flnd themselves

based on 1dlosyncratlc motlves, moods, sen31t1V1t1es, and

: values. "The 31tuatlon is not a constant - but hlghly depen—
| dent on who 1s V1ew1ng 1t" '(Gergen, et al i 1972 p 106)

. <’ '
-The questlon changes from "What are the characterlstlcs of

I S
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| persons «o?™ o "What -.are the characterlstlcs.of situations

2" to "How do a. person‘s unlque perceptions of a 51tuatlon
;influence hls/her behav1or in that smtuatlon?"'oThe problemv

’ 1s stlll one of flndlng underlylng pr1nc1ples and coherence

Tvby Wthh to predlct behav1or, but these must be deflned in
aterms of the subject s phenomenology, not the researcher s

' T(Bem 8 Allen, 197H)

The 1nteractlonlst approach to the study of prosoc1al

._behav1or In splte of thelr opp051ng conceptuallzatlons of
Z7eprosoc1a11ty, and thelr dlfferlng methodologles for . 1nvest1—t
ngatlng 1t, both the personologlst and the 81tuatlonlst have._
imanaged to flnd support for thelr respectlve models 4fTo aésf.f"
'non partlsan researcher, thls suggests that both perspectlyes
.ﬂcontaln an element of truth whlle nelther model has a monopolyr

ton 1t The strength of the interactlonlst orlentatlon lles

."1n 1ts ablllty to theoretlcally 1ncorporate the effects of

<

v'y.both s1tuatlonal and personOIOglcal factors. As such, its

cheoretlcal formulatlon seems more congruent w1th the ex1st1ng:f'f"'

' data than does that of the other two paradlgms. Desplte the LR

}T.aPPeal of the 1nteract10nlst approach ltS appllcatlon to’t”,if{*

‘ Tthe study of prosoc;al behav1or has been llmlted The presentjib

"f.author was able to locate only three studles whlch adopted

thls perspectlve. As was dlscussed prev1ously, Gergen, et al
:f(1972) found that SpelelC personallty tralts related to

helplng behav1ors 1n spe01f1c s1tuat10ns.n In tI thelr repllca-f

!

..,tlon of the Hartshorne and May studles, Nelson, Grlnder, and~j§'t

v . 0
4
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o

Mutterer (1976) found that personologlcal and sltuatlonal
dfactors both accounted for moderate, and approx1mately equal
‘proportlons of the varlance in. honesty behav1ors Flnally,
“Staub (1974) reported that moral reasonlng 1evel 1nteracted t ,
-w1th experlmental treatment condltlons to determlne the occur—e

B ance of helplng behav1ors in an emergency 51tuatlon

ntegratlon of the therature Rev1ew

3 w1th the Focus and Alms of the Present Study

.Thevflrst 1ssue con51dered in the.present chapter was
',the relatlonshlp between structure of moral reasonlng‘and
bil‘moral behav1or Whlle there has been some theoretlcal 1ndi-*’u
’f'catlon that such a relataonshlp should exlst 1t was suggested

'h”that studles have thus far not prov1ded dlrect tests of the =

_;c»reasonlng behav1or relatlonshlp 81noe they (1) falled to ,‘

- Shlp by taklng 1nto account these factors.‘

v‘control for the posglbly confoundlng effect of content of

timoral reasonlng, (2) dlsregarded subjects 1nterpretatlons
'-‘of the. 81tuat10ns 1n Wthh moral behav1ors were assessed and'
(3) assumed that moral reasonlng was stable and con51stent
ceacross 81tuatlons.v The flrst alm of the present study was to

'prov1de a more dlrect test of the reason1ng-behav1or relatlon-fv-“

Secondly,'lt Was argued that moral or - prosoc1al behaV1or i

:_1s a multl-determlned phenomenon Researchers operatlng

5} W1tn1n the cognltlve developmental paradlgm have typlcally

?focussed on the role of moral reasonlng in the predlctlon of
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"vfmoral behav1or.. Researchers in- other paradlgms have.con51dered

difother varlables (e g , personallty tralts, affect, 31tuatlonal

o characterlstlcs) but have tended to 1nvest1gate the effects

Ar‘

l'7f§¢of 31ngle varlables both in correlatlbnal and experlmental

“fpldeslgns.; In v1ew of the complex1ty of human behav1or, such

"

f} approaches do not appear to "flt the phenomenon" ' Thus, one '_h‘

ﬁf3of the focusses of the present 1nvest1gat10n was on a mult;—'

'\'-varlate approach to the: study of prosoclal behav1or . P

Hav1ng acanWledged the necess1ty of a multlvarlate 'f;“vy{égf
\fgapproach the next 1ssue that was . dlscussed was the nature ;iei}

'of the varlables that mlght be related to prosoc1a1 behav1or

.*Whlle a sampllng of those varlables whlch have been studled

“vlln relatlonﬁéo prosocmal behav1or was presented the present

'“,f_chapter was partlcularly concerned w1th the manner 1n whlch

o these varlables were 1nvest1gated ‘1. e., the conceptuallzatlons

a of the general problem, the assumptlons, and the methodologles
Whlch have typlcally dlrected the partlcular 1nvest1gatlons

°‘of prosoc1al behav1or.‘ Psychologlsts have typlcally approached

"*sfthe general problem of behav1oral predlctlon from one of

(two dlfferent perspectlves the personologlcal or the 51tuaerfﬁ{a

]ftlonlst approach The pr1nc1ples underlylng these two approaches‘h

Vtare formulated ln suﬂh a way that the flndlngs of studles; fhl@if%;l
tu; based 1n one paradlgm are rarely<ancorporated 1nto the research‘ !

of 1nvest1gators commltted to. the other paradlgm Thls, in

the present author s v1ew, has bee/ one of the major factorS'

almpedlng the development of a compre en31ve model of behav1or
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rosoc1al behav1or in partlcular..
ortance of Lew1n s pr1nc1ple B i f(P B)“b
‘, , .

:dg 1t has rarely been put into practlce

ion in 1935 Recently, a grow1ng number

~of Tresed cher il ave shown renewed 1nterest in the 1dea that

interacti!

- focus, on:

”‘behaviors~v

_personolagi

'1studyrd;dvnot'“

factors,'81tuatlonal characterlstlcs, and the“'
between them, must be con81q§red 1n the study
This v1ewp01nt underlald the present study s

»

ects peréeptlons of the 51tuatlons 1n whlch

ofrbéhayié

e assessed

B

The ma dlfferences between the prcsont study and

R4

i
i~

‘f:preV1ous stud es of prosoc1al behav1or were (l) the present

L)

dependently assess tralts such as respons1b1—=;

ﬂd'attemﬁtitohrelatefthe$eymeasuresﬁto_thefff

:'behav1ors 1n questlon, and (2) the present study dld not if'

Qattempt to manlpulate s1tuatlona1 characterlstlcs such as..

‘hcost of actlng or legltlmacy of need on the assumptlon that
bf”those manlpulatlons would be percelved 51m11arly by all s

17’:sub3ects' Rather the present study began from the assump—ff.\‘l

’7tlon that each subject would v1ew each s1tuat10n 1n a unlque

"f manner, based 1n part on each subject s and each sltuatlon 5

!

“?.”characterlstlcs. Hence, the focus was on measurlng 2erce1Ved
Jvattrlbutes of the 51tuatlons , The second alm of the present

3~study therefore, was to determlne how subjects perceptlons.”'

e

of the 51tuat10n were related to the 11k11hood of thelr

g behav1ng prosoc1ally in that s1tuat10n. More spec1f1cally,
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/

it was‘questloned whether 1nclus1on-ofvmeasures of flve
'percelved 51tua lonal characterlstlcs (1 e. ; respons;blllty,‘*hl
‘sacrlflce, effectlveness,'ﬂmportance to self 1mportanceé?o
'7other) would ancrease the accuracy of predlctlon of prosoc1al

_ behav1or beyond the level of predlctlon that was POSSlble on ”‘:

" the ba31s of moral reasonlng level alone.;‘

\ _ : -
Four scenarlos were presented to each subject _and data

1

1ndependent varlables (moral reasonlng level,'and flve measures

l A'

‘ \ o

Y

z'were analyzed separately Syntheses of the responses to the

\t

4,3»

_four 31tuatlons were subsequently made 1n the follow1ng ways fﬁ

R

FlPSt,,lt was questloned whether pPOSOClal behav1or was more R

i

r'of percelved 51tuatlonal characterlstlcs) for each of the four V,f”'

’;“llkely to be performed in some 31tuatlons as compared to ff, flhﬁ*

'7L;Others._ Secondly, 1t was quest;oned whether the patterns Of

‘lﬁrelatlonshlps of 1ndependent varlables to dependent varlables

\
'?}QUeStlon One T n-,*»l_;r,‘
o S |

-'were s:.mllar aCPOSS Sl'tua'thDS. )

. EXE?EESEEE el

The flrst questlon posedh y'the present study was whether o

a relatlonshlp ex1sted between prosoc1al behav1or and structure

ff of moral reasonlng ThlS quegtlon was: tested agalnst Null

o éHypotheses One through Pour whlch state.p ]'A'

r

|

R
|
I

tasks.“‘for the major analyses, responses to the four scenarlos e
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Hdl:f‘There will beba Zero correlation between ratings: ;'ﬂ
;of subjects -levels of moral- reasonlng,_and the
- degrees to which subjects felt they would behave

pr05001a11y in. response "to the 51tuatlon descrlbed “,iv,f

E in Story One, (p <, 05)
"H.2: ,There ‘will be'a zero correlatlon between ratlngs
' " of subjects! levels. of moral reasoning, and the
L degrees to’ whlch ‘subjects felt: they would behave .
v prosoc1ally in respornse to the s1tuatlon descrlbedﬁ
‘.iln Story Two, (p <. 05) ' : o a

O H_ 3:. There will be a zero correlatlon between ratlngs_
T T of subjects levels of ‘moral reasoning, and’ the -
RN ,:'ﬂ;degrees to which: sub]ects felt.they would' behave o

: L ‘-,“prosoc1ally in response to the 51tuatlon descrlbedk‘;
- in: Story Three, (p <. 05) PRRERNTR PSR 2 '

“'h-’*przu:;lThere w111 be ‘a’ zero correlatlon between ratlngs:
Lo . .of subjects' levels of- moral reasonlng, and the :
];degrees to ‘which: subjects felt they would behave

- prosoc1ally in- response to the 51tuatlon descrlbed“z-hﬂﬁ

’:1n Story Four, (p 05)

';;Questlon Twog}fff”

The second questlon posed by the present study was whether
,1nc1u51on of sub]ectSr responses to other varlable measures

t’(ln addltlon to moral reasonlng level) would 1ncrease the;,a-’”"

"5paccuracy of predlctlon of prosoc1al behav1or ThlS questlon

d-it»was tested agalnst Null Hypotheses Flve through Elght whlch i'

. RN . L . . Sve - "7 o @\ . : .
'LiHOS{ There is no llnear relatlonshlp between ‘measures

T of prosoc1a1 behavior and the set of ind@Pendent ‘
_'variable measures (i.e.; respon51b111ty, acrlflce,

- effectiveness, importance to self, importance to =

~*,>other), once the effect of moral- reasoning Ibvel
s adjusted for in Story One, (p ( 05) ' .

o H 6}* There is no llnear relatlonshlp between measures _
- of prosocial behav1or and the above set of 1nde- o

>7-:”1ng level 1s adjusted for in Story Two,.(p ( 05)

- pendent variables once the effect of moral reason- _f"‘
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H07: There is no linedr relationship between measures
of prosocial behavior and the above set of inde-
pendent variables, once the effect of moral reason-

“1ng level 1is ad]usted for in Story Three, (p <.05).

HOS:, There is no linear relatlonshlp between measures °
‘ of prosocial behavior and the above set of inde-

pendent variables once the effect of ‘moral reason-

ing level is adjusteéd for in Story Four, (p <.05).

Question Threeé.

Given thaf,subjects.have stated that they ought te perform
a particular prosecial aetion, the third'éuesfion posed by the
preSent study was whether the degree of prosoc1a1 respondlng
would be dlfferent across 51tuat10ns ' ThlS questlon_was
' tested against Null Hypothesis Nlne whch states:
‘HOB: There will be no significant difference in the
degrees to which subjects behave pr05001a11y

across the four situations designated as Stories
One through Four, (p <.05). :

Question Four

Whiie’Questien TwO.will.examihe the‘pelative'relafionship o
of each fhdependent variabie to thelgependent Variable eepa?ate—
ly er eaeh.stofy;ha further questien poeedlby the present
study wég whether the patterns of eérrelatione between inde-
pendent variablee and dependent variabies*were similar :; .

Bl

across situatiOnSs‘ Stated in another way,‘it was QueStiohed
whether the»varlables related to pr05001al actlonaln onef
,v51tuat10n were of similar relatlve importance to prosoc141
; actlon.ln a dlfferent 51tuatlon, ThlS questlon was testjd

agaihst,Null Hypothesis Ten which states:

p

-
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There will be a zero, mean rank-order correlatién
coefficient between the ranks of the six indepen-

dent variable-dependent variable correlatioh
coefficients compared across all possible pairs

of story combinations, (p <.05).

”®
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N ~ CHAPTER III

ME'EEODOLOGYl o T

"Design'

A multlvarlate correlatlonal de51gn was used in the
]

vpresent study to 1nvest1gate the relatlonshlps between six

q

‘independent o predictor variables, and one dependent or ..

criterion variable. Data were collected via questlonnalre

-responses. Slnce the study separately 1nvest1gated the

responses of subjects to four s1tuatlons, 1t may be conceptu—

“alized as one 1nvest1gatlon with three repllcatlons

Subjects
Questlonnalres were dlstrlbuted to a. total of 100 adult

volunteers Forty of these questlonnalres were distributed.

to Unlver51ty of Alberta spring se881on students who were

enrolled in a freshman Educatlonal Psychology course, or a

senior undergraduate Educatlonal Foundatlons course. The

»

remalnlng 81xty questlonnalres were equally dlstrlbuted to

. six friends. of the present author, who 'were asked to complete

3

';one of the questlonnalres and dlstrlbute the remalnder to

nine additional people. ' This method of subject selectlon has

!

been used by Ahlskog (1978) to generate'a'sample with a

reasonably wide variety of ages, levels of education, and

N I adas
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social backgrounds.k The number of respondents, and the:
demographic characteristics of the final sample.arekpresented -

in Chapter fourp

N~

' Test Instrument

9 . . . L ) U
w N,

The test 1nstrument cons1sted of four author—constructed

hypothetlcal scenarios in Wthh the 1nterests of an- 1nd1v1dua1%_
(the subject) were placed in confllct w1th the 1nterests of
~ another person or grgup of persons (the 1nstrument de51gn metth
dology and a copy. of the test 1nstrument are glven in Appendlces"
b A
A and B) . In response to. each of these scenarlos, subjects were -
flrst asked to 1ndlcate whlch of two actlon ch01ces they would |
‘advccate from-a moral p01nt of view.. One of>the actlon ch01ces‘
had a priori been des1gnated as. the "pr05001a1 actlon 3 however;
becauSe of differences in content of moral reasonlng due to
varlatlons 1n subjects' pe ceptlons of the 51tuat10ns,'1t was
‘necessary‘to establlsh what each~sup3ect»regarded,as the.
prcsoéial act;n‘n‘l Yo bg(;;- ‘ ‘;1. |
c Questicn Two reguested;subjects to;justify (in paragraph

form) their action chdice. Responses to this question were

v °

1ndependently rated by twO ]udges u81ng a 51x-p01nt scale
based on: Kohlberg s stage model (see Appendlx C. for the ratlng'
crlterla). The mean ratlngva551gned by the two judges was

used as an 1ndex of the level of . moral reasonlng used to
justlfy the de0151on. 'All the wrltten responses for each_ '
scenario were rated together, rather than rating all the

g ,.» e

requ’ses for each;subject., This was done to reduce the.
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\

,possihility of bias due to the~haloveffect.‘ The interfjudge‘

reliability coefficients for these ratings are presented

v

Flve addltlonal questlons asked subjects to rate their

,_perceptlons of the 51tuatlon on flve p01nt scales. More | '% o

"spec1f1ca11y, subjects perceptlons of the 31tuatlon were
1nvest1gated with respect to the dlmen51ons of:
”»l.e_degree of respons1b111ty that the subject felt

toward the person or. group whose 1nterests were 1n
S i . . . .
' confllct with- hls/hers,

¥ 2. cdegree to whlch ‘the- subject regarded hls/her prescrlbed
actlon as potentlally effectlve 1n brlnglng about |
p’the de81red outcome,' »dvfi_,,", h_‘_tb T SRR ‘n

,3; 'degree of percelved sacrlflce to the subject 1f |

he/she should act 1n thexprescrlbed manner, fb

&

-;u{.,amount of 1mportance ‘that the subject attached to-

‘the deflned outcome, and
o , \

5. amoun$ of»importance;that‘thetother person or group
PPeSUmably'attached‘tovthe subject's prescribed_action;w

Finally, subjects"were asked to imagine themselVes

o

| actually in the 51tuatlon descrlbed by the sce%arlo, and to-

\
rate on a flve p01nt scale what they belleved they actually

would do under such’clrcumstances.v Responses to this question

were used as measures of the dependent or crlterlon varlable

An adentlcal format was used across the four scenarlos

v (subtests). ‘The ratlonale for 1nc1ud1ng,four scenarlos was,
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that each of the:independent variables hypothesiied\to'be
related to prosoc1al behav1ors 1n general, may. not have been .
_ sallent or ‘relevant to any-one prosoc1al act It should be
'clear that it is- theoretlcally 1mp0551b1e, from a person X _“
s1tuatlon 1nteractlonlst orlentatlon, to create 81tuatlons.

| a EPlOPl whlch w1ll have a partlcular effect on all subjects.:
Thus, whlle 1t was not a;gued that the 81tuat10ns were ’
representatlve of pr03001al behav1ora1bs1£uatlons 1n generalb
1nclus1on of four 81tuatlons should have prov1ded a better '
:coverage of the prosoc1al behayloral:domaln than any oneb
31tuatlon alone Subject S. responses to the. four 51tuatlons
.wepe treated separately by 81tuatlon since it would not haVe
“ been meanlngful 1o collapse sub]ect' responsesbto each
‘*1ndependent varlable measure across the four 81tuatlons,,(1 e. ’

'_subjects may not have been tran851tuatlonally con81stent :

. along these dlmen51ons)

Test Administration l-/ﬁ‘

Sub]ects were: asked to complete the questlonnalres at

- their. convenlence and to return them by mall All—questlon—k‘

' nalres were completed anonymously and voluntarlly Order
of presentatlon of the four subtests was . randomlzed across
'”subjects. Demographlc data regardlng age,‘sex, and hlghest‘

r

level of education were also solicited.
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Nature of the Data

The data for each subject (for’ each subtest) con51sted

Of: n

xﬁtigf-a!mbralsaéfibnfchoice;made.by'SeleE£ingﬁone of-wa"
',hopp051ng alternatlves, | ﬁ | | B
",ff;'!a wrltten statement justlfylng the above actlon
‘f‘ch01ce; thls statement was ass1gned a value between
'Ijtone and 31x, based on the level of moral reasonlng
Iemployed (Independent Vaflable One), | |
| téglﬁf1Ve responses rated on flve-p01nt scales reflectlng

Iisubject S perceptlons of the 81tuatlon (Independent

3. ‘:‘sk", IR Pl

7Var1ables Two through Slx), and
Ty one response rated on. ‘a flve p01nt scale reflectlng
:subject's estlmatlon of hls/her actual behav1or should’tn'

‘he/she be placed in slmllar c1rcumstances (Dependent

_Varlable),;~f

I'Equallty of 1ntervals was assumed for the ratlng scales used
-1n'(2),»(3),uand (4)'above. Strlctly sPeaklng, such an assumpff

’tlon may not be warranted However, the treatment of ratlng

scale data as 1f 1t were 1nterval data has been w1de1y prac-'-

’,tlced and in most cases is defen51ble (Harrls, 1975, Kerllnger,

' 1973).

_ Adm1581blllty of the Data

In order to be 1nc1uded 1n the ana1y81s, conformlty to
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the follow1ng crlterla was requlred of the data

.‘l., the moral actlon»ch01ce de51gnated a prlorl as the
prosoc1al actlon was advocated by the sub]ect (ItemH o
#1, above),‘?ih:“ “

'l2,i-the moral’ jUStlflcathn was scoreable by both judges -

- (Item #2, above), and | \ ‘ ///
3. the subject s ratlngs on. all scales (Items #3 and #u .

rabove) were complete and clearly marked

P

.

lilf any of the above crlterla were not\\atlsfled that sub]ect'

responses to the entlre subtest were deleted from the data pool

'fyTAnalyses of the Data A

Rater rellablllty Two raters ]udged the moral reason—

.=ta1ngs employed by subjects Inter rater rellablllty coeff1c1ents‘

';were calculated for each subtest u51ng the Pearson correlatlon l,y“

Null Hypotheses One throggh Four Pearson correlatlon

; coefflclents were calculated between ratlngs of subjects

'vlevels of moral reasonlng, and Subjects ratlngs of the degrees

- to which they felt they would actually perform the prosoc1al

‘"act. ThlS analy51s was conducted separately for each subtest

Null Hypotheses Flve through Etght., A multlple regre531on

" analy51s was utlllzed in whlch the crlterlon (dependent} varl—;"
,able was a measure of the degrees to whlch subjects felt they
would actually perform the prosoc1al act. Sub]ects' rated

"levels of moral reasonlng ‘was the flrst varlable entered 1nto

’the analy51sf The remalnlng flve 1ndependent varlables were

o
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entered uslng step -wise 1nc1u51on procedures | Followinga
“the 1nclu31on of each varlab%e, Cohen s (1968) test was applled
to- determlne 1f the addltlon resulted in a 31gh1f1cant 1ncrease
:ln the proportlon of accounted for varlance ThlS analy81s p_.
was conducted separately for each subtest. |

Null Hypothe51s Nine: K A one-way analysis of&varlance

wlth repeated measures ‘was. conducted to test for dlfferences
in. the degrees to whlch subjects felt they would behavev»
.prosoc1ally across the four subtests A Newman Keuls test
”was applled to test for dlfferences due to treatment (subtest)?ﬂc
T_effects R |

Null Hypothes1s Ten. "PearsOn COrrelationu'

coeff1c1ents were computed between each 1ndependent yarlable

’land the dependent varlableli The 51x correlatlon coeff1c1ents l_-t"
h_iwere rank ordered separately for each subtest ’The rankS'-?“;v
u‘-were then compared for each of the 51x p0351b1e palrs of sub— ,j.
'Z;test :comblnatlons v1a Kendall s tau.d The mean value of tau

5

‘,was used 1n the testlng of Null Hypothe51s Ten.'

'ﬁiLimitations bf;the"PreSent“MethédOngy'p'"‘f'“‘ﬂeﬁ;_kfvf

The methodology employed 1n the present study 1mposed
-a number of spec1flc llmltatlons on the conclusxons whlch

could be drawn from 1t

1. The conclus1ons whlch can be drawn from the present

study are llmlted by the self—report nature of the data.‘

’
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The ratlngs of the percelved characterlstlcs ofvthe 81tuat1ons
fof course, must be made by the subjects themselves ThlS was
‘not so great a problem as the one created by the self-report y
:of actual behav1ors.l Flrst, sub]ects responses to ~the |
'questlon, "What do you belleve you actua{ly would do L2

may have been affected by(soc1al de51rab111ty factors such

,as an attempt to portray'behav1ors as con51stent w1th pre—

iScrlptlons Secondly, whlle subjects may have reSPohded
f"honestly" to the behav1oral questlon, 1t may have been the
fcase that people truly do not know a EPlOPl how they actually
;would behave 1n a smtuatlon.j ThlS may 1n part be due to .the.
fdlfferences between a verbal descrlptlon of a hypothetlcal ‘fvﬁ
’s1tuatlon versus actually belng 1n that 51tuatlon, as Brown -
land Herrnsteln (l975) have suggested The essentlal problem ‘.d'i

e R
_however, 1s to ‘a: large measure unav01dable.; To assess sub— S

\gects reported perceptlons of a 31tuatlon, and behav1ors 1n _f"

:f’iresponse to the same 51tuat10n, 1nvar1ably 1nvolves the pos—ffff -

dth;81b111ty that one w1ll blas the other

On the other hand there 1s some ev1dence to suggest

’rthat subjects self-reported behav1ors should not be rejected

'»fout of hand : For example, Plnneau and Mllton (1958) reported

'-hthat subjects'_self-reported behav1ors correlated hlghly w1th

1ndependent repo~ts of the same behav1ors made by sub]ects'_"

3._w1ves Slmllar fl\

dlngs have been dlscussed by Epsteln (1977)

yh?.» ThefoonclUSi‘néﬁwhiohlcanfbé drawnlfrOm‘thegPrésent
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:studyeafe limited by‘the undetermined‘relatiOnship‘between
measures offmoraI reasoning empIOyed In the preSent invedti—‘
gatlon and more tradltlonal methods such as Kohlberg S 1nter;”
_v1ew method, or Rest S. Deflnlng Issues Test Because of the'
;_number of subjects requ1red for a multlvarlate analy51s,
\an 1nterv1ew method w1th 1nd;v1duallzed problng was’ not
con81dered fea81b1e.' : B ,v,'t{'f_” R I:f‘-‘ | -

: In some respects, the preseht method may be preferable
. to a more 1nten81ve Kohlberglan method partlcularlyvam‘the
case:of studles whlch 1nvest1gate reasonlng behav1or rela—
“htlonshlps‘ In typlcal 31tuatlons that caIl for prosoc1al
:yactlon, people are unllkely to probe thelr own reasonlngs
‘5_1n search of an underlylng metaethlc ; It seems more: llkely
,;,that 1f moral reasonlng affects behav1or in everyday s1tuatlons,_h,”
'jlf is the type of reasonlng that 1s relatlvely unreflectlve e

gfln comparlson to the more dellberated reasonlng e11c1ted

fby Kohlberg s methods

fQ;Iég The cbnclusions-thatfcah bé-a%éwhtffom‘fhe'préséhf'«'“
study are llmlted by the ch01ce of 31tuat10ns whlch werevﬁv
utlllzed in the present 1nvest1gat10n.v In v1ew of thls t7v”f‘7
dlfflculty,’comparlsons were. made across the four 51tuations f
"“to determlne 1f some regularlty could be 1dent1f1ed AS["
Iwas noted earller however there 1s as yet no establlshed

Isystem by whlch to cla551fy env1ronments._-Because of thls;;
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'was not. pOSSlble to. generate a sample of 51tuatlons which

o} {ywould be unequlvocally "representatlve

f L 1

. THB present study is also llmlted by the somewhat

S atyplcal manner 1n whlch the subject sample was generated,'

.

'ft, and by the fact that all subjects had by v1rtue of thelr

respondlng, performed a common prosocmal actlon whlch the :
VthhnonreSpondents»had-not. | ,1' B : S L

e . o

”ethodology of the present study allowed only :

f?for the testl g of a model of prOSOC1al behav1or in whlch

H"{‘behav1or is’ the end—product of the follow1ng llnear and j

"ichronologlcalJSequence of events' formulatlon of a moral

.;?=prescr1pt10n to act prosoc1ally, ‘on51deratlon of 51tuatlonal

ot factors, and a dec181on to behave in-a pr05001al manner.;

In actual fact,’con81deratlon of mgpal factors may enter

f? 1nto the sequence of events at a later p01nt than 1ndlcated
- s
above, or, the three components may occur 31multaneously or *?H

L

'“Fs;lteratlvely.

(R
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'CHAPTER IV -

RESULTS

Lo~ .

a'CharacteristicsvOf_the°Sample

Of the lOO questlonnalres that were dlstrlbuted, a total

dof 68 were returned Subjects re8ponses to entlre subtests :

B were deleted 1f any of the adm1531b111ty crlterla (see Chapter

~,Three3fp 48) were not mete_ Thls deletlon resulted in n s

7'of“54 51 59, and u8 for the four subtests respectlvely

0

S :The demographlc characterlstlcs of the total sample and four'

[P

.*sub samples are presented 1n Tables l (Sex), 2 (Age),'and

f:_3 (Educatlon)

o Table1l
fr;Charactéristicéfefﬁthe}Total’Saﬁplefanddf E

_ Four Sub-samples, by Sex )

"Total. - dSubteét "SubteSt7ﬁ‘Sﬁbtesta- Subtestcyf

Sex ' Sample . One Two  Three ~ Four

v

:,,N&(%)_v NGB N®) NS NG

'ngalé“’_‘*x~,29(u2 D8 19(35 2) 21(41.2) 23(39.0)  16(33.3)

~ Female - ;a39(57 u) 135(64.8) . 30(58.8) 36(61.0) 32(66.7)




’”Tabie'z-

 Character1st1cs of the Total Sample and

Four Sub—samples, by Age

) NE

- sy

Age

'-Total |
Sample °

'ﬁ.Subtestji
‘One

Subtest - _
e Thrée s T

Two .

Sﬁbtest

swtest -

Four.

. Under 20

1131 uo

-\:

;ful 50
. 51260

.261 70

[ _N (%5a 

-N7(%):f

N(%)

RO

 ;TNf(%jf”“%xﬂ'

12017.8)

;fzi;édl7""37(54;u)

2(02 9)

5”(10 3,

o

5éilifaif
:ii(oi;qy
6(11.1)

10(18 5),
30(55 6)
,5(11,1)”

1(01.9)

,11(21 6).
f29(56; 9)
8(15.7)
3?:0(00}65 :
Q(QS;Q?
C102.0)

liklgfe;jg
33(55.9)
37(11.9j;f

§(10.2)
1001.7)

1€01,7)

oo
0.0
vl(oﬁii) 8
5(10.8)

50§od;o)e'7'

-

- .54

'vSi

oo

v



Table 3

<

Characterisfics“of the Total Sampie‘and

Four'Sub-samples,Lby'Education o

-

Subtest

D

"Highest Total : Subtest . Bubtest  Subtest
Education Sample .  One " Two ‘Three Four
N (%) . N (%) N (%) . N (%) N (%)
A. Less DR S
~ than Gr. 10 1(01.5) 1(01.9) 1(02.0)- 1(01.7) . O(OO.Q%‘
'B. Some | | , |
high school. 6(08.8) 5(09.3)» 5(09.8) 6(10.2) 5(10.4)
C. High ' o : o
school grad 7(10, 3) 7(13.0) 5(09:8) 7(11.9) 6(12.5)
D. Some col- '
lege, tech
6chool, or _ ‘ P
university 22(32.4) 17(31.5) 15(29.4) 19(32.2) 14(29.2)
" E. College \ )
or technical oz g , : S
school grad 57(10;3) 6(11.1) 6‘11.8)_ 6(10.2) 5(10.4)
~ F. Univer- B
- sity grad _ o -
(Bachelors) 15(22.1? "11(20.4) 12(23.5) 13(22.0) 12(25.0)
G. Some . ‘ o '
post-grad 3(09.4) .2(03.7) 2(03.9) 2(03.4) ‘2(04.2)
H. Post~- ‘ o T ' . |
grad degtee 7(10.3) 5(09.3) 5(09.8). 5(08.5) 4(08.3)
n 68 T 51 59 48 -
Median ' "
Class D . D D . D D
Modal b
, Class D: D, _ D D.
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A subject's responses to an entire subte&t were included

if all of the follow1ng criteria wére met

1. thelmoral action ch01ce designated a BPlOrl as the

prosoc1al act%on was endorsed by the subject, *vp

2. the subject's responses to all questions were

" complete and cleafly'marked,

3.. theée subject's moral justification was- scoreable

The numbers and percentages of subjects falllng to meet the

/

by hoth judges{

- above crlterla for each subtest are presented in Table 4.

s . _/\"; -

Table i

Charactefistics Of‘Deleteanata

" Subtest

17(25 l)

20029.4)

Reason for f ° Subtest Subtest Subtest
Deletion -One Two Three  Four

N (3) N (%)  N($ N (%)
Did not endorse
the experimenter-
defined prosocial . : .
action . - 3(04.4)  5(07.4) 2(02.9) 7(10.3)
‘Missing data 4(05.9)  5(07.4%)  4(05.9)  u4(05.9)
Moral judgment . : ' :
unscoreable 7(10.3)  7(10.3)  3(04.4) . 9(13.2) -
Total deleted 14(20.6) 9(13.2)

TN




'Réliability of Ratings Q'}"

Two judges independeﬁtly and blindly rafed‘the~sﬁb5ects'
‘ mbfal ju$tifications'using”criteria baéed oﬁ Kohlbe#g'Sﬁsix-
stage médel (see AppendixlC). Pearsbn correlatioﬁs were
calculdted to detgfmine the'inter—rater’reli;bilities of .
_these judgments. | | | |

Table 5 o 3
Inter@rater Reliability Coéfficgents

for.Each Subtest

Subtesw_‘ - r 1

One .. .889 54

Two ) L7172 T 51 ’
Three - ©.933 59 | iy
Four .877. ¢ 48

Average .868 :

AN
' The results shown in Tablebs indicate that inter;rafefv
‘reliabilities ranged frdmv.77 to .93 wifh an avéragé of .87.
These results are comparable to ihterQrater reliability coef-
ficients obtained in other studies (Candee, 1976;”Crocken?erg
& Nicolayev, 1979; Del VG Jurkovic,‘1978; Hogah 8 Dickstein,

1972i$Rubin ¢ Trotter, '1977; Santrock, 1975), and are

|
[
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considered adequate. . - B

Majcr'QUeetions: Results

Relatlonshlp Between Moral Reasonlng Level and Prosoc1al Action

The flrst major questlon that was 1nvest1gated w1th respect
tc each of Subtests One through Four was whether a relatlonshlp
ex1sted between level of moral reasonlng and prosoc1a1 behav1or
Thls ‘question ‘was tested agalnst null hypotheses which predlct—_

ed a zero. correlatlon between level of moral reasonlng and

i

prosoc1a1 behav1or

‘ Subtest One. The Pearson correlatlon calculated‘between

the measures of moral reasonlng and prosoc1a1 behavior in

Story One was 043 (af = 53, p = 0. 76, two -~tailed). There-

fore Null Hypothe31s One was not rejected "at the p <. 05 .

O
- level of 51gn1f1cance -

Subtest Two. The Pearson correlatlon calculated between

the measures of moral reasonlng and prosoc1al behav1or in
-0 .

Story Two was -2yl (df»-,SO, p = 0.08, two-tailed). There-

fore Null Hgbothesis Two was not rejected at the p'<.05

. level of significance. - ~

Subtest Three. The Pearson correlation calculated between -

the measures of moral reasoning and pr05001a1 behav1or ih

Story Three was .138 (df = 58, p = 6.30, two-talled).. There-

fore»Null Hypothesis Three was not rejected at the D <,05

level of significance.

’
I

Subteet Four. ,The Pearson correlation calculated between



59

the measures of moral reasonlng and prosoc1al behavior in

"Story Four was 18u (df 'GH7, p = 0. 21 two—talled) There—

-fore Null Hypothe51s Four was not rejected at the p <.05

P!

1evel of 81gn1flcance

Effects of" Addltlonal Varlables

géf']' The second major questlon 1nvest1gated with respect to .

- each of Subtests One through Four was whether 1nclu51on of
.Subjects responses to other varlable measures (in. addltlon
to moralireasonlng leVel) would 1ncrease the accuracy of l

: PPedlctlon of prOSOClal behav10r.‘..i e Y

Subtest One. TabiefS'presents atsummary of'the results'

” of a multlple regre351on analy51s that was performed on the
| Subtest One data. Whlle moral reasonlng level accounted for
~'v1rtually none of the variance in prosoc1a1 behav1or (0;19%)

~ the addltlon of the variable Importance to Other 1ncreased

‘accounted for varlance to approx1mately 18%. Therefore,

Null Hypothesis Five was rejected at the p <.05 level of -
‘31gn1flcance - |

Subtesthwo 'Table‘7 presents a summary of thedresults

of. a multlple regre851on analy31s that was performed on ‘the
| Subtest ‘Two data Whlle moral reasonlng level accounted for
:’f’; non- 51gn1flcant proportlon of the varlance in prosoc al
behav1or (nearly 6%), the addltlon of the varlable Sacpifice

1ncreased the accounted for var;ance to almost,33%. Theree

fore, Null Hypothesis Six was reiecfed.ét theip <.05 level

* -
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of significance.

_Subtest'Three;r Table 8 presents a summary ofpthe‘results,'
of a>multip1e‘regression analysis.that was<performedgon,the D

snsubtest.Three'data._ While.moral reasoning leVeltaccounted

: for a non 51gn1flcant proportlon of the varlance 1n prosoc1al'd

behav1or (nearly 2%), the addltlon of the varlables ReSpon—-‘
51b111ty, and Effectlveness 1ncreased the accounted for

“‘varlance to! nearly 33% Therefore, Null Hypothe31s Seven

. was . rejected at the P < 05 level of 31gn1f1cance. e

Subtest Four Table 9 presents a summary of the results

Lvof a multlple regre851on analy81s that was performed on the

v‘f,Subtest Four data Whlle moral reasonlng level accounted for

';:”a non 51gn1f1cant proportlon of the varlance 1n pr05001a1

' behav1or (approx1mately 3%), the addltlon of the varlables
I'}Importance to Self Sacrlflce, and Importance to Otherv:-

: 1ncreased the accounted for varlance to 66% Therefore,»

Null Hypothe31s Elght was rejected at the p < 05 level of

: 51gn1flcance

‘Secondary Questions: Results

,While it was necessary fOr‘conceptual reasons to ‘analyze
- 4

-

the responses to the four 81tuatlons separately, some 1nte-

B

'gratlon of the flndlngs was consldered as a secondary objec—'

Voo

tive of‘the present study._'
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! Degree of Prosoc1a1 Respondlng Across Subtests

ﬂj‘ " The flrst questlon posed was whether the degree‘of
‘ prosotlal respondlng was. slmllar across 81tuatlons Essen-.

°t1ally, the data were comblned as ln a 51ngle factor experlment

'.'w1th repeated measures o An analys1s of varlance with repeated‘
measures was used to test the null hypothe51s of equal means:

across the four subtests (Note for this analy31s only, data

ﬁté were used from all subjects who endorsed the prosdc1al alter-

natlve and who had completed the behav1oral measure questlon
on all fouF_subtests. That 1s, subjects who had prev1ous1y
been delet%ﬂ?<m41ng to unscoreable moral ]UStlflCatlonS, or f
';f.'f-¢ 1ncomplete or. unclearly marked questlonnalres were 1nc1uded
:L\ttuf‘ln thls analys1s ) The means and standard dev;atlons fort

~:1 the measures of pr08001a1 behav1or were as fOIlows..Subtest

'ri Subtest Three x oy, 45, sd'- 0 89 Subtest FOur X 3457,lfeeystc

n_‘

sd = 1 08, (n ‘565.
ff-}ﬁpv As 1nd1cated in Table 10, there was a statlstlcally

51gn1f1cant effect due to subtests, F(3 165) 8 3#5, p < Ol

Therefore,ggpll Hypothe51s Nlne was rejected at the p<' 05 )
level of s1gn1f1cance ' R R
";fi,,fi Follow1ng an analy51s‘of varlance,‘a Newman-Keuls‘
-comparlson between ordered means was applled The mean '
‘score - of the behav1oral measure in Subtest Three was found

to be 51gn1f1cantly dlfferent from the mean scores Ef the;

—



behav1oral measures in Subtests One, Two, and FouP (p <.01);
dlfferences between other palrs of behav1oral measures ‘were

non s1gn1flcant at the p <. 05 level

. A

. Table 10‘
@

Ana1y51s of Varlanee Summary Table

_ for Behav1ora1 Measure Responses across Four Subtests"
B (n = 56).

 Source of . fﬂ’.;-]{Sum;of' L ‘AMean:v AR
V%riation‘ B + Squares . df-. - Square - . .- F s

".://s;bﬁecté,ﬂj‘f~f' . 786.388 . 55 . . 1u.298 .

’ Treatments'

\(sybtests) . 235.488 3 78,486 §.3u5%%

vInteractlon ;f'5. 1552;013,rjh165 SR 9;%06-

0 rorar  si3.sss

T e T T _ N RO
- significant at p<.01 . e T

Relatlon of the Independent Varlables to Prosoc1al Actlon
P . : .

: 5}(*A9ross Subtests hﬁu ;s : ‘.h,ve 3 ,,ﬁ‘,‘ o '>; r, Q;‘,'

,5i' The flnal questlon that was posed 1n the present study
; . : ﬂ N _— =
' was whether the varlables related to prosoc1a1 actlon 1n one

_ 51tuat10n were of 31m11ar relatlve 1mportance to prosoc1al

s

) actlon in a dlfferent 81tuatlon._ The Pearson correlatlon

\Efflclents between each 1ndependent varlable and the 3'
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D

o

'dependent varlable are presented in’ Table 11 - By chance;i'?""
:_1 2 31gn1f1cant correlatlons mlght be expected the results
1n Table ll revealed 15 51gn1f1cant flndlngs > :

As can be seen, there was very llttle con31stency 1nlthe"z
1freiat1ve 1mportance of the 1ndependent varlables that pre—it!ﬁh
:dlcted pr05001a1 behav1or across the four dlfferent .v_h 3.ffsx“

131tuatlons In fact when the correlatlon coefflcgents ;i:;¥¥fd_

c P
B '!) N

L were rank ordered and these ranks compared for each sz

</

Pc;the six p0551b1e palrs of story comblnatlons v1a Kendall':}f

'kt,tau noné of the taus were 81gn1f1cant at the p<( 05 leveljdxfif:}

hv(see Table 12)

5 :
B,
f

v)’

(a

Table 12

’"mh';if | Relatlonshlps (tau) between the Ranks«j

K3

w(diof the Independent Varfable-Depegdent VarlaHTe Correlatlon
L b? :

Coefflclents for Each Palr of Subtests‘~"'

Subtest hlgff{“_‘ze;.}[;fV“

200 w067

'
o |
RCES

, ;fz'J;f;°ffi",f‘j - .33 .00 .

Slnce the mean value of tau waS» 245 (p)' 05), Null B

u-hrHypothe51s Ten was' not rejected it;-5 -*i“fﬁ-ftf~f‘,fffr§gff,‘{

- \

ey
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N\

Post Hoc Analyses - _ - ‘

'CharacteriStiCS‘of the Four Subtests

1)

In. ordeN\ to 1dent1fy the percelved characteristics of
%ieach scenarlo, the mean ratlng of each subtest varlable was
calculated and compared across subtests via analy81s of
-variance with repeated measures, and across pairs of subtests
via the Newman-Keuds procedure.' The results of these
analyses are presented 1n Table 10 and Appendlx D, and
‘summarlzed below in Table 13. (Note ‘for these analyses,
subjects with missing data were deleted llst—wise for each
variable,_resulting in an n of 35 for Moral Reasoning, and’
n's of 56 for the remaining uariables.) , On the:basis of
these analyses, the following story characterizationS’Were
developed |

Subtest One. Subtest One con81sted of subjects'

:'responses to the hypothetlcal scenario entltled "The Tax

Problem", (see Appendlx B) Inspection of Tableyl3 suggested
: , ' S e

that factors whlch would strengthen, or. counter-influence

sub]ects' moral rescrlptlons to ay thelr full taxes may
p p

-

have been operative.

- Factors operatlng agalnst the payment. of tax were :
1. payment would 1nv61ve considerable sacrlflce,

2. relatlvely little personal respon51b111ty was
felt for supportlng the government through taxes,

3. the average subject regarded the personal payment
v - of tax as having relatively little.effect on the
‘ well- belng of the country .o
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' Table 13

Summary of Analyses of‘Varianbe and
Newman-Keuls Performed on Responses to

each Variable

.Variable } g ‘ » ‘ SuB%est

4

1. Moral Reasoning o 2*j~.'3* y# 1
(n = 35) ® o o ~

2. Responsibility A £ L O .
(n = 56) . ' :

3. Effectiveness / KELRVEL 4 1

: {(n = 56) : '

4. Sacrifice T R 2y
(n = 56) '

5. Importance to Self - N T L L y*
(n = 56) P ' -

6. Importance to Other v( 3k Q%% R 1

(n = 56)

7. Prosocial Behavior '~ . - 3kk 1k 2% oy

(n = 56)

% ' . S
mean response > 3.0
%k . . ' ‘
mean response 4.0 ,

Note: (1) Subtests arranged from highest to lowest with
respect to mean rating. - S
(2) Subtests underscored by a common line do not .
‘ significantly differ, based on Newman-Keuls. _
- (3) For complete ANOVAs and Newman-Keuls, see Appendix
D (Variables 1-6) and Table 10 (Variable 7).
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Factors operatlng for the payment of tax were:

1. the average subject regarded the well- being of i
< the country as highly 1mportant to him/herself, -

. 2. the average subject felt that it was moderately ;;
important to the country as a whole that he/she :
,'_personally pay full taxes. ﬁ

\
(Y.

SUDtest Two ' Subtest Two con81sted of subjects

responses to the hypothetlcal scenario entltled "The
':Employment Program" (see Appendlx B) On the basis of the
findings presented in Table 13, there seemed to be»only One T

factor operatlng agalnst the employment of an ex—con - the

e -

relative lack of personal respon51blllty felt for the ex-cons
described. On the other hand, a number of factors appeared‘_ /
' to favor the hiring of an ex-con:

1. the hiring of an ex-con was percelved as an
+  effective action.in betterlng the ex-con's :
v gondition, : , o s

‘ 2. the employment of an ex-con involved llttle
sacrlflce to the average subject,

3. th® average subject felt that an ex-con would
attach great importance to belng hired personally
by' the subject, , :

4., the average subject placed moderate 1mportance
. ©on the well-being of the ex-cons. .

s

Subtest Three Subtest Three con51sted of subjects'

responses to the hypothetlcal s#enarlo entitled "Kldney |
Donatlon",~(see Append1X'B) Inspectlon of Table 13 suggested
that the Subtest Three scenario was percelved as markedly

di ferent from the others ' Vlrtually no factors seemed o /
| Op ratlve whlch'would counter—lnfluence the - prescrlptlon

| to donate a k;jLey On the contrary,_a number of factors‘
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P

appeared to have strengtheneq the moral de01810n to donate

. a sense of personal respon51b111ty for the well~be1ng of
one's 51ster, the perceptlon that the‘donatlon would be !

C) _hlghly effectlve 1n brlnglng about the well- belng of one s
.81ster, the 1mportance that the average subject attached to ; o -
ithe well- belng of hls/her 81ster the feellng that it was\' _ _tai‘:‘4i

hlghly 1mportant to the 51ster that the sub]ect personally.

: make the donatlon, the perceptlon that a kldney donatlongaa -

Ry

'dwould 1nvolve only moderate sacrlflce to the sub]ect

;ﬁ Subtest Four. Subtest Four con51sted of subjects’ K_
“v_‘responses to the hypothetlcal scenarlo entltled\"Ald to
Refugees" (see Appendlx B) In thls subtest, as 1n Subtest

- One, there appeared to have been factors which would k "l‘~g!

strengthen and counter-lnfluence the performance of prosoc1al |
_actlon f*
. ‘ \
Factors operatlng agalnst volunteerlng behav1or were .',52' : %’f
1. relatlvely little personal respon81b111ty was .
» . felt for the well belng of” the refugees,
%%- 7 2. the average subject regarded“the volunteering B
C % , _ of time as relatively inconseqlential insofar
o % ~as the well- belng of the irefugees- was concerned
_ Factors operatlng for volunteerlng behav1or were: ‘
S, volunteering was perceived as, 1nvolv1ng little &~ -
L ', personal sacrifice, :
2 the average subject’ regarded the well -being of
. refugees ,as. ‘moderately 1mportant to hlm/herself
i 3. the average subject. felt that it was moderately
¥ » important to the refugees that he/she personally
s ' volunteer aid. : L : i e
% Summary. - The‘above_analyses madenpossahle?descrlptlve‘ . \_
o i , . _ ‘ . o
Ty ; %



&
.
’-.
L :

*characterlzatlons of the scenarlos Scenarlo Three was eden-,,

‘tlfled as dlstlnct from the others,vw1th all varlable f'm
‘dlmen51ons percelved 1n a manner whlch WOuld encourage.
“-prosoclal respondlng . ThlS observatlon concurred w1th the =

- flndlng that the 11k11hood of\pr08001a1 behav1or 1n Subtest 52 _;u:;

- Three was 81gn1flcantly greater than 1n the other subtests.

Relatlonshlp between Moral Reasonlng and Pr05001a1 Actlon
| It was suggested 1n Chapter Two that the correlatlons» ; v?',fy
"reported by prev1ous studles whlap 13Vest1gated the structure R ;;: 

of reason1ng—behav1or relatlonshlp may have been spurlous

\, S " “ . . .
o, . N . ‘-> .
81nce the effects of content of moral reasonlng were ‘not c

controlled for. The present Study controlled for the
‘effects of content of moral . .reasoning. by retalnlng the’data
from only those sub]ects who endorsed a éommon course of
'actlon When the moral reasonlng levels of these SUb]ectS

o ,_"

were correlated with measures of pr08001al behav1or; non-

81gn1flcant relatlonshlps Were foundlfor all four subtests.h"
A further questlon of 1nterest was whether slgnlflcant

i,correlatlons would result if the data from all subjects

(i.e., ‘those who chose the, pr05001al course of actlon, and" .

<

ithose who Chosé the alternatlve action) were collapsed

Post hoc analy51s v1a Pearson correlatlons 1nd1cated that

[

~ although the correlatlons d1d 1ncrease for all subtests,.ﬁ

?'none of these values reached 31gn1f1cance at the p‘< 05
" xl. .

vlevel (see Table 1u, row;@) T R j‘:-f'l BRI

. ‘,‘.,r.
LY %
ISENE 3

* N
A
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Correlatlons between Structure of Moral Reasonlng,;;e

‘ J

75

’:f;‘,l o
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'lfTabie'14T¥,l.‘

Content of Moral Reasonxng, and Pr03001a1 Actlon

across Four Subtests R

CRIE

.REietiehship  

.Subtest .

12 . 3y

C.

D.,

Structure-Content

‘Structure Behav1or
"-(Subjects not endorsing
-prosocial action were
- deleted, see Note 1)

2

Conteﬁt;Béhévion o

T T T .fsl_*

ﬂeStructu4§JContent BehaV1or B
- (Data from.all subjects.
~collapsed, see Note 2) -

08 -.13 .19 . .24

4

17 37R .15 .22

.23 .28k Lus sk

‘ p < 05
- Note: (1) n's

54, 51, 59, ug

o

-~ (2) n! e

37, §6, 61, 55

e -




P PR

; y‘51gn1f1cantly related to behav1or (p‘( 05) A more: note~’“ -

_ manageable and 1nterpretab1e level (Note for both of these

uflnvestlgatlons, aubjects with m1s51ng data were deleted

:calculatlons )

'Correlations»between‘structure and content'of’moral

reasonlng, and between content of moral reasonlng and -

"”‘prosoc1al behav1or were also computed and are presented in

. . ',
A A

Table 14 In three out of four subtests, content was

shworthy flndlng was that in all cases,. the correlatlon'»dﬂL R
t"between:structure and content was hlgher than the correlatlon |
.betweenbstruCture'and behav1or Whlle the magnltudes of

ithese differences cautlon agalnst conc1u81ve statements, r

nthls flndlng ﬁoes suggest that content of moral reasonlng

wmay be an 1mportant varlable to be con51dered 1n future

‘»:-1nvest1gatlons of the reasonlng behav1or relatlonshlp

Further Syntheses of Flndlngs across Subtests

D

| Aithough some syntheses of the flndlngs across subtests

‘were achleved in the testlng of Null Hypotheses Nlne and

Ten, two further questlons were posed for post hoc 1nvest1— :

~gatlon., Flrst,'lt was questloned whether the varlables

presently 1nvest1gated possessed personolog1cal qualltles

"Secondly, it was. questloned whether an underlylng pattern )
"_of relatlonshlp@ ex1sted between varlables, suc?’that “the

ndata from the four subtests could be reduced to a more »'

e

1fig11st—w1se across varlables, resultlng in n = 35 for all




f(see Table 15) Whlle a greater than chance number of

Do the varlables possess personologlcal qualltles°

Stated in. another way, thls questlon focussed on whether for

example, subjects who felt hlghly respon51ble in one s1tua-

-_"tlon would tend to feel hlghly respons1ble in other 81tuatlons.

)

'To answer thls questlon, 1ntercorrelatlons were computed

;Vbetween each varlable and "1tself" across the four subtests,

L.
{

1l51gn1f1cant correlatlons resulted thgse coefflclents were.

| fynot llnked to any partlcular varlable._ An examlnatlon of

- the patterns of 51gn1flcant correlatlons 1n Table 15 suggested ti["””

&

4pthat subjects were not con51stent w1th reSpect to any of the :

o

‘varlables across the four prosoc1al behav1oral 51tuat10ns‘ L
. .that were 1nvest1gated

xDetermlnatlon of patterns of relatlonshlps To détermineﬂf"”

"7,1f an 1nterpretable pattern of relatlonshlps ex18ted among

; &
/_the 28 varlables from the four subtests, an exploratory

'_factor analy51s was- conducted The resultsnof a pr;nc1palf E

-component ana1y31s w1th varlmax'rotationfare-presented‘in -

Tahle 16. The flrst factor accounted for. 33 6% of the total

varlance, and was clearly composed of “the varlables related
4 _

‘":to Subtest Four.] Factor II, accountlng for 21. 0% of the
&

_varlance, was somewhat less clear. However, flve of the ten

'5var1ableS whlch had a loadlng hlgher than - 30 on that factor

s

’ ftwere Shbtest Two varlables, hence,.Factor IT was@gnterpreted

‘as representlng Subtest Two. The thlrd factor accounted

'.\'
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Table 15| ~ .

_Intercorrelatiqﬁs7bf'eéchQVariable

,.abross Fogr'Subtésts'

‘(a) Mora1 Réasoning1A' o

SubteSt : l SRy S W 3 uo

o

1. etk gy 15 P

»’ H.Kb)”RespGnsibilify,; | ', f> - .  :‘1 '.:f

L AT ——— ; RECY
Ao w07 505 05 T

}°f(c)_ﬁffécfiyéne33 B AR
'+ - Subtest:. 1. .




Table 15;(qutinued) RN ;". ‘ - :

(@) Sacrifice

P

T subtest: .1 2.3 &

T SRTHY 1 ERURNEING LSRR S
2. a0 =.33%

“ ;(¢)’Imertan%e_tQ'Selffb»~

R
*
1
1
B B
o _
(5]
=

';l-(f)flmporfah¢é‘tq therfi'
.'._‘.&. : 7 i :

@) Prosocial Action
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 Variab

B variahcéﬁ_,sa.s%f ;‘;Z;Qo%- 17 9% . 13.9% 13 6% ‘i;;".r»

80 -

Table 16
vVarlmai,Rotated Factor Matrix v "  _ /
S (n=35) o L

le i?i;-_vf'gﬂ‘Ii:’_-‘LfIiI. IV v

" DMR

DResp.

"DEffec . i
~ DSacr

" DImpS
~.DImpO -
. :.DAct

'““"71»";,.f;:-_lfff,'f" f f-532-'x'

S el e
L
S 477 507 e
oo s eso o f-870
Y k20 14 ,_ 3w T

- e

Coa3as o 325
Csw7 o o
o351

412 - 3u0 S SR
o .o-319 - ew2

i’ff,f]fé§0_  ; o 882

T
358 w12

710 - - 398 . . |
. 650 T T
o931
'3.7951;,3-;~;1;*;j PR R - S U
P X A _“.,386’,1- o -h09
859 R T L T

Note.

S K . L
oo R \ .
- : ;
P _—

'“~; ﬁ (b) Declmal p01nts omltted

(a) First letter of varlable label denotes subtest A= 1,

" 'B=2, €=3, D=l4; MR= Moral: Reasonlng,_Resp Respon51b111ty;--

"-Bffec Effectlveness‘ Sacp=Sacrifice; *ImpS= Importance PREEE

‘kto Self, ImpO Importance to Other, Act Prosoc1a1 Action.




»

'for 17 9% of the varlance, and clearly corresponded to
n Subtest One varlables Factor IV accounted for 13. 9% of

the varlance and was clearly composed of the varlables _:

-hlrelated to Subtest Three Flnally, Factor v (13 6% of the:

Iy

.j‘total varlance) could not be 1nterpreted 1n a meanlngful

Y

~ D

81.
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PSS
o

c reasonlng level, and measures of percelved respon31b111ty, "fi}T;*‘

performed._ The condltlons 1nvest1gated ;ncluded moral }fs

- sacrlflce, effectlveness, lmportance to self, and 1mportance;

’““‘f and pr03001a1 behav1or were non-51gn1f1cant 1n all four

«
A

CHAPTER V

¥ SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION
Lem e TR .

cf'

The general alm of the present study was to determlne

under what c0nd1t10ns pr05001al behav1ors were 11ke1y to be 5{Qe

Leoae

oo

“to other. - “'-'"*ﬁfﬁ'.”}r;'“f:;'.'uf,' c;y:pr,.lggw,.j,;g~f5¢::n:__.,

<,

The flrst problem 1nvest1gated was the relatlonshlp
AR A

between prosoc1al behavaor and structure of moral reasonihg
Unlike prev1ous 1nvest1gatlons of thls relatlonshlp, the
present study (1) controlled for the p0581b1y confoundlng

effect of content of moral reasonln by examlnlﬁg only thosejf“

.

'/responses from subjects who advocat d a common course of

R e

actlon, and (2) assessed moral reasonlng leuels 1n response ;,g :

x
S

thereby rellndulshlag the assumptlon of cons

perceptlons of the sztuatlons.. U81ng thls approach the

Pearson correlatlons between structure of moral reasonlng \ }fbf7

l

e e TR R o

N T R

”fd moral reasonlng and acknowredglng the 1mpor§ange of subjects \ﬁf]bﬁﬁ-fﬁ

. ‘5» ;




L. }
'subtests. ]Post‘hoc analyses 1nd1%ated that when the moral

reasonlng levels of subjects who‘ilffered rn terms of their

PN

morgl ch01ces (content) were correlated with measures of :

M

‘\
‘behav1or, coefflclents 1ncreased sllghtly but nevertheless b

~.
A

falled to reach 51gn1f1cance

) A

- The second questlon 1nVest1gated was whether con81dera-_d

\\

tion of flVe measures of percelved 81tuatlonal characterlstlcs
p
would enable one to predlct the performance of prosoclal

e >

behav1ors more accurately than on the\ba81s of moral reason-
1ng level alone. The effects of }hese addltlonal varlables
were examlned u51ng a step W1se mzltlple regress;on technlque.
In all four subtests, the inclusion of addltlonal varlables |
‘81gn1flcantly 1ncreased the pr0port10n of accounted for h
variance in prosoc1al behav1or ' o __4: | ’
Whlle the above analyses weré conducted separately on.
the data of e€ach subtest some synthe81s of the flndlngs'
across subtests was con51dered as a secondary objectlve
Plrst . it was questloned whether pr08001al behav1or was

more llkely to ocecur in some 81tuatlons as compared to

,“pthers. An analy51s of varlance comparlng the mean level

a‘.}“,l -~

of prosoc1al respondlng across the four subtests found ’.; f
81gn1f1cant drfferences, more speclflcally, pr05001a1 \
respondlng in Subtest Three (Kldney Donatlon) was 31gn1f1;‘
cantly higher than in the other three subtests. Post hoc

~analyses of variance comparing the mean ratings for each



4

“in a
b J

~-1mdependent/var1able across the four subtests also found the

thlrd scenarlo to be dlstlnct from the others, with all
9.
varlables percelved 1n a manner whlch would encouraée -

pros001al actlon (see Chapter Four, pp 70 7y,

. A second secondary ob3ect1Ve was to determlne whether
L .

the 1ndependent variables assumed 51m11ar relat;ye 1mportance .

PR

AN

| Mlth reSpect to prosoc1al behav1or across the four\subtests

— \\\

‘A comparlson of the ranks of the 1ndependent varlable-

dependent varlable Pearson correlatlons for each subtest S

r o~

- pair (v1a Kendall's tau) 1ndlcated that the patterns of

~correlations were no 1m11ar across 51tuatlons e : .

Flnally, two addltlonal post hoc analyses were conducted
to further synthes1ze the results across the four subtests

First, 1nterqorrelatlons of each varlable w1th "1tself"

across the four subtests suggested llttle 1ntra-1nd1v1dual'

.con31stency in s1tuat10n\perceptlon. Secbndly, a factor

©

analy81s performed on the datavfrom the four,subtests ylelded

h flve factors, the first four of Wthh were clearly assoc1ated |

w1th one of the subteg S.. | | XV*- \

R 1

Discussion - - A

The'RelationShip'betWeen‘Moral'Reasohing'andfProsoCial Ac ion

The results falled to flnd ev1dence for a relatlonshlp

{
betw;gn structure of moral reasonlng and pr08001a1 behaV1or

SN

of the 51tuat10ns 1nvest1gated. Taken by 1tse1f

thls flndlng suggested that the slgnlflcant correlatlons
+°
S _ o .



AN

fthat had ‘been repopted by prev1ous studles may have been»

spurlous \andzln part attrlbutable to the effect of contént

‘ 4

'of moral reasonlng ' Hdwever, when content of moral reasonlng

\

_was dlsregarded in the present study (1 €., When data from

et Vo
[

bifsub]ects who dlffered 1n thelr actlon ch01ces were collapsed B

and thelr moral reasonlng levels related to pr05001a1 actlon),

correlatlons stlll falled to reach 51gn1f1cance In view
‘of thls addqtlonal flndlng, the above suggestlon seemed
'equlvocal It is unclear why a relatlonshlp between moral
.reasonlng‘(w1th content\uncontrolled for) and pr05001a1
behav1or was not found here, partlcularly 51nce such a‘
»relatlonshlp-seemed generally accepted 1n4the‘11terature

One p0551b1e explanatlon was that the proportlon of subjects

~

- not endor31ng the - experlmenter deflned prosoc1al actlon was -

- small .(the average percentage of subjects ch0051ng the non—

pr03001al alternatlve was 6. 25) Thls-explanatlon seems
‘plau81ble in v1ew of the fact that the correlatlon in SuBtest
Four (1n whlch thevlargest percent;ge,_l e.; 10.3%, of the
fsubjects d1d not endorse the experlmenter-deflned prosoc1a1
i.actlon) approached_51gn1f1cance¢(p._ f07)' A second p0831hle o
‘.e#planation'uas thatvthe:teSt of,mOPal reasoningnfsed inb
the»present study nay not have been comparable,to'thef-:

~

: tradltlonally used tests. In a survey of studies which\

,xxlnvestlgated reasonlng behav1or relatlonshlps, Blasl (1980)

foﬁnd that'many of the 1nvest1gatlons whlch ylelded negatlve

N

SN



”results had used author—constructed tests of moral reasonlng

"tPurther 1nvest1gatlon of thls problem u51ng more controver81al
; y SO
_and/or tradltronal scenarlos seems warranted "

Flnally, the suggestion that content of moral reasonlng

"be regarded as an- 1mportant factor 1n the reésonlng~behav1or T;H'

,relatlonshlp recelved 1nconclus1ve, but suggestlve support

“in the present study Post hoc 1ntercorre1atlons between

1
1

r_;structure, content, and behav1or 1nd1cated that 1n &hree

- out of four cases content was 31gn1flcant1y related to
‘behav1or, and more 1nterest1ng1y, that in all cases the

relatlonshlp between structure and content was stronger

'\than the relatlonshlp between structure and behav1or :

(see Table 14) S B “, A‘f N . 1bff{e

v Effects of Addltlonal Varlables ke
, g o
In each of the four subtests, the 1nclu51on of varlables-‘

t

1n addltlon to moral reasonlng level 51gn1flcantly 1ncreased -

e

the proportlon of varlance accounted for 1n pr08001al actlon‘
: FOIIOW1ng the addltlon of the first (1 e., most powerful)
:varlable in each multlple regre581on analy31s, an average

of 27 6% of the varlance 1n pr05001a1 behav1or was accounted‘

]

for, over and above the proportlon accounted for by moral

4

‘reasonlng level alone. _ Fo low1ng the 1nclu51on of all six

en 20 5% and 58% (x = MD%) of

1ndependent varlables, b‘

‘the variance in pr08001a1 behav1or was accounted for (see

]

lTables 6~ 9) ' These flndlngs Strongly supported the use of



~ to be promlslng candldates for further 1nvest1gatlon

P

a multlvarlate approach ln\the study of prosoc1al behav1or
1

'

HaV1ng acknowledged the 1mportance of a multlvarlate

s approach, a further task would be to 1dent1fy the set of piX;

o varlables most con51stently related to pr05001a1 actlon,\:Qf -

Ty
.

"of these varlables may be studled more thoroughly ‘ Whlle o
'the flndlngs of the present study do offer suggestlons 1n'
‘\thls regard few(conclu81ve statements can be made. Two

of the varlables (Respon31b111ty, Importance to Self) were

81gn1f1cantly correlated w1th prosoc1al behav1or in all
\
Sltuatlons, and two varlables (Effectlveness, Sacrlflce)

‘ were 51gnaf1cantly related to pr03001a1 actlon in three.,

of the four 51tuatlons. These four varlables WOuld appear .

&

?so that in future 1nvest1gatlons2 the nature and functlon 1bpf¢w._

e

However, theee*are*clearly—nOt fhe only varlables :

Whlch could be studled 1n relatlon to prosoc1al behav1or.

-‘For example, although the flfth varlable (Importance to'

~Other) was non 51gn;f1cantly correlaﬁed w1th pr0f001al

3

_actlon 1n three. 31tuatlons, 1t proved to be the most.

5

powerful predlctor 1n the: fourth 31tuatlon (The Tax Problem)
4As well it should be noted that an average of 60% of. the

-varlance in’ prosoc1a1 behaV1or was left unaccounted for by :

the six 1ndependent varlables presently studled Hence, the*

»need for 1dent1fy1ng other variables is obv1ous.»~l

One result of the factor analy81s that was: conducted
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‘ *fh;-\f factor whlch was PY domlnantly composed of Sltuatlon.X’

.‘égf."

} on the full set of 28 varlables deserves mentlon here fInff31'f
e el PR o :

- three out of four 51tuatlons, moral reasonlng level assessed s

*

in response tO Sltué:lon X was found to be orthogonal to the oy

'“iother flve 1ndependent varlables and dependent varlabfe.
0 -

’iStated 1n another way, moral reasonlng level was found to:t'
Ibe unrelated to‘the percelved s1tuatlonal characterlstlcs"d

3p ; and, more 1mportantly, unrelated to prosoc1al actlon '-Whlle
'the present study s flndlngs regardlng the reasonlngdbehav1or"'
vrelatlonshlp werevnot deflnltlve (as was dlscussed in the; g,d
Aprev1ous sectlon) these‘flndlngs do cause one to questlonde ;JV

‘.the emphas1s that has 1n the past been placed on moral

*reaSonlng

Situational, hPerSonOIOgicalj-or‘Interactidnal°

e

The flndlngs that the. 1ndependent varlables were of

dlffqrentlal 1mportance to pr08001a1 behaV1or across the"

ﬁfour 51tuatlons, and that the factor analy81s clustered
~variables togetherdonvthe‘ba51s og subtest appeared to
l‘prov1de support for the 51tuat10n1st p01nt of view. Howeuer;
tsuch a. conclusionhls not warranted on the'ba31s of thls '-p;
-;1nvest1gatlon. It should be empha51zed that the varlables
ﬂjabb“whlch were ShOWn to be related to prosoc1al actlon were g‘

,characterlstlcs - not measures of a prlorl deflned 31tuatlona1

e characterlstlcs, or mean ratlngs of 51tuat10nal characterlstlcs.f-f



Ay

. one_ls‘tfmpted to sPedulat@ that SOme actlve, organ121ng

¥

H

Thus/iln all measures, personologlcal factors were confounded

| w1th 51tuatlonal ones (Ironlcally, the results of the

, . ; oo
factor analy51s may be 1nterpreted as suggestlng support

o

| for the 1mportance of the "person f In the absence of any

clear ratlonale for why the 1ndependent varlables should be _1‘

Vore

»expected to graup together by smtuatlon for all subtests,

\

5

agent -z 1.e. Y the "person'r in the partlcular 31tuat10n ——i,,”

may have ‘been the ba51s for the observed coherence.v ThlS

x

of course, 1s speculatlve )

Further ev1dence whlch challenged the 81tuatlonlst.
perspectlve was the 1mportance of con81der1ng 1nd1v1dual
dlfferences 1n s1tuatlon\p§Fceptlon whlch can be demonstrated

by an examlnatlon of the varlablllty between subgects

‘ responses.} For example, 1n Subtest One,'"The Tax Problem",

approx1mate1y 20% of the subjects percelved the "loss" of

$700 as 1nvolv1ng llttle or. no sacrlflce, desplte the fact

a«

that the mean Sacrlflce score 1n that subtest was hlgher :~_fw
than in the other three 81tuat10ns.a ThlS example 1llustrates
the p01nt made 1n Chapter Two concernlng the problems 1n

assumlng 1nter-subject 51m11ar1ty 1n the perceptlon of experl-d,

"‘h of the subjects in thls
o

mental treatments.‘ Por one-

| sample, the "manlpulatlon" of degree of sacrlflce would not
'_have.beenyeffectlye, Slmllarly, 1n Subtest Four, "Al& to

Refugees"; 10% of the;subjectS'felt~thathnot volunteerlng“f



w1th thelr moral prescrlptlons, measures of the degree of

¢

o _ L o s . |
arﬁfﬂ a881stance was the "moral thlng to do"- Therefore, in 1nves-'v'

|

tlgatlons of the degreé to whlch people act 1n accordance

o

v

'f;ﬁvolunteerlng behaV1or would have been an 1nappropr1ate test

for one in ten sub]ects.byh'sb-

The results of the present study a&so challengec several

LA

pects of the pensonoioglcal paradlgm Flrst, the flndlng

f that the patterns of varlables related to pr05001a1 actlon

RN

:respect to the 1ndependent varlables Studled nor was

g

acrgss 51tuatlons were dlSSlmllar, ralsed some doubt regardlng o
2 . .
the nomothetlc assumptlon. Second y, 1t was found that
subjects d1d not dlsplay trans s1tuat10nal con51stency w1th S
there ev1dence that subjects were con51stent 1n thelr perfor—5‘
mance of what the 1nvest1gator had 01a831f1ed as "prdsoc1al T

behav1ors", (see Table 15)

The relatlve success 1n accountlng for varlance,ln'vﬁ’

-prosoc1a1 behav1or 1n the present study was attributed to B

,'the use of percelved measures whlch take 1nto account both

o

B person and 31tuat10n factors., Of the 20 correlatlons between

';percelved 51tuatlona1 characterlstlcs and prosoc1a1 actlon,,:,
7 were 31gn1f1cant at the P ( 01 level, and an addltlonal:

iwere s1gn1flcant at the p < 05 level, (See Table 11) iﬁhe_

»fvarlables was 12% and by the slgnlflcant

1average varlance accounted for by all pe ce1

;d s1tuat10na1

‘< 05) ones, 16%

v:’These pr0port10ns compare favorably w1th those reported by 7

:sfSarason, et al., (1975) who, 1n thelr rev1ew of 102 studles,'n

O S



' ‘ﬂppsychologlsts are not faced w1th the lmpOSSlble task of

Q . “’ : . .- P
X = . 'c' i'
ﬂ*&r EIE T PR IR o )
SN R SR N o N B ’

estlmated that the average varlance accounted for by a ‘

: s1tuatlona1 varlable was 10 3% ‘and . by a personologlcal

)
‘ 0

ﬁ;varlable, 817%J::,rerfff{]j,‘“v“j;V';

A SO
e .

',chnCIUSion*‘ff

S

Whlle advocatlng a person x 81tuatlon 1nteractlonlst

'a[orlentatlon, the present wrlter appre01ates the complex Q:J;ﬁ

S

~_model of human behav1or that 1s 1mp11ed by thls approach.

e;In fact the model becomes so complex that one wonders 1f

¥

_studylng an- 1nf1n1te number of persons as they 1nteract T'js;’

‘an1th an 1nf1n1te number of 31tuatlons. Is the fate of

«

;ppsychologlsts to 51mply descrlbe the behavlors of 1nd1v1dua1

-,persons 1n 1solated sn:uat:Lons'> Perhaps optlmlstlcally,.'.i

e

';’the present wrlter thlnks not. An 1mportant task w111 be
_fto construct a. taxonomy of 81tuat10ns so that general
3;s1tuatlonal characterlstlcs may be studled 1nﬁeract1ve1y

»ew1th general personologlcal factors.; H0pefu11y, the end

'tvtproduct of thls enormous task w111 be a better understandlng

B of,human'behavlor,'fe
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For the purposes of 1nvest1gat1ng the partlcﬂlar
fquestlons posed 1n the present study,'a test 1nstrument

'fnwas requlred wthh would portray a confllct 51tuatlon to

-
b

“fjwhlch sub]ects would respond w1th (1) thelr moral ch01ces '
"*’and ]ustlflcatlons, and (2) thelr perceptlons of the 51tuatlon

"One alternatlve was to use already developed scenarlos (for

:fikhexample, those prov1ded by Boyce g Jensen,_1978 Kohlberg,, ngﬂ-i*

~h3E1958 1963, or Rest 1979) to whlch further questlons per—' )

' hhtlnent to thls study could be added However,‘one of thé

'hf'concerns of the present author was to select scenarlos

'7t.whlch would (1) portray the subject as the pr1nc1pal actor,;,iefn;'
;vl e s rath@r than ‘as’ a thlrd party, (2) be plaus1ble w1th1n-C
athe range of typlcal experlence, and (3) ‘be approprlate for : qu‘
i’use w1th adult subjects Because of these crlterla, 1t |
o was necessary to construct‘anwlnstrument for nhe Spec1flcs_h>""
purposes of thls study ' i

Follow1ng, are the con51derat10ns whlch gulded the.

"]yselectlon of scenarlos and scales, ‘and the format of the '

- test 1nstrument.

‘Selectlon’gf Scenarlos

i :

'“: Tradltlonal tests of moral Judgment have typlcally
x:requested subjects to pass a "thlrd party"‘Judgment on thef;
dconduct of two persons whose 1nterests and c1rcumstances.
:ﬁare portrayed in a hypothetlcal scenarlo Not 1nfrequently,:

'”:these confllct 51tuat10ns are out of the range of normal
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fﬂpadult\experlence ow1ng to thelr unusualness, or: thelr appro—n'*

“gfprlateness for only a select age or role group For the"

'“t;ipurposes of measurlng 'z moral reasonlng, such scenarlos Lo

' ?‘fhwould Seem approprlate 81nce one 1s 1nterested == in- a sense L

"';;i-~»1n asse851ng an abstract, ratlonal functlon.:f"_if

However, 1f one 1s 1nterested 1n how peop&e thlnk and

"behave in usual 51tuat10ns, and 1f one . w1shes to assess o‘”:‘”;n;

:prsubjects perceptlons of the 81tuatlon along what mlght

_vIoosely be termed as'"affectlve" dlmen31ons, then more -

-

'uj,reallstlc and personally engaglng scenarlos would seem

., "

‘f;vpreferable.. Hence, the general crlterla of personallty :

(as opposed to 1mpersona11ty), plau81b111ty, and approprl—VF':"':

]iateness were adopted 'fwijf;,*'
Four dlfferent subtests were developed and admlnlstered

ato each sub]ect so that some conclu81ons about pPOSOClal

behav1ors V general" mlght be p0531b1e., More spec1f1cally,'hh7'

w

(A .
- subtests were constructed so that the type of actlon requlred}_

"vof the subject, and the “psycholo 1ca1 dlstance“ of the
4

?person or group on whose behalf the subject was requested

'fto act varled It was’ ant1c1pated that the "type Df actlon"‘>

1 ;would have the greatest effect on- the Importance to Other,a f)h[l

: Effectlveness, and Sacrlflce varlables, and that "psychologl—‘f

'cal dlstance" WOuld be prlmarlly‘related to sub]ects"ratlngsltf‘7“~

:tof the Importance to Self and Respon51b111ty 1tems.;h

The format of the scenarlos was 51m11ar to that used

'ff'by Boyce and Jensen (1978), Kohlberg (1958, 1963), and Rest
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't;(1979) The contents of the scenarlos were. chosen because

»dthey represented 1ssues and confllcts whlch an average

:'ﬂn:adult in today s soc1ety mlght llkely encounter | ThlS fle

"Qﬁfocus on. plau81b111ty and approprlateness was . con81dered

¢

”,important s1nce the prlmary a1m was to create 31tuat10nsig"
:tﬁln whlch subjects could clearly env1sage themseives.'
Whlle the four scenarlos were osten81bly dlfferent

f?the varlatlonL may have only been so 1n the researcher siﬁhi_ﬁv

ﬁ-t‘mlnd as was suggested 1n Chapter Two . One cannot be

B

: W:certaln a prlorl how the scenarlos were percelved by 1nd1—'5f{p

:f,v1dual subjects,por by subjects as a group h In v1ew of thls,ﬁ;f

f,'the questlon of whether the four scenarlos were a represen-.7’°

‘-

‘h tatlvelsample of prosoc1al behav1ora1 81tuatlons became
’f:unanswerable - (Further, the subtests cannot properly
dl;be termed "treatments" If one. so w1shed "treatments

_ must refer to each subject s, dlfferlng perceptions aCrOss L

:c'

f:jstorles ) 4

;aSelectlon and Measurement of Independent Varlables R

Moral reasonlng The selectlon of the varréble "Moral7p:_:f

v:fReasonlng", was molfvated by the empha51s that has been

;f'plaoed on thls varlable in, the llterature, and at the samegi_;'

ﬁtlme, by the problems whlch thls author noted 1n ex1st1ng j:h
;'fresearch » These dlfflcultles were dlscussed 1n Chapter Twof:r'
;vyand w1ll not be relterated here.ju'“ﬁ”. S e |

The measurement of moral reasonlng was aocompllshed by*

N
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'
4 .

ratlng subjects wrltten justlflcatlons of “the" moral actlon'w

: "ch01ce they had endorsed (see Appendlx C for the ratlng

crlterla) ThlS method of asse831ng moral reasonlng was
» \.\’. T

'chosen prlmarlly for practlcal reasons More spec1flcally, ,y
-(l) an 1nterv1ew method w1th 1nd1v1duallzed problng was not -

con81dered feas1ble ow1ng to the number of subjects requlred

\

o .

~3rfor a multlvarlate analy81s, and to the 1mportance of maln—”‘f"

ﬂhtalnlng anonymlty of subjects 'responses, and (2) extended

}'n'wrltten justlflcatlons to four subtests were cons1dered to _:{

"be an unreasonable tlme demand to place on volunteer sub]ectS':_f_

' Percelved situatlonal characterlstlcs As Was dlscussed'y_-f

h"_ffln Chapter Two, the prlmary concern of the present study

l "\

'lfwas on the manner in whlch varlables were 1nvest1gated the‘

nq_ylnature of the varlables was of secondary 1mportance .hThe

bhydpresent study was based largely on the conv1ctlon that the’;lfff:“

'quse of percelved measures would resolve many of the problems 'f}ji

'fgxlnherent 1n both the 51tuatlonal and personologlcal approachesgfcf

The actual ch01ces of the varlables oame'%s a result
~3, of 1nspect10n of the llterature w1th respect to factors :7'

‘fprev1ously studled The Varlable "Respon81b111ty" (as a

tpersonologlcal factor) had been studled exten51vely (Schwartzgé*W‘

EEA

J1973 1977 Schwartz 8 Clausen, 1970 Staub 1974) :e:pg‘pf
h‘calculatlon of costs df and rewards for actlng had recelyed

L’con81derable attentlon from researchers based 1n the 51tua-*rh
ﬁntlonlst perspectlve (see Chapter Two, pp.,28 29) The presentﬁ}*Ix
bsstudy regarded eTfect;veness of actlon, sacrlflce 1nvolved -

"_m‘.’ NN
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) ln,actlng, 1mportance to the benef1c1ary that the actlon be

'gperformed by the actor, and 1mportance to the actor that

/s

';the well belng of the beneflclary be achleved, as four factors

"/whlch mlght affect the cost reward balance ' AS'1n the'case

/_.~.

"*L_of "Respon81b111ty" these four varlables were studle%*as
5perce1ved characterlstlcs 5

The varlables were measured uslng flve p01nt scaleS'

s

w1th verbal descrlptlons ranglng from "none of" (1) to "a."

% vreat deal of" (5) , The scale dlrectlons were. flxed across

1;p:bﬁ;a11 varlables in: order to avold the‘poss1b111ty of confu51ng
iiisubjects by calllng on them to alternate thelr responsesp*m;;'
afi;from left to rlght f Whlle thls procedure does not prevent
“gf;the formatlon of a response set Nunnally (1967) has argued
'fflthat 1t 1s ppeferable to random a351gnment of dlrectlon on"
\'i{féthe baSlS of a decrease 1n measurement error.ﬁsfisv

‘ . . _ . - : ‘ ‘ “

a;d;_Measurement of the Dependent Varlable [ f'fnfij.dlfﬁffr:_'f;fl:
;\) was measured

o i The dependent varlable (prosoc1al behav1

1igf1ve p01nt scales ranglng from "deflnltely would not perform" 'hV

";Vi!i(l) to "deflnltely would perform" (5) Reallstlcally speak-

“*foby hav1ng sub]ects rate thelr (estlmated) actual behavaor on"fryw

&“1ng, behav1ors are elther performed, or. they are not. However,a" a

-;fa flve~p01nt s@ale was adopted on the su5p1c1on that subjects |

‘.1"f;uould‘regard a two 1tem, forced—ch01ce questlon as overly
h“i';restrlctlve, and not accurately reflectlve of thelr true;}hd*“'“

irtbehav1oral estlmatlons t:p:g;iiIdpfff7ﬁ"\§”1fp;"”Lll'h
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Department of Educational Psychology
Education Centre - North Wing
University. of Alberta ;f)
Edmonton, Alberta, T6G 2G5 ;

"Dear‘Participant, .

I am a graduate student in the Department of Educational
Psychology at the University of Alberta. In conjunction with
Dr. R. Schultz, I am conducting a study to determine the ways
~in which different people think, feel, and behave in various
social situations. We véry much appre01ate your willingness
to partlclpate in thls study.

Enclosed in " thls envelope, you ‘will find a booklet contalnlng
four 'stories', and following each, a numbeér of questions
about thefstories., The instructions for answering the ques-
*tions are on the front page of the booklet. The questionnaire
w1ll take only about 30 mlnutes to complete. We expect that
you will find the questlons to be quite thought- provoklng and
enjoyable to answen Your responses to the questionnaire are
totally anonymous However, we do ask that you indicate your
age, sex, and highest -Tevel of education on the front: page

of the booklet. _ -

Please £ill-in and mail the questionnaire within 2-3 days of
receiving it. All questionnaires must be mailed no later
than June 17 in order to be.included in the study.

If, after completlng the questlonnalre, you are interested
in.. learnlng more about the study, we would be pleased to send
. you a summary of our results when they come available.
- Simply send a postcard, or telephon t 432-3226, giving :
your name and address. ) e

'Agaln, than% you very much for your part1c1pat10n in the '

studys i\““

“Yours truly,

Joy Eustace g
M.Ed. (Candidate)
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QUESTIONNAIRE:

- A. fSEX:‘- IR : C.. HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL LEVEL:
Female = = S © less than Grade- Ten
~__Male . - some‘highﬂschOOI
‘ . . high school graduate
\ ) . ..
S } ome college, university,
B. AGE : ;o_ technlcalvschool~
- v college or technical
‘under 20 } school, graduate
121-30 . " university graduate
B 31-L0 ‘ (Bachelors degree)
41-50 - . . ___ some post-graduate
— . . ‘ tralnlng
—-—_51—60 ‘post- graduate degree
61-70 .
over 70 -
‘*********#***************************************ﬁ*********,

INSTRUCTIONS

This booklet contalns four "stories", each descrlblng a

v hypothetlcal social situation. Following each story will be
a number’ of questions. . Question #1 asks you to decide which
of two actions 1s most morally correct. Question #2 asks
you to give reasons for your de0181on*- ‘

Questlons 3-8 ask you to indicate your thoughts and feellngs
about a number of issues which relate to the story.. You &fe
to record your answers by circling the appropriate number on
the scale below each questlon DO NOT PLACE YOUR MARK BETWEEN

THE NUMBERS.

~ You may find it difficult to answer some of the guestlons, but
we ask that you answer all of them in some way.

Please do not. discuss your responses w1th other people while

you are filling-out the 'questionnairg. We expect that different
people will respond differently to the various questlons -
that is, there are no "right" or "wrong" answers. Therefore, -
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please. be as honest and accurate as you can.in fllllng out
the questlonnalre. :
fNOTE..HWhen you have completed questlonnalre,.please

- mail it back to me, in the nvelope prov1ded no later,
_cthan June 17th.

-\



| THE TAX PROBLEM o R

Imaglne that you are - “the breadw1nner of a famlly The-time
‘of year has come when you are required by law to pay . taxes
to the. government By chance, you have discovered a way in
which -you .can lie about the amount of taxes you have to pay
with a very- little chance of getting caught . This method
- would save you about $700. Two people you work with say
‘that they have been using this method for years, and haven't.
'been caught You start t thlnk about 1y1ng on your taxes,

1. From a moral p01nt of v1ew, what should you do 1n thls
v_'81tuatlon° (Circle one) : o '

I should lle about my- taxes
*b I should not lie about my taxes

,‘.2;, What ‘are you Peasons for maklng the’ ch01ce that ‘you daid
.~ in:Question #1? (Please explain as fully ‘as possible.
yu31ng the other 51de of" this. page ) Lo

Note. Questlons 3- 8 are concerned w1th how you, personally
' *think and feel about a number of issues. Do not try
to think of how a person ought to feel, or of how

“most people might feel. We are interested in your
opinions.. Remember, t there are no rlght or wrong
answers. ' : .

3. How great. a sense of personal respon51b111ty do you feel
' for supportlng ‘the government by paying taxes7

- \ . .t : . ? : ! _—
‘no . o 'a great sense’

responsibility ":;.:* RS . of respon51b111tyﬂ
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. How great an 1mpact do you feel your tax money has on
- the overall well belng of the country’

Lt —t : : — L S
no EE a great amount .
1mpact S -g_. . ;.f _a-of impact

-
AL

__»How great a sacrlflce would it be to you 1f you pald
v]thlS "extra" $700 tax° DR ‘

e v i T

R TR RO LS S N o \\a great

? sacrlflce ~f'gf f »:..'_gjf1;, [ o sacrlflce"

.[ How 1mportant 1s ‘the oyerall Well belng of ‘the country
’ to you, persona11y°- \ . S

‘not at all © . o very

1mportant ' f '; --,’x"" e 1mportanf ;"

. How 1mportant do you thlnk it 1s to the country as a-
L whole, “that" you personally pay, your full taxes° S

‘1 1 I . I SRR TP

"~ not at all o el e LT ‘Very'

“important o w ERRRE Y 1mportant

. _Imaglne yourself actually in this’ 81tuatlon What dO’_”
.you belleve you actually would do'>

123w s

T " ; o ;'

" definitely  probably =~ don't probably . definitely
~would lie  would lie. know .would not would not

lie . 1lie®

* . ‘ . ) N . R ‘. .. . .’ )
designated as the prosocial action choice
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THE BMPLOYMENT PROGRAM

As you may be aware, people who are released from prlson
often "drift back to their old” way -of life" and frequently -
“end up back.in jail. Some people-feel that this is’ because
people with criminal records find it ‘difficult to obtain ,
jObS, and the: pressures they encounter as a- result of- belng
ex-cons are too difficult to handle. ' There is a program :
operatlng in your prov1nce that attempts to encourage owners
: - of small businesses to- ‘hire ex- cons, and to prov1de them w1th
- a favorable" worklng environment .in which they may "get back.

. on thelr feet"‘ "The ex-cons they ‘have: chosen for this. program
~are carefully. screened and- ‘are believed to be 81ncerely :

."5 motivated to "go straight". Suppose that you are an owner - _
of a small business and the government has asked you to hlre L

]an ex con as your next: employee

l;T’From a moral p01nt of'v1ew,‘what should you do)ln thls.“
’ 81tuatlon7 (Clrcle one) , v o .
’.J,;*a. I should agree to hlre an ex~con as my next
_,.1'-Tjemployee R :
~.'b. I should not agree to hlre an ex—con as my
. ;next employee . S

_2Q:IWhat .are your reasons for maklng the ch01ce that you dld
in Question #17? (Please explain as fully as p0551ble
us1ng the other 51de of thls page ) R RS

w

.Note:~TQuestlons 3 8.dre- concerned w1th how yous, personalAy
. think and feel: about a number of issues. Do not try
- to think of how a person ought to. feel, or of ho how
. most people might feel. We are 1nterested in your
“oplnlons Remember, there are no rlght or. wrong .
‘ answers , » :

" How great a sense of personal respon81b111ty do you feel
for the well- belng of the eX-cons 1nvolved in. thls program7

l 1. 2 ." 3 ‘. u ‘. o 5 _}».4 | ’._b‘».

' SN LI 3 I MU S |

no a’ great sense =~ s

resoon31b111ty S e T T of respon81b111ty



| ,;;7; How 1mportantido you think it is to an ex- con that you, R

4. How gPeat an 1mpact do’ you feel your employment of an
_jex—con would have on, his: chances of "g01ng stra1ght"7 e

"f;t,ﬁ”fl,‘lff'ff 2 3 N A RN 5'5'?:
BRI ERIGE SRR SUR S N S

5h0~": R R great amount R

5_;5{_ How great a sacrlflce would 1t be to you to employ anj;

ex- on° o SRR SR

SR oy SRR LA [
no oL ‘__"g;f,f;”‘;ﬁ:{”,;"a'great R
sacrlflce “v,<' 5‘.ff. ”ﬁ' §s S sacrlflce B

."“

"55;' How 1mportant is the well belng of the. ex—cons in thls

program to you, personally7 S __\ o

.’not at all L ”-ﬂ“?; very.
F 1mportant ’;lix._f;,5__ag. »i ”V 1mportant

personally hlre h1m°'a7.x

R s B

not at all ‘i .o o7 lyery
1mportant o eﬁg' - j‘,-) o “ﬁ,,_: 1mportant

af+8;’ Imaglne yourself in. thls 81tuatlon of belng asked by the
~government to employ an ex c&n What do you belleVe you_

actually would -do?

L ’ RO BN } SIS ESRN R S ,
‘definitely - probably ~ don't ' probably Vdeflnifely
. would hire  ywould = . know {~ ‘would not ‘would not.
o hlre TR hlre o hlre '

~
-

v
SN e

deSLgnated as the prosoc1al actlon ch01ce

B 2
scale reversed for analyses ‘ S P

L
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e o tf'ﬁ KIDNEY DONATION -

"f~Imag1ne that you have a 51ster who is SUffePlng from a severe L
. kidney ailment. ' Her doctors feel certain that she. will .die
‘within' the next two years . unless she recelves a- healthy kldney

. * If she receives a kidney -from a- suitable donor, her. doctors
" feel  that-she has.a very. good chance of recoverlng and

j_resumlng a normal- life.  Three. people in your . 1mmed1ate famlly
. ~have been 1dent1f1ed as“suitable’ donors, and you are one of
~ these three. - Her doctors have asked if you. w111 volunteer y-f

L ito donate one of your kldneys to your s1ster

. :From a moral p01nt of v1ew, what should you do in thls e

B T
' ‘[ALQU(’Sltuatlon° (Circle one)

*a I should donate one’ of my kldneys
b . I should not . donate one. of my. kldneys

"=s?2;_eWhat ‘are your reasons for maklng the ch01ce that you dld

oin Question #17 :(Please explain. as ﬁully as p0551b1e
“_us1ng the other s1de of thls page ) .

.“;

Note: - Questlons 3r8 are concerned w1th how you personally
" ““think and feel about a number of issues. Do not try
" ‘to.think of how a person ought to feel, or of how
kmost people mlght feel. We are “interested in you
' :'oplnlons Remember, there are. no rlght or wrong
-V.;answers : ‘ i

" How. great a sense of personal respon81b111ty do you feel
for the well belng of your 31ster° ‘ , :

TR (- R e A e a great sense _
responsibility . - e of respon51b111ty
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e

{ - T

L : : ~ . :
How great an 1mpact do you feel your donatlon would have
on the well- belng of: your 31§ter° ‘ S

e R ‘°v*§d~~a,_ |

,E__"no T N T ',a}great'amount
’=f‘lmpact o ;'j Jj,- ; RN l,=e,e_‘ ofvimpact;_

[SI ' oo , . : » 7 E _/

‘. #How great a SaCPlflCe would 1t be to you 1f you made~
»]thlS donat10n°' ‘ R . RS

;;1 T L R . ,;~55;"
“7:sacrlflce {}j3,Aj;:'tg"f'pjf.ﬁ5ill ;v sacrlflce

.’UHow 1mportant is the’ well belng of your 51ster to
'iyou, personally°f»' e _ : ,

Cmotata o very
vlmportant ,.”gvV‘ o ‘ V'ff;’fvf*fff'~; lmportant

How 1mportant do you thlnk 1t is- to ‘your 81ster that
you, personally make thls donatlonV'”'~“' : .

PR R S S — e
‘not at-all . o very .
‘;1mportant 'fli, ff'ff‘,,f4. ';fg_V_- :Almportant

'I-Iyou actually would do?.. j _ E -\gg

:Imag he yourself in thls 31tuatlon of belng asked to RO
~donat a kidney to your Slster What do you belleve R

definiteiy;_ probably ' don t .'probably_af:deﬁinitelyv@:“'”
“would ~° would .. . ‘know ‘would not., would notr.-

donate =~ donate - fl.,}-.a donate ~  .donate

: e :
de81gnated as the prosoc1al actlon ch01ce e

+
scale reversed for analyses

e s
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AID TO REFUGEES
As you know, there are hundreds of thousands of starv1ng and
"1mpoverlshed refugees throughout the world today. .The Red"
gross :in ‘your communlty ‘is-.active in prov1d1ng relief to- these

efugees by sendlng fOOdﬁ301Othlng, money, and- medlcal suppllestfj';
Recently, the Red Crdss has: begun a campalgn to attract volun—'jz_

“teers.: Spe01f1cally, they are requestlng that- volunteers
pledge one evening:(4-hours). per month of their time to ‘”w
‘perform’ such tasks" as"collectlng food, -money,’ -and- clothlng
{Qonatlons from: various: depots.. throughout the .city, ‘and" sort1ng~
nd packaglng these. 1tems for dellvery to refugee .camps .in © ..
.'varlous parts. of ‘the world “The' Red Cross is’ conducting a ¢

door-to door canvass 1n your nelghborhood to enllst volunteers ﬁff:f”

'c9l;iﬁFrom a moral p01nt of v1ew, what should you do when the
'""nged Cross canVasser comes to your door’f (Clrcle one)

I should not Volunteer to help
*b T should volunteer to help

-L_a
o

'>52} ,What are your reasons for maklng the ch01ce that you dld

~ in‘Question ‘#1?  (Please explain as fU11y as’ p0581b1e ﬁzwﬁf L

'vg;ﬂu51ng the. other 51de of thls page )
’ o . .

Ot
: 3

A

”vNotefiiQuestlons 3= 8 are concerned w1th how you, personally
“T77 think and feel about a number of issues. Do not try:

' to think. of how ‘a person ought to feely. or of how“f-.'v"‘}

i imost pe0ple mlght feel. We-are 1nterested in-you

... opinions. Remember, there are no rlght or wrong

‘lﬁjj. answers. V*ﬁ'<23*\'“ SR _

-3;: How great a sense of personal responslblllty do you afj"'
 feel for the’ well-belng of refugees in other parts of

the world7 o
;Iﬁrl ;l"li;fif ’}*féw;*:”;'&fqgs};;yggts;gg;_
no . oo o alca great sense

.5'respon51b111ty ‘1@y.“'{_“f ;'o;ﬁ“?*l3gf‘of respon81bllity



oy 'How great an’. 1mpact do you feel y 4 hours per month
b :contrlbutlon would have on‘the.we 1- eing of refugees
. in‘other parts of the world?
SRR T S T T e
ool L e T e great amount
L 1mpact 15{} R -]' oo '?‘of 1mpact '

'f“i;'SUAfHow great a SaCPlflce would it be to you to donate 4 hourS"'
' “,per month of your tlme to thls program° : :

-h

A no. f}mwgvf[tV:}'ﬁl»f“' ‘Jﬁ“f,.“"**'7 a great N
’524;Sacr1flce i R ,;_* -f_.'r’ﬂ - sacrlflce

—
-
e

-7;o6,_;How 1mportant is’ the well belng of refugees in otherf_'
SR :,parts of the world to you, personally° 'f,;;,q : :

R -'nbt'at all *ﬁ}} er“fTiy*_uf;_Ujjuyt¢fv,”, Veryﬁ

“e77} aHow 1mportant do you thlnk it is to.the refugees that
" 3«{you, personally make thls contrlbutlon of t1me7:*u~h.

(P o e e e e
Nnotat all L very
1mportant Z,jfn P ~${,, ;q“.d-lmportant

"teu58;f'Imag1ne yourself 1n the 51tuatlon of belng asked by a

~"Red" Cross worker to. donate 4 hours per month ' towards.
fﬁthlS program What do you belleve you actually would do°“

S el T e SR
v definitely " probably .~ don't: 'probably deflnltely
" would not - ‘would'not'  know . = ‘would: would
~volunteer. _ volunteer ' VV{’V?lunteﬁr volunteer

.;.degignatedvas,the‘prosoo;alvactlon choice .



© APPENDIX C

- CRITERIA FOR MORAL JUSTIFICATIONS® = .

" Ladapted Erom Kohlberg (1871, 1976)
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o _,Off'f R PRECONVENTIONAL LEVEL,

A person at thls level is "respdn81ve to cultural rules ‘&nd
- labels of good ‘and bad, right or wrong, but interprets these
~ labels: in terms of either the.physical -or ‘hedonistic conse—
.quences of action (punlshment reward;. exchange of favors):

- or in terms of the physical power of those who enunc1ate N

3 the rules and 1abels" ﬂéKohlberg, 1971, 86) ‘ '

N p“

‘.»‘Stage One e j,r,,.wf e L ) »

B Conceptlon of "rlght". to avoid breaklng rules Whlch arefi'ﬁap’
“backed by punlshment, obedience for its. own sake, av01d '

phy31cal damage to persons ‘and: property :

Motlvatlon for doing "rlght". av01dance of" punlshment.,

8001a1 perspectlve' does not cons1der the’ 1nterests of
-othérs or realize that: they differ from one's own;"
phy51cal consequences of ‘action determlne 1ts goodness
.or badness. regardless of the. ‘human’ meanlng or value
i of these consequences ‘ S
',;r,Stage Two .3f§:f9;-i:ffr';fh’ffg“?,kff U]f,fg"'3}\1{g17-”
o Conceptlon of. "rlght" follow1ng rules only: when lt is -
‘to one's. immediate 1nterest, actlng to meet one' s own ,
1nterest and" needs and allow1ng others to do the same,
a. falr deal i . : o :

Motlvatlon for d01ng'"r1ght" motlvated by a de51re for
,pj reward or beneflt to serve one's-own needs in a world _
+" " -where one" must recognlze that others have thelr 1nterests a
. as well . . P : : : B

. 8001a1 perspectlve aware that everyone pas. his oWn' R
“interests -to pursue and that thesge may. confllct, so,.pf"
.;' that rlght is: relatlve (1n a concrete sense) '

II CONVENTIONAL LEVEL

= "Malntalnlng the expectatlons of the 1nd1v1dual 5, famlly
- group, or nation is pérceived as valuable in its" own rlght, -

'ﬁ"regardless of immediate and obvious consequences.. The . -
~-attitude is not only one:of conformity to personal ‘expec-" " .
~ tations and:social order, but of loyalty to: it, of actlvely
.. maintaining, supportlng, and justlfylng the order, and of
. .Identifying with the persons or group 1nvolved 1t 1t"
J,'(Kohlberg, 1971 87) : L S '

J‘

N
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' Stage Three

Conceptlon of - "rlght": 11v1ng up’ to’ what is expected by _

”;people close to you or what people generally expect of -

- people in: your role as.wife, brother, etc. ; having good

- motiwes and. show1ng’concern about  others; good behavioy
is that whlch pleases or helps othgy and:is approved
by- them - Do

Motlvatlon for d01ng "rlght" “nfed-to
(stereotypically) in. _your own eyes

- othersy; motlvated by actual o-f
of others. y -

- ; o - . .
8001al perspectlve aware of shared feellngs, agreements,~-
-and’ expectatlons which. take primacy over 1nd1v1dual :

e a "good" person ’
d in- those pf
ated dlsapproval

vj'lnterests, Golden Rule (in’ the concrete sense of puttlng ,N7-~»

oneself in the other = shoes)
Stage Four:,f3f7“f'f,,v_” L R
Conceptlon of - "rlght" fulfllllng actual dutles “to whlch
you have agreed, contrlbutlng to soc1ety, the group,
-or: 1nst1tut10n B : : ST

Motlvatlon for d01ng "rlght" to malntaln the 8001a1 order ipfgi

for its own- sake, to: av01d breakdown 1n the system S
1f everyone dld 1t" ' ] RS ST

Soc1al perspectlve takes “the’ p01nt of view of the system fffo ﬂ
~that,defines roles and rules; considers. 1nd1v1dual e

1.relatlons 1n terms of place 1n the system

_ III POST CONVENTIONAL LEVEL
E "At thls level there is a clear effort to deflne moral values’.

'»and pr1n01ples that have valldlty and appllcatlon apart from .
-the authority of the.: groups or persons holding these princi-

ples,vand apart from the' 1nd1v1dual's own" 1dent1f1catlon w1th f}ﬁf.

L ‘these groups" (Kohlberg, 1971 87).

Stage Flve e C , : _
Conceptlon of "rlght" belng aware that people hold a -
,_varlety of values and opinions, that. mogt values and"
““rules are relative to’your group ---these relative
?‘rules ‘should, usually be upheld however, in the interest "

~of- 1mpart1a11ty and because they ‘are the social contract; -

 some non- -relative . rlghts ‘and values like life: ‘and 11bertyfg’i,ﬁ

U T'v}”-hOWGVGBI‘ ‘must be- upheld in any soc1ety regardless of .
"x]'maJOPlty Oplnlon PRI e g . L

T
{
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Motlvatlon for-doing "rlght" a sense of obllgatlon to
law because of-one' s 3001al contract to make and abide
by laws for the welfare of'all and for the protectlon
of all people s rights.

Soc1al perspectlve ratlonallty that is aware that values
. and rights .are prior to social attachments and contracts;.

integrates differing perspectives by“formgl ‘mechanism

of agreement, objectlve 1mpart1a11ty, and due process.

’/’\
Stage Six o
‘}' ‘ ? Conception of "right": fOllOWlng self chosen ethlcal

principles; when particular laws or social agreements
~_violate~these pr1n01ples, one acts in accordance with

these pr1n01p1es, pr1n01p1es are characterized by

unlversallty and consistency: the equallty of human

rights and respect for the dlgnlty of human belngs z

as individual pereons o

Motivation for d01ng "rlght" bellef in the valldlty of
- moral principles,'and a sense of personal commltment

to them. . "
L ~ Social perspective: persons are ends in themselves and
,’;g / o must be ‘treated as such. :
P by \ . a

3

tNote: Méral ]UStlflcatlonS whlch cannot ciearly be as31gned
' ‘a stage score should be rated as unscoreable (U).

o 3 S - ’ ‘ : -
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“ APPENDIX D RN
. . :

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLEé FOR

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES RESPONSES ACROSS FOUR SUBTESTS
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"

Indepeggggt Variable #1: Moral Reaégninglhével

(n

=35)

Source'.

of Variatibh_f

'Sum‘of'

Squares
y

af

~ .

Mean - . . . Yo

~ Square - F

'Subjects'
‘Treatments

‘Interaction

43.668
3.063

80.375

_Tota1~:’ .

127.105

3y

102

1.284

CU1.021 1,296 (ng)

0.788

Subtest

Fow N

»Mean

2.957
3.357"

3.257

¥



Indepéﬁdént‘Variablé #2: Responsibility

i-(n =

'56)

127

Source

of Varlatlon

Sum of
- Squares

d

Mean

Square

UbjéCts 

W:  Treatments

‘Interaction

. 129.375

126.125

Bl.4g2

ofal o

' 336.982

5

1

5

5;3ﬁr *.

o1 481-"

43,125

seya7Er
L

0. 764_” .;_ 5

A

Means:

‘ .Ordéred subtests

3

1

4

oy.554

2.

875

72,7sh o

ok

p(.Ol

N .

Newman-Keuls Comparisoﬁ"betWéen'Ordéred Means®

 -lmeans underscored by a common 11ne are not 31gn1f1cantly
- dlfferent,.p <.05 .



. Independent Vafiablef#S:

128

Effectiveness

(n = 56)

Source of

Variation =

' Sum of ,
': Squares h

oar

‘Mean .- o
3Square o F'i'

bii»Treatments :

o ee.0sK
.. 190.661

. Interaction - 112.839

- 165

Tbtal;"}

369,554

1.201

3.554 - g2.g3puk

~0.68Y

'1' o

Newman-Keuls Comparison between Ordered Means™

Means:’

‘Ofdéfed'SubteSts‘

3

"

4,857

2

3.964"

1

2,732

2.625

&
)

L el

means underscored by & common llne are notRéignificéntly‘;'.f
dlfferent, P ( 05 T .

7-p <.01-

r.
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i“Indepéndénf;VariaBie_#uﬁ-SécrifiCeh[

R ¢ S

‘ ; : ,'»»Soﬁi‘ce; of | Sum Of o .hMea'n. e o

: ;ﬁSub]ects.‘1ﬂ'f  'il3.281'3{;7'S5{'1  2 050 ff3
”ﬁ:Treatments ,1  'f2u3}085;‘” ;i_35   f' 14 351 ;€i :ﬁ~9“74s*# 

©Interaction  243.165 © 185 L.uth

. Total . 399.531

[_; ‘ R
'_NeWmahéKéuls ComparisQﬁfbéiwé¢n’Ordered Mqansl -"

rdrdered ’ s_ub'f'es_‘f's’_. S

13 2w

‘Means: 3.464 2.982 ' 2.661  2.268

1means underscored by ‘a common llne are not 81gn1f1cantly fv;'
dlfferent, p < .05 o _//%:».. . — o

P< 01 o S o




*.Iﬁdepéndéﬁt_Variableﬁ#5:

':   .(h‘:‘56):_: 

 Impbntéhcé to Séif:'

Source of

"fffVariation1 ”

'def; ,ff

CMean
. Square .

?Tﬁeatméht

“ Interacti

. ‘Subjécts .

S . .:>

on

o

78‘388Q_;'
;15 905*€' “”

?f"113 8445

*i‘: Tota1 '”'

,:écs;las;;:g_y

ss

381635 - -

0.690

CoUdamzs i Sl
'*}?sslégsfgjfﬂ

’~'NéWmanékeulsiCompéfison’bétweén;Orderéd:Meéns;_}fffl‘¢

Means

"'Ordéféd subteSts i.”"

-3

oy

: }:4;839

4232

3.268

3;07i f‘v

i lmeans underscored by a. common llne are not 51gn1T1cantly
v dlfferent, P. < 05 ' : - SRR _ v

p< 01



Independent Varlable #6

"(ﬁ-=

o131

Importance to Other o

56)

_' ;fSource of L
L Varlatlon f '

'fQSnmefd,‘
- .‘Squares

" Mean

ubjects

vl-lTreatmentS:

'ﬁ"%fInteractlon'"

'i[13uVu82“f*L
'iﬁ_97 018_gf_f}
;“]1u3 usz;_

otalfa“ B

;37q;gsé%j‘f,:”

'.;Ednguusj;" .

165

"'_%532 33941**[
0. 87077'°

©37.189%%

S o

. .’gvx

]

”5fNewnen¢KeulssCompariédn'befween Ordered‘Méens;;f__

. Means:

g

o,

"d;Orderedjsdﬁtestsnd;’ﬂ

gy

4.625

4,125

3.107

3.107

1means underscored by a common 11ne are not 81gn1flcantly
dlfferent, ;)( 05 R . A - .

",*

p (.01 ‘”



