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f ) Morat Reasoning Patterns

—_ ABSTRACT

—_ v
Some sex, and empathy differences have been %ound in moral ;easonlng
patterns in adults (e.g=o Pratt,. Go1d1ng; and Kerig, in press: Walker
and DeVries, 1985). However, unt]lﬂfiecent1y the area of moral judgment
was severely restricted by an exclusive focus on the measures of a few
researchers such as Kohlberg (1969, 1976, 1981, 1984). Gilligan (1977,
4 1982) has been primarily responsible for the upsurge of interest and
resultant diversification of measures in this area of individual
differences.
. ¥ »

The present paper examined in detai] how sex dlfferenqgs and level
of empathy affect moral reasoning patterns in individuals between 18 and
25 years of age. Hypothetica1) @;1emmas were rewritten to make them
either more or less vivid, w1th3ﬁd%hree conditions: 1)‘Sub]ecf2ve. in
which the original d11eWma was rewpitten to 1nclude engaging personal
“information about the dilemma cﬁarécters; 2} Objective, 1n which the
original dilemma was rewritten to include non-engaging stat1st1ca}
infogpation; and, 3} Neutral, in which the original dilemma was not
altered. Each dilemma was followed by bipolar adjective scales for each
charaéter in the dilemma, which assessed the empathy level of the
subject for that chara;ter° Overall patterns of personel empathy were

# agssessed using the Mégrab1an=Epstein scale. e
Moral reasoning patterns were assessed through Pratt's

Information-Seeking Questionnaire (Pratt, Golding, Hunfér. and Norris,

in press), as well as by Pratt's Judgment Questionnaire (Pratt, Golding,

\“
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Hunter, and Sampson, 1986), and the Gilligan Personal Moral Dilemma Task
(G111igan, 1982). 1In addition. the type of hypothetical dilemmas wps
varied to Asséﬁs Vhether there was a difference in response due to the
‘structure of the dilemma. Four hypothetical dilemmas were used in the
present study, two %bhlberg dilemmas,~ (based on a justice frameworjk) and
two Eisenberg dilemmas (based on a pro-social framework).
Empathy for the characters in the dilemmas was found to be highest

1n the subjective condition, and lowest in tihe objective condition, as

hypothesized. However, this effect of dilemma vividness was only true

- (¢for individuals high in personal empathy; low empathy individuals

#

demonstrated no diffeigncemin responding, regardless of condition.

In terms of moral reasoningﬁtlfhe results of this study indicate
that patterns of moral reasoning are related to individual differences
in empathy. Personal empathy was“the strongest predictor variable, and
was mediated 1n part by charactef empathy. Sex differences were largely
overshadowed by these {ndiv1dua1 differences in reported personal
empathy for both dilemma types. _ Women did. however, request
significantly more  information overall than did men uon the
Information-5eeking questionnaire. ’D11emma type also had an effect on
mbra1 reasoning- patterns. Individuals, regardliess of sex, requested
more ;nformation éndv endorsed more judgment considerations for the
Kohlberg dilemmas than for the Eisenberg dilemmas. Also, more rights
information was éought and more normative/fairness considerations were

endorsed for the Kohlberg dilemmas than for the Eisenberg dilemmas.

If is suggested that future.  research focus on individual

e
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differences 1in personal empathy as a motivating factor -#h relation to .

—

the vividness effect, and also in relation to the Kohiberg stage levels
& "

of moral reasoning. Furthermore, hypothetical dilemma type should be
;R

taken into accouht in future studies nvolving the moral reasoning

process.

4
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LITERATURE REVIEW )

-

Introduction o

Sex dlfferenceQm moral  decision making have become a

. controversial topic n the social psychology 11tergture, with Kohlberg's

moral development stage theory (1969, 1976, 1981 1§84) -at the center.
\
In 1958 Kohlberg first created his stage theory of mora] deve1opmentu

basing it or the developmental, justice or1entéd model proposed by.
Piaget (1932/1965). Praget originally theorized that there are two
stages of moral judgment which develop as § chilé*deve1ops and acquires
more experience in the world. The first stage 1nvolves complete
gompl1ance' to societal norms (for example obeying parental commands
without question). The second stage involves a more subjective way of

making moral judgments, in that as the child develops he/she thinks more

about factors surrounding the rule-based moral situations, particuiariy\\

the actor's- intention, and comes to a decision based on analytical
«

- assessment of these factors.

Kohlberg (1971) has broadened and further defined Piaget's noZ\oq

of moral reasoning: “There 15 only one principled basis for resolving
cfSims: Justice or equality. Treat every Vmiﬁ's claim impartially
regardless of the man. A moral principle 1s not only a r&ie of action
but a reason for action. _ As a reason for action, just%ce is called
respect for persons® (p’- 70). Accordﬁngiy. Kohlberg (1969,u1971, 1981,
1984)‘ha§;29de?led his cognitive stage theory of moral development on

b
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principies of justice. In Koh{berg“s system, the lower stages reflect
more concern wifh compliance to societal norms. In contrast, the higher
stages represent a personal sense of right “and wrong, taking into
account ‘societal norms’without blind acceptance of3those norms.

Kohlberg has formulated six developmental  stages™ of ’aﬁral
reasoning, g¢grouped into three levels. The first level -is. the

LY

preconventiopal.  Within this level are the first two"stages of moral

reasoning; children generally reason at this level. The-fyrst stage 15 .

comprised of simple obedience to authority and évondaﬂcelaf punishment ;
H -
The second stage focuses on self-serving individualism, whale allowing

others to follow this saqﬁipaﬁtEFn:‘/fﬁe next level, the conventional,

. [ .
is generally utilized by older ad@iesceq;s and adults, and s comprised

of the third and fourth stages. 1n the conventional levefg*rﬁiesa

social expectations. and awthority have befh.internalized: Stage three

focuses on relationships and conformity, and-¢oncern for the needs of
others.  Stage four 15 focused on a more justice-oriented system, in
@ N & -

that the social ‘order 1s maintain®c by wupholding the laws of sém@ty°

(=

Stsges five and six make’ up the pcstconveﬁtaona*/pr1nc§pled level.

Adults reasoning at this Tevel operate accord1ﬁg to self-chosen

~

principles.. Stage five 1s contract-oriented in that basic values and

r1ghﬂ§: as well as standards agreed upon by society and the self. 4re

“crucial components of - the reasoning process. [his ‘stage s observed-

only in a minority of mature adults (typiéai%y over_age 30). Stage $ix
extends this by removing self-interest from the redsoning process. This

stage is ‘theoreticafly ﬂﬁfezesting. but has not been empirically

A
o

»
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K\ observed except n a few 1ndividuals {Colby. Kohlberg., Gibbs, and
) Lieberman, 1983; Walker, 1984).

% Iﬁ order to test the validity of his theories Kshlberg carried out
" B! longltu%}neﬁ stud;// He'used 193 male subjects who were either 10, 13,
o or 1b year; ofvdgejzn 1956. These subjects wer e interviewed every four

o

vears unti1l 1977. "Kohiberg found a high test-retest reliability

correlation that was greater tha: .95, Llevel of agreement between the

two raters was not quite as high., but waf sti1lil reasonable at .84.

_E?hiberg further found that there was ¢ great amount of internal stage

’;core consistency. This 14 n agreement with i;he
cognitive-developmentsl theory>s1nce 1t demonstrates that “the logic of
ed;h stage forms "a’structured whote © {Kohlberg, 1984).

Kohlberg's moral judgment stages have coﬂt1qugd to be dassessed
based on nterview, ‘ébout hyﬁothetica] dilemmas with structured probe
questions dttached to detdil why the subject arrived at a specific

Judgment. Complex analysis of theSe responses by trained “Kohlberg
scorers”. based an-¢ match-response scoring system. vields a score which

4

indicates the stage level of reasoning. Subjects are alsc generally

d¢ses4ed on what Kohlberg terms “element” categories. These categories

s

ex1st  within each stage. and®indicate the' individual's orientation 1n
£

moral judgment. Element scores are based on the individual's ultimate
Justification for a certain moral judgment. There are four major
"element categories.l which have theiwr roots 1n philosophy (Frankena,
1973). The first contains the ‘normative’ order elements. which define

morality from -4 rule-bound viewpoint. The second 1s termed
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‘utilitartan’, 1in which morality s defined as morally right actiogﬁ
that . benefit the greatest number of individuals. Next 1%
'perfect%onwsm'. in which moral judgment 15-tesed on ¢ need to morally
perfect the self and others n order to create o mor e harmonious
soctely. Firnally, ‘fairness’ elements detine morality in terms o}
objective reciprocity: the individual tends to view da moral Situdation

from the point of view of an impartial observer., who 15 not-primarily

‘concerned with societal laws (Kohlberg, 1976}

Kohlberg's work became controversial  when Giiligean {1980}
quest1oned Kohlberg's theortes, as well as his method ot collecting the
data that was used to quantify his stage theoryv.  kohiberg used an oll
male subject sample 1n his meral development studies (1969, 1976, 14981}
It was the omission of female subjects thet prompted Gilligen to
question the implicit assumption that the moroel stage development theor y
appliles equally to women. The controversy thdl hds resulted has caused
the entire area of sex differences in mordl redsoning to be scrutimized
by several researchers {langdale. 198b: Lyonu. 1983: Pratt, Golding.
Hunter , dand Sampson. 1986; Walker and DeVries, 19851, including Fohlberg
himself (e.g.. 19841 3 |

In add1t1€n. Gilligan (1982) felt that hypotheticai dilemmay did
not allow for assessment of the totusl moral redgsoning process. Gilligan
developed a technique 1 which realslite dilemmds could be used to
assess the spontaneous orientation of o person’s moral redsoning.
Gilligan's measure, called the Gilligan personal dilemma task. 19 one u

which subjects are asked in an-interview setting i& recall 4 personol

g~
‘pi
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dilemma, and then discuss 1ts basic and resolution. According to

Gilligan, two separate orientations to moral reasoning exist, justice
and care. The justice-orientation is defined as impersonal, or rights
oriented, based on the idea of a separate self coupled with an emphasis
o jJustice. The care-orientation i1s  defined as response- or

interpersonally-oriented, based on a concept of the relation of the self

to others, with an emphasis on care. These two orientations have been

h;53f3g§1zéﬁ“ as égx:F§3ated (6i11igan, 1982}, with womern having a
tendency to be care-oriented and men having a tendency to be

Justice-oriented.

Much of the recent work on moral judgment—has—entailed empirically
assessing Gilligan's {1982) theoretical criticisms. Gilligan has raised
many important 1ssues that have powerful implications for the future of
moral “judgment resedarch. As this review will demonstrate, Gilligan's
comnents have been central fact§:§\ 1in broadening the perspective of
researchers 1n  the moral judgment area, to the extent that ﬁew methods
of examining factors that can infiluence the ﬁgfa1/}easaning process are
being developed. The present review examines three of these factors:
tvpe of moral problem, sex of subject. and level of empathy observed

when reasoning about moral problems.

Two types of standardized hypothetical dilemmas have been
extensively studied. Kohlberg's ‘justice' or ‘prohibitive’ dilemmas and

Eisenberg’'s  ‘pro-social’ dilemmas. The dilemma types differ n
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emphasis. which reflects the _ differing views of the researcher. o

involved. _ As previously mentioned., Kohlberg's dilemmas are oriented
toward justice considerations. for example the 1issue of euthanasiu, or

of stealing. In many Kohlberg diiemmas a societdal law must be broken in

s

order for a character to be helped. For example:

“£ lady was dying of cancer which could not be cured and she

— had-only about six months to live. She was 1n terrible pain,
but she was so weak that da good dose of pain-killer like
morphine would make her die sooner. She was delirious and
almost crazy with pain, and n her calm per qu. she would dsk
the doctor to give her enough morphine to Y11 her. She said
she couldn‘t stand the pain and that she wis going to die in «
few months anyway.”

It was this emphasis on societal laws in the Kohlberg dilemmas that
prompted Eisénberg to wonder if thére might be another dimension to
moral re%soning that does not nvolve judicial 15sues. As Ervvenberg
(19?;) pointed out, since individuals are raiced to follow the laws of
soc;ety. they might not help somecne in need if they have to break o luw
to do 1t. However, if the legal 15sue ‘was removed from the hypothetical
dilemmas., the resultant dilemmas might reflect another usspect of an
individual s moral reasonﬁﬁg patterns. Eisenberg theretore developed o
set of ‘pro-social’ hypothetical dilemmus. to test her thecry that
pécssoc1a1 moral reasoning stages exist n addition to kahiberg’s

&

b
‘prohibitive’ —moral reasoning stages. In Eisenberg's dilemmds. o
[ 4 -

character must choose to help or not help another ndividuadl without

—

breaking any societal laws. For example:

"Mr. Brown was walking home from his  office alone ot night
when he saw an apparently unarmed man attempting to take 4
woman's purse. The woman was holding an to the purse and

Y



. Moral Reasoning Patterns’

7

crying for help while she and the man struggled over the
purse. Few, if any, other people were in the area of the
robbery. Mr. Brown was far enough away that he could himself
escape without the robber noticing him".

Ersenberg (1978, 1979, 1982) has found that pro-social moral reasoning
does exist in conjunction with prohibitive moral reasoning, and with
some variation follows the Kohlberg stage system.

Therefore the Kohlberg and Eisenberg hypothetical dilemmas offer

A

contrasting ways of framing moral problems. The Kohlberg dilemmas
involve conflicts of rights and prescriptive duties, whereas the
Eirsenberg dilemmas focus on conflicting needs of others and the self.
In addition to these contrasts of perspectives, there have bheen
criticiins raised regarding the issue of how closely the moral reasoning
process used to resolve these hypothetical dilemmas parallels the moral
reasoning used to resolve everyday dilemmas (eeg..‘Baumrind. 1978.
G11l1gan, 1982; Haan, 1977). )

Gilligan (1982) acknowledges the usefulness of hypothetical
dilemmas, n that these dilemmas can formaliv assess a person's level of
moral reasoning. However. she also feels that moral reasoning invelves
more than that proposed by Kohlberg, and by implication Eisenberg. As
Gilligan (1982) states:

“hypothetical diféahas. in the abstraction of their

presentatian, divest moral actors from the history and

psychology of their individual lives . . . . In doing so,
these dilemmas are useful for the distillation and refinement

of objective principles of justice and for measuring the

formal logic of equality and reciprocity. However, the

reconstruction of the dilemma in 1ts contextual particularity
allows the understanding of cause and consequence which

engages the compassion and tolerance repeatedly noted to
distinguish the moral judgments of women® (p. 100).
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In order to look at an individual's ‘spontaneous’ moral reasoning.
Gilligan _(1982) created a technique 1n which subjects in an interview
situation were asked to recall a personal dilemma, and then discuss 1ts

basis and resolution. Gilligan first, used the recall of one particular

-

- personal dilemma as— a technique in a study on 29 women, aged 15 to 33,

who were considering abortion. GiTVigan has not reported the abortion
study in detail, and the study has bekn criticized for several reasons
(e.g.., Walker and DeVries, 1985).. ﬁowever. the measure that came out of
the study makes 1t worthwhile. Since then. aﬁded support has been found
for Gilligan's contention that both justice and care-orientations are
mmportant in morai;reaéoning. Also, these orientatrons have been found

»

to be significantly related to sex, at least in adults, although the

/ﬁﬁﬁﬁg%ﬁde of the effect varies ffom study to study (e.g.. Gi1lligan,

iy
[

1982 Langdale, 1986; Lyons. 1983; Pratt, Golding, Hunter’, and Sampson.

1986: Walker and DeVries, 198%5).

The impact of dilemma type on orientation Scores has been directly
evaluated to _assess whether or not “"orientations are an artifact of the
content of the [real-1ife] dilemmas, rather than a basic characteristic
of an individual's reasoning” (Trevethan and Walker, 1986, p. 1).
Trevethan and Walker (1986) used three kohiberg dilemmas, das well as the
Gilligan personal moral dilemma technique, in an 1interview format
involving 80 family triads (mother. father, child). Stage of moral
reasoning on both hypothetical and real-life dilemmas was ;csred. Also,
use of justigf or care-orientations was assessed for both the real-life

and hypothetical dilemmas. Finally, two content analyses of personal
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dilemmas were carried out: a global categorization of the

personal/impersonal nature of the dilemma; and a detailed issues

categorization consisting of 31 i1tems ranging ~ from ‘“marital

relationships® to “fighting/nastiness” to “other”. Only the results

from the adult data_yle be reported here.

It was- found that there was a 51gn;?ﬁcant overall orientation
difference between sexes. Specifically, significantly more men than
women used a justice-orientation on both the hypothetical and real-life
dilemmas . Conversely, women used a sigmficantly higher
care-orientation {han men on both the hypothetical and real-life
d1lemmas. _

The nature of the reiftionsh1p to dilemma type was assessed on the
real-life dilemmas. These were assessed }by degﬁvzng two categories:
personal (defined as conflicts involving p;rsons with whom the subject
has a significant, continuing relationship). and impersonal (def{ned as
conflicts involving persons the subject does not know well,
institutions, or personal issues. It was found that adult females
reported more bérsonai “d11emmas. and adult males more impersonal
dilemmas. Pratt, Golding., Hunter. and Sampson (1987) report a similar

finding.

Moral orientations were examined as a function of the nature of the
relationship in the real-life dilemmas. This was done to determine
whether impersonal or personal dilemmas ‘pulied' one orientation over
the other. Trevethan and Walker found that for both sexes a

care-orientation gended to be used with thdse reporting personal
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dilemmas and a justice-orientation used with those reporting impersonyl
dilemmas. This finding 1indicates that the fype of moral d;lemma
recalled by the subjects was more accurate as a predictor of orientation
than was the subjeét‘s sex {(cf. Pratt, et al., 1986).

Fiﬁaliy, Trevethan and Walker found that adult women reﬁorfed
significantly more family issues regardless of whether they worked
outside the home, and men tended to recall more work related issues.
This finding is‘fairlg consistent with that observed by Pratt, Golding,
and Kerig (in press), in which Pratt et al. found that although men
were only marginally more ~iikeiy to recall dilemmd; involving
‘religiof®® and ‘institutional' duties than women, women were
significantly more 1likely than men to recall dilemmas focusing on
‘family' or 'relational’ &uties.

Gilligan (1982) has further criticized the validity of hypothetical
dilemmas, arguing that her method of having subjects recall a personal
moral dilemma yields a more accurate measure than do hyputhettéa?
dilemmas. If this were the case then measures based on h}pﬁthétitd1
dilemmas, principally Kohlberg's scoring system, would’ge seriously
flawed, since these measures would not be accuratg}@ reflecting the
moral judgment process of an 1nd1zlduai. T~

4iPratt, Golding, and Kerig (1n press) looked- at the effects of age
on real-1i1fe and hypothetical moral dilemma judgment. Two Kohlberg
dilemmas and the Gilligan personal dilemma recall task were completed by
male and female subjects ranging in age from 18 to 75 years. Responses

on both the hypothetical and reai-life dilemmas were scored by Golding
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using Kohlberg's 9-point, global stage scoring system for each dilemma.
It was found that su@jects scored significantly lower on the personal
dilemmas than on thé> hypothetical dilemmas. This indicates that
hypothetical dilemmas probably do reflect the highest level of
competence of the subject, a finding that has been corroborated by
Walker and DeVries (1985).

To summarize, both the Kohlberg and the Eisenberg hypothetical
dilemmas have been useful techniques, as has Giliigan's personal moral
dilemma task. However, hypothetical dilemmas typically yield minimalily
higher stage scores than real-life dilemmas, indicating that the
reai~1ife“ dilemmas might not be accurately reflecting the moral
competence of the subject. The main value of the real-11fe dilemma
approaih is that it has been used to evaluate subjects' orientations to
moral reasoning.

When the Kohlberg theory and scof,ing system (1958, 1969) were first
developed, and an all male subject sample was uségq 1t wasn't questioned
whether a potential sex difference 1n moral reasoning was being ignored.
Then Gi]iigan (1977) looked at some previous studies (e.g.. Haan, 1977;
Holstein, 1976) and noted that women were scoring lower on the Kohlberg
stage scale than were men. Ag Gilﬁigan (1982) pointqd out: “prominent
among those who thus appear to be deficient in moraiadeveTopment when

measured by Kohlberg's scale are women, whose judgments seem to

exemplify the third stage of his six-stage sequence” (p. 18). It is
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true that other researchers did not find this sex difference;“’ﬁowever.
such contradictions between studies at least constituted o problem of
unreliability and could be seen as reflecting problems of‘methodology,“

Since this time, Kohlberg (1981) has amended hw@iscorlng system,
and 1t has been demonstrated that it is not now the case that women
systematica]1; score lower on the Kohlberg stages than men (e.g.. Colby
and Damon. 1983: Luria. 1986: Walker, 1984). However. men and women doﬂ
differ in terms of orientations. which are assesséd within each stage
1evei;;; Kohlberg's g%obal stage scores may demonstrate the moral
reasoning compétence of the individual, whereas orientation scores
reflect the preference of the individual when faced with particular
problems of moral judgment (cf. Baumrind, 19863. Within edach stage
level lie éiffer1ng preferences of an individual, making thg Koh 1berg
scoring system one with horizontal as well as vertical structure.

Even: ghough the Sohlberg stage scores seem to be simiiar for men
and  women, Gilligan (1982) has also argued that people have different
orien®tions within each stage level, which are 3ex related end must
also be taken into accountoj Gilligan (1982). among others (lLangdale,
1986: Lyons, 1983; Pratt. Golding. Hunier. and ngpson. 1986; Walker and
bevfies, 1985), has demonstrated the existence of sex-related
orientation differences. However, although a trend 15 present 1t 15
Qeék. leading Walker and DeVries (1985) to comment: “the association
between sex and orientation 15 not as generalt and basic as has been

argued” (p. 24). Studies involving the relationship betwequgex and

moral orientation will be briefly reviewed next.
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Gitligan (1982) first used the personal dilemma technique in a
study on women who were considering abortion. Gilligan found that women
predominantly tended to be care-oriented. .

Lyons (198?} further developed the Gilligan personal moral dilemma
task, creating a standardized manual to score persoﬁal or real life
dilemmas. The manual primaﬁkly consists of a brief outline of the type
of format that should be Esed"for the Giltigan personal moral dilemma
task, as well as a coding scheme to categorize individual responses into
either a care-orientation or a Justice=or}entatio;. According to Lyons
{1981), there are fiJe ‘considerations of care’ and five 'considerations
of jué%ice°, An example of a care consideration is “considers the
‘situvation  vs./over the principle'”; an example of a justice
con51derati6n 1S “obligations, duty or commitments” (p. 144). Lyons
manual 15 1nteresting, although it is not much more than an elaboration
of Gi1lligan's (198l) definitions of care and justice. However, it does
help to broaden the base that Giiligag_gstabilshed. Lyons' (1981) study
that accompanies the manual 1s also useful, since 1t does provide some
empirical support for the position that care and justice-orientatioffs do
exist. In her study Lyons (1981) found evidence of sex differences in
-orientat ions .xbut used an extremely small sample consisting of 18 males
and 18 females ranging in age from 8%30 60 plus years. Lyons' data
could be considered tentative. except for the recent corroborative study
carried out by Langdale (1986). Langdale used a considerably larger

subject sampile of 72 males and 72 females ranging from 8 years to 60

plus years. Langdale matched these subjects for education, occupation,

g
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social class, and age. One Kohlberg d%lemma, (Heinz and the drug). and
two abortion dilemmas were assessed by the subjects. Sex differences
were found on all dilemmas: &én were more justice-oriented. and women
more care-oriented. - “

Other recent: studies hd%e used both the Gilligan and the Kohlberg
erientat{on categories to examine sex differences 1n moral reasoning. A
structured technique, the Judgment Questionnaire (JQ), was'created by
Pratt, Golding, Hunter, and Sampson (1987) in order to further study
orifntation differeqcese Three out of the four Kohlberg (1976) element

—categories were utilized 1n the Pratt et al. study, ‘including %a1rness.
perfectionist, and ut1litarian element types. ‘Fa1rness: was defined as
a concern about equal exchange between maw*ldt:f},w; over and dbove
societal norms. and corresponded to the justice-orientation. The
‘perfectionist’ and ‘utilitarian’ 'e1ements corresponded to the
care-orientation. ‘Perfectionism’ was defined as a desire to improve
the self in a moral senge. 23 well as trying to credate and maintain
harmonious relationships with others.  "Utilidarianism’ was.defined as
putt{né an emphasis on actions that would benef it the greatest number of
individuals. The Judgment Questionnaire, Kohlberg's Morgl Judgment
Interview, and the persunal moral dilemma task (from Gil111gan et al.,
1982) were used to assess moral judgment. The Judgment Questionnaire
(JQ) allows the subject to indicate how important certdin eiemegt

-

categories are in deciding about & hypothetical dilemma. The subject 1s
L)

»

required to indicate " how lmgggfanz' each statement 15 n the

consideration of the specific “moral dilemma on a five point scale

R
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ranging from 'mo* ;i’inb:r-tant‘ to . 'lg;st 1mpor£an§‘. An ex\\%mple of 2
Judgment zuesthnnaiFg statement for a hypothetical d1lemma involvinb
whether a young woman should- jeopardize per_future by contributing blood
to a man who can;ot get well without it 1s ag‘fotlows: "Will givipg
biood now éontrlbute’more to Anne's growth as a caring human being 1n
the 1long run?”.  The statement is an example of the ‘perfect-ronism’
element. Tmrtyasu males and thirty-six females were used 7rom three
age levels: 18 to 24 years, 30 to 45 years, and 60 to 75 years. On the
MJI, Pratt et al. (1986) found a qfeater use of the fairness orientation
In men reasoning at prxnc1p)@d versus conventional levels, but no
differences in women reasonypé/;t these higher stages. This interaction
of sex and stage for fafﬁness usage replicates previous findings by
theséﬁ authors (Pratt et al., 1984). On °the Gilligan personal dilemma
task, men demonstrated a 51gn1g1cantly more justice-oriented pattern
than women. Again, £h1s was primarily observed in subjects using stage
five reasoning. Finally, on the Judgment Questionnaire. women were
significantly more Tikely than men to endoqse perfectionist and
utilitarvan considerations, whereas there were no significant, sex
differences on the fairness category.

Walker and DeVries (1985) also found a Sigﬂiﬂigg;t oryentation

ﬂyrffgﬂpnce between male and female adults. Walker and DevVries

\nterviewed each family member in 80 family triads, using the Kohlberg
MJI. The Gilligan personal moral dilemma task was also used. Responses

on  both hypothet1¢a1< and real dilemmas were later scored for -

o5

orientation, according to the Lyons (1982) manual. Only the results

-

»
i/

i



" from the ‘adult data will be reported here results in partscuiar
-~ »

are worth noting. There was n

on the hypothetical and real dilemmas, wh1ch 15 contrary tedﬁafi)gan‘s,
(1982) contention that the hypothetical dilemmas do not vield the same

results as do spontaneously produced. dilemmas. The second mportant

“finding 15 that there was a sigmficant overall difference Qﬁ Justice
and care orxentatlons malies were sagnvficantiy mareiﬁzsi;ce or:entgﬁ
than females, and Temales mare care- o\\hnted than males, although
5ppre:amate1y 20 per cent in each group did not d§y0n§trate d clear
orientaton. | ) . -

Halkér ang DeVries' {1985) resuits dare consistent with the results

of the Pratt et al. (1986) study., where Bl/ of the men were assessed db

Justice-oriented versus -only 447 of the .women, They alsﬁ substaniiate

the GiT11gan (1986) ¢lawm that males are predomvnantiy justice-orientey
and females are predominantiy cqre=ortentep. even though e cons ﬂderdbit
number of females and males du not fit thg,upaéscrrbed uraeﬂtatyﬂﬁf

However, this sex: dtfference was only observed iﬁ dduits in the Walker

study: children shcwed no consistent pattern of sex differencg‘ R

Gilligan (1982) has also theorrzed that wommen generaﬁiy want more

information about contextua[ particulars’ in order to mike judgments-

aoout Kohlbergfﬁ”“hypdthetitai dilemmas. To examine tnﬂ?' Pratt,

Golding, Hunfer. and Nerris (n press) credted the Information- Jeekﬂng

“aiﬁuestionnaare to determane whether men  end women e:hlbit differeﬁrﬁai ’

patterns 1n reguesting further information n regard to hypothetnca}

dilemmas. Pratt et al. had twa Kohlberg dilemmas (The boctor, and Judy}

- K

1
difference between responseJ )

é

L]
-

¥
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assessed by 126 females and 118 males, ranging from 14 to 75 years. The
Informat 10n-Seeking Questionnaire 15 made up of 10 questions. falling
inte tiwve cdtegories: particular raghts information, general rights
information, particular consequences nformation, general consequences
information, dand contextual {background} 1nfg§mat10n_ Sub jects were
requésted to read the ten items dand then answer either 'yes, the answer
to the question would be helpful in making a decision’, or, 'no. the
answer would not be helpful’. In terms of sex differences. women
overall reguested more information than men. However, men and women
. réques£ed the same kinds of nformation. As Pratt et al conclude. the
tact that there was no sex difference in the ktn& of informat ion sought
indicates thaf'61}11gan°s hybothegls that women's judgments are more
context-bound and consequence-focused than are men’s 15 questionable.
To sumifarize. sex differences 1in moral judgment have been tested
using both the standard‘jntervieu technique {Giliigan. 198¢; Haan, 1977
Holstein, 1978. Kohlberg. 1958. 1969. Langdale. 198b: Lyons, 1983:
¥ Pratt. Golding, Hunterﬁvégd 5smpsoh. 1986: Walker and DeVries, lQBék and
d more’ objective questionnaire format (Pratt, Golding. Hunter. and
Sampson, 1986) It has be;n found that there are no sex differeaces 1n
Kohlberg stage level §olby and Damon. 1983: Luria. 1986; Walker. 19831,
B which 15 contrary to G\lligajis {1982} assertions.  However, there 1s
Vsuppo}t for Gilligan’s (198?)‘coﬁcept of orientation differences between
the sexes (Lanéda1e. 1996 Lyons., 1982: Walker and DeVries, 1985}, even
if the diffegence 1s not as systematic «s Gi11ligan {1982) first claimed,

There 15 also support fgr sex differences using the Kohlberg orientation
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S )
categories (Pratt, et. al. 1986}, d1thoughﬂ\£%§?ate there hyay been
retatively little research done 1n this areq. Fzgﬁlvy. there are fiv
clear information-seeking differences by sex (Pratt et 4} , 198bi

Women tend to request more information than men., but beth sSexes request

the same kind of ?nfogmé?ﬁup, contrary te Gilligan's {1980} hypothese:

However. 1ittle work to date has been carried out on intofmat 1on- seeb 1ng

1n moral judgment .

e
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Empathic Differences in Morgl Judgment

Theoreti1cally. empathy has been vjewed as part of the moral
judgment process (Hoffmann, 1984; Rest., 1984: Stotland, Mathews,
Sherman, Hansson, and Richerdsop, 1978). However, empathy has only
recently been directly examined in moral reasoning contexts (e.g..
Pratt, Golding. and Kerig. in press). Empathy appears to be related to
level of cognitive development in children (Mehrabtan and Epstein. 1971.
Hof fmann, 1984). Ac Hoffmann (1984) has stated: “a)thoughgan affect.
empdthy has a significant cognitive component: older children and adults
know that they dare responding to something happening to someone else.
and. drawing from their knowledge about others and their own experience.
they hdve an 1dea of what the other 1s feeling” (. 285). Presumably
all normal adults have the necessary ~ cognitive competencies to
experience empathy. however.

—

Rest {1984} mainnns  that empathy 15 central to morg¢l thought.
Rest has proposed an 1Ateract1ve four component model of morality, which
involves: 1) ident1f1c§t1on of the moral preblem, 2) the proces?%ng of
possible solutions; 3) evaluation of the possibilities and selection of
the most acceptable solution: and., 4) implementation of the solution to
the moral problem. Rest includes empathy as an integral part of the
first component, identification of the problem. wh%ch 1nvéives:
“interpreting the situation and 1dentifying a moral problem {1nvolving

empathy. role-taking, and figuring out how the participants 1in a

sttuation are each affected by various actions)" (p. 24).

N
.
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It is interesting that existing theories directiy rélate empathy to
-moral reasoning. -And 1t 15 possible GEat empathy may be 4 hglivutrnq
factor 1in determining the activation of moral judgment, synce it
theoretically 1s strongly related to the moral redsoning process.
Paradoxically however, there has been little empirical resedrch carried
out 1n this area. In fact, Hoffman {1984} has criticized cognitive
moral theories such as that of Kohlberg. As Hoffman (1984) states
“What prompts people-to subordinate their own interests. . . . and what
makes0 them feel bad when they harm someone? Cognitive morgl £hepr1es
deaf‘ with moral principles like justice and ﬁ?irness. but. lacking 4
motive base. these theories have difficulty exploining how thece
prlnc1ple§/become activated” (p. 299}. ‘

As noted., empathv 1n terms of moral redsoning has not been examined
at length. However, the related area of sex differences 1n empathy in
'agults and children has beea well reviewed by Bisenberg and Lenngn
{1983). E%senbgrg and Lennon {1983} comment that sex ditferences in

LN
empathy 1n general favor women, ~ but that “the results, of research

COﬂg;;B?hg/SEl differences 1n empathy are highly related to the method
of assessing empathy” (p. 119). Sex differences were most consistently
found across adult studies when seit-report measures. specifically the
Mehrabian-Epstein Scale (1972). were used. The Mehrabian-Epstein Scale
1$ E%?nwasure of personal empdthy. It consasts of 36 retlective
statements, such as "I get very angry when [ see <omeone being

111-treated”. Each statement 1s followed by ¢ four point reting scale

ranging from 'Agree Strongly” to ‘'Disagree Strongly'. The scale has
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been widely used on both children and adults and has been found to yield
inighly sighif1cant results (Barnett, How;€d. King, and Dino, 1980;
Foushee, Davis, and Archer, 1579: Mehrabiaﬁﬁ 1977).  Other measures,
such as rating emotionaﬁ responses to hypothetical situations, have also
yvielded evidence of sex differences, although these differences have:
been weaker .. ’

Eisenberg and Lennon (1983) relate the demonstrated sex difference;
i empathy to social stereotypes, rather than to actual sex differences.
Eisenberg and Lennon (1983) cite one study (Foushee, Davis, and Archer,
19793 in which men and women rated thef% feelings on concepts of
femininity/masculinity., and the relationship of these feelings to
empathy. It was found that both men and women tended to rate empathy as
bergg positively related to femininity - and negatively related to
masculinity.  Given this finding, Eisenberg and Lennon (1983) have
stated: “There certainly 1s reason to believe that males and females,
might differ 1n how empathic they would 1ike to appear to others {and,
perhaps. to themselves). Emotionality and nurturance are both part of
the stereotypic feminine role” (p. 125).

Pratt. Golding, and Kerig (in press) have found evidence of sex
differences n adult‘empathy in relation to reasoning on hypotheticq?
moral dilemmas. Théy used a unique seif-report pé&Spective~tak1ng
measure. and asked 28 females and 34 males ranging from 18 to 75 years
to evaluate two Kohlberg hypothetical dilemmas (The Doctor and Judy).

In an interview situation. subjects were then asked to verbally state

« the perspective from which they aw each dilemma: a single character,

L

s
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more than one character, or from the point of view of an observer.
Pratt et al. found that there was a significant sex difference in
selj-reports-vof perspective-taking patterns. éaecifically. men were
more likely to take the perspective of an observ;}. whegggg*ﬁﬁmen\ugfe
more likely to take the perspective of several characters. However,
there were no differences in the frequency of reports of empathy.for o
single character. -

The Pratt et al. study (1in press) represents the only direct data

on sex differences in empathy in'relation to moral reasoning. It is a

finding which should be replicated and used 1n conjunction with other

w

" measures of moral judgment and of empathy to further examine directly

the relations of empathy and moral reasoning. It seems possible that
differences in empathy may in fact daccount for many of the sex

d1ffereﬁ?i!r in moral judgment (Rest, 1983).
Framework and Purpose of Study

It is clear that the area of moral judgment 15 o developing one, 1n
which an increasing number and variety of measures are being utitized n
order to look at the entire moral reasoning process. It 1¢ dalso clear
that several fdactors, such as ééx. type of dilemma, and empathic lTevel
may affect a person’'s moral judgment in complex ways. .

The present study was designed to determine the effect of each of
these factors, especially empathy, since empathy has rarely been
directly examined in connection with processes of moral judgment. To

examine empathic identification with characters 1n both Kohlberg and
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Eisenberg bhypothetical dilemmas, a procedure was used in which the
dilemmas themselves were rewritten to make ‘them either more subjective
or objective in nature. A subjective dilemma was one in which engaging
information  was written about the character's situation to encourage
perspec:?;e«tak1ng, and‘xan objective dilemma wé; one in which
non-engaging stat?stical informafion was included to discourage
perspective-taking. There was also a neutral condition, in which the
~)diiemmas were not rewritten. This manipulation was suggested by
resear;h which has been carried out on the 'vividness' effect (for
review see Taylor and Thompson, 1982). The vividness effect 15 an
effect in  social psychology that occurs when elaborated or ~
image-provoking information 15 presented to an indjvidua1. Research has
suggested that viv1diy presented materia{ leads to greater imageability,
which 1n turn may allow the individual to more easily recall information
about the material (Nisbett and Ross., 1980). However, the manipulation
has no?\feen useduto study moral reascning patterns previous to this
study. \ N ~

Males and females.in the present study were randomly assigned to
ohe of these three empathic conditions. Personal empathy was also
assessed via a questionnaire (the Mehrabian-Epstein Scale, 1972).
presented at the end of a test booklet. The interview format was not
used 1n this study in ordér to try t6 objectify the measures as much a;
possible. It was hypothesized that there would be a sex by condition
interaction in empathy level, due to diffe;ing thought processes in

o

moral judgment in men and women. Men would be less affected since they
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h;Le traditionally been perceived as more logical (justice oriented),
and the logic of the hypothetical dilemma did not change from condition
to condition. The only critical features being altered 1n egach dilemma

were character names, and information either having & bearing or not

having a bearing on the characters. «

This study followed a general, hypothesized model (see Figure 1).
Thei_ho&e1 provides an illustration of how each of the variables were
predicted to be related. and was tested to determine the possible

mediating role of empathy 1n moral reasoning.
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Briefly, the predictor variables were empathic condition ~.and sex. 45
well as level of personal empathy and justice/cdare orientation. Only
émpath1c condition was a manipulated factor. however. &11 of these
variables were hypothiestzed to have an effect on dn 1ndividudl’s empathy
fevel in a particular moral dilemma. which 1n turn would-have an effect
on an individual’'s moral reasoning patterns for that dilemma.

The variables used to measure the effect of empathic condition were
character rating écaies and a4 perspective-taking questionnaire. These
variables were utilized as dependent variables to measure empathy, and
were also used as predictor variables to determine the effect of empathy
on moral reasonin%, © Perscnal  empathy was measured  using the
Mehrabian-Epstein  Scale u—(19?2). and Just1cé/care=orientatxon wd 5
measured using the Gilligan personal moral dilemma task (198C). [he

dependent variables that were used to measure mordl reasoning patterns

\

were the Informat ori - Seek 1ng Questionnaire dnd  the  Judgment

Quest ionnaire.

Hypotheses

There were several hypotheses n this study. In overview, 1t was
hypothesized that there would be a number of effects und interactions ot
sex, personal empathy, Just1Ee/care~or1eq‘ation. condition. and d1iemma
type on empathy and moral reasoning. The dependent measures for empathy
were the character empathy rating scales and the perspectiveatakang

questionnaire. These empathic measures were predicted to have an effect

on moral reasoning patterns, as measured by the Infosmation-Seeking

*
)
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Questionnaire and the Judgment Questionnaire (see Figure 1). The eight
specific hypotheses tested are given below.

1} It was hypothesized that there would be a main effect of
condition on empathy and perspective-taking. Both sexes were predicted
to demonstrate highest character empathy in the subjectivé condition;
medium character empathy 1n the neutral condition; and Tow chara%ter
empathy in the objective condition. Further, it was hypothesized that
there would be no differences by dilemma ﬁ&be fo; these condition
effects.

2y It was‘ predicted there would be an interaction of sex by
condition, for character empathy and perspectiveotakingf Women would
demonstrate the highest character empathy and take the position of the
character(s) in the subjective condition, and show the lowest amount of
e;aathy for the characters and take the position of an observer in the
objective condition. Men would be less affected by condition
manipulations than women. The dependent measures for both hypotheses
one and two were the character empathy scales and the perspective-taking
guestionnaire. Both measures were predicted to give a parallel pattern
of results. It was further hypothesized that there would’ be no effect
of dilemma type on the sex by condition interaction.

3) It was predicted that there would be an interaction of personal
empathy by’condition. This would follow the samespattern as that for
sex by condition (see above), with high empathy subjects more inftuenced

by condition manipulations. Further. there would be no effect of

dilemma type on the personal empathy by condition interaction. The
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dependent measures were the character empathy scales. and thé
perspective-taking questionnaire.

4) It was hypotheil;ed that there would be ;n interaction of
justice/care-orientation by condition. The pattern of interaction would
be the‘sam? as that for sex by condition, yith care-oriented subjects
more affected~by condition manipulations than justice-oriented subjects
{see above). * [t was further hypothesized that dilemma type would have
no effect on the justice/care-orientation by condition interaction. The
dependent variablef we:e the character empathy and perspective-tuking

measures.

It was tPus predi%ted that personal empathy., sex. condition, ?nd
justice/care orientatigﬁ would nave on effect on character eTputhy and
perspﬁct%ve taking, which would n turn have an effect‘ on moral
réaspéiﬁg patterns. Dilemma type would also have an effect on mord)
reasoning. The hypotheses for moral redsoning patterns were a5 f5110W3:

5) A maiwn effect of condition on information-seeking and judgment
considerations. Most imformation would be sought 1n the subjective
coﬁdition. and the least nformation sought in the objective condition.
Furthermore, an interaction of nformation type and condition was
predicted. The most- consequence information would be sough® 1n the
sub jective COnd{tion {since there would be more empdthy shown to the
characters.. and therefore an increased concern about persongl
consequences), a medium amount of information would be required in the

neutral condition, and a low amount of consequence information in the

>
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objective condition. Rights informations would not be affected by
‘condrtion, The dependent measure was Pratt's Informatlaijeeking
Questionnaire. |

For the judgment considerations, dﬂwaas predicted\there would also
be "an nteraction of condition and judgment ;onsiderataon type. The
greatest amount of feelings/utilitarian considerations would be

demonstrated in the subjective condition (since greater empathy for the

characters would presumably ‘be demonstrated 1n this condition, and

. therefore an 1ncrease in the judgment considerations concerning the

feelings of the characters as well as a generalized concern with the

characters in relation to society). Further, it was expected that the

greatest amount of fairness/normative considerations would be

demonstrated 1n the objective condition, since these considerations are

concerned with an  objective perspective. Utilitarian and feelings
considerations were grouped together as \were fairness and normaii&e
considerations, following Walker (1986). The dependint measure wds
Pratt's Judgmeht Questionnaire.

6) A main effect of persona! empathy on information-seeking was
prealcted. High empathic 1ndividuals would seek more information and
endorse more considerations overall because of greater engagement with
the characters. <

An 1nteraction of —personal empathy by information® type was also
pred;cted. High empathy 1individuals would be more concerned with

cpﬂsequence information, whereas 1low empathic 1ndividuals would be

4




| ¥
“

Information-Seeking questionnaire. L.

=

An interaction of personal empathy by judgment consideration type

was predicted as weil. A high empathic nnd1vxdua?'d€u%é‘demonstra{e-g~
“focus on utilitarian/feelings concerns. A low empathic individual woutd .
demonstrate a focus on nc;mative/fairﬁ;ssJconstderat}ansg The dcnendent‘w,/~"<’<//
measure was Pratt's Judgment Questionnaire. : ' -

7Y A main effect of sex-on information-seek ing. Women wauid request
more nformatior overall then would men. An interactidh of sex and
consideration type for information-seeking and judgment considerations
was also predicted. For information-seeking., women would be more likely ST
to seek consequence and/or context nnférmatien. regardless of condition.

Men would be more likely to seek rights information.  The dependent
measure was Pratt’s IgformationaSeekiﬂé guestionnaire.

Fo~ the Judgmenivconszderations: meh would be more ikely te select
fairness and normative considerdtions. regardiesys of -condition, women
would be more hikely to select stilitarien/feelings conssderdatrons,
igawin, regardless of congition. The dependent. measure wal Fratt 5>
Judgment Questionnaire. 7

It was also predicted that there would be an effect of sex un "
dilemma type for both nformation-seeking ard judgment consigerdlions
Women would request more informat 1on on the Kohlberq dilemnss than wouldg '
men: men would be less affected by dilemma type. ”

i

— 8) An interaction of dilemma type and moral consideration types was

predicted for both information-seeking and juggment consideratsons. [t

—

was predicted that results from the Informatron-Seeking quest tonndire

—

—
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would show an orientation towards seeking ‘rights’ information for the
Kohlberg dilemmas and an orientation to seek “consequences’ information
for the tisenberg dilemmas. For the Judgment Questionnaire, preferenc‘es
for fairness®normative orientations would be higher fos; the Kohlberg
dilemmas, and preferences for uttitarien/feelings considerations would
be higher tor the Eisenbergug1lt‘a»un'rw;l;~ Under this hypothesis the dilemma

effects would hold true for both men and women.

Iri addition to testing the above hypotheses, the model in Figure 1
was tested to explore the possible role of empathy as a mediator of
moral reasom‘ng‘. It was predicted that any effects of the predictor '
variab les wouid be mediated by empathy. which would 1n turn affect moral

redsoning patterns .
METHOD

2ubjects. There were 96 subjects, 48 male and 48 female voliunteers from
two WwWilfrid Laurer mtroductory* Psychology classes. Subjects were
between 18 and 25 years of age., with a mean d4ge of 20 5 and & standard

deviat ton ot 1.89.

L
¥

Pesign AngConditions. This was ¢ Condition (3) x Sex {2} .design, with

lb‘“sufbgec}:s per cell. The dilemmas were manipulated in order to promote
more or less empat;hy with the characters in the story. There were three

condytions: 1} Subjective. 1n which the dilemma was re-written to

include engaging 1nformation about the character‘s situation that should

encourage more empathy with the characters; 2} Objective, 1n which the

§
1

| 4
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d1lemmna was'ﬁalwrttten to include non-engaging statidical intormat o
and, 3) Neutral, 1n which the d)lemma was n;ot rewritten.

Four dilemmnas were used. two kohlberg diiemmas, Escaped Prisoner”
and " The Doctor’' (Colby and Kkohlberg. n press). and twe Ersenberg
dilemmas. ‘The Blood 1Type’ and “The hobbery“ tE1senbery .~ 19829

Examples from the neutrel condition are giveti below.

Escaped Prisoner

'

“A man had been sentenced to prison tor 10 yeors. After one yedr.
however ., he escaped from prison., moved to ¢ new darea of the country. and
took on the nam® of Jim Thompson. For 8 vyedars he worked hard, ahd
gradually he saved enough money to buy his own businesy. He wai fdir to
his customers., = gave his employees top wdges. and gave most ot his Gwn
profits to charity. Then one oa¢y Mike Jones, an  old neighbour,
recognized Thompson as the man who escaped  from prison 8 yedrs beture.
ang whom the police had been. looking for”.

, lbe Dector

$ [

“& womani.  Ruth, was dy&ng of  canced which could not  be cured and
she had only about six months to live. 'Che wau gn terrible pain. butl
she was so weak that a good dose of pain-kvller ik morphine would make
ner die sconer . She was delirious: and pglmostsgFazy with pein, dnd e
her c¢dlm periods, she would as her doctor, Dr ~ Jeffercon. to give her
encugh morphine to ki1l her. She said che couidn't stang the pain and
that she was going to die n o few monthe anvwd,

“A young woman named Anne had ¢ ver, rare type of blovd. Une day
right after Anne had begun ¢ollege dand o new Job. o doctor called Anrne
up  to ask her to give @ large amount of blood to Somecne named Jack
Wilson who was very 117 and needed more btlood of the same kind 45 her
own to get well. Because Anne was the only person 1n the towr with the
sick man's type of blood. and since this was an unusudl serious 11dRecs’,
the blood would have to be given a number of times over ¢ period of
several weeks. So., if Anne &greed to give her blood. whe would have to
go into the hospital for several weeks. Thic hospitalization would make
Anne feel weak for awhiMg, she would lose her new job, dnd She would be

— .
N . ]
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very far behind 1n school™.

; Ihe Robbery

“M:  Brown was walking home from his office alone at night when he
saw an  apparent ly unarmed man attempting to take a woman's purse. The
womdn, Cathy Smith, was holding on to the purse and crying for help
while she and the man struggled. Few, i? any, other people were 1in the
dérea of the robbery. Mr. Brown was far enough away that he could
himself escape without the robber noticing him".

hl
The following versions of the Eisenberg hypothetical dilemma entitled
“The Robbery" illustrate the two manipulated conditions wused i1n this

study.
subjective Yersion

"Mr. Brown was walking home from his office alone at night. The office
was located 1n a large modern building, and Mr. Brown was happy to be
out 1n the fresh air. It was late. A couple of blocks ahead of Mr.
Brown a woman, Cathy Smith, was hurrying down the street. She was on
her way to a play, hurrying to meet her boyfrieﬂd in front of the
theatre. If only she had been able to get to the tank before she got
of f work that day she would have been able to take out enough money for
bus fare. As i1t was all she had was her uncashed dﬁyacheque. She
¢lutched her mauve coat more tightly over her siwm figure, thinking that -
1t was dbout time for @ new one. Mr. Brown shifted his briefcase to his
other hand, and weari1ly loosened his tie. Sudddenly Mr. Brown saw an
apparently unarmed man attempt1ng“to take a woman's purse. Cathy Smith
held onto the purse and was crying for help while she and the robber
struggled. The robber was muscular. Few,. if any. other people were 1in
the area of the robbery. Mr. “Brown was far enough away to escape
without being noticed by the robber.”

Objective Versiegn

"A man, Mr. Brown. was walking home from his office alone at night.
Walking 15 good exercise. and everyone should get into the habit of
walking das much 45 possible. It is estimated that brisk walking will
extend 11fe expectancies about 2.4 years. Mr. Brown was walking along
the street when he saw an apparently unarmed man attempting to take a
woman's purse. The woman. Cathy Smith, was holding onto the purse and
crying for help while she and the robber struggled. Crime rates in this
city were quite high. About 6.2 persons per 1,000 could expect to be
victims in the course of a single year. Few, if any, other people were
in the area of the robbery. There were a few empty stores in the area.
Mr. Brown was far enough away to escape without being noticed by the
robber . "



&

:‘Q‘

Moral Redsoning Patterns

14

Empathy Measures. Empathic process measures consisted of three tasks:
1} The Mehrabiarn-Epstein questionnaire regarding personal empathic
traits; 2) ratings of feelings about each of the characters in the morgl

dilemﬁas; and, 3) a perspective questionnaire regarding the subject’s

point-of-view while considering 4 hypothetical moral dilemma.

Mehrabian-Epstein Scale. The personal empathy scale was taken from
Mehrabian and Epstein (19721.. The self-report scale consists of 3
questions. An example of a typical question 15: "1 find 1t siily for

people to cry out of happinesc”. Subjects are required to unswer edch
p k J

question on a four point scale ranging from “strongly agree’ to

“strongly disagree’'.  Although the scale has been used in Severgl

studies of empathy and moral judgment @see,insenberg and Lennon, 1983,
%

Gibbs, Clark, Joseph, Green, Goodrick. dnd Makowski, 198ti. there 15 no

retiability score available. The scale was scored uccording to the

format outlined in Mehrabian-Epstein (1972).

]

Character Rating Scales. The character rating ocales were credted for
this study wsing items that would focus on sucigl und evdluative
dimensions of the characters. The characterAsca?ez convisted of the
fo11owing’ 8 bipolar adjectives: hard tu relate to/easy to relate to;
unpleasant/pleasant; uncommitted/committed. hard/soft;
incompetent/competent: cold/warm; unfriendly/friendly: hard to get along

with/easy to get along with. Each scale 1s composed of & 7-point rating
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scale. For example:

Hard to relate to :___:_ :__:__:__:__:__: Easy to relate to

Perspective-Taking Questionnaire. This  questionnaire has been
previously used in an interview format by Pratt, Golding, and Kerig (in
press). The questions asked in the Pratt et al. study have been put 1n
¢ questionnaire format, in which subjects are asked to indicate only one
, fp}our possible perspectives. The three perspective choices are: a)
from the pg;ition of an observer viewing the overall situation?; b) as
one particular character? Which one?; c¢) as more than one character?
Which ones?. (There is also a fourth perspectiQe choice: d) other?

Explain. This choice was included to cover possible alternative

perspectives).

Moral Judgment Mgzﬁgggg. There were three moral judgment tasks: 1) the
personal moral dilemma tas®  (Gilligan et aol. 19823: 2) the
lnieFm?t10n=Seéking Questionnaire (Préttw et al.., in press): 3) the
Judgmegt Questionnaire (Pratt et ai.. 1986}. Performance on the moral
Judgment tasks was assessed to determine the moral orientation of the
subject (justice or care), and/or to determine preferences for element

tvpe (fairness, normative, perfectionism, or utilitarian} and Judgmental

focus.

Gilligan Personal Moral Dilemma Measyre. This measure indicated the
Justice/care-orientation of the individual. The measure has been

adapted from the usual interview format into a questionnaire, using
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guidelines from G1111§€; (1982). and Lycéns (1983). Subjects were asked
to write their responses to three questions, which were as follows: 1%
Please describe a sityation where you weren't sure wﬁat was the right
thing to do; 2) How was the situation resolved; and, 3) Were you
satisfied with how - you handled the situstion? Why or why not?. lhe
Gilligan measure was scored categorically using the Lvon's manual

(1983).

[Qfgrmgflgn Seeking Questionnaire. This questionnaire was taken from
the Pratt. Golding, "Hunter, .and Norris  (in press) study. The
questionnaire was created by Pratt et al. and used with two Kohlberg
;11emmas {The Doctor and Judy).

The questlonna1r§ 1s made up of 10 questions, fali’ng into five
categories: particular rights information. general rights informat ion.
particular consequences wnformation, general consequences informat ion,
and context or background information. Subjects dre requested to danswer
either ‘'yes, the answer to the question weulg be helpful 1n making g
decision'. or, ‘no. the answer would not be helpful . Alco, subjects
are required to rank the three most important items they would uvse in
heiping them to resolve the dilemms.

In the present study the format was essentially the same as that
used by Pratt, et al., but new quest;ons were created for each of the
four hypothetical dilemmas used 1n this study (The Robbery., The Bisod
Type, Escaped Prisoner, and The Do;tor). An example of each category

K

for ‘Escaped Prisoner’, as well as the neutral version of the ‘Escaped

@
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Prisoner' dilemma, are as follows:

&

“A man had been sentenced to prison for 10 years. After one year,
however, he escaped from prison, moved to a new area of the country, and
took on the name of Jim Thompson. For 8 years he worked hard, and
gradually he saved enough morey to buy his own business. He was fair to
his customers, gave his empioyees top wages, and gave most of his own
profits to charity. Then one day Mike Jones., an old neighbour,
recognized Thompson as the man who escaped from prison 8 yaars before,
and whom the police had been looking for"

Examples of the Informaticn-Seeking Questionnaire:

(Particular rights ~information). "Is Jwm Thompson endangering the
rights of other persons in his neighbourhood in any way?’

1

~(General rights nformation). '‘What are a citizen's obligations

regarding knowledge of escapees 1n this country?’

(Particular consequences 1nformation). ‘What exactly 1S going to happen

to Jim Thompson 1T he 15 turned n?’

(General consequences nformation). ‘Does the act of turning in an
escaped prisoner have any ‘.‘ect on the crime rate?’

' o
&

{Contextuyal or background information).  ‘What kind of person was Jim

Thompson before his escape from prison?’

o

Judgment Questionnaire. This questionnaire was created and utilized by
Pratt. Golding, Hunter, and Sampson (1987). Pratt et al. used this

questionnaire with two Kohlberg dilemmas {(Escaped Prisoner and
Newspaper) and two Eisenberg dilemmas (The Flood and Swimming). The

questionnaire consists of 12 %gpestions; two questions each for each of
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the - element categories (normative. utilitarian, perfectionism,
fairness). and two questions each for a feelings consideration and also
filler items. Subjects are asked to rate the importance of each
question on five point scales ranging from ‘Great’' to ‘None'.

In the present study the format for the Judgment Questionnaire was

essenti1ally the same as that wused by Pratt et al., except that new

questions were created for each of the four hypothetical dilemmas used
in this study (The Robbery, The Blood Type. Escaped Prisoner, and The
Doctori. An example of the neutral version of an Eisenberg dilemma used
in the present study, as well as one example for each of the question
types on the Judgment questionnaire is as follows:

“A young woman named Anne had 4 very rare type of blood. One day
right after Anne had begun college dnd ¢ new job, a doctor called Anne
up to ask #fher to give-a large amount of blood to someone named Jack
Wilson who was very 111 and needed more blood of the same kind as her
own to get well. Because Anne was the only person in the town with the
sick man's type of blood, and since this was an unusual serious illness.
the blood would have to be given a number of times over a period of
several weeks. So, if Anne agreed to give her blood, she would have to
go into the hospital for several weeks. This hospitalizdtion would make
Anne feel weak for awhile, she would ' lose her new job, and she would be
very far behind in school™. :

Examples of the Judgment Questionnaire: 24

tNormat ive). ‘Should the courts decide the right course of action in

cases like this?

(Utilitarian). ‘What course of action will be most beneficial fof both

Jack Wilson and Anne?’

{Perfectionism). ‘Will giving bleod now contribute more to Anne’s
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- |
growth as a caring human being in the long run?’
i

{Fairness). ‘Should Anne give blood. since it 1s possible that someday

she might also need a blood donor?’

s

{Feelings). ‘Would Anne feel better about herself if she gave her blood

to Jack Wilson, even though she has to miss some college credits?’

(Filler). ‘'Does Anne have a close relationship with her family?* -

Procedure. Subjects from two different introductory psychology classes
were each tested during a lecture period. Subjects were randomly
assigned (within sex) to one of the‘three conditions. Each subject was
gtven a test booklet: the time taken to complete-the book let was within
the range of 45 minutes to one hour. However, subjects were told to
take as much twme as they wished to complete the tasks.

Instructions to subjects were essentially as follows: “Thank you

for ggreeing to participate. . This study on moral problems involves

having you first of all recall a moral dilemma that happened 1n your own

<

11fe and how the situation was resolved. This will be followed by a
hypothetical story problem. After the story will be questionnaires
concerning different 1ssues surrounding the story. There are four
stories in total. Finally, there will bte a questionnaire that concerns
how you yourself feel about certain situations. Please remember that
all information is confidential. Please answer all questions in the

booklet. If you feel that vou cannot answer all the questions, please
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feel free to withdraw from the study at dany time.” Subjects were given
"feedback forms” to read before ledaving., which outlined generat
informat ion regarding the study.

The test book et contained the following: 1) the Gilligan Personal
Moral Dilemma Measure: 2) one of the two Kohlherg dilemmus: 34 the
Perspect ive-Taking questionnaire: 4} two character rating scales: b) the
Informat ion-Seeking Questionnaire: b} o <second kohliberg dilemma: 7) the
Perspect ive-Taking questionnaire; B) two character rating scales: 9) the
Judgment Questionnaire; 9) one of the two Easenber? pro-social dilemmas,
10} the Perspective-Taking questionnaire; 11) twe character rating
scales; 12) the Judgment Questionndire; 13} the second Eisenberg
dilemma: 14) the Perspective-Taking -questionnaire; 15} two chdrdct\é‘r"“"*‘\
rating scales; 16). the Information-Seek ing Juestionndire: and. N\‘) the

| :
Personal Empatﬁy Questionnaire.

Counterpalancing of test materivalc was a¢ follows {und see Figure
=
«

2i. There were 16 subjects of each sex per C(%"H/’in the design, mdking 4
total of 48 females and 48 males. Within each cell of 1b. erght
subjects were presented with the tws Kohiberg dilemmas first and the two
Eisenberg dilemmaé second. The remaining eight subjects were presented
with the Eisenber; dﬂemmgas tirst  and the Kétniberq dilemmas second.
Within the eight subjects t;i;nere were four orderings of dilemmas, with
two subjects being presented with Kohlberg d1lemms one, Kohlberg dilemms
two.' Eisenberg dilemma one, Eisenberg dilemma two (K1, K2, El. E2); two
subjects getting Kohlberg diiemma one, Kohiberg dilemma two, Eisenberg

dilemma two, Eisenberg dilemms one (K1, K2, £2, El}; two subjects
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1
getting Kohlberg dilemma two. Kohlberg dilemma one. Eisenberg dilemma

one, Eisenberg dilemma two (K2, K1, El. E2); and two su"bgects getting
Kofilberg dilemma two. Kohlberg dilemma one, . Eise?berg dilemma two,
Eisenberg dilemma one (K2, K1, E2. Elj. Finally, for each individual
the Judgment Questionnaire and the Information-Seeking Questionnaire
were counterbalanced so that if the Judgment Questionnaire was presented
dlong with the first dilemma then the Information-Seeking Questionnaire

was  presented with the second dilemma: the Information-Seeking

>

Questionnaire mas presented with the third dilemma. and the Judgment

Questionnaire presented with the fourth dilemma.
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Questions on the Judgment QueStionnaire -and the Information-
Seeking Questionnaire were randomized using a random *.umbers table after
all questions were created for each dilemma. The character rating

scales were counterbailanced for order within each cell.
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o RESULTS

The resuits far the hypotheses regarding chardcler empathy wi 1 be
reported first~¢Hypotheses 1 to 4). This will be followed by the
resyits “for the nypotheses concerned with patterns of moral feasoning
{Hypotheses S to 8). Finally., the results  from the predictor and
mediating variable-sets involving the nypothesized model (fFigure 1) wiidl

be reported.
Analysis of Empgthy Measyres

Character Rating Scales. The eight bipolar adjective ratings (on t to /) .
scales) were fartor dnalysed for each of the two charscters in the fuur
dilemmas. Several-factors emerged using a principal components analvsis

with varimax rotation, but only a Single consistent first factor wis

AN
N

interpretable across all factor andiyses. Ansdadjectyve way retdained for
further “anqlysis f the lodding of 1ls regression coefficient on this

farst factor was over .50 on averdge across dilemmay Five of the

adjectives, Pleasant. Soft, Warm, Friendly. and Easy To Get Along Wik,
met this criterion dand were retdined for furthes anelysis Table

shows the factor loadings. and Table 1A shows the dverage Jouding pk the
\ ——— i
factors across all eight charaecters.

—_—

5



L 4

Moral Reasoning Patterns

45

»

TABLE 1. VARIMA» FACTOR LdADINGS FOR EACH OF THE EIGHT CHARACTER

EMPATHY SCALES ON THE TWO MAIN CHARACTERS IN EACH DILEMMA

ESCAPED PRISONER THE DOCTOR
. J. 1. oML RUTH - DR
ETRT .35880 .13422 . 26593 . 26608
PLEAS *.50944 * 57293 * 51165 * 69790
COMM .098849 L1590 .717293 .08531
SOFT + *.44699 *. 76428 " 4. .05190 * 82531
comp .37133 .19311 .71207 39932
WARM  *.B2412 * 85716 - 2~ .46898 *.84298 '
FRIEND *.82390 * 78241 * 56032 * 84799
FIGAW * 65344 % 62583 2 gp722 * 74987
’ *
8L OO0 TYPE - THE ROBBERY
ANNE - JoW.  GATHY Me B
EiRT 12899 —14967 34481 .37499
PLEAS  *.34097 * 45554 % 79729 * §2548
COMM .36217 -.0126b . 12900 .68309
_SBFT % 66293 * 49895 479145 * 656986
CoMP 21945 .34719 .09814 .65977
WARM  * B3886 * 70782 * 81931 * 92796
FRIEND *.90733 2.72720 =& 73686 * 90771
ETGAW * 68186 *.79407 * 69533 *_§6999
00 = Jdwm ihomsson ETRT = Edasy To Relate To
M J. = Mike Jones - PLEAS = Pleasant
J W. =z Jack Wilson (OMM = Committed
Mr B.: Mr. Brown SOFT = Soft
COMP = Competent
WARM = Warm
FRIEND = Friendly
ETGAW = tasy To Get Along With

*Retained for further analysis.
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*Retained for further analvsis

TABLE 1A.
Average Loading

ETPT 2529
PLEAT * 5889
COMM .2848
SOFT *.5760
COMP 3750
WARM 4 7859
FRIEND «['7873
E TGAW * . 7097

e . _
ETRT - = Eusy 1o Relate To
_PLEES = Pleasant
COMM = Committed
SOFT = Soft
WARM = Warm
FRIEND = Friendly “
ETGAW = Easy To Get Along With

Moral Reason:ng Patterns

AVERAGE (OF THE VARIMA™ FACTOR LOADINGY ACROgS DILEMMAS

&

4 [3)
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for all of tM eight characters. over 80 percent of the variance was
daccounted for by this first factor. The character empathy scores for
each subjlect were constructed by summing the ratings on these five
adjectives for the two characters of each dilemma.

Moral orientation was treated as a blocking variable, the levels
ranging from 1 (Jjustice), 2 (mixed)., to 3 (care). Sinceonly 10
indaviduals (five femdles and five males) fell into the ‘mixed’
justice/care category. this category was dropped from the ANOVA
analyses. Also, an inter-rater reliability correlation was carried out
on the Meral orientation scores, and was found to be .80.

Responses on the gﬁrsonﬁi empathy questionnaire were blocked into
high and lowllby using the median of all scores on personal empathy
{Medran = 20} a5 the cPt=0ff point and coding all responses at or above
the median “high’ and\all responses below the median ‘1qf;f *forty=511
ot  the—individudals were 1n the high category: the rz;a1n1ng 50
individuals fell into the low category.

The Perspective-Taking Questionnaire (PTQY was treated as a4
cont inuous variable, with responses rdated on an nterval scale from |
{observer response, or least empathy) to 2 ('empathy for one character’')
to 3 (‘empathy for more than one character’'). Possible total score
ranges were from 4 to 12 (summed across the four dilemmas) for each
subject. Of the total of 384 responses givenﬂto the PTQ. 18 were in the
4 {"other') category. These 18 responses were not included 1n the above
scale, but were treated as missing values and replaced with the mean of

the other responses given by that individual on the PTQ.
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Finally, a Pearson correlation was carried out to determine the
relati1on between the two specific empathy measures, the P1Q and the
character rating scales. Correlations were obtained for each dilemma
type separately. The correlation of#the two measures for the Kohlberg

.dilemmas was .04 end the correlation for the Eisenberg dilemmas .10.
Neither of these correlaf10ns was significant (p - .05, indicating that

the two measures were not related. Thus they are dnalvsed separately

below. f\\

Iests of Hypotheses 1 to 4: Character Rating S¢ales and F1¢

Two four-way ANOVAs. Sex (2) x Condition (3) x Persond! Empathy ()
x D1lemmg Type {2). and Sex (2} x_Condition (3) x Moral Orientation (2)
X leémma Type (2), were carried out on the character rating scales. &
similar set of ANOVAs were carried out on the P1Q.

LR

The results from the ANOVAs can be summarized brietly a4 follows.
For the character rating scales there was ¢ main effect of Condition, g
well as an nteraction of Condition x Persona! Empathy dand an
interaction of Condition x Dilemma Type. Results from the PIQ vielded
no main effects, althqggh there was a Persongl Eéﬁathy ¥ Sex x Condition
interaction, as well as a Personal Empathy x Dilemns Type interaction.
There were no other main effects or nteractions found for erther the
character rating scales or the PT(. These resulty ure described below
in detail according to order of the hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1. Main Effect of Condition on Chdracter Empathy And

.

-

w
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Perspective-Taking. There was 4 main effect of Condition found for
character empathy., F (2,84} = 3.39, p - .05. Character empathy was
highest in, the subjective condition and lowest in the objective
condition (Ms = 97.14, 92.03, and 87.66, respectivelyj. The difference
between the subjective and objecfive condition meéns was significant by
@ Newman-Keuls analysis:; the difference between the neutral and
objective means was not significant. = There was also a significant
Condition x Dilemma Type interaction, P (2,74} = 6.28, p <« .01.
Follow-up simple effects ANOVAs indicated that the only significant
difference between dilemma types was in thE neutral conditién. The
Kohlberg dilemmas elicited more character empathy than did the Eisenberg
dilemmas (Ms = 94.78 and 89.28, respectively), F (1,31) = 11.67, p < .Qj

—
Table 2 provides a summary of the means. N

[

T4
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TABLE 2. SUMMARY OF MEANS FOR CONDITION BY DILEMMA TYPE INTERACTION
ON CHARACTER RATING SCALES

DILEMMA TYPE

I
KOHLBERG EISENBERG TOTAL

CONDITION

Subject ive 95.72 98.92 97,32 .
Neutral ‘ 94.88 v 89.58 92 .23 ¥

Object ive 87.50 90. 26 88 .88

% 92.70 92.9¢

Na
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There was no main effect of condition found for perspective-taking.
’ &y

ﬁygggnéglg 2- An Interaction of Sex By Condition On Character Empathy
And Perspective-Taking. There was little support for this hypothesis.
[here was no effect of sex x ceg‘ition for charactér empathy, whereas
there was a Personal Empathy x Sex x Condition three-way interaction for
perspective-taking, F (2,83} = 3.31, p - .05. However. the pattern is
complex and difficult to interpret. Furthermore, a Dunn's test for
multiple comparisons yielded no significant differences among these
means , suggestiﬁ§ these differences were very weak. Table 3 provides a

summary of the means.
y 1



TABLE 3.
SUB 3
NEUT ¢
oBJ 3

1

B Moral Reasoning Patterns

.

SUMMARY: OF UNWEIGHTED MEANS FOR SEx BY CONDITION BY
PERSONAL EMPATHY INTERACTION ON THE PTQ
s AMEANS
MALES "i"’-ﬁ FEMALES
H1 LG HI Lo
%7
08161 3.55(10} 3.36(11 ) 3.0(5)
03 1.21 1.35 1.21
83131 4.31413) 3.38(12) 3.0(8)
¥
24 1.06 1.57 73
L6304, ;.’5«11» 3.45(10) 31716
/i
.24 .87 1,04 1.39

~Cell sizes are in parentheses; Standard Deviations

are printed below each mean.

52
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Hypothesis 3. An Interaction of Personal Empathy By Condition For
Character mEmpathy And Perspective-Taking. A significant Condition x
Personal Embathy interaction was found fog character empathy, F (2.84) =
4.06, p - .05. The pattern of the interaction was in the direction
predicted by the hypothesis. High empathy individuals gave highest
chdracter ratings 1in the subjective condition, moderate ratings in the
neutral condition, and lowest ratings in the objective condition (M =
104.7, 94.23, and 89.07, respecf1veiy). )A follow-up simple effects
ANOVA indicated that the differences were significant, é (2,43) = 7.26;ﬁ
g - .0L. Low empathic individuals responded with a lower amount of
character empathy, as noted, and did not differ across conditions, F
(2.874 = .77, p » .05, (Ms = 88.53, 90.09, and 86.56, respectively).

Figure 3 shows this interaction.

s€(

e
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Although a Personal Empathy x Condition 1interaction was not found
for perspective-taking, there was o Personal Empathy x Dilemma Type

interaction. F (1.83) = 8.26, p < .01. High empathy individuals were

y i
- s1gnificantly more Tikely to take the position of the chardcter(s) on

the Eisenberg di1lemmas ds opposed to the Kohlberg dilemmds (M = 3.57 and
3.00. respectively, possible scores ranged from 2 to €). A follow-up
ANOVA 1indicated that this difference was significant, F (1,45%) = 11.29,
p + .01. Llow empathy individuals did not significantiy difter across

dilemmna types n a follow-up test. Table 4 provides a summary of .he

medans .
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TABLE 4. SUMVARY OF MEANS FOR PERSONAL EMPATHY BY DILEMMA TYPE
INTERACTION ON THE PTQ

PERSONAL EMPATHY

\‘.\7 &
Hl 1 LOW TTAL
KOHLBERG 3.00 3.32 3.16
EISENBERG 357 3.19 .38
3.28 3,25
€

o8
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Hypothesi; 4. An Interaction Of Justice/Care Orientation By Rondition
For Character Empathy And Perspective-Taking. There was no support for
this hypothesis. There were no main effects or interactions involving
Justice/care-orientation for either character empathy or

perspective-taking 1n the ANOVAs described.

The Effects Of Sex, Empathy. And Condition On Moral Reasoning

Hypotheses 5 to 7 deal with the effects of sex., empathy. and condition
on the Information-Seeking Questionnaire (IS) and- the Judgment
Questionnaire {JQ). Five categories of the JQ were analysed, Normative,
Perfectiontsm, Fairness. Utilitarian, and Feelings: the ‘Filler’
consideration was dropped from analysis since it did not constitute a

)
meaningful element consideration. A Condition (3) x Sex {2} x D1lemma

=¥

Type (2) MANOVA was' carried out on the five information-seek ing

considerations, 45 well as a parallel MANOVA on the Yive judgment

|
!
!
!

ﬁ
The results from the MANOVAS can be summarized briefly 34 follows.

consideratons retained for analysis.

There was no main effect of Condition for either 1nf0rmat10n=skek1ng or
Judgment considerations. There was however a main effect of‘Personai
Empathy for both information-seeking and judgment considerations. There
was a main effect of Sex for 1information-seeking, but not for Judgment
considerations. There was a main effect of Dilemma Type for both
informat1on-seek1ng and judgment considerations. There were no other

main effects or interactions found for either information-seeking or
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judgment considerations on the MANOVAS.

Several ANOVAs were carried out n order to test the Specif s
hypothesized effects of personal empathy, sex. and dilemms type. on
patterns of information type or judgment consideration type responding
fFor information type. ‘ihe scores from particular rights and genefgﬂ
rights considerations were added together. and scores from particylbar
consequences and™ general consequences consigerations were added
together. 7

& Condition (3) x Sex (2} x Dslemma Type (2) Enfar@ctaon Type ()
ANOVA was carried out to specifically test the condition by informat son
type interaction predicted 1n hypothesis &, The results of this
analysis ndicated _that there was no interaction of Condition By
Information Type. , © -

A Personal Empathy (2) x Sex (2) x Uslemma Twpe () x Informet ion
Type (Z) ANOVA was carried out to test righte ve  consequences

considerations as specified by hypotheses & to B.  In vrief cummary, the

-

significant results from this analysis were a marn effect of sed. g mere

I

effect of ditemma type. and an inggzgctﬁan of grlemme Lype by
information type. Finally, an ANOVA with Personal Empathy 12) 5 Ses (2
1 Dilemma Type {2) was carried out specifically on contest
informat ion-seek1ng considerations only The results f}oa this énalyens
indicated the;e’ were no signifacant  effects  of  Context
informat ion-seek 1ng. ’

" ‘“ ’ “
For judgment consideration type. the scores from normalive @00

fairness considerations were added togelher, and scores from wlilitér sen

i

= o

)
® o
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anid  teelings considerdtions were dadded together. Then a Personal
Empathy {2} x  Sex {1 x Dyiemma Type t23 x Judgment Consideration Type
{¢) wat corried out te test nermative/fairness considerations vs.
ut1i1tarran/feelings considerat1oms as specified by hypotheses 6 to 8.
bivobraef, this dndlysis vielged ¢ mawn effect of Personal Empathy, o
mairs  effect of Dilenma Type. o main effect efﬁ Judgment Consideration

Type, ond an  interdaction of Dilemms Type by Consideration Type. Al

resulls gre reported below 1n order of the hypotheses.

Hypothests 5. Eftects of Condition For Information-Seeking And For
Judgment Considerations. There was no support for these hypotheses.
There wis no  effect of condition for either the informaton-seeking
considerations  or the judgment constderations 1n the overall MANOVAs,
npr  any interactions with condition, Moreover., none of the five

specific infermetion-seeking or  judgment consideratsonsy showed any

condirlion effects 1 univariate ANOVAS

Hypothesiy b Eftects Of Personal Etmpathy On Information-Seeking And On
Juggment Considerations. A main  effect of personal empathy was found
for toth 1nformatton-seeking and for judgment considerations ds
hypothesvkzedi For wnformetion  seeking. there was ¢ significant main
effect of empathy, F (1.90}) = 13.0l. p - .06l. There was a similar
significant mawn effect of empathy for Judgmed‘t éonsxderatmns. F (1.90)
s 1.857,p ¢ B1. The direction was in that predicted by the hypothesis
for both infor=aation-seeking and judgment consrdegft‘igcns, High empathic

Y
dividuals requested significantly more information than did low

©
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empathic indiwvidudls {(Ms = 450 and 3.23. respectivelyl. Also, high
empathic individuals endorsed more judgment considerations than did low
émpath:c individuals (Ms = 15.17 and 12.77. respectivelyi.

Thare were no $ignificant interactions for information-seek ing
considerat ions. However, there was d Persondl Empathy x 0vlemma Tvpe
interaction for judgment considerations. £ {1,920} - 5.67. p « .05. High
empathic 1ndividuals endor sed significantly more considerations on the
ﬁoh]berg dilemmas than on the [ivenberg drlemmas My = 10.2]1 and Q.Sb.
respectively). However, low empathic sndividudls demonstrated no eftect
of dilemma bype {Ms = B.00 dand 7.27. respectively). higure 3 provides 4

graph of the nteraction.

Ryl
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There was also a4 predtcted 1nteract1§h< of  empathy by
informat ion-seeking type. More consequenc2 nformation than rights
information would be sought by high empathic 1ndividudls for the IS.
Low empathic ndividuals would demonstrate o focus on righte
information. Further, 1t was predicted that ﬁore ut1lttarraniteelimgy
considerations would be endorsed by high empathic individuals for the
Jq. while low empathic individusis  would demonstrate a
normative/fairness focus. Results from the four-way ANOVAs (described
above) showed that there was noc support for tmsﬁ part of hypothesis b

there were no  significant informat ion type x personal  empathy

interactions.

Hypothesis 7. Effects ©Of Sex For Infurmdation-Seeking And Judgment

Consideration. dhere was ¢ mawn effect of sex for nformation-seeking

but not for judgment  consideration. On the Informetion-Seeking

questionnaire (1S}, there was a muin effect of sex. f (1.?0» = 7.bl, p o

.05. Women were sagn1f1cantl§' more Tikely ther men tu fequest

information on all of these “consrderataons. Table & provaides 'ﬁuifmdry
\

of the means for the IS5, and Table b provides ¢ Summary o! the meons tor

the JQ.
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TABLE 5. SUMMARY OF MEANS FOR THE MAIN EFFECT OF SEX
FOR THE IS CONSIDERATIONS.
MALES FEMQLES TOTALS

KOHLBERG »
DILEMMAS ]
GENERAL * g5 1,32 1.08
RIGHTS
PARTICULAR RTS 1.29 1.47 1.38
PARTICULAR *1.10 *1.51 1.39
CONSEQUENCES .4
GENERAL .56 51 .54
CONSEQUENCES
CONTEXT .81 .74 77
TOTALS 92 1.11
EISENBERG
DILEMMAS
GENERAL RTS .48 74 .61
PARTICULAR + 58 x 94 76
RIGHTS
PARTICULAR *1.23 %1.55 1.39’
CONSEQUENCES
GENERAL .63 .83 .73
CONSEQUENCES
CONTEXT 52 .68 .60
TOTALS .69 .95
GRAND MEANS .81

1.03

*Significant at p « .05
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TABLE 6. SUMMARY OF MEANS FOR SEx FOR THE JQ CONSIDERATIONS.

MALES FEMALES TOTALS

KOHLBERG &

DILEMMAS

FAIRNESS 5.46 .50 548

PERFECTIONISM 3.98 4.60 L

UTILITARIAN 4.02 g 4.55

NORMATIVE 3.65 4.00 3.82 ‘
—

FEELINGS 4.40 4.50 4.45 -

TOTALS 4.3 474

EISENBERG =

DILEMMAS .

FAIRNESS 4.35 .33 1.34 .

PERFECTIONISM 3.9 a.44 4.20

UTILITARIAN 4.47 .94 .68

NORMATIVE 2.13 .2 KT

FEELINGS . 4.2 3.88 1,54 -

TOTALSS 3.81 3.0

GRAND MEANS 4.06 4.48
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Within this hypothesis there was the prediction that there would be
an interdction of information-seeking type by sex as well as an
interactyon of judgment consideration type by sex. There was no support
for this ‘part of the hypothesi1s 1n the Sex x Empathy x Dilemma Type x
Consideration Type ANOVAs. There were no interactions with sex in these
analyses for either information-seeking or judgment considerations.

In order to examine the %ontext’ consideratron, an ANOVA with
Personal Empathy (2) x Sex (2) x Dilemma Type (2) was carried out.
There were no main effects or interactions, ndicating that this

category did not vary significantly by sex, empathy level. or dilemma

type.

i

Hypothesis 8. A Mawn Effect OFf Dilemma Type For Information-Seeking And
Judgment Considerations. There>was a main effect of dilemma type for
both 1nf0rmat10naseek;ng and Jjudgment considerations. The ANOVA for
informat 1on-seek ing used to test this (see above) vielded a main effect
of Dilemma Type. F (1.92) = 14.32, p - .001. Significantly more
intormation was sought for the Kohlberg dilemmas than four the Eisenberg
dilemmas (Ms = 2.15 and 1.74, respectively). A main effect of Dilemma
Type was also found for judgment considerztion type, F 11,92) = 26655. e}

.001. Significantly more considerations were endorsed for the ‘
Kohlberg dilemmas than for the Eisenberg dilemmas (Ms = 9.15 and 7.94,
respectively). .

The Dilemna Type main effect for information-seeking was qualified

by the predicted Information Type x Dilemma Type interaction, F {1,92) =



=l
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64.24, p - .001. Significantiy more rights 1nformation was requested
for the Kohlberg dilemmas than for the Eisenberg dilemmas (Ms = .46 and

1.37. respectively}. However, there was no significant effect betweern

H

dilemma type and consequence Information Sought (Ms 1.84 und 2. 17,

respectivelyl. Figure 5 shows this interaction.
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Fo% the JQ there was a main effect of normative/tairness v
ut1litarian/feelangs type of consideration sought. F {1.92) = 10 03, g -
.01. Signmificantly more utilitarian/teelings considerations than
normative/fairness considerations were sought overall (ﬁs = 9.11 and
7.98. respectively). This main effect was qualified by the predicted
Judgment Consideration Type x Dilemms Type., F (1.92) = £1.45, p « .001.
Significantly more normativéifairness considerations were endorsed for
the Kohlberg dilemmas than for the Ersenberg dilemmds (Ms = 9.30 and
6.67, respectively}. However. there was no difterence dcrosy dilemm
typ% on tﬁ% utilitarian/feelings considerations (Mg = 900 and 9. 27,

respectugely)y &fagure & provides a graph bf the interaction,

4

»
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Y
<. Relationships Among Pregicfor Vygrigbles. A correiation matrix ot the
predictors was obta*ned in order to determine the relationshipy that the

» predictors had to each other. Table 7 provides d summary ot the

correlations, medans, and standard deviations for each predictor
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TABLE 7. SUMMARY GF CORRELATION MATRIX FOR PREDICTORS

Predictor **Mean D Pegré;‘éni Correlations

" Sex Uéond Moral Pers. Char. Char. PIQ PTQ -

Y Orien Emp Emp(k) EmptE} (K) (E)
Sex -~ .00 .18 *-.43 11 -.14 .03 -.02
Condit ron -- .07 01 *-.30 *-.31 .09 -
Moral 1.81 .93 - 3 12 12 .1 .08
Orient . i
Personal 19.57 11.89 ‘ -~ ®* 30 *.36 -.11 .06
Empathy
Chearacter 92.34 12.41 .- <= .85 --
Empathy (Kohlberg Dilemmas) -
Character 92.21 13.10 - -- -.0t
Empathy(tisenberg D1 iemnas)
PTQ 3.16 1.9% - -=
{Kohlberg Dy lemmas ) A I .
P10 3.38 1.90 -

{Eisenberg Dy lemmas )

* - Significant ot p + .05
** - N of subjects equals %%
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The correlations of the predictor varisbles were generally ao
expected. Sexr correlated with moral orientalion. potat-viserial ¢ .
-18. p ¢ .05 using a one-tarled test. indicating that men were more
tikely to be JUStiCé=GF%CntE; and  wOmeEn were more ﬂnée%y to be cafe -
oriented. Sex was also correidted with personal empathy. point-baserial
£ = .43, p ¢ .05, wndicating that vomen were more iikely to be higher in
personal empdathy than were men. Personal empathy was ppsitivels
correlated with cheracter emoa!:n:m £ - 3. p - 0% om the hohlberg
dilemmas end £ = .36. p - .05 on the Erienterg drlemmas. indicating that
tnduviduels high n personal empethy were more lrkely to em@atnngé unt%
the cheracters and indigidudls low i1 persconal empethy were lesc lrikely
to empathise with the chdrecters n each dilemma twpe Condition son o
1 te 3 scabey was correlated with cnar:éter empathy, £ - - 30, D T3
cn the Kcniberg hdﬂﬁeu-as ard £ = - 31, p « 0% orn the Cicenverg
drlemmas, rndicating that wndiveduels o the oubjective ceaditien eere
more Itkely to empathise with the cheructers in eech &vlemma and
radividuels 1o the objective condirtion were lect hikely To empathice
with the characters. The PIQ did mot <ugnificantly cotrelate with any
of the predrctors inciuding the charecter rating scales. wngrcaling that

this medasure was not related to apy of the other measures

Specrfic Moral Regsoning Byootneses Baseq @n (Juergll Mggel  The moded
used (Frgure 1) was proposed fer trRrs studw. ane therefore wid
eaploratare wa  nature. To maxwmize the amount ot exploratery

winformetton this study could provide. aoll of the predictors were
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TABLE 8. CORRELATION MATRICES FOR THE KOWLBERG AND EISENBERG DILEMMAS

FOR THE IS “
XOHLBERG
GEN RTS  PART RIS PART CONS  GEN CONS  CONTEaI
L MORAL *-.21 06 .03 02 .01
ORIEN
- PERS *_.32 s 18 * 48 ’ io 0y
EMP g
COND 03 .09 42 01 U
SEX  *- .26 218 s.. 27 04 i3
PIG - S 12 16 ik} 04
- CHAR 07 04 .17 07 Y
RATE
EISENBERG I
GEN PTS PART 215 PA{?'E cons BEN CONG CONTE =T
MORAL 07 .01 -0 ! 0y
" ORIEN
'oERS * 19 sy m i1 o
EMF |
COND .00 Y & 0 ) i |
. .
SEx *-. 21 24 .02 18 10 v
H V
PTg .10 s 22 14 - O - G
A\
CRAR 0@ + 25 | 18 - 0
RATE
“Si'gm’ {é&ﬂt at g - .05 L ;7A“ T -
. L4 . L}f‘}
. .
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TABLE 9. CORRELATION MATRICES FOR THE KOHLBERG AND EISENBERG DILEMMAS

FOR THE JQ
KOHLBERG
FAIR PERF uTIL NORM FEEL
MORAL -.0! -.09 00 s .17 T
ORIEN
PERS  *.30 . 24 s 4p ~. 22 20
EMP
CONG - .10 - 06 -1t . 14 T
%y -.01 - 16 s 78 -.07 - .02
PG .00 .01 .10 .00 -.04
CHAR .13 .18 13 11 10
PATE
»kg.‘l
EISENBERG
FAIR PERE uTiL NORM FEEL.
MORAL - .08 13 -0 N2 - Ob
ORIEN
PERS 16 s 22 ' e *.zz\\\ " 28
EMP ‘ . .
COND .04 0r -1z 218 - 12
e .01 -1 .13 .10 =16
PIg 02 s 26 .06 -0 -.05
CHAR .14 a6 @30 e * 34
" ORATE 4"'

*Significant aft p + .05 M ] .
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Moral orientation (3 levelsi: condition (3 levelvy, persongl
empathy. character empathy, and perspective-tahing, were lreoted o
continuous varilables for a1l regression dnalyses. The 10 'mixed’
Justaééfcare scores were ret;\ned 85 2'%. so that the morgl wryentaton
scores ranged from 1 to 3. As noted., the actual score, for pervungatl
empathy were used. 95 opposed to the personal empathy blockinyg level.
used for the MANOVAS and ANOVAs. Sex was the only dichotumous variable.
The two questronnaires assessing moral redsoning  were  the
Information-Seek ing Questionnaire and the Judgment Questicnnaire.

In order to test the suggested model ﬁanure 1) the predictors tur
morgl reasoning were entered into ﬁ;e?;fihléd3 regressions o Lwo
distinct sets. The two character eéﬁuthy meosSures ot the charactler
rating scaies and the P10 (mediating variabile set) were entered together
vefore condition, morgi orientation, persorial empathv, undi'sex
{predictor wariable set) in one group gf dmalyses. Entering the empatiiy
measures first meant that empathy could be examined av o mediator for
moral reasoning. Specificelly, 1f empathy wet o medidtor. 40 suggested
by the model (Figure .}, then these empathy measures would be expéctey
to account for most of the contribution to the model 1t entered first in
the hierarchy. However, 1f the empathy measures were aot acting ¢¢
mediators. wthey would operate as predictor var:ableae In order to
examine thi?. the or§er of entry of the two variable sets was rever&gd
1n‘a second group of analyses. For both groups of analyses. within the
predictor and mediating vartable sets order of entry of the vartables

was unspecified.



Moral Reasoning Patterns

77

_'The analyses that will be reported 1n detai} are those where the
hypothesized mediating vartable set was entered prior to the predictor
set. The differences between the results for the orders of entry will
be described for each analy51s»b

The following sections will first contawn a breakdown of the
predictors ond empathy measures contributing to each of the five IS
considerations  for tﬁe Kohlberg dilemmas aad for the five 1[5
considerations for the Eisenberg dilemmas. Them a similar breakdown
will be presented for edach of the five JQ consigerations for the
Kohlberg dilemmas and the five JQ considerations for the Eisenberg
. dilemmas. Due to the expiorator? nature of the hypothesized model n
Figure 1, alﬁ‘ibreductors were reported f they were significant
contributors to the model, even i the‘overal1 equat1on was 1tself

non-s1gnificant . !

.

The variables  1n the mediating set did not have any effect on 15
considerations for the Kohlberg dilemmas. Table 10 shows a summary of
the contribution of each predictor to each of the information-seeking
considerations for the Kohlberg dilemmas, when the mediating variable

.

set was entered first.



TABLE 10. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT PREDICTORS
WITH THE MEDIATOR VARIABLE SEY ENTERED

Moral Reasoning Putterns

ON EACH IS CONSIDERATION
FIRST, FOLLOWED BY

THE PREDICTOR VARIABLE SET
KOHLBERG DILEMMAS

Consideration Contribut ing Beta OF  *F-Value . Cumulative

|hPredictors Var 1ahce
GENERAL RTS Personal Empathy .31301 1.91 8 4l - 1y

Moral Orientation -.21450 1.90 4.6d 13

Sex -.22339  1.89 4.10 iH
PARTICULAR RTS None
PARTICULAR Personal Empathy .434049 1.91 21 vl o3
‘CONSEQUENCES ‘
GENERAL None
CONSEQUENCES »
CONTEXT None ¢

EISENBERG

GENERAL RT- Norie
PARTICULAQ RTS Character Empathy 250454 1,93 6.3 b
PARTIﬁULAR Character Empathy 21073 1.93 4.3¢2 4
CONSEQUENCES Personal Empathy 33539 1.91 10.84 16
GENERAL Moral Orientation 22350 1,91 4.8b U
CONSEQUENC
CONTEXT None

*A1l values listed arefsignlfxcant a£¥§':7:05

N
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General rights considerations for the Kohlberg dilemmas were
sigmficantly predicted by personal empathy, moral orientatton, and sex.
The cverall model was significant, F (6,87) = 3.24, with 18 percent of
the variance accounte& for, ndicating that the contributing predictors

signlficantiy affected responses on these considerations. Specifically,

©

level of personal empathy positively predicted general rights
cens1deratﬁons.»F (1.91) = 8.90, p © .05, indicating that persons high
in  empathy requested more general rights considerations than did low
empathic 1ndividuals. Moral orientation negatively predjéted general
rights considerations, F (1,90} = 4.63, p < .05, ind1cat1hg that
Justice-oriented ndividuals were more likely to request information
sbout general rights than were care-oriented individuals. Sex predicted
generyl rights considerations, F (1,91) = 4.12. p - .05. indicating that
women were more likely than men to request géneral rights information.

Regardless of the order of entry of the two vdriable sets. the same

varigbles remained significant.

3 '
Part rcular consequences considerations for the Kohiberg diJemmas

Q

were positively predicted by personal empathy. | The overall mode 1 was

signifrcant, F (3.91) = 9.04, p « .05, with 23 percent of thﬁman’%e

dccounted for. Personal empathy was the only siygnificant predttor, F
. v ooe

A

(1.91) = 21.07, indicating -that ndividuals-high 1n empathy were more

likely to requesf particular eonsaquencés information than were
) &

individuals low in personal empathy, as expected. There was no
difference 1n these results wﬁen order of entry waL inverted for the two
: ) | , -

sets. e o

K
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<
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There were no significant prediciors either for genersl consequence
or confext considerations, regardless of the order ot entry of the
predictors. This indicates that the predictors did not significantly
affect the amount of information sought on any of these considerations.
There were no  significant  predictors tor particular  rights
considerations when the medirating wvuriables were entered farot.

Hawévér. when the predicting wvarisble set was entered first o

Csignificant effect of sex was found. [ (1.93} = 5.87, p- .05 Women

were more likely than men to request particuler righty information.
This dependence on order indicates that a weak overdll cex effect wds

reduced to non-significance by entering the mediating variablies first.
P

1% Considerations: fisenberg [1lemmgs

. %
The mediating variable set did have an  effect on mural reasvoning

for two out of the five IS considerations for the Eisenberg dJdilemmas
See Tabie 10 for a summary of the contribution of each predictor tu esch
of the \nfofmatxon~seek1ng " tonsiderations tor the Eisenberg oilemmas .
when the mediating variable set was entered first.

Particular rights considerations for the Eisenberg dilemmas were
predicted by cha?acter empathy. The overall model CwdS sagﬁtfacunt. F
{1.93y = 6.23. with & percent of the variance accounted tur
Specifically, character empathy was a positive predictor of partxcu?aﬁ
rights, F (1.93) =43, p ¢ .05, indicating that the more positively
individuals ragfd the dilemma chardgters the more they' requested

particular rights information about the characters.
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When the predictor variable set was entered first, character
empathy was still a significant predictor. but n addition to that there
was an effect of sex, F (1.93) = 4.32, p «‘,05. This indicates that the
effect of ch;racter empathy was robust. but that the effect of sex was
wedk , and dependent on order of entry.

For particular consequences consider#ions for the Eisenberg
dilemmas, chdracter empathy dand personal empathy were significant
predictors. The overall model was significant, F {3.91) = 5.67, with 16
percent of the var1ance;écébunted for. Character empathy was a positive
predictor, F (1.93) = 4.32. p « 005? indicating that individuals who
rated the dilemma characters more positively were more likely to request
particular consequences information than were ndividuals who di1d not
rate the dilemma characters positively. Personal empathy was a positive
predactor, F {1.91) = 10.84, g-- .05, indicating that individuals high
in personal empathy were moré Tikely to request partagq}ér consequences
information than weré tow empathi; individuals, as expected;

Order of entry did atfect these patterns. Nhen‘the predictor set
of wvariables was entered tirst, the effect of character empathy was

lost.  This indicates that the effect of personal empathy was partly

[

mediated by character empathy differences.
for general consequences considerations for the Eisenberg dilemmas,

moral orientation was a significant predictor, although the overali

- model was not significant. Moral orientation was a positive predictor,

F (1,91) = 4.86, p < .05, with 7 percent of the variance accounted for,

indicating that care-oriented ‘1nd1v1duais tended to request general

&

RN

.
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consequences information more than justice-oriented i1ndividuals. Ordes
of entry of the two sets of predictors did not affect these patterns.
Generai rights and context considerations were not cigmiticantly
predicted by any of the variables, regardiess of order ot entry of the
two sets of predictor variables. This indicdates that the predictors did
not influence the amount of nvormation requested on either ot thewe
considerations. and that these patterns were not affected by order of

entry of the predictor sets.

~ J0 Congiderations: Kohlberg Dilemmgs

The mediating variable set did not hdve g significant ettect on any
of the judgment considerations for the kohlberg dilemmes  lable )
provides a summary of the contribution of edch predictor te wach of the
<judgment considerations for »the Kohlberg dilemmas . Qhen the medigt ing

vdariable set was entered first.”

k2
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TABLE 11 SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT PREDICTORS ON EACH JQ CONSIDERATION
WITH THE MEDIATOR VARIABLE SET ENTERED FIRST. FOLLOWED BY
- THE PREDICTOR VARIABLE SET

KOHLBERG DILEMMAS

COﬂSideratiéﬁ Contributing Beta DF  *F-Value ¢ Cumuiative
Predictors Variance
FAIRNESS Persond! Empathy .25657 1.9 6.13 18
PERFECTION None
UITLITARIAN Personal Empathy .35701 1,93 12.95 16
NORMATIVE Nome
FEELINGS None
EISENBERG
FAIRNESS None
PERFECTION PTG -.275%%  1.93 7.74 10
UTILITARIAN Character Empathy 30086 1.93 ~ 9.2 9
NORMATIVE . Character Empathy .21216 1.93 4.38 5
Moral Orientation -.256510 1,91 6.40 11
1.93 12.24 12

FEELINGS i - Character Empathy .34106

*All values listed significant at p - .05

't
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For faiwrness considerations, although the overall mode! was not
significant, personal empathy was 4 positive. signifscant predictor. ¢
{1,91) = 6.13. p ¢ .05. with 18 percent of the varsance aeeeuntedh’foi
This wndicates that high empathic ndividualy were more likely to
consider fairne€ss consSiderations important than were  low empathy
indtviduals. This pattern was rniot affected by order of entry of the two
prédictor sets.

For wutilitariun considerations personal empathy was o positive

- predictor. and the overall model was sxgﬁnﬂcant. £ {3.91) - Sbl.p-

.05, with 16 percent of the variance accounted for. Perconal empatbiyv
was significent . F (1,91} = 12.95. g - .05, indiceting Lhet high
empathic ndividuals were more hikely to constder wutilitarian
considerations amportant than were low empethy individuglis. Ths
pattern was not affected by order of entry of the two predictor sets

None of the predictors significantly influenced response patterns
for, feelings considerations. regardless of order of entry of the
predictor sets. This 1ndicates thdat the nredactori d41d not have o
significant effect on how 1ndividusls viewed these considerst ions

Ncnq 61‘ the predictors had an effect on perfectionism and normat sve
cons 1derat ions when the mediating vdrigbles were _ entered firut
However., when the predictor variables vere entered first there was o
significant effect of personal empathy for perfectionism considerations.
F {(1.,93) = 7.49. p +« .06. There was also ¢ significant effect of
personal empathy for normative considerations., F (1,93} = 14.94, p -

.05. High empathy 1individvals endorsed both consideration types more
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Slllc‘mgly, This indrcates that the medrating variebles partirally
absorbed the effect of personal empathy for perfectionism and

uti1litarian considerations on the Kohlberg dilemmas.

" JO Consigergtions: Elsenberg Dilenmas |

At least one of the variables 11n the medrating set had an éffect
for foir out of the five judgment considerations for the Er1senberg
Jdiiemmas. The PTQ‘idtated one consideration, end character empathy (as
measured by the cheracter rating scales) medrated three considerations.
See Table 1] for a summiry of the contribution of each predictor to each
of the Hjudgnent considerat ons for the Eisenberg dilemmas, when the
mediat ing var1ablf set wes entored first.

The P1Q predicted perfectionism conswefﬁ'isoms F {1.93)« 2.4, p

¢ .05. with 10 percent of the “vér%me sccounted for Eﬂﬂﬁw%di&_liiho
reported that they took the position of an observer when reading the
Eisenberg dslemmas were more likely to find the perfectlionism
cons iderdtions important then were indivigudls who reported taking Lhe
position of the character{s). Order of entry of he lvo sels of
g @drctors dvd not affect this patlern. )

For gtilitarran consrderations cheracler empathy wes & positive
predictor and the overall model wa@Ls1gmsfmanta F {1.93) « 9.26. with

16 percent of the .variance accounted for. Charactler empathy was

signifrcant, F (1,93} = 12,95, g « .05, indicat ing that the more empathy

was elicited towerds the tharacters the mr?a;ﬁpartanlqutﬂiurun

considerat 10ns became.
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Order of entry of the predictors did affect‘ tiﬁs pattern  When the
preévctor set of variables was entered first. cbarac‘ter empathy was
replaced by an effect of personal empathy. ¥ (1.93) ¢« ©.80. p « .ub
This indicates that character empathy medisted the ‘gfihects of persongl
empathy differences in the model. .

For normative consigerations. both chdracler empathy end morg!
orientation significaant ly contributed to the Geerall equ‘;uqng o391
= 3.77. p + .05, with i1 percent of the varsance dccounted r1ar
Cheracter empathy was a positive significant pregictosr.-¥ (1.93) . 4 3B,
g .C5. indrcating thel as empathy towards the chergcler ncreased the
more ymporlent normat tve considerstions became ” Morgt grsental sch was s
ﬂegalwé predictor, f (1.81) « & 46, p - 0%, Ww’uéimg that
Justice-vriented *meﬁwéua%z tenged o fong normal ive” cons tdes gl tons

b

more aportant (hen digecare-crienled tndiviguals

Although moral  orientalion remained sigattscant  pragnelos
regarcless of order of entry of the twd sels Of predoctit caviabiles.
charecter empilnhy drg nol. when the grediclor veriable seol wes cnlefod
firgl, personal empealhy repleced chac*aczeﬁ- exf alby @4 o Sont Cerd
predaclor, F 13,900 « 4.8, § 0 0% Th s wndscales That the effelly of

cersonel empalhy were seing wedigled by Charac ot endalh,
I

For feelings  conspderelaons.  Cheralled  €8fait, ILETFrLLteY

srgneficantiy o lhe fscaelﬁ, and ihe Guerelt acde) et sagtnfocgnt, f
o !

s . N . \\
€1.931 « J2.2¢. g \@5 wilh I0 percent of £he varnance acelnnled Bos

Character empalny wat 4 sognificant  gosntoce gredezicr. § 1.9y
~

J2.24, g ¢ 05, ndvceling thel the @cre engalhyjeds €l ilited Tomardn

- # ]
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¢
the characters the more important feelings considerations became. Order

of entry of the two sets of variables did not affect this pattern.
“None of the predictors sigmficantly affected fairness
considerations; regardless of order of entry of the variable sets. This

indicates that the predictors did -not influence responses on this

consideration.

P " [
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DISCUSSION »
Q‘\ .
¥ ﬂ“
Qverview ——-J ‘ o

&

The results of this study indicate that patterns of moral reasoning
‘are linked to individual differences ip empathy. Personal empathy, as
measured bx the Mehrabién~€pstein gg;?e {1972), was the chief predictor
variable 1n this research. The finding that personal empathy was
central to the moral reasoning process is consistent with aspects of
Rest's (1584) theory. Further, it\offers a po§sible mot 1ve component {o
cognitive moral theories such as that of kohlberg. It 1s suggested

based on<the—resylts of the current study that personal empathy may

]
[

offer one activating motive»“ for responding in a moral judgment
situation. Furthermore, sex differences jn.moral rééédning were largely

accounted for, or overshadowed by. variat%ons in individual differences

A\
+

in empathic processes. !

The findings from ‘tudy will fairst be summarized according to
the hypotheses. Then each of the predi Qﬂrs will be discussed in turn
in order of relationship to empathy processes and moral reasoning. The

- “ . »——’J*~
discussion concludes with a section on future research suggestions.
summary Of Hypetheses

—Hypoiheses 1 Jo 4: Empathy Measures. The predictions for hypotheses 1

and 3 were clearly supported for character empathy. There was a main

effect of condition as predicted in hypothesis 1, as well as an
]

interaction of personal empathy by condition as predicted in hypothesis
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3, on the character rating scales. The most empathy for characters was
elicited in the subjective condition, and the least empathy was eiicifed
in the objective condition. Furthermore. high empathic individuals gave
the highest character ratings in the subjective condition, and the
lowest character ratings in the objective condition. Low empathic
individual%, as predicted. did not differ according to condition. The
PTG offered the only support for hypothesis 2, which preqicted an
interaction of sex by condition. ’ﬁ;wever. the three-way 1né§:j}t10ﬂ for
perspect ive-taking which was found here was not a trustworthy finding
(see below for discussion). This suggests that there 1s no substantial
support for hypothesis 2 for either of the empathy measures. Hypothesis
4, that there would be an interaction of justice/care oraentdtugﬁ’Bv
condition. was not supported for the PTQ or the character rating scales.

Therefore. personal empathy-and cond1tjon had a significant effect
on character empathy. which supports hypotheses 1 and 3. However, for
the PTQ there wés no support far hypotheses rl. 3. or 4. and ohly

~

questionable support for hypothesis 2. ;

Hypotheses 5 Jo 8: Moral Regsoning Measures. Hypotheses & and 8 were
;upported for information-seeking and judgment considerations. Alsu,
the pattern of results for information-seeking and judgment
considerat vens was essentially the same for both hypotheses. There wds
a méin effect of personal empathy, as‘\predicted by hypothesis 6. High
empathic individuals requested more 1n}ormatlon and also endorsed more

judgment considerations than did low empathic individuals. There was

M

S
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also an interaﬂkion of personal empathy by dilemma fype for judgment
considerations only. High empathic ‘};é;viduals endorsed moré;
considerations for the Kohlberg dilemmas than for the Eisenberg
dile;;qs, whereas low empathic individuals did not differ by dilemma
type. \Hypo%hesis 8 predicted an interaction of dllemﬁa type by moral
consideration type for both information-seeking and  judgment
considé?ations. The interactions were in the direction ;;edicted, and
there was also a main effect of dilemma type for information-seeking and
judgmeng“ considerations. Significantly more sinformation was requested
and more judgment considerations were endorsed for the Kohlberg dilemmas
than for the Eisenberg dilemmas. Moreover, significantly more rights
information was sought and more normative/fairness consideréfions were
endorsed for the Kohlberg dilemmas than for the Eisenberg dilemmas.
There was-no significant difference between dilemma type for consequence
information or for utilitarian/feelings cd%siderations. 3
Hypothesis 7 predicted a'main effect of sex for information-seeking
and for judgment consideréfdons. wﬁﬁih was Supported only for
1ﬁformat10neseek1ngﬁ and was 1n the direction predicted. Home; were
significantly more likely tﬁ request information than were men.
However, the sex by information type predictions from hypothesis 7 were
not supported. Finally, there was no support for hypothesis 5, which
predicted main effects of condition for information-seeking and judgment
considerations, as well as condition by informagiPn tyqe‘interactions.

To summarize, personal empathy and dilemma type did have a

_significant effect on both of the —moral reasoning measures, which
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supports hypotheses 6_ and 8. Sex had a significant main effect on
¥ ) N
information-seeking but not on judgment considerations, which lends 7

partial support to hypothesis 7. Condition did /not have an effect on
ﬂi -
either sof the moral reasoning measures, which was contrary to the

\r
prediction made in hypothesis 5. e y

!

Contrabution 0f Individua’l Predigtors To Empathy And Moral Reasoning
Character Empathy. Character empathy waég related only to personal

/

empathy and condition among the predictor ;variabies. The expected sex

and moral orientation differences in character empathy did not appear.
q

Highly empathic individuals, regarL1ess of sex, responded more

empathically towards the charactérs in the dilemmas than did low

L |
empathic individuals. \

In general, character empathy was partially related to the process
of moral reasoqing n the altruistic dilemmas of Eisenberg, but not
those of Koh1bé‘§? Charactgr » empathy predicted several
information-seeking and judgment congiderat10ns. largely as a mediator
of hpersonai‘differences in empathy. It 1s noteworthy that all five
instances of predictions from chardcter empathy involved considerations
for the Etsenberg dilemmas and focused on specific information affecting
characters. This 1s n ccngrast to Rest's {1983) position that the
Kohiberg and Eisenberg dilemmas” do not assess different dimensions of,
moral reasoning. -

Specifically, for information-seeking., particular rights

information was predicted by character empathy on the Eisenberg
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&ilemmas. Thf greater the amount of character empathy that was
elicited, the more particular rights information was requested by the
individual. Algo, particular Eonseduences iﬁfbrmation was predicted by
. character empathy forv the Eigenberg dilemmss. Individuals who were
highly empathi¢ towards Ehe characters requested particular consequences
information more frequently than did those who were not empathising with
the characters. I

These findings make sense, since if an individual were empathising
with the c¢haracters, more particular rights and particular consequences
information which would directly concern the characters would plausibly
be sought. -

“ For judgment considerations, ché;acter empathy predicted normative,
feelings, and utilitarian considerati&ﬁs, For normative considerations,
as an ndividual's empathy for the characters increased, so did
" endorsement for normative considerations increase. This is the opposite
tov what was expected, since a focus on normgtive ‘cons1derati0ns
indicates a rule bound. %bjective viewpoint. The finding for character
empathy in this case is therefore difficult to interpret. The feelings
considéraiion was also predicted by character empathy for the Eisenberg
dilemmas. This 1s sensible, in that it would be expected that persons
whbﬁé;bathised with the characters in the Eisenberdgdiiemmas would also
be concerned with Eheir feelings. Utilitarian ‘considerations were
endorsed by those with higher lgvels of empafhy for the characters in

the Eisenberg dilemmas. Since empathy for the characters could be

considered a global concept and utilitarian considerations involve
o

b
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endorsing morally right actions ‘that benefit the greatest number of
. P

individuals 1nvolved', it 15 'likely that high character empathy could

lead to endorsement of this consideration. ,

&

Perspective Taking. Self-reported perspective-taking, as medasured by
the PTQ, did yield some results that were contrary to those expected. us

. ~
well as 1ndicating some differences betweer the Kohlberg and Eisenberg

ditemma typfs. In g;nera1, however, the scores from the PTQ were not
affected by condition manipulationss and sﬁawed i1ttle relationship to
. other variables. ‘ 3 .

The P10 was not related to Eéx. which is not consistent with
previous research (Pratt. Golding, and Kerig. in press). Pratt et al.
found that wdmen ﬁore often than men demonstrated higher empathy by
taking tﬁe position of the character(s) in the dilemmas, whereds this
was not obggrved in the present study. However. the difference between
the two studies may be explained by the fact that in the Pratt et al.
stLdy the PTQ was administered using an//}nterv1ey,format. whereas the
current study used a self-report questionnaire. It could be that the
questions asked on the sé1f~report measure were not clearly interpreted
by parf1cipants. Alternatively, ndividuals may hdve seifarepofted
themselves differently from the way they would have answered in an
interVyew= In any case, since the PTQ did not correlate with the other
empathy measures, 1in the self-report format used %er the present study,

it can not be considered an effective measure of empathy.

In terms of moral reasoning, the PTG was a significant predictor
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only for perfectionism judgment considerations on the Kohlberg dilemmas.
However, since the PTQ did not correlate with any of the other measures

.

this isolated effect cannot be discussed in any meaningful manner.

Conditign. The condition manipulation of dilemma vividness was
effective in differentially eliciting empathy for the characters in the
dilemmas. However, this“effect was mediated by the ngects of gersona?

empathy. As predicted, only high empathic individuals were affected by

.the: manipulation of vividness, and this was n the manner predicted.

LQ
Low empathic individuals demonstrated no effect of vividness. Although

condition did affect character empathy, it did not affect moral
reasoning, in the context of this study. This suggests that the
manipulations of empathy were simply too weak to have an effect on moral

L
i

reasoning patterns. _ _

Personal Empathy. Personal empathy on the Mehrabian-Epstein scale was
clearly related to sex. Women @ere much more Jéke1y to be highly
empathic than were men. High empathic females ngﬁgzred-ﬁé to 15 low
empathic females: high empathic males numbered 13 ‘to 34 low empathic
méAes: This finding is consistent with the E1senberg and Lennon (1983}
review that indicated that women report themse1ve§zm1gh in empathy more
often than do men. However; the present results argue that such
differences are more than simply a reporting artifact, in that higher

empathy individuals did resbond differentially to the characters in the

moral dilemmas, and reasoned differently about moral probiems.
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In terms of moral reasoning, personal empathy was a strong
predictor for a number of the informationvseek:ng aﬁd Jjudgment
considerations. As noted, personal empathy wa; strongly reVated to
characteF empathy, which g’ied as a mediator for its effects in several
cases.

Specifically. general rights information on the Kohlberg dilemmas
was predicted .by personal empathy. Highly empathic dndiv%duaIS
requestgy more general rights information than did “low empathic
individuals. These results for general rights are surprising. since
Gilligan (1982) would have pred1ct¢d that men would be most Tikely to
request general rights informaﬁ{onv If sex were replaced by personal
empathy, 1t would be expected that Ilow empathic individuals would
request  general rights information rather  than high empathic
individuals. Perhaps the current findings on this consideration are dge
to an unsureness abqutiynowledge of general legalistic 1ssues ;&ong the
high empathy individuals who sought more nformation o oh this
c0n51deratien;‘hawever,kkhis is speculative.

As noted., personal empathy prercted a focus on particulu}
consequences i#ormat ion for the E1seééérg dilemmas. and also predicted
a focus on particular consequences nformation for' the Kohlberg
dilemmas. The finding that high empathic individuals requested these

considerations more than did low empathic individuals 15 consistent with

the predictions of this study. It 15 also consistent with Gilligan's

(1982) hypothesis regarding sex differences, 1f sex 15 reéplaced by |

personal empathy. High empathy 1gdividuals would replace females, ané

ful
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- low empathy individuals would replace males.

For judgment considerations, $bth character empathy and personal
empathy predicted wutilitarian considerations. Individuals high in
personal empathy found this consideration more important than.did low
empathic ndividuals. Surprisingly, fairness considerations were also
pred1ctéﬁ by personal empathy, in that high empathy individuals found
this. consvder?yﬁon important on the Kohlberg dilemmas. This finding
does not seem to be consistent with ijﬁigén°s (1§82) hypothesis on sex
differences. Again, if sex were ;;blaced by empathy, high empathic
1ndividpa1s should have begn less concerned with a fairness‘focus on the
Kohlberg dilemmas: andvlow empathic iﬁdividuais more concerned with the

3y
fairness considerations.

A —

Moral Orientatsion. Moral orientation patterns in relation to sex were
examined independently of analyses. to make sure that the subject sample
used in the present study did not differ from other studies using this
‘age ‘range. Thé subject sample was comparable to that used in Pratt,
Golding, Hunter, and Sampson (1987), once moral orientation was
co%iapsed over stage level. In their second study., Pratt et al. found
that although unmarried men were more likely to be }ustice=oriented than—~
care-oriented, unmarried women were about evenly split between
orientations (1. e,; about 50% care-oriented and 507 justice oriented).
It wasn't until after the women had been married and had children that
an increase in care-orientation became evident in the Pratt et éieu :

(1987) data. & similar pattern was observed in the current study. The
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men’ in the current study were much more likely to be justice-oriented
than cére=orienteq,;:but the women ,were abéut evenly split n
orie&tation. In tge present study _pérticiﬁiﬁts were not asked about
their marital status, however it 1s unlikely due to their age that many
were married. -

Therefore, moral orientatisn doesn't appear 4o be as strang:y
sex-differentiated as claimed by Gilligan (1982). Moral orientation 15

a measure that seems to be mediated by factors such as marital status,

at least in women. Congruent with this, the correlation between sex and

B

i)

moral orientation, although consistent with previous research, s quite
weak .

Moral orientation. as measured by the Gilligan technique, was @
significant * prediétor of general  raights 1ﬁformationiseek1ng
considerations for the Kohlberg dilemmas, and of general g%nsequence
considerations on the Eisenberg dilemmas. Mordl orientation was also d
significant predictor of normative judgment con51derétlons for the
Eisenberq dilemmas. Furthermore, moral orientation showed coggfitent
patterns for these three considerations. Individuals who ﬁwere
justice-oriented demonstrated a focus on generql rights and normative
considerations. Individuals who were care-oriented were ﬁ1gh ih seek ing
general consequences information. These patterns are of noteworthy
consistency with the moral orientation predictions of both Gilligan
(1982) and Kohlberg (1976). It 1s ironic that this consistency across

measures is present even though the technique developed by G11ligan for

measuring moral orientation may have questioﬁabié reliability (see
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below).

Y

Sex. Sex was related to personaf émpathy, consistent with previous

- -'& .
research, in that women report themselves high in empathy signi?icanﬂ"y

more -often than do men (Eisenberg and Lennon, 1983). Sex was aiso“;

.weakly linked to the Gilligan moral 6r1entatipn t;sk. in the directjén
pf previous research (Lyons, 1983). Women were more l:ke1y‘50 be
ca;e-criénted, and men were more likely to be justice-oriented.

Sex significantly affeéfed amount of informationsseeking on three
of the five IS considerations in particular: as well, there was an
overall sex effect. Moreover, these sex effects were mediated by
personai;‘ empathy. General rights, particular = consequences, and

“particular rIghtsVinform;t1on were sought significantly more ofteﬁ by
women than by'mena The finding that women requested more information
overall than men is éBhsi@tent w1t§ Pratt, Golding. Hunter, and Norris,

(in press).  The finding Ehat women asked for more' particular
|

consequences nformation 1s consistent with Gilligan's assertion thQF

- A}
women require more consequence information than men (Gilligan, 1982)."

: oo
However Giiligan also argues that women typically ask for more context

information about the Kohlberg dilemmas than do.men, which has not been -

found either 1n the Pratt, -Golding, Hunter, and N?rrig'(tn press) study
ofuln ghrs one. Moreover, the finding that Qamen requested more generail
rightszfiformation th;n did men is clearly contrary to the Gilligan v%ew
that men ;hould find these 3u§tice=riiated considerations more important

than would women. : _
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_More information was sought for the Kohlberg dilemmas t%an folk the

wa/nberg d¥lemmas, regardless of sex. It has been argued that the

Kohlberg dilemmas are part of a different ‘dimenson than aré\the -

tisenberg dylemmas, and perhdps cause sex differences 1n responding due

- k‘¢
to the Kohlberg emphasis on legalistic 1ssues (Evsenberg. 198£17 The

Pratt et al. study {(wn press) had examined sex éif!erénc¢s i

information-seeking only fprzkohIQFrg dilemmas. and 1t might have been

. argued by Gi111gan that such dilemas pase':péc:ai problems for women’s

interpretations. However, the results from the ﬁurrent Study indicete

“that a1 wndividuals request more information on legalistac d1lemmas a5

opposed ‘to altruistic dilemmas. Also. women request more information

than do men. regardless of dilemms type. Thus 1t seems cledr that

greater nformation-seeking by women 15 not o specific response to .

<, " w

“Kohiberg“s "justice’ dilemmas per se. *
_ Although resultyy on the JG wereﬁwinterpreSable, they Wéfé‘COﬁtfdryb

In some respects ;o those found by Pratt. Golding. Hunter, aﬁ& Samos“ -

{1987). - Pratt ‘et al. found-that wohen tended to endorse perfectsﬁnusm

and utiittarlgp conswderations. whereas men tended to endorse f@;fhe

o

con31derations The current study found that empathy rather &han GEx

<

predicted responses on the JQ.

| The dtfferences‘betweep the Pratt. Golding. Hunter, dnd Sampson
{1987) study and the curfent one may be due to Ehe restricted age group
useq 1n the present study. ThE‘;P!dtt'et ad&‘stusy;used 12 paftuﬁipqnts
ranging n age fnbm 18 to 75 years. Education level varied but ;;s

generally quite high. and was used as a cavﬁr:ate<i§t each of three #9¢

" h ¢
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) groupgy The present study used 96 university students, ranging in age

« from l\% to 26. Pratt et al. found that sex differences frequently

occurred only at higher moral stage levels (cf. Pratt et al., 1984). It

15 possible that the magomfzbaf the subjects used in the present study

were reasoning at lower stahe levels, given their level of education.
o

However . no measures of stage level were obtained for this study. so.

Jithis 1nterpretation 15 speculative at present.

[
Dilemma Lyp_el Although dilemma type was not conceptualized a4¢ a
predictor varlab‘l’eﬁ, it dwd have 4 cflear effect on moral reasoning
ﬁatterns. ‘hgmf\cantly more considerations on the JQ were endorsed on
the Kohlberg dilemmas than on the Elsenberg‘qilemas. regardless of

conditron or sex. Dn the IS as well ’there was 1ncreased

¢

informaton-seek ing for the Koh]bgrg dilemmas as opposed to the M
Eisenberg dilemmas. This ‘seems to suggest that the Kohlberg d1lemmas
dre more cognitively complex than are the Ersenberg d+lemmas, resulting
1n o 1ncreassed requests‘ for nformation as well as moare diversity of
considerations. In ;ddltlon. the significant dilemme type by
COﬂSIdefdw type nteractions f‘c‘)r the IS and the JG showed a similar
pattern., whn?‘h-ff:; consistent with previous research (Pratt. Golding.
Hunter . and Sampson. 1987;. Responses on the r13htsocon51de£dtions and
normah:«e/feehngs considerations were ‘pulled’ by the Kohlterg diiemasﬂ
ﬁ?evethan and Walker, 1986). These interactions were independent of
sex, mdlvcatmg t;hat there is a need for control of dilenma type 1n

moral reasoning studies, something that Gilligan (1982) and Lyons (1983)

&
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have neglected to do 1in their research. .

]

The present study was designed to manipulate subjects’ empathy tor

the characters in moral problems., using varldt16ﬁl in the vividness with
which the dilemmas were presented. The finding of an 1nté:dctron
effect. that high empathy ndividuals were daffected by the manipulat tun
of vividness while low empaih1c individuals were not, 15 antriguing. and
offers a possible 1ndividual difference expldngtaon why the vividnes,,
effect has been termed "elusive' {Tavlor and Thompson. 1982). As Tavlor
.-and Thompson point out. “the prototvpic model [for vividness] may be une
in which stimulus characteristics and perceiver characteristicy interact
té produce a vividness effect”™ (p. 175} Further resedrch Should
dddresg/fge 1ssue of whether persona! empathy 15 o determining tector
obtaining effects of vividness i1n other domains, perticulerly in the
area ~of recqall. Studies might exdmine memory for hypotheticyl morgl
dilemmas dand problems in terms of such individugl difterences. for
e:ampleli

o a

The PTQ dnd the Giliigan. moral ogfientation megsure were les:

—

effectivF in the current study tQSn expected The Gilligan urientat .on
meaSUﬁg Q wdas consistent, but  showed chly lwmited prediction (v
1nformat16n=5eek1ﬁg and  judgment C0ﬂ51ﬂ8F6t1Dnb? However, this may
refiect 1ts low reliabilaty found n the ©Pratt. Golding. Hunter, and
Sampson {1987} study. In study two. Pratt et ol. dacked 40 subjects to

recakl two personal moral dilemmas n an interview situstion. Only 60
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percent of the subjects showed co;s1stency in moral orientation by
gwving either two justice responses or two care responses. The
remaining 40 percent gave one of each response type. As Pratt et al.
correctly point out, this level of consistency in orientation response
type 15 not significantly above chance. Perhaps the limited predictive
g¢b1lity of the Gti])gan measure in the current study 1s a result of<such
weak \felidbi1}ty for a single dilemma 1ndex of orientation. It 1s
suggested that the 61311gan moral orientation measure. using a single
personal dilemma. 15 not dadequate for assessing stable moral orientation
patterns. Nevertheless, in the three instances where moral orientation
did predict considerations, the Gilligan orientation measure did relate
to the Kohlberg measures used., showing consistency between the -two. The
concept of moral orientation 1s clearly capturing some consistencies in
the mordl reasoning prozess. which suggests that k& should be tested
with more reliable measures. -

The PTG did not correlate with any of the other predictors.
However, given the previous success that Pratt, Golding. and Kerig {1in
press) had using the PTQ, 1t is highly possible that the difference
between the two studies in presentation type influenced the results. As
noted. 1n the Pratt eﬁ al. study the PTQ was presented 1n an interv1ew(b
format. However., 11n the current studv the PTQ consisted of a
self-report questionnaire. Subjects were required to put a checkmark
beside one of four possible ﬁerSpectxves. It 15 possible that had
5ubjécts been allowed to elabof;te on their perspective choice in an

open~ended format the self-report PTQ might have yielded results similar
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to that found by Pratt et al.. However. at this point 1t must remain
speculative. |

In terms of moral reasoning. 11t 15 clear that our vividness
manipulation did not have an effect on the aspects ot moral redsoning
that we assessed. since no condition effects on moral reasvning patterns
were obtained. Howéver. character empathy- and especially personal
empathy were central pred;étors of responding on both the IS5 and the JQ
This suggests that further research on the role of indﬁgwuai
differences n personal empathy among adults for morel regsoning 1¢
clearly needed. There has been 1little such resedrch to date within the
Kohilberg paradigm. It seem$ possible that dspects ‘of the sex
differences described bv Gilligan and others dare generated by sex-linked
differences in empathic processes elicited by morul dilemmas (e. g..
Rest . 19831%. The robustness of predictive effects tor the
Mehrabian-Epstein personal empathy measure attests §y 1ts construct
validity as an index of mportant di1fferences 1n empdathyc processes
dmong adults.

It would Se interesting to focus future resesrch on morasl regsoning
and empathy differences n relation to the Kohlberg more! regsoning
stage 1evelsﬁ Specifically. ¢ study could use the JO. the MJI. and the
Mehrabian-Epsbkern empathy measure. to determine whether empathy
differences at tigher reasoning levels wouid vieid the same pdttern of
results obtained for sex differences 1n the Pratt, Golding, Hunter, and
Sampson’ (1987) study, while showing weaker differences for subjects

reasoning at lower stage levels.

Y
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Another possible study could look at the Kohlberg 'substage’ or
type. much™ in the manner of Gibbs., Clark, Joseph!}Green. Goodrick, and
Makowsk i (198@); Gibbs et al. wused 134 _high school students to examine
a4 variety of moral reasoning and cognitive tasks and their relationship
fa the Kohlberg substages. According to Kohlberg, within each stage
level an individual can be classed as either making moral judgments from
a type ‘A’ perspective or from a type ‘B’ perspective. A type g
individual 15 limited to reasoning from the perspective of existing
societal laws and conventions. A type B individual reésons from an
‘ethically 1deal’ perspective. Gibbs et al. examined several factors,
including Kehlberg stage tevel using the MJI and personal empathy using
the Mehrabian-Epstein séalea Gibbs et al. hypothesized that type B
subjects weuf? be high in personal empathy as well as high in field
independence. A field independent person would be one who 15 autonomous
and relatively uninfluenced by conformity pressures. The
Mehrabian-Epstein scale was used as a correlate. but since 1t did not
correlate with any of the other measures used by Gibbs et al. it was
excluded from further analyses.

Unlike the Gibbs et al. study. the present siudy did find a strong
general. relationship between moral reasoning and personal empathy,
suggesting that this cognitive factor does influence moral judgment,

although not in the way suggested by Gibbs et al.. In the current study

iggrsonai empatﬁ& did have an effect on the JQ, which also examines’

differences in types within stage level. However, it is possible that

personal empathy differences may qiso be evident between vertical stage

&

¥
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levels, which were not assessed 1in the present study. °Therefore, 1t
would be interesting to carry But a study 1n which persdnal empathy
would be assessed in addition to Kohlberg stage lgvel to determine
whether level 0}—;ersonal empathj/Qar1es iq‘ relationship to increased
complexity of moral reasoning. Empathy differences could smmitarly be
studied using the IS, to further examine the extent to which empathy
affects moral reasoping patterns. |

Finally, differences n dilemma <f}ﬁes were not demonstrated 11n
terms Qof‘the impact of vividness manipulations. However, in terms of
moral reasoning, character empathy.predicted JQ and IS con51dérat10n5
for the Eisenberg dilemmas. but not for the Kohlberg dilemmas.
Specafically. Fhe*ﬁﬁ%ﬁ*@ngaging the characters weré in these altruism
dilemmas, the more important certain moral reasoning considerations
became.  These find1ngs indicate that although dilemma type seems to
have no relation to vividness within this paradigm, 1t does relate to
the role of character empathy - in moral reasoning. As well, 1n the
currenénstudy the Kohjberg dilemmas elicited significanily more requests
for information and more judgment considerations, These results argue
against the position that the Eisenberg dilemmas do not represent a
different dimension of moral reasoning (Rest, 1983). Instead, the
results suggest that the Kohiberg Eiiémmas,'perhaps because of their
emphasis on Jlegal 1ssues, may be more cognitively complex than the
Eisenberg dilemmas, and do 1nAfact represent a different dimension to
the moral reasoning process: Furthermore, the dilemma type by

consideration type interactions indicate that the Kohlberg and Eisenberg
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dilemmas represent distinctive dilemma types which eljcit differential
moral orientations as measured by these information-seeking and judgment
* considerations. Consistent with Walker and DeVries (1985), individuals
might use a different orientation depending on the tygg of dilemma under
consideration. Future research will need to take this difemmalcontent

type into account. extending the types of dilemmas studied beyond

Kohlberg's traditional justice measures.
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o

.1 agree to participate in the research study on moral reasoning
. -patterns. The study is being conducted by Sheree Bradford, an M. A,
student 1n psychology at Wilfri1d Laurier University, under the
supervision of Dr. Michael Pratt, Department of Psychology. Wilfrid
Laurier University. I understand that 311 results are confident3al.

=77 and that [ may withdraw from the study at any time. /
. Please~519n your name below 1f vou agree to participate n this
study. .
- Signature: )

If_ you would ke a copy of the results of this study. please
print your name and address in the spaces provided below.
L

~

Name and Address:

R

Ty
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*
We would appreciate 1t 1f you would answer the folilowing '\&
questions. Please remember that all answers are confidential. o .
What sex are you? Male Female
f\,;gl-,‘
P
What 15 your age?
what 15 the last education level you obltained? )
%
14
7
o
v\
L3
—_ - .
- oo
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RECALL TASK
Instructions: Please answer all of the questions below.

1. Please describe a situvation where you weren't sure what was
the right thing to do.

»

2) How was the situation resolved?

3) Were you satisfied with how you handled the situation? Why or why
not?
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ESCAPED PRISONER .
A man had been sentenced to prison for 10 years. After one year,
however , he escaped from prison. moved to a new area of the country.
and took on the name of Jim Thompson. For B years he worked hard,
gradually saved enough money to buy his own business, and married a
local girl. He was fair to his customers, gave his employees top
wages, and gave most of his own profits to charity. Then one day Mike
Jones, an old neighbour. recognized Thompson as the man who escaped
from prison B8 years before. and whom the police had been looking for.

—a



Should Mike Jones report Jim Thompson?

Why or why not?
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From which perspective did you mostly consider this dilemma when you
were making your decisien? (Choose gne only).

a) From the position of an observer viewing the overall suation? ___.

5

b) One particular character? B . Which one?__

c) More than one character? . Which ones?

d) Other? . Explain

“
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INSTRUCTIONS: In this section you will be asked to give your
impression of each character in "Escaped Prisoner”. Please indicate
on each scale how you felt towards each character. .The character's
name you are to rate will be printed at the top of each scale. Each
rating scale has seven places, and you are asked to place a checkmark
in the place that in your opinion best describes the character. The
seven places on each scale should be interpreted as follows:

A : : : : : : : B
Extremely, Quite, Slightly, Neither, Slightly, Quite, Extremely

It is important that you mark every scale for each character, and
that you do not give a character more than one rat1ng mark on each

scale.
RATING SCALES FOR JIM THOMPSON

Hard to relate to :___:___:__:___: __:__: :Easy to relate to

Unpleasant : : : : : : : : Pleasant -

Uncommitted :__:_ :_ : : : : : Committed
Hard :__:__ :__:__: : _:__ :Soft
| |
Incompetent CONNE S U S SR, U, Competent
Cold :___: S S A : : Warm
Unfriendly :___ R — _: Friendly
Hard to get along :_ . : M : : Easy to get along
with with
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* INSTRUCTIONS: 1In this section you will be asked to give your
impression of each character in "Escaped Prisoner". Please 1ndicate
on each scale how you felt towards each character. The character's
name you are to rate will be printed at the top of each scale. Each
rating scale has seven places, and you are asked to place a checkmark
in the place that in your opinion best describes the character. The
seven places on each’ scaie shou1d be 1nterpreted as follnws

A: B
Extremeiy. Qulte S1ightly. Neither, Slightiy. 0u1te, Extreme1y

It is important that you mark every scale for each character, and
that you do not give a character more than one rating mark on each

scale.

RATING SCALES FOR MIKE JONES

Hard to relate to :___:_ _: __: : __:__:__: Easy to relate to
Unpleasant :__ :__ _:___:__: < _:__ : Pleasant
Uncommitted . :__ : _ : _: : _:__: Committed
Hard :____:___ ¢ ot Soft
. .
Incompetent :___: __ : _: __ : __:_ :_ : Competent
Cold o i s i i___: Warm
Unfriendly @ :__ @ = :__: Frlend]y
.4
Hard to get along ¢ ___:___:__ :__: __:___:___: Easy to get along
with with
. L
.
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below would be in,helping you @o de€ide about this dilemma.

. Sagsiderations in Deciding:

1)

2)

3)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

ESCAPED PRISONER
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-

Please indicate how important each of the considerations listed

<

Does Mike Jones have to report Jim
Thompson because the precedents for
the law 1nvolved in this case are
important ones for the maintenance
of an appropriate legal system?

How will the rights of all parties

in this case be most fairly preserved?

Everyt ime someone escapes punish-
ment for a crime, does that
encourage more injury and harm of
others?

Would Mike Jones feel badly if

‘Jim Thompson isn't reported and then

<commits another crime in this city?

Since the aim of punishment is
rehabilitation and Jim Thompson is
already rehabilitated, would punish-
ment serve any useful purpose in Jm
Thompson'‘s case?

Does Mike Jones have to do what the
law says no matter what?

Has Jim Thompson repaid his debt to
society fully by his good behavior?

Would God expect us to report Jim
Thompson in such a case?

Could Mike Jones get i1n trouble with
the police later on if he doesn't
report Jim Thompson?

If Jim Thompson 1s locked up again
after all his efforts, will he feel
Justifiable anger at the system?

What course of action will lead to
the best long-term consequences in
Thompson's and Jones' lives?

Is Mike Jones a good friend of Jim
Thompson?

-

Great Much Some L%ttle None

- W N

A S W WS WO W W W U W

W W O T A W R W T S e

- A A e e an S A

S S WO W TS D W e

- T D W WS D

D w w S w  E  DDa  w

B R

S P G D G W P W e e b

D D P e W A S W W =

o e A o ap A D D AR D A G ae a



Moral Reasoning Patterns

123

THE DOCTOR

A woman, Ruth, was dying of cancer which could not be cured and
she had only about six months to live. S5he_ was in terrible pain. but
she was so weak that a good dose of pain-killer like mprphine would
make her die sooner. She was delirious and almost crazy with pain,
and in her calm periods, she would ask her doctor, Dr. Jefferson, to
give her enough morphine to kill her. She said she couldn't stand the
pain and that she was going to die in a few months anyway.
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Should Dr. Jefferson give Ruth an overdose of pain-killer?

4hy or why noty?

4 s

o

e
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From which perspective did you mostly consider this dilemma when you
were making your decision? (Choose gne only).

a} From the position of an Q:izfver viewing the overall situation?___.

b) One particular character? . Which one?

o

¢) More than+awe character? Which ones?
i

a -
d) Other?_____ . Explam
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INSTRUCTIONS: In this section you will be asked to J;ve your

mpression of each character 1n "The Doctor”. Please indicate’ on each
“ scate how you felt towards each character. The character's name you

are to rate will be printed at the top of each scale. Each rating

scale has seven places, and you are asked to place a checkmark in the

place that in your opinion best describes the character. The seven

places on each scale sﬁould be 1nterpreted as follows

A : B
Extremely. Ouzte 511ght1y. Nelther Sl1ghtly. QUIte. Extreme1y

It 1s important that you mark every scale for each character “and
that you do not give a character more than one rating mark on each

scale.
RATING SCALES FOR RUTH
.
- Hard to relate to :___:__ _: _ : __:___:__: : Easy to relate to
Unpleasant :_ . _ ¢ : :__: = : Pleasant
Uncommitted : ___: - :__:__ . :__ : Commtted
Hare = : _ _c i it i Soft
Incompetent :___:__ :__:__:__:__ : . Competent
e _
Cold = _: o i ot i i Warm
Unfriendly :__ . _:_ : _ : __:_ :__: Friendiy "

Hard to get along :___:___ : _ : __:__:__:__: Easy to get alohg
with 3 ) with

o
q]
i
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* - INSTRUCTIONS: In this section you will be asked to gsﬁe your
impressicn of each character in “The Doctor®. Pleasew ingicat® on each
scale how you feit towards each character. The character’s name you
are to rate will be printed at the top of each scale. Each rating
scale has seven places. and you are asked to place & checkmark in the
place that in your opinion best describes the character. The seven
places on each scale should be mterpreted as fo!lows

A : : B
Extremely. outte. Sllghtly. Netthers Sltghtiy. Outte. Extremely

It 1s mportant that you mark every scyle for each charscter, and
. that you do nct give a character more than one rating mark on each

scale,
) RATING SCALES FOR DR. JEFFERSON
J
Hard to relate to :___:___: - - . : Easy to relate to
Unpleasant :__ : _ - . . :_ = Pleasant
Uncommitted : e T i Committed
Hard . 0ttt Soft o
&
Incompetent :___ _:_ :_ . :__:__ : Competent
Cold ¢ - " ot i Warm
[
Unfriendly :“_ﬁzﬁﬂﬁ;aﬁﬁ:ﬁﬁﬁ:g_ﬁ;ﬁq,gﬁﬁﬁ: Friendly

Hard to get aleng - ___:_ :_ .. ... Easy to get a?od@
with ‘ with L

e
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THE DOCTOR

. Some people who read this story think there 15 not enough
information for them to make a decision. Which of the following
questions would you like to have answered about thi1s prob tem?

Please put a checkmark n gne of the spaces provided after each gquestion.

YES 1 NEED NO THIS WOULD

TO KNOW NOT BE OF ANY

. THIS HELP TO ME

1. Will 1t encourage people tc value .
human life less highly 1f Doctor .
Jefferson gives the drug to Ruth?

2. What effect would giving the drug
to Ruth have on Dr. Jefferson's .
own life? ] -

3. Is Ruth pressuring Dr. Jefferson
to act against his- own conscience? )

4. How will Ruth's family feel 1f
her 1i1fe 1s ended this way?.

5. What kind of person 1s Dr. Jefferson?

6. What, precisely, are the general!
obligations to protect human !:fe
that doctors have to agree to in
the:r medical cath? _

7. What are the laws in this country
concerning mercy-killing?

8. Can Dr. Jefferson obtain legal right
through the courts to administer the

drug? e

9. In the long run, does breaking the
law for good reasons usually resulit
-1n better laws? — i ' ) .

10. What has -the rgla{ionship between
Ruth and her hustand been 1ike? , ) —_—

Please rank the three questions that you would most like to have

answered 1n-the spaces provided below. -
[

‘Most Important ___ 2nd Most Important
e

_ 3rd Most Important

t
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THEYBLOOD TYPE

» young woman named Anne had d very rare type of blood. One day
right after Anne had begun college and 4 new job. a doctor called Anne
up to ask her to give a 'large amount of blood to someone named Jack
Wilson who was very 111 and needed more biood ol the same kind as her
own to get well. Because Anne was the only person i1n the town with
the sick man's type of blood. and since this was an unusual serious
111ness, the blood would have to be given a number of times over a
period of several weeks. So, if Anne agreed to give her blood, she

. would have to go 1nto the hospital for several weeks. Thas

hospitalizat ion would make Anne feel weak for awhile., she would lose
her new job, and she would be very far behind in school.

ot
T



Should Anne give Jack Wilson her blood?

Why or why not?
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N
3

he 3

From which perspective did you mostly consider this dilemma when you
were making your decision? {Choose gng only).
aj From the position of an observer viewing the overall situation?___.

3 Ll

b} One particular character? . Which one?

¢) More than one character? . Which ones?

rd» Other? . Explain _—
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INSTRUCTIONS: In this section you will be asked to give your
impression of each character in “Blood Type". Please indicate on each
scale how you felt towards each character. The character's name you
are to rate will be printed at the top of each scale. Each rating
scale has seven places, and you are asked to place a checkmark in the
place that in your opinion best describes the character. The seven
places on each scale should be 1nterpreted as follcws

A : : : B
Extremely, 0u1te, Slightly. Ne1ther, Sl1ght1y, Qu1te Extremely

It is important t you mark every scale for each character, and
. that you do not give a character more than one rating mark on each

scale.
b

RATINGIQQALES FOR ANNE

Hard to relate to :___:__ : ¢ : . : _: Easy to relate to
Unpleasant :__ :_ : . :__.: : ___: Pleasant
Uncommitted :a_s:a__:___:_;jEiﬁ;:___:___: Committed
Hard :___:__ ¢« +__: _: Soft
! .
Incompetent ¢___:__: : _: : ___: _: Competent
y 1
Cold :7 _ :_ & _ &+ + i : Warm
Unfriendly :__ _:__ :  :__: _:__:__: Friendly
Hard to get along :___: __ : _: _: :__: __: Easy to get along
with with )
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INSTRUCTIONS: 1In this section you will be asked to give your
impression of each character in "Blood Type". Please indicate on each
scale how you felt-towards each character. The character’'s name you
are to rate will be printed at the top of each scale. Each rating
scale has seven places, and you are asked to place a checkmark in the
place that in your opinion best describes the character. The seven
places on each scale shauld be 1nterpreted as follows:

A : : B
Extremely. Qu1te, S]1ght1yv NeIther, Silghtly, Qu1te, Extremely

It is important that you mark every scale for each character, and
that you do not give a character more thar one rating mark on each
scale.

.RATING SCALES FOR JACK WILSON ,

Hard to relate to®:__:__: __:__:___:__: _ : Easy to relate to
Unplieasant :_ﬁ“:ﬁﬁs:‘__:“__:Ea_:__ﬁzi_sz Pleasant
Uncommitted :__ :__ :  : . : ___: : Commtted
Hard :___: i s i v i__ 1 Soft
Incompetent :___ :_ : :__ : i _:_.  : Competent
Cold :___ o = :___:__ __i__% Warm
, Unfriendly :___:_ :__: ¢ :__:__: Friendly

Hard to get along : i : : Easy to get along
with with

\
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Please indicate how important each of the considerations 1listed
below would be in helping you to decide about this d11emma

Considerations in Deciding:

Is it fair for the doctor to ask
Anne to make this sacrifice for
someone she doesn't Know?

Should the courts decide the right
course of action in cases like this?

Should Anne give blood, Since it
is possible that someday she might
also need a blood donor?

Will giving blood now contribute
more to Anne's growth as a caring
human being in the long run?

What does God tell us to do in cases
such as this?

What course of action will be
most beneficial for both Jack Wilson
and Anne?

How will Jack’wilson handle it if he
finds out that a donor was found
and she decided not to help?

Will Jack Wilson be able to use thisy

experience of receiving blood to
become a giving person himself?

Would Anne feel better about
herself if she gave her blood to
Jack Wilson, even though she has
to miss some college credits?

Does Anne have a close
relationship with her family?
Could Anne get in trouble

for not giving blood?

If Anne does give her blood.
will that encourage others to
contribute their blood to people
who heed it?

lmporiance

Great Much Some Little None
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THE ROBBERY

Mr. Brown was walking home from hi1s office alone at night when he
saw an apparently unarmed man attempting to take a woman's purse. The
woman, Cathy Smith, was holding on to the purse and crying for help
while she and the man struggled. Few, 1f any, other people were in
the area of the robbery. Mr. Brown was far enough away that he-could
himself escape without the robber noticing him.

-3

d



Should Mr. Brown help Cathy Smith?

Why or why not?

—— e

|
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From which perspective did you mostly consider this dilemma when you
were making your decision? (Choose gne only).

a) From the position of an observer viewing the overall situation? ___.

b) One particular character?
¢) More than one Fharacter?

di Other? _ . Explain

¢

Which one?

Which ones?
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INSTRUCTIONS: In this section you will be asked to give your  ° .

mmpression of each character in “The Robbery”. Please indicate on
each scale how you felt towards each character. The character's name
you are to rate will be printed at the top of each scale. Each rating
'scale has seven places, and you are asked to place a checkmark in the
place that in your opinion best describes the character. The seven
places on each scale should be 1nterpreted as fol]ows

: B

A
Extremeiy, Qulte, $l1ghtly. Neither, Sl]ghtiy. Qu1te. Extremeiy

It is wmportant that you mark every scale for each character, and
that you do not give a character more than one rating mark on each

scale. &

RATING SCALES FOR CATHY SMITH

Hard to relate to :___:_ _:__: ¢ : _:__: Easy to relate to

Unpleasant - ___:__: _: . : . - Pleasant
Uncommitted :__ . : _: __: . : Committed
Hard :___:__ :__: D i : : SFft
Incompetent :___: - : .. :_ :__ : Competent
Cold 3._.3_2___3=_3.==_.fii_3 Warm
Unfriendly :___ . o s = . Eriendiy
L/ Hard to get along :__:_ :__ : _:__ _:__ :__ : Easy to get aiong

with with
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INSTRUCTIONS: 1In this section you will be asked to give your
impression of each character 1n “The Robbery®. Please indicate on
each scale how you felt towards each character. The character's name
you are to rate will be printed at the top of each scale. Each rating
,scale has seven places. and you are asked to plece a checkmark i1n the
place that in your optnion best describes the character. The seven
places on each scale shﬁuld be 1nterpreted as follows

A : B
Extremely. Ou1te. Si1ghtiy. Ne1ther Slight1y. 0u1te. E:t.emely

It 1s important that you mark every scale for each character, and
that you do not give a character more than one rating mark on eath
scale.

RATING SCALES FOR MR. BROWN

Hard to relate to -t :_ . Easy to relate to
Unpleasant :__: -t ‘. .t Pleasant
Uncommitted :___:_ i :__:__:__: Commtted

. Hprd :__‘:aﬁazgﬁs:__ﬁzats:é_ﬁ;aﬁa: Suft

Incompetent :__:__ :__:__ :__:___:__- Competent
Cold ¢ ottt : Warm

Unfriendly :___:_ -t . Friendly

Hard to get along :,‘ﬁg_‘a~=h$::::ﬁzﬁ~:$__-__E: Easy to get along
with wnth
> .
v
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Please put a checkmark in gpe of the spaces provided after each question.

10.

THE ROBBERY
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Some people who read-this story think there 15 not enough

information for them to make a decision.
questions would vou like to have answered about this problem?

3

. What kind of relationship does Cathy ——

Smith have with her boyfriend?

. Will 1t encourage people in any way

to value others less highly 1f Mr.

Brown fails to assist Cathy Smith here?

Supposing Mr. Brown 1s frail and 111,
does he have the right not to get
nvolved 1n these circumstances?

. What w11l happei-ts Cathy Smith 1f

Mr. Brown doesn’'t help her?

Would Mr. Brown be violating any of
the taws 1n this community 1n any way
1f he fails to help Cathy Smth?

Will Mr. Brown feel all right about
kimself later if he faris to help
Cathy Smith now?

. In the long run, does helping

someone like this serve to reduce the
overall crime rate in the community?

. What kind of a person 15 Mr. Brown?

Suppos ing an observer 1ike Mr. Brown
has a weapon of some sort, does he
have a legal right to use 1t 1n these
circumstances?

Can Mr. Brown identify Cathy Smith as
a neighbour or someone he knows?

Which of the following

YES 1 NEED NGO THIS WOULD
TO KNOW HOT BE OF ANY
THIS ~ HELP TO ME

.

Please rank the three questions that you would mgst 1ike to have
answered in Lhe spaces provided below.

- Most Important _____ 2nd Nost Important

3rd Most Important

hN
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INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTIONS: Please answer the following questions. using the
rating scale indicated at the q&qﬁof each question. The rating
scale ranges from 1 (Strongly dgree) to 4 {strongly disagreej.
Please circle the number which bast reflects how the statement
applies to you.

1. It makes me sad to see a lonely stranger in 3 group |

Lg% ]

2. Pégble make too much of the feelings and sensitivaty
of anwmals. 1

(3%

3. T often find public displays of sffection anndying. 1 2

4. I am annoyed by unhappy people who are just feeling

sorry for themselves. S
5. I become nervous 1f others around me seem to be
LErvous. | 4

=

6. 1 find 1t s1lly for people to cry out of happiness. H

7. 1 tend to get emotionally involved with a
friend's problems. gty Y

&3

8. Sometimes the words of 3 love Song can move me
deeply. ! 2

9. I tend to lose control when ! am bringing bad news
to people. - -1 2

10. The peopie around me have a3 great influence on my |
moods . | 42

11. Most foresgners I have met seemed cool and
unemotional. 1 2

12. 1 wouid rdther be a social worker than work 1n g

job training cenEgr, 12
13. I don‘'t get upset just because s friend 15 acting

upset. 1 ¢
4. T like to watch éegple open preients. I 2
15. Lonely people ar~ probably unfriend)y. i 2
-16. Seeing people cry upsets me 12
17. Some songs make me haonywys 1 2

18. I really.get tnvolved 'with the feelings of the
characters 11 a novel. ‘ 1 2

141
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19,

20.
21.

22.

24.
25.
26.

27.
28.

29.
30.

3.
32.

3.

35.

36.

I

I get very angry when | see someone being

111=-treated.
>

I am able to reman calm even though those around
me wWorry.

When a friend starts to talk about his problems,
I try to steer-the conversation to something else.

Another’s laughter s not catching for me.

Somet imes at the movies I am amused by the amount
of crying and sniffling around me.

1 am able to maeke decisions without being i1nf luenced

by people’'s feelings.

I cannot continue to fTeel ckay if people around me

are depressed.

it 1s hard for me to see how some thmgs upsetl
people so much.

I am very upset when [ see an animal 1n pain.

Becoming involved 1n books or movies is 4 little
s1lly.

It upsets me to see helpless old people.

I become more irritated than sympathetic when
] see someone's tears.

1 become very involved when | watch a movie. -

I often find that I can remain cool 1n spite of
the excitement around me. E

Litt le children sometwmes cry for no apparent
reason. . .

When I am 'readmg an 1interesting story or novel, I

imagine how I would feel 1f the events in the story

were happening to me.

After acting 1n a play myseif. or seeing a play or

movie. [ can very easily put myself 1in the place of

a leading character.

When 1 watch & good movie. I can very easily put
myse1f in the place of a leading character

[ =

oo

(2%

t
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APPENDIX B Hypothetical Dilemmas For Each Condition
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»
SUBJECTIVE VERSIONS

ESCAPED PRISONER

A man had been sentenced to prison for 10 years. After one year,
however, he escaped from prison. The cold prison walls receded in the
distance as he ran without stop toward freedom. Finally, after
several nights of furtive journeying he came to a town. The man
rested. He decided to stay in the town, and took on the name of Jim
Thompsocn. Jim married a Jocal girl. For B years he worked hard,
saved enough money to buy his own dry-cleaning business, and gave most
of his profits to charity. Then one day a neighbour of his, Mike
Jones, who lived 1n a blue-painted frame house with a white picket
fence around 1t recognized him as the man who had escaped from prison
8 years before, and whom the police had been looking for. Mike's face
was straitned as he looked first at Jwm raking his _leaves next door,
then at the peaceful town, and the children playing in his own
backyard.

—

Jui}
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THE DOCTOR

A woman by the name of Ruth was dying of cancer which could not
be cured. and she had about six calendar months to live. There was a
chestnut tree outside her window. which had many small chestnuts on
1t. Ruth was 1in such pain that it made her almost crazy at times.
During her calm periods she would ask her doctor, Dr. Jefferson, for
an overdose of pain-killer so she would die. She complained to Dr.
Jefferson that the pain was terrible. and she would die soon anyway.
Dr. Jefferson was aware that he could be prosecuted if he did what his
patient wanted. Dr. Jefferson had many patients. On this day the
doctor sat in his large brown office chair. The chair rocked slowly
back and forth. Dr. Jefferspn had to decide whether or not to give
Ruth an overdose of pain-ki¥ler. He thought of the problem of Ruth,
and sighed deeply, turning over the options in his mind. He did not
notice when the light from his office window began to dim, as the day
turned into night. )
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THE BLOGD TYPE

A young woman named Anne had a very rare type of blood. She
Tived in an apartment building on the north side of town. The
building she lived in was brick, and pigeons loved to nest on the roof
and deep window ledges. One day right after Anne had begun college
and a new job, her doctor called Anne up to ask her to give a large
amount of blood to a man by the name of Jdack Wilson who was very i1l
and needed more blood of the same kind as her own to get well. Anne
was the only person in town with Jack Wilson's blood type. Since this
was an unusual type of iliness, the blood would have to be given a
number of times over a period of several weeks. Jack lay in his
hospital bed, unable to get up. It was getting so that he was so weak
from hi1s blood condition that even sitting up in bed was an effort.
Jack restlessly watched the nurses and doctors hurrying past his open
doorway. He wondered what it would be like to be full of that kind of
energy again. Anne had to make a decision. If she agreed to give her
blogd. she would have to go 1nto the hospital for several weeks. she
would feel weak for awhile. lose her new job. and be very far behind
tn school. Anne had had to struggle to get into college. and had just
managed to be admitted, even though she often worked very hard and
late into the night. She might be able to postpone college., but there
would be no guarantee she would ever be able to get back 1n. or that
she would be able to do the work after being out for a length of time.

L
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THE ROBBERY

Mr. Brown was walking home from his office alone at night. The
of fice was located in a large modern building, and Mr. Brown was happy
to be out in the fresh air. It was late. A couple of blocks ahead of
Mr. Brown a woman, Cathy Smith, was hurrying down fhe street. She was
on her way to a play, hurrying to meet her boyfriend in front of the
theatre. If only she had been able to get to the bank before she got
of f work that day she would have been able to take out enough money
for bus fare. As it was all she had was her uncashed pay cheque. She
clutched her fauve coat more tightly over her slim fiqure, thinking
that it was about time for a new one. Mr. Brown shifted his briefcase
to his other hand., and wearily locsened his tie. Suddenly Mr. Brown
saw an apparently unarmed man attempting to take a woman's purse.
Cathy Smith held onto the purse and was crying for help while she and
the robber struggled. The robber was muscular. Few, 1f any, other
people were in the area of the robbery. Mr. Brown was far enough away
to escape without being noticed by the robber.

“‘6
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&

NEUTRAL VERSIONS

ESCAPED PRISONER

A man had been sentenced to prison for 10 yeaﬂ‘. After one year,
however, he escaped from prison, moved to a new area of the country,
and took on the name of Jim Thompson. For 8 years he worked hard,
gradually saved enough money to buy his own business, and married a
local girl. He was fair to his customers, gave his employees top
wages, and gave most of his own profits to charity. Then one day Mike
Jones, an old neighbour, recognized Thompson as the man who escaped
from prison 8 years before, and whom the police had been looking for.
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THE DOCTOR -

A woman, Ruth, was dying of cancer which could not be cured and
she had only about six months to live. She was 1n terrible pain, but
she was so weak that a good dose of pain-killer like marga*%e wou ld
make her die sooner. She was delirious and almost crazy™ith pain,
and 1n her calm periods, she would ask her doctor, Dr. fferson, to
give her enough morphine to ki1ll her. She said she couldn't stand the
pain and that she was going to die 1n a few mggths anyway.

S
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N THE BLOOD TYPE

A young woman named Anne had a very rare type of blood. One day
right after Anne had begun college and a new job. a doctor called Anne
up to ask her to give a large amount of blood to someone named Jack
Wilson who was very i11 and needed more blood of the same kind as her
own to get well. Because Anne was the only person in the town with
the sick man's type of blood, and since this was an unusual serious
111ness, the blood would have to be given a number of times over a
period of several weeks. So, if Anne agreed to give her blood, she
would have to go into the hospital for several weeks. This
hospitalization would make Anne feel weak for awhile, she would lose
her new job, and she would be very far behind in school.
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THE ROBBERY

Mr. Brown was walking home from his office alone at night when he
saw an apparently unarmed man attempting to take 4 woman's purse. The
woman, Cathy Smith, was holding on to the purse and crying for help
while she and the man struggled. Few, 1f any, other people were 1n
the area of the robbery. Mr. Brown was far enough away that he could
himself escape without the robber noticing hi%.
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ESCAPED PRISONER

A man had been sentenced to prison for 10 years.
however, he escaped from prison. In general,

152

After one year,

the escape rate for

prisoners 1s low, the probability of a successful escape being about
.06. The man moved to a new area of the country, a rather remote
area. The town which the man inhabited was mid-sized, with arcund
20,000 inhabitants. It had several streets, and the downtown had been
recently renovated. Several fast-food chains were i1n evidence, and a
few department stores. There was a self-serve gasoline station on the
corner. The man took on the assumed name of Jim Thompson. For 8
years he worked, saved enough money to buy his own business. and
married a local girl. Then one day a neighbour of his, Mike Jones,
recognized him as the man who had escaped from prison 8 years before,

and whom the police had been looking for.

9
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THE DOCTOR

A woman, Ruth, was dying of cancer which could not be cured, and
she had about s:x months te live. Several forms of cancer exist, and
1t attacks all kinds of people. in all walks of life. It 15 estimated
that 10,000 people 1n this country alone will contract some form of
cancer this year. The woman was 1n such pain that 1t made her—almost
crazy at twmes. During her calm periods the woman would ask her
doctor, Dr. Jefferson.for an overdose of pain-killer so she would die.
She complained to the doctor that the pain was terrible, and she would
dire soon anyway. The doctor was aware that he could be prosecuted 1f
he dig what his patient wanted. The Hippocratic oath has been n
effect since 2000 B.C.. and 1s st11] highly respected among all the
doctors practicing 1n the area of general medicine. Or. Jefferson had
to decide whether or not to give Ruth an overdose of pain-killer.

&
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2 young woman named Anne had a very rare type of blood. Having

rare blood can be interesting as a conversation pirece. but 1t 15 also

¢ case that 1t can be a potentially dangerous thing to have. The RH
%!ktor 15 one such blood disorder, which affects one in 20 people 1in
this country. One day right after Anne had begun college and a new
Job. her doctor called her up to ask her to give a lerge amount of
biood to someone named Jack Wilson who was very 111 and needed more
blood of the same kind as her own to get well. The chance of Anne
having the same blood type as the sick man .was about .03 percent.
Anne was the only person n town with the sick man's blood type.
Since this was an unusual type’of 11lness, the blood would have to be
given a number of times over a period of several weeks. So, if she
agreed to gtve her blood, she would have to go into the hospital for
several weeks, she would feel weak for awhile, lose her new job. and
be very far behind in school.

i



[
-« % *(“'

:‘w I

~—

Moral Reasoning Patterns

155

THE ROBBER?

A man., Mr. Brown. was walking home from nis of fice alone at
night . Waiking 15 good exercise. and everyoire Should get into the
habit of walking as much as possible. It 15 estweatéd that brisk
wvalking will extend 1ife expectancies about 2.4 yrari. Mr. Brown wis
walking along the street when he saw én apparently unérwéd man
attempting to take & woman's purse. The woman, Cathy Sasth, was
holding onto the purse and crying for help while she and (he robber
struggled. Crime rates in this city were quite high. About 6.2
persons per 1.000 could expect to”be victims in the course af & single
year. Few. 1f any. other people were in the ares of the roboéry.
There were a fes cmpty stores in the area. Mr. Brown was far sfuu i
awdy to escepe without being noticed by the robber.

b
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APPENDIX € Judgment Questionnaires And Scering Key
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12}
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Please indicate how wmportant each of the considerations listed
below would be 1n helping you to decide about this dilemms.

Consyderations an Deciding:

Does Mike Jones have to report Jim
Thompson because the precedents for
the law 1nvolved in this case are
wmportant ones for the maintenance
of an appropriate lega! system?

How will the rights of all parties

1n thi1s case be most fairly preserved?

Everytime someone escapes punish-
ment for a crime, does that
encourage more injury and harm of
others? ¢

Would Mike Jones feei badly if
Jim Thompson isn’'t reported anc then
commits another crime n this city?

Since the aim of punishment 1$
rehabirl1tation and Jim Thompson 15
already rehabylitated, would punish-
ment serve any useful purpose n Jwm

7Ihompson's case?

Does Mike Jones have to do what the
law says no matter what?

Has Jim Thompson repaid his debt to
society fully by his good behavior?

‘Hould God expect us to report Jwm

Thompson tn such a case?

Couid Mike Jones gel in trouble with
the police later on 1f he doesn’t
report Jim Thampson?

If Jim Thompson 1s locked up again
after all s efforts, will he feel
justifiable anger 4t the system?

What course of action will lead to
the best long-term conseguences in
Thompson's and Jones' lives?

Is Mike Jones 3 good friend of Jim
Thompson?

Great Much Some Little None
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Please indicate how mportant each of the considerations listed
below would be in helping you to decide about this dilemma.

Considerations in Deciding:

Will Or. JeTferson feel too much
guilt 1f he breaks his medical oath
to administer the drug?

Can Or. Jefferson stand to watch
Ruth's lingering death if he doesn't
gtveiper the overdose?

What are the rights of a dying
patient 1n a situation hike thas?

Con Ruth really expect Or.
Jefferson to give her the overdose,
when both of them know 1t 15
morally wrong?

Will some other patients ultimately
benefit 1f this precedent 1sn’t

set and the overdose 15 not given
to Ruth?

Is Dr. Jefferson required to
adhere strictly to the law,
regardliess of what patients ask?

What course of action will bring
the most happiness and sense of

peace to both Ruth and Or. Jefferson?

What do Ruth's friends think
of the way the situation 1s
being handled by Dr. Jefferson?

Is 1t fawr for the courts to
prosecute Or. Jefferson for
murder f he gives the overdose?

What will contribute most to
Dr. Jefferson's development as a
caring human being?

Will Ruth achieve the most
dignity and sense of integrity
by dying as she wishes?

How long has Ruth been a
patient of Dr. Jefferson‘s?

Great Much Some L;ttle None
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Please indicate how wmportant edch of the considerations listed
below would be 1n help1ng you to decide about this dilemma.

Lonsideratrons 1n

Is 1t fair for the doctor to ask
Anne to make this sacrifice for
someone she doesn't know?

Should the courts decide the right
course of action 1n cases like thisg?

Should Anne give blood, since 1t
15 possible that someday she might
also need a blood donor?

Will giving blood now contribute
more to Anne’s growth as a caring
human being 1n the long run?

What does God tell us to do 1n cases
such as this?

What course of action will be
most beneficial for both Jack Wilson
and Anne?

How will Jack Wilson handle it 1f he
finds out that a donor was found
and she decided not to help?

Will Jack Wilson be able to use this
experence of receiving blood to
become a giving person himself?

Would Anne feel better about
herself 1f she gave her blood to
Jack Wilson, even though she has
to miss some college credits?

Does Anne have a close
relat ionship with her family?

Could Anne get in tréuble
for not giving blood?

If Anne does give her blood.,
will that encourage others to
contribute their blood to people
who need i1t?

Great Much Some Little None
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Please indicate how important each of the considerations listed
belqu would be in helplng you to declde about this dilemma.

Considerations in

Is 1t really fair tp expect Mr.
Brown to help when ke doesn't
even know Cathy Smith?

)

Will Mr. Brow W as\i person
1f he gef?’?isgﬂZE\in h¢lping

Cathy Smith? —

Is Mr. Brown strong enough to
actually subdue this robber, or
1s he so frail that he might be
seriously injured?

Does someone not getting involved
in a crime like this contribute
to a lessened sense of community
in the future?

Should private citizens take
the law 1nto their own hands in
what 1s clearly a police matter?

Should Mr. Brown consider that he
would want someone to help
him 1f he were to be victimized?

Are Cathy Smith and Mr. Brown about
the same age?

Can Mr. Brown ignore the
teachings of the Bible to
love thy neighbour?

Do people who help resist
crimes 1n this way feel better
about themselves later?

What action by Mr. Brown now will
be best in the long run for both
Cathy Smith and himself?

What kind of past life has
the robber had?

How would Cathy Smith feel
1f she realized that Mr. Brown

did not make an attempt to help?

Great Much Some L1ttle None
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!
SCORING KEY FOR EACH DILEMMA

ESCAPED PRISONER

1}
2)
3}

Perfectionism 1)
Fairness 21
Utilitarian 31
Feelings 4
Perfectionism 51
Normative 6)
Fairness 71
Normat ive 81
Filler 91
Feelings ——_ 10)
Utilitarian 11)
Filler 121
DOCTOR

Feelings 1)
Feelings 2
Fairness 34
Normat 1ve 41
Utilitarian 54
Normat ive 2B
Utilitarian 7]
Filler 8)
Fairness 9)
Perfectionism 10)
Perfectionism._ i1}
Filler 129

<

BLOOD TYPE

Fairness
Normative
Fairness
Perfectionism
Normative
Utilitarian
Feelings
Perfectionism
Feelings
Filler

Filter
Utilitarian

THE ROBBERY

Fairness
Perfectionism
Utilitarian
Perfectionism -
Normative
Fairness
Filler
Normdtive-
Feelings
Utilitaran
Filler
Feelings
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APPENDIX D Information-Seeking Questionnaires And Scoring Key
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ESCAPED PRISONER

Some people who read this story think there 1s not enough

information for them to make a decision. Which of the follewing
questions would you l1ike to have answered about this problem?
Please put a checkmark 1n gne of the spaces provided after each question.

10.

¢

YES I NEED NO THIS WOULD
T0 KNOW NOT BE OF ANY
THIS HELP TO ME

. Has Jwm Thompson as a neighbour ever

_been dishonest to Mike .Jones in.the. . .
past?

. Have there been legal precedents in

this country for not turning n
escapees 1n such circumstances?

. What sort of relationship has Jwm

Thompson had with his wife?

. In the long run, does breaking a law

for good reasons usually result n
better laws? . . ] -

. What exactly 15 going to happen to

Jim Thompson if he 1s turned 1n? —_— -

. What are a citizen's obligations

regarding knowledge of escapees 1n
this country?

. How will Mike Jones feel about things

if Jim Thompson is 1n fact returned
to prison? ) -

. Is Jwm Thompson endangering the rights

of other persons 1n his neighbourhood
1n any way?

. Does the act of turning 1n an escaped

prisoner have any effect on the crime

rate? ——— e

What kind of person wds Jim Thompson
,before his escape from prison?

Please rank the three questions that you would most like to have
answered 1n the spaces provided below.

-

Most Important ____ 2nd Most Important _ﬁii 3rd Most fmportant
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Some people who read this story think there is not enough
information for them to make a decision. Which of the following
questions would you like to have answered about this problem?

Please put a checkmark in gne of the spaces prov:ded after each question.

YES I NEED
T0 KNOW
THIS
1. Will 1t encourage people to value
human life less high'ly 1f Doctor
Jefferson gives the drug to Ruth?

. What effect would giving the drug
to Ruth have on Dr. Jefferson's
own life?

rS

3. Is Ruth pressuring Dr. Jefferson
to act against hi1s own conscience? .

4. How will Ruth's family feel if .
her life 15 ended thi1s way? "

NGO THIS WOULD
NOT BE OF ANY
HELP TO ME

5. What kind of perscn 1s Dr. Jefferson?

6. What, precisely, are the general
obligations to protect human 1i1fe
that doctors have to agree to n

theiar medical cath?

7. What are the laws 1n this country
concerning mercy-killing?

8. Can Dr. Jefferson obtain lega! right
through the courts to administer the
drug?

9. In the long run, does breaking the
law for good reasons usually result

in better laws? . e

10. what has the relationship between
Ruth and her husband been iike?

Please rank the three questions that you would mpsf like to have

answered in the spaces provided below.

@
—eee Most Important ____ 2nd Most Important 3rd Most Important



Moral Reasoning Patterns

) 165

s BLOOD TYPE
Some people who read this story think there 1s not enough
information for them to make a decision. Which of the following
& questions would you 1ike to have answered about this problem?
Please put a checkmark in gne of the spaces provided after each question.

YES 1 NEED NO THIS WOULD
TO KNOW NOT BE OF ANY
THIS HELP TO ME

1. What 1s expected 1n this Lociety '
in terms of personal sacrifice to
save others' lives? Ai

2. Is the doctor pressuring Anne to act
against her own sense of what 15
appropriate? s b4

3. How will Anne feel about 1t later on
1f she chooses not to-give the biood
now?

4. What are the rules in this country
concerning doctors contacting
potential donors to solicit?

5. Will 1t encourage other members of
the community to be more helpful
themselves 1f Anne gives blood here?

6. In the long run will human 1ife be
valued more highly as a whole because =~
of a helping act of this sort?

7. Can the doctor obtain a specific
Judgment in the courts to force Anne
to give the blood anyway?

8. What has the relationship between Anne
and her doctor been hike?

9. Wnat woulg happen to Jack Wilson
1f Anne chose not to give her bigod?

10. What kind of a person 15 Jack
Wilson?

Please rank the three questions that you would most !ike to have
answered in the spaces provided below.

-

. Most Important ¢nd Most Important ____ 3rd Most Important
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THE ROBBERY

Some people who read this story think there 15 not enough
information for them to make a decision. Which of the following
questions would you like to have answered about this problem?

Please put a checkmark in gne of the spaces provided after each question.

YES I NEED NO THIS WOULD
N TO KNOW NOT' BE OF ANY
| THIS HELP TO ME .

1. What kind of relationshtp does Cathy
Smith have with her beyfriend?

2. Will it encourage people in any way
to value others less highly f Mr.
Brown fails to as@{st Cethy Smith here?

oy
3. Supposing Mr. Brown is frail and i11,
does he have the right not to get
involved 1n these circumstances?

4. What will happen to Cathy Smith f
Mr. Brown doesn‘t help her?

5. Would Mr. Brown be violating any of
the laws 1n this community in any way
1f he fai1ls to help Cathy Smith?

6. Witl Mr. Brown feel all right about .
himself later 1f he fails to help i
Cathy Smith now? /

7. In the long run, does helping )
someone like this serve to reduce the
overall crime rate in the community? ;

8. What kind of a person is Mr. Brown?

9. Supposing an observer like Mr. Brown
has a weapon of some sort, does he
have a right to use 1t in these
circumstances?

10. Can Mr. Brown identify Cathy Smith as
3 neighbour or someone he knows?

Please rank the three questions that you would mpst 1ike to have
answered n the spaces provided below.
77
Most Iuportantq e CNd Most Important 3rd Most Important
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ESCAPED PRISONER

Particular Rights
General Rights

Context

General Consequences
particular Consequences
General Rights
partrcular Consequences
Particular Rights
general Conse-uences
Context

THE DOCTOR

General Consequences
Particular Consequences
Particular Rights
Particular Consequences
Context

General Rights

General Rights
Particular Rights
General Lonsequencas

Context S

Moral Reasoning Patterns 4.

. SCORING KEY EOR EACH DILEMMA

8LOOD TYPE

General Rights
Particular Rights
Particular Consequences
General Rights
General Consequences
General Consequences
Particular Rights
Context

Particular Conseguences
Context

THE ROBBERY

Context

General Consequences
Particular Rights
Particular Lonsequences
Genera! Rights
Partsicular Consequences
General Consequeénces
Context

Genera! Rights
Particular Rights
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