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ABSTRACT
Moral judgment Fas been an extremely popular area of 1n;omt over

the past few decades. The theories of Jean Piaget (1932) and Lawrence

Kohlberg (1958) stimulated a great deal of research aimed at examining

dmlopcnt‘l 2ifferences in moral judg‘nnt' skills.—Ruceatly,
‘ zcﬁucho:l have extan;!od these efforts to-_consido:. adnlts" perceptions -
of the moral reasoning abilities of older childﬁn and adclescents
(e.9., m;uay, werar. -.; Hope, 1980; ayb.oiu r’sam.. ‘This ma of
research is particularly exciting bccauso of 1ts potmtial L,wiications
for noral oducation and educational stratoqiec suggcstod r‘ p.maq_te -

noral thinking. The prosmt invutigation p!ovidoé an oxtonsion to this

a7

provioun research and comiderea adults avlmman of younq Wldren s .
‘moral Judgunt s)r.nls. . - ,‘ ‘.'_
. Thc first of the four studies examined adults pzodicticnl o£ no‘tal

‘—-‘- \

rming for 4th, 7th, and 10th grade: children. In addition, adults’'

pm_cripfions for advice they would offer ‘chndnn. to tedch‘ them moral ’

A \ - —

‘reasoning were also assessed at the th: : grads levels. 'C;Jnéa._risons
revealed that the adults were able to predict accurate leve}s of moral "

reasoning for the children. ' Their prescfiptions for advice, however,

.3

dié not reflect a clear awareness ‘of thoso dcvoloéuntal éiffu'mcu in

moral rMinq. R.cnﬁondotions for advico wvere ofton' consistcnt wtth

. -

ldnlt levels of functioainq. , ,
-

) 9 .
A second study was conducted to ‘determine. the actual reaboning .

uv'-‘u O-onaitatod by 4th grade children. This was done to allow Eor
A\
nOTS aecuntd cmrhono between “the chudtca s true level of rcmning

.-

and mxu pndlctionc and pmcrtptim of thoir performarice.

——
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’

;lndicated that they :eEhl-nndod advice aboﬁc the level of comprehension -

Coparischs indicated that the adults' predictions in Study 1 were
ictuiato rcihtiv‘ to actual moral reasoning of 4th q:jdb children. The

majority of their prescriptions, however, were significantly highor éhan

the reasoning levels of the children (i.e., mors than 1 stage higher),

"

and thus, would not be considered good moral a&vico according to

L ¢

suggested moral oducation strategies (Enright, bqpalqy. & Lovy. 1983) .

LY

-

* The predictions and preacriptions of clannntary teachers were

‘assessed in’ the third study to dgtnrnino 1f qirect experience with
) . - . +

‘children improved moral advice-giving ability. In agreement with the

first study, however, the teachers prescribed advice at th.ir own level
« ) , .

o

_of’moral understanding. Their prediftions reflected an awarsness of

developwental differences in reasoning, yet their prescriptions

for 4th graders (i.e., more than 1 stago above) ,

The teachcrs"poor advice~-giving abilities vere discu:sod in terms
of a lack of adequate knowirgqo concerning norai theory and uoral
oducation :tratoqica. ‘This hypothasis was examined furthct in the final
study. Adults in this stndy received either no training or txainlng ln
motal‘thQOty or moral thoory plus motar oducat&cnz Thoiz prodjctions
and prescriptions for Cth graders uorc aslcslcd tne week tollovtng th.
ttainigq ;ossicne. Rocults 1ndicatod thae only thoso individuzlo eho
puztictpctod in the co-binod ttaininq ptocncu:o cvidlnctd moral acvico >
appropriato for promoting growth in Ath Qraan childtln. !ﬁbjocto in the ‘_}
no traininq and notal;;hco:y only training aonditions proocriboc advico ’

a lavel q:bator than 1 -taqn IBOVO‘thIC of 4th q:ad. cilldren:
Bducational lpylicationa of ehic zindlnq. as w.ll as sugqotttons for | <

-r'

futurs research . are az.eus..a : a o
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Introduction

>0ver SO years ago, Jean Piaget conducted observations and
_interviews with young children in an attempt to better understand
. ihéir moral reasoning abilities. Through tﬂe-uao of thase
extengive proceduéio» ‘he developed a two ataée

\
coqnxtive-develo;nental heory of moral judgment (Piaget, 1932).
This initial effort by Phaget later provided the balis for tha
elaborate six stagg'theory of moral judgment proposed by
~ Lawrence Kohlberg (1963).

As a result of the early work of both Pia?et and’ Kohlberg,
moral development has been an extremely popular area of interest
for the past few decades. The theories of these tvo men stimulated
a grézé—deal of subsequent resqarch aimed at exanining
developmental differences in moral judgncnt skills.- Numerous
examples of such research appear, in the 1iteracuro (seo Colby,
Kohlberg, Gibbs & Licberman. 1983, for a dilcuslion).

Recently researchers have begqun to considoz hdultu
perceptions of the moral teasoning abilities of children (Presnlcy.'
Enright, Hicho?er & Rothlisberg, 1984:'Prcsnloy, Schnioror’& Hope,
1980; Rybash, 1980; Yussen, 1976).  This area of research i-
.particularly exciting because of its potential imp;igations for
education and child-rearing procedures. The proshng series of

investigations provides an extension to thil ptivious research, and

considers adults' awareness of young children's moral judgement

skills. Before detailing the four studies in this thesis, the




< .
theoretical and empirical literature relevant to moral judglgft is

reviewed.

The Cognitive-developmental Theory of Moral Judgment

) Early interest in the area of moral jud_mt.\'ms init‘iateq by
the work of Jean Piaget (1932). Through the use of observations
and ;nto;vioy';‘Piaget sought to determine how young children
(i.i., 4-12 years) tﬂiﬁk about such moral issues as justi?c and
‘punishment. To un&crstand children's moral thought processas, he
prosento& his subjects with pairs of ségrics concerning young

>children in problem situations. Examples of such story pairs are
presented below.
I. A. A Fittle boy who is called John is in his rocm. He is

- Called to dinner. H; goes int; the dining room. But behind

the door there was a chair, and on the chair there was a tray
with fiftc;n cups on it. John couldn't have krnown that there
was all this behind the door. He éool in, the door knocks
against the tray, bang go the fifteen cups and they all get
broken!
B. o£co there was a little boy whose name was Hemry. One
;ay wvhep his mother was cut he tried to get scme jam out of ,
the cupboard. .ﬁo climbed up on to a chair aﬁd stretched out
."his arm. But the jam was too high up and he couldn't reach it
and have any. But while he was trying to get it he knocked
over a cu;. The cup fell down and btok;. .

v
-

' , (Piaget, 1932, p. 122)
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Following the grisentation of these stories, two questions wvere
asked of the children: 1)} "Are these children equally guilty?" and
2) "which one of the two is the naughtiast, enh vhy?" (Plaget,
1932, p. 123}. ‘ : .

On the gasis~of these interview sessions with chiidrsn, Piaget
concludod'that there are ;vo stages of moral judgment. The first
stage, moral realism, involvas‘children aged 4-7 years. Accoiding
‘to Piaéot. cha;acteristics of a nora% realist include: 1) judging
the appropriateness of a Pdhaviot by the consequences of thi
behavior, 2).a belief that all rules are unchangeable, and 3) a
belief in imminent justice or infndiatc punishn.ht for a wrong -.
doiﬁq. In opposition tq these characteristics, older children in
Piaget's second stage, moral autonomy, exhibit the following moral
beliefs: l)'intentions of an act (rather than consequdncol) are
important, 72) rules may be cha;ged if agreed upon by conseénsus, and
3) punishncﬁt may only occur if a wrongdoing has been witnessed
(Plaget, 1932). .

More recently, Lawrence Kohlberg elaborated upon Piaget's
early work in the ares Qf moral iudqn.nt. In his doctoral
research, kohlberg i1958) outlined a six stage cognitive-
developmental theory of moralizationm.  This theory was 9dr1v.d from
1nto:pretgtions bf interviews donducéod with 10-16 year old nalct.'
In these interviews, Kohlberg presented the participants with &
series oﬁ‘dilu-u in which the central characters faced moral
problems. Following is a faniliar exsmple of Gne of the dilemaas

used:
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"SI

S

In Europe a vc.nn wvas near death t_‘ra: a sp#cial kind of
cancer. Thcro:wis one drug that the doctors thought might
save her. It v;g a form of radium that a druggis: in the same
town had recently discovered. The drug was expensive to make,
but the drugqisg;;g;l‘gaxginq ten times what the drug cost _
him to make. He paid $200 for the radium and chargaa
$2,000 for a small dose of iﬁ; drug. The sick woman's
huséand,.seinz, went to everyone he knew to bérrow the
money, but he could oﬂly_get foqotheg $1,000 ;hich is
half of what it cost. He told the druggist that his wife
/was dying and asked him to sell.it cheaper or let him pay ‘-'
later. But the druggist said; 'No,~ I di;covered the drug, ¢
and I am going to make money from it." So ;einz got .
desperate and broke into the man's stofe t;'stcal the
drug for his wife. '(xohibe:g, 1969, p. 379) .
‘Subsequent to the presentation of each dilemma, questions such.
as the following were asked of the subjects: "Should aeinz‘have
done that?", "Would a good husband do it?" These questions were
open-ended as there were no riqht.or wrong answers to them.

Subjects were proconécd with the questions, And then asked to

" explain why they ansviro§ the way they dii. This questioning

procedure was referred to as the Moral Judgment Interview (M.J.I.).
Kohlberg collected all of his subjects' explanations, and on
the dasis of these responses, he proposed that individials proceed

through an invariant ioquoaco~6t six stages of moral thought.

'




, from_the primitive to the more advanced levei of moral thought. -He

According to Kohlberg, each stage is chardcterized by qualitatively
_q;éfcrent levels of n#ral reasoning.' The following three
assumptfons are al§o included in Xohlberg's theory:

1. un'd.ez normal environmental’ ccndit‘iont de';el;:pnental change

will always be in an upwards ‘direction; ]
~ 3

3.  individual's thinking will be at a single dominant stage,

2. 7 there will be no stageé skipping:

although the stage i\chja.é:eut to the dominant stage may also be
employed (Colby & Kohlberg, 1984). P
The assumptions outlined abovi are in agreement with Piaget’s

gemeral framework of moral davelopnent. For example, in agreement

with Kohlberq, Pi.aget (1932) stated that chil‘dren will progress

also believed that chiidren between his two stages of moral thought «

{(i.e., children aged 7-9 years) would evidence features $f both
N
levels of thought, That is, they would b‘ in a ttanlition phase

- <

. with elements of both moral realih and autonauy in their xeasoninq

R . > .
-processes. ' . _ o . - 2
—-;——-——- + . - - é.

Kohlberg conccptualizod his theory of lorality in termms of . ;;‘/ o

\

/.t.b{ee major levels of development. These 10'%10. ptoconvgntd.onn. o 'Q/' ‘

P

con‘vontional and poltconvcntioml morality, each 1nc1ud.- two Mn

¥ . -]

:"? moral tcasoninq. Stages 1 and ‘/ﬁlx; inclndod within tho .
. ’ ; 5
preconventional leval, stages 3 4 \d,thin conventional Yo
) e

reasoning, and stages s and 6 within the postconvontional -ar_alj.:y o7 -

lavel.



Acdording to Kohlberg (1976), ﬁtocsnvnnt;onal morality is
based on an individual's d;siro to gain reward and avoid
punia)uoat ‘Standards o't moral behavior are not internalized at
this point. In cdnvational morality, however, social standards
and rules have been igztmli.:-d’ and the individual conforms to
(_ nin'ta'in'ozﬂot and the approval of othars. In the last level,
‘postconventional ﬂo;ality,,én individual is not guided by the rules
or cxp.ctatigaa of others, bﬁt raghei acts‘accordinq’to ﬂis/hér own
u}f-choun Hpr‘inci-plu. Within each of these levels, the two'
stages are defined,*with the second stage ritl'ect.i.ng the more

_advanced mordl perspective. Brief descriptions of these stages are

PN

&

presented in'Tablc 1.

-

The 'taqoi of meral development are ﬂeter@dned'by the

cognitive development of the individual and are thus, generally .

~

. . N . - R 8
related to age level (Colby & Kohlberg, 1984). Kohlberg's research
(19@1)‘hag demonstrated that most ch;ldron less than 9 yoﬁts}ot‘
age, some adolouconto.iné most cfininal“otfondcrs op.tatc at the

proconvantional lovol of . thought.. The -njority of adolosc¢ntl and

.c
<

" adults function wﬁthin the convontional moda, and a few adults ]

b

attain the poatconvnntional uorality lcvcl.

Kohlbctq s -odol of moral. dcvolop-nt has beaen ﬂ. tocus of

great controv-:.y since itn-ooncoption. Such controversy- arose

bscause subsequent ln%.atiqhttons of the model did not “alvays
o)
d-on‘t:ato strong support tot the stage theory. xurtino. and
Q ° .
Griot (1974) for ox-lplo, wers pexhapo the most vocal cxittc. when -

they quastioned the-basic sssumptions of the model as vell as tpo '

[~}
Y

.




Table 1. |

Xchlberg's Stages of Moral Develcpment. ) -

-

; Stage . Dcsq:iption‘
Preconventional T
Level
- ) . - -
1 Obedience and punishment orientation

Egocentric deference to superior power
or prestige, or a trouble-avoiding
set. Objective responsibility. .

T2 , Naively egoistic orientation

Right action is that instrumentally
satisfying the self's needd and

. occasionally those of others.
. ) Awareness of relativism of value to
each actor's needs and perspective.
. Naive egalitarianism and orientation

- . to exchange and reciprocity.
Conventional . ,
. Level ) ¢ : e

. ' . 3 : Good boy orientatton .
. . Orientation to approval and to ¢
. _ .o . . vgleasing and helping to others,
= ’ i . . " Conformity to stereotype imzges of
. - majority or natural role behavior,
and judgement by intentions.

4 - Auéhority arll iociai-o‘zd'nr maintaining .

L ‘ . iorjentation .
L e ’ rigntafion” d authority, fixed
. : : : , Tules, the mainténance of social

. . ] , ‘order. Right behavior consists of
. . * -doing -cha's duty, showimg respect for
. ’ : 1 . ) -authority, and saintaining the given
. i ' ’ social order for its own sake. .
- b o v HMorality is not bazsed on individual
oz personal values and judgements.




Table 1 (Cont'ad)

Stage

Description

Postconventional
Lavel

S

A [ 4

Contractual lcqaiistic orientation
Right action is defined in terms of
individual rights and of standards .
which have been initially examined ' .
and agreed upon agreed upop by the

. wholw society. Emphasis is upon .

procedural ruies for reaching

consensus and ensuring general . .

welfare. Concern wifh establishing ,
and maintaining individual rights, it
equality, liberty. Distinctions are I
made between values having universal T
prescriptive dpplicability and values ¢
spacific to a diven society.

The universal-ethical principle

orientation . . .

Right is defined by the decision of

conscience in accord with self-chosen R
ethical principles appealing to logical
comprehensiveness, universality and .
consistency. These pziﬂniplcs are v A
abstract; they are not concrete soral

rules. These are universal principles .
of justice, of the reciprocity and

equal'ty of human rights ‘and of .
respect for the dignity of human . .
beings and individual persons.
(Turiel, 1974, pp. 14-15)




reliability, v&lidity, administration and scoring of the intikvie;
procedure (i.e., the M, J.I.). Similar criticisms have also been -
voiced by numerous other researe£ers (e.g., Gibps, wWidaman, &
Colby, 1982; Rest, 1976; Rubin & Trgtter, 1977Y. 1In ‘the years
since these critiques, houevef; Kehlberg and his associates have‘
made substantial revisions to the theory. Specifically, Colby,
Kohlberg, Gibbs, Candee et al. (1§83)‘developed a new scé;ing
system, Standard Issue Scoring. This new prdcedure has been._
reported to be more reliable and valid than Kohibérg’s original

scoring system (Colby, Kohlberg, Gibbs & Lieberman, 1983). The

administration and scoriﬁg may still present some difficulties,

however, because of the time and training involved.

_Criticisms of Kohlberg's theory have alsoc often focused on hiﬁ
assumptions of s;agé squénce and stage éénsistency.‘ Many
researchers in‘fact, have'éuestioned the'un{vetsality of thg
st;geﬁ, in particplar the sikeh stage of moral thought (Siﬁpson,
1974; sullivin, 1977). The recent revision to the theory and
scoring. procedures, however, was based on longitudinal rese'arch
conducted by Kohlberg and his associates over a period of 20 years
(Colby, Koh}beig, Gibbs & Lieberman, 1983). This %esearch
demonstrated strong support for Kohlberg's cognitive-developmental
.staga podcl. All subjects- in thiQ 20 year reséarch projdét (i.e.,”
58 males aged 10-16 xgars).'ptoqressed through the stages fn the
.predicted‘hgnner, and no stage skipﬁinq'was reported. It is
1mp9zt$n£ toAﬁote,’hovever, that participaats in,fh;: project did

. ~. . .
not operate at the sixth and final stage of moral development.

*




Given this finding, Kohlberg chése to omit thip stage from the
revised scoring nanuai. The longitudinal evide;ce failed to
support its existence as a universal stage of moral reasoning, and
thus, the revised theory and manual now includes only the first
fivg stagbs of moral development. The existence of these five
stages, however, has been supported in numerous recent
investigations. Studies conducted by Ni?an and Kohlberg (1982),
Walker, de-éries, and Bichard (1984), Snarey (1985), and Sna}ey,
Reiner and Kohlberg (1985), have all repoited findings in agreement
wifh Kohlberg'd notion of a five stage hierarchy.-

In light of these above-mentidned research findings, and the
recent revisions to the theory.and scoring procedures, criticisms
such as those offered by Kurtines and Grief (1574) have hopefully
been put to rest (Kohlberg, Levine & Hewer, 1383). It should ;e,
menti:ned here though, that various other aspects of XDhiberg's
model have also been criticized. Holstein (1976) and Gilligan
(1982), for example, both voiced conéetn abogt Kohlberg's sexual
biaé‘towards males in hi;s model of moral development. In a recent
‘articlc; Kohlberg et al. (1983) addressed this concern in light of
the reformulation of the theory and scqring procedures. The .
authors admitted that such a bias may have existed in the original

formulation of the model (i.e., Kohlborg; 1958, 1969), but stated

-

that it was not relevant to thi newly-revised scoring system.

In addition, recent research has also s&ppoitcd Kohlberg et
al.'s (1983) claim. Walker (1984) reviewed 54 studies of moral

Judgment which employed Kohlberg's M.J.I., and concluded that ;ery




.
-
.

few instances of sex differences had been reported in the
literature. Of the few studies that did indicate gender
differences (ifi favor of males), most relied on Kohlberg's earlier

; - »
scoring system (i.e., Kohlberg, 1969).  Walker also c¢oncluded that

- B
a few studies supported higher levels of reasoning in adult males
than in adult females. He noted however, that in these studies,

sex differences were often confounded by other vafiables such as

ducation and occupation.
old and Burkhart (1984) also addressed the issue of

x differentes in their study of the moral reasoning stages of 177

" males and femdles, aged 11-20 years. While no differences were

found between the actual moral étage usage of each séx; the authors
did note gender difﬁereﬁce§ in the orientation cr moral content
employed within each stage, "ﬁﬁat is, the females qud greater
gﬁpathetic role-teking in their moral judgments than did the.yales.
Thus; it appears-that while no apparent’ sex differences exist
betweéﬁ‘actual le;elg of‘moral thought, as measured by the M.J.I.,
;mies and females exhibit differing orie;:ations in their moral
thought processes. For a more detailed 4ccount of this :}Que.(aa
well as othgz concerns with the Kohlbergian model), pleg;e re}e; to

Kohlberg (1982), Kohlberg et al. (f983)' and Levine, Kohlberg and

Hewer (198S5).

Moral Development and Its Relationship to Role-taking Skills
Kohlberg (1973) proposed that the ability to assume the rblg

of others is - a key factor in the developwent of advanced  levels-of-

moral reasonirg. In other words, a child's progressidon through the

-

"
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stages of moral development is closely related to his/her Sbility
to adopt the perspective of another person. Piaget (1932) glso
emphasized this point. He stressed that aﬁ important zransition in
the development of moral thought was the shift from early
egocentrism to an understanding of the thoughts ;nd feelings of
others (Hetherington & Parke, 1979). Role-taking or

perspective~taking ability, much like the developmenf of moral

thought, proceeds within a Qtage-like sequence. In 1974 Selman
and Byrne proposed a five stage model outlining the dévélopment of
perspective-taki?g abilities ¢see Table 2). Thése-five~stages are
described in great&Y¥ detail in Table 2. ‘ )
The nature of the relationship between moral ﬁudgmé;£ and

social rqle-taking has been the subject of numerous'res;;rch

) investigations (Ambron & Irwin, 1975; Héir, 1974; Walker; 1980) .
One of the earliest investigations of this relationship-w&%
conducted by Selman (1971). 1In this study, 8-10 year ofﬁ children

- were administered x;hlberg's M.J.I., the Peabody P{ctu;é“Vocébulary.'

Test (as a measure of intelligence), and two measuréh-of_"

role-taking ability. Selman's results (with intelligence

-»

controlled for) revealed a significant relationship between the
koli-taking tasks and the child's level ot‘moral judggené as
hcasugod by the M.J.I. ‘:n particular, non-reciprocal ro;é;takezs
({.e., §tago 2), tended to employ preconventional morai reasoning
(1.0.; Stggo;,l and 2), when presented with moral dtieﬁm&é. The

more advanced perspective-takers (i.e.; Stage 3, reciprocal)




Table 2. -

13

b .

Parallel Stages of Social Role—tlkinq‘ and Moral Development .

.

>

Social Role-taking

-

Moral Development

Stage O--Egocentric V{gwpofnt

Child has @ sense of differentiation

of self and otRer but fails to

_ distinguish between the social
perspective (thoughts, feelings)

of gther and self. (Child can

label other's overt faelings but

does not see the cause and effect X
relation of reasons to soolal actiof§.

Stage l--Social-informationa. Role Taking

Child is aware that other has a social
- perspective based on >ther's own
reasoning, which may >r may not be
similar to child's. However, child
tends qgﬁtocus on one perspective
rather than coordinating viewpoints.

Stage 2--Self-reflective Role Taking’

Child is conscious that each individual
is aware of the other's perspective

and that this awafleness influences self
and other's view of each ocheg.

Putting self in other's place is a way
" af judging his intentions, purposes,
and actions. Child can-form a
coordinated chain of perapectives,

but cannot yet abstract from this
process to the level of simultaneous

mutuality. . 4-—-";

Stage 3--Muytual Rolc Takinq
Orientation

Child realizes that boch self and other
can view each other mutually and
simultanecusly as subjects. Child can
step outside the two-person dyad and view
the intraction froa a third-person
perspective.

Stage O+-Premoral Stage

Stage l--Obedience and
Punishment Ogterntation

Stage 2:-Naivoly Egoastic
Oraientation

SQaqg J-=Good Boy

;.
-

Continued... ’
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Table 2 (Cont’'d)
. Sogial Role-taking . Moral Develogment '
. Stage 4--Social and Conventional Systeam Stage 3--Authority and
b Role-Taking \\ Social-order Maintaining
* ’ ' Person realizes mutual perspective . ,Ozientation '
taking does not always lead to complate
understandipg. Social conventions are . ‘ .

seen &S necessary because they are

understocd by 2ll members of the group

(the generalifdd other) regardless of d
.‘thoiz position, role, or experience.

L] -

L

i

2 as defined by Selman and Bryne, 1974

b as defined by Kohlberg, 1958, 1963
' *
‘ .
. .
v . - \ /-—-
- {‘ ' B
. . .
K
~ o:'
. - .
[ " . F ) . e ®
i
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- - é
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relationship be@ween perspective-taking ability ané mor;l’judgment

evideﬁced conventional levels of reasoning when confronted with Ehe

dilemna sgsituations. ) )
Tén of the children from this iﬁvest;;ation were included in a
second experiment conducted one‘year later. These children were
low on both ;ole-takiﬁg and moral reasoning in-the initial
investigation. when they were retested one year later, rone of the
children attained conventional moral reasoning without having first
attained reciprocal role-taking.. Reciﬁrocal role-taking, however, .
was observed in children who had not yef reached the level'of
conventional moral thought. These findings led Selman to conclude

that the development of the ability to understand another's

perspective is a "necessary but not sufficient condition" for the

.
.

developmeRt of advanced levels of moral judgment (Selman, 1971,

p. 79). E
* ‘ )

The results of Selman's research have beén corroborated in

. > \

subgequent investigations (Ambron & Irwin, 1975; Moir, 1974; Selman. -

-

.«

& Damon, 1975; Selman, 1976; wWalker, 1980 walker & Richards,

1979)%, In a more recent study, Walker (1980) examined the

'~

in 4th through 7th grade children.’ Included in®this study was a - '

brféf role-playing situation to stimulate the moral growthh of the :

children. In this role-playing task, children previously

identified as ktage'z moral reasoners were axposed to Stage 3 moral °
arguments. This was acconplished_by~involving each child in a

moral dilemma/role-playing situation with two adults (each of whom

provided Stage 3 remasoning to th# child during the discussion).




walker found that transitions from Stage 2 to Stage 3 mogal thought
occurred only in those children who had attained Selman and Byrne's
(1974) Stage 3, perspective-taking :ability.

Gigencthe research findings of Selman (1971), walker (1980)
and others, it appears that a siqni‘fica.nt relationship exists
Setmn the development of moral reasoning and role-taking ability.
Selman (1975) reviewed all the relevant empirical data and .
concluded that barallels exist between the development of these t#o
abilities. These Pparallels, as suggested by Seiman, are presented
in Table 2.' .

whe§ corisidering the suggested relationships between ﬁoral

judgment and perspective-taking ability, one must keep in mind that

all studies examining these two issues have been correlatiomal in

Anatuto. That is, moralteasoning level was cqrrelated with

role-taking skill. Thus, while it is possible to conclude that a

significant relationship exists between these twc abilities, one - —

cannot’ staté that role-taking skill determines the subsequent.wral
[ ]

i - -

lavel of a child (or vice versa).
Reterence-;lso must be made at this point to the fact that not
all @t thé e'mpirical data support this conclusion. Costanzo, Cq:'Le,
.
Grumet and Farnhill (1973} for example, examined the effects of

intent and consequences in moral judgment, and concluded that

-children understand moral intentions prior to exhibiting

role-taking skills. This discrepancy in résults may have bgén due

in part to differences in procedures between Costanzo et al. and

.the other research efforts. Costanzo et al. for example, did not

16
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employ Kohlbergian measures of moral judgnené, but rather included
different forms of short stories invoivihq both posié;ve and
negative intentions and consequences. .Thus, the authors Qere
interested specifically in examining the development of the use of
intentions ip moral judgments raéher than in overall moral
reasoning from a Kohlbergian perspective.

Morad Perspective—taking .

. judgment (Rest, 1974, 1975), and consists of six moral dilemma

The research discussed thus far has generally supported
Kohlberg's (1969, 1971, 1973) hypothesis that perspective-taking

ability is positively related to moral maturity. As noted earlier

however, all investigations producing positive data (Moir, 1974y

[

Selman, 1971; Waiket, 1980) examined subjects' performance on the
M.J.1. relative tc their performance on role-taking measures. An
alternative approach to moral role-taking, however, has recently
been considered. Pressley et al. (1984) and Y;ssen (1976) used the
Defining ;§sues Test (D.I.T.) as their measure of moral judgment,
and examined subjects' ability to assume moral perspectives other
than their own. .

The D.I.T. is a morai judgment questionnaire which was

H

devélopéd by James Rest (1974, 1975) as a multiple choice-type
alternative to the M. J.I. T;;s questionnaire is a ?acoqnition
measure of moral reasoning. That is, subjects are reqﬁired to'
select their answer from a number of Qlternativqc tathct:than"

produce it (as is required of the M.J.I.). It has been found to

correlate highly (1.:..45 = ',68) wigh'xoh}borgian measures of moral

——




.éérios, four from tie H.J.I:, and two which are similar to
Kohlbergian~-type dilammas. Subjects are required to read eacﬁ
dilesma and th;n.éonsidex and rate 12 issue stataments according to
how important they believe each is to resolving the moral
aituntion: Fér example, concerning the Kohlbergian Heinz dilemma,
subjects are asked to consider such statements as: 1) Is Heinz
willing to risk qctti;q shot as a bufglax to going to jail for the
- chance that stealing the drug might help, 2) Hhat'values are going
to be the basis for governing human interactions?, and 3) Isn't it
only natural for a loving husband to care so much for his wife that
he'd steal? {Rest, 1975, p. 77). Each of the 12 statements
-reprelonts_a bellef central to a particular Kohlbergiaq stage of
moral develcpn§nt (Stage 2 thréugh to Stage 6). The statements are
_ rated on a s9ale of importance (i.e., most, much, some, little, or
no importance). The four most important issues are then rank

orderod.

The-D.I.T. yields a number of scores based on these ratings

and rankihgs. The most popular and useful scores are the "P" index
(Principled Motglity) and thé ;D"-index (overall index of
dovclomnf)'. The "P" score indicates the amount of advanced,
postconventional moral reasoning used by the subject. This score

can range from 0;95, and the higher the score, the greater the
a-oqﬁt of postconventional reasoning (1.3.7 Stages 5 and 6)
employed by the subject. The "D" score is a more recent scoring
technique developed by Davison, Robbins, and Swanson (1978). It

represents a composite index of development obtained through

.
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weighted ratings (Rest, 1984), and the higher the score, the
. : )

greater the lev;l of moral reasarihé evidenced by the subiject.

The U.I.T. has a number of adv;ntages over Kohlberg's M.J,.I.
in that it can be group administered and, easily scored. Thus,
extensive ti;ng andAef;;n:t are not‘ needed with this measure. Recent .
criticisms howewer, have focused on the‘}aghze of the D.I.T. task .
relative ;o the M.J.I. The D.I.T. is a recognition‘measurb of T
moral reasconing, and as such dcoces not require subjects_t,o produce
their own opinions regarding moral‘issues. .Giﬁbs, widaman and
Colby (1982) have noted that given this limitation, the S.I.T.
should not be thought of as a substitute for such measures as éhe
M.J.I. (This criticism will be discussed in greater detail later
in the thesis.) ‘

Yussen {1976) employed Rest's‘p.I.T. in a study of moral :
perspective~taking. In this‘study, 9th, 10th and 12th grade

”~

students, as well as college students responded %o the D.I.T. from
threi'fepar;:; perspectives: 1) their own: 2) that of.an average
pqilosoppes (thought to be representative of higher le;els of
morality); and 3) that of an average'policeman (thought to be
representative of lower leveis of morality). ¥us§en hypothesized ' .
that with increasing age, subjects would be better ;ble to ;
differentiate their own perspective from the moral perspectives of
others. His findings supported this hypothesis. The youngest

subjects in the study (i.e., 9th graders), exhibited the least

amount of role differentiation. The college students on‘thg other




hand; demonstrated the greatest amount of differenéiafiqn in the

—p—

.

moral :olq:tiking task. . .
In Pr.slioy et al. (19q4): American and Cana¢1#n university
students responded to a thrae story;yefsion of the D.I.T. from t;o
separats perspectives. Six cqngiiio;s were included in this
investigation. In five of thes; conditions the subjects‘simuiated
moral responses for eith?r: 1) politically liberal'and politically
consérvative adultgz‘é) high I.Q.'and low I.Q. individuals; 3).11
year-olds and 21 year-olds; 4) males aéd females; or 5) British_.
inaviduals ﬁnd‘ﬂoréh American individuals. 1In ;pe.sixtﬁ
condition, the stu&gnts were required to respond to the D.I.T. from
their own persbecfive,’as.well as,fr;Q the pergpective of a
hypothetical igengical twin. .

" Pressley et al. (1984).found that both the American and the

Canadian students could predict the moral respcnses from the

diffdring perspectives. As was:hypothesizaﬁ, subjects in the. three

. ~ -

conditions involving moral perspectives which were known to differ
from gaéﬁ other (i.e., an intelligent versus anwnnintelligént'

peraon.°ﬁ conservative versus a liberal, and an adult versus an li

*

- year-old), correctly simulated differences in theirvresponses.’

Those subjects in the remaining conditions 1nv;1vinq simi%ﬁt_moral
p‘tlp’étiV.t (i.e., a Britisher versus a North American, a m;Le
versus a female, and self versus a tgin) daid not denqﬁsttato
differentiations in their moral predictions. These findings are in
agreement with the earlier work of Yussen f197é). The adult; in
_both 1pv.atigationl were able to assume the norai perspective oé

others.

20




Moral Education: Increasing Children's Moral Judgment

The finding that adults can predict others' moral reasoning
skills has important implications for the areas of ?lassxood
'teaching ;nd moral education. If one has the ability to recognize
the levels of reasoning required of a child, one may also have the
potential,to'p£omote the moral thouéht of the child by providing an
appropriate level of moral ad$ice. '

Moral education is an area curreﬁtly receiying a great. deal of
‘attention in both the educational‘ahd psychological literatures.
“As such, many investigations have recently been condﬁcted to
determine the mcst‘effective moral education ptoqram; for young
children. Excellent reviews of this research hav; been provided by
Lockwood (1978), Layrenc; (1980), Lemiﬁg (1981), Enright, Lapsley,
Harris, and Shawver (1583), Enright, Lapsely, and Levy (198%),
Lapsley and Quintana (1985),. and séhlaet‘li,l Rest and Thoma (198S).

As a result of‘the extensive research in the area, nufierous
moral education procedures have been devéleped for the classroom.
Five of thésé procedures are based on Lawrence Kohlberg's
éognitive-devélopmental mode;'og moral development. In this model,
Kohlberg ;laimed that moral growth in chiléren»could be facilitated
- if three conditions were met. They -are as follows:

f. e;£osure to the next higher stage of reasoning;
2. exgosu;g to éituaﬁiqns'bqsinq problems and contradictions for
‘éhe chi#d's current n;;al structure leading to dissatisfaction

A d

with his curfcnt level; -

» -

r 3




3. an at-ocphe:e of 1ntorchanqe and dialogue combining the first
two conditions in which conflictinq moral views are compared
in ap open manner {Xohlberyg, 1978, pP- 46). . .
The first of the five educational strateqies_that includes
these elements i; the pius-one intervention aéproach. As the ;khq :

;uggelta, this ap%toach attempts to prcnoté moral growth through
exposur; to mora1~reasoning one stage above a student's p:resent
level. Deliberate Psychelogical Education is a seéond approach to
moral education based on Kohlberg's (_1958). model. In this (
intervention procedure, students receive specific Eraining in
communication techniques, and then practice counseling and
role-playing skills. A thﬁd %ntervention involves didactic-
isstrnctioﬁ in social studies, ethica J%d logic. Here, subjéﬁts
are proseé-£o courses invélving such issues as pfejudice, police
‘natéera and polzzical themes. The fourth moral educat;on strategy
wvhich includes Kohlberg's coq?itions is called the Just Community

Strategy. This procedure involves the restructuring of the'soqigi

environment of the indjividuals (i.e., the school or the ¢lassroom),

to make it mog‘ democratic, thus promoting méral growth.
-Thq last strateqgy based on the above-mentiched conditions. is
an lnfoi-mation-procouing aéproach This intervention is based on

Flavoll's (1974) information processing model, and ‘includes the N

following assumptions:
l.. The content of the social curriculum should come from tﬂe'

child's own locial behavior and interactions. Hypothetiéal

_dilemmas, then, should be used only as a suppluont to the

“"real world" content. ’ ~ -

[ 4
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2. If thg child is eﬁcouraged té-think about his or her own social
experiences, then he or she should be challenged to think more
éomplgxly about the newly formed thqught. In other Qords,
once the child reflacts on.an actual experience, the educaéor
should model a statement cne level above the cﬁild's own.

3.  Once a child demonstrates understanding of a SOCial'coneept,
he or she should be encouraged to trf out that concept in

social action so that the new experience might become the ‘

basis of new thoughts.
(Entight, Lapsley & Levy 1983, pp. 70-71)
Countless investigations have been conducted to determine the

effectiveness ‘'of these five moral education strategies. Only the
3 - .

first approach, however, is reviewed here. It is bot?'the most
popular and the most effective of the Kohlbergian approaches, and

the one most relevant to the research reported in this thesfs. For

excellent reviews of the l4terature on all educational gtrnteqies,_

please refer to Enright-et al. (1983), Enright, Lapsley & Levy

-

(1983) and Schlaefli et al. (1985).

The Plus-One Approach

The’plus-one intervention procedure ig‘ﬁased Qn the asaqnption'
that ﬁorél reasoning is promoted by discussioné inv?iving‘toasoninq
de‘v"elopmeh':ally iz;:re advanced than th.e child's. It is believed o -
th;t exposure to such advanced réasoniné produces a state o;
cognitive diseqpilibrium'ih the child, and thus, progresses the <o
chila ﬁé the neit stage of ;oral :hsuqht. Cognitive disequilibrium
* may be Qefin;d*her; as an-internal state of dilétqahization and




contradiction which would ledd one to reorganize his/her mental
structures (Rest, furiel, & Kohlberg, 1968);

According to Jean Pilaget (1967), if a child in ; ;tate of
‘disequilibrium is presented g;th'reasoninq ;1ose to his/her present
level, his/her assimilatory and accomodatory functions act to allow
for greater equilibrium (Turiel, 1969). In other words, change or '
progression occurs when the child is unable to assimilate this
advanced reasoning to his/her current level of-thought. The child
is in a state of disequilibrium, and thus, is motivated to move to ' *

" the next stage to achieve a state of equilibrium.

The process of promoting growth throggh disequilibriup.is not
unique to tha field of moral education. ;ather, this apprcoach has
been widely recomrnended as a-general‘education strategy for

o

children. Joyce (1984) for” example (in a discussion of learning -

strategies), suggested’that one-must produéi a state of
iy ¢ * -

.

"discomfort™ in young students to promote educational growth. This
Q

<

view was also espoused by Hunt (1971). He claimed that one must
B o

o
-~

deliberately mismatch a student and his/her environment to - .
encourage the student to move on éo&aid’greateg complexity’ (Joyce,
1984) .

Moral disequilibrium or "discomfort” is produced.in a child by
prescpginq him/her Vith contradictions to his/her present level of
.reasoning. Such conttadzztory a¥gunents, npw§v;£, must be -
comprehensible to the child before he/she will be able to advance

to the next higher level of moral reasoning. For example,

reasoning 2 or more levels above the child's would nét promote

-




disequilibrid;, as sucﬁ advice would not be understocd
by the ckild (Turiel, 1966, 1974). Exposure to plus-one reasoning,
however, is comprehensible to the child and thus, would permit the

development of disequilibrium within the child (Rest, Turiel, &

<

Kohlberg, 1969; Walker & Richards, 1979).
Turiel (1969) suggested that a child perceives contradictions

at a stage one level above his/her own modal level, because the ~

child operates at more than one stage of moral thought at a time.
- .

Thus, the child evidences at least rudiments of more complex

=~

thinking characterized by the stage one beyornd the modal level. If

a child reasoned at only one stage of thought, he/she would N

v

perceive little conflict with other levels of thought. A child,
howevér, functioning prgdoﬁinately at one stage, but with some

other levels as weil (i.e., the next higher level) would be better

able to perceive contradictions "in others' moral arguments. This

-

: - _ L. <
child therefore, wculd experience conflict and thus, would be d

o

likely to progress in'moral reasoning (Kohlberg, 1976; Langer,

1969)' . ,

Abundant research on fhe plus~oge intervention has considetgd
a wide variety of empi;ical variables such as lehgth of
interventggn Ana~type of plus-one t;eatment (Enright, Lapsley &
Levy, 1983). In gqnet#l, redardles§ 06/:;e gpecificidesign
details, the findings drawn from the'major%ﬁyqbf plus-one
1nvesthationa support the %ongiuoian that tﬂr stréiegy is a pot;ht
moral intotvéhgion proquuxe_(5£buthnot,,1975; Blatt ¢ Kohlberg,

1975; Hayden & Pickar, 1981; Walker, 1980, 1983).°
X




in one of the e;rliest investigations of this "strategy, Turiel
(1966) hypothesized that: 1) more learning would reéult from
exposure to reasoning directly above one's p;gsentAlgvel than to
reasonlng two staées above, and 2) more learning would result from
axposuré to reasoning one stage above one's present functioning
thaq from exposure to reascning one stage below. There were three
experimental conditions and one control condition in this _
investigation. Expérimental children were exposed to ;ole—playing
situations in which they were confronted with moral reascning
either cne s;agg above }fl), 2 stages above (+2), or one stage
belo;éf-l), their present level of moral thought. This
role-playing procedufé involved h;ving the subjects assume the role
of the mﬁ;n c@aracter in a Kohlbergian dilemma, while 2
experimenée;s proviéed conflicting advice on how to resoive théi
diianpa.. On the basis of M.J.I. scores obtained following the
role-playing tréatment session, Turiel concluded that moral advice
on# stage above an individuai?é dominant stage was the most
effective in facilitating moral growth. , R
. In a:aubsqquent inéestigaf#on, Blatt & Kohlberg (1975) exposed
young children to quided.diacussions of higher (1.efr»t1) ;evels of
moral reasoning. in agreement with the results of furiei (1966).
Blatt & K?hlberg found that the plus-one procedure i*?nificantly

increased children's M.J.I. scores. The gains observed in moral

level were still evident one year later.

Rocont_;gknazch by Walker (1983) has also supported the

atrength of thg‘plup-onc strategy. Walker examined various sources

-~
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of cognitive conflict to determine€ the relative effectiyoncsa of
both opimion and reasoning level conflicts for inducing moral

growth. Fifth through seventh grade children were exposed to one

of the six following conditions: -

1. pro/con +1 condition (i.e., conflicting +l1 reasoning opinions);’

-
2, con +1 condition (i.e., consonant +1 reasoning opinions which

<

-

differed from child's cpinions):
pro +1 condition (i.e., consonant +l1 reasoning opinions which
agreed with child's opinions); -
4. pro/éon 0 condition (i.e., conflicting same stage opinions);
5. - pro O cond}tion (i.e., ébnsoﬁant same stagé opinions in
agreement with child's reascning); '
6. no-treatment control condition.
Analysis of the chiidren's moral ;udgement scores (1 week and
7 weeks following intervention), revealed that the subjects in the
. pro/con #*1 and the con +1 conditions demonstraﬁfd the greatest
amoun; of moral growth. On the basis of this finding, Walker

concluded that "conflict in both opinions and reasoning seems to be

the optimal means by which development can be stimulated"™ (Walker,

- .

* 1983, p. 108).

Numerous additional investigators have als; demonstrated the
positive results of this plus-one intervention procedure
(Arburthnot, 1975; Hayden & Pickar, 1981; McCann & Prentice, 1981,

. . :
Tracey & Cross, 1973; Walker, 1980). Williams (1974), however,

proved to be unsuccessful in his attempts to utilize the strategy

in a classroom situation. The failure of the procedure in this




(Lapsley, Enright & Serlin, in press). Walker (1982) for example,

'dcnohsggated'that moral growth within his 7th grade subjects was

investigation, . however, may pc accounted for by the fact that the
subjects were younger (i.e., grades 2 and 3) than those employed in

the successful experiments. Other researchers have also found the

~ 3
-

st(ategy to be ineffective with young children (e.g., Wright,
1978). It iiy be, therefore, that the plus—-one strategy is hot
appropriate for use with ‘atly~e1enept§ry scﬁool-agedechildren
below the grade 4 level fEnright, Lapsley &.Levy, 1983).

It ghould also ge noged here, that the plus-orie apéroach has

recently come under question in light of some new research findings

Vs

- . J

'effebtivaly promcted using both plus-one and plus-two (i.e., two

L 2
\‘

stages above current reasoning) interventions. Also, recent “work

by Berkowitz énd his colleagués (e.g., Berkowitz, 1980; Berkowitz,
- .

Gibbs & Broughton, 1980; Berkowitz & Gibbs, 1983), suggested that

the qptimal discrepancy between a child's current level and the

. .
level of mgral arguments presented, pay in fact be one-third of a

.Stage rather than ohe stage. The results of the Be;kowitz

invostiqattons indicatedf’that subjects participating in moral

discusoions one third of a stage above their level, evidenced the -
=

nost advanccwent in moral growth (when compared téi’gbaééts

involved in discussions two-thirds of a stage Or more above their ¢ -

'ptooont level of functioﬁing).. ’ .

Altho&bh this more recent evidence has questioned the velidity

‘of the: plus-onc approach thq majority of research augssits its ‘use

as an effactive int.rvdﬁtion proc-duraa Reviews of the literature ’

-, . N e




have also sugqgsfed that alternative strategies such as Deliberate
Psychological Fducation and the Just Community Japproach (as
éescribed éarlier) may be beneficiﬁl as well in prouotingftjsgg

. growth. The most popular and effective appfoach houé§er, still
_appears to be the plus-cne technique. Recent reviews have
established the effectiveness ¢f this approach (Enright et'al.,

1983; Enright, Lapsley & Levy, 1983; Schlaefli et al., 1985: Thoma,

1984). Enright, Lapgley ;nd levy (1983) reviewed 28 studies

employing the plus-&ne strategy, and conclud& that all but four
/

were effective in sdvancing the moral growth of children. A more
-y

extensive review ¢¥ the literature by Schlaefli et al. (1985) also

demonstrated }yéi‘the plus-oné technique produced significani gai;s

in yqral devel¥o enE.

Making
& e o .
The moral edpcation literature duggests that children should

-

Teachers' . Deci

o

be ﬁiesegted with moral advice Just above (i.e., 1 stage abbvef
their present level éf functioning (Epright et al..‘1983). The
role‘of a teacher in a moralieducation program therefore, should be
to develoé.g merl of teaching which would .incorporate this
strategy.

A common problem that teachexrs encounter however, in

.

. gttempting to p&::i::eglvelopment n their students, is the task o
: integrating all of nformation that is available to them, ‘and
presenting it in an effective manner.. According to Shavelson and

Stern (1981), teachers possess a great Jdeal of 1nfor§ation about

their students; ;nforﬁdtiun'Bbtained from such louxggg as

» ‘
. . :




observation, test scores, anecdotal reports, schcool records, etc.

To process this "information: overload”, teachers integrate it into
. Judgments that they make about their stuaents; These judénents, in

turn, guide their teaching 3ecisions in the classroom (Shavelson &

Stern, 198l).

To petter understand the teaching process, Peterson and éiark
(1978) studieé the coqniti&g processes Qf twelve teachers in
classroom situations. Oﬂtihe bagis of this study, they propocsed a

=»
‘model of teachers' decision processes which suggested that teachers

.
consider a number of alternate apprcaches when involved in an
interactive instruction session with their students. That is, they
believed that ;eachers_,ider numerous alternatives to a lesson

given the observable response of the students.

shbsequent research however, indicated that teachers actually

Ay
[

consider alternativé.tea&hinq strategies in their classroom rather
infrequently (Clark & Peterson, 1986). That is, teachers often
stick with their original teaching decisions in the course of an

.interactive lesson. Shavelson and Stern (1981) based their model

8

of teacher decision making on thig notion, and suggested that
in &n interactive teaching session teachers behave accqrding to
- well-established routines thaﬁ they possess. These routines or
instructiconal plans, are'usqal}y 8o set, tﬂat teachers seldom
deviate from them once_tho teaching session has beagun (prce, 1978,
1979; Shavelson, 1983).

- In light of these findings concerning teachers; decision

making processes, it l.dﬂlJ;Viﬂoht:that teacher planning is.very

‘30
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important‘ln any classroom curriculum. ?Elark and Pet;rsqn (1986)
in their sigdy oz teacher’ thought Progesses, concluded that
decision making, thinkimg and planming, make up a large part of
what i; involved.in classfoon teachinq; These thought processes in
- .
turn, a¢cording to Clark and Peterson, influence and determine how
the teacher wfil behave in the classroom. In addition, Shavelson
(1983) concluded that teacher Planning is of the ﬁtm;st importance
because ‘it greatly influenges teachers' behavior in the clasgroom
as well as the nature ©of the eaucation the students receiveaf

S

Recommendations for Teaching Moral Issues - .
J ¢ .

Considering once again the area of'uor;l educatio, it appears’
that teachers' thoughts and perceptions about their.stdaentd' morai )
reasoninq'ski;ls.would be very important in the design and
implementation of eftectiQe morai education pregrams. In light of
this, it would, therefor; be of value to conéidet furthe;’theig .

perceptions about teaching moral issues to children. P T

Sapreliminary research has been conducted to examine this

issue. Moral development‘inve;tigators b;ve rgcehtly begun to
study adults' perceptions about moral advic? for.children (e.qg.,
Pressley et al., 1980; Rybash, 1980).,;Previous research has
demonstrated that‘adﬁlts undérstand developmental differenecs_ip’
reasoning skillsv(vussgn, 1976). Considering this ffhding; Phohe

, -
researchers questioned whether or not adults would consider these

differing moral viewpoints when asked to teach moral solutions to

N o'
younger individuals. * )




32

In Pressley et al. (1980), seven groups of college students
were given the D.I.T. In cone of the conditions, the students
answered a standard version qf this test. The tests given to t;:Fl-
remaining six conditions, however, .were nodi;!!d versions of the
D.I.T., with slightly different instructions provided in each

condition. Three groups of subjects answered from.the perspective

of 11 year-olds, 15 year-olds or 19 year-olds (i.e., ﬁtediction

‘conditions).. In three other conditions (i.e., prescription

cogditions) subjects "rated the {D.I.T.] issues on the importance
of presentiqgi}h{figsueg_sp Ado;escent§ 11, 15 & 19 years

of age \:t:é‘ré r!‘d with* the dilemma™ (Pressley et al., 1980,

p. 1290). )

Hhilé it was anticipated that the studenés in the prediction
conditionsiﬁould bé abLe’to idéntify correctly the perspectives of
the«vari;us developmental levels, the authors were uncertain about
vhat to expect’of the adults in the ‘prescription conditions.

Previous }esoarch‘in the area of teachers' decision making (Borko,

“ [

Cone, Russo.§ Shavelson, 1979) had suggested that a match often
exists—between adults' perceptions of children's abilities and the

instructions that they recommend for them. The 1nvestig§tors

sought to determine Qhether this was also the chge when adults were

required to consider specificaliyx the moral abilities of children.

Piolsloy,et aL. conc}ud;d Ehat their subjects'could simulate *
the moral re:soning of dlffprcné-aéed children (i.et, make
predictions for ofhers). This finding was not surprising given the

conclusions of the Yussen (1976) and Pressley et al. (1984)
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investigations. Their understanding, of others' perspectives
however, did not appear to affect their recommendations ;:onceminq
the argquments they thought should be presented to adolescents.
That is, the adults prescribed moral advice fhat was mOt; advanced
than the perceived (and actual) abilities of 11 to 15 year-olds.
Their advice, in fact, did not differ from the reasoning evidencéd
hy the adult subjects themselves.

Rybash (19?0) was especially interested in the advice that
elementary school teachers employed to help young children resolve
mor£3 probldLs.‘ One group of teachers in his study was
administered ; modified version of the D.I.T. They Were asked to
respond to the DII.T. with the type of advice they would give an
average 10 year-ocld needing help to solve the moral problems.
Teachers in a second group received the same instructions, however,
in this condition tﬁey were asked to consider .an average 40
year-cld rather than a cﬁild. A ;hird group of teachers responded
to Rest's (1974, 1975) stanéard version of the D.I.T.

- In light of Yusien's (1976) results, Rybash (1980)
hypoth?sized kﬁat the teachers in his inveatigation Qﬁuld believe
that thei£ resclution oflg moral situation should éiffer greatly
from the resolution demonstrated by a child.' He expected therefore
that the teachers would exhibit less postconventicnal moral
reasoning (i.e., Stages B3 s 6) when givigq_advice to 10 year-olds -
than in their own io:al resolutions. Rybash hou;Qor, found no

between~-condition differences. That is, the togchcro diad not

differentiate between their. advice to 10 year-olds and 40

~ S




year-clds. Also, their advice did not differ from their own
opinions regardiﬁq the resolution of the dilemmas.

In sunnnxy; the moral ée:spective-taking literature has shown
that adults fail té consider the differing moral viewpoints of
others when asked to prescribe moral advice. They understand and
are aware of these &ifferinq viewpoints (Yussen, 1976; Pressley et
al., 1984), yb£ they do not appear to apply.this knowledge when
teachigg moral issues. Thus, even though the moral education
litgratu;e illustrates th? necessity af presenting moral advice one
étgge above a child’s level, the empirical’ evidence does not
suqéedt that teachers! and adults' pgzceptions are consistent with
this theory.

In the Rybash (1980) and Pressley et al. (1980)
}hv;stigations, the suﬁjects' advi;e Eo young children refleéted
E the fact -that th;ir percept?ons of childxen'g-teasoning abilities
were somewhat diat&rted; They appeared to Peiieye that children
should be able td comprehené moral arquments based upon adult

levels of }eqponing. Moral gducaéional research, as discussed

earlier however, has demonstrated that children le:tn best if

}preson;cd with infornatioﬁ just s}ighily above their own level of
functfoninq (i.e., the piuq¥one'approach). ‘The adults' advice in
these in§cstiqqtions,'therefore, QouId be considered
inconptchcnlib;c to children, and'éﬂus, wouid.not promote opiimal
develogpment in terms of their moral functioning.

-In an attempt to account for the teachers’ .poor advice-giving

. skills, Rybash (1980) suggested that this problem may exist because




teachers may feel morally obligated to teach the best or optimal
sclution to their students. That is, rather than recosmend lower
level sclutions, the teachers felt a sense of obligation to teach
_ what they;peréeived to be the oest solution. RYEfSh noted a remark
made by a teacher which reflected this attitude, (“What othes
advice.oouﬂ;iue give a ehirdjexcept the adviee that we‘Fersonally
believe 'is corre?t, we nave to bé consistent with ouerwn be}iefs'
[Rybash, 1980, p. 22]). Pressley et al. (1980) also noted this
problem as they suggested‘that it was éithy unlikely that one{
would ever espouse a position known to be at a lower leVelhot. )
' ‘ . ' Y - 2
.reasoning. ~ ) . ‘

R l
Thus, it may be that adults give poor moral advice because of

4

an obligation that they feel towards young children‘One musgt also
consider, however, that the subjects in these two investigations

may have_ prescribed such moral arguments because of a general lack

of knowledge about educational strategies suggested to encourage

~ -
.

moral growth. In other words, they may have been unaware of the

research in the area of moral education which suggests aeffective

-

strategies for facilitafing moral development.

.
. .

The research to date has demonstrated that teachers' (and

.
- LY . .

‘-adults}) potentiai for being-effective noral advice-givers hal_oeen .
limited by their perccptions of childten s reasoning. If ‘houever._
these advice skills are limited b;.thoir knawledge cf moral o
‘ education strategles. it may be possible to alter these - _ .‘3 L

perceptions, thus enhancing their effectiveness in moral teaching.

-t




" (Arbuthnot & Faust, 1981). dﬁﬁbgtunately, however, the small
. -

- would be limited by the inaccurate perceptioné.thgt they possess.

bacause of a lack of knowledge about optimal educational

Summary

In conclusion, the empirical ljiterature has shown strong
support in favour of moral education programs for young children.
Given the value of these programs, the role o% tha teacher in the
classroom must be catefully considered. Plus-one research has
suggested that teachers and others involved in moral education -
wonld do well to present reasconing one stage above the level of

. ? LY
their students if they wisk to enhance their moral judgment

amount of relevant reseaych suggests th§t adults and tgacher' fail
to consider the level of the child when prescribing moral advice
(Rresslcy'et al., 1980; Rybash, 1980). Their perceptions of .~
children' s reas;ning skills appear tq be overest;mated as they
reconnenﬂ*érgunents at their own adult level of functioning
Considering the apparent distortions in theil pe:cqptions of - \

children's understanding, questions arise as to the actual

effectiveness of these individuals in a moral geaching situation.

It may well be that their effectiveness as moral advice-givers

It may be possible, however, to alter adulfs' perceptions of

ch}§dtcn‘s moral reasoning,'thus, hopefully, improving their - ) ; L 8

potpntial as moral advice-gi&nrq, Adults may biascrihe poor. advice

strategies. Awaxoneés of these strategies, however, nay'Sarve to
inproyo their advice~-giving lbilgtio-. Studies to date have not

considered this possibility, and thus, the need for research on the




3 )

effaects of moral education training on adplts' perceptions of

~

children's reascning. This research would:provide an extension to

~ .

our theoreticalxundgrsgan¢ipg of adplts';moral perspective-taking.

In addition it may also, have important moral education ’

implicatiens because of the possibility of enhancing teachers'

moral ad;ice-qiving abilities. These iésues will be addressed in

the following four investigatiens.




. ) STUDY 1 .

Previocus research has considered adults'-predictions and
g;nccriptions of children's moral reasoning. In general, this

research (e.g., Pressley et al., 1980; Rybash, 1980) has indicated

‘that adults attribute lower levels of moral thought to younqer

.individuall, but prescribe adult levels of reasoning when

attempting to teach noral.i-sucs. As discuseed earlier, this
finding is of 1-poita;ce given the moral education litera;u:e
(e.g., Arbuthnot, 1975), which suggests that children should be
presented with argun-ntlsabove khcir present level of functioning
(1.0._: one stage above). ~
In light of this educatior;al research, it appears that the
adults in the Pressley et al. (1980) and Rybash (15980) ‘
1nvoqtigations‘niy be poor moral advice-givers. It should be
noéod however, that th; conclusions of these studies may be
acncwh;t limited by the nature of the dependent measure which they
employed. . The Defining Issues Test (Rest, 1974, 1975) has been

the moral judgment assessment measure in all previous studies.of

.adults' awareness of children's moral reasoning. While the D.I.T.

is a'quickl_.y and easily administered qucstionhhiro, it does have
limitations as a measurs of adult's'. potcoptions of children's

a.bui.t:l.o-. One such limitation was nuqqostd by Rybash (1980) in

' hio uwo‘tiqation with ol.nntary teachers. \ayba.h commented that

ghc tm advico—qiving ability of the teachers may be masked in

the D.I.T. by the “unnatural medium” of the queastionnaire. That

is, teachers are forced to make responses to statements that they

. _ B ) ’ -
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might never think of on their own. Socéndly, Rybash noted that
whén resporxiing to the instrument, teachers must choose and rate
issues thouéht to be the best advice for children. &n his study,
many teachers selected Stage 5 and 6 respopses, perhaps assuming
that they could ;ltpr the g;tding of these statements to make then'

more comprehensible to young children. For example, if a teacher

'selected the statement on the D.I.T. "What values are going to be

the basis for governing how people act toward each other?" (S!kagiv~

- ~

6), he/she could possibly reword ft to, "The value of life is more
important than that of p;;sonhl property.” This replfrasing would’
make the statement compr;hensihle to children at.their own level
of moral reasoning, and thus the D.I.f. therefore, may-havc
underestimated the moral advice-giving ability of the teachers. A
third limitation of the D.I.T. to be considered, is that it is
only applicabie wit;\fndividuafs lB,years'qﬁ age and:older. For
this reason, research to date has concerﬁod 1tsel£'on1y ;1th

adults’' perceptions of older children's reasonirg skills.- It may

be however,.that if adults were asked to consider younqer

<

ehildreﬁ,>their perceptioﬁl voﬁld not be as accurate.

° w .
An alternative measure for assessing agplts' moral

3

predictions and‘pra;criptionl would be Lawrence Kohlberg's M.J.I.

<

In the M.J.I., the experimenter encourages the subject to respond’

to questions concerning moral problems, and uses prdbing questions

<
<9

to elicit additional information (e.g., "What do you‘nc;n by
- <
that?” Can ydu make that point another vny?‘). I; this procedure

subjects vorbalfy réspond to‘all questions as they wish, and do

_ not chlicose bétween moral’ statements that are provided for thes.

L]
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Thus, Eho “unnatural medium"® o.! the D.I.T. is avoided to some
- extent 1n thil rodnction measure. -

"m_m M.q;I.: honvo.r, 11' n;at without its problems, asg
discussed earlier. Por example, Kurtines and Grisf' (1974) and
Rusin and 'rrottcr 11977.) both quostioned some ptycho-ot:ric
/pzoportiog of this peasure such as the test-retest reliability.

»~Fri£1éllns of the H;&.I. have also have fgéuscd on the
considerable time and effort i;_wolved in the administration and
scoring of the t—ost (Gibbs, Widaman, & Colby, 1982; Kurtines &

tiog:
Grief, 1974)._ .Data collection for this procedure involves lengthy

interviews (i.e., 1}-2 hours) by trained individuals. Scoring
. - -

ptocoduru alsco provide additional problems, as they must be
conductod by raters trained in intensive Xohlbergian workshops

(i..., 5-10 days) . )

b \

These requirements of the M.J.I. render‘:it problematic
. §

for the present invutigation. Begontly, hoﬁ?tever,_a number of
aliom;tivo .noul reasoning scales have been devcloped’ for use
' wit); children. The Moral Development écale ‘(Kuz.'tine: & Pi.im,%
1983) , the Distributive Justice Scale (Enright, Franklin, &
°  Manheine, 19:80) » the Sociamoral Rbflection Hcasuxje '(Gibbs et al.,
1982),,and the Sociomoral Reflection Objcctive Measure-1Gibbs,
Arnold Morgan, Schwartz, Gavaghan, & 'rappan 1984) ua,xanplu '

of a few of these recent msuxcs.

’

Aa with the M.J.I. l.m! the D.I.T., howaver, limitations also

exist as to the usefulness of each of ‘these hmuuzo's for the study
of ndﬁl;l percéptions of children’ roanoning The Ho:tl

Dovolop.at Scala, for omlo, mcluo children's reasoning

o~




wi‘hiﬁ a Piagetian-stage framework. The Distributiv.‘Justicc
Scale as wnil:—hssessés ch;ldtan according to Damon's (1975)
stages of distributive justice reasoning. Th; present
inves;igation asvdesiqned, requires interpretations of moral
reasoning to‘bd made according to Kohlbargian stages, and
therefore, both of these measures would not be appropriate for
use.

The two me&éures developed by Gibbs and his colleagues (Gibbs
et al,, 1982; Gibbs et al., 1984) are based on Kohlberg's model of
moral ‘development and -thus, would be more ;pplicablo in this
research project. The SOcionora_l Reflection Objective Measure
{Gibbs et al., 1984), however, was designed as a multiple
choice-type assessment, and as such suffers from limitations -
similar to those of the D.I.T. That i3, it is an easily
administered measure, Hbwever, it is not considered appropriate
for use with young children, because of a specific readlnq level
requirement (Gibbs et al., 1984).. Also, given that it is a
recognition measure (i.e;, multiple choice) rather than a
production measure, the assessment may not Qe truly reflective of
the indiv{dual's current functioning.

Fortunately, however, Gibbs et al.'s (1982) Socia;oral
Reflection Measure (S.R.M.), does not suffer from these
limitations. The S.R.M. is a group~administered questionnaire

thaf is cqnsidoroq'appropriato for anyone older than 9 years of

2

age. The measure, which was designed on the basis of Kohlberg's

M.J.I., is a production task (i.e., individuals are required to

write down their answers). Subjects generate their answers tathar'

-

'i.
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‘than recogunize them (as on the D.I:T.), and thus, this measure

potentially provides a--oto\ atcurate and sensitive portrayal of

_ctbjocigl' lox' opinions than does the D.I.T. Scoring prcrcodu_:os

and traininq oxozciua for this -uurc are outlined in a séori;aq
manual (Gi.bbc & Widaman, 1982), and raters for this procedure may b
‘be ulf—trainod within a period of approxiutoly 30 hours.

Psychmotric evaluations of this’ neasure have desnstrated

good rolia.bility and validity in comparison to thc M.J.I. (Gibbs

et al., 1982). Concurrent validity vas assessed by corr.latinq

the S.R.M. with Kohlbcrg's M.J.I. Results of this co-paruon

revealed an overall corrc;ation'of -83. Construct validity of the .

-

¥ S.R.#M. was also noted to be Righ. This was assessed by examining

the relationship of the measure with such Variables as grade
level, socio-economic, sfatus. ‘and age. 1In addition, the validity

- ¢ was also assessed by determining the effectiveness of the S.R.M. .,

as a di-c:ﬁinatordgxtmn nozrmal and dslinquent adgleacenta

(Gibhg et al., 1982)4 In all comparisons, -t‘ronq‘ support for
cofutmi:tz valj.dit.y' was d-;onst:a.é.d (e.g., £ = .65 with age; T =
.89 with grade level; r = .37 Uith SES, p < .00l). The S.R.M,

~ also indicated significant differsnces in Moral reasoning between
the delinquent and ;:oa-dgliaq\nat qdo_lqc\ont samples.

. : R.l.la;biligi for thc S.R.M. was assessed in four ways: 1)'

inter-rater, 2) test-retest, 3) parallel form and, 4) internal
&

eouum-:cy Test-retest r=lisbility was tomd to bc .79 (p <

.
S ue

.001) between qwouomnuoo &-plotod two wod:- cpu-t The

p-:anal form nimu.ity, b.tmn form A and form B of the

Mimm vas .81, p < .001.




Inter-rater reliability was assessed for the S.R.M. using
highly-traihod, trained, and self-trained raters. Correlations
Potwcon highly-trained raters were noted to be the highest (.98).
This is not surprising however, given that these raters were the

authors of this neaiﬁ:e, and had thus had intensive experience
with the questionnaire and its scoring. Inter-rater rnli;bility
for trained z#t?rs was also found to beghigh (.76 to .87), as ;:;
the scoring reliability of the self-trained r;terl (.67 to .94)..
These values were noted to be camparable to those reported by
- . . Colby et al. (1983) for use with the M.J.I.
| .Lastly, as a m;asure of reliability, the internal cbnsist;ncy
of the S.R.H.‘;as assessed. using the eight stage ratings
. . ' caIbul#tedﬂfor each individual, Coefficient alphas varied from
. .64 (for ybusg children) to .;2 {for older individuals). Once
- c
agyin; these reliabilities were noted to be comparable to the
M.J.1., as reported S& Colby et al. (1983).
E ‘ “_In sbnuumy;;;alqagch on agults' perceptions of children's
moral reasoning ha; been‘liditoq by the nature of thc‘dopcndcnf
o (,jl\_gzgos cnbloyed_(i.e...tpe o.1.T7.). " Th; purpose of the present
’ study therefore was to oxa-inc adults' moral prodlction- and

-

‘prescriptions thzough the use of the S. R M., This Lnstrunnnt.
howcver. has just rccontly boon developed, and thus hal gbt
prcviously bocn -ployod as 4 measure of adults' prodictiant and
,..“ - pr.acriptions. The pt.otnt stnﬂy therefore, utilized a :a-plo o!
undotqraduato students to dotornint the ulofulnocl ot this
—

. m.tnrnt as a measure of adultl poxccpﬁ.onn ot young childyh

. moral reasoning.’
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Method  *
Subjects ' - \
The pan.tcipantl-in this study were 140 undergraduate students
enrclled in an introductory psychology clus'at the University of
Western Ontario. The mean age of‘ thg. subjoct's was 19.6 years
(S.D. = 2.2 years, range = 16-34 yu.lrs). One hundred and eight
famales and 32 males were included in the 'subject sample. This
imbalance ):l;n the number of males and females @iwd in the ,stu.dy
wvas ;:ot 1d;nl in lig‘ht of the racent controversy regarding sex

.S

differences. Research (e.g., Gilligan, 1982) has suggested that

Kohlbergian measures of moral ‘reaaouing may be biased in favor of

males. Kohlberg et al. (1983), however, discount this criticism

in light of their newly revised scoring system. 1In addition,

_Gibbs et al. {1982) found nc differences between male and female

‘Tesponses on the S.R.M. Therefore, although the imbalance is not

oftimal, it should not affect the results of the study. All

pu-ticipants were randcnly usignod td-one of the seéven

oxpo::tnontal cohtionc with 20 subjects in oachﬂpondition.

Instrument-Sociomoral R.fl.ction Hoasurt '

The S.R.M., as coutructcd by Gibbs ot al. (1982) . is a paper
and p.ncil prodiction task mtmnt. m measure cnn.i:ti of 1S
qmotiono wvhich E:o dosxgn.d to examine snhfjoct; maoninq nbout
-o:ll um- and norsative valuu (see Appondix m . Puallol. '
ton‘ of- ehi- qu“tl.omujn 1A & B), contd.n two lil.tlu moral |

N\
dum and eight hoociatod nomtlvc valued: The tirct dilemma

- of both forms 1nc1ndu nine qu“ﬂom relating to five nomtivc -

_:4.

va‘luocx 1) affiliation (urr;lm und rricndlhip): 2) life; 3) ln‘

.-




and property; 4).l;gal justice; and 5) conscience. Tﬁ‘ second
! moral dilemma gfovides information pertaining to sociomeral norms
of family affiiiation, contract and property. ‘

-when responéiﬁg to the questgoﬁnaire, subjects are asked to -
read Qach of the short dilemmas, and then write brief answers .to
the questioné concerning what they believe should be done in the
problem situati;n§. Subjects are\also asked to indicate why they
believe it (i.e., what they suggested) should be done. Following
are examples of such questions/g;om the S.R.M.,:

What if the peréon dying isn't Heinz'# wife but
instead is a friend Jana the friend can get no -
one else to help)? Sh;dld Heinz:

steal/not steal/can't éecide (circle one)?

:How important is it to do ev?tyghing you can,
even break the law, to save the life of a friend?
vef& important}importanf}not important (circle

. one)? |

'IWHY.is that very important/important/not
important (whichever one you circled)?

(Gibbs & Widaman, 1982) :

The scoring poobedure for the S.R.M. éréb;dea 1nfo;ﬁation on

_the mean moral stage level of the squcéts on each of the eight
-sociomoral norms. .ouestiohnai;é; for wﬁich fewar than five éf

fﬁlse eight nérms are scorable (as outl;ned in thi gcoring qanuai,




Gibbs & Widaman, 1982) are invalid, and are thus omitted from

further consiceration. ) .

Two types of moral level ratings are obtained through thé
scoring of the questionnaire. The first of these, the Mcdal Stage
Score, represents the‘stege level (i.e., Kohlberg's Stages 1, 2, -
3 or 4) most (;equently enployeé by the individual. The second
score, the Sociomoral Reflection Maturity 5coré (S.R.M.S.) is a
rating score similar to Kohlberg'slﬂoral Maturity Score obtained
through the use of the M.J;I. This score may raége from 100 to 40Q0
points, and corresponds to one of ten global sthge levels of moral

development. See Table 3 for a breakdown of the Sociomoral

Reflection Maturity Scores and the equivalent global stages of

\ -

development.
.Procedure
The present experiment included.s.ven-conditiong. ‘In the
control condition, the subjects responded twice tc a standard
version of the S.R.M. Half of the adul;s in this condition
anawgred form Aléf the measure first, fﬁllowed by form B, wﬁile
the other half answered form B and form A respectively.
Subﬁacts in the remaining six conditions responied twice to
questionnaires‘which were minor modifjications of the‘standard
S.R.M. In these questionnaires, the instructions were modified
such that” t'l'.n lubjocta‘ wers_asked to answer the moral problems
from the perspective of a 4th, 7th, or 10th grade child (see

Appendix B). Subjects in these conditions were also asked to

respond to the questionnaires from thb,portpcctivi of a person who

is teaching thede moral issues to 4th; 7th, or 10th grade

4
»
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Table 13

Sociomoral Reflection Maturity Scores

and Corresponding Global

Stages of Moral Development ~—
S.R.M.S. Point Range Slabal Stage
100 - 125 - Stage 1
126 - 149 . - Transition s‘tﬁc 1(2)
150 - 174 ) Transition stage 2(1)
175 - 225 Stage 2
226 - 249 1ransition stage 2(3)
250 - 274 Transition stage 3(2)
275‘ - 325 Stage 3
326 - 349 ‘rrans{tion stage 3(4)
350 - 374 Transition stage 4(3)
375 - 400, Stage 4 .

(Gibbs & Widaman, 1982, p. 51)
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children., That is, the subjects vere asked tc make prescriptions

-

regarding what they thought grade school chxldren should be taught

about the moral dilesmas presented (see Appendix C) .
In three of the six conditions employing modified

~questionnaires, subjects first _predicted the responses of the
children, and then in the second questionnaire, made prescriptions
for teachimg these issues to the children. In the remaining three
con&itiona, the order of presentation for the questionnaires was
rcﬁersed, such that the presgriptions for the children were made
prior to the predictions. This was done to déterpine the effect of
the prediction task on subsequent prescriptions made byvthe adults,
and vice versa. It was thought that answering the first
" questionnaire smay improve performance on the second questionnaire.

within each of the six conditions, half of the subjects responded

to form A of the modified measures, with the other half responding

e .

to form B of the measures.

s+ All sabjects in the stGdy qerajrun in large groups of
approx{gately 10-20 individuals. Suhjects w;re randomly assigned
to the conditions at the start of each testing session. The éwo
questionnaires took approximately ;i-z hours Fo complete, however,
all aubjccis were allowed to take as much éime as they requ;xed.
The experimenter carefully explained the instructions to all
particibunts at the start of each segssion. The experimente; was

also available to answer specific quoations from the subjects

durinq the testing so-slons. . o




Results -and Discussion

Scoring

All questionnaires were scored by the experimenter who was
tgained in the sqoring procedures (see Gibbs & Widaman, 1982, for
an explanation of scoring). As previously stated, 20 subjec;a
were randomly assigned to cach of the seven conditi;ns.
Twenfy-seven subjects Qere-omitted from the analysis however, as
their responses were unscorable (fewer than ‘ive of the eight
norms could be scored according te tge scoring manual). Please
refer to Table 4 .for a breakdown on the number of subjects
included in each condition.

. Interrater reliabiiity was based on Zé questioghaires
randomly selected and scored by a trained rater. The actual

L
number of questionnaires scored by the two raters was 27, as both

raters judged one questicnnaire to be unscerable. The overagl
S.R.M.S. correlation was r(25) = .87, p ¢ .Dl. The mean absolute
S.R.M.S. discrepancy between both raters was 1.64 points.
~Interra£er agreemth for the exact modal stage was 708 (100%
within a one stage interval)., Exact global stage agreement was
568, and 92¢ within a one-£hird stage incefval.1

Parallel form reliability was asseased ﬁetwqen the A and B
forms of t‘g'questionnaire.. Tho'overall corrslation was r = .70,
p < .0l1. .This'vaiﬁ; is comparable to thése reported by Gibbs ét
51. (1982). Internal'éqﬁiistoncy was also calculatdd for each
form. Split-half r;liasilitios were computed (.84 FPorm A, .81
Form B), and found to be conpar'abh to the reliabtlitles reported

.

by Gibbs et al. (1942),

PE




S.R.M. Analysis

Of primary inte;est in this investigation was the examination
;f the undergraduqtes' prediction and prescription scores fo? 4t£,
.7t$, and- 10th graders. These comparisons will be discussed heie.
Prior to fhia, however, the effects of order of questionnaire
presentation are discussed.. i
Order effeéts. In the 4th, 7th and 10th grade perception

\____.'-/ .
conditions half of the subjects responded to the two

questionnaires in a pr;;icfion/prescription,oxder. The other half
responded in a prescription/prediction order. Compa:i#ons were
done to determine if the order of questionnaire preéentation
influenced the undergraduates' S.R.M. scores at each ageé ievel.
The means and standard deviations for the prediction and
prescription scores in each age level and order condition are
presented in Table 4. .
Comparisons of the prediction scores begween crder conditions
revealed a significant order -ffect for the ;naergraduates'
predictions of 7th graders, t(29) = 3.01, p < .0l. Subjects
predicted significantly lower levels of moral reasoniﬁg tux 7th
graders in the prescription/prediction condition than in the
prediction/prescription condition. It appears'that for this age
level, the exper;ence of first prescrihing advfte for children,

\

may perhapis have made the adults more aware of ﬁhe true reasoning

’

levels qf the children. Order of presentation, however, did not

influence the prcdiction” ores for 4th and 10th giadsrs. No

' significant effects for ogder vere found for either grade level




Table 4

Means .and Standard Deviations for Prediction and Prescriptice

Scores as a Function of Ofder Condition and Age Lavel '
Prediction Scores Prescription Scores \
Age Level Pred./Pres. Pres./Pred. Pred./Mras. Pres./Pred.

4ath Grade 3 =235.31* X - 226.13 X = 328,75 x = 326.67
. SD = 47.02 SD = 41.11 SD = 20.16 $D = 22.10
n =16 . n=1$
7th Grade x = 297.50, x = 247.40 x = 328.13 x = 332.67
SD = 44.29 SD = 48.48 SD = 38.36 SD = 24.24
n= 16 n=15
10th Grade x = 293.22 x = 306.21 X = 317.11 x = 341.50
' . SD = 33,72 SD = 28.82 SD = 43.21 . SD = 29.0%
) n= 18 : n e l4
Adult Control x =332.1° % «317.84° x =37.8¢% x =33:2.1°
. SD = 27.23 sh = 37.28 SO = 37.28 SO = 27.23
. n=19
“s.n.‘u. scores may range from 100 - 400 points. .

bt‘irst' questionnaire mean S.R.M. score.

“second questionnaire mean S.R.M. score.
-

- .
S
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13(29) 4th grade = .58, p > .10, 3(30? 10th grad; = 1.15, p >
.10).

Cﬁnparisons were also doﬂe on the prescription scores between
the t;; order conditions. These comparisons of the prescription
scoraes for each age ievel di& not reveal any.significant order
effects (£(29) 4th grade = .27, p > .10, £(29) 7th grade = .39, p
> .10, 5(50) 10th grade - 1.81, p > .10). Thus, th; order of
) questiénnaire presentaéion did not appear to influence the
undergraduates’ pzescriptiﬁns for the three age levels.

A final comparison ¥o assess the effects of order of
questionnaire presentation on fh; S.R.M. §cores.6f>the
undergraduates' own perspective (i.e., control cond%t;on) was §lso
performed. The mean S.R.M.S. for the first ques;ionnaire was
332.11 (S.D. = 27.23), and 317.84 (S.D. = 37.28). for :ixg second
questionnaire. Results of this comparison revealed‘no significant
effect for orde; of preéentat}on. S.R.M. performance did not .
‘differ significantly from the first questionnaire té the second
questionnaire, t(36) = 1.35, p 5 .10. '

* In sEEE:fy, the order comparisons ncted a significant

ﬁ;fference between the'und;rgraahates' prediction scores for 7th

-

graders in the tdﬁ presentatidn conditions. No other significant

~

order efoctq were found between the grediction and prescription

: scores for the three age levels. It appeits, therefore, that for .

7th grade prodic;ions only, the brdes of questionnaire
pregentation may have influenced the subjects' performance, such
that lower ievels of rfrhbninq were predicted in the . ,

< ' v

gxo-cription/prodiction condition. 1In gcnogal,'hovuger, the order
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of presentation cof the two queétionnaires did not influence the
subjects' performance. For this rocason, the data were collapsed

across the tﬁc order conditions for the subsequent comparisons.’

Order of presentation was therefore counterbalanced within each

age level. 2

Prediction Comparisons. Means and standard deviations for

the prediction S.R.M. scd;éé in each age level are presented in
Table.- S. Differences between the piediction scores were ebaluatgd
using Dunn's procedure for planned comparisons (kKirk, 1968). Six
pairwise comparisons were perfermed on the data with the alpha

level set at .0083 per comparison. Thus, there was a .05 Type 1

error rate. The t statistics associated with each of these

~
L

compariséns are presented in Table 6. The critiqgl t value needed

-

for each of the comparisons was 2.682. >
The pattern of results presented in Table 6 suggests that the

‘adults pgrcéived that 4th graders and 7th-graders would reason at

’ significqntly_lower levels of reascning than they themselves. would.

The 4th graders were also perceived to be significantly lower moral

reasoners than were the 7th graders andin:h graders. No other

¢ -

significant‘differencts were found.

Theseyresultg are in agreement with Pressley et al. t(1980).
~ $ c ’ -’ . e
The adults predicted lower levels of reasoning for the younger

B

children, thus rgcogniziné that moral reasoning increases with .

age. )

. - ~

Préébription Comparison. Means and standard deviations for

the prescription scores at each age level-are found in Table 5.

o

'The six p&irwiie écmpar;sons'?erforncd on- the p;c‘criptioﬁ scores
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Table 5

Means and Standard Deviations of Prediction, Prescription, and

Di!!crtnc(‘ Scores as a Punction of Age Leavel

] Prediction, . Prescription Diffetence
Age Level 7 Scores \ Scores Scores
éth Grade X = 230.87 X = 327.74 x = 95.90
SO = 44.16 SO = 21.09 SD = 47.49
7th Grade x = 274.23" L - ex = 330.32 x = S7.06
- SD = 46.32 SD. = 31.53 SO = 50,41
10th Grade % = 298.91 x = 336.59 X = 28
~ SD = .31.58 SD =. 37.02 sp « 41(28
Adult Control x = 324.97° x = 324.97 x = 14.26%
s SD = 32.25 so = 37.15.

D = 32,23

erence scores are equa to'p:escript.ion S.R.M. scores
*pire 1

minus prediction S.R.M. scores.

<

bS.R.H. scorey, na'y range from 100 — 400 points,
€Adult contiol S.R.M. scores refer to the scores of adults

who J.nsvu-td th.c sta.nda:d version of the S.R.M.

dMuIt control &ifférence scores equal the S.R.M. scores of

. .

the se¢ond questionnaires minus the §.R:n. gw
first questionnaires. l ) .
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Table 6

-

\ Suzmary of Statistical Tests (t statistic) Computed for Prediction,

Prescriotion, and Di!fercnco. Scoxes

v

-

Prediction JPrescription .Diffsrence
Camparison Scores Scores Scores
4th grade level
vs.
7th grade level 4.42* .45 3.47¢
. ' 4th grade level .
’ vs. ) .
10th grade level €.98¢ .49 6.04"
\ ‘ ' -
4th grade level
vs. : : . M
adult centrols 10.09* - .24 O .66
7th grade level -
cvs.
10th grade level 2.54 . * .3 2.54
7th grade level . —————\
vs. 4 5 .
adult controls T 5,44 W71 . 4.02*
. .
- 10th grade level
vs. )
adult controls 2.82 .78 . 1.38
*p < .0083

2pifference scores are equal to prescripticn S.R.M. scores

r_ninus prediction S.R.M. scores.
; Puse & 1502.10

st = 969.81

%4z = 1935.31 S ‘ “ .



were identical tc those perforned‘on the. prediction data. The

séatatisties associated with the six compdyisons are included in

- -
<
-~

Téble 6.

No differences were found betwean the prescription scores for

e 7

each age -level 4nd adults' own level qfimoral reasoning. In other

7

words, the adults prescribed levels of moral advice which did not

differ significantly from the level of reasoning evidenced by the

_adult controls.

This pattern supports the previous research of Pressley et
3
al. (1980} and Rybash (1980). While adults possess the

role-taking skills to predict igpcreases gﬁ mcral reasoning, this
- "

- L4

per.pectivei:éking ability does ngt appear to affetf'tﬁkir

prescriptions for moral Rvice.

A *

. pifference Scores Comparison. A difference score was

computed to examine the differences Setueen the moral predictions .
- ' * ' . ‘\
and prescriptions of each subject. This score was calculated by

subtracting tzf prediction S.R.M.S. frdh the preéc&iption S.R.M.S.
’ 4

for each age level. Tho means: and standatd deviations of these
dift.rcﬁao»scores are included in Table 5 ' -

An analysis was phrforned on the diffcrepce scores presented '
. oSN wublc 5 to evaluate whetggx each of the scores differed
significantly fro- zero. 'wa difference between the prediction
and.prqsezipt{on scores at thc'4th grade Tevel wasulignificantly'
dii;.ttnf'!rn- zero, t ;128) ; 12, 14, E." 0083. The difference
botu.cn pctdiction and pro-cription was also significantly

.

dtﬁfbr.nt lrc- zcro at: both the 7th and 10th grade levels,
R .
» hd ‘
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£(128) = 7.22, p < .0083. and t{128) = 3.71, p < 0083,

réspectively.

* - A set of -secondary comparisons were &lso performed ©n the

‘difference scorei. This analysis was identical to the six

comparisons performed c¢n the prediction and prescription scores.
The t statistics associated with these comparisons are presented
in Table 6. The results presented suggest t;at the discrepancy
between the prediction gﬂd prescription.scores for the 4th grade
level is significantly larger than the discrepancy between these

scores for the 7th and 10th grade levels,

Alternative Comparisons. Previous analyses appear to

indicate that the students, regardless of the age of children they

are~considerinq, prescribe moral arguirents at their own level of

moral comprehension. An alternate interpretation of the results

however, could be that they (i.e., the subjects) are actually

applying the plus-one strategy, but that their prescriptions.also

»

happen to be at their own level of reasoning. That is, if.you;
consider éheir prediction swores, their prescription scores may be
one stage above their predictions and thus in agreement with the
plus=-one strateq;. . .

A possiblé test i?r this aléernate hypothesis would be to

consider each subjectaé prediction and presértption stage

equivalent scores (see Table 3), and note the frequency of tho‘e

who prescribﬁg advice one stage above their prediction stage. 1If

this procedure is applied to each undergraduate in the 4th grader

‘condition, it is noted that seven out of the 31 subjects appeared

to use the plus-one strategy relative to their prcdictlgns. .Th.




remaiging 24 subjects however, préscribed advice which was not
Eonliltent with the recommended educational strategy (e.qg.,
Enright et al., 19833. Thus, it does not appear that the majority
of adults appropriately applied the plus-cne technique when asked
to récommend moral arguments for the 4t$ grade children.

With req;rds to the adults yho were asked to consider 7th and
10th grade childrenfs reasonfng, the frequency counts again, did
not suggest that most applied the plus-one intervent}on when
prescribing advice, 1In the 7th grade conditicn, three out of 31
subjects 'presc'rib_ed advice one stage level above their -
predictions. Four out of 32 subjects in the 10th grade conéition
also prescr}bed Plus-cne advice. The majority of subjects in both
- “:ese éonditiéns howeve;. recommended arguments which were‘not
orns';stent with the plus—cne technique. '

Tﬁe educational implications of these results may be of
p&rticular importanée. * The moral education literature suggests
that to promote moral thinking, reasoning one stage above the
level of the child should be presented (Arbuthnot, 1975; Hayden &
Pickar, 1981; Walker, 1980, 1983). In the present investigation,
however, the majority-of the adults did not pfescribe advice at
this ‘lcvei, but ;:ather recommended moral advice which appeared to
be consistent with their own level of functioning (i.e., st&ge
34 roaloﬁing). It may be that training in moral .education
strategies would help to dccroase‘the discrepancy between adults’

predictions and prescriptions for moral reasoning. This

discrepancy exists within all age levels. It appoatdﬂ however, to
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Be the most cbvious at the youngest age level. For this reason

subsequent studies in the present investigation will examine moral

education issues relevant to the 4th grade level.




STUDY 2

A

" In Study 1 adults were able to recognize that levels of. moral

reasoning increase with age. They predicted significantly ld;er

- levels of reasoning for 4th graders than for 7th graders, 10th

graders and themselves. This initial study, however, digd not
. ’

collect actual reasoning levels for the different aged children,

and thug it was not possible to assess the accuracy of :ﬁe adults’

.

predictions.

Pressley et al. (1980) demonstrated that adults are able to

predict the moral reasoning levels of adolescents.: The agcuracy
RN of th;ae predictions was never asses§ed however, as the
ﬁrediétiona were not compateé=;i;h the actual perform;nce of an
‘adolescent sample., In addition, research to date has not '
conii&eted adults' predfgtions for younger children. In the
‘validation prt;"cedures for the S.R.M., Gibbs et &l. ‘(1982) ‘gave .t;he
questionnaire to a sample of 4th grade chilézén;ahd reported. the
mean S.R.M.S. for this age group as 200.70 —‘<s.p‘-, value e
unavailable). This average is s;;stantiailywlo;a; tﬁgn‘the
u;dorgraduates' prediction S.R.M. scores for 4th qréaé%k in Study
1 (x pred/ptei'n 235.31,‘§ pres/pred = 226.13), sqggdatinq”that
the adults in s:u@y'l may be somewhat inaccu&ate i;f¥§eigf

‘prcdictiqna of 4th grader's moral reasoning levels. The purpase

- of this second study, therefore, was to obtain Jate on the moral

. }Ol.oninq levels of loca{'¢gh grade children. This would ailow,

for more unambiguous comparisons between ch#ldren!s actual moral

-
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performance on the S.R.M. and adults’' predictions (and

prescriptions) of their moral performance on the S.R.M,

Two procedures were employed to cbtain 4th grade data on the
S.R.M. Gibbs et al. (1982) suggested that the S.R.M. may be
groupvadministeied to 4th graders if the dilemmas and questions
are read aloud to the children. It was hypo;hesized however, that

- this procedure ma? pessibly underestimate children's moral
Zreasoniﬁg because of their inability to express clearly their
opinions in a w}itéen fcrmat: That is, the children may

-

undersband what AS‘being asked of them, however, because of their

_somewhat limited writlng skxlls, they may have problems answerinq

the questxons. To corzect for thxs‘problem an individual session ™

with ‘each child, in wbich he/she verbally responds to the

.

b

questions, may provide a more accuxate pprt{ayal‘of §he ¢child's
true reasoning, ﬁs it ;nuld Aoé:réqui;e‘any written answers.  It
maﬁ be that f£i§ ;ppééadh is more éénsit;ve to thg’needs.of a
young child.” For this teasén the bresept reéea&ch employed a
group administration procedure (as suggested by Gibbs et'al.),:and
an incéividual admiqistnation procedure. Differences in the moral
reasoning levels obtained throuéh each were egaminedp
L\' ‘  ethod
Sus ects '_ . . .
The particibants were 30.£ourth‘graae childken from the
London area (mean age of the chiidron_; 9.8 years; SD = .5 yearsy

range = 9.0-10.7 years). Eighteen females and 12 males were

included in the sample. The children were fogruited for the study




throuéh ads plac;d in ‘an area.neu;paéer. Socio~-economic status
data on:the'chiléren‘w‘xe not directly obtained from the families
of the childien. Héwever, in qéneral, participants represented
the working and middlg‘class socioc-economic levels. In
appreciation of their participqtion, all children were invited to
an afteinoon of movies. The children were randomly assigned to
the two experimental conditions, with sixteen children in the
group adninistratipn condition, and 14 children in the individual
administration condition. . .

Materials and Procedure

Group Administration. Children in the group condition were

seen in small'qroupé of not more than five children. At the start
of each session, the experimenter read to the children the first:
dilempa from a standard version of the S.R.M. Following the
présgntation of the first dilemma, the experimenter then read the
questions on the measure. For each question, children in this
qudition fasponded by writing gheiz opinion on a capy of the
'qgestionﬂﬁiré provided for them. Wwhen they completed the fi}st
U'qub;ticn, the experimenter continued in,the same manner with each
question.'pnti; all.quqstions had been aﬁsweréd. This procedure

, was th;h'répoated for the second dilemma on the S.R.M. The
experimenter also ansvered any questions or proble;s that
indivihpalichildfen had dﬁriné the sessions. The time required by
'thc'childtch to éoﬁéiete éhe questionnaires was approximately 45

minutes to 1 hour. This procedure was identical to the method

priqinafiy suggested by Gibbs et al. (1982) for use with young

" .children. , =

L
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Individual Agministration. The pfocedures followed in this
condition were cery similar to those § the group administration
sessions. In this condition, h;ynver, each child was seen
individually by the experimenter for app;oximately 30 minutes, and
responded orally to the questions. The children were presented
with the same stories and questions as in éhe group condition.
Their responses were tape recorded, and latef transcribed by the

experimenter. -~

Results and Discussion

Scoring

All-questionnaires were scored by the experimenter who was
trained in the scoring procedgqres (see Gibbs & Widaman, 1982).
Cne quéstionnaire in the group administration condition was
un§corable, and thus omitteé from further analysis. Interrater
reliability was based on 20% of the questionnaifes wgich were
selected zanﬁomly anrd scored by a rater who was blind to the two
experim?ntal marnipulations. The overall S.R.M.S. corrxelation was
ri4) = .80, p < :05. Tﬁe mean absolute discrepancy between both
raters was 7.6 points. Interrate; agreement for the exact model
~stage was 67%, and lob\\wgthin a one-stage interval. Exact global
stage agreement and globai staqe,agreegeng wieﬁin a one-third
‘interval, ;ere both 100%. ‘al1 interrater agreement percentages
exceeded the reliability- standards sugges§;d b; the authors of the’
S.R.M. (Gibbs & Widaman, 1982).
. I;ggrnal éonsistéan wa;'alao calculated for forms A and B of

0

_the questionnaire. Reliabilities (split-half) were comparable to

T2
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those reported by Gibbs et al. (1982); .72, form A and .o5,

form B.

S.R.M. Analysis _ )

The S.R.M. scores were computed for each subject in both of
the experimental conditions. The mean S.R.M.S. for the group
administration condition was 208.27 (SD,= 36.81)." The mean
S.R.M.S. for the-indiyidual condition was 205.57 (SD = 33.04). A
comparison was done between these scores to determine whether
differences eiiséed between the children's performance in the two .
co;éiticns. ‘S.R.M. performance during group administration did
not differ significantly from performance during individual
adminis*ration, t(28) = 0.21, p > .10.

This'fiﬁding suggests that-the group administration

procedure, as initially described by Gibbs and his colleagues .

(1982), is appropriate for use with fourth grade children. '@s
originally hypothesized, the individual procedure did not provide
a more accurate picture of the children's reasoning. No
differences were found between the two conditions, and thug, i;
apéears tgat ghildzen at this age (i.e., 9-10 years), are capable
of expressing their moral opinioﬂ?\clpotgy, in a written format.
écx differencei.. Post-hoc analyses were also performed ;ﬂ‘

.the S.R.M. scores of the children to assess posgsible differences

betwedn the moral stage usage of thé boys and the girls. Although
Kohlberg et al. (1983) and numerous otﬁor researchers (Gibbs et |
al., 1984; Levine et al. 1985; Walker, 1984) have concluded that
Kohlchgiaﬂ measures of nogal reasoning are not biased in favour

of males, others such as Gilligan (1982) and Holstein (1976), have




strongly suggested this possibility. For this reason, an analysis
was performed on the S.R.M. scores of the males ard females in

the study. The results of this coablfison dia not.reveal a
sié%ificant difference in moral stage usage between the sexes,
t(28) = 0.22, p > .10. The mean S.R.M. score was 205.89 (S.D. =

34.24) for the females, and 208.73 IS.D. = 36.36) for the mples.
R 4

Gibbs et al. (1982) comparison. To determine whepﬂ:r

4

differences existed between the Ontario sample employed in the
present investigation, and the Americ;n sample studied by Gibbs
and his coileagﬁes (1982), the mean S;R.M. vélues for each samg}e
';e{e compared. Given that no differences were noted between the
group and individual administration conditions in the above
comparison, the group coédition was selected as the standard of
comparison for this analysis. This conditicn was selected rather
than the individual conditién, because the administration
procedure paralleled the procedure employed by Gibbs et al.
(1982). . -

The mean S.R.M. score for the 4th graders in the presént
study was 208,27 (S.D. = 36.8l1). The mean value obtained by Gibbs
et al., ,(1982) was 200.70. The cdomparison of these mean< revealed
no significant differenée between the two groups.of children,

540 = 0.827 p > .10. The children in the present studx
demonstrated similar levels of reasoning as those employed in the

" Gibbs et al. invegtigation.

Study 1 Comparison. As discussed earlier the prediction and

prescription perforg,hce of the undergraduates in Study 1, appears

to be somewhat higher than the actual teasoniﬁq of 4th grade

65
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children. .To determine the accuracy of the undergraduates’'
predicticns an; prescriptions, coﬁﬁarisons were madé betweeqz
1) the 4th grade data (éroup condition)2 an? the Study 1
undergraduates' predictions (both order conditions), and 2) the
4th grade dﬁta and the Study 1 undergr;duates' preecriptions'for
4th graders. The means and standard deviations of the S.R.M.
scores for these groups are presented in Table 7.

Differences between.the 4th grade S.R.M.S. ané'the

prediction means.were evaluated using Dunn's ﬁroce@ure for planned

comparisons (Kirk, 1968). Three pairwise ‘rgparisons were

performed on the means (Ot = 017 per compariscn). The results of
these comparisons are pre;enxed in Table 8. The critical t value
required for each comparison was 2.48. The results presented in
this table indicate that the predictions of the uﬁderggadu&tes {in
both order conditions) did not’ differ significantly from the
reasoning of the ;th grade children. In the prediction/
prescription order condition, their predictions were within .65 of
- a standard deviation (i.e., average deviation pooled over cells)
of the children's reasoning. Péedictlons in the second order
condition differed by .43 of a standard deviation (i.e., average
standard deviation) from the 4;h graders' performanc;. In short;
tﬁe prediction vglues,of the undergradﬁates in Study 1 were only
‘sl;ghtly higher than the actual reasoning levels of 4th érade
children. . *

‘ Three paitwiso'caﬁpatisons, identical to those outlined above
were performed on the 4th grade mean and the 2 prescriptiqn. means

(the t-statistics associated with.thoso tomparisons are also
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Table 7
Means and Standard Deviations of the Grade 4, Study 1 Prediction,
and Study 1 Prescription Scores
Prediction Prescription
Grade 4 a S.R.M. Scores S.R.M. Scores
S.R. M. Score Pred/Pras Pres/Pred Pred/Pres Pres/Pred
x = 208.27° X = 235,31 * = 226.13 X = 2320.7% X = 326,67
e - ’
S.D. = 36.81 S.D. = 47,02 S.D. = 41.11 S.D. = 20.16 $.D. = 22.10
n = 16 n = 16 n = 1% n = 16 n =185
3Grade 4 group—administration condition score.
bS.R.H. scores may range from 100-400 points.
-
e,
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presented in Table 8). The undergraduates’' prescriptions for 4th

graders (in both order coqditions) were found to be significaﬂtly

higher than Fhe actual reasoning lewvels of the young childfen.

Their advice in :2;t was Stage 3(4) reasoning (Gibbs et al.,

. 1982), and thus would not be considered to be good moral advice
according to education strategies such as the plug-one approach.
This advice would be beyond the level of comprehension for the *
childreq who function at the second level of moral reasoning as
the optimal level of advice suggested is Stage 3 reasoning. To-:
examine this finding further, the frequehcy_pf subjects applying
the: plus-one strateqgy relative to 4th graders’ reasoniné, was
considered. Regu
subjects werj

the 31 however, suggested advice which was not appropriate for the

1ts of thi's -ount revealed that 15 out of the 31

urate in their level of moral advice. " Sixteen of

—

- . s
children gccérding to the plus-one research {e.g., Enright et al.,

e, -
Thus,-while the undergraduates were able to assume accura;ely
the perspective of a 4th grade child, jgst o;er ﬁaif.of tﬁeﬁ
r;commended advice which';as above the {evel of the undetsfanding
of the childreny(according to the plus-one& approach). This ‘
finding lends some aupport'to Pressley et al.'s (}980) conclusion
that although college atudenta’can correctly predict children's
moral performance, they do not always accurately pr‘sctibe mb;al
advice (according to the plus-one strategy). One reason }ot the
discrepancy botwnen.their predictions and preqpriptioni nay b;
their general lack of experience with both chilar;n and‘nbral‘

-

- education techniques. As.previously noted, these subjects were




Table 8

Sumpary of the Statistical Tests (t-statistic) Computed for the

Study 1 Prediction and Prescription Scores

Comparison ) - t-statistic

Grade 4 vs.
Study 1 predicgion . . 1.80.
(pred/Pres order)

Grade 4 vs.
Study 1 prediction
(pres/pred order)

Study 1 prediction
(pred/pres order)

vs. Study 1 prediction
(pres/pred order)

'Gfadc 4 vs.
Study 1 prescription
(pred/pres order)

-

Grade 4 vs, .
-Study 1 prescription
(pres/pred order)

,Study 1 prescription
pred/pres order vs.
Study 1 ptescripttgp
pres/pred order

*p < .017 (critical t value = 2.48).

S 5 )
~— , .

MSE = 1753.37
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STUDY 3

A discrepancy was noted in Study 1 between the level of
reasoning that undergraduates predicted for young children, and
the revel of reasoning they prescribed as moral advice. Their
predictions were accurate for‘4th graders, yet half of the
students recommended advice more than one stage above the level of
reasoning of the children.‘ This finding is i;portant for three

reasons: 1) it'supﬁorts the use of the S.R.M. as a moral -

prediction.and prescription measure; 2) it lends support to the
- . L 4

_ previous iindinga of Pressley et al. (1980); and 3) it may have

1iportani.ipplicationh for moral educational procedures as it

appeafs that their adviée contradicts suggested moral education
.
st:ato?ies which recommend advice slightly above the chiid's

~

level.

The undergraduates in Study 1 who prescribed advice beyond

the Stage 3 level, may have done so because of ‘a lack of kpowladge

about children and Kohlberg's theary of moral judgment. Given
éhis possibility, it is very important to consider toaqhor:' ‘
pcrécptions of children's rnasonianIQthn in contrast to those 61
the undergraduate students. Elementary school teachers -ork\wgih
younq-childrcg 552. daily basis, apd thus it seems that thiy’iﬁuld
have greater Knowledge about the needs of young childrcnl‘ In’
addigibn, teachers aro'-oot probably a naq;)'lnflu.ggc on thq -

- ‘ v . .
social and soral development of- their students, and thus, it is of

interest to examine their opinions regarding moral advice.




F 3

' ' Moral education in the schools is often lished through

the use of informal discussions of moral issues, which are often
~ .

suggest the Moral Ethics Consultant for the schools

(D. Smln.rsoml communication, Novdaber 29, 19833). The
moral .-oducartion literature (Arbuthnot, 1979 Blatt & Kohlberg,
1975; Enrxight ct' al., 1983&,. 1983b) , however, suggests that if
teachers' nor;l discussions are beyond the level of comprehension
of children, they will not be able to facilitate growth in moral
reasoning as effectively as possible. It is important, therefore,
to examine the lovelns at which teachers recomgend ;oral advice, to
dctmiﬁo whether or not the advice they are‘ prescribing is truly -
'of the greatest benefit to the children.

.‘l‘o’achcrl have much more experience with young children than

did the undergraduate :uplo in Study 1. Por this reason,

teachers may be more aware of the moral reasoning levels of their

+
’ A

students. Teachers may also possess some limited knowledge of

recommended moral odt_xcatign strategies, and thus, may pngcr\ibo
moral advico"tha‘t 1l.co-px:d.mnliblo to a young child. Previous

' researth by sybuah. (1980) , however, dﬁéqstratod that teachers

are poor moral advice-givers, as they ‘reccsmend arqin.ntl at their
own level of functjoning rather than at the child's (just as the
undergraduates did in Study 1). Rybash suggested tb'at teachers’
poor advice-giving abilities may be dus to the fact that they feel
morally obligated to teach the optimal solution to their young
students. It _ny also be however, that teachers dc: not poniu
encugh adequate knovledge about mogal deVelopment mé’_oducation to

prescribe accuraté moral advice. Thus, even with the use of the
' <

’
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S.R.M,, which is a more sensitive measure than Rybash's D.1.T.,
teachers may fail to consider children's reasoning when

recamending advice.

In summary, two alternative hypotheses have been outlined

’
A\

concerning teachers' moral predictions and prescriptions: 1) shey
may prescribe effective moral advice as a result of their

experience with, and knowledge of, children and moral education

strategies, or 2? they may prgfcribe poor advice because of a

sense of obligation to higher level moral positions or a lack of (
" awareness of suggested educational strategies. Thg purpose of

th%s stu&y was to employ the S.R.M. to examine these issues and

determine the levels of moral reasoning prescrib;d by elemeniary

school teachers for .4th grade chilﬁren. oo .

Method
Subjecés P . _--
- The study employed 32 elementary grade school teachers (i.e.,
3rd, 4th, and S5th grade) from the London area. The mean;aqe of the

N - A - -
teachers was 36.3 years (S.D. = 7.9 years, range = 23=-55 years),‘

and two of the 32 were parents. of 9-{0 ye;r cld children. Twenty
femaleg and 12 males U‘t; included in the -sample.
The teachers avenged 12,11 years in ého teaching gfofcl-ion- .

. ! (s'D. = 8.11 years, ran;e 1-35 years). Half of the teacho;l

(},b., S0%) had received some previous training in nofal .- —

a;vclop-.nt‘thoory, either through teichers' colloql,.wcrk.hop.
, offered by the board of education, university courses (i.e.,
A loeioiegy, pnycho;oéy, philosophy), or 1n-.;§vico coprses offered

.
.
- . . . . -
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by the board of sducation. Fifty percent of the tgacﬁiis also had
previous experience with educational strategies for moral
development. Agsin the educational tgaining was received_through
either Hofkshops o/fered by the Moral Ethics Consultant for the
school bo;rd, in-service ﬁpu;gc:..teachets' college, or university
courses. Tuenty-aix teachers in the sample (i.e., 81\‘ included
moral discyssions as a regular part of the;r classroom curriculum.
Only 2 of these 26 however, indicated that they followed a

specific moral ‘education curriculum set up by the board of

education,

Y.  The teachers were recruited for the study through letters
‘ L 4
sent to area schools, as well as through newspaper advertisements.
Teavhers were paid S10 for their participation in the study. They
) ' '

were randomly assigned to two ekporinental conditidnay a‘control

- \ »

. {i.e., self-pérspective) or a prﬁ?iction/prescription cbnditiop,

>
£

with 16 in each condition.

Materials and Procedure .

Bach teachar responded twice to the S.R.M. Teachers assigned

to the control condition answered standard versidns 3f this

measure (see Appgndlx A). Half of the teachers answtiod form A
first, followed by form B. The remaining half of the teachers

answered form B .and then form A.

Teachers in the prediction/prescription condition responded

to modified huohtionqﬁirol identical to those employed in Study 1.

The lnht;uctions wvere udéifiod‘sncﬁ that the teachers responded
from the perspective of a 4th grader, as wg}l as from the
perspective of ‘a pekson who is teaching these issues to 4th

» Ll

-

.




graders (see Appenéices B and C). The order of presentation for
- . * )

each‘version was counterbalanced. Half of the teachers answered

“»
" the questionnaires in a prediction/prescgdption order, and half

answered them in a ptescription/prediction order.

' All teachers in the study recefved the S.R.H.’questionnaizes
and inétrucéions.for the study through the mail, and completed the
questionnaires ‘at their leisure. The teachers were also asked-.to

fill out an informaticon sheet which was attached to.the back of

the questionnaires. This sheet asked for information concerning

L

years of teaching experience, grade level taught, aﬁd experience

with moral education (see Appendix D).

" Results and Discussion

- Scoring ~
’ Interrater reliabiliéy on thé}scoring procedure was based on
12 questionnaires (i.e., 20%) which were scoreé by a trained
+ ° rater. The overall S.R.M.S. correlation between' the two xaters'-
was r(l0) = .99, p < :OI. Tbe.mean absolute S.R.M.S. Qiscrepahcy
was 2.7 points. Agreement for the exact modal stage was 100%, as

. was thg modal stage agreement within a one-gtage interval. Global

stage gérecnent within a one-third interval was also 100%, and
N - . .

,exacé glo&al stage aqrcehenf was 83V, Thebe interrater agreemen:

¢
values exceeded those recommended by Gibbs and Widaman (1982).

Parallel form reliability was assessed bctwegp/fhi'two forms
of the quéstionnaire which were administered to he teachers. The
correlation was r= .67f'2 < ,01. The inter 1 consistency vas

. P ! -
" also assessed for forms A and B. Split-half roliabillt}ol wvere
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equal to .71 (Form A} and .78 (Form B). These values are -

. [ ]
comparable to those reported by Gibbs et al. (1982).°

S.R.M. Analxsis
‘0£,priﬁary interest in the ptesent investigation was the
examination of the teachers' prediction and prescription scores

- A
versus their sélf-perspective scores and the scores of actual 4th -

graders (as obtained in Study 2). These comparisons will be

-

reported in the following sections. ., Prior to this, however,

comparisons to assess the order of questionnaire presentation are

discussed. ..

Order Effects. Although the order of presentation for the

questionnéires was counterbalanced such that half of the subjects

responded in a prediction}prescription order, and half responded

. - .
in a prescription/prediction order, comparisons were made to check

' against the possibility that order may have infTuenced the S.R.M.

scores. The prediction scores of subjects who answered fhe
prediction questionnaire first and those who answered it second
were qonﬁ;red, as were th; prescription scores of squects who
answered the prescription qu#:fionnaire first and those who
answered % second. The means and standard deviaéions.pf the -
S.R.M. scores for these quos;ionnaires are presented in Table 9.
No significant ‘effects for Otd.tthte found for either the
prediction or the 'pzuc;iptio: scores (t (14) px:odiction =1.29,/p
> .10‘ t(l4) pr,sctiptioh = .73, > .10). ) oo

A cosiparigon to assess the effects of order of questionnaire

presentation on the S.R.M. scores of the teachers' oﬁ% perspective

({.e., control cohdition) was also performed. The mean S.R.M.S.

* N 4
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Table 9

. \J

Means and Standard Deviations for Prediction and Pr.cczgytion Scores .

as a Function of Order of Questionnaire Pamesentation ’
Order of - Prediction Prescription
Presentation S.R.M. Scores S.R.M. Scores
’ -
Prediction/Prescription x = 261,002 X = 355.88
S.D. = 51,33 S.D. = 5.64
Prescription/Prediction X = 230,00 X = 349.13

S.D. = 44,38 S.D. = 25.56

+ ®s.R.M. scores.may range from 100-400 points.

>
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for the firsf questionnair§‘uas 350.38 (S.D, = 32.6), and 345.63
(S.D. = 29.33) for the second questicnnaire. S.R.M. performance
did not differ significantly from the first qgestionnaire to the
second questionnaife, t(30) = .51, p >. 10. Fox this reason the
data‘;qfe collapseé acrogss the two questionnaire presentations,
such that the average of the first and second questionnaires was
computed for each'subject. Thus, future reference to the
teachers'’ self—peripective S.R.M., scores tefiects the average of
the two scores for, each participant (x (self revised) = 348, S.D.
= 20,69). N |

r

Prediction Comparison. Meins and standard deviations are

presented in Table 10 for the teachers' prediction S.R.M. 'scores

'
and their self-perspective S.R.M. scores. Also included in this

.

table are the mean and standard deviation of the S.R.M. scores for

the 4th grade children reported in Study 2. Differences between
these three means were evaluated using Dunns procedure for

planned comparisons (XKirk, 1968)., Three pairwise comparisons were

parformed, with the alpha ievel set at .0l17 per comghrison (i.e.,

a .05 Type 1 error rate overall): The results of these
comparisons are pto;anted in Table 11. The ;;1tica1 t value
needed for each comparison was 2.48. , .

The rclﬁlt-'prolnntqd in Table 11 .suggest that the teach;rs%
pfodiction scores for the 4th graders’ were lignificahtly greater
(by one-third of a ntaqo)’gban the actual S.R.M. scores far 4th
grade chtlar.q (as ropo:to& in Stﬁhy 2). Aiio the 4th grade scores
and the teachers' ﬁridiction -coro; were found to be signific;ntly

L
lower than the teachers' own self~ perspective scotres. ,




’
Table 10 .

Means and Standard Deviations of the Grade 4, Teacher Prediction,

Teacher Prescripticn, and Teacher Self-Perspective Scores

-

g »
Grade 4 Prediction Prescription Self-Perspective
S.R.M. Scores chx‘:os Scores Scores
o - 208.27 % = 245.50 Xe=.352,50 X = 348.00
§.D., = 36.81‘ . S.D. = 49.0§,'; §.D. = 18.;2 S.D. = 30.69
n o= 16 n =16 T no=16 ' n = 16

“Grade 4 scores as reported in Study 2, group—adn_inistration

condit4on.
bS.R.M. scores may range froth 100-400 points.

1
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Table 11

Sumnary of Statistical Tests (t statistic) Computed for thg

Prediction and Proscrgggipn Scores .

Predictiona Prescriptionb

Comparison

Grade 4
vs.
Teachers® modified

i 2.84*
perspective

15.36*

Grade 4
vs. .
Teachers' self-
perspective

10.60* 14.88*

Teachers' modified

v
v

Teachers' self-

7.76* .48
perspective '

* p < .017 (critical t value = 2.48). ' y

*msg = 1395.99. : o, . :
bHSE = 705,01,
CTeachers’ modified perspective refers -to either teachers'

prediction perspective or teachers' prescription perspective. ) *
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Prescription Comparison. The mean and standard deviation for
the teachers' prescription.seores are algo included in Table 10
along witp the mean and standard de;iation of the teachers'
self-perspective S.R.M.S. and the mean S.R.M.S. data of the 4th
grade children. fhe p;arwise comparisond performed on these data
wepa-~identical to those outlined #n the above prediétion
comparison section.” The t-statistics associated with eacﬂ of -
these three comparisons are included in Table iL. LT

The teachers' self-persdpective scores and their prescription
scores were both significantly higher than the actual reasoning
levels of thé 4th.gtade thildren. There was no difference,

however, between the teachers' prescriptions for 4th.?r540r§ and

4 ;
their own level of moral reasoning. That is, the teachers .

tecommegged moral advice for the children at a level similar to

their own level of moral understanding. P

The- results from.both the predic:iéﬁ and thg prescription
";eomp;risons lend support to the findings reported ih Study.l, as
well as‘to the earlier findirigs of Pressley et al. (1980) and.
tRyEash (1980).' Study 1 demonstrateé that undergraduates are able
to accurately éredict the moral reasoning level of 4th grade |
chiidxgn: .Their predictions were within .4§ (prescription/
prediction cqhditionf and .65 4ptedict10n/prescz§pt10n cpnd{tion)

of a standard deviation of the children's bcrfornance. Teachers
: '

t [N

in the present study, also were aware that children possess lower

levels of moral teaso;iqé. However, a comparison between the

. actuai reasoning level of the children, and the teachers’
. ‘ '. »
- predictions of the children's performance, revealed that the -




teach;ra were not entirely accurate in their perceptions. 1In
‘contrast to the undergraduates in Study }, the teachers’'
predictions were in the Stage 2(3) level of reasoning (i.e.,
between .97 and 1.36 of an averaged standard deviasfon of the
children's actual reasoning). Thus, they overeatimaggd by
one~-third of a stage level, the children's performance on the
S.R.M. questionnaire.
In té}ms of the prescription scores,‘sﬁe majority of
undergraduates (from Study 1) as well as the teachers in Study 3,
appeared to recommend moral advice above the level required by the

A}

child. The teécherg' recommendations for advice were within the
Stage 4(3) level of reasoning, two-ghirds of a st;ge abov; that
recommended for promoting ;orﬁl development (Enright et al.,

. 1983b). In terms of the number of subjects who pre;cribed advice
one‘::;qe above the actual reasoniqg.ievel of the 4th qradersﬁ
only one out of the 16 teachers appeared to apply the educational
'strateqy. Fifteen teachers recommended advice that was not
app;opriatb accérdinq to the plug-one technique. 1In addition,
0;19 three of the 16 teachers applied the plts-cne strategy

- relative to their ow_rf predl.;:t;ions for 4th grade pexff'orniance. 'The
large majority (i.e., 13) pfbscribed advice which was not onf
st':agc above ..their. predictions.

1t was thought” that poth;p- the Study 1 undergraduates’
inability to recommend moral advice reflected their lack of
experience with both children and moral developmental theory.’ The

koachc{! on the otheér hand, had many years of experience with

. chiiﬁ:ln._nnd S0a rdported having had some prior experience in the

‘

-+ °
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areas of moral theory and education. lack of experience, however,

did not appear to be responsible, as the teachers in the presen%
investigation also failed to rebbmmend.dppropriate noral'advice

(i.e., within one s§;§e above child's level). 1In fact, a greater

’ ¢

proportion of teachers failed to apply the plus-one stzafegy
Fl

- . . 7 4 \
relative to the performance ¢of the undergraduates in Study 1.

Teacherg' additional experiences therefote, do not seem to be ~ '
AS ‘ ‘

related to their ;dyice-giving abiiitiesuk

' The teachers behaved in a manner con§istent wiqﬁ'thé teachers

employed in an earlier investigagion by Rybash (1980). It seems

that even though the teachers may possess some awareriess of the

abilieies of 4th grade children, they fail to congider them fully

/

when prescribjing moral advice for the ghildren. Thxé/finding is.

of pattiiular importance when one considers the edud&tional
imglications 6f it. As suggested by Arbuthnot and ﬁaus% (1981), P

. .
and Enright et al. (1983b), moral advice should be presented at a

-

Y

f\vel one stage above the child's current level to promote moral -
%

growth. In the presént investigation, howevez, the teachers did

&‘

not prescribe advice at this level, even though %pe large majdrity

of them (i.e., 81%), reported that they regulirly included mofal -
) : ¢ “

-

discussions in their teaching currjculum. This

- ¢ -4
“that the teachers may in fact not be facilitating as effectiv‘ty

“~

‘as posgible the moral development of their stuggnts.

[ ’

Rybash (1980) gugqested that toachorn ‘are poor moral

-

advice-givers because ihoy may feel nozaliy oblkigated to toach en

what they boliev@ to be the correct solutibh a problem.
a g ,

While this possibility was not directly . asse Pin the present
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study, informal ﬁ@mversaticns with thé teachers following their 4

coupiétion of the questionnaires did not reveal this to be the .

PR +%

" case. 1In fact, a number of teachers strongly indicated their
concerns about making their advice as comprehensible as possible

)

.for young children. It ma} be, .therefore, that the teachers'

’
moral advice is limited not by their sense of obligation, but
rather by their knowledge of moral thecry and moral education
strategies. As reported earlier, a number of teachers indicated
that tﬂey.had received previous training in the areas_of‘moral
thecory and moral educaticn. Given this, it may be lcéical to
assume that teachers with such additional training would be better

-~
able to predict and prescribe moral reasoning then would those

without- the benef;; of this training. In addition, it might alsc
be loqica{ tco assume that teachers with'éore vears of teaching
experience would be better at predicting and prescribing moral
reasoning for children. Corre*ations between previous training
and subsequent p;ediction and prescription scores however, diq not
support the existance of such a relationship.

Previcus training in moral development theory was correlated
with: 1) the prediction scores, and 2) the prescription scores of
the teachers. These correlations, r = .22 and r = .04 (p > .05)
raspectively, did.not support the hypothesis that either S
prediction or prescription scores were significantly related to
previous moral development tralning. Similarly, correlations
between previous training in moral education and subsequent

prediction and prescription scores, also did not prove significant

(r = -.13, r = .08, p> .05). Lastly, correlations between the



r

. teachers' years of experience and their érediction and
prescription-sCOtol, did not support a significant relaticonship
(r = .29, r = .36, p > .05).

N Given these correlations, it appears that years of teaching
expetionce and previous training in moral development and moral
eéucation are not related to successful completion of the
prediction and prescription S.R.M. questionnaires. This finding

. is not entirely surprisingras the majority of teacher§ in the
study indicated that their trainipg in the areas of moral
development and education was received in earlier colleqé and
university courses or through brief seminars presented by the !

) . education board. Their.inouledqe of these areas may therefore be
rather limited, and thus, it is possible that additional training.

may be beneficial to the prediction and prescription skills. This

issue will be addressed in Study 4. .
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STUDY 4

Teachers play a role\ in the implementation of successful ‘
moral education programs. They are responsible for creating an
"atmosphere”™ within the classroom which will promote the moral
development of their—:l_tudents.' This \a:nosphcre, according to the
plus-one intervention approach (Enright et al., 1983b), would
im'rolvc providing children with an opportunity to experience
levels of moral reason.ing sligﬁtly ap;ve their present level of
functioning. 1In order for a téa.cher to be able to implement
such a proqra; however, it may be useful tr{at he/she have some
knowledge of moral development and moral education strSthies.

Pressley et al. (1980) and Rybash (1980), as well as Studies
1 and 3, demonstrated that adults and teachers often fail to
recomgnend appropriate levels of moral adv‘icc‘ for young childr‘on.
This hay be as a result of a general lack of knovl'édgc concerning
moral develbpment and education._ wWith additional -trai;;inq -1n these

areas however, it may be that teachers and others would better be

" able ‘to prescribe moral ;rgtmnts ‘at .a level required by *he

chiidren. . .‘)
, LY

A li.nitcd ahount of rcsoarch ‘has been conductod to dato which

invootigates the effects of teacher tuininq on monl cducation

o_f.fpctivq;ou. An nazly study by Selman and Licbcnu.n (1975)

concluded that knowledge of coqpitivo-dlvclop.ntal theory was not

an important factor for promoting non}.'g.tp\“‘th. I tl{u
1n\nttigat1cn 'dovolo;-ontally tuimd moral di.cunion loadon

vere found to be no bottor at- faciuntinq notal groarth in thoi:
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students than vere "lay teachers”. A subsequent study by Keefe
(1975) supported this finding, and concluded that teachers trained
in moral theory were no’bott-r at promoting moral growth.in their
stud;nt- than ‘were “neutral® teachers. - < >
. i N

Rlymale (1977) conducted an investigation which examined the
effects ofhlinqth of teacher training on ‘tho moral reasoning
levels of yoGng children. In opposition to the above-mentioned 1
studies, she found that teachers who were trained intensively
@:.a., 6 weeks) were bettc:- mors' educators tham wéze teachers who
received less training in developmental principles (i.e., 3
weeks). That ;.s; the students of trained teachers demonstrated

greater post-test moral reasoging than did the students of less

informéd teachers.

' In. general, the limited research on tﬁe effectiveness of
teacher training in moral development is inéonclu}.\{e. It should
be noted, however, that: although the above-mentioned v
investigations did not spoci‘fica'lly describe the teacher ttain;né
procedures, the details provided suggest that the training may
have involved inoral,:hvolopcnt theory -onl-y. E Selman and Lieberman
(197%) 50: oxanplc.' described thoir'trainod teachers as being
familiar with the ‘cognitive-developmental approach to moral
reasoning, and possessing previous experience with running

discussion groups (p. 173). In Keefe's investigation as well, the

trained teacher group was described as posus_-in; an understanding

' of moral stage reasoning. These studies did not appear to include

knowledge of moral education '-frxoqiou as a requirsment for their

“trained” teachers. It may be however, that what teachers and
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d _ -
others req;ire to promote norai development is additigg;l training
in optimal moral education strategies (e.g., plus-one.
interventions). An individual may be aware of moral development
theory, but unless he/she unéerstands the educational applications
of this theory (i.e., the plus-one strategy), he/she cannot hope
to facilitate moral tLought as effectively as is possiblé.
' The present study served as a preliminarz investigakion of
the effects of Soral theory and moral education training on
adults’ perceptig¢ns qf fbung children's moral reasoning. A study'
with teachers was initiaily propos;; for_this investigation
however, it was not approved. é;r'this reason, a student sample /
was recruited. It may appear that students are not‘th% ideal

sample for this investigation, however:'it should be nqted that

the undergraduates in SBQSy 1 demcnstrated equivalent levels of

advice in comparison to the teacher sample in Study 3 * The use of

a student sample therefore, may be considered appropriate in* this . ~
case to study the effects of additional training.

~

The undergraduates receivéd training in either moral theory .
only or noral theory plus moral education, to determine whethet
such Craining had 2n effect upon their moral predictions and
prescriptions. Given the findings of earlier research (e.q.,
Selman & Lieberman, 1975), it was hypothesized that moral theory
only t;aining would n;t influence the undergraduates’
prescriptions for 4th éradet" moral tealoniﬁé. Moral thcor;i;lul

moral education ‘training however, may serve to lower the

.discrepancy between their predictions and prescriptions for moral

-




>

:ﬁa.oning. The combined training, therefore, may serve to improve
the moral advice-giving abilities of the undergraduates,

Method

Subjects -

The participants in this study were 80 undergraduate students

enrcolled at the University of Western Ontarioc. All subjects were

first year psychology students, who received course credit for

H

their- participaticn. As in the first study, the students had mot

yet been exposed to Kohlberg and his theory qf’ﬁoral development
in their psychology classes. The mean age of thqse‘students was

» - ,
19.81 years (S5.D. = 2.8‘_8 years:rwe = 18-&4‘)?0&.:'3) .
Fifty-four females ané'26 ;ales were ihciﬁdéa ;%‘the study. All
pa;ticipints were randomiy assigneq to pne-of‘fgur éfperimental'
. conditions, with-20 subjects in each group. —

s

" Materials and Procedure - —

_ The partiéipaQts were rAndomlé’asSigﬁed.co one of four

conditianse 1) self-perspective; 2) no training; 3) moral theory

-
-

.only training; or 4) moral theory plus moral education tra;ninq.

. ., - .
Self-perspective condition subjects were asked to respond twice to

3

a standard version of the S.R.M. Half of these subjects answefed

form A first, followed by form B, The remaining subjects .

completed form B and form A respectively.

Subjects in the no training co;digion wcra‘;skea to respond-.
;o godiflcd vq%tionl.of the S.R.M., 1dint1c;1 to those employed in
:thc pr.viou.‘invnltiéation:{' ThQse questionnaire; u;t' modified
such that the subjects rosbondod‘tro‘ ¥ho pot;écctive of a 4th ".

grader, as well as from the porsp.céch of somicne who is teaching




i

these moral issues to 4th graders (see Appandices.sland C). The

order of presentation for these two versions was counterbalanced
across subjects. Half of the students responded in a prediction/

prescription order, and the other half responded in the reverse

order.

All sﬁbjacts in the self-pe;spective and no training
conditioné:wer;_éun in large groups of'approxi;a£ely 15-30
individuals. The two &uestionnairés took appr;ximately 13-2 ﬁours
ta complete, hoﬁgver, subjectg were ailownd‘more time if
d‘&ﬁ@ia&y.‘ The gxpeti;;nter carefully explained the instructions e'
.to.;ll partiéipants-h; the¢sta£t of the fe;tinq ;ession. The "
experimenter was also available to ;ﬁswar specific question; from
the subject; during the testing sessions. ’ '_ 4 .

Moral Theory Only Training. - Subjedls dssigned to-this .

condztion perticipated in two testing sessions each. At thc start
. of the first session, the undergraduates were informed that the ‘

study was going to be run in two parts; the first consisting of a

-

1ectuza and exercises 1n moral theory. and the second congisting
) of questionnaires to be complefod one week later. All subjects.
were then instructed to sit back and listen cazefully to the’

expetinenter s lecture. They wcre adviscd that they may wish %
. L3

’
take notes, but that a handout would also be given to them at. thc

completfon— of the seasion. sunurizinq t.he lecture mterul.
The expetihenter thon began the lecture by intzoducing the

Copic of moral devalopment. Lawronce:xohlbcrq s

-

coqnitive-developnontal thoory of’ noralization (1958) ‘was




_ +development. :

explained to the students with the aid of an overhead projector
and examples of diffezipg levels of norél thought.
| To begin, the studentsvbere presented (by means of an -
ove. head transpareﬁcy), the following ﬁoral dilemma: .
A man had beén senta;:ed to prison for 10 years. After
1 year, however, he escaped from prison, moved to a new

area of the country, and tcok on the name of Thompson.

For 8 years he worked hafd; ané gradually he saved
enough mone& to buy his own business. \Hé waé fair to
his customers, gave his employees top wages, and gave
. most of his profits to charity. - Then one day, Mrs.
" Jones, an old neighbour, recognized him as the man who
had escaped from prison 8 years before, and whom the
police had been locking for. .
(Rest, .979, p. 293)
It was thoﬁ explained that Kohlberg presented dilemmas of this type
to his subaects and asked que?tions qonéernigg what should be done in
each situation (i.e.,~:§p6uld Mrs. Jones report him?"). On the basis
of the responses to these questions, it was further explained that

Kohlbery proposed an invariant sequence of stages of -moral

-

Students were then introduced to brief descriptions of
lbhlb;rq'h first four stages of morality. Each stage description was

presented to the students on an overhead transparency. See -

Appendix Z for these stage degcriptions; The exﬁe;inent;? read the’

A'doccriptidn:,‘and discussed the approximate age level of individuals

in oaéh stage of q.vciapncnt. Alsc, any.questicns or problems




‘which summarized the lecture material (see Appendix G). They were.

92

concerning the subjects' comprehensioﬁ of the material were clarified
at this point. ?

Following the éresentation of the four stages, the subjects were
asked to the ag;in séudy the moral dilesmma previously presented.
Afée; a two minute pericd, the st;ge descriptions were each displayed
;é;;n, and the subjects were asked to generate sample angwers which
individuals at each stage of devéiopment might give to the question,
"Should Mrs. Jones report him?". These answers were discussed by the
experimenter and the subjects in terms of their appropriateﬁesq for
each particular stage. If it was agreed by’all that a sample answer ~
was indeed in the questioned stage of de@elop;eqt,'the efpefimenter
roia the answer on the overhead transparency. If a student
sdqgested an answer that was judéed-io be in;ppropriate for a

.
particular stage, the subjects were asked to explain the problems
with the suggested answ;r. wWhen studenté‘fihiSheé generating ;ample
responses, the egpe?imenter presented her own sémple 9nawerslfoé each
stage Esee Appendix F). It was also stresged to the students that
both “pro” aﬁd "con"™ responses could be includedAfor each stage. _ . )

This proceédure was followed until all four ;éages:had been
discussed in this ;;nnar. At the end of the presentstion, the
studen;s w;revasked.if there were any furéheg,gpcstions co;cernlﬁé -

the matérial presented. Any questions were answered by the

experim@nter at this time. The subjeots were then given a handout

-

Al

given 5-10 glinutes to carefully study the handout, and were then

asked to take their exercise sheets and handouts with them and bring -

’

- them back to the second session one week later. They were also ~




L4

instructed to read them over sometime during the week sgparatirg the
tﬁo sessions.

In the second session, exactly oﬁe yiek following the first
session, the subjects were'asked to complete two questionnaires on
the moral reasoning abilities of others. These gquestionnaires were
modifie& S.R.M. questionnaires identical to those emploved in ’h& no
training condition (i.e., a predict}on‘questionnaire, and a
prescription qﬁestiog;aife). The order of presentation for the two
questionnaires was counterbalanced. Half of the subjects‘nesponded
in a prealction/prescripﬁion order, and the other half responded in
the opposite order. .-

At the completion of both questionnaires, the subjects were
asked to fill out an information sheet (see Appendix H). This sheet
asked the subjects io indicate whether or not they thought that the
training they had participafed iA previously washhelpful in
completing the guestionnaires. All‘subjects were allowed to keep
their handouts and exercises, summariZing the training session.

The s:?ﬂgnts in this condition were run in'small groups of 5-10
individuals. The time required for the training lecture session was
approximately one hour. In the second session, subjéEtS toék

&pprokinatoly 1}-2 hours to complete both questionnaires,” however,

additional time was allotted if it was iequired.

Moral-Th&ori Plus. Moral Education Training. The prdcedures
followed in this training condition wéro very similar to those

outlined in" the moral theory only condition. .Subjhcts in this

training condition were run in small groups of 5-10 individuals, and

participated in two sessions. The first session involved training -
] . i ;

~
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procedures, and the second session one week later, involved the
. N L Vd

completion of the S.B.M. questionnaires. The training session in ' ) g
this condition, howgtsi; di e;;d somewhat from the moral theory anly :
training 9ut1ined previoﬁ;ly. In £he present condition, the subjects
participated in the moral theory training plus additional training in
moral education strategies. - . : T
Following the completion of the lecture and class exerci;e on

Kohlberg's cognitive-developmeétal the;ry of moral re;éoning (1958),
the subjects were introduced to moral education strategies based on .
Kohlbe;g:s theory. .?he "plus-one strategy” (Enright et al., 1983b)f
in particular, was highlighted for the students. This strategy was

* . ’
outlined, and the leve} of rea;oning required to promoie moral
growth, was strassed for children of different age leveié.,‘At the
completion of the presentétion on educqttonal.strateqies, the -
students were once again asked té ca:;fully read over\the morgl
dilanna presented on the cverheaqd projector. They were allowed
'appréximately two minutes to study tge dilemma, and then eaéﬁ subject
was given a handout of moral education exerclses {see Apﬁendix ).
Theselefercises asked the students to indicate the‘level of moral
advice they would -recommend to promote moral growth in diffeienﬁ-aqed
children. The subjects were given ten minutes to answer .these
exercises. ;t was stresgsed, that they could feel fmee“to discuss
their answers with those sitting close to them. The overhead
tra-nsparency of the moral dilemma was also displayed to the stuéents

while they completed these exercises. !

- After the ten minute period, the answers were discussed by the

experimenter and the 'subjects. The appropriateness of the subjectas’




morai advice ;Qa discussed for each age level of children. If an

‘answnr was judged to be beneficial in facilitating growth, it was

written down by the exﬁerimen;er on an overhead transparency. If it
wag judged to be unaccepfable, the problems with the answer w;re
discussed by the experimenter and the subjec*s (i.e., the advice is -
too low or too high to facilitate optimal growth).

At the concls;ion of this exercise, the subjects weré,given a
handout_identical to that reéeived Sy the participants‘in the morad
theory only training condition (see App;ndix G). In addition, ea&ch
student in the present condition also rgceived a éummary of the moral
education presentation (see Appendix J). The subjects were given
5-10 minutes to read over the handout, and were then instructed to
bring their handouts and exercises with them tc the second session in
one weeﬁ;s time. The time required for the entire initial training
session was approximatel? 13-2 hours. s

The procedures followed in the second session were identical to
those outlined in the moral theory 6nly training condition. The
subjects compléted two modified S.R.M. questionnaires and the
information sﬁeet which asked for their opinions‘concerning the

¢

usefulness of the earlier traininé session.

-

Results and Discugsion ’

Scoring | Coa .

Intorriteg reliability was based on 36‘questionnaires {i.e.,
20%) randomly selected from all compieted questionnaires. These ©
questionnaires were scored by a trained zaéef who was blind to the

experimental training conditions. The actual number of

2S5
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questiorsiai_res included in the reliability check was 35, as both

raters jud;eg one questionnaire to be unscorable. The overall

S.R.M.S. éqféelizioﬁ between the two raters was r(33) = .95, p < .Ol.

The mean absoaute discrepancy was .82 points. Agreement for modal-

e

stage (within'? one-stage interval) was 1008, Exact modei staée
agreement was é9\. Global stage agreement within a one-third
interval was 95%, and exact global stage agreement was.83%\, Thoao,
reliability values exceeded the standards suggested by Gibbe and
widaman (1982);;

Fﬁ* Parallel form reliapility computed between forms A and B of
the S.R.M. wasf& = .68, p < .0l. Internal consistency wag also
assessed for each form. Split-half reliabilities were .70 for

form A and .74 for form B.

S.R.M. Analysis -

L4 2

The following'séction will be divideq_gnto‘three parts: order
effects, prediction scores compafison, and prescription scores
Comparison. Statisticﬁl findings wgll be discussed for each of
these comparisoéé,

-

: ' .
Order Effests. . To determine whether or not order of

questionnaire presentation may have influenced pétformance, @
comparisons were made bétween the scores of subjects who answered
& particular quéstionnaire first (i.e., a predictién version), and
the scorgs of those who answered it second. This was done for all
three training conditions. Means and standatq deviations for the
predicti;' and prescription S.R.M, scores for each order and

condition are presented in Table 12.
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Results of the c;ompa:isons are included in Table 13. These™
results suggest that no significant effects for order of
presentation were fé;;d for the scores in any of the training
condjtions.

Ac risen t$ assess the effects gf questionnaire order for
the subj::jZQ self-perspective scores was also performed. Th;
mean S.R.M.S. for the first questionnaire was 348.8 (S.D. =
21.64). " For the second questionnaire, the mean S.R.M.S. was
335.25 (s.D. = 17.68)., Performance did not differ significantly
from one qgestionnaire to the nexé, 3{38) = 2.17, E;i/.lo. The
subjects' scoréb, therefcore, were coll;psed alross the two
qﬁestionnaires. That is, the average qf the first and second
guestionnaires was celculated for each subject in the
self-perspective condition. Future reference to the
self-perspective S.R.M. scores, will therefore, reflect the
average perform#nce of the subjects in this condition (x (self

revised) = 342.03, S.D. = 14.39).

Prediction Comparison. Means and stanégrd deviations for the

predictions scores of the subjects in all three training conditions

are presented in Table 14. Also included in this table are the

mean and standard deviation for the self-perspective condition, 4s
well as the mean and standard-deviation for the 4th graders’
performance (as initially tepétted in Study 2). To detgrmine
whether or not'training"iﬁfluenced subjc;;s' predictions of grade
4 performance, differences between these five means were svaluated

using Dunn's procedure for planned cénpariaons (xirk, 1968) .

These comparisons were performed with ® = ,005 per comparison.
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Table 13 : ,

Sumnary of Statistical Tests (t statistic) Computed for Order

'Cougggi-ons in the Three Training Conditions

—

Comparison . Prediction - Prescription
Scores Scores
No Training .70 .37

l1gst va, 2nd questionnaire

‘ Moral Theory Only - 1.49 .91
lst vs, 2nd questionnaire

Moral Theory and Education .59 .75
13t vs. 2nd questionnaire

Critical t value = 2,42 (p < .017).




Table 14

Means and Standard Deviations of the Prediction and Prescriptiocn

Scores for all Training Conditions, Plus the Self-Perspective

condition and Grade 4 Children

' Condition Prediction Prescription
- Scores Scores
£
No Training x = 252.95° x = 332.10
S.D. = 40.10 S.D. = 2B6.2%
Moral Theory Only X = 261.15 x = 330.85
. . 5.0, = 36.48 S.D. = 25.61
- &
Moral Theory and _ _
Education x = 246,10 x = 284,95
S.D. = 4l.861 S.D. = 39.98 B
Self-Perspective x = 342,03
' S.D. = 14,39 .
b . =
Grade 4 x = 208,27
. §.D. = 36,81

4s.R.M. scores may range f:qn 100-400 points.
bGrade 4 scores as reported in Study 2, group-administration

condition. .




P

Thus, there Jas a .05 Type 1 error rate. The t statistics
associated with each comparison are d.splayed in Table 15. The
critical t value tequired.}or each was 2.89.

tern of results presented in Table 15 tuggest tﬁqt the
prediction Qcores of the subjects in all three training conditicns
diffe;ed significantly from the actual performance demonstrated by

. . )
the 4th graders in Study 2. That is, the students in the training

conditions overestimated thé reasoning abilities of th; children.

~ .

Their predictions for performance were in the 2(3)-and 3(2) stages

of reasoning rather than Stage 2. The reasoning éf‘the subjects

~

in the self-persrective condition was also signifiéantly greate%
than that of ¢he 4th graders. -In,addition, thg prediction scores
of the subjects in the traini;g‘cdnditions were significantly
lower than the reasoning levels,démonstrifed by the subjects
answering from their own perséectivé. Thus, gé 9épeats that while
the studerts in the train;pg cond;éionS’ﬁercéived that:childreh"
would reason at row?t-;evels of moral thought than they themselves
would, they did overestimate the 4th graders' skills by one-third

—

to two-thirds of a stage level.

L 4

Preactiption Comparison. The means and standard deviations

for the prescription sé¢ores in the three trainigg copditions are
also found in Table 14 (along with the self-rerspective and 4th

ggcder means and standard deviations). Pairwise comparisons

identical to those described in the prediction analysis, were

performed to determine the effects of the differing training
conditions on the subjects’ btéscription scores. The results of -

these comparisons are presented in Table 16.

f
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rable 15

bunn’s Compariscns for Prediction Scores in All Training Conditicns,

Grade 4 Scores, and Self-Perspective Scores ©

X
. TV
. Theory and .- No T Moral Self-
Grade ¢ Education Trainding Theery = Perspactive

-

=~ Grade 4 :\\J_‘ -- 3.20¢ 3.77* 4470 11.30*
Moral Theory - . \ .
and Education -- -- .61 1.3% . 8.59*
No Training -- - -- .73 7.97¢
Moral Theory hd - s -— -— -— 7.24% ° E
Self-Perspective - ' -- - N - *
‘p < .005 (critical t value = 2.89), X : Al

MSE = 1246.91 ’ "
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. Table iS'

Busn's Comparisons for Prescription Scores in All Traiping

conditicas, Grade 4 Scores, and Self-Perspective Scores

~ Moral
Theory .and

Grade 4 Educa_tion

~  Moral
Theoxy

Grade 4 g 7.70*

Moral Theory

7 and Education

Moral Theory
¥o Training .

Self-Perspective

A

*2 < .005 (critical t value

KSE = 881.13 -
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The_ptesoriptioo scores of thr\subjects in the three trainino.
conditions, as well as scores of the subjects in the
*self-perspeotive condition, were all significpntiy higher than
the actual reasoning levels of the young children. In addiiion.
the ptesc:iption»scores of tho subjectS'vho pa:ticipated in the ,'. ‘\5\'

moral theory plus moral education training were significantly

" lower than those demonstrated By the unéergraduates in the two
other training conditions, as well as the students in the

‘self-perspective condition. No differences, however, ware found

- - »
between the students' seglf-perspective reasoning, and the
prescriptioh reasoning of the students in the no training and
moral thedry only training conditions. In other words, the

students in these two ﬁraining conditions prescribed advice for -

’

the children which'was consistent with their own levéi of moral -

L -

reasoning (i.e., Stage 3(4) reasoning). ) T

. The findings of both the_ptqdibgion comparisons and the .

preséription comparisons are particuiarly interesting given the

’ -

results of ‘the previous qgsea:zo (e g., Ptessley et al., 1984},

’ and the three other séhdi reported tn this investiqation. In.

‘v terms of the subgects prédictions for- éth grade performance, it

appears that no one training condition was . more\eftectivo than the .
others in lowering the subjec;s predictions.. Al} three

o conditions ovgrestimated.the child;en 8 performance by one-third
to two-thitds of—a.staoe ievel. The training ih noral‘tﬁoory and
motﬁl theory §1ua education did not enable the students to better
assunc the petspective of a 4th qradet (in conparison to thoao uho |

>

did not receive traininq)
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Thip finding;should not be suxprising if pne considers the
previous :.;J;:ch 1in tﬁpvaze;:’ Both.Yussen 4197?) and Pressley et.*
al. (1980) found that®adults (without BFior training) were able to
assume the norhi.porspectivo-of othezp; Xlso, the ﬁndergraduate .

--  students enployea in Study l'qf the present series of -

investigations, apcurataly predicted the performance of 4th

. : graders (i e., within approximataly one-half of a standard .

deviation differance). Teaphers as well in Study 3. while -
overcstinatinq the children 8 abilities, vere able :o recognize

davelopnental differences in moral thought Thus, it appea;s,thai,
v

additional training in the area of_mbral development and moral .

' - education 13 not a hecessary prqrequisite for accurate _ .

-

~ .o ] -

perspective~-taking; as it does not appear to influence adults'

perceptions. It may be that adults believe they know about .

children without the need for-additional training. Also, if
» - ~ . ‘

individuals base their predictions on the example of a particular

(well-known) child (as many indicated they did), tkey may not find

. s »
the traiming procedure to be either netessary or helpful. ’
. ’ . FY
The prescription comparison yielded some interesting ° o

differences between tzéininq conditions. While subjects in all.

Athroo‘conditiona prescripgd advice bign;ficantly abpve ghé p;eeépt‘
level of the childrcn, only fhose-subjbéts in the moral theory
plus sducation condition prescribed advice at a level appropriate

- . for fncilgtatinq'optinnl gtowth in the children.’ Th9~literatute
on moral education suggests ‘that reasoning slightly above the

" level of the children (i.e., within one stage), should be

presénted if one wishes to promote development (Arbuthnot, 19753




’ T ) “
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hd -

M -

Blatt & Kohlberg, 1975; Enright et al., 1983a, 1983b). -in the
present study, however, only those subjects who participated in
the combined t;aining demonstrated this ability. The 4th gt;dors
were reported (in Study 2) to be operating at Kohlberg's second
st§§é of development (please refer back to Table 3 for a Szeakdown
of S.R.M. scoges and associated stages). The moral advice
recomrended by the combined training subjects was at the lower end
cf the thirgd stagé of moral develqpment, the optimal peoint fof .

- .
promoting growth in 9-10 year old children. Out of the 20

*

—— .

subjects in this copditiop, 14 recommended moral advice one stégé
above the reasoning of the children. The remaining six subjécté
recﬁmmended advice which w;s not one stage above the children's
reafoning level. It is interesting to note here however, that 1%
the predictions of the undergraduates in this condition are
considered, -results indicate that most did not.;pply the plus-éne
strategy rel;;ive to thelr own predictions. As noted previously,
they overestimated the performance of 4th graders, and only four
out of the 20 subjects prescribed advice one stage above their
own.predictibns. Sixteen of the undergraduates prescribed advice
which was not optimal eccp;ding to the plus-one strategy. - TPus,‘

it appears that while the corbined training was effective in

teaching the students appropriate levels of advice, it cannot be

that it was effective in teachihg them to apply -
_;lly, fﬁe plus-one stfategy.'
fhe moral theory ,only training dia got influence the
s’ prescfipgiona for advice; The recommendations of these

subjacts were similar to those demonstrated by the subjects who '

~

\

-

|-
s
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did not undergo training. Suojects in both of these conditioms,
as well, prescribed advice at their -own level of moral'functioning
(i.e., stage 3(4)). This‘reasonlng is beyond tﬁe comprehension of
young children (according to the plus-one literature), and thus,.
it would not be optimal for facilitating the moral growth of the
children in question. Looking at the actﬁa} numbers again, eight
out of 20, and seven out of 20 underqraduatgs in the no training
- and moral theory ogly training conditions respectively, prescribed
advice one stage above the level of the 4th graders. The majority
of subjects in both of these conditihons recommended advice which
would not be consiﬁered'appropriate for 4th grade children. If
their ;ctual_ptediction scéres are considered, it is noted that
three ouf of 20 in the no training and ome out of 20 in the moral
theory only training, appeared to be applying thé plus-one
7§ttategy. Similar to those subjects in the combin;d training
qondition; most subjects in these two conditions recommended
Advice which was not one stage above their predictioq responses
for 4th graders. |

Previous reseaxch oﬁ training subjects to become effective
moral educators has proved to be somewhat inconclusive. Selman
and Liebernan {1975) and Keefe (1975) concluded that moral theory
knowlodqe was not beneficial in promotinq moral’ ;xowth. Plymale
{1977} on the other hand, reported that extensive training did
have a positf;;-intlucn;; on the~advice-giv1ng abiiiéies of
adults. As dilcussod onrlier, howaver, the traininq involved in
xbolc s (1975), Plymalc s (1977) qnd Selman and Lieberman's (1975)

investigations, apgoarcd to'consist of training in moral theory

107
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only and'not moral theory plus moral education. The present
research demonstrated that an awareness of educational strategies,
in addition teo an understanding of moral theory, seems to be
necessary }f one hopes to recommend effecgzve moral advice. This
belief was reflected in the comments that the students in the
moral theory only training condition wrote on the information
sheets (Appendix H) included with th; questionnéires (e.g., "It
was useful in completing the first one (prediction questionnaife)
because it heléed me to understand the way 2a éﬁild would think.
It did_not‘help with the second (prescription questicnnaire)
one™). Thus, it may be that unless one understands the
educational applications of the theorf of moral development, one

cannct prescribe moral advice which is as effective as possible.

Summary of Alternative Comparisons. The statistical analyses

presented in the four studies included in this thesis have focused

. on comparisons between; a) prediction S$.R.M.S. scores, and b)

prescription S.R.M.S. scores for each study. These comparisons

]
were conducted in relation to the primary goal of this thesis,

which was the study of subjects’ predi;:}ﬁns'gnd prescriptions for.

others, relative to their own level of moral reasoning.

ilso of interest to the pteaent'thesis however, ig an
alternative set of analyses which‘examined the application of the
plus-cne strategy by the subjects‘in each study. P;gqueﬁéy counts

<~

of the sAumber of subjects who recommended advice 1) one stage

above their own predictions for children, and 2) one stage above , .

the actual reasoning level eof the children, were taﬁulated for

each investigation. These values are presented in Table 17. As"
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- .
discussed previously, these numbers indicate that the large
majority of subjects in each study, did not gppear to use the ‘
plus-one strategy when suggesting moral advice for the 4th grade
children. .
. [_J
. X
- o
.
[
[
: °




Moral Predictions and Moral Prescriptions

General Discussion

.

Overview

This series of inv;;tiqa;ionS'involved the examination of
adults' perceptions of children's.moral reasoning. These
perceptibns were examined in undergraduates‘and teachers, as well
as in undergraduates whco participated in moral.training sessions.
tpe first section of this general dissussion focuses on the moral
predictions and prescriptions that qults made for différent-aged
children.A Here, the results from the studies are briefly
discussed in light of previous research' in the area (i.e.,
Pressley et al., 1980, 1984; Rybash, 1980; Yusng( 1976) ., Next,
the implicatjons of adults' predictions and prescr;ptions for

.

moral education are discussed. .

Following this, the possibility of trainirg adults to become

more effective moral advlce givers is discussed The findings of

.

. Study 4 are related to ptevious research which emphasized training

poss%pilities. Finally, conclusigns and limiti§ions of the
present series of studies are dfscussed, aleong wi suggestions

for futuré research in the area. - . ;

"Moral Predictionl. Adults are aware of develofmental -

“/

differenkes in tho moral performance of a‘.prs. This pattern haa

been ostablilhed in the previous Litoratuxa, at least for- .
pgrfozlancc on the D.1I.T. (e.q., gresslagiet al., 1980, 1984;

‘Yussen, 1976). 1In light of this, it is not surbrising tﬁat the
;:..cnt.lotics of 1nvostigat15hs also supported this conclusion

with another %esdsure, the 5.R.M. .. Both ﬁnderggadﬁa,to"ntudonts, (in

L d , -
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Studies 1 and 4), and elemeﬁfary grade scheol teacheis (in Study

3), demonstrated an understanding of the developmental differences
in moral judgment skills, although they were not all entirely
accurate in their ;udgments;

The students imr Study 1 were able to predict accﬁrately the
reasoning levels of 4th grade children. Previous tq this
investigation, the research on mcral perspeétive-taking had been

limited to adults' perceptions of individuals in the early

adolescent years and up (e.g., Pressley et al., 1980, 1984). It

‘was thought that adults might not be as accurate in their

.
.

prediction§ when asked to consider younger children (because they
might not be as able to assume the role of a young child). The
findings reported in Study 1, however,. clearly indicated that

adults can correctly assume the moral éerspecéive o{ 9 years olds

as well as those of older childreh and Adglescents. Their

y

predictions for the very youngest children (i:g., 4th graders)

were within .43 to .65 of a standayd deviation of the actual

-

reasoning levels ofrthe childreny (a level of accuracy comparable
tc that obtained for prediction of the older adolesqehtsx.
The teachers in Study'B,'on the other hand, who had more

experience with this age group of children, were not as accurate’
as gée S;;qyll‘undergr;duates in their predictions for the
children. Wwhile th;; predicted lower fevels of reasoning for the
'9-10 year olds than they themselves would employ, thus
demonst;atiné an understanding of the development of moral
thought, their perceptions of the children abilities were

elevated. In comparison to the actual Stage 2 reasoning evidenced




by the 4th graders (from Study 2), their predictions were
overestimated by one-third of.a stage level (.86 of an average
standard deviation™different). Thus, althouqh they were able to
recognize increases in mozii—gﬁaament with age, their
) perspective-takin; abilities were not as accurate as those of the
undergradﬁate students in Study 1. -
It is of interest here tc note that the teach;rs in the third

study were quite a few years older than the undergraduat; students
empioyed in Study 1 (i.e., mean age = 36.3 years vs. 19.6 yearsTT—"“\\
One might therefore presume that this apparent difference in age §
could account for the observed discrepancy in the ///
perspedlive-taking ability for young children. The students were ’
obviocusly much clcoser in age to the 4th graders;'and thus, may
have been better able to assume a © year old's perspective
(because they could better remember what it is like to be 9<years
‘old). The undergraduate predictions froh Study 4, héwever, did
not support this hypothesis. In this investigation, undergraduate
"students (mean age = 19,8 years) also significantly overe§fimated
the mcral performance of the young children by one third of a
morai stage. Thus, the age difference between the suybjects and
their targets did noi appear to influence the pre&ictions made for
the moral performance of qpe children. Students and teachers
alike (in Studies 3. and 4), regardless of éhgir age, ovefostimated

3

the actual reasoning levels of the young children. The

undergraduates ‘in Study 1 therefore, appear tc be better

predictors than these other subjects. It is important to note

4
I

however, that a comparison between the mean prediction scores for
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the subjects, across all studiés,.did not indica;e significant
differences between theiptediction socres (all p's > .05). That
is, while the Study 1l undergraduates were the best predictors for
the 4th graders, an analysis of their ptedictions with those cf
the teachers and other students, revealed that Ehe scores were aill ~:::::>£::>
well within one standagd devia£ioﬁ of eacﬁ cther. : -

In summary, all subjects demonstrat?d age diffe:eﬁtiatipn in
the mcoral perspective~taking tasks. Their predictions, while
being elevated, indicated that they were aware of the‘more limited
reasoning skills of ycung children in relation to their own higher
fuﬁctioning abilities. These results differ scmewhat from the
previcus research (e.g., Pressley et al., 1980, 1984; Yussen,
1976) in that the present subjects were not entirely accurate in
their predictions. This difference in findings however, may be
accounted for by the fact that érevious studies did not compare
predictions to actual reascning levels of the age group beiﬁg

considered. Predictions were assumed to be accurate because they

were significantly'lower than adult levéls of reasoning. The

present thesi$§ however, compared prediction§ with actual reasoning .
scores, and observed that adults may not be as accurate in their
predictions as was previocusly assumed. Given this, one focus of

future researqh might be to impfcve.the prediction skills of

individuals through ;;aintng procedures.

Moral Prescriptions. Research both present and past, has

' demonstrated that adults are aware in general, of developmental

differences in-the moral reasoning of others. This research has

also demonstritcd'howevoz, th;t adults do not always appear to



consider Yully these developwental differences when asked to

‘recommend moral advice to others. .These conclusions are

consistent with Pressley et al. (1980}, Rybash (1980), and the
results Qf Studies 1 and 3 in the present series of

invegtigations.

0

Regardless of the dependent measure employed or the amount of
prior experience with young children, it seems that adults have a
tendency to recommend advice which is not consistent with
suggested moral education strategies. One excepticn to this
finding, was recently obtained by Mirkovich (1985),4 who carried
out her research in conjunction with this series of
investigations. Mirkovich had parents of 4th grad; children

{rather than undezgraduéteé‘or teachers) make predictions and

_presériptions for their children using medified versions of the

S.R.M. The parents in this study were accurate in their
predicticons of 4th graders' performance in that their scores did
not differ s;gnifiCAntly from the actual S.R.M.S, scores of 4th
graders bbtained in Stuay 2 (233.7 vs. 20€.27).. Contrary to
prgvfous.findings, however, the parents' prescriptions for theit
¢hildren were also aécurate, as they were dnly on; stage above’fhe
child's present Ievel‘ofifunctioning.' The parents seemed to ma#e

their recommendations for teachihg moral issues according to the

 plus-one approach (Arbuthnot & Faust, 1981). That is, while their

prescriptions wese significantly greater statistically than the
actual reasoning levels. of 4th graders (i.e., Stage 2 as reported

in Study 2), they were within the lower range of the 3rd stage of

’

N .
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development (mean prescrigtion S.R.M.S. = 289.4), aré ghus. at an
thmai level for facilitasigllg growth in the childreh.

#my the discrepancy bet@een teachers' ané parents' ability to
recognize appropriate levels of mcral advice for young children? A
number of reaso;s‘cohlé\be postulated to explain this finding. .
First, ;he parents in'Mifkovich'g study obviéﬁsly gaa much ,
different experiences with their children fhanldid the elementa}y—,
grade-school 'teachers. Parents, for example, deal with the same
children on a day tc day basis, and most probably exgeriehce many
situations requiring moral discussions daily. Teachers, on‘the
other hand, probably engage in mcral conversations on a muych more
limited basis. Thas additional experience with moral discussions
may help tc exp;a%n the supericr advice-giving abilities of thg~
parents. Parents may also be better.at understanding the advice‘
re@yited for young children because they consider their own 9'year
cld when making their recommendation decisiqg§t Tééchers, -
however, have é'class of approximatély«so students go select from
when asked to ggnsider the “average 4th grader”. The probability
that all 30 students would require the same level of mo;al advice
is low, as children within.this age range (i.e., 9rIO'years)

typically cperate anywhere within Kohlberg's first 3 stages of

moral development. Thie, therefore, may account in part for the

teachers' lack of understanding about what is required as advice

for "the average 4th grqdet'.. . . N
In addition, it has been suggested in the literature, that

teachers may be inefficient moral advice-givers because of the

-

fact that the§ feel mordlly responsible in their position, to

~ A
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teach what they believe is the best so}u;ion to a problem [Rybash,
1980) . This-bolief was allo.aipoueeé by‘gfesaley et\al. (19803 .

' In Study 3, however, when the teachers were ;nfornally -
questioned by the experimsnter concerning their recommendations

for the young children, they did not claim to base their °

recommendations for qpildren on feelings of ;oral obligation and

rtgﬁonuibility. No teacher indicated that he/she felt obligated
to present the-optiﬁalnsolution‘to a problem. A number of
teacﬁers in fact, revealed just :he‘oﬁposite in their. .
con§ersations with the expérimenter..They reszted that they were
very much~conce:ned.with prescribing advile at a l;vel as
understandable as possible for young children, and believed that

-~

their recommendation -decisions supported this position.

IA general.,the‘;esul£s of th; present,investiqaticn versus
thoge of Mirkovich (1985), illustrate tﬁat parents do better than
teachers when it comes to réccmmending approériate ie;eis of moral
advice. In addition to the abgpe-mentioned factors. the |

superiority of parents may also be Que to the fact that teachers

lack adequate knowledge about what is required to promote

' effoctive moral growth in their students (i.e., education

strategies). Parents may have acquired an "unconscious” awareness
of what children require in moral discussions as a result of their

continual moral experiences with: them - (Lickona, 1985). and thus,

,undc:stand that moral growth is best ptamotad using arquments

slightly above the level of the child. Ttachots on the other

hand, do not appear to possess this same knowledge perhaps because

" their experienca with the children is much more limited.
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In }igbt of this, ié wa§ hypothesized that teachers and
others interested in moral education would benefit from trainiﬁq
in specific moral education ;trategiésk Previous researé;'had
deTonstrated that te;chers prescribe poo} moral advice.(Rybash,

1980, Study 3). Knowledge of moral educaticn tecﬁhiques, however,

may serve to improve their perceptions of children's moral

- understanding, and thus, allow them to recommend more accurate and

.

effective moral advice. This hypothesis was examined in the final

. study of the preseht thesis, the results of which are discussed

below.

Moral Education Training

Teachers, when asked to prescribe moral arguments for

‘teaching moral issues to yoﬁng childrep, recommend advice at their

own level of funcfioning rathe; than at the level of the children

(Rybash, 1980; Study 3). while this moral advice would not

necessarily'be-detrimental to.the children, it -is not believed to -

be the most optimal approach for facilitating moral growth

(Enright et al., 19834, 1983b) .As digcussed in the introduction

‘to this thesis, a number of educationai strateg;es have been

proposed in the literature to promote moral growth in chi}dren and

adolescents. The plus-one épproach, which is considered hy many

to be the most effective (e.g., Enright et al., 1983b}, is the

strategy most relevant to..this discussion. ' As discussed

previously, this apprdach suggests that teachers and others

' {nvolved in moral education would do well to present moral advico

and discussions approximately one stage above the level of theirx

students (i.e., within 100 points on the S.R.M), if they wish to
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facilitate ﬁoral‘dcvelopnont (Blatt & Kohlberg, 1?7é;_walker,
1980, 1983). 1In light of the finding that teachers (in both Study
3 and Rybash, 1980) failed to take into account the moral- level of
tge childrxen when prescribing moral advice, it wag\?ypotﬁesized in
Study 4, that additional training in the use of morgi education ‘ .
strategies (especially the plus;one approach) woulé serJe to
impfove their moral advice-giving abilities.

This type of training is not always easy go implement,

however. Many researchers in fact, have expressed concern that

the plus-one technique is difficult to apply in a classroom ~ -

;étting {Enright et al., 1983b; Rest, 1984). 1In part, this may be
due to the fact éhat schq@pl boards often do not include moral

education as a requirement in their curriculums. Resouices are

mi¥e available to the teachers, should they wish to set up a-

program, yet a strict curriculum is not usually enforced. The .'
moral.educatioﬁ of the students is often left up fo.the discretiqn
of each individual.teach;r (D. Santor; personal communication,
November 29, 1983). Given this situation, it.would be difficult
to introduce a strict moral education training programlanto the
classroom cuzricul;m. Also, ghild:en in each class would
‘demonstrate reascning anywhere within the first three stages, and
thus the implementgtién of a strict program would b;_difficult.
It‘nﬁst be noted hoﬁeve;, that mo}al growth does not occur

only i one follows a specific education program. It may also

develop fhzoﬁgh‘th. use of informal moral discussions which might

" regularly take place in a classroom setting. .In Study 3 of the

present investigation, 81% of the teachers who participated,
L . : ) ' —



indica;gd that they'iﬁcluded such discussions in their classroom
cuzriculam. Acééfding tc the teﬁchers, fhese.éisCussions were
likely to arise spontaneously, if for éxample, they were
discussing a ¢urrent events topic.

It seems therefore, that moral situations occur in the

classrooms on a fairly regﬁlar basis. Given the findings of moral

education researchers (e.g., Enright et al., 1983), teachers might

"do well to apply the suggestéd educational strategies to improve
the effectiveness of their advice in these situations. In order .
for ; te;cher tb be able to employ such effective adviée, however,
it might be helpful if he/she possessed a good understanding of
the theqry:andbprocesses underlying the educational technique;.
Fifty percent of_thé teachers studied-iﬁ the 3rd investiqation
repo;tea hqving had some previ@us.training ip moral thecry and

-

moral education strategies. Of these S0%, however, most indicated

that their knowledge came ftém‘teachers‘ colleée and university
psychelogy and'socioloqy courses., Few reported having studied {t
" recently ;n board workshops or semiha}g, ané éven féyeg claimed a
wérkinq understanding of the plus-oné apprqach. :Also. :
Sorrelaticns between previous training and prediction and
prescription-scores (as reporté& in Study 3), did not demcnstrate
suppert for the benefit of‘this training. Thus, teachers may
rqqgire additional trd}ning in éhese areas tolimprove their -
motql—adviga giVing.abilities, Qnd.thei: geperdl moral education ‘
skills. | ‘

A limiéed dumpcr of investigations had previously examined

the benefits of training teacheri in moral education programs.



Selman and Lieberman (1975), and Keefe (1975), both concluded that
tedéhe:s trained to conduct moral disgu§§ions were no more
effective in promoting growth than were neutral (i.e.,
non-trained) teachers. Plymale (1977) on the other hand,

suggested that teachers who were trained intensively were better

ioral advice-givers than teachers who received minimal training.

Cogmon to these three studies, ﬁowever, was the fact that the
training involved in the projects appeared to consist ¢f training

in moral theory only. In addition to understanding the theory of

moral developméht howaver, teachers must also be aware of its

applications for promoting moral growth as well (Paolitto, 1977).
Therefore, teachers probably also need te possess knorledge about
educational strategies designed to facilitate this growth. This
hypothesis was investigated in SEudy 4, which cgmpared the
effectivenese of meoral theory only tg?fnipg rglative to morél
theory plus moral education training. L

'As was hypothesized, the1undergrgduates who participated in

the combined training procedure (prior to gompleting the v
< -

LY

questionnaires), advocated effettive moral advice. Those who

3

raceived moral theory only ttainlng{ or ne train;pg,_advocated
moral advisement beyond thg level that would be appropriate for
the children (i.e., beyond Stage 3 reasoning). That is, their -
advice was within their own level of comprehension, and thus,
accotdinq to the educationai literature (e.g., Enright, et al.,
1983), it would have been lcls compxehensible to young children.

On the basin of this findinq, it appears that it is possible to

train fpdividuals. to better understand thc reasoning requirements

O
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of young children, and thus possibly iﬁprove their p;tential as
effective moral,educatorgi Moral theory alcone, may (or may not)
be beneficial to one's understanding of children's geng;al
zéasoninq'abilities (depending. on the literature you read).
Knowledge oi the educéfioﬁal ;pplications of the theory, however, =«
appears to be necessary if'oae hopes to use this information to -
facilitate moral development in the children.

Interestingly, one populaticon which would not appear tc

benefit from additional tg;inipg in moral education is parents of

young children. As noted earlier, parents recommend moral advice

N

¢ -
for their children at a level which would be easily comprehensible’ T

~

to them (Mirkovich, I9é$). Adults with no experience with

children, and teachérs, on the other hand (as }eported in Studies

- PN

3 and 4), do not possess such effective advice-giving abilities.,

Only those undergraduates (in Study 4) who received specific

-
. -

training in moral education,.demonst'rateéddvice_ cénparable to
that'récommendgany the pérents in Mirkovich's study. The aévice
p;eséribed Ey bpoth of these groups of individuals was at a.Level,

one éigge bgyond'4th graders' present Stage 2 mofql reasoning.

Thus, the,trainigg procedure in Study 4 was helpful in promoting a
geod‘khowledge base in the adults‘;f the moral teaching ‘ ‘Q .
requirémen:s for young children. - .

émmary and Conclﬁsién’s :

<

Overaphe past few decades a great deal of time and effort has
been devoted tc the study of moral deve}opnent and moralh

_aducation. This research. according to Chazan (1985) has produced

a number of Artiqlec; books and instrurtional materials which



5

teflect‘the importance of moral edu;a;ion programs for children.

Given the value of these programs, the present éezies of -

investigations was conducted to determine 1) if adults:agd‘

elementary grade school teachers we;e able to prescribe effective

moral advice for children (according to the plus-one approach),

and 2) if it was possible to improve moral advice-giving abiiity
: through the use of ep;cific training procedures.

Results from these investigations demonstrated that mahy.
inexperienced adult;,ﬁas well as elewentary school teathers
evidenced poor meoral arguments when recommendihg advice to prq@§té
‘mbral g;;wth‘in cbildren. This finding was not surprising qiyén
the conclusions of previous researchers such as Pr?ssléy et al. )

(1980) and Rybash (1980). RAdults were capable, howeverywa

'presenting effective moral advice when exposed to training

procedures involving moral theory and moral education strategies.

Training in such strategies (in Study 4) was sufficient éo préﬁo:e
good mor;i advi;e-givgng abilities in the und;zgraduates §tud;edl'
) On the bagis of the conclusion; of'%?e present series of
ui;vestigatiohs it might‘be assumed that teachers as well as
hndergrad;ates. ;;uld;;ls; become morg.effeqtive moral
§dvice:g1§ezs if they possessed more knowledge about suggested
educational strategies. A study similar tc the design of Study 4
_tcoﬁid be conducted to determine the effects of such training on a
_ teacher sample. Assﬁning t;at this study demonstrated similar
positive tc-plt.. researchers and educatorp may be 1nte§égyed in
. pl‘llntan:N;tklhéil and seminars on effective mqfal education

techniques to the teaching community. It should be noted,

~
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however, that not all teachers may be interested in providing
moral education within their classroom curriculum. Taking this
fact into ceonsideration, this author does not advocate such
‘training és a necessary requirement of a teachers' educaqion.
Rather, decisions to participate should be left up to the judgment
of each individual teacher. Traininé in moral education
strategies, however, may be beneficial to those teachers whe are
concernad with the moral development of their students and
interested in conducting moral education programs within their
classrooms. - 2

The inclusion ®f moral education as a reqular part ef a
classroom curriculum may be beneficial to the students, as
programs structured-arbuné effective moral strategies (i.e.,
plusione), have been found successful in p?omo:;ng moral growth in
children (Enright et al., 1963; Enright, Lapsley & Levy, 1983).
;nc:gases of as much as one-fourth to one-hal( of a stage,qf moral
reasoning have been, reported ixrzelation tc tﬁése ttainin§ ‘ -
programs (BElatt & Kohlberg, 1975; Hayden & Pi;kar, 1981). wWhile
these effects may appear to reflect minimal gains in reasoning,
differences of this size reflect a gain of four to five yesdrs of
natural growth (Schaefli et al., 1985),‘and have been relgted to
real 1life behavior and decision making (e.qg., Blasi; 1980, 1983;
' Kohlberg ‘s Candee, 1984; Malinowski & Smith, 1985; Rest, 1984,
Thoma, 1984). Blasi (1980) reviewed numerous studies rélating
oral judgment to mora; Action, and concluded that the large

majority li.e., 76%) supported the existance of a posit%ye

rélationship. Behaviors such as choatfpg and dnlinquoﬂ%y, along



with sociopathic ;hd ptosécial behaviors have been significantly

related to degree of social natur;ty (Andreason, 1976; Campagna &

Harter, 1975). Recent research by Malinowski and Smit£ (1985)

also strongly supported the rel;tionshiprSQtween moral judgment
--  and moral conduct. College students scores on the D.I.T. were

correlated with test cheating behavior, and the results indicated

that the higher the D.I.T. score, the less likely the perscn was

to cheat.
‘ I3
~ . Given these findings, it might be assumed that effective -

.

mora; educaton programs may be useful additions te classroom
curriculums, as they would develop children's moral-}easoning {and
thus; pessibly their moral behavior). It must be noted however,
that the research conducted thus far has been correlaticnal in
nature and has also only considered the effects of moral education
programs on subsequent moral reasoning skills (as measured by the
D.I.T. or the M.J.I1.), Wwhat clearf} re;ains to be studied is the
1pf1uonce ofmoral education programming on children's moral
éonductﬁand'actionl. Such research would allow us ;p determine
better the tzu; value of moral education programs.
In conclusion, the present thesis has provided some .
* " interesting fi;dings concerning adults' .and Eeachefa' perceptions
’ - ' of children's reasoning. Furthef research, however, is required
. bq{Pte no;e definite conclusions regarding adults’ prescriptions
) Epr moral advice, can be made. The present series of stpdiés
Cn::inod a&&its' and teachers' opinions abouf wh;t they bflieve
should b..prla.ntod to young children. These opinions -and

o -attitudes were measured through the use of pap.é and penci] tests

12S
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of moral reasoning (i.e., the S.R.M.). Wwhile this measure

-
—

revealed very interesting findings about attitudes towards
teaching moral issues, future research needs to consider the
actual behaviors of subjects when they are involved in realistic
mora;\}nteractions with young children. WwéTare aware of their
opinions reéatding how they believe moral discussions should be
conducted, but it is possible ghat these opinicns may change when
pargicipatiag in real-life discussions with é;ildren. That {is,
adults ;nd teachers may initiallepresent and discuss issues at
their own level of moral compreh;nsion: - In tHe couYse cof a
discussion, however, they may fagne to the realizaéion that this
information is beyond the levgi of the children, and therefore

lower their meral argumentpit a position more comprehensible to

young children: "On the oth

~

hand, they may nct alter their

advice in the course of a mémal discussion. Teachers'

decision-making tesearcﬁ (e.g:% Clark & Peterscn, 1986) .has shown
that teachers may actually consider few alternatives in
i%geractive instruction sessions. Thus,*it is hot known how a
téacher'might réspond in a moral discussion situation. Future
research therefore, would do well to invelve adults and }eachers
in ﬁof&l role-playing situations with young children, to examine
their behavioxs in such situations. The need for. such research
tem;ins apparent before we can make any definite conclusions ;b?ut
adults' moral -advice-giving abilities. 1In addition, it should be
noted that additional teséarch in this area w;uld also aid in

furthering our understanding of teachers' thought processes and

decision-making strategies in these interactive situatioqs.
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>chondiy, another limitation of the present thesis which
requires discussion, is the lack of process data available in
tﬁese aneséiqations. The design'of the studies was such that
they ailowod for the examination of subjects'imﬂnions regarding
moral predictions and prescriptions. LQcktng however, was a

.
measure of the actual thought processes of the subjects while they
were making their récommendgpions. This additional informatioh
z

.
would be very beneficial to our total understanding of adults"’,

perceptions of children's reasoning. : .
For example, in Study 4, subjects in the no trairing and
moral theory only éraining conditions oyerestimated the reasoning

abilities of children. Their prescriptiéﬁ as well, were
significantly higﬁer tﬁan the suggested levels of moral advice.
On cleser inspection howevef, their prescriptions appeared to be
within.one stage level of thelr prediction levels for the‘
childr;n. As discussed earlier, this finding may lead one to
question whether the subjects' difficulties actually lay in the
area of preéedicting performance rather than ;rescfibing advice.
Obviously adgitional process data would have been beneficial
to ocur understanding of thi; possibility. Subject; were \
informally questioned concerning their approach to the
questicnnaires and were asked to indicate whether they found the
training sessions to be beneficial. This intorﬁ;tion as agbtained,
however, 344 not allow for a process analysis of the task. Many
subjects did indicate (informally) that the prescription task was
difficult as they knew nothing about how to teach moral issues to

young chi;dr.n. In ad&itionﬂ subjects in the combined training

. < .
y -
' . ’ ' ’ .
. - L N
& -~ B - _ -~ -
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£ -;onditxcn, while ovegipredictiﬁq as-vell, were able to prescribe ) "
aﬁp:opriatc'Lewels of ;dvice for the children  (i.e., at Séaqé 3); I
Also, freguency counts, asg reported in the studies (see Tﬁble 17y,

did not support the hypothesis that subjects prescribed Nhigher

levels of advice because their predictions were high. Rather, the

‘majority of subjects in all studies prescribed advice which was .

not one stage above their predictions, 4

[

This evidence seems to squest.thét ;H? combined training

” -

condition was beneficial to the undétg?adﬁates“gya;eﬁéﬁs:of‘tﬂe'
reasoning needs of children. It is. impertant to nete here ’ ’\‘\\\\\
+ however, that while it was helpful (in that the subjects

érescribed appropriate advice), the frequency counts-mentioned'

abov; revealed that they did not seem to make their

recommendations according to the plus-one tec@niqﬁe; Thaé is,

while they were able tc recommend apéroptiate\advice they did not

prescribe acdvice ;ne stage beyond their own predictions.for the

children. This finding is somewhat puzzling, and leads one Eo
" question what strategy the'subéects might have employed to

prescribe the appropriate advicg. Additional inforﬁation‘

éoncerning éheir thought process;s would Qg;iéqsly have beeﬁ

helpful to this giséussion. This information was not obtained,

but could'be easily included in future studies. Subjects, for

example, coufd be asked to completg structured questionnaires ' -

concerning their moral pr;diction and ptescription choices (e.g.,

"why dia you answer this way."). gntorwation dealing with th?

processes mediating their gnswetl would then be available for

[ 4
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congid.?ati?n. Future Eegeqrch therefore, shogig,ponsider the
need for processing infom:*n in this area.

A third limitation concerns the design of the final stuady.
The fourih stﬁdy was designed as a preliminary training project
only. Although positive results wére noted in this study, further
. research would be beneficial to our understanding of the effects
. of the trainin§ procedures. Tﬂe ieﬁgth of training time for
e#ample. was of very short duration in, the present study.
. ' eviouves¥research has demonstrated tha; individuals who ace
‘itensiv:ely trained in moral issues are better moral educators
- than those who receive less'traininq-(Plymale, 1977):"Given this,
future research shculd consider training segsions:which extend

over 4 period of weeks rather than hours. Such ttaininé miéht ¢

also include ‘actual moral discussicon exercises bepweén the adults °
and their pupils, as well as written exerciseas. Also, in Study 4,

the moral theory trailning conditiqn was somewhat shorter than the

combined tfaining condition (by approximately 30 minutes).

%klthough this does not represent a large time difference, it may '
be that more extensive training in moral thedry would be of
greater benefit to individuals trying to recommend moral advice.

More extensive training may be beneficial, as well, to

s

improving individual prediction skills. The present thesis did
nqt directly conqprn itself vith improving subjnctu ptedictxons.
However, given that it waa found that subjects are not entireiy

c AT a

accurata in their porcoptlona, futute research should address the

issue of 1:provin§ predictions as well as prescriptions. Accurate ' .

*




predicticn skills would help individuals to better understand the
applications of moral education strategies.

In addition, the final study did not address any questions

Y

aboﬁt the long term effects of moral education training. The
predictions and-prescriptions of the undergraduates were ass;ssed'
one we;k follewing training. While strong positive results with
the ccmbined'traininé érocedure were noted at this point, it is

not knrown whether the undergraduates would still be able to

! P! v ) .

advocate appropriate moral advice if questicned at a later -point.
Thus, althcugh the advantages of combined training in moral theory

" and moral education strategies were clearly demonstrated, further

«

research should examine the long term application of this
training.
., An additional suggestion for future research concerns the use

of the moral reasoning measure employed: One ccmment which was

-

. commoﬁly expreésed by both the undergraduate ard teacher
| ‘participants~in the studies, was ‘that some of the moral situations
in fhe questionnai;esvwere ;riglevéhg to young children.
Subjeéts; for example, often qﬁestidned the inclusion of the
”He;nz'dilegm;" }Eéhlbérg, 1969) on the 4rounds that they would

not usually disqy;s such a topic with 9-10 year old children. The

hd -

auther recognized that tﬁi; was a-legitimate concern with one of

the dilemmas in the questicnnaire. However, Kohlbergian-type

dilemmas are cquohf}\empiéyedzin maARy moral educatién programs

4 -

.’

(e.qg., Scharf;~pc¢ay é‘Rosé, 1979). Also, due to the lack of a

more'ipprobtiatg‘;ﬁgbéardizid measure of moral reasoning, the

- [

$S.R.M_ was employid}. In 1light of the concern, ASOut the 4ilesma
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however, future, research intergsted,in adults' moral
raﬁhﬁnondafions for young chii@ren,'shoulg strive ;o include moral
issues that are more directiy relevarit to everyday experiences.
such age-apptoprihte.dilﬁmna situations have been developed, and

. are AVAilablc‘throuqh the school board and other moral educa?icn
téxts and papers (i.e;, Colangelo & Dettmann, 1985; Mattog, 1975; -
Scharf et al.} 1979). The use of these more appropriate dilemmas

would be entremely important when examining adults' moral’

131
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behaviors with young children in role-playing situations. In such »
a study, topics directly televaht to children's.bxper;gnces would
obviousIQ be mor; apprpp;iate for discussiop.‘} T e
A fingl suégeston for future resg;réh is not directly :

relevant to~th; giééen; series of investigations, but«rathér
concerns the need for md:é research in the aiea af pareﬁté; roles
in the moral education of their children. Bigkovich's_(IQBS)
study réveaged that pareht;'are able to providé good morail advice
for their child:;n. Further ;xamiﬁatibn qf why p;rentg gppea:~£o'

)

be better moral advice-givers:(in combarison to teachers), may be
beneficial to the application of_mora;‘edécation programs in -
schoois. Also, Lickona (1985) recommended that the family ahd -
school shoula coliaborate~t§gether in the moral education of
children. He believes that the moral education of children is a
great challenge, and thus, suggests the need to investigate the
possible intéractive effect of thé home and school an children's
development. Further research in this area therefore, may be

beneficial to our understanding of the role of the family as well

48 the school in the moral GQthopﬁent of childfen.

~
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In.sm.m‘ary, additional research on children's reasoning would
serve as a valuable extension to the present thesis. This thesis

has addressed a number cf cencerns regarding adults' perceptions

A 4
of children's reascning skills. In particular, the usefulness of

training in moral education strategies to improve these

-

perceptions was noted. Ffesults. indica?ed that such training weould

o ¢

be of great benefit in developing the advice-giving abilities of
individuals interested’in mcral education. This fihdin§ is
desexving of considerable attenticn given the  increasing

.

popularity cof moral education programs fog children ®nd
Ny N

adolesc&nts. As mentioned above, however, a few limitations

D f

. impose constraints on the cqncluéios'ﬁhich can be dra\;m from this
_srudir regarding the benefits of moral educaticn training. Also,
it 1s 'im‘portanf: te ;wte.that this dissertation, as desiéneé, has
been. conce.rne‘d with a Xohlbergian _persi:ective of moz'an].‘~
development, and as such, has not ‘cénside.r:ed (;.»ther pogsible
perspectives. In light of this, the conclusions:an:i implications
drawn ‘.from these s-tud.tles must be c'onstirained by t;xis limitation.

‘Addit_ional research, as suggested, howeve"r, would do much to

further oyr present understanding of the fields of moral reasoning

[
Al

and meoral education for young children.
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8
- Footnotes

‘

1. The authors of the S.R.M. (Gibbs & Widaman, 1982) suggest the

following minimal standards for acceptable interrater

reliability:
1. S.R.M.S. correlation r=.70
2. mean absolute S.R.M.S. discrepancy 25 points
3. exact modal stage agreement 67%

4. modal stage agreement within a

. ‘ one- stage interval 100w
: *
S. exact glabal stage agreement SOs

6. globBal agreement within a one-third
ihterv;l ' 808

?. Once again tﬁe 4Fh grade group administration condition was
selected for comparison because the administration procedure . R
resembled those of the other ccndztion; in thg analysis: The
group condition scd;e will be employe& in all subsequent
comparisons for this éeaaon. ) .
3.. Don Santor was the Moral Ethics Consultant for the Board of
. Education for the City of Longon at the time of the. conversation.
g 4. The stuéy was conducted as a 4th year Honours.Project by ‘ .

Nadine Mirkovich. It was co-supervised by this author and

. Michasl Pressley, and was designed as an cxtcnlion to the present

thesis. . ’ .
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SOCIAL REFLECTION QUESTIONNAIRE

Instructions .

In this booklet ace two_ social pcoblems with questions foc you to \ssuu.
We ace asking the question not just to li‘nd out your opinions about what
should Be “done in the prodless, but also to understans why you have those

opinions. Plesse ansver all the questions, especially the °“why® questions.

Feel fcee to use the backs of the pdges to finish vriting youc answecs if you
fneed mOCe SCaCeE.

Nawme :

‘ Age.

Sex: (ciccle one): male/fesale

Date: M

{code §: )

. (.Gjbbs & Widaman, 1982)




¥

PROSLEN ONE

In Zurope, a wOm4n was nedt desth from 3 speclal xind of cancec. Thece vas
one dcug that the doctors thought might save hec. IR was a form of cadium that
s druggist in the same town had recently discoveced. The drug wvas expensive to
‘make, but the druggist wanted people W pay ten times what the dcug cost him
t0 make. .

The sick woman's husband, Rein:, wvent to everyone he knev to bocrow the
soney, but he could only get togethec about half 'of wvhat the drudgis: wanced.
Neinz told the druggist that his wvile was dying and asked him to sell it
cheaper oc to let Rim pay latec. But the druggisz said, “No. [ discovered the
deug, #nd I'a going o mske money from it.° SO the only way Heinz could get
the dcug would be to dreak into the drugqist's stoce and stesl the drug.

Meinz has & pcoblem. He should-help his wvife and ssve her life. But, on the
other hand, the anly vay he could get the drug. she needs would de to bceak the

law by stealing the drug.’ .
what should Mein: &?

should steal/should not steal/can‘t decide (Citcle one)

Y

wy? ) ‘ " : -

. . . .
Let's change things about the probiem and see {f you still have the opinion
you ciccled above (shauld 'steal, should not steal, ac can’t decidel. Alse, we
vant to find out about the things you think ace impoctint in this and ocher
pcoblems, especially why you think those things ace impoctant. Please try o
help us unfecstand your thinking by MRITIMG AS MUK AS YOU CAN TO EXPLAIN YOUR—
QPINIONS~~EVEN IF Y0U RAVE TO WNRITE OUT YOUR EXPLANATIONS FOAE TRAN ONCE.
,Don't just vecite "same as Defoce ™ If you can explain better oc use. diffecant
vocds o ghow wvhat you mean, that helps us even moce. Please answec sll the
questions delov, especially the *why® questions.

t. what if Nelnz's vife asks him to nz'ya«g: dcug foc hee? Should Reinx:
i

steal/should not steal/can’t de (cictcle one)?

I

1s. Bov impqctant is ic foc s husband o & vhat his vife asks, t save her
by stealing, qven when he isn’t sure vhether that's the best thing to do? .

‘very impactant/impoctant/noe {mpoctane (ciccle one)




o
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) L ]
- WHY is that very important/ieportank/nnt impoctant (whichever one you
Ciccled)?

2. What 1f Hein: ddesn': love his wife? Should Heinz:
steal/not steal/can't cdecicde (ciicle one)?

23. How imporrant 1$ 1t foc a husband to stesl to save his wife, even i(f bhe
doesn't love hec?

very i1mportaant/iaportant/not 1mpoctant (ciccle one)

. WHY is that very iapoclant/impnctant/not impoctant (whichever one you
ciccled)?

3. What if the person dying 13n't Heinz's vife but instead is a fciend (and
the friend can get no onc else to helpl? Should Reinz:

stesal/not stesl/can’'t decide (circle one)?

Ja. fowv lmportant is it to & evecrything you can, év‘cn beeak the hc. to save
the life of a friend?

very lmportant/impoctant/not impoctant (ciccle one)

Jb. WRY is that v"y- iqpo:un‘tlinporunt/not impoctant (whichevec one you
ciccled)? o




B

-

da. what sbout foc a ftrenger? Wow impoctant i3 it e do everything you can,
even bBreak the lav, to save the life of & atranger?

4b. wHY
citcled)?

vecy !-portant/i-?artlnt/no: 1-pqrtané {ciccle one)

is that very ispoctant/impoctant/not impoctant (whichever one you

(")

~ | .

S. WMhat
and Heinz

1t the druggist just vants Heinz to pay wvhat the druq Eosc to make,
can't even pay that? Should Heinz:

~

steal/not steal/can't decide (Circle ocae}? —~

N .

Sa. Mow impoctant is it for people not tn take things that delong to othec
, pecple? SR
vecy impoctant/{mapoctani/not {mpoctant (ciccle ore)
5b. WHY is that vecy Lapoctant/impoctant/not impoctant (whichever one you
Citcled)? .
i . - ’
6a. How i-poru_nt is it foc people to chey the law? .
. vecy Q'i-;srap:m-ut/hpf.nun:/ﬂm: fapoctant {(ciccle one) -
(1 Hl(Y is that vecy impoctant/impoctant/not Lmpoctant (whichever- one you
citcled)? TN -
: L3
3
' .
. -
4 \ Al
. . 8

°:
Y
.
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7. wWhat 1f Wernz does steal the drug? Nig wile ddes gat dettec, dut ia the
wcant ime, the police take Neint and Bring Mie to court. $Hhouid the judge:

Ja1l Heint/let Reins go (cee/cen't daclde [(ciccle one)?

73. How mpoctant (S it [oc judges IO 90 wdSy On people like Neinz?

-

very wmpocrtant/iaposrtant/not impoctant - {ciccle one)
L)

. WHY 18 that very lapoctant/impoctant/not {mpocrtant (whichever one you
circled)? - - :

8. What 1f Heinz tells the judge that he only did what his conscience told
him to &? Should the judge:

jail Hetnz/let Heinz go free/can’'t decide (ciccle one)? -

-

8e. How ia@portant 15 1t {O¢ Judges 20 GO tasy on lavbresXecs who have acted
out of conscience?

vecy impoctaat/impoctant/not important {cilccle One)

8v.  wWHY (vhichever ome you

ciccled)?

1s that vecry i(mporzant/{apotzant/not 1mpoctant

¢

9. Wwhat if Heinz's wvife nevec had cancer? hat i{ she was only & little
sick, and Beinz stole the drug to help her get wvell a little sconec? Should
the judge: .

jail Heinz/let Heinz go free/can’t decida (ciccle onelr?
Ya. Hov impoctant {3 it for judges to Fend pecple vho beesk the lav to jatl?
vecy lkctlr\i/i-pattcnt/m {apoctant (ciccle one)

»
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4b. WY is that very impoctant/impotrtant/not lmpoctant (whichever one you

.

circled)? / - .

v
- .

S. what if Joe did eatn the soney, but Joe's father did not promise that Joe
could keep the scney?

Should Joe:

teluse/nct cefuse/can’'t decide (ciccle one)?
Sa. « Mow impoctant is it foc pacents tQ let theic ¢h:ildcen keep earned soney
--even vhen the childcen wvere not promiled that Lhoy could keep the mooey?

vety i-pocnﬂt/i-pettml/not impoctant (ci:cle onel
sb. Wiy is that- vety ispoctant/impocrant/not {mpoctant (Vhichevge one you
ciccled)? )

§. what if the {ather n"ds uu mOney not to 9O oOn ‘a !uhinq eelp wg
imtud to pay foc food foc “the family? Should Joe:

.
. tefuse/not u!uulcu't decide (circle one)?

§s. How impoctant {s it for children to help thoir pactents~--even -hcn it .
 means that the childcen won't get 0 & something they vant te &? :

vecy i-po!e'mt/hpoumt/not ispoctant (chch one) |

§b. WMY is thag very ispoctant/impoctant/mot hpocunz (whichever ong pu E

cl:cl‘d)?
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SOCIAL REPLECTION QUESTIONNAIRE

Instructions

In cthis dooklet are tvwo social problems with questions for you to
- answer 83 you think so average Ath grader (9-10 year-9ld) would ansver.
We ate asking the question' not just ¢o find out your oginions adbout what
a 4cth grader vould do in the problems, dut also to urderstand vhy &ch
gradetrs have those opinions. Please snswer all of the quesctions,
especially the*“uhy” questions. Fesl free to use the backs of the pages
to finish wrfting vour answvers 1{ you need more space.

-
-

Naae:

Age:

(cicrcle one): sale/female

code §: )

. _(ba-sed on Gibbs & Widaman, 1982)'

<

.
»
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IDDINIR_ TO ANSWER AS A {TH GRADER WOULD
PROBLEX ONE

= ’

In_Cucope, 3 womdn was nesr desth from a specisl ki1nd of cancec. Thece was
one drug that the &ctocs thoughd arght save hec. It vas a focm of cadium thae
a druggist in the same town had cecently discovered. The deug wes expensive to
sake, but the druggist wanted people to pay ten times whal the drug cost hia
RO make.

The sicx woman's husband, Reinr. vent to everyone he knev ta bDotrow the
soney, but he could only get togethec about half of what the druggist wanted.
Neinz told the drugqist that his vife wvas dying and .asked him to sell it

" cheapec oc to let him pay later. But the druggist said, *Mo. [ discoveced the

devg, and I'm going to make money €fcoa it." S0 the only wvay Heinz could get
the dcug would de to deeak 1nto the drugqist's store and stesl the doug.

Meinz has a pcoblem. Wg should help his wife and save her life. But, oa thé

¢ther hand,.the only vay he could get the drug she neotls wvould de o break the
lav by stealing the dwq _

WVhat would s 4ch gradar thiank Heinz should do?

should scesl/should not stedl/can't decide (circle one)

Why?

-

Lec's change thfags about the problem snd see 1if you still have cthe aplntcn

for a 4th grader that you circied above (should sceal, should noc steal, or can't
dacide). Also, we want to find out about the chings you thisk ars i{mportanc to a
4ch grader ia this.snd other problems, especially why you think &th graders would
chink chose: chings are fmportant. JPlasse Cry to halp us underscand your thinking
by WRITING AS MUCH AS YOU CAN TO EXPLAIN YOUR OPINIONS ABGUT 4TH mnns—m IF

YOU HAVE TO WRITE OUT YOUR LXPLAVATIONS MORE THAN ONCE: Don't just vrite "same
as before.” 1If you can explaih decter or uee different vords te sbov vhac you

saan, chac helps us even more. Please snswver all -the quastions delov, especislly

the "why” .questions as you think a éch grader vould.

1. wnae it nc_!n: 8 vite asks Na to-stesl r.hc dcug foc -hec? Should Neine:

steal/should nn:\su"ucu't decide (circle one)?

“1s.  ow impoctant s it !oc a husbahd to & what hs wile nn. to save hec

by' stesling, even wvhen he isa’e sure whether that's .:ln best- thing to o7

vegy i-po:unt/hpq:tmt/m‘g ispoccant (cirqh one)
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REMEMRER TO AS A 4TH GRADER WOULD
’ 4
1B, WMY 13 that vecy 1mportintfimportent/adt 1mpoctant (whichever one you

cLccled)?

2. what 1f Heinz doesn’'t love his wife? Should Heinz:

steal/not steal/can’t decide (Ci1tcle Gne)?

-

2a. How imooctant 13 it foc 3 hysband to steal to save Mis wife, even if he
doesa’'t love hecr? -

vety impoctant/izportant/not impoctant (ciccle one)

2. WHY i3 that vecy 1acactant/impactant/not impoctant (whichever ong you
ciccled)? N

b4 .

J. wWhat 1f the pecson dying isn't Hewinz's wife but instead is a friend (and
tre friend can get no one else to helpi? Should Reing:

steal/oot stesl/can't decide (ciccle one)?

la. HMov impocrank is it o do everything you can, aven break the lis, O fave
the life of & fLciend? :
s
vecy important/ispoceant/not {epoctant (citcls one)

b, WHY is thet vecy iapoctant/important/not iaportant” (whichever one you
circcled)? o :
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TMEMSER TO AMSWER AS 4TE GRADER WOULD

4a. wWhat Wout foc a stranger? Mow (mpoctant ts it Lo & evecything you: can,
even Break ihe law, to save the life of a stranger? )

vecy ispoctant/imciceant/not (:portm;t (cirele one)

. WNY. is ther vecy impoctant/impoctant/not impoctant (whichevec one you
ciccled)? - » ) . ‘

e

S. Whac (C the druggist just ~ants Reinz to pay what the dcug cost to amske,
and Beinz can't even pay that? Should Heinz: ° .

steal/not steal/can't decide (circle oné}? .

‘$a. Mow impactant Is it foc people not to take things that belong td other
people? . . :

vecy impoctant/impoctant/not impactant (ciccle rns)

Sh. WMY is that vecy impocvant/impoctanct/not iapo:ian; (u‘nch‘:vu‘- one you
ciccled)?

fa. Now l-porihqt\is’_l;!or pecple to o'bty r.bc law?

: . very impoctant/impoctant/not impoctant (cizcle onef

§b. wHY f{s thac very impoctant/impoctane/not impoctant (whichevecr one you
ciccled)? .




REMEMBER TO ANSWER AS A 4T8 GRADER WOUILD

ADOm To NCNER AS) 470 GUOER oD

7. whae if Neinz does steal the drug? Nis wife doss get battec, but in the
aesnt ime, the police take Nei1nt and bring' him to coure. Should the judge:

jail Meins/let Heinz 9o !ne/ca_r\'t declde (citcle one)?’
Ya. Kow 1mpoctant ls‘it fuc judges to GO easy on pecple like Naina?
vety impocrtant/iapoctant/not impoctant (clccle one)
m. wWHY is that very inpoctan:/i.port'ant/neh' impoctant (whichever one you

cLecled)?

[ 4

8. what if Heinz tells the judge that he only did what his conscience told
hims to &? Should the judge: . '

ja1l Heinz/let Heinz go free/can’t decide (ciccle one)?

8a. How iapactant is 1t for judges to go easy on lawvbceakecs who have acted
out of conscience? . -

very impoctant/ispoctant/not impostant (ciccle one)

8d. WHY is that vety ispoctant/impoctant/not impoctant (whichevecr one you
ciccled)?

' -
“a
9. What (?f Keinz's vife nevec had cancer? wWhat {f she wves only a litetle

sick, and Heinz stole the drug to help hec get vall a little soonec? Should
the judge: :

jail Meinz/let Heinz go free/can’'t decide (citcle one}?

-

9a. How impoctant is it foc judges o send pecple who bieak the lav o jatl? o

vecy impoctant/impocrrant/noe impoctant (ciccle one)

-
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ADEmELE TO ANSVER AS A €TE GRASER MOULD

.
.

gb, Wiy s that very Ilspoctant/isportant/not important (wvhicChever one you
circledd?

¢




REMEMBER TO ANSWER AS A 4TE GRADER WOULD

PROSLEM TWO

~

Jo& is a3 fourteen-yedr-old boy who wvanted to go to camp vecy much. His fa-
ther promised-him he could go i{ he saved up the soney fog it himself. So Joe
wocked Bard ar his paper toute and saved up the §40 it cost to 9o to camp and
a2 little sore besides. But just before camp was going to stact, his fathec
changed his mind. Scme of his Cfathec's (riends decided t© g0 on a special
Lishing tcip, and Joe's father wvas shoct of the money it wouid cost. SO he
told Joe to give him the soney Joe had saved {coa the pipec routa. Joe doesn’t
want to give up gOLNG tO Camp, SO he thinks of tefusing to give Nis Cather the
sOney.

a
Joe has a problen. Joe's f’ther proaised lJae he could qo to camp 1l he
eacned and saved up the money. But, on tha othec hand, the only wiy Joe could
go would be by disobeying and not helping his fathec. .

what would a 4th grader think Joe should do?

.

should cefuse/should neot cefuse/can’'t decicde (ciccle one)

why?

-
Let's change things about the problem and see {f you still have the opintior

for a &th grader chat you circled above (should refuse, should not refuse, or can't

decide). Also, ve vant te find out sbour the things you think ave imporcant to a
4¢h grader in chis and ocher problems, especizlly vhy you think &ch graders vould
think chase things are important. Please try'to help us underscand your thinking
by WRITINC AS MUCH AS YOU CAN TO EXPLAIN YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT 4TH CRADERS —EVEX (F
YOU HAVE TO WRITE OUT YOUR EXPLAMATIONS MORE THAM ONCE. Don't just vrice "same
as before.” If you can explain better or use different words to show vhat you
mean, that helps us even more. Please ansver all the questions belov, espaclally
the “vhy” questions as you think 3 4th grader vould. .
1. wnat i¢ Joe hadn't eacned the sonay? What {f cthe fathec had niapiy given
the money to Joe and promised Joe could use it to 9o to camp--but now the
father wvants the monay back (ot the (ishing tcip? Shoyld Joe:

cefuse/not cefuse/can't decide (ciccle one)?

© la. ow {mpoctant’ is it foc pacents to keep -theic pccuises about letting
. their children keep money--even vhen theic children nevetr esched the soney?

very impoctant/impoctant/not iepoctant {circle one)



RDMDEIR TO ANSWER AS A 4TH GRADIR WOULD

1. ey Is tNac very leportant/ieportant/not leportant (wvhichever ‘one you
ciceled)? i .

~

2a. wWhat aBdut keepina a pcomise te a lciend? Howv important is it o keep »
promise, if you can, to a friend?

vecy impoctant/impoctant/not impoctant (ciccle onel

. WY is that very impoctant/impoctant/not impoctant (whichever one you
ciccled)? '

Ja. NWNhat about to-anyone? Row .impoctint {8 it to keep a promise, il you can,
aven O someone Yyou hacdry xnOw?

vecy i;-porun;,/hpocuntlno: impoctant (ciccle one) -

Ib. MY is that vecy impoctant/impoctant/not impoctant (vhichevec one you
cicclad)? .

&

‘. what if Joe's fathec hada't told Jog to give him the money dut had juse
asked Joe if he would lend the money? snould Joa:

ro!uo/m cefuse/can’'t decide (ciccle one)?
d4a.. Row impoctant is it foc childcen to help their parcents, even vhén theic
pacents hive beokea a pecoaise?

. vecy  impoctane/impoctant/not impoctane (ciccle onel

A
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RDEEIR TO ANSWER AS A 4TY GRADER WOULD ' ' . /
. 4

[1- WY i3 that very ispoctanc/lspoctant/not jmpoctant (whichever one vou
ciceled)?

5. Whac if Joe did gacn the roney, dut Joe's father did not pcoaiss Lhat Joe
could keep the money? ! .

Should Joe:
telusa/not cefuse/can't decrde (citcle one)?

5a. How important is it foc pacents to let their children keep tacned soney
--even vhen the children vece not pcomised that they could keap the money?

Q

very important/ispoctant/not, impoctant (ciccle one)

Sb.  WMY is that very ispottant/impoctant/net impoctant (whichever one you
citcled)? -

©

§. what if the (ather needs the money not to 90 on & Cishing tecip dut:
Instead to pay Coc lood foc the family? Should Joe:

cefuse/not cefuse/can”t decide (citcle one)?

6a. mov isportant {5 (t Cfoc childcen to help theitr pacenty--even when it
means that the childrea won't get w0 & woaething they vant to ®o?7- -

very impoctant/ispoctant/not {mpoctant (citcle one)

6db. WY is that vecy ispoctant/impoctant/not lapoctant (whichevec one you

citcled)? 9 o
. . .
t S .
» (=
< ®
S -,

N
. . s
. . . ‘
2 . N - .
. . . - <
. Sl o, .

. .
ST, Soe 4 e

.




- - bl . - h'
- e . - - . .
- . » . .
[ M .
. » .
. .
. N\ . ¢ -
L ; .— - . - L
- ‘ ——— . . ~
.0 . \ . v
A » . . ‘ ) -
. - . . [ . ¥ - b
R A} -
> ) ) ‘ '
. o ' .
. - .
. _~
. . / -
~ " v /
‘ ° \‘ N -
. ¢ .
. ~ . .
« -
. . N -
- - - - e
l‘ he
. ‘ S o . o : . - . ‘
, . K . .
s. - . . . o .
- . *
. . - L4 - . -
‘e . / .
. h Y
. “ e M4 ’ .
a . . '
- - : - .,
’ - . . _— ’ Appendix C : R
- .. -~ T . ¢
- ' . * 4
. LR Prescriptién Varsion of the S R.M. :
(] - \ T ', . 0
. . . e . o
. -~ . v . .
v, . t
4
. ’ . . ) ~ N .
9 R Y B - , ~V
: L ‘Q . hd
¢ 4 . -
‘Y - . - .
- N ]
. . - I - ‘
. . .
i -« Y L. . L J
. N “ . .
N . . [ \ N
. - L] s Al
. . .
. . ' e ° h ’ - ! -
. M - r
» . Al B
L4 '. - - - . e * ‘
PAr . M .
o i . .
¥ . . . )
- ’ -
- . . .
[] b -t f N ‘s '
- a o -
. , . I } é ’ -
, ‘J - . o . .
. . - - - > T - ‘
1 . . 9 .
c . « bt oL, ) . ' . .
d S ro, N -
e a - > - 2 . ‘
, ¥ . .i . ’ f




lm:nc'u&

D o — ..,-.v; TSN
. Y ~ .
-~ LTy - e ~e i e
- L R i -
= .. - ~ . A
- . -‘.' .. - e s L
~ [N *e qa \ o . s R
. R seoe - .
.. .
» Tt ¢ * ,. * v .-
- ‘ ~ )
- .
L] e ’ M
M .
» . NN PR
* - - . '._ .,
. hd , ~ - 0
. -y v s
- hd ’.\ ~
~ - < - -
.
. s =
¢ - .
- 3 -
. B .
. . 3 . . ‘e \
. . . ' N
SOCIAL  REFUECTION QUYSTIOWMAIRE - . N -
O K . P . -
. L]
. >
»
. . . . ~
- .
.
a .

tn this Docklet are 2 noeul problems with r.nuuoad for you ‘to mr as
you think an sverage 4th grader (9-10 ywar old) stpuld de tsudht to luu’k.

Ne are asking mwe&um:m&ubutmmmma4w
gmrswu:mmmnmzm.mgmummm:
think 4zh graders should De taoght these qpinions. Pleess ankwar all of the
questions, especially the, “why* Mqtm. fegl- {Teg o e m lw:ka ot the

peges to finish vriting your answers tl )ou no'd soTe Space. . 7 . ) ",

A= 4 - Pres.

. . .
K < . . - .
v . * :
- * .
b_a-t‘; .
.1 . . L. "' ' e M . .
e: . > e " . I
Sex: {citcle bog): male/fesale . N
1 * - '
Dace: Lt T .
. M -
.
-~ 2 .
) . .,
. -
. ! 7
L) M -
* ~ N ' - Y
N o
] ‘et W .
. "'\
L] L3
0 . * .
~ ’-.—
v L]
. . R e
e A Y
* L > e,
. .
.
.
“ .
, .

{code §: ) *

(based on Gibbs & Widaman, 1982)
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7 In fucope, & ke wey -aeet &3@, trom & gpecial klnd"o(“_canc\:.‘nﬂc‘.én’
Ohe Beug thaL the doeters UOUGRL Afght savd Dec. It vas » focn of. gadive wrat
‘4 dewgerise {e tde aewe.town' Nod Mu:lysducoé_qud‘ The .geug «as brgansive to
LRIKS, Bt e drugist Laoted  profle W pdy e times hat the dewe dost hiw

o wame L men oS I S -

.
..
. ®

- .
- . - .
L .

- 4

lub:fn.é_." R‘Un cent to 33vnty¢m-hp ¥new to bottgu‘ the

fa T s le
.« % ]

‘. money, dut ha Uil only qot‘aqr:,ler tm‘i; \:\1( o what the 'Mmhi-vutcd.

.. cadapec 6¢ o

[Metaz tol3 the Srpqeist .thacthig glfe vaf Yyipg and asked him.to sell 1t
LT Rim oy lytec: Bt Rpe Sruqgise $3id% “Ro. 1 digcoveced the
. drug, and Pla going ife mskw money (rom iz.° 0 e’ only vay Heimt could get
.= the "deig . vould e to ﬁenygidilg the druggist's store and sghal_whe deug.

.. \..-.- ) “:.~.. - o ot -'?.‘ i

.. Wyinz has’a pedblen] He should help Bis vilewdnd’save hec.lifr. BuC, on the - >
other hand, the only way M"eoui& get the d&e, “".W" “ould Be Lo Dresk the

: * .. LN . .

LY by stealing the- drimg. . R fe N
[ -'. o . . ot N . C e '
% Whac should 2 4ch grader Wé Tayghc sbbyc whac Hefos“shaald do? .
. ’ P

'v‘h "
[y .- .~

. Sbould seeat/Thould nat “itead/can’t decide (cirele ong)
. g . |: . .-. T . . .0. ’ . . . B . -
. . A .‘.:‘.’ - 1' S . s .
.. \'k: ‘\\ ) . . . ¢
LI . .

ﬁfy?

[ . DR b s . .
Lat’s. changs things sbiotic the prodlem and see {f yoa-scill have the opinficn .

. ahout vhic a2’ 4th gradsr Theuld e taught chat you circled above (should steal,

should sot scesl, or caa’t decide). Also, ve want to find out sbout the things

Foy thisk arw ispotrtent to ‘teach s 4ch grader in this and ocher problems, espacially

why you chiak’'thosd things sre {sportamt to teach a &ch grader. Plesse.try to Relp

w wpderstand your thinking by WRITING AS MUK AS YOM CAN TO EXPLAIN YOUR OPINIONS

ABOUT WMAT 4TH GRADEXS SHOWLD BE. TAUCRT—EVIE IF YOU NAVE TO WRITE OUT TOUR

EXPLANATIONS MORE THAN: QMCE. - Don’t just vrith ssme as before. If you cam explain

battar or wse differmme words to show vhac you mam, that helps us even more.

Please mgwver sll the questions below, especislly the vhy quastioas sbout vhat you .
think a 42h gradar should be taught.

. ma; it Reing’s vife asks him w stesl the drug foc her? Shoyld Neins:

LB “

stesl/should not stesl/can’t Ndn' (circle one)?
L - .
1a. Wov lepoctant is it focr o Musbend to do what .his wife '-lu. W save det :
by stesling, even when he l::'! suce whathec fhat’s the best thing to do? ' -

~ . . )
vecy impoctant/imgoctant/not impoctant (ciccle one)
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REMDBIR TC AXSWER AS IF YOU MERE TEACAING A 4TH GRADIR

- -

1db. © WY {g rhag very i:octtm‘/i-mrtmt/not important “tvhichevec one you
cictcled)? .

2.  What if Hein: desn’'t love his wife? Should Reins:

steal/not steal/can't decide (cictcle one)?

2a. Nov ispoccant 13, 3%t (Oc a husband o steal o save his wvife, even if Rhe
doesn't love het? .

vecy impoctant/iapoctant/not important (ciccle one)

L. WRY i3 that vecy ‘impoctant/impoctant/nok toepoctant (whichevec one you
ciccled)? . ) : . K

J. wmat if the pecson dying isn’'t Reinz's vife dut instesd is a Criend (and
the, fgiend can get no one else to help)? SKould Reinz:

. R [ .

® stesl/mot steal/can’'t decide (ciccle ,ml?l )

Ja. mov imgortant is it to & evecything you can, even Desax the lav, ® save
the life of a fciend

vacry lapoctant/ispoczaat/not impoctant (ciccle one)

5. WY is thae vecy i-purnnt/bomunt/aoc {mpoccant (whichavec one you

cicteled)? . -

e

P




b

h T ey

ADPEIR TO MSWER AS If YOU WEAD TEACKING A T 'GRADER

- ia. What wout for & straoger? mow inpSctent Is it to & evesything you L,

even Brask the Jew, to save the life .of 3 gtranger?
R L3N - -

* 'nq,l-po:;'ia't/inéonWm fmporgent .tcir':ln one)

a», way f3 that vecy impoctant/iepoctant/not lmpactant (whichever one yau
ciceled)? ’ .- -

.

$. What {f the druggist just vants Rein: to fay vhat the dcug cest to sake,
ard Meinz can't evea pay that? Should Neinx: ~ 0 .

steal/not steal/can't decide {circle one)? .

\

Sa. HNow {mpoctant is it foc people not €o. take .things that delong o othec .

people?
§ . .

- very impoctant/isgoctent/not imgoctant (cifcle ona}

. Al [} - .
$b. WHY is that very {spottant/ispocrtant/not impactant {(whichevec one you
citcled)? et t

L]
' . . »

’-

6a. Mov impoctant is it foc people to odey the law?
very imppoctanc/iapoctant/not i{mpoctant (ciccle one)

€., WY (g thatc very inp;ortwt/i-potuulmt ‘iepoctant (whichever one yow
ciccled)? . .




oy

REMDMBER TO ANSWER AS IF YOU WERE TEACNING A €TE GRADER

1. What if Nein: aus steal the dru,? Nis wife does qet Dettec, dut Tn the
seant ime, the police Lake Neint and bring Alm o court. Should the judge:

.

jail neinz/let Neinz g0 fcee/can't doc‘sd- (citcle one)?
Ja. HKow ispocrtant is it foc judges to 9O easy ‘on people like Heinz? ~

“vecy impoctant/impoctant/not impoctant {citcle one)
B, WY Qs thez very impoctant/impoctamt/not imgoctant (whichevec one you
ciccled)?

-

8. . What il Reinz tells the judqe that he only dic wvhae hig conscience told
him to &? Should thc judge:
.. . \
jail Rci_a;/lu Reinz 90 (rge/can’t decide (Citcle one)?

83. Mov ippoctant is it foc judges o go easy on lavbeeskucs vho havg acted
out ol conscience?

-

very impostant/impoctant/moe {mpoceant (ciccle o]-l
8. WHY is thaet vicy ioporcane/ispostant/not ioczant (vhichever ong you
cliccled)? '

.
»
1. N S L
9. what if Heinz's vife never had cancac? What if she wvas only a litcle
sick, #d Reinz stole the drug W help her qut -.u a lictle soonec? Should
the j“q. . ¢

jaid Reinz/let unnk,qq hu/caa t decide (ct:cu ane)?

%a. Mow i-gocun: ts it foe judy‘ to M pecple who beesk the law ta jail?

vecy Lmnanr./.lapn

lﬂt/ﬂot impoctant (ciccle one)




ADEIGER TO ANSWER AS IF YOU VERE TEACRGS 12 qvom .

9b. wY I3 thae very lmpoctent/isportint/not imporiaot (vhichever one you
circlead)? . )

. *
f
.
.
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PROSLEN T™O

Joe is a2 (ouctecn-year-old boy w«ho vanted tO Q0 tO cCamp vecy much. Nis la-
thet promised him he could go il he saved up the money foc it himsell. So Joe
wocked hard at his papec coute and saved up the $40 At cost to go to camp and
a little moce, Desides. But just befors camp was going to stack, his (athaer
changed his mind. Some of his father's f€ciends decided to Go on a special
fishing teip, and Joe’s lather vas shoct of fhe roney (t would cost. So he
told Joe to give hia the money Joe had saved {com the papec coute. Jos dogsn’t
vant to give Up Geing tC Clmp, 3O he thinks of relusing to qive his (ather the
soney.

Joe has a problem. Joe's father pcéhuid Joe "he could 9o to cap if he
cacned and saved up the roOney. -But, on the other hand, the only wav Joe ocould
go would be by disobeying and not hgiping his (Cathecr.

~

Vhat should a 4ch grader be taughe adout vhat Joe should do?

-

should refuse/should not sefuse/can’t dec:de (ciccle ocne)

Wny? : ; ' : .

Y

<

Let's change things about the problee snd see if you scill have the opinfon
abouc vhat a 4ch grader shou.ld be taught that you civcled abovs (should vefuse,
should not refuse, or can't delide). Also, ve vanc to find out abouc.the :hlup
you think are imporcant to teach s kh grader in this snd other problesd, especially
vhy you think those things ace impdrtanc o teach a 4th grader. Please try ¢o helf
us underscand your cthinking by WRITING AS MUCH AS YOU CAM TO EXPLAIN TOUR OPINIONS
ABOUT WVHAT 4TH CRADERS SHOULD BE TAUGHT-~EVEN IF YOU HAVE TO WRITE OUT YOUR
EXPLARATIONS MORE THAN ONCE. Don'c just write same as befors. . If you can explain
becter or use differgnt vords o show vhat you mean, that h 19: us evan_sors.
Please snsver all the questioas below, especially :hc vhy quescions abeut vhat you
think a uh grader Qould be Caught.

1. what if Jo 't earned the soney? What lt the \Ith‘t had n-ply given .
the money to J pcoaised Joe could use it to 9o R0 ca-p-but now the
fathet wants the ‘back foc the fishing teip? Should Jee: e

.

n_luu/n& tefusg/can’t decide (cictcle onel? :
B . ' * 4 .
1a. Mov ispoctant is it foc parents to keep their pcomises wout lettimg
theic childcen Xeep soney--even vhen their childcen anevec eicned the money? .
L] .
vecy ispoctane/impoctant/not impoctant (eipeie one) °* '
[ [ -~ ?
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| ] \
RMEGER TO ANSWER AS IF YOU WEREF“TEACHING A 4TE. GRADER
. L3 - .

». wiy (9 thag very Important/lepertant/nat Impartame (vhichever om~ you

clecled)? ——

- ” .
- v T
R 23. what about keeping a pcomise to a friend? How impoctant is it to kn;p 2
prowise, if you can, %o a (riend?
: . vecy - impoctant/impoctant/not impocrtant (zitcle one} - .
- ~

2. wWMY is that vuy hpo:uut/hpocunt/net isportant (whichever one you

circled)? .

. ¢
S
Ja. What adout to - anyone? Hou S-porunt ts it o keep 8 pcomise, if you can,
even o0 mm you hacdly know?
. LT T very upoctm:/tmcun:/not impoctant (Eiccie one)
3b. WY {s that vecy l-poumt/\-oocnn:/m: {mpoctant (whichevec one you
ciccled)? - - ' :
: : _ D
\ S/
5
4. Whac if Joe's fathec hadn't told Joe to give’hin the money but had jusc
asked Joe if he would lend the my? S$hould Joe:
cefuse/not celuse/can’'t decide (citcle one)? .
0 Bov ispoctant’ is it foc ehildren to ‘help their pacents, even when thefir
. patents have lnoun 2 pmt"‘i L 5 .

n:y impoctant/iagoctant/nae lqntunt (ci:cl- one}




REMEMBER TO ANSWER AS IF YOO WERE TEACHING A €TH GRADEX *

. WRY is that very impoctant/impactant/not Impoctant (-hicnévar one  you
ciccled)? .

.

—=

S. what r!’Joe dxd earn the roney, bdut Joe‘'s father d:d no: fromise that Joe
could ‘keep tﬁb-noncy

.
¢

Shouid Joe:

N retuse/not cefuse/can’t decide (c:rcic o&c)?
$e, Rowv lnpo:unt is it foc pacents to lat thnt <hildren hnp edcned m=oney
--even vhen the children wece noOt promised that they could ketp the mncy‘ &,

v very impoctant/impoctant/not impoctant (circle one)

e, WY {S that vecy impoctant/imapoctant/not important (vhichever ong you
ciecled)? o N .

§. what.'if the (athec needs the foney not ta go on 3 !uhmq teip dut
instead 20 pay fot tood (o< the family? Should Joe:

nluu{mc utuulcan't. decide (ciccle gone)?

. §a. “Row impoctant is it for childcen o help theic pacents--even when (¢
mesns that the childcen won't get to ¢ something thay vant to &? °

very ispoctant/ispoctant/not impoctant (citcle one)

- .

$b.  WMY is that vuy ispoctant/isporfant/not lapoctane (whichever one you
ciceled)? .

’

. s | ' ' .

—
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Appendix D
Teacher Information She'éé

(Study 3)
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Tedacher Information Sheet

Please answer the following questions:

L]
¢

1. What gra®e level do you currently teach?

-2, How many years have you been teaching?

3. Have you taught'any other grade lewel?

If %es, what grades? .

4. Have you ever received any training in the
theory of moral develgpment?

~

~If yeé, please briefly explain when and whére.
4 ' d :
- s . ‘ . ) - &

’

P

.

S. ‘Have you .ever received any training in.educétionaI,
strategies suggested to promote moral
growth in children?

If yes, please briefly explain when and where. .

Y

4 —

6. Do you include discussions of moral issues
in your teaching curriculum?

'If yes, please briefly explain. ) C )




Appendix E

Moral Stage Descriptions

(Study 4 -- Moral Theory Only and Moral Theory and
" Moral Education Training Conditions)




Moral Stage Déscriptions

Stage 1 -- Obedience and Punishment Orientation

Theme: A Fear of Punishment ° ',. -

This stage involves ccuflinnce Lo prutigious or powcrful people
(i.e., parents and teachers)’ in order to avoid punighment. ‘' The morality.
(i.e., goodness or badness) of the act is defined in terms of its
physical consequences. Child obeys rules of authority figuréls to avoia-
punishment.

e.g,. "I had better stop talking in class becauss Jf 2
don't the teacher will send me to the office again.”
, , . .o
Approximate age: 15 to 8 years .- o , R
. ] . . ‘ e

* Stage, 2 -~ Naive Hedonistic and Instrumental Orientation .

Theme: Self Interest K _ . a ,

In this stage the chi.ld is conforming to gain rewards. Although ’
there is evidence of sharing, it is manipulative and self-serving rather
than based on a true sense of justice, sympathy or concern. The chila
is inclined to act in order to achieve his own<“self interest (you
scratch my back and I'll scratch yours):

e.g., "If I don't stop talking in cpfass I°will be kept after
school, and I won't be home {n time’' to watch my '

/’-\L favourite praogram on T.V." .
’

Approximate age: 9 to' 11 years

Stage 3 -- Good Boy Morality -

Thema: Nice Boy - Nice Girl .
. X

In this stlg({ood avior is that which maintains approval and’
good relations with others. the child is basing his/hex .
judgment of right and wrong oi the responses of others, he/she is
concerned with their approval and disapproval rather than their physical:"
pover. He/she is concerneds with contozinqno ‘pecple’s lupdu'd to
maintain good will. Also he/she is starting to accept the social . %
regulations and rules of others, and is judging the goodness or badness
of behavior in terms qf a person’'s intent to violpto tipse rules.

e.g., "I shoul.d be quht in class and.. ltcn wvhen cpok.cn to - .-
because that is what my teacher ikes w to do.” . *

Apéroxinto age: 15 years : . . .
f . . o . ' . R
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Stage 4 -- Authority and Social Order Maintaining Morality

Theme: Law and Order.

In this stage the child accepts social conventions and rules. It
is no longer just conformity to individuals' standards, but conformity
to the social order. The child realizes that compliance with rules and
regqulations is necessary for the maintenamce of social order. Behavior
is judged as right or wrong in terms of its conformity to a.set of
social rules,

e.g., "If we talked whenever we felt like it, there would be
chaos in the classroom.” ) :

Approximate age: 15 years and up




Appendix F

Experimenter's Sample Responses for the Question
"Should Mrs. Jones report him?" )

(Study 4 -- Moral Theory Only and Moral Theory plus
Moral EQucation Traiping Conditions)
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Experimenter's Sample Responses

Stage 1

Mrs. Jones should report him because he broke the law before
and that is wrong. It is bad to break the law.

Mrs. Jones should not report h'im because he is a géod and
important man. She should be nice and not tell.

Stage 2

Mrs. Jones should report him because he has to pay for his
crime. He chose to break the law and he must pay the price.

Mrs. Jones should not report him because if she likes him

she would not want to see him go back to jail. Mr. Thompson

has helped people, so she should help him. He may return -
the favour some,day.

Stage 3

Mrs. Jones should report him bécause he is a criminal and
criminals myst be disciplined. He should go back to jail
to let him know that what -he did was wrong.

Mrs. Jones should not report him because he tried to be a
good man. Mrs. Jones should be sympathetic -- she would
¢ xpect him to help her. She should be conceggied about how
ne would feel. : .
. L 98 °
v

Stage 4

. JMrs. Jones should report him because the law must be enforced.
Laws are needed to protect society and therefore they must be -
upheld. Mrs. Jones has a ;uponsibility to report him.

Mrs. Jones should not report hin Because he has made a
contribution to society. He has something to offer soclety,
and putting him back. in jail,woyld Berve no purpose:

\

4



Appendix G
.Moral Theoty Summary Handout

{(Study 4 -- Moral Theory Only and Mbral Theory plus
Moral Education Training Conditions) g
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A} . =
JUDGEMENTS OF REASONING

The Theory of Mcral Development

In his doctoral work, Lawrence Xohlberg (1958) outlined a ..
cognitive-developmental theory of moralization. This theory was an. '

extension to the early work of Jean Piaget. The t;eory wvas derived from
interpretations of interviews conducted with young adclescent males. »
The pa:ticipantg ;gre presented first with a series of dila;nml in g&iéh :
the central characters faged mo;al problems. Fotlowing'is an-example of
one of the dilemmas used: . /
A man had'been;sentenced to prison for 10 years. After
1 years, waevér, he e;caped from prison, moved to-a
new ;rea_of.the.countFy, and took on the name of .
Thompson. For 8 years he worked harg.'and gradually
he saved enocugh money to buy hié own business. He
was fair to his customers, gave his anglbyeos top
wages, and gave most of his -profits tqvcharity.' .
Then one day, Mrs..S;not, an old neighbour, recognized
. him as the man who h;d.escaped from prison 8 ycar’
before, and whom the police had been looking for.
Subsbqucns to the presentation of each dilemma, questions fol%pwod:

°

"Should Mrs. Jones report him?" "why?" On the ba-ia:zf these .
roséonlea, Kohlberg (1958) proposed :A;t individuals pro;oed through an
invariantiscquonc. ;f six stages of moral development, with each stage
boihg charicterized by qualitatively different levels of moral
reasoning. _Brief a.scription- of Kohlberg's tir;€'4 -taqc.‘az; included

belows ' . p
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Stage 1 -- Obedience and Punighment Orientation

-

This stage ‘nvolves compliance to prestigious or powerful people

(1.¢., parents and teachers) in order to avoid punishment. The morality
LY

of the act is defined in terms of its physical consequences. Child
obeys rules of authority figures to avoid punishment. ’

'Iihad better stop talking in class because if I don't.the teacher

[

will send me to the officg again.”

-
-

Stage 2 -- Naive Hedonistic and Iristrypental Orientation’

In thi's stage the“qbild is :«confomming to'gain rewards. Although

there is evidence of lh&xiﬁa. it ih manipvlative and self serving ,
Tl
tather—th&n based on a true sense of justicc, synpathy or conc¢ern. The

-

child is 1gclined to act in order to achaive his/her own self interest.

"If I don't stop talking in class I will be kept after school, and

1 won't be home in time to watch my favourite proq?&n on T.v."
. [}

Stage 3} -~ Good Boy Moz‘ali’x - ' -

In this stage goeé behavior is that which maintains approval and
good relations with _others. Although the child is basing h&z/pér

judgments of right and wrong-on the response of others, he/she is .

concerned with their approval and -disapproval rather than their physical

power. He/she is concerned with confdtming to people’'s standards and to

maintain good will. ’ Also, he/she is gtarting to accept the social
‘ - - ‘ -
regulations and rules of others and is judging the goodness or badness

of b.gkvlor in torls of a person's intent to_violate thoie-rulos.

"A child is quiet 1n class and lilt.ns vh.u spoken to, bccauno that

-
) —
a2

is wvhat the teacher likol un to do." ,

..
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\

Stage 4 -- Authority and Social Order Maintaining Morality

In this ;tage the child accepts social conventions and rules. It
is no longer just conformity to individuals' standards, but conformity
-— go the socidg order. Tﬁ. cpild realizes that the compliance with rul;:\
. ;hd regulations is necessary fé: the maintenance of social order.
e Beh§viék 19 judgud as right or wrong in,torns of its conformity to a set
of social rules. - . .

"If we talked whenever we felt ike it,  there would be chaos in the

*

-

s* " M -
classroom.™ . .. . N
)
*
{Based on Kohlberg, 1967, p. 171)
X ‘“\t -
L]
- ‘ -
.- . ‘., '
v, - .
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Examples of Children's Responses

Stage 1 -- Approximate age: _5 to -8 years

Mrs. Jones should r@port him bcca:;ikhe broke the law and
that is wrong. It is bad to break the law.

Mrs. Jones should not report him because he is a goqd and
important man. She should be ‘nice and not tell.

Stage 2 -- Approximate age: 9 to ll years

Mrs. Jones should report him bécause he has to pay ‘for his
crime. He chose to break the law, and he mus’ pay the
price. .

-

. Mrs. Jones should not report him because if she likes him
' she would not want to see him go back to jail. Mr. Thompson
has helped people, so she should help him. He may return
the favor scame day. .

Stage 3 -- Approximate age: 12 to 15 years

Mrs. Jones should report him because he is a criminal and
criminals must be disciplined. He should go back to jail
to let him know that what he did was wrong.

+

Mrs. Jones shopld not report him because he tried to be a
good man. Mrs. Jones should be sympathetic -- she would .
expect him to help her. She should be concerned about how
he would feel.

Stage 4 -- Approximate age: 15 years and up

Mrs. Jones should report him because the law must be enforced.
Laws are needeqd to protect society and therefore they must be
upheld. Mrs. Jones has a responsibility to report him. -

Mrs. Jones should not‘ropott him because he has made a
- contribution to society. He has something to offer society
and putting hiq back in jail would serve no purpose.
3 N ¥ ’ ‘
(Based on Gibbs & Widaman, 1982,
gcoring Manual)




Appéndix H

Student Opinion Shee®
(Study 4 -- MorAl Theory Only. and Moral Theory plus
Moral Education Training Conditions)
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Information Sheet

Name: Date:
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One week prior 'to campleting these questionnaires, you participated

in a specific trainihg session. Do you think that th

helpful to you in coampleting these two questionnaires?
why or why not.

~

training was
Please explain
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Appéndix I

Moral Education Exercises

(Study 4 -- Moral Theory plus Moral Education Training Condition)

-
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Moral Education Exercises

To facilitate moral growth in a S to 8 year old child, what moral advice
should you give to that child?

[ 4

Mrs. Jones should:

To facilitate moral growth in"a 9 to 1l year old child, what moral
advice should you give to that child?

. Mrs. Jones should:

\\

To facilitate moral growth in a 12 to 15 year old child, what moral
adwice should you give to that child?-

Mrs. Jomes should:



(Study 4

Appendix J .

—
Moral Education Summary Handout

-=- Moral Theory plus Moral Education Training Condition) .

'
2

&
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- Moral Education
Lawrence Kohlberg claimed that moral growth in children could be
facilitated if 3 conditions were met. Theses ;onditions are as follows:

1, exposure to the next higher stage of reasoning;
2, exposure to situations posing problems and
contradicitons for the child's current moral structure
- & leading to dissatisfaction with his/her current laevel;
‘ 3. an atmosphere of interchange and dialogue combining
the first and second conditions in which conflicting
moral views are compared in an open manner.
(Xohlberg, 1978, p. 46)

Numerous moral education procedures based on Kohlberg's theory have
'b;en developed for the classroom. The most popular of these is the
:plux-onc strategy” (Aburthnot & Faust, 1981). This strateqgy is based
on the assumption that moral reasoning in children ig promoted by moral
digguslion inéolving reasoning gne stage above the child's presentAlevel
ofb;unctioning.. Adults wishing to facilitate moral growth in children
should do so by modeling moral reasoning slightly‘-above the child's
current reasoning level. That is, in order to promote moral growth in
-young children operating at the first stage of moral development (i.e.,
S to 8 year olds}, adults would do best to expose the children to Stage
2 moral arqunont-. Likewise, Stage 2 children (i.a., 9 to 11
yoar-olds), should be presented with Stage 3 reasoninq, and Stage 3
children (i.-., 12 to 15 year-olds), should be presented with Stage 4
reasoning.

- Reasoning one stage above the child's level will induce a atate of
cognitive dilcquilibrlu; in the children, and thu;, stimulate their
maral growth. 1If children are pr.s.ntod with teas&ning too far above
their present level (i.o., more than 1 stage abo;>T they will only

b‘cul. confused by the arguments, and hence will not advance in torns of

thoi: -oral ressoning. ‘

————
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