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INTRODUCTION 

Th1s pro]ect focused on the aspect of moral1ty wh1ch 

1nvolves determ1n1ng what course of act1on would best 

fulf1ll a moral 1deal--what ought to be done 1n a g1ven 

s1tuat1on The rat1onale for th1s study was based 1n 

Kohlberg's s1x-stage theory of moral JUdgment (Kohlberg, 

1969) and 1n recent theoret1cal concept1ons of Lepper (1981) 

and Harter (1981) concern1ng the effects of extr1ns1c 

rewards on the process of 1nternal1zat1on, a process related 

to moral reason1ng, as well as work by McCullers and h1s 

assoc1ates (e g , Fabes, McCullers & Moran, 1981) 1nd1cat1ng 

that mater1al rewards may produce temporary regress1on 1n 

developmental level and psycholog1cal funct1on1ng 

The purpose of th1s study was twofold to explore the 

role and the effect of mater1al rewards on moral reason1ng, 

and to exam1ne the poss1b1l1ty that observed reversals 1n 

level of moral reason1ng (Kohlberg & Kramer, 1969, Rest, 

Cooper, Coder, Masanz, & Anderson, 1974) may be an art1fact 

of research methodology Spec1f1cally, the present study 

exam1ned the effects of pay1ng college students to perform 

moral reason1ng tasks. 

Th1s d1ssertat1on dev1ates from the format called for 

1n the Thes1s Wr1t1ng Manual (1982) The body of th1s 
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d~ssertat~on cons~sts of a complete manuscr~pt prepared for 

subm~ss~on to a techn~cal JOurnal ~n accordance w~th the 

Publ~cat~on Manual of the Amer~can Psycholog~cal Assoc~at~on 

(1983) In order that the d~ssertat~on be complete ~n terms 

of trad~t~onal un~vers~ty standards, mater1als wh~ch are 

usually present ~n the body of the report are presented ~n 

append~ xes The append~xes ~nclude a rev~ew of the relevant 

l~terature ~n add~t1on to supplemental mater~als, raw data, 

and selected stat~st~cal analyses 
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Abstract 

To explore the effects of materlal rewards as a 

posslble determlner of observed regresslon ln moral JUdgment 

among college students (Kohlberg & Kramer, 1969, Rest, 

1975), thls study utlllzed a counterbalanced experlmental 

deslgn whlch conslsted of two treatments that dlffered ln 

terms of whether or not payment was offered to subJects for 

completlon of the Soclomoral Reflectlon Measure (SRM) The 

sample conslsted of 120 undergraduate students who were 

matched on age, sex, and moral maturlty as assessed by the 

Moral Judgment Scale (MJS) Materlal rewards had an 

lmmedlate and temporary adverse effect on subJects' scores 

whether measured between or wlthln subJects Scores were 

slgnlflcantly lower iE < 001) under reward condltlons than 

under nonreward Results, conslstent Wlth a developmental 

regresslon lnterpretatlon, are dlscussed ln llght of thelr 

lmpllcatlons for theorles of moral JUdgment 



Paradox1cal Regress1on 1n Moral Reason1ng 1n 

College Student SubJects Art1fact of Mater1al Rewards? 

The two lead1ng cogn1t1ve developmental theor1sts of 

moral development, Jean P1aget and Lawrence Kohlberg, have 

proposed that there are developmental d1fferences 1n the 

bas1c cogn1t1ve structures that underl1e and organ1ze moral 

reason1ng Both (P1aget, 1965, Kohlberg, 1969) assume that 

moral Judgment has a cogn1t1ve-structural core and that 

there 1s a un1d1rect1onal sequent1al progress1on 1n moral 

development 

Kohlberg's (1969) 20-year long1tud1nal study of 50 

boys, tested every three or four years, found that the 

subJects proceeded through a ser1es of developmental stages 

1n an orderly, sequent1al progreSS10n Moral JUdgment was 

found to be pos1t1vely correlated w1th age, soc1oeconom1c 

status, lQ, and educat1on (Colby, Kohlberg, G1bbs, & 

L1eberman, 1983) 

7 

In sp1te of ev1dence of an orderly age progress1on 1n 

moral reason1ng, Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) found some 

surpr1s1ng reversals and paradox1cal regress1ons 1n the 

developmental level of some subJects between test1ngs 1n 

h1gh school and college In h1gh school, some students had 

scored at Stages 4 and 5, but as sophomores 1n college, they 

were scored at Stage 2 Rest (1975) also reported that 



college student scores on the Def~n~ng Issues Test were 

unusually low Log~cally, reason~ng from Kohlberg and 

P~aget's theor~es of moral development, these age 

regress~ons should not ex~st because of theoret~cal 

assumpt~ons of an ~nvar~ant sequence of stages and a 

forward, un~d~rect~onal movement through them except under 

cond~t~ons of extreme trauma 

8 

Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) ~n~t~ally accepted the 

f~nd~ngs of regress~on ~n college sophomores and ~nterpreted 

them ~n terms of Er~kson's concepts of morator~um, ~dent~ty 

cr~s~s, and renewed comm~tment It was suggested that after 

~nd~v~duals had formed the capac~ty for morally pr~nc~pled 

thought, they st~ll had to comm~t themselves to these moral 

pr~nc~ples, th~s comm~tment often was part of the resolut~on 

of an ~dent~ty cr~s~s or morator~um ~n wh~ch the ~nd~v~dual 

d~splayed retrogress~on ~n moral thought (Kohlberg, 1973) 

The appearance of Stage 2 reason~ng ~n college sophomores 

was ~nterpreted as a funct~onal regress~on, a return to a 

lower stage level, but a structural advance A quest~on~ng 

of prev~ous comm~tments and standards was necessary before 

these standards could be ~nternal~zed Thus, ~t was 

suggested that ~nd~v~duals could regress ~n the serv~ce of 

development 

Tur~el (1974) argued that the apparent regress~on ~n 

college-age subJects ~nvolved a d~sequ~l~br~um of 

trans~t~on, wh~ch d~ffered from a d~sorgan~zat~on of 



regress~on Th~s prompted Kohlberg (1973) to make a 

d~st~nct~on between content and structure ~n moral thought 

and to develop a new stage-scor~ng system 

Kohlberg (1973) proposed that the reversals and 

regress~on observed ~n college students were an art~fact of 

the or~g~nal scor~ng system Kohlberg argued that the 

rev~sed scor~ng system, wh~ch better d~fferent~ated 

structure from content, ~nd~cated the college student to be 

~n a trans~t~onal state between convent1onal and pr~nc~pled 

moral~ty, rather than ~n regress~on to a lower stage level 

(Kohlberg, 1973) Even so, moral JUdgment data from a 

long1tud~nal study (Murphy & G~ll~gan,1980) of a small 

select sample of br~ght undergraduate students scored by 

Kohlberg's newly rev~sed scor~ng manual revealed that a 

s~gn1f~cant percentage of subJects appeared to regress from 

age twenty-two to age twenty-seven, repeat~ng the v~olat~on 

of sequence that the new scor1ng system was des1gned to 

correct (Murphy & G~ll~gan, 1980) 

A grow~ng volume of l~terature ~n recent years on the 

adverse effects of extr~ns~c ~ncent~ves prompts an 

~nterest~ng quest~on could the observed reversal and 

regress~on ~n moral reason~ng among college-age subJects be 

an art~fact of a methodology that makes select~ve use of 

mater~al rewards at th~s age? The bas~s for expect~ng a 

detr~mental effect of extr~ns~c rewards on moral reason~ng 

tasks ~s suggested by a host of stud~es (for general 

9 
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rev~ews, see de Charms & Mu~r, 1978, Lepper, 1981, Lepper & 

Greene, 1978, Ryan, M~ms, & Koestner, 1983) show~ng 

detr~mental effects of mater~al rewards on ~ntr~ns~c 

~nterest and ~mmed~ate task performance 

It ~s not uncommon for college students to be offered 

extr~ns~c rewards for part~c~pat~on ~n research proJects 

In fact, the un~vers~ty-student subJects ~n the Kohlberg and 

Kramer study (1969) were pa~d for the~r part~c~pat~on (see 

Colby, Kohlberg, G~bbs, & L~eberman, 1983) Payment was 

expl~c~tly ~ndent~f~ed as part of the exper~mental 

procedure The un~vers~ty student volunteers who f~lled out 

the Def~n~ng Issues Test ~n the Rest stud~es (see Rest, 

Cooper, Coder, Masanz, & Anderson, 1974) were also pa~d 

Mater~al rewards were not ment~oned ~n the descr~pt~on 

of the research procedure for any other age groups ~n the 

Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) or Rest (1975) stud~es. It ~s 

noteworthy that, ~n these stud~es, reversals and regress~on 

were found only ~n those ~nstances where subJects were pa~d 

to part~c~pate ~n the research 

Several theoret~cal mechan~sms have been proposed that 

m~ght account for an adverse effect of rewards on moral 

reason~ng tasks For example, from the perspect~ve of 

attr~but~on theory, Lepper (1981) has shown that extr~ns~c 

controls can underm~ne ~ntr~ns~c mot~vat~on From th~s 

perspect~ve, the percept~on of be~ng under sal~ent extr~ns~c 

controls could cause the ~nd~v~dual to lose ~nterest ~n a 

task and to perform more poorly as a consequence Thus, one 



would expect that the qual~ty of moral reason~ng could be 

~mpa~red under cond~t~ons ~n wh~ch ~nd~v~duals rece~ve 

mater~al rewards 

11 

From a somewhat d~fferent perspect~ve, Harter (1981) 

has proposed a developmental model of effectance mot~vat~on 

wh~ch d~fferent~ates between the mot~vat~onal and 

~nformat~onal funct~ons of reward and the~r effects on 

perce~ved competence and percept~on of control Harter 

(1978) exam~ned the effects of extr~ns~c re~nforcement upon 

ch~ldren's preference for challenge and found that ch~ldren 

der~ved max~mum pleasure from opt~mally challeng~ng tasks 

Harter subsequently proposed a curv~l~near relat~onsh~p 

between pleasure der~ved from mastery and task d~ff~culty 

Harter's ~nvest~gat~on revealed that preference for 

opt~mally challeng~ng tasks was attenuated under cond~t~ons 

where ch~ldren worked for extr~ns~c rewards ~n the form of 

grades Th~s suggests the poss~b~l~ty that college subJects 

m~ght opt for s~mpler and eas~er (less challeng~ng) 

solut~ons to moral d~lemmas under reward cond~t~ons 

As a th~rd alternat~ve, McCullers, Fabes, and Moran 

(1981) have suggested that extr~ns~c rewards may sh~ft 

subJects to a more pr~m~t~ve level of perceptual 

organ~zat~on and psycholog~cal funct~on~ng These 

~nvest~gators found that rewarded subJects often performed 

at levels that ord~nar~ly would have been expected of less 

mature subJects under nonreward cond~t~ons on tasks that are 

sens~t~ve to developmental d~fferences (Fabes, McCullers, 
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& Moran, 1985, Fabes, Moran, & McCullers, 1981, McCullers, 

Fabes, & Moran, 1981, Moran, McCullers, & Fabes, 1984) From 

th1s perspect1ve, college students m1ght be expected to 

perform at a less mature level on assessments of moral 

reason1ng (tasks sens1t1ve to developmental d1fferences) 

when pa1d to part1c1pate 

The purpose of th1s study was twofold to explore the 

role and the effect of rewards on moral reason1ng, and to 

exam1ne the poss1b1l1ty that reversals 1n level of moral 

reason1ng may be an art1fact of research methodology The 

present research exam1ned the effects of mater1al rewards on 

the moral reason1ng of college students under reward and 

nonreward cond1t1ons The research des1gn allowed for both 

w1th1n-subJect and between-subJect compar1sons 

Method 

SubJects 

The subJects were 120 undergraduate students enrolled 

1n sophomore level courses--a psychology class and a human 

sexual1ty class--at a large state un1vers1ty and a JUn1or 

college 1n the M1dwest The students ranged 1n age from 18 

to 22 years. All subJects rece1ved research part1c1pat1on 

(extra cred1t) po1nts for part1c1pat1ng 1n the research 

The or1g1nal sample cons1sted of 130 subJects Two 

students who d1d not complete the assessments were 

el1m1nated from the study as were all students over 24 years 

of age and those from fore1gn countr1es 
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Instruments 

Two 1nstruments were used to measure moral reason1ng 

the Moral Judgment Scale (MJS) and the Soc1omoral Reflect1on 

Measure (SRM) These were selected because of ease of 

adm1n1strat1on and because both 1nvolve the solut1on of 

moral dllemmas, the MJS also prov1des for obJeCtlve scor1ng 

S1nce the SRM lS cons1dered to be comparable to Kohlberg's 

Moral Judgment Interv1ew, 1t was not cons1dered necessary to 

use Kohlberg's or Rest's speclflc 1nstruments If reward 

does have an effect on moral reason1ng tasks and lS not a 

pecul1ar1ty of a part1cular assessment tool or scor1ng 

system, that effect should be ev1dent on other comparable 

1nstruments as well 

Moral Judgment Scale 

The MJS (Maltland & Goldman, 1974) lS an obJeCtlve 

1nstrument that lS eas1ly and qulckly scored SubJects can 

complete the MJS 1n 40 m1nutes or less It lS based upon 

the same theoret1cal not1ons as the or1g1nal Kohlberg (1958) 

system The MJS cons1sts of 15 Vlgnette created from the 

or1g1nal Kohlberg dllemmas Each Vlgnette ls followed by a 

quest1on a1med at evok1ng one part1cular 1ssue of moral 

JUdgment The subJect lS to choose one of SlX alternatlves 

wh1ch represent character1st1c modes of thought about the 

1ssue at each of the SlX stages of moral development The 

order of presentat1on of these stage-representatlve d1lemmas 

has been random1zed The d1lemma s1tuat1ons are 
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personal1zed such that subJects are asked to make JUdgments 

on s1tuat1ons 1n wh1ch they are assumed to be 1nvolved 

themselves Scores on the MJS are obta1ned by summ1ng the 

numer1cal value of each stage opt1on chosen by the subJect 

Thus, scores have a poss1ble range of 15 to 90 

Rel1ab1l1ty of the MJS assessed by the test-retest 

method over a ten-day per1od has a Pearson product-moment 

correlat1on of 83, a corrected spllt-half rel1ab1l1ty of 

71, and a Kuder-Rlchardson Formula 20 coeff1c1ent of 67 

(Ma1tland & Goldman, 1974) 

Ma1tland and Goldman d1d not compute a val1d1ty 

coeff1c1ent for the MJS but have 1nd1cated that MJS scores 

are comparable to Kohlberg Moral Matur1ty Scale scores 

They compared MJS scores obta1ned by subJects 1n the1r study 

w1th Kohlberg Moral Marur1ty Scale scores for a sample of 25 

subJects of s1m1lar age and academ1c preparat1on Ma1tland 

and Goldman mult1pl1ed MJS scores by a factor of 100/15, 

wh1ch allowed d1rect compar1son w1th the Moral Matur1ty 

Scale scores The converted score on the MJS for the 

Ma1tland and Goldman sample was 365, as compared to a 

Kohlberg Moral Matur1ty Scale score of 364 for a group of 

s1m1lar age and preparat1on (Ma1tland & Goldman, 1974) 

Although th1s procedure 1s not 1deal, 1t does 1nd1cate that 

the two measures appear to y1eld comparable scores 

Soc1omoral Reflect1on Measure 

The SRM (G1bbs, W1daman, & Colby, 1982b), developed by 

Kohlberg's colleagues, 1s a standard1zed paper-penc1l 
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vers~on of Kohlberg's Moral Judgment Interv~ew The SRM ~s 

a product~on task measure of moral reason~ng, subJects 

express the~r th~nk~ng w~th respect to moral d~lemmas and 

assoc~ated normat~ve values The SRM test~ng sess~on 

averages about 45 m~nutes 

The SRM protocol rat~ngs represent the mean stage level 

of subJects' scores on e~ght soc~omoral norms The SRM 

y~elds two pr~mary types of overall protocol rat~ng, (1) 

modal stage, wh~ch ~s the stage most frequently used by 

subJects ~n the~r protocol responses and (2) the Soc~omoral 

Reflect~on Matur~ty Score, a psychometr~cally more 

d~fferent~ated rat~ng wh~ch ranges from 100 to 400 

G~bbs, W~daman, and Colby (1982a) report ~nterrater 

rel~ab~l~ty of 98 (h~ghly tra~ned raters), corrected 

test-retest rel~abl~lty of 93, corrected parallel form 

rel~ab~l~ty of 95, and Cronbach's coeff~c~ent alpha of 78 

They found a substant~al correlat~on (concurrent val~d~ty) 

of 85 between the SRM and Kohlberg's Moral Judgment 

Interv~ew G~bbs, W~daman, and Colby (1982a) also report 

s~gn~f~cant correlat~ons (construct val~d~ty) between the 

SRM and age, grade, and soc~o-econom~c status 

Procedure 

The exper~menters were wh~te female graduate students 

who adm~n~stered the ~nstruments ~n four sess~ons at 

two-week ~ntervals The MJS was adm~n~stered ~n Sess~ons 1 

and 4 to all subJects under standard, nonreward cond~t~ons 



16 

The scores from the 1n1t1al adm1n1strat1on of the MJS served 

as a basel1ne measure for moral reason1ng as well as a bas1s 

for the ass1gnment of subJects to groups The results of 

the f1nal adm1n1strat1on of the MJS were used to assess pre 

and post-treatment effects on performance 

The subJects were matched accord1ng to age, sex, and 

MJS scores and ass1gned 1n an otherw1se random fash1on to 

one of four groups These groups were randomly ass1gned to 

e1ther a control or an exper1mental treatment The 

Exper1mental groups (E-1 and E-2) completed the SRM, Forms A 

and B, dur1ng Sess1ons 2 and 3 respect1vely SubJects 1n 

Group E-1 rece1ved a monetary reward 1n Sess1on 2, SubJects 

1n Group E-2 were g1ven the monetary reward 1n Sess1on 3 

The Control groups, C-1 and C-2, performed w1thout mater1al 

reward Group c-1 part1c1pated 1n all four sess1ons The 

subJects 1n Group C-2 d1d not complete the SRM, Form A or 

Form B, they completed only the MJS 1n Sess1ons 1 and 4, 

prov1d1ng a control for poss1ble SRM effects 

Reward subJects were pa1d $5 00 for complet1ng the 

quest1onna1re and were 1nstructed that they would rece1ve 

payment at the end of the sess1on All subJects were asked 

not to d1scuss the task and, for reward subJects, the fact 

that they had been pa1d unt1l the study was completed. 

The amount of the payment prov1ded to the Kohlberg 

subJects was not reported The subJects 1n the Rest study 
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were pa1d $10 00 for complet1on of the quest1onna1res (Rest, 

1975) SubJects 1n the present study thus rece1ved a 

payment wh1ch, g1ven the t1me factor, was somewhat less than 

that prov1ded the Rest subJects 

The mean scores on the MJS, sess1on 1, for the four 

groups were 65 47, 65 60, 66 30, and 65 23 respect1vely An 

analys1s of var1ance conf1rmed that d1fferences amoung the 

four groups on the match1ng var1able of moral reason1ng were 

not s1gn1f1cant, F < 1 00 

Even though sex was not a var1able of central 1nterest, 

males and females were equally d1str1buted among the groups 

1n order to analyze poss1ble sex d1fferences Each group 

1ncluded 10 males and 20 females In order, the mean ages 

1n years for groups E-1, E-2, C-1, and C-2 respect1vely 

were 19 70, 20 26, 19 60, and 19 56 

At the close of the proJect, all subJects were 

debr1efed At th1s t1me, subJects 1n the control groups who 

had part1c1pated 1n Sess1on 2 and 3, wh1ch 1nvolved t1me 

outs1de of the1r scheduled class per1ods, rece1ved the same 

monetary payment as the Exper1mental groups 

Des1gn 

The f1nal des1gn was a four-group repeated-measures 

des1gn, cons1st1ng of two exper1mental and two control 

groups w1th 30 subJects per group A d1agram of the 

research des1gn 1s 1ncluded 1n F1gure 1 
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Insert F1gure 1 about here 

Th1s study ut1l1zed a counterbalanced exper1mental des1gn 1n 

sess1on 2 and 3 wh1ch cons1sted of two treatments that 

d1ffered 1n terms of whether or not rewards were offered for 

complet1on of the SRM Th1s des1gn thus allowed for 

assessment of treatment effects w1th1n and between subJects 

Scor1ng 

All assessments were scored bl1nd by two female 

graduate students Both raters were unaware of subJects' 

ass1gned groups In order to ensure accuracy, each MJS was 

scored by both raters 

It 1s essent1al that tra1ned raters score the SRM, an 

open-ended assessment The two female graduate students 

worked through the SRM self-tra1n1ng mater1als (Glbbs, 

W1daman, & Colby, 1982b) and 1ndependently scored 30 

randomly selected protocols The respect1ve protocol 

rat1ngs were then compared 1n order to determ1ne 1nterrater 

rel1ab1l1ty In each scor1ng category, the raters surpassed 

the m1n1mum standards for acceptable 1nterrater rel1ab1l1ty 

as set forth 1n the scor1ng manual (Glbbs, W1daman, & Colby, 

1982b) The raters obta1ned 1nterrater rel1abll1t1es of 

100% modal stage agreement, 98 SRMS d1screpancy, and 96 7% 

global agreement w1th1n a one-thlrd 1nterval Upon 

establ1sh1ng 1nterrater rel1ab1l1ty, the raters scored the 

rema1n1ng protocols The protocols to be scored by each 
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rater were selected at random 

Results 

Mean MJS and SRM scores and the~r standard dev~at~ons 

are presented ~n Table 1 for each group and test~ng sess~on 

Insert Table 1 about here 

As ~nd~cated earl~er, Table 1 shows that the ~n~t~al 

match~ng based on MJS scores y~elded comparable treatment 

groups 

In Sess~on 2, the group (E-1) that was pa~d for the~r 

part~c~pat~on had a lower mean score than the groups (E-2 

and C-1) that were not pa~d. Th~s was also true of Sess~on 

3 (E-2 vs E-1 and C-1) In Sess~ons 2 and 3 both nonreward 

groups had h~gher mean scores than the reward groups The 

group (E-1) that rece~ved reward on the SRM-A had a lower 

score relat~ve to the~r own nonrewarded performance on 

SRM-B, the group (E-2) that rece~ved reward on the SMR-B had 

a lower score relat~ve to the~r performance on SRM-A 

These results reflect a clear detr~mental effect of 

reward on SRM performance As pred~cted, a w~th~n-subJect 

analys~s revealed that SRM scores were s~gn~f~cantly lower 

when the subJects were rewarded for the~r part~c~pat~on 

s~gn~f~cant d~fferences were found w~th~n subJects between 

the SRM-A and the SRM-B mean scores for Group E-1 and Group 

E-2 respect~vely, !(29) = -8 71, E < 001, !(29) = 10 37, 

E < 0001 



Group c-1 SRM mean scores d~d not reflect s~gn~f~cant 

change w~th~n subJects The c-1 group d~d not rece~ve 

payment for e~ther sess~on, and showed only a 2 29 mean 

po~nt d~fference between Sess~ons 2 and 3 The SRM-A and 

SRM-B mean scores of the Control group c-1 showed h~gh 

stab~l~ty over Sess~ons 2 and 3, ~(28)= 9030,E < 001, 

~nd~cat~ng comparab~l~ty (parallel-form rel~ab~l~ty) of 

Forms A and B 
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A one-way analys~s of var~ance and Scheffe tests 

conf~rmed the presence of a s~gn~f~cant reward effect by 

group for Sess~on 2 and Sess~on 3 scores, ~ (2,2) = 15 35, 

E <.001, ~ (2,2) = 42 95, E < 001 respect~vely In both 

sess~ons, the mean scores of the reward groups were 

s~gn~f~cantly lower than the scores of the nonreward groups, 

reflect~ng an adverse effect of reward on SRM scores 

Because of recent controversy (G~ll~gan, 1982, 

Walker,1984) concern~ng the presence of sex d~fferences ~n 

moral reason~ng tasks, an exam~nat~on of sex d~fferences was 

~ncluded ~n the present analys~s Also, the SRM scores of 

subJects who had h~gh scores on the ~n~t~al adm~n~strat~on 

of the MJS were compared w~th subJects who had low scores on 

the MJS It has been speculated that rewards are more 

l~kely to have an adverse effect on subJects at a h~gher 

developmental level (Moran, McCullers, & Fabes, 1984) 

Therefore, the groups were d~v~ded ~nto a top half (h~gh 

scorers) and a bottom half (low scorers) 
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Two three-way analyses of var1ance were performed on 

the SRM-A and the SRM-B mean scores respect1vely The 

scores were analyzed 1n terms of reward group, sex, and 

1n1t1al MJS scores (h1gh or low) The results 1nd1cated 

that, 1n add1t1on to the reward group d1fferences 1n Sess1on 

2 and 3, there was also a reward d1fference by MJS level 1n 

Sess1on 3 However th1s d1fference was not cons1stent 

across Sess1ons 2 and 3 There were no ma1n effects of sex 

on e1ther the SRM-A or the SRM-B 

To determ1ne 1f the obta1ned reward effects were 

general ones that appl1ed to most subJects, crosstabulat1ons 

of modal stage scores on the SRM-A and SRM-B were analyzed 

by group The results are d1splayed 1n Table 2 There was 

a s1gn1f1cant relat1onsh1p between reward group and SRM-A 

Insert Table 2 about here 

modal stage scores,x2 (8,N =90) =19 71, E < 05 , Cramer's 

V= 33, and between reward group and SRM-B modal stage 

scores,x2 (8,N = 90) = 36.88, E < 001, Cramer's v = 45 

Upon 1nspect1on of Table 2, 1t 1s apparent that under 

nonreward, there was a greater proport1on of subJects 

reason1ng from a modal stage h1gher than Stage 3 Under 

reward, there was a greater proportat1on of subJects 

reason1ng from a modal stage lower than Stage 3 
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A one-way analys~s of var~ance was performed on the MJS 

scores obta~ned dur~ng Sess~on 4 There were no 

stat~st~cally s~gn~f~cant d~fferences between groups, 

~nd~cat~ng that for th~s proJect there were no adverse 

effects of mater~al rewards on subsequent task performance 

The detr~mental effects of mater~al rewards were conf~ned to 

~mmed~ate task performance only 

D~scuss~on 

The present data ~mpl~cates mater~al rewards ~n the 

paradox~cal regress~on ~n moral reason~ng found among 

college student subJects by Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) and 

Rest (1975) Th~s proJect demonstrated that college 

students' SRM scores were s~gn~f~cantly lower under reward 

than under nonreward, whether measured between or w~th~n 

subJects The SRM scores of Group c-1 were stable over the 

same two test~ng sess~ons Further, the effect of mater~al 

rewards was ~mmed~ate, temporary, and d~d not extend beyond 

the context of the ~mmed~ate task to the subsequent sess~ons 

scheduled at two-week ~ntervals 

The quest~on rema~ns as to what mechan~sms may best 

account for the observed reward effects Accord~ng to 

Lepper (1981), extr~ns~c controls may alter an ~nd~v~dual's 

perce~ved locus of control The percept~on of be~ng under 

sal~ent, extr~ns~c controls may cause the ~nd~v~dual to lose 

~nterest ~n a task or act~v~ty and to perform poorly as a 

consequence. Accord~ng to Harter (1978), extr~ns~c rewards 
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affect ~ntr~ns~c mot~vat~on by decreas~ng an ~nd~v~dual's 

tendency to choose tasks of opt~mal challenge, decreas~ng 

the pleasure der~ved from performance, and creat~ng anx~ety 

over the poss~b~l~ty of not obta~n~ng the reward 

Both of these ~nterpretat~ons could eas~ly expla~n a 

decl~ne ~n moral reason~ng scores under reward cond~t~ons 

These v~ews, based on changes ~n ~ntr~ns~c mot~vat~on, would 

have greater d~ff~culty, however, ~n account~ng for the 

rap~d recovery to h~gher levels of moral reason~ng under 

nonreward cond~t~ons and the fact that the reward effects 

were both ~mmed~ate and temporary 

McCullers, Fabes, and Moran (e.g., Fabes, Moran, & 

McCullers, 1981) have shown that mater~al rewards may sh~ft 

subJects temporar~ly to a more pr~m~t~ve level of 

psycholog~cal funct~on~ng G~ven the ~mmed~ate and 

temporary decl~ne ~n SRM scores under reward, ~t seems 

reasonable to propose that rewards can produce a regress~on 

~n moral reason~ng, and that the regress~on ~n college 

student subJects observed by Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) and 

Rest (1975) could have been an unsuspected consequence of 

us~ng mater~al rewards 

These f~nd~ngs have ~mportant theoret~cal ~mpl~cat~ons 

It may no longer be necessary to call the Kohlberg and 

Kramer (1969) f~nd~ngs "d~sconf~rm~ng data " The observed 

~ncons~stenc~es may have been s~mply an art~fact of research 

methodology If regress~on ~n college-student subJects can 
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be accounted for as a result of research procedure, then the 

long1tud1nal and cross-sect1onal data can be sa1d to prov1de 

strong ev1dence for Kohlberg's assumpt1on of an orderly 

sequent1al progress1on 1n the development of moral JUdgment 

Wh1le 1t seems reasonable to conclude that mater1al 

rewards can produce regress1on 1n the moral reason1ng of 

college students, th1s does not mean that all such 

regress1on 1s necessar1ly due to rewards For example, 

Murphy and G1ll1gan (1980) do not ment1on 1ncent1ves as part 

of the1r research methodology G1ll1gan recently 1nd1cated 

(B Bard1ge, personal commun1cat1on, November 22, 1985) that 

1ncent1ves were not used 1n the1r study Th1s leaves open 

the poss1b1l1ty that regress1on 1n young adulthood can occur 

for other reasons 

A quest1on may be ra1sed concern1ng the effect of the 

extra cred1t po1nts offered to the students for 

part1c1pat1on 1n the proJect Extra cred1t po1nts are not 

tang1ble, and they are a trad1t1onal feature of 

un1vers1ty-student research part1c1pat1on Nevertheless, 

extra cred1t po1nts may funct1on as extr1ns1c rewards If 

so they could have had a negat1ve effect on all groups 

across all sess1ons Although MJS mean scores reflected a 

Stage 4 or1entat1on, cons1stent w1th Kohlberg's model, 1t 1s 

poss1ble that these scores m1ght have been even h1gher 1f 

there had not been an offer of extra cred1t po1nts 
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The present f~nd~ngs also have ~mpl~cat~ons that reach 

beyond moral development research It ~s not an uncommon 

pract~ce to pay college students for the~r part~c~pat~on ~n 

research It ~s ~mportant that researchers work~ng w~th 

human subJects be aware of the poss~ble effects of mater~al 

rewards on ~mmed~ate task performance The pract~ce of 

pay~ng students to part~c~pate ~n research may affect both 

the data and our theoret~cal understand~ng of them by 

underest~mat~ng adult performance ~n tasks that are 

sens~t~ve to developmental d~fferences 
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Table 1 

Moral Judgment Scores by Group and by Sess1on 

Group 

E-1 (N/R/N/N) 

M 

SD 

E-2 (N/N/R/N) 

M 

SD 

C-1 (N/N/N/N) 

M 

SD 

C-2 (N/-/-/N) 

M 

SD 

n 

30 

65 

7 

30 

65 

7 

30 

66 

7 

30 

65 

10 

1 

MJS 

47 

51 

60 

70 

30 

30 

23 

34 

Sess1on 

2 3 

SRM-A SRM-B 

292 97 341 20 

35 43 28 16 

333 63 261 73 

24.43 44 05 

315 13 312.83 

24 05 25 79 

4 

MJS 

66 

7 

67 

7 

67 

8 

66 

6 

30 

47 

63 

13 

71 

33 

40 

77 

78 
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Table 2 

Numbers of SubJects w~th SRM Modal Stage Scores by Group and 

by Sess~on 

Group 

E-1 (R) 

E-2 (N) 

C-1 (N) 

E-1 (N) 

E-2 (R) 

C-1 ( N) 

Modal Stage Scores 

2 2/3 

Sess~on 2 

6 2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

Sess~on 3 

0 1 

16 

4 

1 

1 

3 

SRM-A 

17 

17 

23 

SRM-B 

15 

12 

20 

3/4 

1 

6 

1 

3 

0 

2 

4 

4 

7 

4 

11 

1 

3 



F~gure Capt~on 
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Sess1on and Instrument 
1 2 3 4 

Group MJS SRMA SRMB MJS 

N R N N 

N N R N 

N N N N 

N N 

n = 30 subJects per group 

MJS = Moral Judgment Scale 

SRMA = Soc1.omoral Reflect1on Measure Form A 

SRMB = Soc1omoral Reflect1on Measure Form B 

N = Nonreward 

R = Reward 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Moral Reason~ng 

The Cogn~t~ve Developmental Approach 

36 

The two lead~ng theor~sts of the cogn~t~ve 

developmental approach to moral development are P~aget and 

Kohlberg Therefore th~s rev~ew w~ll focus on the 

l~terature wh~ch d~rectly relates to the~r research 

Kohlberg's theory of moral JUdgment ~s an expans~on of 

P~aget's early research (1965) that structural change ~n 

moral JUdgment ~s promoted by cogn~t~ve d~sequ~l~br~um and 

peer ~nteract~on In contrast to Durkhe~m's (1961) emphas~s 

on the ~nfluence of soc~ety ~n shap~ng the behav~or of 

~nd~v~duals to conform to soc~al norms, P~aget proposed that 

there are developmental d~fferences ~n the underly~ng 

organ~zat~on of people's th~nk~ng P~aget suggested that as 

a ch~ld develops, an understand~ng of the poss~b~l~t~es and 

cond~t~ons of cooperat~on ~n the soc~al world develops The 

fundamental nature of moral~ty changes 

Just~ce, a concern for rec~proc~ty and equal~ty among 

~nd~v~duals, ~s central to P~aget's concept of moral 

development P~aget (1965) contends that there are two 

broad stages of moral development a moral~ty of constra~nt 

and a moral~ty of cooperat~on P~aget ~mpl~es that the 

d~fferent structures of moral th~nk~ng are developmentally 

sequenced Over t~me, people sh~ft from a moral~ty of 



respect and subm1ss1on to author1ty to a moral1ty of self 

government and control 
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P1aget (1965) 1nvest1gated d1mens1ons of ch1ldren's 

moral th1nk1ng by present1ng hypothet1cal moral stor1es to 

the ch1ldren He 1nterv1ewed the ch1ldren and demonstrated 

that the young ch1ld's th1nk1ng d1ffers from that of the 

older ch1ld along the d1mens1ons of absolut1sm, flex1b1l1ty 

of rules, 1mmanent JUSt1ce, obJeCt1ve respons1b1l1ty, focus 

of pun1shment, exp1atory pun1shment, and obed1ence to 

author1ty (P1aget, 1965, 1968) P1aget's research and 

subsequent follow-up stud1es are rev1ewed by Hoffmann 

(1970), Karn1ol (1978), Keasey (1978), L1ckona (1976), and 

Rest (1983) 

Accord1ng to Kohlberg (1969), moral JUdgment 1s a 

funct1on of a person's cogn1t1ve organ1zat1on and 

role-tak1ng opportun1t1es L1ke P1aget, Kohlberg's theory 

(1969) emphas1zes bas1c cogn1t1ve structures that underl1e 

and organ1ze moral reason1ng. Kohlberg's theory of moral 

development 1s based on two assumpt1ons 1) moral JUdgment 

has a cogn1t1ve-structural core wh1ch expla1ns why there 1s 

a un1versal d1rected sequent1al progress1on 1n moral 

JUdgment, and 2) moral stages repesent the 1nteract1on 

between the ch1ld's structur1ng tendenc1es and the 

structural features of the env1ronment 

In contrast to P1aget, Kohlberg (1969) descr1bes three 

levels of moral development preconvent1onal, 
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convent~onal, and postconvent~onal A preconvent~onal 

person ~s one for whom rules and soc~al expectat~ons are 

external to the self, the convent~onal person ~s one who has 

~nternal~zed the rules and expectat~ons of others, and a 

postconvent~onal person ~s one who has d~fferent~ated h~s 

self from the rules and expectat~ons of others and def~nes 

h~s values ~n terms of self-chosen pr~nc~ples W~th~n these 

three levels, Kohlberg proposed s~x spec~f~c stages of 

development that represent success~ve transformat~ons ~n the 

way an ~nd~v~dual's th~nk~ng ~s organ~zed from ch~ldhood to 

adulthood Stages are operat~onal~zed by responses to a set 

of verbal moral d~lemmas Each stage ~n the sequence ~s 

cons~dered to be progress~vely more d~fferent~ated and 

~ntegrated W~th development, each new stage employs 

cogn~t~ve operat~ons that are more revers~ble and 

equ~l~brated. W~th development, each stage has a more 

encompass~ng perspect~ve on soc~ety 

Stages are "structured wholes" or organ~zed systems of 

thought Ind~v~duals are cons~stent ~n level of moral 

JUdgment Kohlberg assumes that stages form an ~nvar~ant 

sequence Under all cond~t~ons except extreme trauma, 

movement ~s cons~dered to always be forward, never backward 

Kohlberg (1969, 1973) contends that ~nd~v~duals never sk~p 

stages, movement ~s always to the next stage up Stages are 

"h~erarch~cal ~ntegrat~ons" Th~nk~ng at a h~gher stage 

~ncludes or comprehends w~th~n ~t lower-stage th~nk~ng. 



Kohlberg (1969) malntalns that there lS a tendency to 

functlon at or to prefer the hlghest stage avallable 
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Koh1berg (1969) hypotheslzed that the level of moral 

JUdgment, the product of contlnuous reactlon to the whole 

soclal world, lS related to IQ and to chronologlcal age, or 

to age-llnked experlence When a chlld moves from a lower 

stage of moral thlnklng to a hlgher one, he does lt through 

a transformatlon of hls system of thought--a reorganlzatlon 

--not a Slmple addltlon of new thoughts (Kohlberg, 1969) 

However, even though these shlfts ln moral JUdgment reflect 

new cognltlve capacltles, moral reasonlng cannot be reduced 

to general cognltlve development 

Research ln Support of Kohlberg's Theory 

Age-trend data lS the prlmary emplrlcal support for 

Kohlberg's slx-stage model Kohlberg has collected both 

longltUdlnal and cross-sectlonal data Kohlberg's 20-year 

longltUdlnal study of flfty boys, who were tested every 

three or four years, found that the subJects proceeded 

through the developmental stages ln the hypotheslzed 

sequence Moral JUdgment was found to be posltlvely 

correlated Wlth age, socloeconomlc status, IQ, and 

educatlon. Stage scores ln chlldhood correlated 

Slgnlflcantly Wlth adulthood scores (Colby, Kohlberg, Glbbs 

& Lleberman, 1983) 

Experlmental and cross-cultural studles have supported 

the slx-stage theory (Blatt & Kohlberg, 1975, Colby et al, 

1983, Edwards, 1981) Snarey (1985) has revlewed the 
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cross-cultural research l~terature and evaluated the support 

for each of Kohlberg's assumpt~ons Recent correlat~onal 

stud~es rev~ewed by Blas~ (1980) have generally found 

s~gn~f~cant assoc~at~ons between moral JUdgment level and 

moral conduct 

Cross-sect~onal and long~tud~nal stud~es have shown 

that older subJects d~splay h~gher stage reason~ng than 

younger subJects (Holste~n, 1976, Kohlberg, 1969, Kohlberg & 

Kramer, 1969, Kramer, 1968, Kuhn, 1976, Rest, 1975, Rest, 

Cooper, Coder, Masanz & Anderson, 1974) The comprehens~on 

and preference f~nd~ngs by Rest (1973) also support the 

cogn~t~ve developmental theory of a h~erarchy of stages 

Walker (1980, 1982) has rev~ewed the publ~shed ~ntervent~on 

stud~es as well as the research perta~n~ng to sex 

d~fferences ~n the development of moral reason~ng 

Research Issues Related to Kohlberg's Theory 

Several wr~ters (G~ll~gan, 1982, Haan, 1977, Holste~n, 

1976) have cr~t~c~zed Kohlberg's theory of moral development 

as be~ng b~ased aga~nst women Walker (1984) has exam~ned 

and summar~zed the research stud~es wh~ch compare the 

development of moral reason~ng of males and females Walker 

(1984) found the overall pattern one of nons~gn~f~cant sex 

d~fferences ~n the development of moral reason~ng A recent 

study (G~bbs, Arnold & Burkhart, 1984) also conf~rmed the 

lack of moral stage d~fference between males and females 

The results supported Kohlberg's speculat~on that 

or~entat~onal preference rather than level of stage 



structure may be the pr1mary area where sex d1fferences 1n 

moral JUdgment are man1fested 

P1aget and Kohlberg assess moral JUdgment by 

the cl1n1cal 1nterv1ew techn1que Kohlberg's procedure of 
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gather1ng data, however, 1s more open-ended than P1aget's 

P1aget's moral stor1es are focused on one d1mens1on and the 

d1scuss1on 1s l1m1ted to ga1n1ng 1nformat1on about that one 

feature Kohlberg's stor1es are open-ended and the 

d1scuss1on can cover a large number of features and top1cs 

Due to the problems posed by scor1ng free response data 

to open-ended d1lemmas, one of the Kohlberg group's maJor 

research efforts 1n recent years has been to rev1se the 

scor1ng system The Kohlberg group has used long1tud1nal 

data to dev1se a scor1ng scheme that would produce scores 

cons1stent for a subJect across d1lemmas and would show each 

subJect's stepw1se movement through the stages w1thout 

reversals or sk1pp1ng of stages Colby (1978) has traced 

the rat1onale and the development of the fam1ly of scor1ng 

systems 

Another mot1vat1on to rev1se the 1958 scor1ng system 

was the occurrence of d1sconf1rm1ng data Kohlberg and 

Kramer (1969) d1scovered reversals 1n the developmental 

sequence of some subJects between test1ngs 1n h1gh school 

and college In h1gh school, some of the subJects had been 

scored at Stages 4 and 5, as sophomores 1n college, they 

were scored at Stage 2 Other subJects moved from Stage 4 



to Stage 3 or sk~pped from Stage 3 to Stage 5 (Kohlberg, 

1976) Kohlberg responded by rev~s~ng the scor~ng system, 

assum~ng that content had been confused w~th stage 

d~fferent~at~ons The recent scor~ng systems hold content 

constant by a four-t~er class~f~cat~on system of ~ssues, 

norms, elements, and stages (Kohlberg, Colby, G~bbs & 

Spe~cher-Durb~n, 1978) 
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Us~ng the newer scor~ng system (Kohlberg et al , 1978) 

on the long~tud~nal data of subJects tested at three to four 

year ~ntervals over 20 years, f~fty-s~x of 58 subJects 

showed upward change w~th no subJects sk~pp~ng any stages 

Most subJects moved up less than two full stages, one full 

stage sh~ft took an average of 13 9 years Most subJects 

started out at Stage 2 and ended up at Stage 4 Stage 5 was 

rare, Stage 6 was nonex~stent Only 6% of the 195 

compar~sons showed reversal between two test~ngs Even so, 

Kohlberg's data may not ~nd~cate stage cons~stency ~n a 

person's moral reason~ng Rest (1983) suggests that because 

the scor~ng rules have been changed to weed out stage 

m~xture and reversals, the scor~ng procedure ~s b~ased 

toward stage cons~stency 

The Def~n~ng Issues Test 

Rest (1975) dev~sed an obJect~ve method of assessment 

of moral JUdgement based on Kohlberg's approach The 

Def~n~ng Issues Test (DIT) ~s an obJect~vely scorable 

assesment tool Wh~ch ~S based on SUbJeCtS' rat~ngs and 
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rank1ngs of stage-prototyp1cal statements concern1ng s1x 

moral d1lemmas Three of the s1x moral d1lemmas were taken 

from Kohlberg's Moral Judgment Interv1ew (1958) The DIT 

can be eas1ly adm1n1stered to groups. S1nce the development 

of the DIT 1n 1974, several hundred stud1es have been 

completed These are rev1ewed and summar1zed by Rest (1979, 

1980) and Rest, Dav1son and Robb1ns (1978) 

DIT research assumes that the bas1c organ1zat1ons of 

moral th1nk1ng are d1fferent schemes of cooperat1on-

general1zed v1ews of how people cooperate 1n soc1al 

relat1onsh1ps S1x schemes portray development 1n terms of 

the progress1ve understand1ng of how r1ghts and dut1es are 

balanced and the cond1t1ons that susta1n the cooperat1ve 

schemes 

S1nce the DIT 1s a recogn1t1on task and Kohlberg's 

Moral Judgment Interv1ew 1s a product1on task, the DIT 

cred1ts subJects w1th more advanced th1nk1ng than does 

Kohlberg's assessment (Rest, 1973) Kohlberg's Moral 

Judgment Interv1ew and the Def1n1ng Issues Test produce 

s1m1lar long1tud1nal trends w1th about the same amount of 

regress1on (Dav1son, Robb1ns, & Swanson, 1978), s1m1lar 

correlates w1th other cogn1t1ve and att1tud1nal var1ables, 

and s1m1lar changes 1n response to educat1onal and 

exper1mental 1ntervent1ons (Rest, 1979) L1ke the Moral 

Judgement Interv1ew, the DIT shows a predom1nant upward 

trend 1n 1nd1v1dual stage change patterns (Rest et al , 

1978) 
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There 1s one except1on to the predom1nant upward trend 

of stage change In the subgroup of 19 to 21 year olds, 39% 

of the subJects had upward movements and 39% had downward 

movements (Rest et al , 1978) These f1nd1ngs are 

comparable to the Kohlberg1an stud1es of Holste1n (1976) and 

Kramer (1968) 1n wh1ch 42% and 63% of subJects respect1vely 

moved upward to the next stage over a three year per1od 

Both the Kohlberg and DIT data suggest that subJects at the 

_adult level seem to plateau or slow down 1n development, 

wh1le a percentage of the college students actually sl1p 

downward to a lower stage The downward change of the 

college students 1s 1ncons1stent w1th developmental change, 

account1ng for 17% of the sample 1n the DIT stud1es (Rest, 

1975) 

Moral Reason1ng 1n the College Years 

Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) contended that the college 

students were respond1ng to the1r new awareness of the 

relat1v1ty of moral expectat1ons and actual moral behav1or 

Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) proposed that the college 

students were actually tak1ng a developmental step forward 

even though the1r stage scores reflected a lower stage 

level Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) suggested that college 

students are l1v1ng 1n a late adolescent psycho-soc1al 

morator1um 1n wh1ch new and non-conform1ng patterns of 

thought and behav1or are be1ng tr1ed out 
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Four years later Kohlberg (1973) reJected such 

explanat~ons to propose that there are moral stages un~que 

to young adulthood as a result of young adults' exper~ences 

of personal cho~ce and respons~b~l~ty Kohlberg expla~ned 

that a scor~ng system wh~ch better d~fferent~ated structure 

from content ~nd~cated that the skept~cal relat~v~sm of the 

college student ~s a trans~t~onal state between convent~onal 

and pr~nc~pled moral~ty rather than a regress~on (Kohlberg, 

1973) Kohlberg also suggested that the h~gh school 

reason~ng scored as pr~nc~pled moral~ty ~n 1969 was only an 

advanced form of convent~onal reason~ng 

Tur~el (1974) analyzed ~n deta~l stage trans~t~on ~n 

adolescent moral JUdgment. Tur~el concluded that trans~t~on 

from one stage to the next ~nvolves a phase of confl~ct or 

d~sequ~l~br~um dur~ng wh~ch the ex~st~ng mode of th~nk~ng ~s 

re-evaluated and a new mode ~s constructed 

Holste~n's ~nvest~gat~on (1976) of 52 m~ddle-class 

Amer~can adolescents and the~r parents was des~gned to 

evaluate the cogn~t~ve-developmental pos~t~on (Kohlberg, 

1969, 1973, Kohlberg & Kramer, 1969) that changes ~n moral 

JUdgment follow a stepw~se, ~nvar~ant sequence of s~x 

~rrevers~ble stages Holste~n found that, over a three year 

per~od, developmental sequences for the adolescents and 

adults supported the stepw~se sequence requ~rement ~n the 

movement from level to level--but not from stage to stage 

These f~nd~ngs held true for the f~rst two levels only 

Regress~on was ev~dent at the h~gher stage levels 
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Conceptual and methodolog~cal problems related to 

research on Kohlberg's theory have been rev~ewed and 

d~scussed by Broughton (1978), Kurt~nes and Gre~f (1974) and 

S~mpson (1974) Wh~le Kurt~nes and Gre~f (1974) cla~m that 

more than a decade of emp~r~cal research has fa~led to 

prov~de the data necessary to conf~rm Kohlberg's theory, 

other cr~t~cs have focused on Kohlberg's concept~on 

and scor~ng of the h~gher stages as problemat~c (Brown & 

Hernste~n, 1975, G~ll~gan, 1977, G~ll~gan & Murphy, 1979, 

Sull~van, 1977) 

Moral JUdgment data from a long~tud~nal study (Murphy & 

G~ll~gan, 1980) of 26 undergraduates scored by Kohlberg's 

newly rev~sed manual repl~cate h~s or~g~nal f~nd~ng that a 

s~gn~f~cant percentage of subJects appear to regress from 

adolescence to adulthood The same ~nterv~ew data (Murphy & 

G~ll~gan, 1980) was receded based on a reconstruct~on of 

Kohlberg's theory around the adult cogn~t~ve stage 

hypothes~s of Perry (1968) The results revealed 

developmental progress~on where the Kohlberg manual found 

regress~on Murphy and G~ll~gan (1980) thus suggest that ~t 

~s poss~ble to code such data and that ~t ~s not the scor~ng 

manual wh~ch needs rev~s~on but the theory ~tself 

Perry's n~ne-pos~t~on scheme (1968) ~s based on a 

progress~on from early formal operat~ons (Mult~pl~c~ty) 

through a trans~t~onal cr~s~s (Relat~v~sm) to a post formal 

operat~onal equ~l~br~um ~n wh~ch the structures of cogn~t~on 

have been transformed (Comm~ttment ~n Relat~v~sm) Perry's 
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model (1968) of eth~cal development portrays the progress~on 

of moral rason~ng through n~ne pos~t~ons ~n a sequent~al but 

not ~nvar~ant movement Regress~on to earl~er pos~t~ons ~s 

an emp~r~cal feature of the theory Murphy and G~ll~gan 

(1980) propose that the~r f~nd~ngs of developmental sequence 

~n Perry's system support a model of cogn~t~ve development 

that postulates progress~on ~n late adolescence towards more 

d~alect~cal or contextual structures of thought Therefore, 

G~ll~gan and Murphy (1979) conclude that the long~tud~nal 

data suggest that moral reason~ng ~n ~ts real l~fe context 

rel~es on cogn~t~ve structures other than those der~v~ng 

solely from formal log~c 

summary 

Th~s sect~on has focused on the maJor research efforts 

concerned w~th the cogn~t~ve developmental approach to moral 

development There are hundreds of stud~es wh~ch have used 

Kohlberg's Moral Judgment Interv~ew and Rest's Def~n~ng 

Issues Test to assess the development of moral JUdgment In 

general, the research has ~nd~cated that moral JUdgment ~s 

pos~t~vely correlated w~th age, soc~oeconom~c status, IQ, 

and educat~on (Colby et al , 1983) There does not appear 

to be a s~gn~f~cant stage d~fference between males and 

females (Walker, 1984, G~bbs et al , 1984) Sex d~fferences 

are more l~kely to be man~fested ~n or~entat~onal preference 

rather than the level of stage structure 

Research w~th the Def~n~ng Issues Test and Kohlberg's 

Moral Judgment Interv~ew shows a predom~nant upward trend of 



48 

stage change over the years unt1l the subJects reach college 

age Stud1es of college students reveal that approx1mately 

one-th1rd rema1n at the same level as dur1ng the h1gh school 

test1ng, one-th1rd show upward change, and one-th1rd of the 

students show downward change. Interv1ew data receded 

accord1ng to the adult cogn1t1ve stage hypothes1s of Perry 

(1968) shows a developmental progress1on where the Kohlberg 

Standard Scor1ng System shows a downward sh1ft (Murphy & 

G1ll1gan, 1980) However, regress1on to earl1er pos1t1ons 

1s an emp1r1cal feature of Perry's n1ne-pos1t1on model 

Invest1gat1ons us1ng the Def1n1ng Issues Test have 

found that the acqu1s1t1on of cogn1t1ve structures 1s 

gradual rather than abrupt and that subJects fluctuate 1n 

the1r use of a stage structure even on the same tasks (Rest, 

1983) Research w1th DIT has shown that vary1ng the 

spec1f1c type of test1ng mater1al, 1nstruct1ons, procedures, 

scor1ng cr1ter1a, and str1ngency produces var1ance 1n stage 

scores (Rest, 1983) Rest (1983) proposes that the 

organ1zat1on of th1nk1ng 1mposed on a problem 1s related to 

the type of task and the type of response that are used 1n 

assessment Rest (1983) suggests that d1fferent tasks and 

response modes made a d1fference 1n stage scores and 1s thus 

further emp1r1cal d1sconf1rmat1on of a s1mple stage model 

Rest (1983) notes that the bas1c quest1on of assessment 

should not be concerned w1th what stage a subJect 1s 1n but 

rather "to what extent and under what c1rcumstances does a 

subJect d1splay var1ous organ1zat1ons of th1nk1ng?" Th1s 
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quest1on 1s the bas1s for 1nclus1on of the follow1ng sect1on 

wh1ch rev1ews research l1terature concerned w1th the effects 

of extr1ns1c rewards on mot1vat1on and task performance 

Effects of Extr1ns1c Rewards 

on Mot1vat1on and Task Performance 

Extr1ns1c Rewards and Intr1ns1c Mot1vat1on 

"To what extent and under what c1rcumstances does a 

subJeCt d1splay var1ous organ1zat1ons of th1nk1ng (Rest, 

1983)?" In response to th1s quest1on and 1n order to 

explore the potent1al relat1onsh1p between mater1al rewards 

and the observed regress1on (Kohlberg & Kramer, 1969, Rest, 

1975) 1n moral JUdgment among college students, th1s sect1on 

of the l1terature rev1ew w1ll focus on the research 

concerned w1th the effects of mater1al rewards on 1ntr1ns1c 

mot1vat1on and task performance 

There 1s an 1ncreas1ng 1nterest 1n explor1ng the 

effects of mater1al rewards on 1ntr1ns1c mot1vat1on and 

human behav1or (Crane & S1vacek, 1984, Harack1ew1cz, 

Manderl1nk & Sansone, 1984, Harack1ew1cz, Sansone & 

Manderl1nk, 1985) Harack1ew1cz and Manderl1nk (1984) have 

recently completed a process analys1s of the effects of 

performance cont1ngent rewards on 1ntr1ns1c mot1vat1on. The 

effect of extr1ns1c 1ncent1ves on the use of test anz1ety as 

a self-hand1capp1ng strategy has been assessed by Greenberg, 

Pyszcznsk1, and Pa1sley (1985) A study of Kunda and 

Schwartz (1983) 1nvest1gated the effect of payment for 

help1ng others on subJects' sense of moral obl1gat1on or 
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mot~vat~on In each case, mater~al rewards were found to 

underm~ne ~ntr~ns~c mot~vat~on or behav~or 

Current research ~s be~ng undertaken ~n related areas 

Components of reward ~n soc~al d~lemmas have been exam~ned 

(Komor~ta & Barth, 1985), Amab~le (1985) has explored the 

effects of mot~vat~onal or~entat~on on creat~ve wr~ters, and 

Manderl~nk and Harack~ew~cz (1984) exam~ned the effect of 

goal prox~m~ty on ~ntr~ns~c mot~vat~on when ~n~t~al task 

~nterest was h~gh 

Several authors (Koestner, Ryan, Bern~er~, & Holt, 

1984) have recently addressed the quest~on of whethr l~m~ts 

on behav~or can be set w~thout underm~n~ng ~ntr1ns~c 

mot1vat~on for the act~v~ty be~ng l~m~ted. The~r research 

f~nd~ngs, that l~m~ts can be set w~thout underm~n~ng 

~ntr~ns~c mot~vat~on ~f they are ~nformat~onal ~n nature, 

have ~mpl~cat~ons for research related to mater~al reward 

effects 

Recently, Quattrone (1985) has re-exam~ned the theor~es 

of attr~but~on and cogn~t~ve d~ssonance and attempted to 

resolve the ~ncongru~ty between self-report and behav~or 

effects He presented theoret~cal cons~derat~ons and 

emp~r~cal ev~dence to show that self-report effects are 

s~gn~f~cant and congruent w~th behav~or effects more 

frequently than prev~ous rev~ewers ~nd~cated Quattrone 

(1985) has noted that ~ncongru~ty and other problems are 

symptomat~c of there be~ng no soph~st~cated theoret~cal 

account of how ~nternal states med~ate behav~or As the 



potent1al relat1onsh1p between mater1al rewards and 

regress1on 1n adolescent moral reason1ng 1s explored, 

var1ous accounts of how 1nternal states m1ght med1ate 

behav1or w1ll be exam1ned 

In the last decade, a number of researchers have been 

explor1ng the effects of mater1al rewards on 1ntr1ns1c 

1nterest andmot1vat1on as well as on 1mmed1ate task 

performance Related research has been rev1ewed by Lepper 

and Greene (1978b), deCharms and Mu1r (1978), W1ll1ams 

(1980), and Lepper (1981) 

The overJust1f1cat1on effect 

51 

Rewards prom1sed to subJects for engag1ng 1n an 

act1v1ty and 1mply1ng no performance demands have 

cons1stently produced an over]ust1f1cat1on effect (Lepper & 

Greene, 1976, Lepper, Sagotsky, Defoe & Greene, 1982) From 

the perspect1ve of attr1but1on theory, Lepper (1981) 

suggests that extr1ns1c controls may underm1ne 1ntr1ns1c 

1nterest and task performance An 1nd1v1dual's percept1on 

of be1ng under extr1ns1c controls may cause one to lose 

1nterest 1n the task and to perform poorly. 

Attr1but1on theory developed w1th1n soc1al psychology 

as a means of deal1ng w1th quest1ons of soc1al and self 

percept1ons (Kelley, 1973) The ma]or tenets of attr1but1on 

theory are rev1ewed and summar1zed by He1der (1958), Jones 

and Dav1s (1965), Bern (1972), and Kelley (1973) A broad 

survey of the f1eld of attr1but1on theory has been reported 



by Jones, Kanouse, Kelley, N1sbett, Val1ns, and We1ner 

(1972) 
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Attr1but1on theory 1s s1m1lar to the d1ssonance theory 

1n that both theor1es suggest that exper1mental 

man1pulat1ons result 1n subJects mak1ng 1nferences about the 

cause of the1r behav1or These 1nfluences then lead to new 

att1tudes, tra1ts, emot1ons, and mot1ves wh1ch 1n turn lead 

to new behav1ors The d1scount1ng pr1nc1ple of attr1but1on 

theory (Kelley, 1972) suggests that a person w1ll be more 

l1kely to perce1ve h1mself as extr1ns1cally mot1vated rather 

than 1ntr1ns1cally mot1vated 1f he 1s prov1ded w1th a 

sal1ent reward for engag1ng 1n an act1v1ty A study of 

preschool ch1ldren by Lepper, Greene, and N1sbett (1973) 

prov1des ev1dence that a person's 1n1t1al 1ntr1ns1c 1nterest 

1n an act1v1ty may be underm1ned by 1nduc1ng that person to 

engage 1n the act1v1ty as an expl1c1t means to some 

extr1ns1c goal The 1nvest1gators found that the prov1s1on 

of extr1ns1c rewards turned "play" 1nto "work" An act1v1ty 

wh1ch would be engaged 1n only when extr1ns1c 1ncent1ves for 

engag1ng 1n the act1v1ty were present 

Add1t1onal research w1th subJect populat1ons vary1ng 

from preschool ch1ldren to college students 1nd1cate s1m1lar 

results (Calder & Straw, 1975, Dec1, 1971, 1972, Pallak, 

Costom1r1s, Sroka, & P1ttman, 1982, Ross, 1975) Intr1ns1c 

1nterest 1n an enJoyable act1v1ty decl1ned when the person 

was 1nduced to engage 1n the act1v1ty as an expl1c1t means 

to a sal1ent, extr1ns1c reward It appears that the 



extr1ns1c reward caused the 1nd1v1duals to d1scount 

1ntr1ns1c 1nterest as a poss1ble mot1vat1ng factor and to 

perce1ve themselves as extr1ns1cally mot1vated 
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Lepper (1981) proposed that extr1ns1c controls alter 

the 1nd1v1dual's percept1on of locus of control The 

percept1on of be1ng under sal1ent extr1ns1c controls may 

cause the 1nd1v1dual to lose 1nterest 1n a task or act1v1ty 

and to perform more poorly as a consequence Accord1ng to 

Lepper, 1nternal1zat1on, as a form of 1ntr1ns1c control, 

would be expected to be 1mpa1red by mater1al rewards From 

th1s perspect1ve, college students who are pa1d to 

part1c1pate 1n moral JUdgment research can be expected to 

lose 1nterest 1n the task at hand and to perform more poorly 

than when they are not pa1d to part1c1pate SubJects can 

also be expected, 1f 1nternal1zat1on processes have been 

affected, to perform poorly 1n subsequent research sess1ons 

Condry and Chambers (1978) have rev1ewed the effects of 

extr1ns1c rewards on 1ntr1ns1c mot1vat1on and concluded 

that, 1n certa1n contexts, subsequent 1nterest 1n a task may 

be reduced by the 1mpos1t1on of task-extr1ns1c rewards 

They noted that reward cont1ngency 1s one context wh1ch 

contr1butes to an underm1n1ng effect Harack1ew1cz (1979) 

has rev1ewed the research concerned w1th task-cont1ngent and 

performance-cont1ngent rewards Harack1ew1cz's study (1979) 

of h1gh school students found that performance-cont1ngent 

rewards underm1ned 1ntr1ns1c mot1vat1on more than 

task-cont1ngent ones, wh1ch produced decrements relat1ve to 



control cond1t1ons of no reward Th1s 1s support1ve of 

Dec1's pos1t1on (1975) that performance-cont1ngent rewards 

should decrease 1ntr1ns1c mot1vat1on even more than 

task-cont1ngent ones because a reward 1s perce1ved to be 

more controll1ng when 1t 1s cont1ngent on some level of 

performance 
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Karn1ol and Ross (1977) and Dec1 (1975) contend that 

rewards have both controll1ng and 1nformat1onal aspects and 

that the more sal1ent of the two w1ll be respons1ble for the 

subsequent changes 1n percept1ons and feel1ngs They 

propose that there w1ll be changes 1n percept1ons of the 

1nstrumental1ty of behav1or when controll1ng aspects of the 

reward are sal1ent or changes 1n feel1ngs of competence and 

self-determ1nat1on when 1nformat1onal aspects are sal1ent 

Effectance mot1vat1on 

Harter (1978, 1981) exam1ned the hypothes1s that 

ch1ldren der1ve max1mum pleasure from opt1mally challeng1ng 

tasks Harter (1978) found a curv1l1near relat1onsh1p 

between pleasure and task d1ff1culty for correctly solved 

1tems where the subJect had no cho1ce of the problems to be 

solved It was also d1scovered that ch1ldren work1ng for 

grades chose s1gn1f1cantly eas1er anagrams to perform Not 

only d1d the subJects work1ng for grades respond below the1r 

opt1mal level, but they also man1fested less pleasure and 

verbal1zed more anx1ety. Pearlman's research (1984) 1s 

cons1stent w1th Harter's f1nd1ngs that students w1th h1gher 



effectance were more l1kely to choose hard problems under 

nonreward c1rcumstances than under reward Harter (1978, 

1981) noted that effects of extr1ns1c mot1vators such as 

grades on 1ntr1ns1c mot1vat1on should be cons1dered 
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Harter's f1nd1ngs are cons1stent w1th the tenets of 

cogn1t1ve evaluat1on theory (deCharms, 1968, Dec1, 1875) 

wh1ch suggest that extr1ns1c rewards affect 1ntr1ns1c 

mot1vat1on by alter1ng one's perce1ved locus of causal1ty 

from one's self to the env1ronment and/or decreas1ng one's 

sense of self-determ1nat1on and competence Dec1 (1971) 

reported results from two laboratory exper1ments and one 

f1eld exper1ment wh1ch revealed that when money was used as 

an external reward, 1ntr1ns1c mot1vat1on decreased, when 

verbal re1nforcement and pos1t1ve feedback were used, 

1ntr1ns1c mot1vat1on tended to 1ncrease 

Danner and Lonky (1981) conducted two exper1ments 

1nvolv1ng four to ten-year-old ch1ldren to exam1ne the 

relat1onsh1ps between cogn1t1ve level, 1ntr1ns1c mot1vat1on, 

and responses to extr1ns1c rewards and pra1se It was found 

that rewards had l1ttle effect on 1ntr1ns1c mot1vat1on among 

ch1ldren whose mot1vat1on was 1n1t1ally low and decreased 1t 

among ch1ldren whose mot1vat1on was 1n1t1ally h1gh Danner 

and Lonky's f1nd1ngs were support1ve of the hypothes1s that 

1ntr1ns1c mot1vat1on depends on the match between cogn1t1ve 

level and task demands Th1s 1s 1n agreement w1th Harter's 

proposal (1978) that only those tasks wh1ch present a 

real1st1c challenge to a ch1ld, relat1ve to h1s or her 



cogn~t~ve level, are l~kely to engage pers~stent ~nterest 

Harter's research ~n the development of competence 

(1981) reveals that adult re~nforcement leads to a 

dependency on external approval and externally-determ~ned 

goals Consequently the ~nd~v~dual's percept~on of be~ng 

controlled by external forces ~s cons~dered to ~nterfere 

w~th the development of an ~nternal percept~on of control, 

affect~ng the ~nternal~zat~on of values Thus, college 

students who are pa~d to part~c~pate ~n a moral JUdgment 

research pro)ect m~ght be expected to reflect 

externally-determ~ned moral values due to loss of ~nternal 

control 

Extr~ns~c Rewards and Task Performance 
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Extr~ns~c rewards have also been found to have 

detr~mental effects on ~mmed~ate task performance (Condry & 

Chambers, 1978, Dan~el & Esser, 1980, Kruglansk~, Fr~edman, 

& Zeev~, 1971, McGraw, 1978) McGraw (1978) and Lepper 

(1981) have rev~ewed the recent f~nd~ngs of the effects of 

reward on task performance Stud~es by Lepper and Greene 

(1978a) demonstrate that extr~ns~c rewards have an adverse 

effect on ~mmed~ate task performance when the external 

rewards are sal~ent and unamb~guous Stud~es of ch~ldren's 

art work showed that the ch~ldren drew more p~ctures under 

reward cond~t~ons but the p~ctures were of a poorer qual~ty 

(Greene & Lepper, 1974) 

Condry and Chambers (1978) have explored the adverse 



effect of extr~ns~c rewards on the ent~re learn~ng process 

Condry and Chambers speculate that rewards d~stract 

attent~on from the process of task act~v~ty to the product 

of gett~ng a reward They suggest that the reward effects 

are related to task engagement, the actual process of the 

task, task d~sengagement, and poss~ble task re-engagement 

It has been noted that under reward cond~t~ons, students 

make guesses, use ~nformat~on ~neff~c~ently, and focus on 

the "r~ght answer" (Condry & Chambers, 1978) 

Psycholog~cal regress~on 
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Fabes, Moran and McCullers (1981) have found that 

mater~al rewards may produce a temporary developmental 

regress~on ~n psycholog~cal funct~on~ng The ~nvest~gators 

adm~n~stered s~x subscales of the Wechsler Adult 

Intell~gence Scale--three subscales ~dent~f~ed as heur~st~c 

tasks and three subscales ~dent~f~ed as algor~thm~c tasks 

It was d~scovered that, on the heur~st~c subscales, college 

students who were matched on age, sex, and ~n~t~al IQ under 

reward cond~t~ons performed at an ~ntellectual level that 

m~ght normally have been expected of less mature subJects 

under nonreward cond~t~ons (Fabes, Moran & McCullers, 1981) 

These results were ~nterpreted as a pr~m~t~zat~on of 

psycholog~cal funct~on~ng due to the adverse effects of 

reward on performance. 

A more recent study of the effects of rewards on 

selected Wechsler subscales ~nd~cates that the effects of 
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extrlnslc rewards on performance varled Wlth age (Moran, 

McCullers, & Fabes, 1984) At the nursery school level, 

rewards enhanced performance on heurlstlc subscales and 

lmpalred performance on the algorlthmlc subscales Rewards 

had no effect on performance at the fourth grade level At 

the adult level, rewards had a detrlmental effect on 

performance on the heurlstlc subscales Slnce regresslon 

effects would be expected to be greater at hlgher levels of 

developmental maturlty, the flndlngs for the fourth graders 

and the adults are conslstent wlth the regresslon 

lnterpretatlon of the effects of rewards on task 

performance 

McCullers, Fabes, and Moran (1981) reported two studles 

that ylelded results showlng the detrlmental effect of 

reward on the Peabody Plcture Vocabulary Test and the 

Goodenough-Harrls Draw-A-Man Test, tests sensltlve to 

developmental dlfferences Fabes, McCullers, and Moran 

(1985) examlned the effects of materlal rewards on 

perceptual organlzatlon and found that lower scores on all 

10 Holtzman Inkblot Technlque varlables were ln the 

predlcted dlrectlon of a lower level of functlonlng under 

reward These flndlngs ln varlables that are sensltlve to 

developmental change support the posslblllty of 

developmental regresslon produced by extrlnslc controls 

Based on the flndlngs of the above studles, lt lS 

reasonable to conslder the posslblllty that regresslon ln 
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moral Judgment among college student subJects may be an 

art1fact of the effect of mater1al rewards on an assessment 

of moral JUdgment, one that 1s sens1t1ve to developmental 

d1fferences 

Summary 

Th1s second sect1on of the l1terature survey has 

focused on the ch1ef ways 1n wh1ch extr1ns1c rewards may 

affect human mot1vat1on and performance Extr1ns1c 

1ncent1ves can underm1ne 1ntr1ns1c mot1vat1on (Lepper & 

Greene 1981) wh1ch may 1n turn affect performance. Mater1al 

rewards may affect the 1nternal1zat1on process (Harter, 

1981, Lepper, 1981) Recently, several researchers have 

suggested that extr1ns1c rewards may alter the developmental 

level at wh1ch the 1nd1v1dual funct1ons (McCullers, Fabes & 

Moran, 1981) Under reward cond1t1ons, the 1nd1v1dual may 

perform at a level expected of less mature subJects under 

nonreward cond1t1ons 

If mater1al rewards affect the 1nternal1zat1on process, 

as proposed by Harter and Lepper, 1t would be expected that 

mater1al rewards would have long-term effects on 

1nd1v1duals' moral Judgement However, 1f mater1al rewards 

lower the developmental level of psycholog1cal funct10n1ng, 

1mmed1ate and temporary effects of mater1al reward would be 

expected S1nce moral JUdgment theory assumes a forward, 

sequent1al progress1on of development and moral JUdgment 

assessments are sens1t1ve to developmental d1fferences, 1t 
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1s proposed that mater1al rewards w1ll have an 1mmed1ate and 

temporary effect on moral JUdgment 1n college student 

SUbJeCtS 

The research l1terature, wh1ch shows a regress1on of 

moral JUdgment dur1ng the college years as well as the 

effects of extr1ns1c rewards on 1mmed1ate task performance, 

1s the bas1s for th1s 1nvest1gator's proposal that the 

common pract1ce of pay1ng college students to part1c1pate 1n 

research proJects may expla1n the paradox1cal regress1on and 

reversals 1n moral reason1ng among college student subJects 

Conclus1ons 

In general, cogn1t1ve developmental research 1n moral 

development has supported Kohlberg's theory of moral 

development (1969) wh1ch assumes that moral JUdgment has a 

cogn1t1ve-structural core, there 1s a un1versal sequent1al 

progrss1on 1n moral development, and movement through the 

stages 1s always forward except under cond1t1ons of extreme 

trauma Stud1es have shown that moral JUdgment 1s 

pos1t1vely correlated w1th age, soc1oeconom1c status, IQ, 

and educat1on (Colby et al , 1983) There does not appear 

to be a s1gn1f1cant developmental d1fference between males 

and females (G1bbs et al , 1984, Walker, 1984) 

Research w1th the Def1n1ng Issues Test (1975) and 

Kohlberg's Moral Judgment Interv1ew (1973) shows a 

predom1nant upward developmental trend unt1l the subJects 

reach college age Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) found some 

surpr1s1ng reversals 1n the developmental levels of some 
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sub)ects between test1ngs 1n h1gh school and college In 

h1gh school, some students had scored at Stages 4 and 5, but 

as sophomores 1n college, they were scored at Stage 3 Rest 

(1975) reported that college student scores on the Def1n1ng 

Issues Test were also unusually low Kohlberg and Kramer 

(1969) 1n1t1ally attr1buted the1r f1nd1ngs of regress1on 1n 

college sophomores to an 1dent1ty cr1s1s of adolescence and 

suggested that a funct1onal regress1on could accompany a 

structural advance Later, Kohlberg (1973) proposed that 

the college student 1s 1n a trans1t1onal stage between 

convent1onal and pr1nc1pled moral1ty rather than a 

regress1on to a lower stage level As a consequence, 

Kohlberg rev1sed the or1g1nal scor1ng system, not1ng that 

the scor1ng system needed to better d1fferent1ate structure 

from content Even so, a select sample of br1ght 

undergraduate students scored by Kohlberg's newly rev1sed 

scor1ng manual appeared to regress from age twenty-two to 

age twenty-seven, repeat1ng the v1olat1on of sequence that 

the new scor1ng system was des1gned to correct (Murphy 

& G1ll1gan, 1980) 

As the rev1ew of the reward l1terature has shown, 

extr1ns1c rewards may affect human mot1vat1on and task 

performance Extr1ns1c 1ncent1ves can underm1ne 1ntr1ns1c 

mot1vat1on wh1ch may 1n turn affect performance (Lepper & 

Greene, 1981) Extr1ns1c controls may alter an 1nd1v1dual's 

percept1on of locus of control The percept1on of be1ng 
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under sallent extrlnslc controls could cause the lndlvldual 

to lose lnterest ln a task and to perform poorly Harter's 

(1978, 1981) research ln effectance motlvatlon revealed that 

extrlnslc rewards ln the form of school grades attenuated 

lntrlnslc motlvatlon by decreaslng the chlld's tendency to 

choose optlmally challenglng tasks, attenuatlng the pleasure 

derlved from performance, and creatlng anxlety over the 

posslblllty of obtalnlng poor grades 

McCullers, Fabes, and Moran (1981) have suggested that 

extrlnslc rewards may be responslble for shlftlng subJects 

to a more prlmltlve level of perceptual organlzatlon and 

psychologlcal functlOnlng They have shown that materlal 

rewards can alter the developmental level at whlch 

lndlVlduals functlon (Fabes, Moran & McCullers, 1981, Fabes, 

McCullers & Moran, 1985, Moran, McCullers & Fabes, 1984) 

Rewarded subJects ln the studles Clted performed at levels 

that ordlnarlly would have been expected of less mature 

subJects under nonreward condltlons From thls perspectlve, 

college students, when pald to partlclpate, mlght be 

expected to perform moral reasonlng tasks at a level that 

ordlnarlly would be expected of less mature subJects under 

nonreward 

It lS noteworthy that, ln the Kohlberg and Kramer 

(1969) and Rest (1975) studles, stage reversals and 

regresslon were found only ln unlverslty-student subJects, 

and these were the only subJects who were pald to 

partlclpate ln the research 
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Th1s ra1ses, then, an 1nterest1ng research quest1on 

could the observed reversal and regress1on 1n moral 

reason1ng among college-age subJects be an art1fact of a 

methodology that makes select1ve use of mater1al rewards at 

th1s age? W1th th1s quest1on 1n m1nd, the present study 

w1ll explore the role and the effect of rewards on moral 

reason1ng, and exam1ne the poss1b1l1ty that reversals of 

levels of moral reason1ng may be an art1fact of research 

methodology 
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APPENDIX B 

MORAL JUDGMENT SCALE 

Explanatory Note 

Append1x B conta1ns a copy of the face sheet, the Moral 
Judgment Scale, and the Scor1ng Key for the Moral Judgment 
Scale 
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Append~x B-1 

Face Sheet 
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NAME ----------------------------------------------
Sex female male 

e 

Da.~-----------------------------------------------
~·· ~r--------------------------------------------
Telephone humber ------------------------------------

l'.!Ulin g Address -------------------------------------

Directions 

I am interested in the opinions you have about controversial 
issues. Different people have different opinions. 

Please do not discuss the issues or your ans-wers until the research 
bat been discussed in class later in the semester. 

Please till in the information on the top oi' thls sheet. Thls 
sheet will ~ be reJQOVed and coded. tour ans-wers will not be 
identified by name, they will remain confidential. 

There are lS dile11111as (problems) presented in this questionnaire. 
There is one dilemma on each page. Please circle the 2nl resuonse 
on each page ~ most close1v resembles ~ opinion. Circle only 
one response for each dile111111a. 

Thank you for your participation in the research! 
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Appendl.X B-2 

Moral Judgement Scale 
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l. 

You want very much to go on a trip wit~ your youth group. Your fat'ler 
prollllses that you can do it if you save up the money for the trip yourself. 
So you work hard at your part-t:~.me JOb and save up the money it will cost 
to go on the tnp, and a l1 ttle 111ore besides. fu t JUSt before the time of 
the trip, your father changes his lllind. Some of his friends have decided 
to go on a special fishing trip, and your father is short of the money it 
will cost. So he asks you to give him the money you have saved from your Job. 
You don't want to give up going on your trip so you think about refusing to 
give your father the money. 

Does it matter that it is your father involved here, rather than someone 
else? \ohy7 

( l) Yes, though only as an issue of greater emotional concern because of the 
nature of this relationship. M;y affection for him and the e:x:pectat:~.on of 
mutual interest would lead me to e:x:pect more fro111 the "contract" lolluch w made. 

( 2) Yes, 'IllY father is in the position to do so111eth1ng nice for me in return for 
a favor or to punish me for not doing what he asks. Others do not have as much 
power to do this. 

(J) Yes, I have a responsibility to MY father and an obligation to honor his 
wishes. This is an opportunity !or me to repay him !or things he has done for me 
in the past. 

(4) Yes, obligations here are defined by conscience. L'Ove or affection for DIY 
father is a value which I have chosen and I should be aware of the implications 
of that choice. 

(5) Yes, I should feel gratitude and appreciation for what MY .t'ather has done for 
me 1n the past. His affection is important to me. I should be concerned for his 
feelings and willing to act unselfishly. 

(6) Yes, it is MY duty to do what DIY rather asks and give him the money. 
Obedience to my !ather is essential. 
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2. 

You want to go on the trip but you are afraid to rei'u.se your i'ather 
the money. So you give him $10 and tell him that is all you have made. You 
take your remaining $40 and pay i'or your tnp with it. You tell your .father 
that the director said you could pay later. So you go oi'i' on your trl.p ana your 
i'ather doesn't go on his i'ishing trl.p. 

Bei'ore you leave on your trip, you tell your younger brother that you 
really have made $50 and that you lied to your i'ather and said that you 
had made only $10. He is now wondering it he should tell your i'ather or not. 

Why would you think your brother should not tell your i'ather what he knows? 

(l) I won't trust him anymore it he does and he may very well need me to do the 
same thing i'or him someday. 

0.0:. 

(2) Keeping secrets is a necessary part oi' maintaining friendships. He knows that 
I won't desire his .t'riendship ii' I can't trust him. 

(J) He shouldn't see the need to tell him. He should respect rsy rights as those 
oi' anyone else and respect rsy ability to make deeisions and to tell whomever I 
choose. 

(4) He has a right to privacy, it rsy i'ather doesn't ask he's really not doing 
anything wrong. He is merely withholding information which has not been 
requested. 

(.S) He shouldn't tell because he is younger than I am and therefore shouldn't 
break his 'W01'd to 1118. I have more power and authority than he does. I.f he 
breaks his wrd he risks the consequences oi' going against t..l-at authority. 

( 6) I told him because I trusted him and thought I could rely on him. Ii' he tells, 
he'll i'orce reconsideration oi' that trust. 



Your mother is near death 1'rom a special form of cam:er. There is one drug 
that the doctors think might save her. It is a form of radium that a druggist in 
your town has recen'Uy discovered. The drug is expensive to make, but the 
druggist is charging ten times what the drug costs him to make. He pays $200 
for the radium and charges $2000 for a small dose of the drug. You have gone 
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to everyone you know to borrow the money, but you can only get together about $;lOOO, 
which is half of lobat it costs. You tell the druggist that your mother is dying 
and ask him to sell it to you cheaper or let you pay later. :att the druggist says 1 

"No, I discovered the drug and I'm going to make money f"rom it." So you get 
desperate and break into the man's store to steal the drug for your mother. 

\rlly shouldn •t you steal the drug? 

(l) I am quite desperate in this situation and I may not truly realize I'm 
doing 14"ong when I steal the drug. But I'll certainly know I've done wrong 
after I'm punished and sent to jail. I'll always feel ~ilty about being 
dishonest and breaking the law. 

(2) I may not get much of a jail term if I steal the drug, but my mother will 
probably die before I get out so it won 1 t do me much good. It my mother dies, 
I shouldn't blame myseli', it• isn't my fault she has cancer. 

(J) I'll gat cav.ght and sent to jail if I do it. If I get away my conscience 
will bother me t.hinking about how the police will catch up 'With me at any minute. 

(4) It isn't just the druggist 'Who will think I am a criminal, everyone else will 
too. After I steal it, I'll feel bad thinking how I've brought dishonor 
on my family and myself. I won't be able to !ace anyone again. 

(5) If I stole the drug, I wouldn't be blamed my other people but I'd condemn 
myself because I wculdn't have lived up to my conscience and standards of 
honesty. 

(6) I would lose my standing and respect in the community and violate the 
law. I 1d lose respect for myself if I 1m carried away by emotion and 
forget the long term effects of my action. 



4. 

The drug didn't work and there is no other treatment kno\oln to 
medicine lilhich can save your mother, so you know she has only about 
six months to live. She is in terrible pain, but she is so weak that a 
good dose or pain killer would make her die sooner. She is delirious 
and almost crazy with pain and in her calm periods she asks you to give 
her enough or her medicine to kill her. She says she can't stand the 
pain and she is going to die in a taw mon'flhs anyway. 

How would the law intl.uence your decision in this inStance? 

(l) I'd consider the rules about killing, but with the View that they 
should not be finally determinative here. The SYJIIPathetic nature of rrrt 
~illing her out of mercy makes the action not really JIW'Cier. 

(2) No one has the right to take soneone else's lite and mercy killing 
is in tact violation of the law, l:ut I would expect moditica~ion ot 

the law in this situation. 

( J) I would hesitate to institutionalize or legalize mercy killing since 
human lite retains its value even under conditions of pain, but I would 
be conscious or the necessity or valuing human personality and li.fe 
in other than physical terms. 

( 4) Killing her wouldn't be bad because it has no e.f.fects, she would die 
anyway. I could avoid legal complications by getting her permission in 
wrl.ting, suggesting suicide, or making the death look natural. 

(5) I wouldn't see IIIIU"der rules or laws as binding in this situation. 
It is hardly IIIUl'der when agreement and consent o.f the 1Vict1m11 are involved. 

(6) It is against the law to torture people and Blake them su.f.fer. By 
re.fusing to give her the drug, I'm Violating this law. 
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s. 
Imagine your country has been attacked in war. You are fighting 

in a company of troops which is -way outnumbered and is retreating before 
the enemy. Your comp8J17 has eros sed a bridge over a river, but the e"lemy 
is still on the other side. If someone goes back to the bridge and blclo&S 
it up, w1 th the head start the rest of the company would have, they could 
probably escape alive, there will be about a 4 to l chance that this person 
will be killed. You, the leader, are the one 'Who knows best how to lead the 
retreat. You ask for a volunteer, but no one will volunteer. It you go 
yourself, the troops will probably not get back safely and you are the 
only one 'Who knows how to lead the retreat. 

Do you have the right to order a man to go it you think that that is 
the best thing to do? \tlhy? 

(l) Yes, it is part of rey job to see that respect is maintained. Respect 
for rrr:1 position is a symbol of respect tor the rules and laws of society. 
It is therefore rey duty to exercise the power associated with my position. 

( 2) Yes, in this instance I am aware of 'What is in the best interest of all. 
I can better understand the circumstances than rrr:1 subordinates as well as 
being more aware of their point of view. 

(J) Yes, I have been placed in command of the company. Anything I have 
the power to command I also have the right to command. 

( 4) Yes , I have the right in that the others in the company, including the 
man ordered to go, wuld see thP necessity for my order. I give the order 
with the understanding that my request is something the man under such an 
order wuld himself choose to do. 

(5) Yes, I haw. the right to order my troops to do whatever I consider 
necessary. They may not respect my authority, but they must obey rrr:1 
co !~~~~~and s • 

(6) Yes, according to the rules of military co=nand I have the right to order 
a man to do this. However, I lllllSt also recognize that individual autonomy 
of a subordinate allows him the right to re.f'use to comply. 
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6. 

You have finally decided to order one ot the men to stay behind. 
You think it is best to pick one ot your two demolition men. Both ot 
these men have been trained to use dynamite to blow up bridges and 
fortifications at the least risk to themselves. One ot the demilition men 
has a lot ot strength and courage, but is a bad troublemaker. He is al-ways 
stealing things 1 beating up on the other men, and not doing his work. The 
second demolition man has gotten a bad disease and 1s likely to die in a 
short tJ.me anyway, though he is strong enough now to do the job. 

How should either ot these men feel about obedience to your orders, 
as opposed to a request trom another person to do the same thing? 

( 1) It is worse not to obey my official orders because it does more harm. 
It is deviation against the government, or public service, rather than 
against an individual. 

(2) Although rrry request may be more directly relevant to the general social 
system, one man's request or order holds no more "Weight than that of another. 

{.J) It' position of authori-ty comes !rom the trust and respect 'Which the 
company has placed 1n my judgment-the exerl:ise ot that authority is like 
the return ot an act ot trust. It would seem most important to be con
sistent 'With this trust 1n obeying my orders. 

(4) He should feel that it is not that bad to refuse my order because 
a refusal would not attect me that IIIUch. I am in the position to order 
another man to do the same thing. 

( 5) It would be worse not to obey my order because I give so IIIUeh in my 
responsibility tor the company and work so hard to get tl:dngs done in 
the ways that are best tor all. 

(6) He should realize that it is alwys worse to disobey the request of 
an authority than that of anyone else. 
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In your town a tew years ago there was a poor man who could find no 
work. Without money, he stole food and medicine that he needed tor himself 
and his family. He was captured and sentenced to prison for six years. 
After a year, he escaped .t'rom prison and went to live in another part of 
the country under a new name. He saved money and slowly wilt up a great 
l'actory. He gave his workers the highest wages and used most of his 
profits to Wild a hospital tor people who could not a1'1'ord good medic:a.l 
care. A number ot years has passed since that time. You see the factory 
owner and recognize him as being the same man-the escaped convict whom the 
police had been looking tor back in your hometow. 

What would be your feelings about the punishment he now deserves? 

(1) It 'WOUld be very wrong to punish a man who thought he -was doing the 
correct and moral thing. He has more than adequately demonstrated his 
respect tor other men and his colllllitment to the right. He should not 
be punished • 

(2) He broke the law and was sentenced. The rest ot his lite is yet to be 
served. 

(J) Neither his motives nor intent at the time ot the crime were ev.H. 
Mi~mal punishment 'WOUld be surticient to indicate that stealing is not a 
practice to be followed. 

(4) megal acts are wrong, regardless ot the motive. In spite ot the 
tact that he has acted favorably since the time ot the crime, I can 
appreciate the position ot the victim ot his crime and see the need 
tor his punishmBnt. 

( S) He has undone the harm which he caused and there would therefore be 
little need to punish him. 

{6) Someone should not be punished in a situation where everyone would 
be expected to do the same thing, laws come from the 'ldll ot the coiiDIIIlnity 
and the will ot the community in this instance would be not to punish. 
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a. 

You are involved in war and your city is often bombed by the enemy. 
So each person in the city has been given a post to go to right after the 
bombing to help put aut the fires the bombs started and to rescue people in 
burning buildings. You have been made the chief in charge o.f one .fire engine 
post. The post is near your place or work so that you can get there quickly 
c.uring the day, but it is a long way .from your home. <me day there is heavy 
bombing and you leave the shelter in the place you work and go towrd your 
tire station. However, when you see how mch of the city is burning, you 
get worried about your family. You decide you should go home first to 
see it your family is sa.(e, ever though your home is a long way ott and the 
station is nearby and there is somebody assigned to protect your .family's 
area. 

Was it right tor you to do this? Why7 

(l) No, I should respect all persons equally. By leaVJ.ng my post I am 
showing that I do not have that respect. It is inconsistent with equal 
regard tor all men and the rights or all to equal treatment. 

(2) No, the authority and power or those above me -requiTes me to go to 
my post under such circumstances. I act here in violation or those commands. 

(J) No, it I am to eJ~pect protection tor myself and my .family I must earn 
that by doing my assigned job. 

(4) No, it I do this I am violating the rights of others to protection. 
M;y personal rights can only come From a general social order. 

( 5) No, I am putting myself in a lot more danger by going across the city. 
IV first duty is to myself, not others. I should stay at my post. 

( 6) No, I am expected by others in the to-wn to be at my post, I a111 not 
dol.ng my eJ~pected job in deserting my station. 
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Imag:1ne that you are living bof'ore the Civil War and that there are 
laws that allow slavery. According to the law, if' a slave escapes, he has 
to be returned to his O'Wiler like a runaway horse. You do not believe in 
slavery and disobey the law and hide runala;y slaves and help them to escape. 

Relate your feelings about slavery to your actions in this situation. 

(1) Laws should not interfere with individual rights. I have a responsibl.ll.ty 
to protect those rights f'or others since they f'orm the basis of' our whole 
system of' JUStice. 

(2) Every human lite has a right to respect and equal treatment. Slavery 
laws vi.Cilate these rights and go against the principles of' human dignity 
and conscience. 

(.)) Slavery 1s 'Wl"ong, you cannot own other people. ijo...ever, as the law stands. 
it 1s wrong to help escaped slaves. 

( 4) People w1 th ~re power have a right to control those w1 th less. The 
law says that slavery is legal, by acting in this way I brea.K the law. 

(5) I did break the law, but I do not know if' it is right to have law& 
lihich restrict other rights. 

(6) Everyone has a right to do lihat he wants, and the law cannot tell 
me how to live my lif'e. 
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10 

Imagine that you are the owner of a roomng house 'Which holds seven 
rooms. The rent from tha rooming house provides you with JUSt enough 
money to make ends meet. 

All of your roomers are 'Wh1 te and you know th'itm very well. They have 
told that if you ever rent a room to a Negro they would move out. If this 
happens you will receive much less money than the small amount you now 
receive. &lt you also know that if you rei'Use a Negro a room you could get 
into trouble because the open housing law makes 1 t illegal for you to 
refuse to rent a room to a person becaus• of his race. 

A young black man, Mr. Jones, has JUSt received a JOb in town. ne has 
looked around the town all day for housing without success and toward 
evening notices the sign "Room for Rent" in f'nmt of your house. When he 
asks you about the room, you tell him that you have JUSt rented the 
room and there are no more rooms left. In fact, there are two vacant rooms 
in your house at the time. 

Should you have the right to say 'Who lives in Jour rooming house? Why? 

(l) Yes, I work hard for the small amount I receive from the house. I 
have a right to 'What I earn and no one can ask me to gi.ve that up for them. 

(2) Yes, ideally,. bu.t property cannot be owned and controlled outside of 
a system of general JUStice 'Where each man •s rights and duties are 
respected equally";' discrimination goes totally against that equality. 

(J) Yes, I have the right to control my property. It is none of the business 
of the people to wom the house does not belong. I have absolute rights 
in matters concerning my house. 

( 4) Yes , I should be able to upect my tenants to value my property an::! 
apprecia'..e -.y need to maintain a .fUll rooming house, an impossibility 
1£ I allow a black man to move into the house. 

(S) Yes, but I liiUSt recognize that property rights come only from indindual 
rights and by not equally respecting the rights of all I risk forfeiting 
the right to control my property. 

( 6) Yes , I Oll'l the house and people 'Who live there are under my authority. 
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ll. 

You have a very close relationshJ.p with a (boy) gJ.rl, (girl) boy 
dUI'l.ng your senior year in high school. Separated for the summer, you 
grow apart and return with very mixed feelings about one another. ctle evenlng, 
feeling again your former closeness and attraction, 1ou go further and further 
and have sexual intercourse. A few weeks later you find out that (boys) 
she is (or girls) you are pregnant. 

What wuld be your feelings about abortion in this instance? 

(1) It is not really kUling. The fetus is not really alive. It is killing 
something that never was really there. The lite is not wrth anythlng 
to the baby and it can only cause trouble for me. 

(2) It is an unborn baby-that is the mole point. It a child is not born 
I cannot see how anyone can say he is alive. Even ll ttle children (babies 
when they are ne'Wl.y born) are alive only because someone owns them. Thus, 
the only people they are really hurting if they die are their parents. How
ever, if this child is not yet born, then neither I nor anyone else o.r~s him. 
It wuld not be hurtina: anyone. 

{J) Lite is a universal human right. The lite of the fetus, apart from 
all of the considerations of difficulty for me, has value in its own 
right, and deserves the equal treatment of any human being. 

(4) Life should be considered in the context of the baby'11 .fUture. It 
should be viewed not as a biological phenomenon but as an attitude of 
respect tor personall ty and justice. The fetus exhibits only the 
biological aspects of lite and the chances tor respect tor its personality 
and Justice tor it in the future under these circumstances seem limited. 

{ 5) Physically, the fetus hardly exists, one way or the other it really 
makes very little difference. 

( 6) An unborn baby has just as much right to life as anyone else and I 
do not think that I nor anyone else has the right to decide whether it 
should live or not. Lite is sacred and humans do not have the right to 
terminate it. 
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12. 

Your parents are away tor the weekend and you are alone in the house. 
Une:xpecteclly, on Friday evening your ( girls) boytrund (or boys) girl.t'riend 
comes over. You spend the evening together in the house and attar a 
whl.le start necking and petting and have sexual intercourse. 

What considrrations would lead you to think your behavior 14"ong 
in this instance? 

(1) It wuld be 14"ong it wa had semal intercourse without any thought 
about pregnancy because ot the inconvenience-a child could cause a lot 
ot disturbance--especially to kids in high school. 

( 2) It we did not have intercourse wa would show discl.pline and our 
ability to wait tor marriage K'len sex will be more meaningfUl tor us and 
more satis1'1ing because it will not be in violation ot social and rell.gious 
norms. 

(J) Because ot our youth and even lllinimal.ly dependent relationships on our 
parents, we cannot fUlly respond to conditions ot personal dignity and 
responsibility most necessary under such circumstances. 

(4) It pregnancy resultec' trom intercourse in this instance, m.v parents 
wuld be most upset and even lfl3 friends lllight shy away trom me. 

(5) Since wa are not totally convinced ot the rightness ot our actions 
and are unable to tit them into a logical thought patten\, li8 would be apt 
to be bothered by conscience or other considerations. 

( 6) Sex in this instance could be an example ot our v.sing each other 
tor personal advantage. It would be ftry di.fticml. t at this age to have 
built a relationship ot real honesty and trust which would el1111inate the 
ditticul ties ot personal advantage seeking. 
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13 

You are thinking about putting out a mimeographed newspaper for 
students in your echool which wcuJ.d express many of your strong feelings. 
In particular, you want to voice your opposition to the ..ar in Viet Nam 
and to 1JW1Y of the school's regulations. 

Bel"ore publishing your newspaper, you ask your principal for permission. 
The principal agrer.a on the condition tl\at you submit all or your articles 
to him for approval. You agree and begin to submit your articles. The 
principal approves all or them and you publish two issues or the paper 
in the next two weeks • 

Howvar, the principal has not thought about the great attention 
your newspaper would receive. Students rea.cl the paper eagerly and are 
beginning to organize against school rules. Many classes are spent talkl.ng 
about the p~er and rallies are held before and after school. Furthermore, 
many parents lllho favor the Viet Nam War are phoning the principal and 
angrily telling him that the newspaper is unpatriotic and should not be 
published. 

A:s a result or the commotion, the principal considers ordering 
you to stop publishing the paper. He gives as a reason that your activities 
are disruptive to the operation or the school. 

It you had a.clvocated the dropping o£ nuclear bombs on North Viet Nam 
and China, Wa.t difl"erence, if any, should this have made on the consideration 
of your rights to continue publication? 

(1) Rights and duties are very different. It would seem in this case that 
I would legally have the right to publish liha.t I -want, but the rightness 
of Jll1 actions in the latter case wcuJ.d be doubt1'111. ~ rights here come 
trom ~ual respect for others 1 rights. Publication o£ the latter articles 
would not show that respect. 

(2) It is no one else's business Wa.t I write in 1llY newspaper. I have 
absolute nghts to write and publish whatever I desire. 

(3) It is all in the hands of the Principal. It the latter positions were 
less acceptable to him, then Jll1 rights to their publication would also be less. 

(4) I have worked to publish thiS newspaper. That right to publish is mine 
in spite of others 1 interpretations of Jll1 use of it as good or bad. I have 
the right to publish what I choose to publish. 

(5) A student newspaper should express the views of students in general. 
1'he latter positions do not fairly represent these views and therefore I 
do not have as much right to publish them. 

(6) Equal rights have meaning only within a system of general JUStiCe for 
all. The latter positions are in violation of the principles or that JUStice. 
I can expect the rights to consistently publish wh4t I want only if I am 
personally consistent in upholdJ.ng an equal JUStice structure for all. 
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You have gotten into senous trouble. You are secretly leaving town 
in a hurry and need money. You cannot get it from anyone you know and are 
taced with co1ng to a retired old man liho is knoVI to help people in the 
town. It you tell this man that you are very sick and need $500 to "Oa.J 
tor an operatl.on. he will give it to rou. You really are not sick at all 
and have no intention ot paying the man back • Although he does not know 
you vary well. he would loan you the IIIOfley. 

How import.art i~ ~t that you tell the truth in this instance? 

(1) The old man gives IIIOfley to people he does not even know. It really 
should not matter to h1lll tor llil.'!.t p11rpose the money is used. It is l"'ot as 
it I would be lying to someone I know and who depends on 1118. What I say 
to him really makes little ditterence. 

(2) My telling the truth is essential. Truth tol"liiS the whole basis ot our 
social order. It is something I have the right to expect and people have 
the right to e:xpect it f'rom me. 

(J) Since I need the money so badly, the truth matters very little. I should 
do and say lihat I have to in order to get the money. 

(4) The value ot ~ word goes beyond situational considerations. Justl.ce 
and respect tor human dign::L ty can only be upheld in the context ot consistent 
truth. 

(5) It this man is willing to give me money, he has earned the right to 
expect the truth f'rom me. 

(6) He has lots ot IIIOfley and power. Therefore, his word is important. I 
do not have any money or power, so lnY ~rd is worth very little one way or 
the other. 
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Qle day the air raid sirens begin to sound. Everyone realizes 
that a hydrogen bomb is going to be dropped on the city by the enemy 
and that the only way to survive will be in a bomb shelter. Not 
everyone has bomb shelters, but those who do run quickly to them. 
Since you have built a shelter, you go quickly to it. You have 
enough ur space inside to last you and your family for five days. 
You know that after five days the fallout will have diminished to the 
point where you could safely leave the shelter. If you leave before 
that, you 'Will die. There is enough air for you and your family alone. 
Your next door neighbors have not bu1lt a shelter and are trying to get 
in you~. You know that you will not have enough air if you let the 
neighbors in, and that you will all die if they come inside. So you 
refuse to let them in. 

Now the neighbors are trying to break the door down in order to 
get inside. You take your rifle and tell them to go away or else you 
will shoot. They will not go away. So you either have to shoot them 
or let them come into the shelter. 

Why should you shoot 7 

(l) I have the most power in this situation and I must do what will be 
required to hold that position. 

(2) Society is based upon living up to speical obligations of contract or 
agree11111nt. The special obligations to my family require that I see first 
to their protection is this instance. 

()) There is nothing to be gained from letting them inside and much to 
be lost from their entrance. I have no responsibility to protect them. 

( 4) I have placed myself in a position where my family depends upon me. 
In spite of all other considerations, I owe more to those who depend 
upon me than I owe to humans in general. I 11111st protect my family first. 

(S) M;y 1'amily is 1110re important to me and personal affection makes my duty 
to protect them the most binding. 

(6) M;y rights to property are essential here. My f'am1ly must see me as 
responsible and reliable in my care 1'or them. 
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Scor~ng Key for Moral 

Judgment Scale 
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Y/ 

Scor1ng Key for Moral Judgment Scale 

Iterr Select1on 

S1tuat1on 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 5 2 4 6 3 1 

2 2 3 6 4 1 5 

3 4 2 1 3 6 5 

4 3 4 6 2 5 1 

5 4 3 1 6 2 5 

6 4 5 6 2 3 1 

7 6 1 3 4 2 5 

8 6 1 4 5 2 3 

9 5 6 4 1 3 2 

10 4 6 ? 3 5 1 

11 2 3 5 6 1 4 

12 1 3 5 2 6 4 

13 5 2 1 4 3 6 

14 3 5 2 6 4 1 

15 1 5 2 6 3 4 

Note: Stages are entries in body o£ table. 
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APPENDIX C 

SOCIOMORAL REFLECTION MEASURE 

Explanatory Note 

Append1x C conta1ns a copy of the d1rect1ons of reward 

and nonreward subJects, Forms A and B of the Soc1al 

Reflect1on Quest1onna1re, and the Soc1al Reflect1on 

Quest1onna1re Protocol Stage Rat1ng Form 

CONTENTS 

Append1x C-1 D1rect1ons to Reward SubJects 

Append1x C-2 D1rect1ons to Nonreward SubJects 

Append1x C-3 Soc1al Reflect1on Quest1onna1re Form A 

Append1x C-4 Soc1al Reflect1on Quest1onna1re Form B 

Append1x C-5 Soc1al Reflect1on Quest1onna1re Protocol 
Stage Rat1ng Form 
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DIRECTIONS TO SUBJEC'IS (Reward) 

I am in teres ted in the opinions you have about controversial issues. 

Different people have different opJ.nions. 

Please do not discuss the issues or your answers with anyone untJ.l they 

have been discussed in class later in the semester. 

Please !Ul in the information on the cover sheet. This sheet will be 

removed and coded. Your answers will not be identified by name, they 

will remain confidential. 

There are funds available to pay you !or today 1s participation. This 

research proJect consists of !'our sessions. During some of' the sessions, same 

students will receive a small payment. We are unable to pay all. Therefore, 

some will receive payment, some will not. 

Today, your group has been selected to be paid for tilling out the 

questioMaire. At the end of' today 1s session, you will receive $5.00 

!'or completing your questionnaire. 

Since everyone is not being paid, please keep this information confidential. 

Please do not discuss the questionnaire or the !'act that you were paid until 

the study is completed. 

You may begin I 
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D~rect~ons to Nonreward SubJects 
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DIRECTIONS TO SUBJEC'IS 

I am interested in the opinions you have about controversial issues. 

Different people have different opinions. 

Please do not discuss the issues or your answers with anyone untl.l they 

have been discussed in class later in the semester. 

Please fill l.n the information on the cover sheet. This sheet will be 

removed and coded. Your answers will not be identified by name... they 

will remain con~dentl.al. 

1\1 ' 
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SOCIAL RBl'LBC'l'IOH QUESflORRAIRB 

:::nstructions 

In tb1s booklet are two soc1al problems w1th quest1ons for you to answer. 
we are ask1n9 the quest1on not just to flnd out your op1n1ons about what 
should be d:)ne 1n the problems, but also to understand .my you have those 
op1n1ons. Please answer all the questions, espec1ally the •why• quest1ons. 
reel free to use the backs of the pages to fln1Sh wnt1nq your answers 1f you 
need lll)re space. 

Age 

Sex (clrcle one)· male/female 

Date 
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P'ROBLEM CfiE 

In Europe, a woman was near death from a spec1al klnd of cancer. There was 
one drug that the d::lctors thought m1ght ~oave her It was a form of rad1um that 
a drugg1st 1n t~e s&~e town had recently d1scovered. The drug was expens1ve to 
make, but the drugglSt wanted people to pay ten t1mes what the drug cost hlm 
to make. 

The s1ck woman's husband, Re1nz, went to everyone he knew to borrow the 
money, but he could only get together about half of what the drugg1st wanted 
He1nz told the dr119gist that hls wlfe was dying and asked hlm to sell it 
cheaper or to let h~ pay later. But the drugg1st sa1d, ·~. I dlscovered the 
drug, and I '11 going to make money from 1t. • So the only way He1nz could get 
the drug would be to break into the drugq ut' s store and steal the drug. 

Helnz has a problem. He should help hls wlfe and save her llfe. But, on the 
other hand, the only way he could get the drug she needs would be to brealc the 
law by steal1ng the druq 

What should He1nz do, 

should steal/should not steal/can't dec1de (clrcle one) 

Why? 

Let's change thlngs about the problem and see if you stlll have the op1n1on 
you c1rcled above (should steal, should not steal, or can't dec1de) Also, we 
want to flnd out about the th1ngs you thlnk are important 1n th1.s and other 
problems, espec1al.ly why you th1nk those th1ngs are- ~rtant. Please try to 
help us understand your thinking by WRITING AS MDCH AS YOU CAN 't'O EXPLAIN YOUR 
OPINIONs-EVEN IP YOU HAVE 't'O WRITE OeT YOUR EXPLANATIONS MORE THAN ONCE. 
Don't just wr1te •same as before.• If you can expla1n better or use- dl.fferent 
words to show what you mean, that helps us even more. Please answer all the 
quest1ons below, espec1ally the •why• quest1ons. 

1. Mlat if He1nz• s w1fe asks him to steal the drug for her? Should He1nz 

steal/should not steal/can't dec1de (clrcle one)? 

t a. How llllpOrtant 1S it for a husband to do what h1s w1fe asks, to save her 
by steall.ng, even when he isn't sure whether that's the best thlnq to do? 

very important/lmportant/not 1mportant (cl.rcle one) 
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lb ~ 1s that very J.mportant/lmportant/not 1mportant (whlchever one J'O'-
cucled)., 

2. What 1f Re1nz doesn't love h1s wife? Should He1nz· 

steal/not steal/can't declde (clrcle one)? 

2 a. How llllportant is 1t for a husband to steal to save h1s w1fe, even 1f he 
doesn't love her? 

very important/~portant/not 1mportant {c1rcle one) 

2b. WHY 1s that very important/1mportant/not 1mportant {whlchever one you 
cucled)? 

J. What if the person dying isn't HeJ.nz's w1fe but 1nstead 1s a fnend {and 
the fr1end can get no one else to help)? Should Hel.nz: 

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

Ja. How important is it to do everythJ.ng you can, even break the law, to save 
the ll.fe of a friend? 

very ~rtant/Lmportant/not important (circle one) 

lb. WHY 1s that very ~rtant/lmportant/not 1mportant (whJ.chever one you 
cucled)? 
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4a What about for a stranger? How important is 1t to do everythlng you can, 
even break the law, to save the l1fe of a stranger? 

very important/lmportant/not lmportant (clrcle one) 

4b. WHY is that very important/lmportant/not 1mportant (whlchever one you 
circled)? 

5. What 1f the drugg 1St just wants He1nz to pay what the druq cost to make, 
and He1nz can't even pay that? Should He.nz· 

steal/not steal/can't decide (clrcle one)? 

Sa. How unportant 1s it for people not to take th1ngs that belong to other 
people? 

very lmportant/lmportant/not 1mportant (clrcle one) 

Sb. WHY 1s that very lmportant/lmportant/not 1mportant (whlchever Oi:'e you 
cue led)? 

6a. How lllportant 1a it for people to obey the law? 

very lmportant/lllportant/not important (c1rcle one) 

6b. WHY is that very lmportant/lmportant/not important (whlchever one you 
cucled)? 
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7 What 1f He1n:z: cbes steal the drug., Hls w1fe does get b'!tter, but 1n the 
~ntlm'!, the pol1ce take Re1n:z: and br1ng hlm to court. Should the JUdge 

Jall He1n:z:/let He1nz go free/can't dec1de (clrcle one)? 

ia. How 1mportant 1s lt for Judges to go easy on people llke He1nz., 

very 1moortant/1mportant/not 1mportant (clrcle one) 

ib WHY 1s that very lmportant/lmportant/not 1nportant (whlchever one you 
:ucled)., 

'!. What 1f Be1nz tells the Judqe that he only d1d what h1s consc1ence told 
hlm to do? Should the Jo.ldge• 

Jal.l Be1nz/let Bel.nz go free/can't decl.de (cl.rcle one)? 

8 a. Bow l.lllportant l.S 1t for judges to go easy on lawbreakers who have acted 
out of consc1ence., 

very l.mportant/l.mportant/not 1mportant (clrcle one) 

8!;:). WHY l.S that very lmportant/lmportant/nQt l.mportant (whl.chever one you 
c1rcled)., 

9. What 1f He1nz's w1fe never had cancer? What 1f she was only a llttle 
s1ck, and Be1nz stole the drug to help her get well a llttle sooner? Should 
the )udge• 

jal.l Heinz/let Be1nz go free/can't dec1de (clrcle one)? 

9a. How 1mportant is 1t for judges to send people who break the law to jul? 

very lmportant/important/not 1mportant (clrcle one) 
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9b. WHY is that very lmportant/lmportant/not llDportant (whlchever one you 
cue led)? 
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PROBLEM '1'W 

Joe 1s a fourteen-year-old boy who wanted to go to camp very much Hls fa
ther prom1sed h1m he could go lf he saved up the money for it h1mself. So Joe 
worked hard at hls paper route and saved up the $40 1t cost to go to camp and 
a llttle more bes1des. But JUSt before camp was go1ng to start, hlS father 
changed h1s m1nd. Some of hu father's fnends dec1ded to go on a spec1al 
flsh1ng tr1p, and Joe's father was short of the money 1t would cost So he 
told Joe to g1ve h1m the money Joe had saved from the paper route Joe doesn't 
want to g1ve up go1ng to camp, so he th1nks of refus1ng to g1ve h1s father the 
money. 

Joe has a problem. Joe's father promlSed Joe he could go to camp 1f he 
earned and saved up the money. But, on the other hand, the only way Joe could 
go would be by dlSobeyinq and not help1ng h1S father. 

What should Joe de? 

should refuse/should not refuse/can't dec1de (c1rcle one) 

Let's change things about the problem and see if you st1ll have the op1n1on 
you c1rcled above (should refuse, should not refuse, can't dec1de). Also, we 
want to f1nd out about the th1ngs you th1nlc are l.lllpOrtant in thlS and other 
problems, and especially vby you th1nlc those th1ngs are 1mportant. Please try 
to help us understand your thinlcinq by WRITING AS l'IJ'CH AS YOU CAN '1'0 EXPLAI"' 
YOUR OPINIONs--EVEN IP YOO HAVE '1'0 WRITE OUT YOOR EXPLANATIONS MORE THAN 
ONCE. Don't just wr1te •same as before.• If you can expla1n better or use dlf
ferent words to show what you mean, that's even better. Please answer all the 
quest1ons below, espec1ally the •why• quest1ons. 

1. What 1f Joe hadn't earned the money? What 1f the father had s1mply g1ven 
the money to Joe and promued Joe could use it to go to camp--but now the 
father wants the money back fOr the f1sh1ng tr1p? Should Joe: 

refuse/not refuse/can't dec1de (c1rcle one)? 

1 a. Bow important is it for parents to keep their prom1Ses about lettln<I 
the1r children keep money--even when the1r children never earned the money, 

very lmportant/important/not 1mportant (c1rcle one) 



1b WHY lS that very ll'llportant/lmportant/not 1mportant (wh1chever one you 
cue led)? 

2a. What about keep1ng a promlSe to a fnend? Bow 1mportant is it to keep a 
prom1se, 1f you can, to a fr1end? 

very important/lmportant/not important (clrcle one) 

2b. WHY is that very important/important/rot important (whichever one yoY 
Clrcled)" 

3a. What about to anyone? How important is it to keep a prom1se, 1f you can, 
even to someone you hardly know" 

very uwportant/lmportant/not important (c1rcle one) 

3b. WHY u that very unportant/1mportant/not unportant (vh1chever one you 
cue led)., 

4. What if Joe's father hadn't told Joe to g1ve ha the mney but had JUS~ 
asked Joe if he would lend the money? Should Joe· 

refuse/not refuse/can't dec1de (c1rcle one)? 

4a. Bow important 1s it for ch1ldren to help the1r parents, even when the1r 
parents have broken a prom1se? 

very 1mportant/lmportant/not 1mportant (c1rcle one} 
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4b wliY 1s that very lmportant/lmportant/not 1mportant (whlchever one you 
cu-cled)., 

s. What if Joe d1d earn the money, but Joe's father d1d not prom1se that Joe 
could keep the money? 

Should Joe• 

refuse/not refuse/can't dec1de (clrcle one)? 

sa. Bow llllportant is 1t for parents to let theu ch1ldren keep earned money 
--even when the ch1ldren were not prom1sed that they could keep the money" 

very ~rtant/lmportant/not ~rtant (clrcle one) 

Sb. WHY 1s that very llllportant/lmportant/not 1mportant (whlchever one you 
cucled)? 

6. What if the father needs the money not to 90 on a fish1ng tnp but 
1nstead to pay for food for the fam1ly? Should Joe· 

refuse/not refuse/can't dec1de (circle one)? 

6a. Bow important is it for chlldren to help t.heu· parents-even when 1t 
means that the chlldren won't get to d:) someth1nq they want to d:)? 

very lmportant/llllportant/not 1mportant (c1rcle one) 

6b. WHY is that very lmportant/lmportant/not llllportant (whichever one you 
circled)? 
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ll.J 

I.a.truct:ions 

In t:h.1s b<nklet are two social problems w1th questions for you to answer 
We are asking the questlon not just to find out your op1n.1.ons about what 
should be d:)ne in the problems, but also to understand why you have those 
opin.1ons. Please answer all the quest.1.ons, espec1ally the •why• quest1ons 
Feel free to use the backs of the pages to fin.1.sh wr1t.1.ng your answers 1f you 
need 1110re space. 

Name 

Aqe 

Sex (c1rcle one) male/female 

Date 
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PROBLEM ONB 

Mrs. Jefferson had no more than four months to l1ve because of a very bad 
cancer. She was 1n terr1ble pa1n, and she was so weak that an extra amount of 
a spec1al punk1ller would make her d1e qu1ckly and w1th no pun. She was 
somet1mes del1r1ous and almost crazy w1th pa1n. Dur1ng the t1mes when she was 
calm, she would uk the ci:)ctor to g1ve her enough of the punk1ller to k1ll 
her. She sa1d she couldn't stand the pa1n, and she was go1ng to d1e 1n a few 
months anyway. But the doctor sa1d no, so Mrs. Jefferson started ask1ng her 
husband to cb 1t. The only way Mr. Jefferson could get enough punk1ller to 
klll her would be to steal several bottles of the spec1al drug from the doc
tor • s bag the next t1me the cbctor comes 

Mr. Jefferson has a problem. R1s w1fe has asked hlm to help her by k1ll1ng 
her, since she 1s in ternble pun and 1s go1ng to d1e 1n a few mont~s any
way. But, on the other band, the only way he could cb th1s would be to break 
the law by stealing the spec1al dru9. 

What should ~r. Jefferson do? 

should steal/should not steal/can't dec1de (Clrcle one) 

Let's change th1ngs about the problem and see 1f you st1ll have the op1n1or 
you c1rcled above (should steal, should not steal, can• t dec1de). Also, we 
want to f1nd out about the th1ngs you th1nk are 1mportant 1n th1s and othet 
problems, espec1ally wb7 you thlnk those th1ngs are unportant. Please try tc 
help up understand your thinkln<J by WRITI~ AS MUCH AS roo CAN '1'0 EXPLAI~ mur 
OPINIONS-EVEN IF YOU RAVE '1'0 WRITE 00'1' YOUR EXPLANATIONS MORE THAN ONCE 
Don't Just wr1te •same as before.• If you can expla1n better or use dlfferent 
words to show what you mean, that helps us even more. Please answer all the
questlons below, espec1ally the •why• quest1ons. 

1. What 1f Mr. Jefferson's w1fe pleads w1th h1m to steal the specul pun
klller, Should Mr. Jefferson: 

steal/not steal/can't dec1de (clrcle one), 

1 a. Row important 1s 1t for a husband to oo what h1s w1fe asks, even when hL 
lSn't sure whether that's the best th1n9 to do? 

very ~portant/lmportant/not ~portant (clrcle one) 
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1b. WHY is that very important/lmportant/not 1mportant (whlchever one you 
cucled)., 

2. What if Mr. Jefferson doesn't love h1s wife? Should Mr. Jefferson 

steal/net steal/can't decide (c1rcle one)? 

2a. Row important is it fer a husband to steal to he:p h1s w1fe end her pa1n, 
even lf he doesn't love her? 

2b. WHY 1s that very important/lmportant/not important (wh1chever one you 
cucled)? 

3. What 1f the person dy1nq 1s not ~r. Jefferson's w1fe but instead 1s a 
fr1end (and the fr1end can get no one else ~help)? Should ~r. Jefferson 

steal/not steal/can't dec1de (clrcle one)? 

3a. How 1mpcrtant is it to db everyth1ng you can, even break the law, to help 
a fr1end d1e sooner to escape terr1ble pa1n? 

very important/important/not important (circle one) 

lb. WHY is that very lmportant/impcrtant/not important (whlchever one you 
cucled)., 

4. What 1f the woman un' t ay1ng? What 1f she l.S not s1clc but 1nstead 1s 

unable to walk--a cr1pple--and wants to d1e., Should Mr Jefferson 

steal/not steal/can't dec1de (circ!e one)? 
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4a How 1mportant 1s 1t for people to l1ve even when they don'l want to? 

very 1mportant/1mportant/not 1mportant (Clrcle one) 

4b. WHY l.S that very 1mportant/1mportant/not 1.111portant (whlchever one you 
cucled)? 

s. What if Mr. Jefferson isn't sure what he should do but th1nks of the fact 
that the only way he could get the specul paink1ller would be by steallng 
1t? Should Mr. Jefferson· 

steal/not steal/can't decide (c1rcle one)? 

Sa. Bow important is it for people not to take thl.ngs that belong to other 
people? 

very important/important/not 1mportant (clrcle one) 

Sb. WBY is that very important/lmportant/not 1mportant (whlchever one you 
cucled)? 

6a. Bow important is it for people to obey the law? 

very important/J.mportant/not 1mportant (cl.rcle one) 

6b. WHY lS that very lmportant/lmportant/not 1mportant (whlchever one you 
circled) 7 
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7. What if Mr. Jefferson does steal the drug? B1s Wlfe does d1e qu1ckly and 
wit!'lout pain, but soon after that the pollee take Mr. Jefferson and bring hlm 
to court. Should the JUdge 

jail Mr. Jefferson/let Mr. Jefferson go free/can't dlcide (clrcle one)? 

7a. Bow important is it for judges to go easy on people like Mr Jefferson? 

very important/important/not important (circle one) 

7b. WHY i.s that very 1mportant/lmportant/not 1mportant (whichever one you 
circled)?-

8. What 1f ~r. Jpfferson tells t."le judge t."lat he only d1d what h1s co,.-
sclence told h1m to db~ Should t!'le Judge 

ja1l ~r Jefferson/let ~r Jefferson go free/can't dec1de (clrcle one)? 

Sa. Hew important lS 1t for judges to go easy on lawbreakers who have acted 
out of oonsc1ence? 

ve~y important/lmportant/not 1mportant (clrcle one) 

Sb. WRY is--that very important/lmportant/not 1mportant (whlchever one ycoJ 
cucled)? 

9. What if Mrs. Jefferson never had cancer., What 1f she was only a 11 ttle 
s1ck, and Hr. Jefferson stole t"le spec1al drug to help her get well a llttle 
sooner., Should the judge: 

jall Mr.-Jefferson/let Mr. Jefferson go free/can't dec1de (clrcle one)? 

9a. Row import-ant is it for judges to send people who break the law to Jall? 

very lmportant/lmportant/rot 1mportant (clrcle one) 
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9b WHY 15 that very lmportant/lmportant/not mpoctant (whlc:hever one you 
c: uc: led)., 
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PIIOBLBM 1'IIJ 

Judy is a twelve-year-old 91rl. Rer mother prom1sed her that she could ;~ 
to a spec1al rock concert com1n9 to theu town if she saved up from bab ,_ 
s1tt1nq and lunch money so she would have enough money to buy a tlcket to t~e 
concert. She-managed to save up the f1ve dollars the t1cket cost plus another 
four dollars. But then her mother changed h~r m1nd and told Judy that she had 
to spend the money on new clothes for school. Judy was duappo1nted and de
Clded to go to the concert anyway She bought a t1cket and told her mother 
that she bad only been able to save four dollars. That Saturday she went to 
the performance and told her mother that she was spend1ng the day w1t"l a 
fr1end. A week passed w1thout her mot"ler f1nd1n9 out. Then Judy told her older 
s1ster, Louise, that she had gone to the performance and had lled to theu 
mother about it. Lou1se wonders whether to tell their mother what Judy d1d 

Lou1se has a problem. Louue knows that Judy doesn • t want to be told or, 
and theu mother d1d promue Judy she could go to t"le rock concert 1f s .. e 
earned and saved up the money But, on the other hand, t"le1r mother wou.d wa-~ 
to know about Judy's lylng and d1sobey1ng 

What should Lou1se do? 

should tell/should keep qu1et/can't dec1de (clrcle one) 

Why? 

Let's change things about the problem and see if you st1ll have the op1n1cn 
you circled above (should tell, should keep qu1et, or can't decide) Also, we 
want to flnd out about the th1ngs you th1nk are important in th1s and ot"ler 
problems, espec1ally wby you thlnk those thlngs are .mportant. Please try '=' 
help us understand your th1nk1ng by WRITING AS MDCR AS YOU CAN TO EXPLAI~ YO~~ 
OPINIONs-EVEN IP YOO RAVE TO WRITE OUT YOUR EXPLANATIONS MORE '!'RAN ONe=. 
Don't just wr1te •same as before.• If you can expla1n be~ter or use dlffere-~ 
words to show wha• you mean, that helps us even more. Please answer all t .. e 
quest1ons below, especially the •why• quest1ons 

1. What if Judy hadn't earned the money? What if the mother had s1mply 91ve~ 
the money to Judy and promued Judy she could use 1t to go to the concert
but now the mot"ler wants the money back to help w1th buy1nq Judy her sc .. oc_ 
clot .. es? Should Lou1se 

tell/keep qu1et/can't dec1de (clrcle one)? 
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1 a. Bow 1mportant lS 1t for parents to keep theu promues about lett1ng 
thelr ch1ldren <eep money, even when the ch1ldren never earned t~e monev~ 

very 1mportant/1mpcrtant/not 1mportant (c1rcle one) 

1b WHY 1s that very lmportant/lmportant/not 1mportant (wh1cl:iever one you 
cucled)., 

2a. L0u1se thinks &bout the fact that her s1ster 1s her fr1end. How 1mportant 
1s it to keep a promise, if you can, to a fr1end? 

very important/important/not ~rtant (circle one) 

2b. toiHY 1s that very important/lmportant/not 1mportant (whlchever one you 
cucled)? 

3 a. What lii:SOut to anyone? Bow 1mportant 1s 1t to keep a promue, 1f you can, 
even to someone you bar dly know? 

very important/important/not 1mportant (clrcle one) 

lb. WHY is that very important/llllportant/not 1mportant (whlc~ever one you 
cucled)? 
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4 What 1f Judy has earned a lot of money--so much money that she could ha;e 
gone to the rock concert and st1ll 91ven her mother enough money to help pay 
for new school clothes" Should Lou1se 

tell/keep qu1et/can't dec1de (cl.rcle one)? 

4 a Bow uportant lS lt for ch1ldren to help thea parents, even w'len theu 
parents have broken a prom1se to them? 

~important/l.mportant/not 1mportant (cl.rcle one) 

4b. WHY is-that very important/important/not important (wh1chever one you 
cucled)? 

5. What 1f Judy d1d earn t'le monef, but t'leu mot'ler d1d not prO"'IlSe t'lat 
Judy could spend the money s'le earnec ~'le way she wants" Should Lou1se 

terr,tkeep qu1e~ 1can't dec!de (c1rcle one)" 

Sa. !!ow lliiCOt tant lS it for parents to let the1r chlldren keep earned money 
--even when t'le c~1ldren were not prom1sed that they could spe~d ~~e money t'le 
way they wrstt?--

very-~portant/l.mportant/not 1mportant (c1rcle one) 

Sb. WHY lS that very 1mportant/ll1m0rtant/not important (whlchever one you 
cucled)? 

6. What 1f the mther needs the 'DOney to pay for food for the fmlllly" Shoul:: 
LoUl.Se 

t&llfkeep qu1et/can't decide (cl.rcle one)" 
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6a How 1m~rtant 1S 1t for chlldren to do everyth1ng they can to help the1r 
parerts--even o~hen 1t means that the Chlldren won't r;et to do someth1ng they 
want to do, 

very tmportant/lmportant/not 1mportant (c1rcle one) 

6b. WHY 1s that very llllportant/1mportant/not 1mportant (whlchever one you 
cucled), 
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CODE t 
FORM A/B (clrcle one) 
RATER 
DATE 

Prob- ~rm I 
Quest1on 

le'll (quest.on) Referent 

1 Affll 
(1b 1 

2bl 
3b) 

2 Ll.fe 
(4b) 

One 3 LwPrp 
(Sb, 
6b) 

4 :::.~al 
Jus1:.ce 
(7bl 
9b) 

s. eon-
sc1ence 
(Sb) 

6 !'am. 
Affl.l. 
( lb, 
4bl 
6b) 

Two 7 Contract 
(2b, 
3b) 

8 Property 
(Sb) 

Stage Welqhtl.ffiS 

1 
2 
3 
4 -Tot~l 

TR A 
TP B• 

I 

P~OTCCOL ST~GE ~TING 

"'DDAL 
SRMS 
GLOBAL 

Aspect Comments 
C1tat1on Lerel (e q 1 onentat1on 

. 
I 

I I 
I I 
I I 

Computatlonal Space 
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A or B) 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
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APPENDIX D 

RAW DATA 

Explanatory Note 

Append~x D conta~ns the raw data for all subJects for 

the four sess~ons 

Append~x D-1 conta~ns ~nformat~on concern~ng the 

var~able code and measurement key 

Append~x D-2 conta~ns the raw data sample for 

~nterrater rel~ab~l~ty 

Append~x D-3 conta~ns the raw data for the Moral 

Judgment Scale and the Soc~al Reflect~on Quest~onna~re 

CONTENTS 

Append~x D-1 

Append~x D-2 

Append~x D-3 

Var~able Code and Measurement Key 

Raw Data Interrater Rel~ab~l~ty 

Raw Data MJS and SRM 
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Var1able Code and Measurement Key 
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Code 

ID 

Group 

MJS Clas 

Age 

Sex 

Code 

MJS Pre 

MJS Post 

SRMS-A 

SRMS-B 

Code 

Mod A 

Mod B 

Appendl.X D-1 

Var1.able Code and Measurement Key 

SubJect Ident1.f1.cat1.on Informat1.on 

Var1.able Name 

SubJect Number 

Group Number 

SubJect score 
category on MJS 

1 
2 
3 
4 

1 
2 

= E-1 
= E-2 
= C-1 
= C-2 

= above 
= below 

med1.an 
med1.an 

Age of subJect shown 1.n years 

SeSSl.On 

1 

4 

2 

3 

Sess1.on 

2 

3 

Sex of subJect 1 
2 

Data 

Var1.able Name 

Moral Judgment 

Moral Judgment 

Moral Matur1.ty 

Moral Matur1.ty 

Var1.able Name 

Modal stage 

Modal stage 

130 

= male 
= female 

Range 

15 - 90 

15 - 90 

100 - 400 

100 - 400 

Key 

1 = Stage 1 
2 = Stage 2 
3 = Stage 3 
4 = Stage 4 
5 = Stage 1/2 
6 = Stage 2/3 
7 = Stage 3/4 
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Raw Data Interrater Rel~ab~l~ty 
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SRMS by Subject and by Rater 

Subject Rater ~1 Rater ~2 

Modal SRMS Modal SRMS 

1 3 325 3 325 
2 3 269 3 269 
3 2/3 250 2 243 
4 4 358 4 358 
5 3 306 3/4 312 
6 3 319 3 319 
7 3 329 3 329 
8 3 310 3 310 
9 2 181 2 178 
10 2 235 2 242 
11 2 200 2 212 
12 4 331 4 337 
13 2/3 250 2/3 250 
14 3 275 3 275 
15 2 237 2 237 
16 3 293 3 300 
17 2 228 2 228 
18 3 312 3/4 331 
19 3 326 3 318 
20 3 331 3/4 350 
21 3 278 3 285 
22 3 285 3 300 
23 2 275 3 293 
24 3 278 3 278 
25 2 258 2 258 
26 3 337 3 312 
27 4 378 4 378 
28 2/3 250 3 271 
29 3 328 3 328 
30 3 328 3 331 
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Raw Data Moral Judgment Scale 

and Soc~omoral Reflect~on Measure 
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• l ' J 
4 ~ 6 z 8 2 JO 11 

001 1 2 21 2 64 2 258 J )00 61 
002 1 1 19 2 75 2 292 4 )56 67 
00) 1 2 18 2 58 J 278 J )21 58 
004 1 2 18 1 65 J 285 J )21 56 
005 1 2 21 1 62 J )00 J )25 62 
006 1 1 21 2 80 J )12 4 )64 8j 
007 1 2 19 2 65 2 2)7 J ))7 65 
008 1 1 20 1 74 2 2)7 7 ))1 68 
009 1 1 20 2 76 4 )50 4 )62 80 
010 1 1 21 1 7.5 4 )78 4 J87 79 
011 1 1 20 2 70 J 285 4 )85 71 
012 1 2 22 1 ss J )28 7 )50 55 
01) 1 2 19 2 65 6 250 J )00 72 
014 1 1 20 1 72 J 28) J )25 72 
015 1 1 22 2 66 J )07 J )28 71 
016 1 1 18 2 65 J )00 J JJJ 6) 
017 1 1 18 2 71 J )06 4 371 76 
018 1 2 18 2 S4 J 250 6 271 52 
019 1 2 22 2 57 4 JJ1 J JJS 6) 
020 1 1 19 1 70 J 278 J J40 68 
021 1 2 18 2 62 J 290 J J28 61 
022 1 1 18 2 66 2 278 4 J68 75 
02J 1 1 22 2 78 J )25 4 )68 71 
024 1 1 21 2 68 7 JJ1 4 )66 65 
025 1 1 19 2 6S 4 JYl 4 JS7 69 
026 1 2 19 1 60 J )00 4 )90 68 
027 1 2 21 2 61 2 255 7 ;so 64 
028 1 2 20 1 56 J 275 J JJ7 60 
029 1 2 18 2 56 J 28) J )00 60 
OJO 1 2 19 1 53 6 250 J JJO S9 
0:31 2 1 20 1 71 7 JJ1 2 256 71 
0)2 2 1 21 1 7) 4 )68 2 275 69 
OJJ 2 1 20 2 71 J )14 2 2:35 55 
0)4 2 2 19 2 sa 7 ;so 6 250 71 
OJ5 2 1 22 2 71 4 )56 J 29J 71 
0)6 2 2 22 2 6) 7 )50 J 275 78 
0)7 2 1 19 2 6S J 321 2 217 64 
0)8 2 2 20 1 6) 7 )28 J :312 62 
0)9 2 2 19 1 55 J :325 2 206 47 
040 2 2 20 1 64 4 )68 J )21 61 
041 2 2 19 2 S4 J 292 2 200 56 
042 2 2 19 2 62 J )18 2 24J 55 
04J 2 1 21 2 67 J 28) 2 221 67 
044 2 1 22 1 8J 4 )50 2 208 76 
045 2 2 19 2 64 7 JSO J )06 75 
046 2 1 18 2 66 J J16 J J14 69 
047 2 1 22 2 76 7 JSO 2 214 76 
048 2 1 20 2 78 J JJ7 J )00 76 
049 2 1 20 2 72 J J12 2 228 65 
050 2 1 19 2 68 J )41 2 181 77 
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1 ' ~ ~ 5 6 z 8 2 jO n 
051 2 2 19 2 55 3 314 2 250 70 
052 2 2 20 2 62 4 387 4 331 70 
053 2 2 22 1 52 3 330 3 290 65 
054 2 2 19 2 49 3 328 3 300 60 
055 2 1 20 2 78 4 362 3 312 76 
056 2 1 22 1 70 4 360 3 310 67 
057 2 2 21 2 63 3 331 3 306 68 
058 2 2 22 2 60 3 337 2 221 72 
059 2 1 20 1 67 3 300 2 257 67 
060 2 2 22 2 58 3 300 2 200 58 
061 3 2 19 1 67 3 308 3 300 f.$ 
062 3 2 19 2 62 3 314 3 325 72 
063 3 2 19 2 51 3 312 3 285 55 
064 3 1 20 2 80 3 318 3 328 77 
065 3 1 21 2 73 4 350 4 343 70 
066 3 2 19 2 65 3 335 3 325 f.$ 
067 3 2 22 2 65 4 335 7 328 68 
068 3 1 19 2 75 3 312 3 312 78 
Of.$ 3 2 21 2 64 4 321 3 318 48 
070 3 2 18 2 59 3 329 3 331 64 
071 3 1 19 1 72 3 319 3 333 74 
072 3 2 18 1 54 7 312 3 325 57 
073 3 1 18 2 74 3 314 3 307 68 
074 3 1 20 2 78 3 337 3 325 81 
075 3 2 21 2 59 3 325 3 337 60 
076 3 1 22 1 71 4 358 7 350 69 
017 3 1 22 1 69 3 342 3 337 70 
078 3 2 18 2 63 3 290 3 314 71 
079 3 2 18 1 67 2 283 2 283 58 
080 3 1 20 1 67 3 285 2 268 53 
081 3 2 18 2 58 2 243 2 241 f.$ 
082 3 2 21 1 56 3 300 4 292 69 
083 3 1 20 1 68 3 314 3 307 75 
084 3 1 20 2 68 3 310 3 300 71 
085 3 1 18 2 67 3 300 2 278 72 
086 3 2 18 2 65 3 2f$ 6 271 82 
087 ~ 2 21 1 56 3 325 4 335 56 
088 3 1 20 2 71 3 331 3 331 57 
089 3 1 18 1 78 3 335 3 335 68 
090 3 1 21 2 67 3 328 3 321 70 
091 4 1 19 2 79 72 
092 4 1 19 2 78 67 
09341 20 1 77 f.$ 
094 4 1 21 2 75 81 
095 4 1 20 1 75 75 
096 4 1 20 1 73 62 
097 4 1 21 1 73 7:3 
098 4 1 21 2 72 75 
099 4 1 20 1 71 68 
100 4 1 22 2 70 78 



1 2 J 4 ~ 6 
4 01 4 1 20 2 75 
102 4 1 1g 2 69 
1 OJ 4 1 20 2 69 
104 4 1 18 2 68 
105 4 1 18 2 67 
106 4 2 19 2 66 
107 4 2 22 1 65 
1 08 LJ. 2 18 2 64 
109 4 2 18 2 64 
110 4 2 19 2 64 
111 4 2 18 2 63 
112 4 2 20 2 63 
113 4 2 20 2 62 
114 4 2 18 1 60 
115 4 2 19 1 59 
116 LJ. 2 19 2 58 
117 4 2 21 2 57 
118 4 2 20 1 57 
119 4 2 19 1 54 
120 4 2 19 1 51 

* Column 1 - ID 

Column 2 - Group 

Column J - MJS Clas 

Co::!.umn 4 - Age 

Column 5 - Sex 

Column 6 - Pre-test MJS 

Column 7 - SRM-A Modal Stage 

Column 8 - S.RMS-Form A 

Column 9 - SR}I'-B }'!.odal Stage 

Column 1 0- SRMS-B 

Column 11- Post-test MJS 
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11 
74 
66 
69 
63 
63 
68 
6J 
69 
67 
60 
56 
70 
68 
62 
55 
60 
75 
57 
60 
58 
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APPENDIX E 

SELECTED STATISTICAL ANALYSES 

Explanatory Note 

Append1x E conta1ns selected stat1st1cal analyses for 

all subJects for the four sess1ons 

Append1x E-1 conta1ns t-tests for the Soc1omoral 

Reflect1on Measure, Forms A and B, for Groups E-1, E-2, and 

c-1 as well as t-tests for the Moral Judgment Scale pre-test 

and post-test for Group C-1 

Append1x E-2 conta1ns selected one-way, two-way, and 

three-way analyses of var1ances w1th related Scheffe tests 

Contents 

Append1x E-1 Selected T-tests 

Append1x E-2 Analyses of Var1ances 
Moral Judgment Scale Pre-test Scores by Group 
Moral Judgment Scale Post- test Scores by Group 
Soc1omoral Reflect1on Measure, Form A, Scores by Group 
Soc1omoral Reflect1on Measure, Form B, Scores by Group 
Soc1omoral Reflect1on Measure, Form A, Scores by Group and 

by Sex 
Soc1omoral Reflect1on Measure, Form B, Scores by Group and 

by Sex 
Soc1omoral Reflect1on Measure, Form A, Scores by Group, 

Sex, and Moral Judgment Scale Class 
Soc1omoral Reflect1on Measure, Form B, Scores by Group, 

Sex, and Moral Judgment Scale Class 
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• • • -- - • - - - - - - • - - •• - - - - -T-TEST - - - - - •• - ••• - •• - ........ 

Cll'oup E-1 

VARIABLE N MEAN STD DEV STD ERROR mFJ.uo..AN STD lEV STD ERROR T DF PROB 

SliMS .A. 292.967 ).5.431 6.469 
)0 .48.233 )0.))2 .5 • .5)8 -8.71 29 o.ooo 

SBMSB 341.200 28.1.59 .5.141 

-----------------------------------------------
OroupE-2 

V.ARUBLE N HW STD DEV STD ERPOR mF~ STD IBV STD ERROR T DF PROB 

SRMS.A. ))3.6J) 24.428 4.460 
JO 71.900 )7.969 6.932 10.)7 29 o.ooo 

SRMSB 261.7JJ 44.0,5? 8.04) ------------------------------------------------
Clroup c-1 

V.ARUBLE N MIAN STD DEV STD ERROR mF MEAN STD lEV STD ERROR T DF PROB 

SRMSA )1.5.1)) 24.048 4.)91 
)0 2.)00 11.10.5 2o02'7 1.1) 29 0.266 

SRMSB 312.8)) 2.5.788 4.708 

HJSPRE 66.300 7.)02 1.333 
30 -1.0)3 7.86) 1.4)6 -0.72 29 0.477 

MJSP~T 67.JJJ 8.397 1 • .5)3 

-------------------------------------------------
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•••••••••••••••••••ONEWAY••••••••••••••• 

Sa!JICE 

BEniEI!ZI GROUPS 

WU'BI!l llROUPS 

:roT .II. 

OF 

116 

119 

JHAI.lSIJI OF VARUM:l! 

SUI! OF SQUARES 

18 9)66 

8002 )2,5 

8021 2578 

l'l!Ah SQUARES 

6 '122 

68 9555 

F JIAT!O 'i' PROB 

0 09· 096116 

GROUP ccmr llhli STD IFV STD EIU!.OR MINIMUM II.UDIOll 95 PCT COIIF INT .POll M!JH 

GRPO! )0 65 466? ? 509? 1 3?11 53 0000 80 0000 62 6625 
GP.f 2 ,o 6~ 6000 ? 6950 1 4(JI"' 52 0000 8) oooc 62 ?26o 
GRPOJ )0 66 COo 7 )021 1 )3)2 51 0000 BO 0000 6) 5733 
uRP04 JO 6S 2JJ3 10 3447 1 88B7 2b 0000 79 0000 61 3?05 

:roT .II. 120 6S 6500 8 2101 0 '71195 26 0000 8) 0000 611 1660 

TESTS lOR HtJIOGE!Il!:IT' OF VARIA.ICES 

coatiUlo.> C • liA1 VARIANCE/SI'll (\AlliANCES) • 0 "'?8 • • 0 048 ( AF"ROX ) 
BARTLErT-aox r • .. 917 P • c 177 
IIAliliJll VARIANCII / !IIIIIIIJM VARIANCII • 2 007 

SCI!E!'n: PRDCEIIJIU! 
!lANDIS roll THE 0 050 LEVEL • 

401401401 

TO 
TO 
TO 
TO 

TO 

THE IWICIBS ABOVE Allll T.UU: IWICIBS TBI VWII! AClVALLI CIIIPAIIIID WI'lll MI!JJI (J) • llhli (I) 18 
S 87)1 JIANOI!* SOJIT ( 1/N (I) + 1/N (J)) 

HtJIIXlEiiiiOUS SUBSETS (SUBSETS or GROUPS WHCSE HIOHEST AIID LOWI!ST MEANS DO NOT MFP'Ell SI 
MORB '111AN TBI SIIOJI1li5T SiaiiiJIICAIIT IWIOI! lOR A SU!ISI!T or TJIAT SIZE) 

SUBSI!T 1 

llRalP ClRP04 GRPOI GRP02 ClRPOJ 
MEAN 6S 2JJJ 65 4667 65.6000 66 )000 

68 2?08 
o8 4?J4 
69 0266 
69 0961 

6? 1)40 

•••••••••••••••••••••~NEWA!••••••••••••••••••••••• 

YIJI!AIL! MJSPCS~ 
SI YM!l.UU: uROIT' 

JH.u.:tST.. or UIIIJJICE 

~OUPCE or SUM or ..Qf.W.S MEJJI SQUARES F RATIO F PROS 

~ ..a.'Vl!P ... I) 4106 4 47)2 0 O?o 0 9726 

WITHIN CROUPS 116 6792 9,56 sa s600 
TWAL 119 8021 25?8 

llRa1P CalNT MEAN STD D1!V STD liRROI! I!IIIIII1III II.UDIOll 95 PCT CONY INT POll llhli 

Clii'OI )0 66 4667 7 6)2? I J935 52 0000 8) 0000 6) 6166 
GRP02 )0 67 1))) 7 7135 I 408) 47 0000 78 0000 64 25)0 
GRPO) )0 67 )))) 8 )968 I S))O 48 0000 82 0000 611 1979 
GRP04 )0 66 7667 6 780? I 2)80 ss 0000 81 0000 611 2J47 

:rcT.IL 120 66 9250 7 5628 0 6904 4? 0000 8) 0000 65 5SBO 

TESTS lOR HIIIOCIIIIII:IT! or VARIJHCIIS 

00C11RA11S C • liA1 VARIANC!/SUK (VARIANCES) • 0 )010 P • 0 72? (APPIIOI) 
IWITLBTT-l!Ol F • 0 4J4 P • 0 729 
IIAIDIIII VARIJJICII I IIINiliDII YARIJJICII • I S)J 

SCI!E!'n: PROCEIJJRl! 
!!ANDIS POll THE 0 050 LEVEL • 

401 401 401 

TO 
TO 
TO 
TO 

TO 

THI JIANCIBS ABOYI! ARB T.UU: !lANDIS '1111! VALUE AClVALLI lliiiPARl!D WI'lll M1!A11 (J) • M1!A11 (I) IS 
S 4111 !lANGE SORT (l/N (I) +l/N (J)) 

BCIUKIIIIIBOIJS SUBSBTS (SU!ISBTS OF llRilUPS WHCSE HIOHEST AND LOWIIST MI!ANS DO NOT MFP'EJI SI 
111111: 'l1IJJI TBI SIIOII1li5T SiaiiiJIICAIIT JIANOI! lOR A SUBSI!T or TJIAT SIZE) 

SOIISBT 1 

69 )167 
70 01)6 
70 4687 
69 2986 

68 2920 

-------------------------------------------------
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• * • • • • • • • • • * • • • A N A L Y S I S 0 F V A R I A h C E * • • • • • • * • * * • * • • • 
SRIVJA 

• • • • • Jr. ijft~ • • ~ • • • • • • • ••• ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • ••• 

SCJJRCI OF VARUTICio Stll OF SQUAR!S DF KlAN SQUARE F S!aNIF OF F 

IUIII IPPBC'l'S 248'73.887 2 124)6.941 1,5.)52 o.ooo 
QROOP 2487).887 2 124)6.941 1.5o3S2 0 000 

DPLWIJD 24873.938 2 124)6.969 1,5.)52 o.ooo 

RISIIliAL 7~?'9.87.5 87 810.11) 

TOTAL 9S)S).81) 69 1071 191 

•••••••• MuLTIPLI CLASSIFICATION ARALYSIS • • • • • • • • • • 
SRIVJA 

BI GROIJP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
OIWID IIIAI • 31).91 

VARUJU + CATBQORY 

aRQJP 
1 
2 
3 

JIULTIPLI R SQUARID 
JIULTD'LI R 

scum PROcmJU 

• 
30 
30 
30 

IWIOIS lOR '1'111 o.o~ LEVEL -
4.01 4 01 4.01 

SUBSIT 1 

OROOP CIRP01 
MIAN 292.9666 

SU!BET 2 

OROOP GRPO) 
MIAN )1,5.13)) 

-----------
SUEET 3 

OROOP CIRP02 
~ 33).6))) 

UIAMJSTID 
IBV''N ETA 

-20.94 
19 72 
1.22 

0.,51 

ADJUSTED P'OR 
INIBPENIEN'lS 
IBV'H lii!:TA 

-20.94 
19.72 
1.22 

0.261 
0 • .511 

AllJUSTID lOR 
INDBPEIIIBN'l'S 
+ COVARIATBS 
lEV' N lii!:TA. 
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•• $ • • • • • • • • • • • • A H A L Y S 1 S 0 F V A R I A I C ! • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 
SRMSB 

BY GRcm 
$ $ G $ $ $ • • $ $ $ $ $ $ $ • • • • • $ $ • $ $ • • $ $ • • • $ • • • $ • • • $ • $ $ $ $ $ • $ • 

SOORC2 Oil' VAl!ll'l'ICii SUM OF SQUJ.RiS DF MEAN SQUARE F SICJNIF OF P 

IW.N lmC'lS 97)08.2.50 2 486.54.12.5 42.9li9 o.ooo 
QROOP 97)08.2.50 2 486.54.12.5 42.949 o.ooo 

E.IPL.WIID 97)08.2.50 2 486.54.12.5 42.949 o.ooo 
R§IW.IL 98.5.57.186 87 11)2.841 

TOTAL 19.5865.4)8 B9 2200.7).5 

••••••••HULTIPLI CLASSIFICATION AJIALISIS•••••••••••• 
S.IIISB 

BI GROUP 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
GRAND llUII • )0.5o26 

VARLUILI + ClfiQ(Ili 

GROUP 
1 
2 
J 

MUL'l'IPLI R SQU.ARID 
IIUL'l'IPLI R 

SWEFFI PROCIWR! 

I 

)0 
)0 
)0 

IWIGliS 10ft 'l'HI 0.0.50 LIV!L -
4.01 4.01 4.01 

SUBSET 1 

GROOP 
MEAN 

QRP02 
261.7))2 

-----------
IU!ISIT 2 

!EP03 
)12.8))) 

----------
SU!BIT J 

!EP01 
)41.2000 

-----------

IJIW)JUSTED 
JEV'R ITA 

ADJUSTED FOR 
IHIIPEliiD'lS 
DEV1N BITA 

I.DJUSTID FOf 
IIJEPI!!IIIDTS 
+ COVARUTIS 
II:Y I H BIT.& 



* • • • • • • • • • * * • A i ! L Y S I S 0 F V ! R I A N C ! * * • * * * * • • * • • • • • * 
Slt'lSA 

BY QROOF 
SEI 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
&alae& OF V.ARIJ.'nQI SUM OF SQO.ARES DF MEAN SQUARE , SIQJIIF OFF 

JUDI DnC'IS 2.5032.148 ' 6)44.047 10.028 o.ooo 
QROOP alf961.211 2 12480.605 15.000 o.ooo 
s.u 158.262 1 156.262 0.190 o.664 

2-Wl! Dl'l'IRACTICiiS 4)0.0)1 2 215.016 o.zss 0.7'7) 
GRC(.P s.u 4)0.0)1 2 21,5.016 0.256 0.77) 

UPL.UNED 2.5462.188 5 5092.4)8 6.120 o.ooo 
BBSllti.AL 69891.625 84 8)2.04-J 

1'0UL 95J5).81J 89 1 071.)91 

••••• I!ULrlPLI CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS • •••••••••• 
SllMSA 

BY GROOP 
SEX 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• 
ADJ0S TID lOR 

QIWID IIW • )1).91 ADJmTED li'OR IlilliP!NDBNTS 
UNADJUSTED IN.IEPENIENTS + COVARIATES 

VARUBLE + CATEGORY Jl IEV1N ETA IBV1N lETA IEV'N lETA 

OJ!OOP 
t )0 -20.94 -20.94 
2 )0 19.72 19.82 

' )0 1.22 1.1) 
o.s1 0.51 

su 
1 JO 126 !..88 
2 60 ..o.6:; -0.94 

o.o; o.04 

IIOLTIPLI R SQOAR!D 0.26) 
IIDLriPL& R 0.512 
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•••••••••••• AtiALYSIS OF VA.RlA!ICI!:**************** 
SJI!mf 

Bl CIROOP 
lEI 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
SWBCB OF V.ARIJ.'I'IOt. BUK or SQD.&RBS DF MUll SQUARE .,. Sl<JIIF OF F 

IUIII BmC'l'S 98120 • .3'7.5 ) )2706.189 28.210 o.ooo 
GliOOP 96.5)0.250 2 48265.12} 41.6)0 o.ooo 
SII 812.12) 1 812.12) 0.100 o.405 

2-WAY D'!'lmlCTICiiS )56.500 2 178.250 0.154 o.858 
GRaJP SII JS6.505 2 178.2.52 0.154 o.858 

EXPLAINED 98476 875 5 19695 • .3'75 16.988 0 000 

USI:DJ.U. 97)88.56) 84 11.59.367 

TOTAL 195865.438 89 2200.7)5 

* •• ** • *MULTIPLE CLJ.SSIP'!CA.'l'ION .lNALYSIS**** • • • • • 
SitiSB 

Bl CIROUP 
su 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
ADJUSTED FOR 

QIWID MEAN • )05.26 ADJtJSTED FOR DIEPENmlTS 
UNADJUSTED DiiEPEND!l.TS + COVARIATES 

V.ARUBLi + CATEGORY Ji IBV1N ITA DBV11i BETA IBV111 JI!:TA 

OBOOP 
l )0 )5o94 35.94 
2 )0 -4).52 -4).31 

' )0 ?.58 7.)0 
0.70 0.70 

su 
1 )0 5.94 4.25 
2 60 -2.97 --:.1.) 

0.09 0.06 

JIUL'l'IPLE R SQU-'RID o • .sot 
IIUL'l'IPLE R 0.708 
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•••••••••••• AJIALISIS OF V.A.RI.AJICI•••••••••••••• 
SJIKSA 

BY QROOP 
SEX 
'l.TSCLAS 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
SCXTitC!! 0!' VARUTI<JI 8111 01 SQV.ARBS 111 MJW. SQUARE !' SIGilli!' OF !' 

IU.DI EFFECTS )0)8).660 4 7.59.5.914 10.117 o.ooo 
QIIOUP 111961.211 2 12lt80.60.5 16.62:; o.ooo 
SIX 1,58.262 1 1,58.262 0.211 0.647 
KJSCLAS 5151.508 1 53.51.,508 7.128 0.009 

2·\rlAY INT&RAC'l'I<JIS 42,5,5.102 s 8.51.020 1.1:;:; o.).SO 
GROOP SII 2?9.540 2 1)9.?70 0.186 o.a:;1 
GFu:lUP KJSCLAS )719.121 2 18,59.,561 2.477 0.011 
SIX JLJSCUS )61.62) 1 )61.62) 0.482 0.490 

).WAY IN'l'ERA.CTICtiS 215).406 2 1076.70J 1.414 0.24.5 
ORaJP SEX M.JS::US 21.5).407 2 1076.70) 1.4)4 0.21+.5 

EXPLAINED )6792.168 ll ))44 742 4.4.5.5 o.ooo 

BISimAL ,58;61.64.5 78 750.790 

'l'OTJL 9.5).5).81) 89 1071.)91 

•••••• MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION .&JIALISIS•••••••••• 
SRMSA 

BI CIRa1P 
SIX 
M.JSCUS 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
QUID IIIAN • )1).91 AmtlSTElJ POP 

Anl'tlSTID JIOR 
INII!Pih!DTS 

tiJi.CJJUSTED DIEP!Nr!:li1S + OOVARUTKS 
V.A.RUBLE + CA'l'E:.oRY N lEv 1 ~ E"'A DEV1N B!J.A IEV1N 

aROOP 
1 )0 -20.94 -20.95 
2 )0 19.72 19.82 
) )0 1.22 1.1) 

0.,51 o.;1 

SIX 
l )0 1.26 1.88 
2 60 ..0.6) ..0.94 

JIJSCL&S 
o.o) 0.04 

l 4,5 7.71 7.71 
2 4,5 -7.71 -7.71 

0.21+ o.-. 

IIULTIPLI R SQO'mD 0.)19 
IIJLmLB R 0.,564 
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• ~ • • • * • • • • • * * A N A L Y S I S 0 F V A R I A N C E • * * • • • * • • • • • • • • • 
SRKSB 

BI GRO...'"P 
SEX 
MJSCIJ.S 

• $ * • • • • * • • • • • • * • • • • • • • • ~ ~ ~ • • • • • * * • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • 

SOORCE OF i.uuATlON St!J' OF SQUAR!:S DF KE.U1 SQUARE F SICIN!F OFF 

.MAIN EFFECTS 100281 250 4 25070 313 22 ~8) o.ooo 
GROOP 965)0.250 2 4826,5 125 44.0,54 o.ooo 
SZI 812 12) 1 812.12) 0.741 0.)92 
MJSCLAS 2160.900 1 2160.900 1.972 0.164 

2-WAY INTIRACTION5 8)04.)1) 5 1660 862 1.516 0 1q4 
aROOP SEX 409 6::>t 2 20484) 0 f57 0.8)0 
GR~ MJSCLAS ?032 160 2 JS'6 ORO J :>('9 0 ()4.6 
SiX MJS~ 11)0.777 1 11)0.717 1.0)2 0.)13 

.)-WAY DiTIRACTlONS 1824.000 2 912.000 0.832 o.4J9 
GROOP SEX MJSCLAS 1824.000 2 912.00!+ 0.8:32 0.4)9 

IIPLAINED 110409 • .563 11 100)7.2)0 9.161 o.ooo 

RESIIXI.AI. 8.54.55.87.5 78 1095.,588 

TOTAL 19,586,5.4)8 89 2200.73.5 

••••••• MULTIPLE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS • * • * • • • • • 
SRMSE 

BI CIROOP 
SEX 
MJSC:U.S 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • * • • • * • * • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • * • * • • • • • • 
ADJOSTED FOR 

GRAND MIAN K )0,5.26 A.llJUSTED FOR DIDI!PEHIEN'IS 
OlWlJUSTEJ IHDEPENIENTS + COVARIJ.TBS 

VARIABLE + CA.TEOORY N IEV1li ETA !IN'~ BETA IEV'JI lETA 

GliClJP 
1 )0 1.5·94 J.5·94 
2 JO ).52 :;.)1 
J )0 7 • .58 7.)6 

0.70 0.70 

SEI 
1 JO 5.94 4.2.5 
2 60 -2.97 -2.1) 

0.09 0.06 

IIJSCLAS 
l :~ J:38 J:38 2 

0.11 0.11 

IIDLTIPLI R SQUARID 0 • .512 
IIDLTIPLE R 0.716 

148 



0/ 
VITA 

Angel1ne Joy O'Malley 

Cand1date for the Degree of 

Doctor of Ph1losophy 

Thes1s. PARADOXICAL REGRESSION IN MORAL REASONING IN COLLEGE 
STUDENT SUBJECTS ARTIFACT OF MATERIAL REWARDS? 

MaJor F1eld 

B1ograph1cal 

Home Econom1cs-Fam1ly Relat1ons and 
Ch1ld Development 

Personal Data Born 1n M1dwest C1ty, Oklahoma, 
December 22, 1944, the daughter of W1ll1a~ R and 
V1v1an P. Gammel Marr1ed to John Steven O'Malle7 
on June 11, 1966 B1rthed two daughters, Sarah 
Joy and Karen Rachel O'Malley. 

Educat1on Graduated from Un1vers1ty H1gh School, 
W Los Angeles, Cal1forn1a, 1n June, 1962, 
rece1ved Bachelor of Sc1ence degree 1n Vocat1onal 
Home Econom1cs Educat1on from Purdue Un1vers1ty 1n 
June, 1966, rece1ved Master of Arts degree 1n Home 
Econom1cs Educat1on from Montcla1r State College 
1n June, 1970, completed requ1rements for the 
Doctor of Ph1losophy degree at Oklahoma State 
Un1vers1ty 1n May, 1986 

Profess1onal Exper1ence Home Econom1cs teacher, Dag 
HammarskJold Jun1or H1gh School, Wall1ngford, 
Connect1put, 1966 to 1967, Home Econom1cs teacher, 
Lafayette M1ddle School, Chatham, New Jersey, 1967 
to 1970, Lecturer Ch1ld Development, Butler 
Un1vers1ty, Ind1anapol1s, Ind1ana, 1970 to 1972, 
Fam1ly L1fe Teacher, Oklahoma B1ble Academy, Meno, 
Oklahoma, 1974 to 1976, Three-year-old 
Coord1nator, F1rst Un1ted Method1st Church, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, 1978 to 1980, Nursery School teacher, 
New Haven Day School, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 1982 to 



1983, Fam1ly L1fe and Home Econom1cs teacher, L1fe 
Chr1st1an School, Tulsa, Oklahoma, 1983 to 1985, 
membAr of Amer1can Home Econom1cs Assoc1at1on, 
Nat1onal counc1l on Fam1ly Relat1ons, and Om1cron 
Nu 


