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Previous étudie§ demonstrate a rélationship between: -
huﬁgh values and behqviOﬂ in both the laboratory (Penner,

. 1971) and in readTTFe (Rokeach, 1973, 1969; Shotland and
Berger, 1970). the; past research has reported positive
results in linking'lével of fairness-reasoning to

) experimental méasures of behavior {(Jacobs, 1976, 19%7;
Froming and Cooper, 1976{ Gunzberger, Wegner and Anooshian,
,l9f7:‘Leming, 1978; Malinowski, 1978). Using levei of
fairness—reasdning to provide a model of a cogAitive—

devedtopmental process which can structure and use human

values as ¢ontent, the present study hypothesized that
behaviora;'reéponses to social_justicé-felated events were
significantly mbre predict;ble on the basis of céopera;ive
justlce—related value content plus level of fairness-
reasoning than either %f those pred;ctors alone) It was also
hypothesized that 1p cases where principled level of
fairness-reasonefs highly preferred cooperative_ju;tice—
related values, real -life social justicg—related behavior
would be most significantly manifested. Data from 171 adults
anélyzed by stepwise multiple regresiiggkgndicated that level
of fairness-reasoning (Rest's Defining Issues Test) was a
significant predictor Qf attendance behavior at social

juétice events, while Rokeach values of eguality and a world

at peace were not. Level of fairness-reasoning in
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combinatién with other significant predictors of social

o .
N L
o . + .

justice-related behavior, i.e. high preference given to the

e

values a comfortable life, courageous and wisdom, and low

prefesence given to the values logical and intellectual,

‘explained‘significﬁntly_more‘of the variance in social ’
justice-related behavior than the level of fairness~reasoning
alone or the five values zlone. A multiple comparisnn of
attendance. behavior scores showed that principled level of
fairness-reasoneré who hierarchically placed egualiti in a
middle position showed significantly more attendance behavior
than low level of Ealrness-reasoners who hierarchically
placed equality in a mlddle position. Data from post hoc
questionnaires pointed out that individuals who attended one
or more social justice events reported s1gn1f1cantly more ,
involvement of their values in their decisions to attend than
did individuals who attended no 'social justice evg;ts.
Findings were discussed in terms of the affirmation of
fairness—reasoning as a predictog of social justice-reladted
behavior, the theoreticnl perspective of values as internal,
mediating cognitions, as well as cognitive transformations of
needs, and the operation of psychologicél processes other
than the cognitive one in predicting social justice-related

behavior.
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INTRODUCTION™"" T g

4

How and when do.vélues relaﬁé‘to action? This quéstion
is theoretidally intriguing and empirically challenging.

R keacﬁ (1973, 1979) has highlighted values é§ preferred
cognitions or beliefs that are—activated in siguations as
inte:ggn'ng variables. 1In Doob's (1941) analysis, a value

can be viewed ‘as an implicit, mediating response occuring

. . . R &
between an objective stimulus and an overt response and’
1

Eeffectlng the latter.

As cognitions, values are necessarily subject to those
organizing influences whlch affect other cogn1t1Ve processes.
Resg\é\{1974, 1979) levels of cognltlve—development in
fairness-reasoning provide a model of a process which can
structure and use human values as content. The cegnitive- f

developmental levels of fairness-reésoninq may be thought 1) ‘}ﬁ
I

to represent an interactive system within which values are
. {

organized and 2) to represent certain rules by which a person
applies value terms. A given structure {or levelf aids in the
understandln%)of how people organize ‘and use values at the
applicable point in time along the cognltlve—developmental
continuum. ~Level of fairness— reasoning in this study is
seen as_ a cognitive structuring process which interacts with
walue content and moderates the manifestation of valyes in

e

real life behavior.

’..‘ )
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The ‘present étudylidenﬁifies two coopera£ive justice
values and seéks to iﬁvespigate their roles aslmediating
.cognitions pefween social jusﬁice stimuli (promotional
'apprqpriate ends) and .overt behavior‘(attendance at
justice-related events). Consideration is also given bo.

LY

cognitive-developmental level. Specifically,.this study

, investigates the iﬁpact of cooperative justice values

(equality and a world at peace) on social justice-related'

behavior for persons atlhigh (principled) versus low.
cognitive-developmental levels of fairness—-reasoning.

The }iterature relevant to the study is presented in the
first'chaptef. The'first chapter also discusses the probléms
inveitiéatéd in greatgr depth, and presents this.study's
hypogheses. The second chapter pfésents;thé experimental'
design aqg specifically describés ﬁhe experimental tools, the
subject population, and methods of data analysis. The
results of the study are presented in the third chapter. The
fdurth'chapter discusses the f}ndings and presents

suggestions for further research.




CHAPTER I °

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Literature relevant to this study is presented in this
chapter. Section A introduces a cognitive—dévelopmental
-approacp to the behavioral aspect of values, where values are
‘viewed as content within a cégnitive structuring process.
Cognitive-developmental approaches to moral or
fairness-reasoning are.traced. Highlighted are the
developmental , cognitive, and behavioral aspects of
fairness—reasoning. ﬁesearch studies are cited indicating
support for each aspect presented. Section B is directéd
toward a conceptual integration of a cbgnitive—developmental
process of fairness-reasoning (as structure) with cooperative
justice values (as-gontent), which sﬂﬁws the application of
values to‘red%.life.social justice—-related behavior. This
{\J~ section expldres the definition of a value and a value
. system, dgﬁtinguiéhes kinds of values, and contrasts values

with other related concepts. The link between. values and

¥

™ behavior is examined through empirical studies and through a
theoretical viewpoint in which values are iiewed as an
Himplicit response with energizing characteristics that can;.
motivate the external.response. A coopera£i§e justice value, -
equality, is traceé through sﬁages of fairness-reasoning, and

distinctions are made as to the way.an individual might

conceptualize and act out the value equality at a low (stages




l.through 4) versus a high (principled stages 5 and 6)
cognitive-developmental level of fairness-reasoning. Section
C concludes the chapter with a statement of the specific

problems investigated by this study and experimental

hypotheses.

A. A Cognitive-Developmental Approach to Fairness-Reasoning

. L

This initial section-will examine, throu&h James Rest's
work on fairness-reasoning, a coghitivé structuring process
that is hypothesized, in the present research, to interact
with value cognitions and moderate the manifestation of human
values. Subsections wil; include (1)} a histeorical research
perspective of a cognitive—develdgmental approach to
fairness-reasoning, (2) a cooperative-justice approach of
fairness-reasoning, (3) developme;kal considerations of
fairness-reasoning, (4) the role of cognition in
fairness-reasoning, and (5) behavioral manifestations of

fairness-reasoning.

James Rest's (1979) central research thesis is that the
- differences émong'people in the ways they construe and
evaluate moral problems are determined largely by their
concepts of fairness. Further, Rest postulates it is
possible to’ identify and describe these basic concepts, and

that more adequate and complex concepts of fairness develop

from less édequate simple ones. Such an approach is well-

-
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grounded in the cognitive-developmental literature, which
stresses developmental maturity and associated cognitive
change; as a’ 51gn1f1cant influence on morak development.
Rest has operationalized his thesis in the Deflnlng Issues
Test (DIT) (1972) a cognitive-developmental measure of moral
reasoning.

For purposes of clarification, it is noted that the word
"morality" in the present study refers to "fairness" and is
used to connote concepts of social cooperation. Throughout
this study, the terms "fairness" and "morality" will be used
interchangeébly. )

The”Ebgnitive—developmental approach to fairness-
reasoning ie petsonified in the works of Piaget (1932),
Kohlberg (1958, 1963, 1969, 1971, 1976ﬂ{ and most recently,
Rest (1972, 1974, 1979). Rest (1979) bases his thesis an the
theoretical work of Kohlberg, whose involvement in the
research area of moral judgment dates from his doctoral
dissertation (Kohlberg, 1958), the purpose of which was to
carry forward.into adolescence Jean Piaget's (1932)
pioneering investigation of the development of moral judgment
in children. While Rest's research is concerned with an
older population (adolescence through adulthood) the
cognitive—developmental aspects of the theories of his
predecessors hold. Though the author recognizes that current

research has studied, criticized, and carried forward various

aspects of the work of Piaget and Kohlberg, 1t is only the
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cognitive-developmental contributions of each of these

theorists that will be addressed here.
1. A historical research perspective.

In the 1930's, Piaget's book on The Moral Judément of

the Child (1932) was in stark contrast to’other

investigators' work on moral thinking at the time. Pittel

and Mendelsohn (1966) review éhe va;ious earlier approaches.
While the main‘interest of other researchers contemporary to
Piaget was to explain'the_occufrence Or nonoccurrence of some
behavior that had significance from the researcher's (or
society's) point of view, Piaget aimed to explain why a
"subject values certain things from the person's own point of
view, For other researchers, a subject's verbalizations were 7
interesting only insofar as they predicted behavior; for
Piaget, verﬁaliéations'were regarded as interesting for what
they reveQ}ed about the inner world 9f the subject. As
Piaget interviewed children about many kinds of Eéirpess
sitwvations, finding that they had definite intentions about
morél right and wrong, he observed that their point of vieﬁ
seemed to be drastically different from that of an adult.
Pigget characterized the difference between child and adult
points of view by postulating different underlying cognitive
organizations, each w%th its particular logic and way of

ihterpreting experience. Piaget characterized the young 7



child's moral point of view as "moral realism" or
"heteronomous mo:ality,“ in which the child is éware of moral
rules and duties, but dces’ not see them as sociai ~
arrangements and human devices for regulating cooperative

interaction. Rather, the child assumes moral rules are fixed

in the nature of things, like natural, physical laws, and are

the same for everyone. Only gradually does the young'child

. e

realize that faifneés rules are cooperative arrangements
among equals, agreed upon for mutual benefits. This latter
point of view is called "autonomous moralié&”.

One fundamental: tenet of the cognitive—developmental
approach, then, is that a person's perception of reality is
cogﬁitively constructed, A second fundamental tenet is that

cognitive structures evolve - that there is a developmental

" progression by which the earlier cognitions are elaborated to

accommodate greater complexity in exﬁ;:;gnce. As empirical
evidence for the theory of the developing structure of moral
judgment, Piaéet's book is filled with examples g% young
children's moral thinking contrasted with clder children's
thinking. It has been pointed out (Rest, 1979) that by
today's journal standards, such cross-sectional data would
not count for much without data on scoring reliability;
subject consistency,.statistical tests of significance, or
covariance\with IQ. However, a major contribution was
Piaget's pointing researchers to a key empirical test of

cognitive-developmental théory - némely, to look for age-

%_.
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‘related differences in types of responses - and this has been
the most extensively used paradigm in cognitive-developmental
research.
Kohiberg's dissertation in 1958 elaborated the
cognitive-developmental approach in moral judgment research.
. Presenting to 72 male subjects (ages 10-16) complex'moqql
dilemmas and interviewing them about what they theught should
be done and why, Kohlberg concluded that Piagét's two stages
did not adequately describe the kinds of reasoning produced
by these subjects. Kohlberg identified dozens of features in
the recurr;nt responses of subjects; furthermore, the
thinking seemed to 'tluster into six stages instead of
Piaget's two. The brief characterizations of the six stages L
are well-known to researchers of mqral judgment. ;
In 1971, Kohlberg published his most extensive
discussion of how qis six stages form an order of increasing |
cognitive adeguacy. 1In the 1971 presentation, one 'stage is
better than its predecessor not only in terms of being more
differentiated, but also in terms of taking account of
increasingly complex problems (e.g. how to organize a
society). By 1976, however, Kohlberg was describing moral
stages in terms of different 'kinds of "social perspective" :
the pefspective of an individual considering his own
inFerests {at Stages 1 and 2), or Fhe perspective of an

individual who sees himself as a participant in a group whose

members share expectations (at Stages 3 and 4), or the
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perspective of a rational moral individual "who has made' the
moral commitments or holds the standards on which a good or

just society must be based" as at Stages 5 and GI(Kohlbérg,

1976, p. 36).

A-great amount and variety of research has been done on
Kohlberg's six-stage model of moral reasoning, and several
new outgrowths with cognitive-developmental base§ have
emerged (Shantz, 1975; Damon, 1977; Selman, 1976: Selman and
Jaguette, 1977; Turiel, 1974; Rest, 1974, 1979).  One new
diregtion and a focal point of the.present research includes
the ?ork of Jémes Rest on the DIT. Rest's éesearch arose

primarily in response 1) to the need for a practical,

validaped method for assessing moral judgment, and 2) to the

‘need to establish a data base for the major claims of the

cognitive-~developmental theory (Rest, 1979). Aas a réshlt of
accumulating evidence, Rest has reinterpreted two key ideas
of cognitive-developmental theory - the stage concept and the
relation of moral judgment to behavior. Aadditionally, Rest
has couched his cognitive developmental.theoryhof fairness-
reasoning in terms of cooperation. It is.with the latter
that an investigation into Rest‘s‘postulations will begin.
Subsequently, Rest's thinking on the simple‘stage concept
will be presented, followed by aﬁdiscussion of Lhe

relationship of fairness-reasoning to behavior. ,



2. Fairness-reasoning: a cooperative justice approach

Rest (1979) acknowledges the strong influence of John

‘Rawl's (1971) theory of social justice on his thinking

rggardihg morality. .Rest bégins by observing that every
person'is botn into an association of people, People band
together for mutual advantage -~ for raising the young, for
protection, for a division of economic labor, for the pure
pleagure of interpersonal stimuiation, for sexual
stimulation, and so on. Social cooperation makes a better
life. Therefore participants in a social group have a
mutuality of interests for maintaining that group. There is
also, however, a source of éotential conflict of interests,
since egch'person cannot be assumed to be indifferent to the
distribution of the benefits of social collaboration. Thous
there are'natural\ttndencies te Qant to cqllaborate'and

cooperate but also tendencies to preserve and protect

individual interests.

-

A crucial function of moral thinking is to provide a
plan for the distribution of the benefits and burdens of
social, collaboration. Moral rules and principles regulate

4

the basic relationships among people in terms of allocating

'rights (what kinds of claims a person <¢an make on others in

*v

hls own 1nterest) and allocatlng respon51b111txes {the claims
that others can make on their behalf from the perSon}. For

Rest (1979), a changexfrom one stage of moral thinking to the



next is equivalent to how the subject ascribes rights and
responsibilitie£ in & moral dilemma. ]
Table 1, column 3, presents the central concepts that
are used in determining mogal rights and responsibilities for 1
each of the six stages of fairness-reasoning. At stagé 4, t
for example, the morality of law and duty to social order is ‘
operative., Contrasted to stage 4.caﬁ be . the stage 2 morality
of "Let's maké a deal." . ; _ ' o
In accounting for the change in how a subject.ascribes .
rights and responsibilities in a moral dilemma, Rest L
postulates two factors. The first factér is,‘simply,nhow
rules -are known and éhared.'
...50cio-moral development begins Witﬁ rudimentary
concepts of shared expectations (nprms established
by the demands of the caretaker)\and culminates in |
a concept of mutual expectations unded, on a : |
‘logical analysis of the requiremenks of an ideal :
system of cooperation (Rest, 1979/p. 19)}. :
Table 1, column 1, concretizes these stage-changes by
providing examples for eéch stage as to How rules are known
and shared,' At stage 4 from column 1, for example, all
members of society know what is éxpec?ed of them through
public, institutionalized law. This understanding about how
rules are known and shared can be differentiated from stage
2 in column 1, where each person is understood to have -
his/her own interest, and an exchange of favors might be - _; T

mutually decided.




Table 1
 James Reat's Stages of Fairneas-Reasoning .

un:&xm:imo!mgﬁm
about acticns (how rules are  Schemes of balacing interests Central concerf for

. determining

Stage Ynown and ghaged) \ (fow equilibrium is achiewad) roral rights and responsibilities

LY

Stage 1 " Tha ceretaker mkes known k'medﬂ.’ldd:um:mm The roralicy of chedignos: “Do
certain demands on the making rules, but understands what you're told.”
child's behavior, / that chedience will bring

. o trud:ntzmp\m.ll‘lm:.

Stage 2 . Although each person is’ If each party sees somthing  The morality of instTumental
understood to have his own to gain in an exchange, then  egodsm and simple exchange: P
interests, an both want to reciprocate. "Let's moke & denl."
of favors might be :

- mutmlly’ . -

Staglk 3 Through reciprocal role Friendship The morality of interparsonal
taking, individuals attain establish a stabilized and conoxdance: "Be considerats,

- a mmal understanding anduring schame of nice, and kind, and vou'll get
about each other and the . ocooperstion. Each perty along with people.™
on-going pattern of their anticipates the feeling,
inter-actions. nesds, and vants of the other

and acts in’tha othar's
R welfars. .

Stage 4 All mevbers of society know  Unless a sociaty-wide system  The morality of law and duty to

. . what it expsctad of them of cooperation is established the social order: "Everyene in
through public and stabilized, no individusl society is cbligated and

Y. Nl

. resporgibilities, -
Stage 5 Fornl are Law-mmking procedures are The morality of societal consensus:
. inscitutionalizad for devized 80 that they reflect  “You are cbligated by whataver
1 making lwws, which one the general will of the arranpements are agreed to by ce
anticipates rational paople, at the same time mocens prooedures.”
.. poople would accept. inmaring certain besic rights

other people.
lﬂqls.‘b ™he logical requirements A scheme of cooparation that The morality of ron-axbitary social
* f of rar-arbitrary ccoperation negates or noutralizas all cooperation: "How rational and
wrng rational, equal, arbitrary distribution of imrpartial people would orgenize

and. impartial pecple are rights and responsibilities = cooperation is moral.”
taken as idoal criteria for  is the most equilibrated, for .

~ social crganization which axh system-is masdimizing the
one anticipates- rational sirultaneous benefit to each
people would accept, reber so that any deviation

from thase rules would
adbantage sorp merbers at the
wopense of othars.

- . taken from Rest, J. Lis
in issung: H
: ol ty of Minneecta, 1979, pp. 22-23
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_The second factor that, according to Rest, accounts f&r

stagje change, is how one achieves a balance of interests of

-

people in .2 cooperating group. . »

... if the rules of a society operated to max imize
the welfare of each participant without giving |
advantages to some ople at an undue cost to others,
by and large, its participants have a gredt stake in
maintaining the system. In other words, a balancing
of interests creates a stable’ social equilibrium;
each participant is willing to bear his social burdens
for the sake of the benefits of social cooperatlon,
realizing that others reciprocally bear their
respective burdens and receive their proportlonal
benefits. Concepts of fairness and justige- are
essentially notions about the balancing of individual
/interests and the benefits of cooperation (Rest,
1979, pi 19-20).

[y

At stage;4 (Table 1, columnRZ),'the achieving of a
balance of infefests of people in a cooperating group is
determlned by the law. At s£age 2, this achievement is
attalned through rec1procal exchange.

To summgrize, moral or fairness-reasoning, for Rest, is
concerned with how the benefits. and burdens of social
cooperation are to be distributéa {the rules of a social
sfépem that assign people's rights and responsibiiities).
Rest analyzes moral developmeht in terms of its successiv§
conceptions of 1)\how mutual expeétations (rules) among
cooperating indiv} vals are establisheéd, and 2) how the
interests of indivi Ualslaré to be equilibrﬁted.

Table 1 presents the sﬁage characteriéations on the two

major developmental dimensions and that stage's central

¥ ‘ a »
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concept for determining moral-rights and responsibilities, -

3. Developmental conBiderations of fairness-reasoning.

[ j
Rest (1979) has.re-visiﬁed the notioh~of -development

through the simple Stage theory in cognitive-developmental
: A

1

research. Rest's postulations on stage coﬁéistenéy acrgfs
. moral dilemas, a "pure" measure of cogﬁitivé structure, and
invariant step-by-step development through stages can be
contrasted with thé postulations of Kohlberg. Rest cites
empirical data that challenges the simple stage model in’
terms of givihg much evidence of subject fluctuagion in
stages, rather than'evidencing a subject in "one moral stage *
6r another" (Rubin and Trotter, 1977; Kuhn, 1976). He
highlights studies that demonstrate the inconsistencies
indicated about a-subject‘s thought structures if test
characteristics are varied, (for example, Medinnus, 1959;
Magowan. and Lee,-lQJO; Flavell, 1970). Finally, Rest

-

challenges the step-by-step, "all-or-ncne" view of the simple

~ stage model through the use of empirical research (Flavell,

1970, Shantz, 1975; Hoffman, 1970). Rest (1979) proposes the
followiné modifications to the simple stage theory of
fairness—-reasoning development.

First, that "the notion that a person ‘'has' or 'has not'
a stage ié'ﬁ%ong" (p. 63). -Flavell and Wohlwill.(l§69L-have

shown that the manifestation of a certain pattern of
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A -
reasoning is not an "all or nothing" matter. Flavell and
Wohlwill (1969, p. 49) note that when children_are in a .
period of transition in acquiring a structure, (for example,
conservation of length), they vacillate in the employment of
the cognitaye structure. Subjects first.exhibiﬁ the
structure very seldom, then increasingly to the point of
using it fairly reliably in appropriate situations. “The
recent Piagetian literatﬁre strongly suggests that
development is normally graduél rather than abrupt" (Flavell
and Wohlwill, 1969, p. 79).

Secondly, that "developmental éssessmeht is
probabilistic" (p. 63). No pure, direct assessment of
cognitive structure exists that is unaffec&eé by the.specific
task, content, and responée characteristi¢s of the situation.
Thus, any developmental assessment must consider these
performance and situational factors in evaluating thé
subject's ﬁs; of a certain type of fairness-reasoning
{Bortner and Birch, 1970; Gelmgn, 1972; Smedslund, 1969).
Therefore, states Rest (1979), the manifestation of a
particular coénitive structure in a particular set of tasks
gives us only a probabilistic indication whether that
cognitive structure would be manifest in any other set of

tasks..

Pl

Thirdly, that the notion of step-by-step de\ielopmentI
e

—

//-"\.
through the stages is challenged.. It is difficult, concludes

Rest (1979), to consider a suﬁfect at a siﬁgle step at any
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particular time, when such - 'striking stage mixturés occur,
owing to content and performance and to different levels of
structuré development. Developmental change, then, can be
thought of as an upward shif£ in the subject's éistribution
of responses, where "upward" is defined as increases in
higher stages or types at the expense of lower types.

In summary, a developmental approa{ﬁ to
fairness-reasoning 1is one in which-develépment needé to be’

seen as gradual, and for which assessment must be considered

probabilistic. : . ' :

4.  The role of cognitiéﬁ)in fairness-reasoning.
How does fairness-reasoning, as measured in Rest's DIT,
operate within the greater set of cognitive brocesses of
.éégéepgion, memory and thinking? Fairness-reasoning as a
cognikive process is a type of problem-solving with
characteristic, stable features despite different content.
As respondants to the‘DIT'e€a}uate and- select reasons salient
to solying specific social issues, information regarding
respondahts' abilities to process symbols and generalize
beyond specifics is provided. Fairness-reasoning, as a fOrﬁ
of the cognitive process of problem-solving, is susceptible
.to influencés of rage, IQ, motivation and situational factors.
Studies correlating the DIT with variols tests of

s

intellectual aptitud;fghd achievement argue for a cognitive

o\
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component in fairness—reas:;}m@. Rest (1979, = l4&h49f

presents 52 correlatﬂf{s\,—j $ of which are in the .2%

-~

1Y

.50's range, giving‘evidence of moderate correlation of
fairness-reasoning to cognitive p}ocesses, the latter
measured by absﬂract thinking, problem—solving and verbal,
spatial, and mechanical reasoning. In summariziné'these

correlations, Rest remarks on the relationship of the DIT to .

general intelligence:

It is interesting to note that whenever subtests are
{ given, the verbal subtest is not consistently.more
highly correlated with the DIT than the nonverbal
. subtest (in only three out of seven comparisons,
verbal is more highly correlated. than nonverbal) and
that the composite indices (verbal plus nonverbal)
"are consistently more highly correlated than just
the verbal subtests alone. This suggests that the
linkage betweengintellectual aptitude and the DIT
is not just verbal fluency or knowledge of special
vocabulary, but the linkage ‘is in a common general ‘
factor of intelligence (Rest, 1979, p. 147).

Additionally, Rest points out that the correlation between
general inﬁelligenee and level of fairness-reasoning is a
' “moderaté” one, thus implicating that while
. fairness—reasdning is a cognitive process, it is not
synonomous with a generalized ability to use and retfieve
symbols, but is rather a subset within. _
) Allston (1 aiseé the logical possibility that age
trends on measures of fairness-reasoning reflect age.trends
in preference for certain férms of moral judgement rather

than age trends in capacity to think in new ways. In the
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following series of studies, the comprehension of moral
conceptseat various stages independent of the subject's
preference for certain moral concepts, was investigated..

Rest, Cooper, Coder, Masanz and anderson (1974) found
corfelationsoof +67, .62, and .58 for 67 students, ages l4 to
adulthood, 160 students, junior hgggbto graduate school and
" 73 ninth graders, respectively, between the DIT and a measure
of comprehension of moral concepts. In 1975, Rest studied 88
subjects, ages 17-20, correlating their scores on the DIT
with thgir'scores on a ﬁoral comprehension measure. He
‘reporté a correlation of .42 between the two measures.
Crowder (1976) investigated scores on the DIT and scores on
the Comprehension test for 53 volunteers from a naval base,
and reports a correlation of .32. Rest, Davison, and Robbins
(1978) report a correlation of .51 for 54 subjects, ages '
19-22, between the_same two measures. .

Moreover, in a study to determine whether
fairness-reasoning is tapping conceptual capacity or merely
preference, McGeorge in 1975, and,Bloom, in a 1977
replication of his study, found that subjects decrease their
DIT scores when instructed to take the DIT as "someone with
"no sense of justice," but subjects do not.increase their
scébres whén instructed to take the DIT as someone "with the
highest principles of justice." These studies give support
to the idea that moral reasoning (as measured by the DIT)

does reflect a certain cognitively based conceptual capacity
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and is not merely preference for certain forms of moral
judgement.

Rest (1979) presents a summary table of unpublished
papers which have repofted cbrrelations of the DIT P-score
with several other measures usually considered to be related
to cognitive development. Measures of Leveling-Sharpening
correlate .49 Qith_the DIT P-score for 32 college students
(Briskggt 1975); Perry's Intellectual and Ethical Development
measu;e correlates .45 with the DIT for 40 male college
students (Meyer, 1975). Panowitsch (1876) reports a
correlation of .41 between the DIT and the Cornell Critical
Thinking” Test. Other measures related to cognitive-
development that have been correlated with Rest's DIT include
Piaget's Golden Rule Task which, for 29 del ingquents, .
correlates .30 (McColgan, 1975), Harvey's Conceptual Systems
which is reported to correlate .18 for 127 college women, and
Loevinger's Ego Development measure, correlating .42 for 15
high school students (Chiosso, 1%976) and .38 for another
sample of 56 high school students (Satterstrom, 1977). 1In a
published study (Cauble, 1976) whose subjects were 80 college
students, the correlation between the DIT and Piaget's Formal
Operations is reported as .40. _

As can be seen, then, fairness—-reasoning, as measured by

the DIT, does appear to be generally, moderately, and

positively correlated with other cognitive processes of
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. general intelligence (i.e. comprehension, evaluation,

generalization and other processes tapped in measures of’

cognitive-development). The_conplusioﬁ that level of <
;airness~reasoning, as measured by Rest's DIT, holds validity
both developmentally and cognitively is significant for
purposeé'of the present study, in that level of
fairness-reasoning is used herein to provide a model for a
cognitive-developmental structural process.

The second key idea of James.Rest focal to the present

study is the relationship of fairness~reasoring to real life

behavior. 1In the following subsection, this is examined.
5. Behavioral manifestations of fairnegs‘fgasoning.

Psychologists espouse various viewpoints with regard to
the relation of moral judgment to behavior. Some researchers
view the relationship as a simple, linear one. For example,

Kurtines and Greif (1974) faulted moral judgment research for

not demonstrating "predictive validity." According to them,

' if there are six stages of moral judgment, there ought to be

six different behaviors in every moral situation,

corresponding one-to—-one to the diffe;ent'moral judgment
.
stages.

‘At the other extreme, some psychologists have stated
that no relation exists between the structure of thinking and

actual choice behavior. Indeéd, some have argued that
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finding a relationship is a éign of invalidity of the measure
of moral judgment (Martin, shafto, and Van Deinse, 1977).
According to this view, the distinction between structure and
content implies complete empirical independence.

Other psychologists {for example Mischel and Mischel,
1976) claim there is no relation between moral judgment and
behavior, because words do not predic? to deeds, and assume
tha£ advanced moral judgment is indistinguishable from the
invocation of fancy language. :

Betwefn these extreme views is the position that moral
judément is an importaqt factor in feal life behavéor, but
that the interaction with other antecedants and conseqhents

complicates the relationship:

Moral judgment as a psychological variable has a
limited role in the explanation of moral action -
it may be a star role but it is only one player

in a large cast... Once a moral judgment is made,
many further psycholegical processes remain in
determining the plan of action to be - whether it
strictly follows from notions of fairness or not
(Rest, 1979, p. 170).

]
Studies that have investigated the contribution of

fairness-reasoning, using the DIT as a measure, to behavior
are reviewed below. These studies are relevant to the
present research in that Ehe findings illustrate that
individuals attaining higher levels of fairness-reasoning use
abstract,.universal principles of cooperative‘justice in a

mode that is less situation-specific than that of individuals
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attaining lower levels of fairness-reasoning. ’from a
cognitive-developmental perspective, such abstraét and
universally applied principles indicate an underlying
differentiated and stable cognitive structure, attainea
through a process of developmental maturity and associated
cognitive changes.

The following five studies-investigated experimental
measures of behavior (promise-keeping in tﬁe Priscner-dilemma
game, susceptibility to group pressure in an Asch-type
situation, distributive justice behavior, and two tests of
cheating) and their relationship to the DIT.

Jacobs (1976, 1977) studied behavior in the Prisoner's
Dilemma game, a simulation game widely used in the study of
conflict resclution. Sixﬁy adult women, on the basis of -
their scores on the DIT, were dividéd into a "conventional"
morality group (subjects whose DIT P% scores were lower than
50%) or a "principled" morality group (subjects whose DIT P%
scores were greater than 50%). Subjects were assigned to one
‘of three different experimental conditions. In one condition
("Defect" condition) the confederate partnér broke ‘the
promise to cooperate and started competing with the subject,
thus making the subject sustain double losses as long as the
subject cooperated and kept the previﬁus agreement. In a
gecond condition, the confederate partner broke the agreement
;nly 50% ‘of the time ("Partial Defect" condition}. 1In a

third control condition, the partner maintained the agreement
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("Cooperative" condition). Thus the subjects'
promise-keeping behavior could be examined as a function of
the provocation of thg confederate pag}ner's defiance from
.the original agreement. The results revealed that in the
"Cobpérativef‘treatment, both conventional and principled
subjecﬁs cooperated just as their partners cdoperated
throughout all 80 trials. In the "Defect" conditions,
principled subjects kept their promise significantly-more
often than the conventionallsubjects {p < .001). Further,
the interaétion of moral judgment level ﬁith trials was
significant (p < .05), indicating that conventional supjects
with defecting papthers got progressively more competitive,
- whereas prins}p{éd subijects shpwed an init;al dip in

cooperatiéh followed by a slight increase in cooperation.
More abstr;;t and stable principles of cooperative justice
are seen to be.operatihg in the principled subjects whb,
regardless of the situational wvariation and provocation,
maingain more cooperative behavior than do the less than
principled subjeéts who are more behaviorally influenced by
the situation.

Froming and Cooper (1976) studied compliance behavior in
an Asch-type situation. The subjec't listened to very rapid
clicks in earphones and was asked to count the number of
clicks. The subject was in a group of confederates of the
experimenter, and the group was asked to report the number of
clicks, On some trials the confederates overestimated or

underestimated the number of clicks, and the behavior of
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intergst was to see if the subject would go along with the
group when they were wrong. The measure of compliance was
the frequency with which Lhe subject went along with the
incorrect estimate. The subjects were 91 male undergraduates
in an introductory psychology course. The authors report a
significant negative correlation of compliance scores with
the DIT P-score (p < .03). Individuals functioninq at a
principled level of cognitive—developmen?al reasoning
exhibited behavior more rgsistanﬁ to eiternal group
.pressures, guided by general and universal principles, rather
than the affiliative motive of maintaining positive
relationships within the group through coné"hing behavior.
Gunzberger, Wegner, and Anocoshian (1977) studied the
distributive justice behavior in 44 male subjects aged 13-18
who believed £hey were a member of a group of four students
to be rewarded for their work. After Qorking,for one hour on
a8 questionnaire the subject was asked to distribute money
"among four pégple. The.subzgct (designated "A")’had worked
for one hour, Hifyga told that a second person (designated
"B") had also worked for one hour. A third person
(designated "C") had worked only 25 minutes because
supposedly that was .the extent of time that would be
. profitable for him to work. A fourth subject (designated
"D") could have profitably worked ﬁor an hour, but had been

called back to 2 class after 25 minutes. 'The subjects'

distribution of money was classified into one of five
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(3)

(4)

(5)
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patterns, as follows: ‘ ’

a self-interest. distribution was one in which a subject

allocated more money to himself than to*any other group

member;

a parity distribution was one in which money was

-~

allocated equally to all grouﬁ members;

an equity distribution was one in which money was
allocated on the basis of the actual input of time

worked;

a social responsibility distribution was one in which

additional money was allocated to the constrained

‘individual (person D) from all other group members;

an 1ndlv1dual responsibility distribution was one in

whlch the conditions of equity above were met, and
in which additional money was allocated to the
constrained individual (person D) from the reward

allocation (person A) alone.

Subjects given the DIT were divided into stage groups on the

basis of endorsing to an exceptional degree one of the

stages. Analysis of vagiance indicated that the way subjects .

distributed the rewards was significantly different among the

moral judgment groups, p < .05. The equity pattern was

highest for the. Stage 3 group; the social responsibility

pattern was higher for the Stage 4, 5 and 6 than the Stage 2

highest for the Stage 6 group. .

+ and 3 groups; and the individual responsibility pattern was
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In the latter pattern, the universal stage 6 principle
of Rest, "that individuals have an equal claim to benefit "
from‘the governing principles of cooperation™ (1979, p. 38) .
appears operational. For purposes of-the present reseérch,
it is worthwhile to note that such a principle overrides
earlier developmental ones in terms-of the qniversality of
the concépt of cooperation. Cognitivelj: the attainment of
this principle indicates differentiation and stability, as
well as developmental maturity. That distributive justice
‘behaviof patterns coincide with underlying cooperative-
jhstice princip}es is a noteworthy finding pertinent to the
présént study. | |

Leming (1978) studied cheating behavior with the <
Hartshorne and May "circles test." 1In this test, subjects _ l
are asked to aitempt to meﬁorize the location of ninescircles
on a page of paper, ané are then instructed to close their .
eyes and write the numbers 1. through 9 in the circles.

Subjects then report their scores. Since it is virﬁUally
impossible to placé more than a few numbers in fhe circleé,
hiéh scores presumably represent peeking while instructed qpt
to do so. Of 152 college undergradﬁates ;egted; leming found
that subjects with low DIT scores cheated more (p < .01).

Malinowski (1978) studied cheating.behavior in terms of |
the fideiity with which subjects reported their scores when
left alone to work on.a physical coordination task. The

subjects were 53 male college undergraduates. Subjects. low
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" in DIT scores cheated to a greater extent (p <.006), were

5 ~.

more likely to cheat sooner (p < .025), and cheated on more
test trials (p < .05). - ’ |
In both studies of cheating behavior, individuals
demohétfééing less utilization 6%“6rincipled r:é;_.lson:ing-,r as
eindicated by lower P scorés, manifest less stable and more
situationally influenced'concépts of fairness. These
concepts ‘can be contrasted with those of the non-cheating
behavior of individuals, whose concepts of fairness are

regulated by more universal and more stable principles of

justice. ¥

While there is no .simple one-to-one relationship between
level of fairness—reasoﬁing and behavior, substantial
‘empirical support is giVén to "the statement that the level of
fairness-reasoning (as measured by Rest's DIT) is a factor
with important behavioral manifestations (Jacobs, 1976, 1977:
Froming and Cooper, 1976; Gﬁnzberger, Wegner, and Anooshian,'

1977; Leming, 1978; Malinowski{ 1978). A salient and shared

point of communality of the cited studies is that individuals

who manifest high (principled) levels of fairness-reasoning,
employ more abstract and universal principles of éooperative
jastice and are less situation—spec%fic in the application of
those principles than are individuéls who manifest low levels
of fairngss-reasoning. From a cognitive-developmental
perspective, such abstract and universally applied principlés

indicate an underlying differentiated and stable cognitive




_should intervene in a subject's, behavioral display of

structure, attained through a proceés of developmental
maturity and associated cognitive changes.

The following section will-examine the way in which
values or a system of values should loxically interact with
the cognitive-developmental process of fairness—reasdning;
Highlighted in this section will be (1)} values defined and
described and (2) values as a link to behaéior. Agﬁ}

B. Content-Process Interaction: Values and Level of
Fairness—-Reasoning Ve o

e

All things being equal, one influential factor that

LS
fairneés-reasoning is that subject's syétem of Yalues. Rest
(1979) acknowledges the lack of research relating

fairness-reasoning, values and behavior: -

Typically in moral judgment research, no assessment
is made of other ¥alues and their relevance to a
subject in a particular situation. Uhtil we start
doing this, we can hardly expect to find very high
predictability of behawior... (p. 178-79}.

A moral judgment test only gives us information about a
subject's concepts of fairness. Such a cognitive-

developmental apprgach does not predict specific actions, but

des;giiipfthe gendgal form of thinking most likely to
underlie a wide range of an individual's judgments in a

in or across several domains. Although

-particular issue d

there is no sipple One-to-One correspondance between action
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and structure, the cognitive—develoggental approaéh makes it
clear that an analysis of reasoning is one necessary
condition for the complete understanding of social behavior
(Selman, 1976}.

In essence, cognitive-developmental fairness-reasoning
analyses do not "explain™ the causes of social behavior:

rather, they present a way of organizing and describing
social behavior.

The developmental stages of'fairness-re;soning‘may be
thought to represent certain principles which the individual
applies to value content. Essentially, values are content
and moral development stages ére differential operations
performed on that content. The distinction beﬁween cul tural
influences and cognitive-developmental influences iS seen by
Mclellan (1975) as a distinct&on between content and
structure. Content tells us what a person believes, and this
is obviously dependent upon culturally variable experiences.
Structure tells us how a person organizes withiﬂ and reasons
about his belief system. Thus, the content of one's value

system is dependent upon previous social learning experiences

and cultural influences. How one organizes or uses this
J

content depends upon the degree of cognitive differentiation

and integration as well as other motivational factors, needs,
satisfactions, etc. The stages of cognitive-moral
development provide a process for structuring. A given

structure (or stage) aids in understanding how people:
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organize and use values at the applicable peint in time along
the stage-developmental continuum.

Basic to any concept of structure is the notion]of.
differentiation, or distinctiveness of the elements which

constitute the set. Psychologically this involves an /x/“‘HvZ/

another. Scott (1963) has suggested that cognitive
differentiation is associated with a particular kind of
modifiability that is neither rigid nor brittle. Since a
value is, in large part, a belief integrated into a complex,
priorized system of beliefs (Rokeach, 1973} the.notions of
differentiation,'stability and modifiability that are common
to cognitive structuring are also applicable to value \\\\
structuring. On the basis of the value structure, one may
make differential predictions'about how values are Used.
Examination of the interaction between content (values) aﬁd

+

the cognitive-developmental étructuring process offers a way

0of conceptually integrating these two distinct kinds of

influences on moral behavior,

Values, conceived of as infernal-mediating cognitions
that guide actions (Rokeach, 19?3), should enable us to
predict how that person will assign priorities among
behaviors that constitute instrumentalities in the
realization of hér/his cognitions of long-term goals. This

would occur using the knowledge of a person's values as well
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as her/his level of fairness-reasoning. For example, in the
extrémercase of an individual whose cognitive structure is
unstable and undifferentiated, one might expect considerable
variance in ﬁalue-related behavior. In such a case,
value-related behavior would be more directly linked to
situational variables., The values (implicii responses)
themselves are different (in content, importance, or both) in
each situation. . At the other extreme is the individual with
a highly differentiated and stable cognitive structure.
Value-related behavidr in this case would be more consistent,
irfegardless of situational variables. This is because

. prediction ofdbehavior would seem markedly easier in the
latter extreme, where a value would tend to maintain its
relati@% position in the hierarchy regardless of situational

~ variation.

1. Values defined and described.

.e
' It is recognized that systematic knowledge about

personal values is critical to the understanding .of human
behavicr (Kitwood and Smithers, 1975; Reich and adcock, 1976;
Rokeach, 1973). Values have been defined as "the dominant
interests of the personality,” as méasured by the
Allport-Vernon-Lindzey Study of Values (1960) and as
"preferred life styles" as treated by Morris's (1956)

Ways-to-Live study. The value orientations work of Kluckholn

s o e




30

§ (

)

~and Strodbecki(l9él) treats values as answers to certain (
fundamental questions about the nature of reality. Gordon;s
Survey of Interpersonal Values (1960) and Survey of Personal
Values (1964) overlap considerably with the concept of "need"
adapted by workers such as Murray (1938).

An important attempt in more recent years to provide a
comprehensive and integrated theoretical approach ﬁo the
uhderstanding of values in human béhavior is the work of
Rokeach (lbe). 'In the present study, values will be ‘:
examined according to the theoretical approach of Rokeacﬁ.{
The definition, kinds, and distinctive properties of values
will be discussed.

For Rokeach a value is "an enduring belief that a
specific mode of c0nduc£'or end-state of existence is
personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse
mode of conduct or end-state of existence" (p. 5). A value
system is "an enduring organizaﬁion of beliefs concerning
preferable modes of conduct or end-states of existence along
a continuum of relative importance" (p. 5). A value system
is acqguired through experience agﬁ a process of maturation,
says- Rokeach, the individual grééually'integrating the
.isolated, absolute values taught in the social context into a
hierarchically.org%nized system, wherein each value is
ordered in priority or importance relative to other values.
In a.gpecific situvation which activates more than one of an‘

individual's values, the resultant behavior is dependent upon
' o



31

the hierarchial ﬁriority of those values activated by the
given situation. Values are activated as internal |
intervening variables.

In addition to a behavioral component, values have
cognitive and affective éspects.

A value is a cognition about the desirable ... To say

that a person has a value is to say that cognitively

., he knows the correct way to behave or the correct
end-state to strive for ... A value is affective in -
the sense that he can feel emotional about it, be

affectively for or against it ... (p. 7).

Rokeach distinguishes two_kinds of values; téfminal
values, defined as desirable end-states of existence, and
instrumentél values, which denote modes of conduct. ﬁokeach.
assumeg that the number of values human beings possess is
small enough to be identified and measured. He suggests that
on intuitive grounds there are just so many end-states for .
which to strive and just so many modes of behavior that are
instrumental to their attainment. His own measure of values
(Rokeach, 1967) lists 18 terminal and 18 instrumental values,

For Rokeach, values are psychological structures
internalized as a result of cultural, societal and personal
experiénce, and distinct from éther related concepts. A
value is different from an attitude in that a value refers to
a single belief of a specific kind, whereas an attitude

refers to an organization of several beliefs around a

specific object or situation. A value is distinguished from
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a social norm as a coﬁcept more personal and internai,
whereas a norm is consensual and external to the persoﬁ. A
value is not isomorphic with a need, but a cognitive
representation and transformation of a need that iﬁcludes
societal and institutional demandg. Unlike the built-in
charaéterologicél bias of the trait concept that forecloses
_possibilities for change, values connote pqrsonal change as a
result of changes in social conditions. A value differs from
aﬂ interest in that an interest igzbut one of the many
manifestations of a value and cannot be classified as an
idealized mode of behavior or end-state of existence.

Value are psychological structures that have
consequences of their own. Theoretically stated, values are

guides and determinants of social attitudes and of social

behavior.

"

In this study it is expected that'SOCial justice-related
behavior will be predicted by higl priority being given to
value content that logically would—be seen by the actor to be
instrumental to maximizing principles of cooperative justice.
Which values are most iikely to be seen in this light?

From a list of 18 terminal values, Rokeach cites the

values of equality (brotherhood) and a world at peace (free

of war and conflict) as "social values" (p. 8), that are
society-centered and interpersonal in focus. He contrasts

these to other énd-states or terminal values hat‘are

- personal and self-centered, such as salvationfand inner

-
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harmony, and speculates the effects of social values' versus

personal values' prioritization.

It seems reasonable to anticipate that ... attitudes
and behavior will differ (from one person to another)
depending on whether their personal or their social
values have priority ... (p. 8).

-social values denoting concepts of brotherhood and a world
free of war and conflict appear to be those values most -
closely connected to principles of cooperative justice, and
most likely to be seen as instrumental to maximizing

principles of cooperative justice. For this study's

purposes, then, the social values of equality (brotherhood}

and a world at peace {(free from war and conflict) were
selected 55 cooperative justice-related values. These of all
values should optimally serve as predictors for social

" jistice-related behavior in égneral. Therefore, it is
expected that people who éive high priority to such
cooperative justice—;elated values will attend activities
promoting principles of cooperative justice. Such things as
the issue of the rights of children, a speech challenging
one's responsibilities toward the rights of people in
underdevelopqﬁ countries, and/or a forum for action
advocating thé concretization of social justice‘issues in

one's own milieu, should act as social justice stimuli to

elicit attendance behavior, and were used in the present

study to do so.
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2. Values as a link to behavior.

If it is indeed the case that values are standards that
guide actions, then knowing a berson's values should enable
some prediction of his Qr her behavior in experimental ang
real life situations. Embirical support for the relationéhip

between values as measured bf the Rokeach Value 5ur§qy,‘and

active behavior is sampled through the literature review
below,.

Rokeach {1973), on the basig of value analysis, attemptd
to dlstlngUlsh between those individuals who JOln civil
rights organizations and those who do not, Subjects
consisted of 408 freshmen in two residentijial qolleges at
Michigan State University who had completed the Rokeach Value
Survey, and who were solicited by first-class letter in April
1968 and, again, a year later to join the National
Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAA&M\

To join, the subject has to fill ouf an application form,‘
enclose it along with a dollar in a prestamped return
enyglope, and post it in a United States mailbox.
Forty-eight of the subjects thus joined the NAACP, either in
1968 or 1969. The Median test indicated significant |
differences between those 48 subjects who joined the NAACP
.and those 360 subjects who did not on the median rankings of

the terminal values of equality (p < .001), a comfortable

life (b < .01), a world at peace (p < .05), national security

(P < .05), and pleasure (P<.05). The median rankings of the

¢
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instrumental values of ambitious (p < .01) and honest (p <
.05) additionally differentiated joiners from non-joiners.
Roke;ch concludes that college students who are attracﬁed to
a civil rights organization such as the NAACP can be
‘described as having a value pattern that is different from
those who do not join in that they give more emphasis to

equality, a world at peace, and honest, and care

significantlj less for a comfortable life, national security,

pleasure, and being ambitious.

In a labdratory study, Penner (1971) correlated rankings
of te;minal values with the amount of eye contact between
white subjects and white and black confederates with whom
they had engaged in a 10-minute discussion. Penner obtained
Beparéte measures of eye.contact for the first and secoqd
five minutes of interaction. None of the 18 correlations
between terminal values and eye contact was statisticall§
significant when white subjects interacted witﬂ white
confederates (N=20), either during the first or second fivé
minutes of interaction. Undet the condition wherein white
subjects had interacted'with black confederates (N=76), th?
correlation between equality and amount of eye contact was
.29 for the first five minutes of interaction, and .31 for
the second five minutes. Both correlations are éignificant
at the .01 level of probability. -Under the same conditi?ns,

negative correlations were found to be significant between a

comfortable life (-.25 for the first five mirutes of

interaction, p < .0l) and -.34 for'the second five minutes,
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P < .001), family security (-.26 for the first five minutés

of interaction, p < .01) and -.31 for the second five minutes
p < .01), and pleasure (-.21 for the second five minutes of
interaction, p < .Oé}. White subjects who look less at the
black confederates they talk to, care significantly more for

comfortable life, family security, and pleasure than do white .

subjects who look more at the black confederates. These
findings are extrapolated from the laboratory situation and
explained in terms of value orieintations influencing'
behavior. White persons who are more materialistic (a

comfortable life) and hedonic (pleasure) and mofe concernéd

with the security of their family (family security) seem

‘afraid of black strangers and therefore engage inpmore

evasive interactions with them. 1In contrast, white persons
who afe more egalitarian‘(egualitz) in their value

orientation engage in more auEhentic or intimate interactions #
with black strangers.

Rokeach (1969) investigated the relationship between

church attendance and terminal and instruméhtél'valuesﬂ
Subjects consisted of a national sample of adult Americans
(N;1,406) and a sample of college students (N=306). °"Using
the Median test, Rokeach reports significant value -

-

differences on 12 values among adult Americéns varying in
churchgoing behavior, and significant vaiué differences on
the same 12 values plus 4 additional ones among college
%tudenté. In both samples, salvatioh ig the value that most

sharply distinguishes churchgoers from nonchurchgoers. Its:

2
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.composite rank is third for adults attending weekly and
fifteenth for those, never attending; its Egz;osite rank is
first for college students attending weekly and eighteenth
for,those never attending. 1In both samples, those attending
weekly placé greater value than nonchurchgoers on being
helpful and obedient and usually lesser value on a

comfortable life, an exciting life, freedom, pleasure and

being imaginative, independent, intellectual and logical.

Four additional values served to significantly distinguish
between college sﬁgéﬁnts who vary in frequency of

churchgoing. Those who are churchgoers care more for a world
. t -

of beauty, and for being honest and loving, and they care

less about being capable. Rokeach concludes from this study

- definite distinctive value patterns of Americans varying in

their churchgoing behavior,

Shotland and Be;;?t (1970) gave a gquestionnaire that

included the Value Syrvey to 131 female employees of a

| company belonging td the Mid-western Scanlon Plan )
Associatiore. Upon cYmpleting the questionnaire, 39 percent
ﬁf the subjects returned the scoring penéiis that had been
distributed to them and 61 pércent did not. On&lquestion
tﬁege investiggtors weré'interested'%p was wpether'these two
groups of women werejdistingdishable from dné,agother in -
their value patterns; They found four values that

differentiated significahtly between those'returning and

those not returning pencils. The median rank of honest,

e it —— e . a
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- salvation, and a world at peace was significantly higher for

thése returning than for those not returning the pencils.
Paradoxically, however, pencil returners also placed a
significantly lower value on being helpful, a finding that is
not easily iﬁterprétable.

Tﬁg studies cited above provide empirical support for
Rokeach;s theoretical linkage between values as measured by

the Value Survey, and real life behavior, as seen in

activities of individuals who join civil rights organizations
versus thoée who do not (Rokeach;IIQfB), as'seen in
churchgoing behavior (Rokeach, 1969) and as seen by those
-exhigiting honest behavior and those who Go not (Shotland and
Berger, 1970). Penner (1971) gives evidgnce that values can
be used to influence énd explain behavior when extrapolated
from the laboratory situation. That there exists a
relationship between some vglues and some behavior is
substantiated empiricallé, yet the linkage ‘remains unclear.
For a description of such a possible relationship, let us
tdrn to the theoretical viewpaint of Leonard Doob (1947),
within whose approach a value can be understood as an
.intervening implicit response occurring between a- stimulus
event and an overt reSponse.‘

Leonard Doob (1947) has offered a theoretical
explanation of an attitude, placing his analysis in learning’
‘theory. In Doob's analysis, an attitude is viewed as an

implicit, mediating response - »a hypothetical construct or



.. intervening variable between an objective stimulus and an
overt resﬁonse. The attitude, although unobservable by an
outside obfserver, is both a response to the observable

o
stimulus and a stimulus to the observable response, in a.

sort of ;chaining" mechanism. For example, an obseryable
stimulus eliciés an attitude as an implicit response. The
implicit response elicits an observable response (Hull;
1943). .

More precisely, Doob defines an attitude as "an implicit
drive-producing response considered socially significant in
the individual's Society" (1947, p. 136). While
écknowledging and respecting Rokéach}s distinction befween an
atﬁitude and a value, bcob's defiﬂition of an attitude is pot
incompatible with those characteristics Rokeach attributgz-to
a value. Looking m3te closely -at the elements of Doob's
definition, it -becomes evident that the same characteristics
he applies to an aftitude may be applied to Rokeach's ;alue.
By’“implicit“ Doob means that the response is not diréctly=;_
observable: it may effetﬁ overt behavior, Eut it is ﬁottovert
behavior. The response "may be conscious or unéonscious,
distinctly verbal or vaguely proprioceptive".(p. 136). The.
description of "implicit" may be applied to.a value. Rokeach
t:; (1973) speaks of a value's behavioral componént in the sense-
that "it is an intervening variable that leads to action wheh

>

activated" (p..7), and while noting that values and attitudes

~=

are both intervening variables, argues that values are the
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‘more central of the two.

1’

Doob also asserts (consistent with several other
treatments of learning theory e.g., Miller, 1951; Miller and
Dellard, 1941) that the implicit response has energizing
characteristics which can motivate the external response.
Rokeach (1973) has .postulated that "a value is more dynamlc a
concept than attltude, hav1ng a more 1mmed1§15¢llnk to
motivation (p. 19). He argues that values have a strong

motivational component. - ‘gr’f .

»

SE
Instrumental values are motivating because the o
idealized modes of behavior they are concerned with
are perceived to be JAnstrumental to the attainment
of desired end-goals. Terminal values are motivating

because they .represent the supergoals beyond immediate,
biologically urgent goals ... But there 1s another

--reason why values can be said to be motivating. They :
are in the final-analysis the conceptual toels and .
weapons that we all employ in order to maintain and
enhance self-esteem (p. 41).

Doob limits the term attitude to those implicit
responsés which mediate'"éocially significant'behaﬁior."
"Socially significant behavior" is used gualitatively to set
attitudes apart from other habits and associative bonds.

Thus the distinction is not critical to thée theory because
attitudes and other habits obey the same empirical laws.
Values, too, may be thought of as mediating “"socially
significant behavior™ in the qualitative sense of the term as

used by Doob. It does seem, then, in a definitive sense,

that one might, substitute the term "vglué" for "attitude" and
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apply further'poob'e thinking about attituégg_to values'
Doob assumee that the Emplicit response (the value) is

both cue- and drive prbducing. "With respect to the cue

propertles, an individual can discriminate the presence or

absence as well /as the varying leveﬁ of intepsity of an

1mp11c1E-response, just as he can digerimfnate the
4 ', . * ..'-

presence-absence and intensity of an overt stimulus. For

‘éxample, then, when confronted with the invitation to attend t

. : L
a forum action groupe for the purposes of supportie?’nuclear

dlsarmament, a person is capable of experiencing either the
presence or absence of a certain value or 1mp11c1t response.
To éay that an individual holds the value of "world at . peace"
in tﬁis instance .is to s;; that cegnitiveiy she/he knows a |
. desirable way to behave to the inviFation. Affectiyely

she/ﬁe can feel emotional about the value, be for or against
it,  approve of those who exhibit positive instences and

\/

dlsapprove of those who exhibit negative instances of it '
(Rokeach, 1973). ’
Theoretically, it is expected that the cognitiveé process
(level Qf'fairness-reasoning) ghould interact with the cue |,
"and drive prodecing aséects of the value- content (viewed as—
an implicit'response) and”ehOpld thereby.be influential in
prOmptlng behav1or consxgien with both content and process.
To see how such 1nterac§\\§;§pould take place, let us

ask the following question; How will cooperative |

1

juétice—relgtéd vaiues (equality and a world at peace)

T

R T

-
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operate as salient coﬁtent within a low (less than principled
stages 1-4) versus a high (principled stages S5 and 6) level
of fairness-reasoning? Rest (1979) Asserts that "at each
step there is an intuitive stage of what is right and fair"
(p. 35). :hus, cooperative juetice—related values operate at
eaqp-level. It may be useful to trace the cooperative
jueticehrelated value of equality (the content) through the
stages (the structuring process), and contrast the less than
principled Versus the principled upderstanding of equality inm
'order to exemplify clearly the cognitive process interacting
with the value oontent. Stages 1 through 4 are defined in
this study as composing the low or "less than principled"

Y

level of fairness-reasoning,

Stage 1 provides a normative structure (the caretaﬁer's
demands) ‘for the regulation of human interaction; howé@er, in
this system of cooperatlon there is great inequality between

-;partles and hardly any reciprocity. The system comes into

-

~first, who is blgger and more powerful, etc. An abstract
pa— -

coucépt of egualltx defined as brotherhood and eqﬁal

opportunlty for all, would have little meaning at this state.
Stage 2 goes a long way toward establishing some

eguality among participants in a cooperat}ve arrangement

through‘the notion of simple exchange. Stage 2, hoWever,

provides only a very temporary and fragmentary system of

soc1al cooperatlon, and 1s arbitrarily bound by the

.

L] ' . ' B \'
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particular circumstances of parties getting together and
having favors that each one wants.

Stage 3 provideé'fot a more established, ongoing system
of cooperation in friendship relationships, each party being
committed to the other's Qelfare; however, Stage 3 ?
arbitrarily limits cooperation to whatever friendships have
been established at a given time. The meaning of eguality
for persons at Stages 2 and 3; then,‘woulé seem £o have a
concrete, simple exchange, and restricted meaning, rather
than connoting concepts of "brotherhcod" and "egual
opportunity for all."

Stage 4 establishes a society-wide system of cooperation
fn which all participants equ;lly are under the law and in
whieh all are reciprocating, each carrying out her or his own
role. BStage 4, howeéer, allows gross inequities and
arbitrary distribution of the benefits and burdens of social
living, because the social order may be set up legally to

give advantage to some at the expense of others (for example,

/

/

a slave society). The abstract notion of eguality defined as’

I

"hrotherhood"” and "equal opportunity for all" would be /
- ' . /

subservient to the set laws and rules for a Stage 4 /
. ;
i

L3
individual. j

Stages 5 and 6 are defined in this study as composing
. - ;
the high or "principled” level of fairness-reasoning.
Stage 5 attempts to eliminate arbitrary rules by

providing ﬁrocedureé for making new rules that reflect the
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will of the people, giving each person an equal say in
determining the arrangements of society. Hence, each
receives from social cooperation the most thAt one could hope
for, while at the same time having a moral basis for pressing
claims on others. Stage 6 goes one step further in insuring
"equal opportunity for all."™ Even when laws are enacted that
reflect the will of the people, inequities can still exist
(particularly for powerless minorities). The defining
feature of Stage 6 is its appeal to abstract principles whiéh
rational, equal, and impartial people would choosé as the
governing terms of their cooperative interaction. Eqguality,
as an abstract concept connoting "brotherhood" and "equal
oppoftunity for all", may be seen as activated in individuals
at Stages 5 and 6 of fairness-reascning.

For the purposes of the "present study, then, the levels
of fairness—reasoning are psychometrically measured by James
'Rest's measure (1972) which will be used to specify a
person's ability to reason along a prescribed developmental
continuum. Level of moral reasoniyg in this study.is seen as
a cognitive structuring process which interacts with value
c;ntent and moderates the manifestation of'values in real

: life behavior. At the same time, it is recognized that
development of~fairness-reasoning, as measuged by Rest
(1972), is not a content or value-free process. For Reé%}
the goal toward wp%ch moral development is continually

, striving is cooperative‘justice. Thus, scores on the DIT

.
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should in themselves*hold predictive power to a péfson'é
behavior in real life social justice-related situations.

What can be expected, thén, is that behavioral responses .
to social justice-related events will be more highly
predicted on the basis of cooperative justice-related value

~content plus level of fairness-reasoning then either of those
.variables alone.

That is, the incentive or energizing aspects of the
cooperative justice-related va;ues of égualitz and world at
pPeace (implicit résponse) as they relate to involvement in
sccial justice—}elated behavior (overt behavioral respgnse)
are more logically appropriate and less situationally .
specific fof individuals operating at a high (principled)

fairness-reasoning- level than those operating at a low {less

than principled) level. Thus, even when value priorities of

equality and world at peace are equivalent for Perdon A (high
level of fairness-reasoning) and Person B {low level of-
fairness~reasoning), the prediction of'Person'A's
participation in social justice-related behavior will be
easier due to the'internalized and more consistent properties‘
of the cognitive structuring process at the principled levels
of fairness reasoning. « |

For example, it is possible for two individuals to value
.equality as an end stage of existence more highly than all
" other alternative end-states. However, the reasons why egch

?ﬁiues equality so highly may .be different. Person A .may
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:value equality because of her{his concept of nonarbitrary
social coopeggtion (Rest's Stagé 6 principled level} which is
based on the principles of the reciprocity and equality of
human rights. The other individual, Person B, may value
equality highly because of‘g rigid rule-orientation (Rest's
Stage 4 less than principled level) which recognizes that the
dofficial doctrine of the society is to value equality highly
and also the maintenance of thé social order demands it. It
‘is appérent, however, tﬁat A's valué of eguality has validity
and application apart from any specific present societal
norms while B's high value of equality depends on the

-

perceived context of societal and legal norms. The high

placement of the value equality on the Value Survey by adults
at a low level (Person B) of fairness-reasoning, does Bo%
necessarily mean that a social justice-related situation
{overt stimulu;) will activate the value (implicit response)
which will necessarily energize or motivate the external,-
overt response. In such a case, social recognition, or group
identification may actually take prgcedenqe in real life
situations. On the other hand, the high placement of the

value equality on the Value Survey by adults at a higﬁ level

(Person A) of fairness-reasoning. where values are more
abstract, stable and differentiated cognitions, would imply

the value equality to more consistently act as "an
intervening variaﬁle-thqg leads goﬁastion when activated"

]
n .

(Rokeach, 1973, p. 7).  That is, it functions as an implicit

ra

e,



47
response that has energizing characteristics which can
motivate the externai resﬁbnse (Poob, 1947; Miller, 1951;
‘Miller and Dollard, 1941) more independently of specific
present societal. or cultural contexts.

Thus, while the same values might occupy tﬁe’identical
positions in two individual's hierarchy of values, the
behavioral manifestation of a value(s) can vary according to
each individual's cognitive structuring process, in that
internal, abstract and symbolic cognitive frames of reference

-

present greater guides to people of more developed moral

judgment maturity.

C. Problems Investigated and Hypotheses

Teis final section of Chapter 1 will include the
problems investigated in‘fhis research and this.study's
experlmental hypotheses.

The present study seeks to employ the theoretical ‘
rationale of Rest's cognitivefdevelopmental theory.oﬁ
fairness-reasoning. It addresses the issue of human values
as predictors of real life behavior. More specificélly, the
purpose of this study is to empirically investigate the .
relationship between levels of falrness reasonlng and the

cooperative justice values of equality .and .a world at peace

on social justice behavior in real life situations. 1In the>

‘form of hypotheses: -




-

48

1. Those individuals who exhibit a high level of fairness-

reasoning will show significantly more attendance

behavior at social justice events than will individuals

who exhibit a lower level of fairness-reasoning.

2. 7 Those ‘individuals who give

high preference to the value

equality will show significantly more attendance

behavior at social justice

who give low preference to

3. Those individuals who give
<

a world at peace will show

behavior at social justice

who give low preference to

events than will individuals

the va}ue equality.

high preference to the value
significantly more attendance
events than will individuals

the value a world at peace.,

It is also the purpose of this study to demonstrate that

the cooperative justice values of equality and a world at

peace, in addition to the cognitive—deverbpmental level of

fairness-reasoning; will togéther be better predictors of

real life social justice behavior than will either the values '

or the level of fairness-reasoning alone. In the form of

-hypotheses:

4

4. Th 'prEQictiVe ability of three variables (level of

fair ess-reasonin%, equality, and a world at peace) to

e e Am e —_—— =
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the criterion variable (attendance behavior at social
justice-related events) will be significantly greater
than the predictive ability of the single variable of

level of fairness-reasoning to the criterion variable. <

5. The predictive ability of three variables (level of

fairness-reasoning, equality, and a world at peace) to
the criterion variable (attendance behavior at social
justice~related events) will be significantly greater

than the predictive ability of the two variables of

7 equality and a world at peace to the criterion

variable. T g
~ . .

Finally, all other factors being egual, an intéraction-
prediction is made. "It is proposed that individuals at a : ‘ 1
{principled leﬁél of fairness-reasoning will actualize highly .
held cooperative justice values in real life justice~rela§ed 9.
situations more often than will other individuals. -Stated in
the form of.hypofheses: ‘ ‘ .

v

6. That group of individuals with both high level of

m

fairness—réasoning and hiéh preference for the

wvalue equality will show significantly more attendance

° .behavior at social justice events than will any other

~

group of individuals. ' - . !
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7. That group of individuals with both high levels of
féirnessﬁreasoning and high preference for the

value a world at peace will show signifiéantly more

attendance behavior at social justice events than

will any other group of individuals. : GRS
The next chapter presents the experimental design for
the testing of these hypotheses. ) !
\%
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CHAPTER II
EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN
In this chapter, a detailed description will be given of

the désign of this study in four main sections. The tools

are described in Section A. Section B deals with the i
subjects who participated in the study. In Section C, ;he ) '
experimental procedures are discussed. éection D cdndludeé t
the chapter with a discussion of the statistical procedures

used in the analysis of the data. ‘ .‘f

A. The Tools - i::>2‘ !

In this section, the Value SwtVey as a measure of value' |
4

content, the Defining Issues Test (DIT) as a cognitive- *
‘ ‘ <.
_developmental measure of fairness-reasoning, and the Social 1

.Justice Committee Evaluation Sheet will be described. These (
will be followed By descriptions of those social-justice (

events/situations comprising the. real life behavior used in

this study. S ' f

1. Value Survey.

Mil ton Rokeach's thgoretiéaliconceptioné of values are

operatio aliZed in the Value Survey (Rpkeach, 1967).

J

.
ol



measure the order and changes within an individual’s value

system. The Value Survey is composed of two parts? In the

»

- h

first are listed 18} terminal values inqalphabetical order,
which the sﬁbje t is instructed to ;enk in order of
importance.. , The ‘sdcond part consists of an alphabetical list

of 18 instrumental values to which the same instructions

apply. The Value Survey ig an ordinal and ipsative measure
which a respondent can complete in 10 to 20 minutes.

_ Al though flve forms of the Value survey have been

developed, Rokeach (1973) considers Form D of the Value
\_;w,) Survex, with defining phrases added to the named values, and
utilizing a gummed label format, as the best version
developed thus far. This is indicated by the consistently
high measures of reliability of Form D, its ego—involving'

format, and a high completion rate.. A copy of Form D of the

Value Survey, as.used in the present study, may be found in

Appendix 1.

Utilizing Form D of the Value Survey with .a college_'

sample (N=117})s, Rokeach (1973) reports e test-retest
reliability of .7%)(tefminal values) and .72 (instrumental
values) over a three week interval. With a sample of 204
"college students, Rokeach reports.a test-retest reliability

of .69 (terminal values) and .61 (instrumental values) over @

el

§ . L NP ' . .
14 to 16 month interval. While_}nleldual-dlfferences in

value ‘system stability have been noted to exist, the \?-\H“N;\

.deFerminants of such are yet ambiguous. Rokeach (1973)
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reports more .stable terminal and ;nstrumental value systems
in women compared with menj in younger comparéd with older
college stﬁdents, among those with favorable éttitudes toward
civil rights compared with those having less favofable
attitudes, and among those bfeferriqg intellectual.to social

activities. Other variables seem to -be determinants only of

terminal value system stability or only of instrumental value

system stability. Political party identification shows a

significant relationship with terminal value system
stability;_b t not with instrumental value system stébility.
On the othér{pand, more stable instrumental valgg systems
were found among QRnofs students as comééred with noh—honodrs_'
students,.among tﬁose planning to gofpn for higher degrees as
comparéd with those not planning to dé-so, and among social
science and commuhication.majors as cémpared with home
economiés majors. These same-variables were not ;

significantly related to terminal value system stability.

Still wet other variables seem to be unrelatedﬂlq either kind

a .
of stability. Hollen (1967) found no rf

Y

ationship between
value system stability and dogmatism,

:iyween value system

stability and respondent ratings S ing degree of value

* M N - ‘! . .
‘commitment, importance,-vagueness, dikf cultiikgp/anertalnty

felt about one's value rankings.

1



TN

54

study as_ranging from three to seven weeks, and marks the

gample'as 250, he neglects to describe the sample in any

" further detail, except as that "we ended up with after

L

several years of research" (p. 27). Rokeach concludes from
this}data that terminal valéfs are generally more stable than
instrumental values from test to retest. For terminal values

the product-moment reliabilities range from .51 for a’senge

of accomplishment to .88 for salvation. The average

reliability of ‘the—terminal values .is approximately .65. The
reliabilities-of the 18 instrumentalzvaldggﬁafe somewhat

lower, averaging around .60. Th range from .45 for v
Ve Qﬁ L O 1O

responsible to %70 for ambitious. From the same study,

Rokeach observes that those values initially ranked as most

and least important change the least from test to retest -
those ranked ln the mlddle change the most. Such a U-shaped,

relationsqip, however, is noted by Rokeach as probably.

- . . -

inherent in all ranking procedures. A

A The'valﬁdity of the Value Survey'is preignted in terms® .- o

of d15cr1m1nant and convergent validity. As ekxamples of. T

L

dlscrlmlnant validity, Rokeach (1973). offers evzdah\iltgft C

his measure demonstrates that certaln values are
dlfferentlally related to spec1f1c reactlons. the

assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King, various attitudes

toward student progﬁst, the American presence in Vietnam,

communism, church activism, male vs. female prison inmates y

(Cochrane, 1971), racists vs. anti-racists attitudes
- L . ) - ‘ -
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(Feather, 1970) honest Vs, dishenest behavior (Homanf‘and

o

' Rokeach, 1970; Shotland and Begger, 1970), compatible vs.

1ncompatlble college roomates (Slkula, 1971L, clients who

‘.continue counseling vs. those who dlscontlnue {Shotland,

'y

1569), intrinsic vs. extrinsic religious orientations (Tate

* " ang Miller, 1971), and attitudes toward Black militancy

(Willis and Goldberg, 1970%).. That the Value Survey
demonstrates convergent validity, i.e. certain velues'are
related to certain behaviors, is exemplified by the values of
those persons who join a ciGil,rights organization, of
partiéipante in civil rignts demoﬁstrations, of churchgoers,

- Lo

and of specific lifestyles ({Rokeach, 1973) as well as values

e

related to degmatism or "close-mindedness" (Rim, 1970}, and
to certain occupatlonal rqQles and ch01ces (Hague, 1968;
Rokeégn Mlller, and. Synder, 1971).

Co ane and Rnkeaéh (1970).inyestigated the possible

-

presence bf oxder effects with Form D of the Value Survey

with samplee of adult Ame;icans (N=43209), male priso '
inm-ates .(N=363), and university students {N=298). SQ the
termlnal and 1nstrumenta1 values are presented to the? '
respondent Ain alphabetlcal ordet there is the pOSSlblllty
tha&fhe W1ll rank those higher up in the alphabetlcal order
as more important than those lowe: down."The autnore

conclude no order effects attrlbutable to a methodologlcal

defect in the Value Survey.

N 3 o , - .
o Relly, Silyerman, and Cochrane (1972) uysed 117

M
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undergraduaée psychelogy étﬁden;s to study the effects of
.social desirability in responding to the 18 termiPal Qalues.
Egperimental subjects filled out the terminal values first
‘under standard instructions and also sometime afterward under
fsocial deéirability" instructions; thatvis, the subject was
‘asked to arrange the values "in the order that you think- | ‘
would make you ébpear most favorably ip the‘eyes of the
ekp&riﬁenter ... The final raﬁking should portray you in a
fashion you deem to-be the most socially desirable." The
resulting correlation between ﬁhe two sets of scores was
-.09, suggesting that there was no significant relationéﬁip
between the tendency to regpond in, a socially desirable
manner and rankings éf the éerminal values under sfandard
instructions. - \" ’

In investiga£ing #he factorial structure of valges,
.Rokeacﬁ (1973) identifies seven Eipolar factors by varimax
rotation, in a sample of adult Americans (N=1,409), which
together account for 41 percent of the variance. No single
factor accgunés.for more thanléight peréent of the variance.
Rokeach concludes that 36 terminal and instrumental values
are not readily feducible to some smaller -number.

Formal crifici of hokeac%'s ;heq?y has appéared.
Jellison (1975) st;igk'theAtheory has been seen before in the

sense that Rokeach's theory of human values represents a

n traditionp~and common approach to values. The theory

is.felt to be weakened b§ the use of the cognitivf;_;k_a“\

s - 7

- T ) .-- ’ . - ‘ |
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consistency model)lin understanding values and behavior

change. ‘Concepts such as self-concept, inconsistency, and

" self-dissatisfaction are seen as ambiguous, as is the process

by which an individual resolves inconsistencies. The Value
Survey comes under fire as providing no guide fér the
prediction of&behavior, given Qne'g value fankings.
Subsequent bost hoc analysis and interp?etations of
experimental ranking-behavior g}oups-are"considered common
sense, and the éuestion of prediction is’ left unresolved.

Jellison's expectations that the value Survey, as a

measure of preferred values, provide a prediction of behavior
in and of itself, can be challenged. It is not a measure

that predicts, but a theory. It is a purpose of this study
- ) 0

to examine a theoretical framework from which values can be
Seen to operate as internal, intervening variables.
- :

Kitwood and Smither (1975) hav riticized the value

-

Survey for forcing a strict, hierarchial order of values, for

its ipsative structure, selected values, for the difficulty
. N .L

qf ranking 18 values at a time, and for the relevance- of the
named values to beliéfs, attitudes, ané_behavior. These
autﬁors call’ for a measure of vélues l) that is relatively
free from class and culture bias, 2) the items of which make
reference to concrete situations, rather thap aﬁﬁfggbtions,t
3) that i; capable of measuring variation in value intensity
and 4) where the expression of the respondents' personal h

Valpes is not cphstrained. Unfoftunately, the authors
. . Y .
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conclude that the above recommendations are not adequately.
accommodated within any existing'instrument measuring values.
The implicationé of some of Kitwood and Smither's
criteria appear contradictory, as in the case where they urge
content that is culture-fair and at the same time content
that makes reference to cbncrete situations. The more the
latter is achieved, éhe greater the chances the former shall
be violated as it is the specifics of situations that -most
embody the themes of culture. Being helpful in orf® context
éan be manifested concretely in another context via
'aiametrically opposed behavior on the concrete level.

i On another issue, when one moves to a data gathering
format that does not constrain free expression, enormous
content analysis and inter-rater reliability and consistency
problems'emerge. Considering Kitwood and Smither's critique
then, it seems such refinemeqtg, besides being inconsistent,'
briﬁg other subsequent liabilities that can Be just -as great
as the benefits they hope‘to attain. The lack of action in
this direction in the last five years may be due to
researchers' judgment that such benefits are likely utopic
"while the costs necessary to achieve them do not justify the

efforts that would be necessary.

- In summafy, then, *the following conclusions pertinent to

this research may be drawn regarding the Value Survey:'l) the

Value Survey is an operationalization of Rokeach's

theoretical concepts of terminal and.instrumental values, 2)
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as an 1nstrument the Value Survey is simple in design and .

economical time-wise to admlnlster to groups, and 3) desplte

cr1t1c1sm, the Value Survey has proven to be a reliable and

valid 1nstrument that has been used to ascertaln similarities
or dszerences between groups of individuals and in relatlng
certain values of certain behaviors. Because of the above,

the Vglue Survey was felt to.be a pertinent and useful

measure Bf values for the present study. .
2. Defining Issues gest'(DIT).

The Defining Issues Test (DIT) is derived from
Kohlberg's coghitive—developméntal theory of moral
development. The DIT’provides an objectively scored and
group—admlnlstered measure of moral reasonlng capac1ty. In
addltlon, it avoids many of the psychometric dlfflcultles

‘h5£ising from thé Kohlbergian interview technique of
" assessment (cf. Kurtines and Greif, 1974). 'The DIT is a

standardized, cognitive-developmental measure of moral or

fairness-reasoning, with a minimal.dependence on the testee's

verbal expressiveness. A limitation of the measure is that
. it cannot be used with subjects who have lower than 12
year-old reading levell A copy of the DIT can be found in
Appendlx 2. |

The DIT consists of 51x moral dilemmas adapted om -

Kohlberg's interviews which are followed by twelve stagé_ )
_ . S
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prototyéic stétqments {also derived from Kshlberé's work) . .
The subjecf is first asked to rate each of the statements on
a five-point Likert scale in terms of the statement's
relative importanéé in reaching a decision with respect to
the dilemma presented.{ The subject is then asked to select
and rank order the four most imﬁortant of these statements |
These final rankings are used in the calculation of the

actual index of moral maturity referred to as the P-score.

N T,

I;‘should be no£ed that while the DIT takes the basic
theoretical appfbaéﬁ of Kohlberg's work, it cannot be
considered to be measuring exactly the same phenomena because
of the difference in methodology. Resé (1979, 1974) and
Alozie (1976) outline some important aép%gts in which the DIT
differs from the Kohlbergian interview technigue. Aan ~ |
examination of tbese issues méy further clarify thé
properties of the DIT. | ‘

The first issue concerns the nature af the data sourcé.
Kohl@erg's as§essmeﬁt reguires a subject to spontaneously
generate a nevw solution to a problem and then has a judée
allocate a subject's responses to daté-categories. The DIT
asks a subject to evaluate various. considerations pfovided by
the examiner and consequently to classify his own responses.
The DIT, then, is more of a recognition task than one of
production and subjects are EHus likely to show more advanced
moral thinking (more uég of principled thinking) on the DIT.

Indeed, Alcozie (1976), in an intensive study of the

*

-

'

—reriinr, [ PR
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differences of Kohlberg's test with the ﬁIT, found that *
subjects chdse items on the DIT at higher stages than Lhé
Stage at which they produce statements on the Kohlberg.
interuziew. It is s;ggested that'thigldisérepancy is quite
reésonable within the context of a d;velopméntal theory since
recognition and discrimination generally precedes the ability
for original production. The‘DIT can be regarded as tapping
the earlier and more tacié moral understanding of a subject

in the'recognition and discrimination of principled thinking.

A secand issue is concerned with 'the manner by which to

‘index development. The traditional Kohlbergian method has

been to allocate a subject to one bf the six stages on the
basis of his responses in the interview. Rest (1979, 1975)
suggests that phis is misleading since subjects are nevef
entirely‘uithin on; stage and any one protocol contains
indications of different stage thinking, Thus to assign a
subject categorically to one stage based on predominant usage
of that stage is an. oversimplification., The DIT provides a“
continuous ijdex (the P—scqrg)-which locatgs a subject's
aevelopment in terms of the relative importance he gives to
pPrincipled moral - thinking. - This method avoids the arbitrary
nature oELstagejtyping based on predominant usage as well as
indirectly includi;g in the final index an indicatyag of the
discrepant information caused by mixed stage usage.

Loevingen'(1976) points out that the P-score lacks intuitive

appeal as a measqre of overall development because it



62

incorpérates no information from issues keyed to the stageé- ) ]
2, 3 or 4, Comparing several new indices derived from ' (
scaling techniques with the P inéex (Davison and Robbins, ) ~

1977), Rest (1979) gcknowledges the P—;;ore‘s insensitﬁéitx

to changes oécurring in the lower stages. To researchers

using the DIT to evgluate outcomes of clénical and - ' |

educational programs, Rest advocates the use of Davison's Lo L

index.

Generally speaking, then, while.Rest‘s and Kohlberg's
assessment technigues assume the same theoretical basis, each ] X
uses its own methodology_to colléct and summarize data, and
thus, each taps a different aspect of the same phenomena. \

While data concerning the psychometric robustness éf the | |
DIT are relatively limited due to the recency éf its .
development, .the initial results are encouraging. A first
. study of the DIT (Rest et al, 19{4) examined the prptocols of
160 subjects drawn from four different eduéational ievels - ‘
junior hlgh high school, college, and graduate school. This
latter group was composed of semlnarlans and doctoral -
students studying moral philosophy and political scignce.‘

The results indicated that the more advanced grbups showed a
-clear increase iﬁ the P-score as well as a substantial . ‘
degreaée'OEIIOWer stage usage. Tést;reteét correlatiéns

based on the 28 ninth graders were in the .80's. A study by \;, ‘
. ' L L i
McGeorge (1974) was undertaken to obtain a test-retest ‘

reliability esi}mate. This sample contdined 19 ninth ' ,

DN

§ et g e e TN Rt ameeu kb e e,
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graders and 33 Australién, collegé—age students. A

‘'short-term interval between testings indicated no signifiqant

changes in P-score sums.

The DIT manual (Rest, 1974) provides further validating
information. Sixteen- studies inéolving over .1,500 subjeéfs
are reviewed and the average group P-scores réported ‘in tLese
samples fiF closei; witﬁ thqse or;ginally described {Rest ;t
él, 1974). Results are also reédfted from studies ‘examin'ing
change following explicit moral/ethical édqpational
experiences. Signifigant upward.change was found folléwing
these enriphment egperiencgg*as compared tg'no Significantw
changes following exposure to regular courses -in logic or '
philosophy. X |

Rest (1975) reports on the pattern of longitudinal
change - an iqtegra; aspect of a developmentaf theory.
Eigﬁtyfeight former junior-and,senior high school students
who had been tested in.a previous study (Rasé et al, 1974)
were re-tgsﬁed fo;lowing an interval of two years.
Significant deﬁelopmentél change was found with -all subjects
sPo@ing increased usage of principled moral-thinking. The
younger subjects also showed shifts from preconventional to
conventional thinking: Test-retest reliabilit& over two
years was .68 for the younger group and .54 for the older
group. ' o ‘ N'

McGeorge (1975) examined.the suceptibility of the DIT to,

faking. Subjects were vhable to fake upward althoudh they
. . . .\ . . - ~ - ‘

-
-~ ' )
-
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could fake downward. The results support the general theory
of a sequential developmental pattern of moral reasoning such
that‘subjects recognize lower stages as immature and can
re;pond cgrrectly when asked ‘to fake downeard while higher
stages are relatively inaccessible and thus preclude upward
faking. This study also reports a test-retest reiiability‘éf ¥
.65 (eighteen dayr interval). ‘The author suggests that this
correlation is attenuated by a restricted range of scores.

Research relating the DIT to certain demographic
variables will be only briefly summarized. Education shows a

consistent and powerful relationship to the DIT (Rest, 1979). -

Age is related to the DIT for student groups but not for

adult groups (Dortzbach, 1976; Coder, 1976). There is
suggestive evidence that intellectual milieu, as indicated by
reglon of the country and religious membershlp 4 assessed at

the individual congregatlon level, not denomination), is

e

associated with moral judgment (Ernsberger, 1976; Lawrence,
o) 1978). SES, sex, political party; type of residence,
n profession, or college majors do not have clear and
con51stent relatlonshlps with DIT scoress and more research

is warranted (Rest,-"1979).

On the DIT, the P-score is that index used as the final ,
) “ , .
score. It locates a sdbject's development ‘in terms of the ° )
!
—relatlve importance he/she glves to prlnc1pled levels of

-

\ —

;;/ falrness-reasonlng (stages 5 and 6). For example, a subject

~with a ‘P-score of 40 is interpreted as having selected
. l L ) _". . !

A T
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¢ “, :
principled fairness-reasoning items on the DIT approx imately

forty percent of the time. } - - ’
Numerocus scongng indices may be derived f;bm thé DIT in i

addition to Rest's generally recommended P-score. Howevet, '

for the purposes of the Present research, the use of thel

P-score s@%ms the most appropriate_index, and_the scoring

brécedures for this study invoived tﬁe calculation -of that

measure. A ?—score‘may be expressed as a P;raw score, or it

may be expressed in terms of a percentage, a P% score. 1In

the present research, both expressions are reported whenever

possible.

. -
The scoring takes into ‘account oﬁly'the four ranked '_ o

statements which follow each moral’éilemmé. These ranked

items are conver ted into the moral stage which they were. ) ’

designed to represent. An item ranked first or most '

important is given more weight than an item ranked second,

third or fourth, since these items had less importance to the )

subject. Thus the first choice receives a weight of four,

the second a weight of three, the third a weight of two, and
. . ,

the least important a weight of one. ‘This weighting process
is carried out for eacL St@rY} with four entrees for eacﬁ
story and resulting in 24 entrees altogether. (See Appendg;
3 for an example of a scoring ‘shee'.t.) - The P-score isnh‘én
c?lcglated'by adding together all the weights assigned to - -

stage five and'to_stage six items. This sum is divided by 60 ¢

"so, as to be expressed in terms of a proportion. The P-score ’

L} .
. . ] *
Il : . 3
.:: o . . .
. - -
—

. . .
. o 5 . . - . X r
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can vary froﬁ 0 to 95 wrather than 100 since on three of the

dilemmas there is no fourth possible principled. item to.' . i
' choose. The P indei{ then, represents the sum of. weighted °\

ranks given to "principled" items, and is_interpreted'és the - !
relatibe impoftance given to principled codsiderations.in

making a méral decision. ‘

e

3. Social Justicé Committee -Evaluation Sheet, ) ]

¥

The Social Justice Committee of a catholic university
. R -
designed and administered a measure to evaluate their own r
effectiveness during the 1978-1979 year. A main objective of \

the '78-'79 year's prograim had been to éxpose'the university

community to relevant social justice issues, with the

underlying purpoée of encouraging a socio-critical attitude ’/i 1
for future minisfry in éhe Catholic Church. One purpose’ of ~
the Committee's evalﬁgiiop sheet was_to;méashre the amount of B
ccmmunity.exposurelto social justiée:issﬁgé that had been

sﬁccessfully afcomplished. A second purpose was to Sscertain © s

whether a socid-critical attitude was oOperative, .as measured . o
from the participants' responses regarding the reasons for
attending social-juétice events sponsored by the Committee. o

In cooperation with the reseércherfﬁkhe Committee added - |

two ij o their evalﬁ&tion sheet. . '”fgﬁ |

e first added item requested the participants toO-note

’

their attendance or non-attendance at each of the Committee's .00

\'_. ' ' ¢
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sponsored events. This data was necessary for the present
‘ \
" research in order to ascertain the rea¥ life behavioral

_ responses of the subjects. Such éelf-réport data could Be
re \
numerically verified through the- Social Justice Cogmittee

or

Y

A

pfeviously cqliected statistics, which included. the acgtual \

number of people who attended each of their sponsoredhevents:

- ‘ " The second extra item requested the participant to rank \\

qon a scale of cne {l=no extent) to five (5=total ektent),-the \

]

‘extent to which (sjhe'perceived her/his valués'were'involved \
in the attendance decision.. Though to
a stated hypothesis, the researcher ng
potgntially useful when interpretin £y 1 fife'béhavior
of- subjects. ‘ . v
Finally included in, the Evalu :’ was a stateme.nt
to ghe effecg tha£ evalpator responseﬁ\wd/ uséd as part
: ;) of a research study on group value Sy : that
. ~ individual responses ‘would be kept com onfidential.
/ v Evaluators were given the option tg;; hei
responses not be used in tHe Fé% rch study. C.
, o A'copy of the Social;&ﬁgkis} Committee Evaluatiaﬁ“rheét ’
| may be £ound \in Appendiﬁ/;. {‘ |
4. Socy Al Justice Eventgéu/// ‘ o .

*
]

.

Three social justice events comprising the real life
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was sponsored in a.ﬂ\jor way by the Social Justicé Committee
of the university the subjects attended. All events were
held within an eight week period and were highly publicized

before their occurrence. Descriptions‘QF each event given . b

”

below were verified by the chairman of the Social Justice
Committee (Coffeyl), ‘ . .(f C~

" The common denominators of all three events were ff\tgg%w*L‘lxterj
strong empha51s on a social justice ‘issue, (2) adequate
subject exposure to the stimulus through advertISlng and

publiqlty,_and-3) the occurrence of the event at other than

scheduled class periods. .

Attendance behavior at the three €vents was judged to

[

prOV1de a reliable 1ndex of real life justice bphav10r. - o

/
Epsteln (1979) ‘has demonstrated that single 1tems cof behav or .
have a high component of erron of measurement;”thereby o 1
-» + . .
limiting the possibility of re ¥11 1on, and a high component )

of 51tuat13%al uniqueness, there ﬂimiting thQ\\JﬁSlblllty //”‘fWQ\

. |
.of gdneralization. Thus, 1ncreasxng the number of events - .

sessment of real life. ‘ (\k

measured Was considered a more va

behavior. \\—
Real Life Behavior #1: Day of Awareness: Yeap’ of the Chilg l ¢J%2{Ef
: - ‘
2 »
Sponsored b; the Social Justice Committee of the !

. ~

University in conjunction with outside civic and non-profit

organizatlons, the Day of Awareness: Year af the Child

+ .
- - . - - .
. - -~
- v
S § .



project was organized as 1) a consciousness~raising effort to

“, #Aert the public to-.social issues of justice’ involvipg

. a4
children and families, and 2) a concrete action-evoking event

for the attendees in the fbrm'pf - o Piegﬁrj Session at,ihg end
of fhe-day. | |

) Pubiicify for the event included several large, colorful
display boards in4the_main foyer of the building, noting the'

invited speakers and the day}s egenda. Formal advertising

]

.commeqfed approximately 10 days before the actual event,

L3

Several depqrtmenis of the University cancelled classes

hY

for the purpose of encouraging students to attend this event.

The majority of participants were enrclled ‘in these classes.

Real Life Behawior #2: "Impressions on Pueblo“- Conference

R with Archbishops Quillet and. HacNe11

This conference was organlzed by the . Soc:al Justice

Committee as an opportunlty to galn flrst-hand feedback from

L]

representat1ve$ of the Synod of Latin Amer1c§2hBlshops, who
had met to set' pollcy and deal 'with issues of social justice
“in the Latln Amerlcan Church. Major 1ssues dlscussed at the
Synod were those of the Cathollc Church's present polltlcal

o .
role in the violence vs. non-violence controversy ‘of Latin

. s A ' :
hmerica, the guestion of the involvement of ChHurch hierarchy. °

. "—' L . .
* in the’ fight for political justice through violence, and some

decision as to what methods the Church:might use to. insure.

o

Q o | a )
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social jushicé in the Latin American countriqs. o {

The'Conference-wéé pubiicized for a week in advance by ' [
the. Social Justice Committee in conjunction with the ' S !
Speaker;s bura@u of';be University through a permanent, ) ‘i

prominent display board in the main entrance of the : ]

University. ' -

The "Impressions of Pueblo” Conégrence was held on a S

‘weekday evening. : oo !

-
L]

Real Lifedfehavior #3: Student Forum | y

-

A student forum was cal%ed by the Social Justice ' ‘
Committee.pf ;he'UniversL;y;_as a reshlt 6f.thé Plenary . .
Session of the Day of Awareness: Yeaf of the'Child. The ‘ 3
Plenary Sessionibarticipants had caliéd-for a more conscious '
gffori'on the‘part of University faculties .,to see that . ~
socio—critiéalktheological and‘bqstofal training be prov?ded, .
and, séecifically, had-reguested that an.acadeﬁié course bg

added to the‘program éycle“to deal 'with social'justice_

issues, The purpose of the ;tudént forum was to ratify a

- formal brief prepared by the ?SEial Justice Committee that

' ' o SR . .
would present: the stated rgqqgsi to the University. . o
‘ .. v R . B ‘
Administration. o . : —_— )
. hd - ‘ .
%, ~ -Publicity ‘for the Forum involved a:member of the Social

2

Jusgice Commi tee péfsohélly contactiég each professor at the
- . - \

Universiti-one week in advance of the scheduled Forum to o
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request 5 minutes of class timeé. During this allotted time,

a written announcement.of the purpose of the Forum, and an
4

invitation for the student body to attend was read to each

class, Persons interested but unable to attend were

~

requgstéd\ff:gjzf/}heir input to one of the Social Justice
Committ'egnembgrs . o

The Student Forum was held at a lunch-hour meeting, when

no other University classes were formally scheduled.

&

£

B. The Participants

-,

For the inves£igation'of the hypotheses of this study,
it was necessary to. select participants from:§n adu 'sample'
within whom prinéipled levels of fairness-reasoniﬁg were
likely to'be availableﬂ::Rest (1879} and Connélly (1976) have

observed that relatively few adults choose mostly principled

moral considerations Estages 5 and 6) in making moral

.

decisicns‘on the DIT. waever, Rest notes that certain'
samples of adults do tend to exhibit higher levels of

fairness-~reasoning:

-4
Adults in general seem to slow down in moral
judgment development in their 20's and to
plateau after leaving school; however, those
continuing .their education in specialties that
emphasize moral thinking (doctoral students
in moral philosophy or political science, sem-
inarians) attain much higher DIT scores than
the average adult (p. 43).
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-

Throughout a one'week period, a total of 235 anglophone

adults,r{ucluding sepinarians and doctoral students in moral
'theoloqy and philosophy, attend;ng classes randomly selected
by the researcher ig cooperation with a university
‘administration, were requested to participate in a study of
values by completing the Defining ;ssugg T st and the Value j ' 1
-Survey within a desig;;ted time period. ,‘ rticipants used ¢ - I
. Eode numbers rather tHfan names for@idsgtificatiOn purposeé on_ )
all measures, and were assured of the confidentialit& of the |
test results which would be used for research purposes only.

Two hundred. fifteen persohs returned the measures within (
the allotted‘time period. Of zhe returned measures, twenty=
eight participants were elimiuated due to feilure tc meet the

'vaiidity ctiteria on the DIT ée set by Rest (1974),.one"
' participant was eliminated due to incompletion of the Value
Survey, and firteen eliminated'due to these participants’
inuolvement in a night class only, a factor the reeearCher

judged would affect the amount of.expoeure to the stimulus of

the behavioral measures. .

.

- . ) One hundred sevepty-one persons were involved .in the oo- .

statistical analyses of the present study.. all part1c1pants

o

were full- tlme or part-time etudents attending courses at St.

- '~ Paul Un!‘er51ty, completing graduate or undergraduate degrees

in programs of pastoral counsellng, parlsh mlnlstry,

theology, or church law. The. subjects consisted of 74

females and 97 males, zanging in abe from 20 years to 67

Jp—

y years, with a mean age of .36 years and a standard deviattion
- , ’ ‘. .. ‘ ] ’\,' . ’ . w
. ‘ X . . [ _,‘-l'.
4~
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of 10.1 yéars. "Tablc 2 presents this descriptive data.
Because of its smail pobulaticn of approximately 400
students, the strdng Christian philosophy th;t explicitly
operates, and the common denominatoc cf a cheological and
ministerial thrust to the courses of study’ of ered, the
Canadian unlver51ty Erom which the part1c1pants weiﬁkfampled

may be described as somewhat unlque. The university temds to

attract a-hlgh‘numbeg of mature students.

The experimental prccedcre involved the happenings of

the three¢ previously described real life events, the

.administration of the DIT, the Value Survey, and the Social
; £ ; .

'Justice Committee Evaluation Sheet, as-well as a group or

indiﬁidual.débriefing/feedback session. All three social

"\justice nts were held within an eight—week_éeriod. All of

»

the measures were_complcted épproximate%y one month after the

;social justice events had taken place. Figure 1 displays'a

. ' \
flow chart showing the sequence of the occirrences of the

.experimental procedure.

The Edministration 6f the DIT and the Value Survey-

+

generally occurred at the end of a regularly scheduled class

"

perlod. Students were asked to retutn’ the completed test '&L
. F

-battery ap the-subscqqut class meeting, usually held‘w1phxn
a one we%} period. Thyee‘groups'og/étudents completed the

k=i
* Bl
- ow ‘.

'




——— — T T A Y 4 et AT . e I _ . Bl e e e
[ - yors - PP - . e et ‘__.,_.’ -
. L . . -.>-A,.'...‘. ) , .
. . r . P . i 74 )
et aan . : .
‘e . . . N
- - .
' [N
’ -
.
L
3 -
& |
~, : \- .
v
L)

-

©: Table 2 | oy

- Sex, Age”and Years of BEducation
3 - , for 171 Adult Participants
B s ) »

Males B -
. Females | RO x
| Mean Age: Standard Deviation 36.2 years: 10.1 years .
Range of Age' ‘_
Average Ye.;rs of\ Educatwn 18. years

-,

20 years to 67 years

L] Nl
N ) . d .
] e Y
. - b '
- ’ '
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;'elther the DIT or the Value Survey appearing first. &as part

order to avoid any systematic test sequence bias, the

measures during the class time. Individual instructors were

_contacted prlor to the class meet‘ng and thelr agreement to

solicit students as sublects was obtained. The exam;\ér then
came tp‘the next class meeting:to.distrlbute ‘the measures.
Participents used code numbers to ensure anononymity, eha
were‘aesured cenfidentialitytof test results to be used for

research purposes only.

The two measures were arranged in a test booklet. In

booklets were. constructed in countergh}gnced order, with

J

of the statlstlcal analysis, the :kﬁgcts of these different

orders 'were directly assessed. Prior to handing out the

: booklets a brief introduction (Appendix 5.includes the"

13

bl

b

1nt;0duct10n verbatlm) was prov1ded by the examiner who

.stated that the object of the study was to investigate the

structure and organization of value systems. An explanathn

of the real life behavior prediction hypotheses was purposely:

. omitted in order to aesure uqbiased responding. Following

the return of all testlng materials by she part1c19ants, bpth

individual and group debrleflng was. made avallable for

interested participants.x. N ? : o i

The third and final measure, the Social Justice l u:\?-

- +

Commlttee Evaluatlon Shéet, was admlnlstered by the Social Co .

JUSthE Commlttee two weeks after the return of the test

bookletS'ccqtalnlng the. DIT and the Value Surveg. T
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Instructlons ln luded the use of the prev1ously selected code
- \
npmber for those ‘students who had, recently part1c1pated in’

-

the‘qafue organizatlon.research. Appendlx 6 presents the

instructions verbatim. = - »

D. Analysis of the.Data‘

A

. & - .
- Both raw scores and converteq‘percentile seores on the
DIT were determined for each of the 171 subjects.

For the purpose of the major statistical procedures, the

ordinaTlly ‘vranked data from the Value Survey was transforned
into normalized. interval level t-scores (Guilford, 1965) with

a mean of 50 and a range of 33.6 to 66.4. Appendix 7
< i N ] ‘ . .
_ presents this' data.

-t '
SelfLreport attendance behavior - for each social. justlce
‘event, collated from the post-hoc questlonnalrej proved
-numerically accurate when verified with the actual nimbers of

participants at each social” justice event, cumulated by the

Soc1al Justice Commlttee of the Unlver51ty. Attendance

-

behavior was measured on a four-step scale Qf 0 to 3.

a Attendance at no soc1al jUSthE event warranted a’core of 0,

‘ attendance-at any one of the 5001a1 justlce events “merited a

’

score of 1, a ndance at any two of the social justice

-

evente ednaied a score of 2, and attend1ng ‘all three soc1aI

h ]

{ijustice gﬁents rated a score Qf 3. Wlth regard to Real Llfe

?Behav{or #1 (Day ér'Awareness'L Year of the Chrld}, full .
- . . . ' . . . . ) ,_.. ‘ " f L I

s

b
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) atttendance was credited for. attendance at any part of the

PR

day s agenda, in order not to dlscrkgi\?te agalnst attendlng.

behavlor for those subjects for whom classes had not beem ‘f-

:cancellede_, ) ‘.. 1(/  ' (V

For explorgtory purposes each.subject answered, on a

)

Social Justice Committee Evaluation Sheet, the question, "To:

-

. - - : . S i ..
whqt extent were your values involved in your decision to

attend or not attend the sccial justibe eyentsﬁ, and rated

their answers on a scale of 1 {no extent) to 5 (total

. ' L]
extent). These "value importance” ratings were collated for

=

- the research sample. .

The 171 subjects' individual scores obtained on the DIT,

the t%aneformed scores of the value Survey rankings of the

selected'juggice—reiaﬁed values of equality and a world at

peace, the behavioralwmeasure -data, and the post-hoc
8, ‘
N

" guestionnaire value importance rankings, can be found in

-

Appendlx 8. .

‘To -test for the effect of the order-of—test Co»

presentation, the technigue of one—way analysis of variance

-

.was applied, conducted using the Statistical BPackage for the
. Ed
"Social Sciences (Nie, Hull,_Jenkins,""Steinbrenneﬁ:_;,and Bent,

1975, chap.-22).

.
- ' . ‘
N ’

A stepwxse multlple regre531on a alyszs was chosen for
r LY

analy51s purposes. because it best answeEe the predxctlon _

. ' +

question’ of 1) values and'2) level. of falrness-reasonlng as‘

L contrlbutors ta real llfe Juétice-related behavxor;(asApe-‘.

. . a

‘.,‘- _l ¥ - “ : -‘ f

’
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the 18th value'is'completely determineq,_fThis

ipsitivity can be toierated-eROkeach, 1973).

-whlle Cochrane, Billig, and Hogg (1979) used stepw1se f v

"discriminant analysis‘in order to test hypotheses utilizing:

account that amOUnt of 1p51t1v1ty generated by the Value,

- 79.

elabbrated in'hypotheses l, 2 and 3). The rank-order : o !

procedure -employed by the Value Survey is an ipsative

. procedure (one ‘that generakes nonindependent data within

1nd1v1duals), and thus may be questioned as to .its violation '
of the assumptlon of 1ndependence when statistjcal

comparisons are made acrOSs individuals. Hicks (19701 has

L4 Al

stated: ‘ _ ' ‘ ﬂwﬂ#\\xh

Specifically, attribute scores experlmentally
dependent on one another, ard the number of

- attributes measured is the primary determinant . .=C;1« S

of the degree of the artlfactual 1nterdependency = - :

(p. . 181). . . o
e ’ N _ . -

However, with '18 'values, the extent to which this o ’ S

'independence assumption is violated is felatively small, the

: average intercorrelation being only -.06 (Rokeach, 1973), ' !

That is, once a person has ranked 17 yalues, the ranking of ) ¢

L i

{1979) has employed product-momgnt‘correlation.coeffi-ientsl !

-

and, subsequently, stepwise multiple regression analysis on. '

the transforme@ ranklngs for each’yalue on the Value Survey, j

as 1ndependent varlables values ranked on the Value Survey\\\ ey
o

!

Thus, in the present study, multlple regre5510n was chosen as’

the most approprlate test statlstlc, while taking 1nto . ', - '
e .

* * .
.
P . C e . . ) . .-
.



" Hull, Jenklns, Stelnbrenner, and BentvflSTS chap.

Sorvez. E _ ‘
i 1ti i 'ysi ducted
Stepwise multiple reore551on analys;skzis_coo ucte

using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (Niew,

-Hull, "Jenkins, Steinbrenner, and Bent L975'-chap. 20)

-

Another prlnCLpIgf;échnlque of analySLSgtiiTrhe test, for

(L\ h\iﬁiferences in multlple correlatlons {Guilford,—Y965), chosen

as an appropriate—statistic fot contrasting specific

correlatlonal comblnatlons of the varlables equal1ty, a world

at geace, anq level of Ealrness reasonlng, as elaborated 1n

hypotheses 4 and 5.

g Analy51s of var1ance followed by Scheffe' thod ’
(Klrk 1968) was ‘the test statlstlc deemed #fost appropriate,

to answer Ehose questlons ralsed .in hypotheses 6 and 7,
regardlng dlfferences :in mean scores for attendance behav1or'

among varicus groups. A user s program of ANOVA was chosen

from t Statlstlcal Packaqe for the Soc1al Sc1enci//(N1e,
22}

Other technmques of analy515 used in the present

research 1nclude one- way analy51s of varlance to test the

dlf%erences between the_mean Scores of value importance for

* four gapuﬁs, Fisper's test for differences between two

uncorrela ed means (Guildord,»l965), and-a teSt to determ&he ’

the 51gnlfrtance of the dlfference between a sample median:

id h

and‘the populatlon medlan (Kendall and ‘Stuart, 1969)

For statlst;cal s1gn1f1cance, it was decided to ‘accept,

-
-

; Mthe .05 level of probablllty 1n all cases where,s&qg@f)cance

. waS'tested: The results of tnese analyses are presented and

discusséd in the next ehapté?.‘. - R _ -

o

e
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This section presents thE_?ESuLtg\of the statistical Ty

'Se/ﬁanalyéis:ohtlinedin'theﬂprevioue'chapte;. Section A - t

consiSts. f the preliminary {lyses of the comparisons of \\\a_,
samples . oi\fhe_ggg; ';/

fairness-reasoning (DIT) l
Sﬁwf\ ‘ <%82tes and value importance medaans for egualltx and a world- \

’ at peace. Also ;ncluded in the prellmlnary analyses are the
- {

" effects of order of test PfaéﬁQEiEiQD Following‘{his. , - q
Sectlon B includes the testing of the first three ' o -~

T _%\ exper1menta1 hypotheses which 1nvolve the predlctlon from 1) ¥ .

1 v

L behavior in three real 1 fe\étthetf5ns. These hypptheses are
. o, tested by a multiple regression alysis. Section C tests ’ T
experimental hypotheses 4 and 5,-involving'theﬁ _" : " | .,
predlctor—31gn1f1cance of the comblnatlons of c1ted
. independent varlables, through testlng the dlfferences in .
| r}\ﬁ\gpu%tlple correlatlons. Sectlon D referéflo hgpotheses (3 and
7 and descrlbes the flndlngs obtalneuﬁBg the appllcatlon of a o

o two-way analy51s of ¢ariance and the ‘Scheffe S hethod to the

Sn .""» ‘e

data. Finally, Sect1 n E concluded this chapter by




. . e : B2 )
- N ] \/j a
a. Preliminary Analyses o ' R li .
. 1. sample statistics. T S &;

» cT , . . -
' Table 3 presents the number of participants, t%gzreansh

and standard deviations for the'levél.of fairneé%}reasoning
scores. the transformed scores of theivalu%%egualggxfand the .

'transformed scores of the value a world at peace. These

’ . >
: Statistics are provided for each‘of‘the four social justice

* pehavior groups, that is, for those gartiéipants who. attended

’ L

- one, two, or‘ggﬁgcbsocial justice.events, as well as’ for .the

total sample. _ - ' T

¢

Applylng Fisher's t—test (Gu1lford 1965), the average
level ofg;alrness—reasonlng (P%] scorewpf this sample (46) 1s

51gn1f1cant1y hlgher“(p < ,01) than that reported by Rest

979, who c1tes the average P% after c0mb1n1ng all adult:

américan’ samples (1 I49 subjects from 29 samples) as 40. The

.01) than that reported by Connally and HcCarrey (1978),

‘ »
c1te the average P% of 289 adult Canadlan Subjects as

Connally "and McCarrey' s (1978) results are

51gn1f1cantly lower (p < .01) than those reported by Rest
~ - . - .

(1979). Table 4 presents these results.
-

: Rokeach (1979) repotts a median' rank oﬁ 7 6 for the

termlnal value of egdhlltz for a sample of 1,430 adult

Amerlcans colleéted in 1971, and a median rank of 2 9, for ‘the
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p—_

terminal value of a world at peace for the same sample.” In

the present sample of 171 adults, the median rank of eguali

”

is 6.6, significantly higher (Table 5) than-that reporte

Rokeach, and the median rank of a world at peace is 7.8}

51gn1f1cantly lower {(Table 5) than that reported for
Rokeach's 1971 sample. A test of 51gn1f1cance for the median
(Kendall and Stuart, 1960) was judgedqthe most appropriate to
determine if the sample median differed signifioantly.from
the population median (Dionne2). Table 5 presents these

results.

2. order-of-test presentation.

TG test for the effect of the order-of-test

presentation, the following procedure and analysis were

completed. ‘ - \\\/;)
Seventy-nine participants (Group 1) were presented with

a test sequence such that they completed the Value Survey

before the DIT, while for nlnety-two participants (Group 2)
" this order was reversed. The flrst group, then, corkists of
those participants who completed the measure of level of

fairness-reasoning (DIT) first, followed by the Value Survey.

The second group consists of those participants who completed

the Value Survey first, followed by the DIT.
Three one-way analyses of variance were computed. A

one-way analysis of variance comparing the value importance .



Table 5

Tests of Significance Between the Population Median

Rankings of the Values Equality and a World at Peace and thé

Sample Median Rankings of the values Equality and a world
at Peace
Equality
Population median rank, = 7.6
Sample median rank - = 6.6 E
Standard deviation ) = 3.909
Sample size — = 171
Constant = 12533 .
Standard error of median = .3745
Difference between population median = 1
rank and sample median rank '
Difference + Standard error of median = 2.67%
A world at Peace

Populaticn median rank = " 2.9
Sample median rank = 7.8
Standard deviation = .4.398
N ' S

. Sample size _,, ( = 171
Constant = 1.2533
Standard error of median - = .4214
Difference between population median ' = 4.9

rank and samplé median rank

Differernce + Standa;rd error of median =

* p< .05
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mean scores for equality between the two groups indicated’

thaguihe groups wetre not s@jnifican;}y different. The

‘results are pfesented in Ta?if’g},,

-

A seéond'one—way analysis of variance, comparing. the

-

value importance mean scores for a world at peace between

those 79 participants who completed the Value Survey before

the DIT and those 92 participants who completedléﬁe-!gigg
Sdrvez after the DIT,nindicated:Po significant difference
between these twb_groups. ‘&able' _presents these Eindings.
A third one-way ahalysis variance compared mean
scores for level of fairness reasonihg (P-raw). Significant
difference was found between the mean level of
fairness-reasoning scores fdﬁ tbeﬂtwd groupé ({F=6.230,
p <.0l4}. That group of 79 suSﬁects who completed the Value- .
Survey before the DIT demonstrated a significantly higher o

-

‘mean score (mean score = 29.6, standard.deviation = 9.00) on.

. the level of fe}rneéé—feasoning measure (DIT) than did that -

»

grdup of 92 participants who completed Ehe Value Survey'after

the DIT (mean score = 26,6, standard deviation = _7.86). From

- Table 8, which displays these results, it may -also be noted

- of fairness-reasoning scores.

Erom the e€ta2, that the order-of-test presentation accbuntg

for approximately .036 percent 'of the variation in the. level

-

Ordéf-bflteép‘presentation was such that one might

expect comparability of groups. However, there was no

-

s

empirical check done for this. Therefore, one canpot
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4

preclude the possibility of group differences on pertinent -
variables such as level.of cducation.

Table 9 summarized the numbers of cases and the mean

N

scores and standard deviatidns'for level of fairness-—

reasoning, and for  the selected justice values of equality

and a world at peace for the two groups of participants.

B, Multiple Regression Analysis"

.In‘the stepwise regression, the variable &pat explaihs
the greatest amdunt of variance in the dependent variable
will enter the regression equation ﬁirst; the variable that
explains the greatest amouht of variance in ccnjunction with
the first will enter sécond and so on. In other werds, the
variable that expiains the gre%test amount of variance’
unexplained by the vafiables already in the eqguation eﬁters
the equation at each step. Thus, it is possible to isolate

subset of available predictor variables that will yield an

. .optimal prediction equation with %f\i:w terms as possible.

Appendix 9 includes a correlation matrix for' the DIT
scores and the 36 termlnal and instrumental values utlllzed'
1n thls study- Appendlx 10 lists the unstandardlzed JB"
regre551on coefficients for the level of falrness -reasoning

(DIT) scores and the terminal and Lnstrumentar'values

contrlbutlng to the regreSSLOn equation.

s L N

- [ e —————— e e R
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Iﬁiorder-to teet hypotheses 1, 2, and 3,-a multlple
regression procedure was employed to examlne the degree of

linear dependence of the criterian vériable, attendance
behavior at soczal justlce events, on the 1ndependent
variables of the level of fairness-reasoning and-all 36
terminal and inefrumental values. Table 10 summarizes the
- findings. The independent Qariables of level of
fairness-reasoning, lS'terminai values, and 15 instruhental
values were included inla final regression equation for which
the F ratio indicated an overall ‘goodness of fit (F=2.05009,
df=31,139, p < .Oi). 'The‘overall'null hypothesis (multiple
R=0) being rejected, it is concluded that one or more of the
pepulation regreseion coefficients-has an absolute value
greater than zero.
From the stendardized reéression coefficients (beta in
Table 10} is determined the relative importance of each
}ndependent variable upon attendance at social justice events
measured on a four-step scale o% 0 to 3. Sihce the beta
values in Table 10 are partial regression éoefficiente, theY'
may be used as measures of the influence cf each independen§
—*'varlable upon attendance at social justlce events, with ‘\

)

adjustments made for all other independent variables. From
Tables 10 and llqlt can be seen, for example, _that the
1nflﬁence of level of fairness~reasoning is sl1ght1y
dlmlnlshed (R=.228 to R=1191) if the confounding effects of

all other variables are controlled. However, even‘when



Table 10

e

. Ehe Regnaxnmr1£quatux1 IncludEd and Emchtkﬂ Varlables
. w1ﬂzhazmpmnung£ktavkn@ns

Maltiple R = 0.56023
. R Sguare = 0.31385

Stamdard-Error = 0.75602

= 205099 (p< .01) -
Degrees of Freedam = 31,139 "1

-

Variables in the Bquation

variable .

Level of Fairness-Reasoning

Logical (less)

A Comfortable Life
Intellectural (less)
Courageous

An Exciting Life
Wisdom

A World of Beauty
Naticnal Security
Amhitious (less)
Self-controlled (less)
Loving {less)

Mature Love {less)
Social Recognition (less)
Cheerful

Self-respect (less)
Freedom

Happiness (less)
Honest J(less)

. Indepefllent (less)

Broadminded (less)
Forgiving

Family Securlty {less)
Eguality

Clean (less)

Capable {(less)
Salvation (less)
Helpfnl {less)

Inner Harmony

A Sense of-Accomplishment
Imaginative
{Constant)

-Beta

0.19189
-0.25974
0.17410
-0.23237
0.14836
0.19624
. 0.11270
0.12570
0.0824%
-0.14655
-£.12080

" e (,09734

-0.11605

.+ =0.11175

0.06699
-0.09353
4 0.05812.
-0.06559
-0.09585
-0.06714
-0.06705
0.03247
-0.04188
0.04079
~0.02988
-0.02891
-0.01807
-0.01626
0.02050
0.01439
0.01088
3.294931

Variables not in the Bquatiom

Variable Beta
A World at Peace 0.00093
Pleasure ~0.00378
True Friendship 0.00327
Obedient -0.00358 .
Polite -0:00326 .
Responsible 0.00828




controlling for the variables of all other terminal and

_ .k . - - . : . .
instrumental values, theé level of fairness-reasoning still

A - v

emerges as a 51gn1f1cant predictor of attendance behavior.

-

With regard to the order of test presentatlon, then, this 1s

an 1mportant flndlng, $ince even . after partlallxng out all of

. the confoundlng effects of thae values, the level of

fairnessteasonihg“maintains_its signlflcance as one of the
heaviest weighted'predictofe of attendance behavior at social
justlce events. ...- . )

Tests for spec1f1c regre531on coeff1c1ents were made and
results used tq lndlcate whlch of the 1ndependent variables

L

51gn1f1cantly contrlbuted to the regre551on equatlon and’

< .

which variables could be deleted The hierarchical F .test
(Nie, Hull, Jenklns, Stelnbrenner, and Bent, 1975) was
applied. The hlerarchlcaﬁ test qf_51gn1f;cance procedure
1nvol¥es adjustments for only those variables that precede a
given varlable in the hlerarchlcal order, and therefore
reflects the total influence of each variable rather then
reflecting only the direct linkages between the independent
veriables and attendance at eccial justice events as is
gleaned from the beta weights. From Table 11 it can be seen
that six independent variables.were found to be significant
at-the .05 level of confidence. Level of fairness-reasoning
was that independent variable which entered the tegression
equation first and which explained the greatest amount of

variance in the criterion'yariable of attendance at social
Ty
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Table 11 )
. \ o :
Hierarchical F-Tests, Multiple R's, and R Square Change
for Significant Variables in the Regression Equation
\" - . . i
Variable © F 4 Multiple R R Square RSQ Change
Level of Fairness- 10.6%  0.22861 0.05226  0.05226
Reasoning ) ~
Logical (less) 7.46%* 0.29311 - 0.08592  0.03365
\, A Capfortable Life  6.66*  0.34190 0.11690  0.03098
\\ Iptellectual (less) 7.35%  0.38731 “ 0.15001  0.03311
.  Courageious ' 7.80%  0.42508 0.1806%  0.03068
"\ Wisdm . 4.60% . 0.44900  0.20100  0.02031
af = 1,151
* p < .05
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3

_ justice events. An F test of the regression coefficient
,indicaéed significance at the .01 level of confidence. Thg '
the level of fairness-reasoning is a significant predictor,
‘attendance at social justice events. Hypothe51s 1, then Y
confirmed, thaf individuals who obtain hlgh scores .on the DiT,-
will show significantly more attendance at social justice
.events than will other individuals. The instrumental va_‘ezj
logiéal was the second independent variable which was

. ,
included in the equation and was significant at the .0l
Ieve;. It can be noted from Table 10 that thie‘predictor
carrie; a negative sign, dengting the lower its:rank in the

hieraréhy of values, the more likely it was to.predict

attendance of Sbgial'justice events. A comfortable life, a

terminal value, was significant at the .05 level in
contributing to the regression equation. A second

instrumental value carrying 'a negative sign, intellectual,

'.was found to be 51gn1f1cant at the .05-Jevel ' of confidence.
Courageous, an 1nstrumenta1 value, and wisdom, a terminal
Ja;pe, were~ the final two independent variables. to
significahtly contribute (p < .05) to the regression
eqdatibn."Thirteen terminal values and fourteen instrumental
values were 1n51gn1f1cant (p < .05)- in contributing to the
"regre551on equatlon. Among these was the value equality. .
Thus, hypothesis‘j/bas not confirmed. The cooperative

justice value af'egualitz was not a significant predictor of |,

-, . :
W C :
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social justice behavior.. Individuals who rank equality high

on the Value Survey do not show significantly more attendance
at soc1ai justice events than other\;Pdlv1duals.

Tﬁree remaining terminal values, a world at.peace,

pleasure, and true friendship, and three’ instrumental values,

obedient, polite, and responE&ble were not included in the

regre551on equation {(see Table ‘10). Thus the 1mportance '

‘given to the cooperative juStice'valpé of a world at peace

was not a significant predictor of attendance at‘social

‘justice events. Hypothesis 3, that individuals who rank a

world at peace high on- the Value Survey will show

significantly more attendance at social justice events, is

not confirmed. ' . r

From the multiple regtession analysis, the'degree.of

linear depeﬁdence_of_attendance behavior at social justice
events on the independent variables of level of

fairness-reasoning and the five predictor values, that is,

logical, a écmfgrtable life, intellectual, courageous and -

¢

wisdom, can be determined. The strength of the depen@ence is
explained by the R2 value, or the aﬁong bf‘variation in
attendance behavior at social justice events that can bé—
explalqed by linear dependence upon the six 1ndependent 3
variables operat1ng-301ntly Table 11 (bottom llDE, 3:d
colump} shows that R2_= .201, 1ndlcat1ng that 20% of he%

variation in attengﬁnce behavior at social justlce events is

explainéd by level "of fairness~reasoning, logical, a

v . Y
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comfortab efiife, intellectual and wisdom.
' A

C. Differences Between Multiple R's

AY

i
In order to test hypotheses 4 and 5, an F tesﬁ to
_deterﬁine the siénificance of a difference between multiple
‘R's (Guilford, 1965) was applied. Such é test allows us to
know whether the mﬁltiple R with more predictor variables
included to correlate with the criterion variable is
significantly greater .than the R with a'smaller;nﬁmber of

predictor variables.

-

Table 12 presents the results of four analees. The

first analysis tests hypothesis 4, that

-

the predictive ability of the three variables of
the level of fairness-reasoning, equality, and a
world at peace to attendance behavior at social
justice events will be significantly greater than
the predictive ability of the single, variable of

* level'of fairness-reasoning to attendance behavior
at social justice events.

As can be seen from Table 12, the resulging F value for the
first analysis (F=.14]1) is not significant at the .05 level.
This non-significant F value indicates that the multiple-R
with the greater number of predictor variables is not greater
than the predictidn to attendance at sociél justice events
using the level of fairness;reasoning alone as a predictor.

Attendance at social justice events does not appear more

v e
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" Table 12

Tests of Significance of Differences Between Miultiple R's

449 200 -6

Multiple ) 4 . Number of DF F
R Square Variables
Level of Fairness-Reasoning. © 228 .052 1
‘Level of Fairmess-Reascning, J ‘ . 2,167 0.141
and values BEquality, A World ) .
at Peace ' .232 .052 3 v
Erquality, A World at Peace .050 002 2
Level of Fairness-Reasoning, 1,167 © 9.00%.
and values Equality, A World . .
at Peace .232 .053 3
Ievel of Fairpess-Reasconing .228 © 052 1
' level of Fairness-Reasgning, 5,164 6.12*
and values Iogical, A .
Corfortable Life,
Intellectual, Courageous,
Wisdom _ .449 =201 6
logical, A Comfortable Life, ’
Intellectual, Cowrageous,
Wisdom 412 .165 5
Level of Fairness—Reasoning, 1,164 7.46%
and valves Logical, A
Comfortable Iafe,
Tntel lectural, Courageous -
Wisdom

* p< 05

I
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significantly predicted by level of* fairness-reasoning

scores,'egualitx, and a world at peace than by ledelvof

fairness~reasoning scores alcne.

The second. analysis tests hypothesis 5, that

PR . the predictive ability of the three variables of the
level of fairness-reasoning, eguality, and a"world at
peace to attendance behavior at social justice events
will be significantly greater- than the predictive
ability of the two variables of equality and a world
at peace to attendance behavior at social justice

« events. '

From Table 12 it can be seen that the resulting F value
of 9.p0 is significant beyond the .05 level of confidence.

It can be concluded, then, that the multiple R with.the

greater.number of predictor variables, that is R=.232 for

level of fairness-reasoning, equality, and a world at peace,

+

is a more significant predictor of attendance at social

-

Jjustice events than is R=.05, the multiple correlation for

the cooperative justice values of equality and a world at

peace with attendance at social justice events. Thus
hypotheéis.s is confirmed. AtEendance behavior at social
justice events #ill have been more signifiéantly predicted by
level of fai;ness—reasoning, equality, and a world at  peace

- s

_than by equality and a world at peace alone. ' It is to be

_noted, however, from Table 10, that the beta weights of

- equality and a world at peace do not warrant‘iggnificance

{th respect to inclusion in the reyjression equation.” It can
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-
be concluded, then, that the major contribution to the
multiple R value of .232 is made by the level of LT

fairness~reasoning.

—

In the third analysis in Table 12, the difference
between the multiple. R of level of fairness—reasdning and the
multiple R of the five predictor valdes in addition to the- |
level of fairness-reasoninq is tested._ The resulting F value
is significant (p < .05) indicating tﬁe higher multiple

correlation is significantiy greater than the lower multiple
vy

Yo
corre} tion, even after taking into consideration the

éiffe?épcg in the number of variables.

The fourth analysis tests the difference in the mditigle
R between the five predictor values aﬁd the five predictor
‘vaiues combined with the léQél of fairness-reasoning. The F
value indicates significance at the .05 level of prégébility,
demonstrating the higher co:reiation to Qg greater. than the
lower. ' - I

. . 3! .

Tpus, in both the thl;d and the fourth analys?s, the

variables of the lev;l of fairness-reasoning plus‘ghé give

predictor values of logical, a comfortable lifé,

intellectual, courageous, and wisdom are seen to be more

significant predictors of sociaa justice behavior than either

R ]

the level of fairness-reasoning or the five predictor values” ~

~

alone.
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D. Two-way Analyses of Variance-

l. .Division of sample into groups.

In order to test the remaining hypothesis, the
participants were divided into two qnequaf gfoups based on
the level of fairnesé-feasoning scores. This categorizagion
dichotomized the group based on low and high levels of ‘/ﬂ
fairness-reasoning (Figure 2). Ehe”fifty percentile score
was used aé the cut-off point for dividing the saﬁple into
low and high level of fairness-reasoning groups.
Participants who sélected principled items more than 50% of

the time are assumed to possess a qualitatively different
cognitiye organization from those.subjects who select less
’wthgn 50; of the principléd items (Rest, 1974). That is, the
selection of principled items presupposeg a hierarchical
arrangeﬂent of systems.of thinking‘whereby the more advanced
forms Qf thinking encompass and reintegrate the earlier forms
of t@inking: The 50% score as a cut-off poigt for the,
determination of low or high levels of fairness-reasoning

t

grdups‘has proved useful in other research {(Jacobs, 1976,

1977). -

For each of the two groups di@ided on the basis of DIT

scores, a tripartitive division for the value importance

scores of equality and of a world at peace was conducted

(Figure 2). The transformed scores of the ordinal rankings

on the Value Survey for the cooperative justice values of 1)

/
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FIGURE 2

1

bivision of Sanple Into Dichotomous Level of Fairmess-Reasoning
Groups and Tripartitive l:"qual_ity and a World at Peace Subgroups
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equality and 2) a world at peace were used to further
categorize,egch level of fairness-reasoning group into three

subgroups. In other words, the high level of

,fairness-reasoning'group has further divided into-thrée Con

subgroups based on the.value importance scores for eguality N

and three subgroups based on the value importante scores for

-a world at peace. 1In a similar manner, the low'leyel of

: . - 3
fairness-reasoning group was divided.

. ‘a"
The thirty-third and the sixty—sixth percentile scores

were used as the cut—oEEs for dividing each level of

-
-

falrness reasoning group 1nto low, mlddle, and high eguallty

subgroups.‘ For each level af falrness reasoning.fgroup, the

same categorization was applied to the transform scores of‘\
. ps .

a world at peace. The precise percentile points were 33.9

and 66.7 for the value egﬁalitz, and 33.9 and 64.3 for the =

value a world at peace. This division for the value egualitxlr
resul ted in‘low‘ uﬁgroups containing 24 particip?gts.in the
hiéh level of fairfess-reasoning group and 33 pagiiciEfnts in
the low level Qf fairqess—reasoning group. Value importangé
scores for the low égualitx subgroups ranged from 33.6

tﬁrqugh 45.0. Middle egpali%z subgroups~contéiped 24
participants_in the high leve1 of fairness-reasoning.group :

and 33.participants in the low level of fairne

group, the value- 1mportance .scores ranglng from ; thrqugh

53.0. ngh egualltx subgroups consisted of- 22 part1c1pants

in the high Yevel of falrness—reasonlng‘gpoup and 35 in the .. .
. .\ ) . -

P
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low level of fairness-reasoning group, whose value importance
./ : .

scores varied from 53.1 through 66.4. >
- The tripartitive division for the cooperative justizzn\ﬁi

value of a world at peace resulted in two low subgroups
containing 27 participants in the high level of

- . ~
fairness-reasoning group and 28 participants in the low level

of fairness-reasoning group. Transformed scores for the low

a world at peace subgroups ranged from 33 through 45.0.

Middle a world at peace subgroups contained 20 participanij\

in the high level of fairness-reasoning group and 35 ‘in' the

-

jow level of fairness-reasoning group, whose value importance

scores ranged from 45.1 through 51.9. High a world at peace

subgroups consisted of 23 participants in the high level of "
fairness—-reasoning group and 38 in the low level of

" fairness-redsoning group, whose vaiue importance scores
ranged from 52 through 66.4.

In more descriptive terms, the eguality tripartitive
division produces thiée subgroups which differ fgom each
other in terms of the relative importance that is attached to
the valué of equality. These three subgroups exist for each
of the two level of féirnéss—reasoning groups. In order to
be included in the low subgroups, an individual must have
preferred approx imately 66% Or more of the other values to

that of equality, and must}have ranked them hlgher on the-

Value Survey. The members of the high subgroups performed in
an opposite manner, and assigned greater, importance to the
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value equality approximately 33% or less of the time, and

thus ranked them lower than equality on the Value Survey.’

The middle subgroup included those indivdiduals who ranked

equality in the middle range of the Value Survey.

In a similap manner, the tripartitivé division of a

world at peace scores produced three subgroups for each group

" divided on the basis of DIT scores. These subgroups differ

from each other in terms of the relative importance that is

attached to the value of a world at peace in its hierarchical

order on the Value Survey.

~— T
2. Findings. ¢

e

§’ In order to test the ‘interaction prediction made in

hypothesis 6, that the group of individuals with both high

‘levels of fairness-reasoning and high preference fo; the
value equality will show sigﬁificaﬁtly more attendance
behaviof at soéial justice events than any other group of
inSividuals, a two-way analysis of variancé was applied to
the dependent variable, attendapce behavior at social Jjustice
events. The results of tﬁis analysis are summarized in Table
Table 13 demonstrates that the interaction effect of the
level of fairhess—reaSOning and equality is significant at

the .0l level of confidence. Scheffe's S method (Kirk, 1968)

was applied to m d11 possible comparisons among the six ,

e Ml
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mean scores for attendance behavior at social justice eventé.
Table 14 presents the differences among means.
'ip can be seen from Table 14 that the only significént.
: difference among ﬁeans occurs betwegn the group of
individuals who‘attaiﬁs.a high level of fairness-reasoning

and who ranks equality in the middle of t%é Value Survey and

the group who attains a low,le%el of fairness-reasoning and

who ranks- equality in the.middle of the Value Survey.

However, that group of individﬁ%ls,whoAattains both a high

] .

.levél of fairness~reasoning and highly prefers the value

eghalitz on the Value’Survey, does not show-sigﬁificantly
more attendance behavior at social justice events than any
other group of individuals. 1In other words, the mean score
of 1.591 for attendance behavior at.social justice events,
atEai23§ by-that group of individuals who select more than '
50% 05 Principled {stages 5 and 6) i£ems on the DIT and who
also /prefer the:valuelegualitx to more thaﬁ 66% of the other’
values, is not significantly different from the mean scores
for attéﬁdance behﬁvior-attéined by ény other group of
individuals.

In résumé, the data of Table 14 indicétes'that
hypothesis 6 is. not upheld. That  is, when participants
attaineg hiéh levels of fairness-reasoning plus highly

preferred the value equality, greater attendance behavior at \lx

social Jjustice events did not result.

9
Figure 3 displays a pictorial graph of the interaction-

.
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Hypothesis 7, that the group of'individuéls with both

high levels of fairness~-reasoning and high preference for the

value a world at peace will show significantly more

1)

attendance at social justice events thad any other group of
individuals, was tested by the application of a two-way
analysis of variance to the dependent variable of attendance
at social justice events. The results of this analysis are
sumﬁarized in Table 15. Examination of Table 15 shows that
the main effect of level of fairness-reasoning is
51gn1£1cant, which underlies the statistical importance of
this variable in accounting for attendance behavior at soc1al
justice events.

The main effect of the importanée of the value a world
at peace, as well as éhe {hteraction_effects of a world at
peace and the level bﬁ;fairness-reas;ning are nonsjignificant.

It can be concluded, then, that high, middle, or low rankings

of a_world at peace contribute little statistically to

differential attendance behavior. It can also be concluded

that the effect of level of fairness-reasoning does not

differ significantly acr high, middle, or low rankings of

the effect of a world at péace

a world at peace. Likesise

is uniform arross)different tegories of the level of

That gﬁé ndividuals witi\both high levels of

fairness-reasoning and hlgh preference for the value a world
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at peace did not show significantly more attendance behavior

at social justice events than other individuals.
E. Investigation of Post-hoc Questionnaire

On the Social Justice Committee's Evaluation Sheets,
cach subject answered the gquestion, "To what extent were your
values involved in your decision to attend or not attend the

social justice events", and ranked his/her anéwer on a scale
of 1 (no extent) to 5 (total extent). A one-way analysis of
variance was applied to the data to ascertain the differences
among means of ranked value impg;tance for those who attended
none, one, two or three‘of-the social justice events.

Table 16 presents these resﬁlts. A linear trend of
increased peans_of ranked value‘importance is demonstrated,
ffom subjects who attended none of the social justice events

&

(mean sébre = 2.2105)" to subjecté who attended one of the
social jﬁsticeﬂevents (mean-;core = 3.4800), to subjects who
attended two of the social justice events (;ean score =
3.800),.to subjects who attended all three social justice -
events (mean score = 4.1667). The resultant F ratio (18.210)
is significant at thg‘.0001 level of probability. The&
-Sdﬁéffe post hoc cpmparison for value importance. indicates a
significant mean éifference (p < .05) between those subjects

who attended none of the social justice events and those who

attended either one, two, or three of the social jdstice



~

. / .
Table 16 i
Analysis of Variance of Value Importance Rankings
by Attendance Behavior at Social Justice Events,
and Scheffe Post-Hoc Comparison of Mean Scores

-

- sum of Mean F

F
Source . e Squares Squares Ratio Prob.
Between Grdups R . 87.1122  29.0374 18.210 0.0000
within Groups 167 266.3018 1.5946 '
Total : 170 353.4138 : ’
. ' e

L]

Growp ' ' Standarad Standard
Attendance Count Mean Deviation . Error °
None . 95 J 2.2105 1.4652 0.1503
One Event 50 3.4800 0.9089 0.128S
Two Events 20 3.8000 1.1050 0.2471
Three Events 6 4.1667 0.4082 0.1667
Total 171 2.8363 1.4418 0.1103 )
. Scheffe Post-Hoc Procehure - “

Group .
Mean Atbendance .
- : 2.2105 Nane g _ -
L 3.4800 (ne Event * 1
3.8000 Two Events *

P . 1y Three Events* ) .
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Thus, the salient findings of this study can be

summarized as follows:

1.

4.

By design, the mean score of the level of faitness—
reasoning (P%) of the adult sample in the present study .
is significantly higher than those mean scores reported "

in two other publishéd studies using adult samples.

Level of fairness-reasoning was a significant linear
predictor of attendance behavior at none, one, two, Or
three social justice events, accounting for approxi-

mately 5% of the variance in attendance behavior. ‘

The cooperative justice~related values of eguality : ‘

and a world at peace did not emerge as significantly

weighted coefficients in the regression equation.

When these values were combined wifh the level of
fairness-reasoning, the resulting predictive ability
to attendance behavior was no more significant thén
that predictive ability of level of fairness-reasoning
alone to attendance behavior, but was more ;igaificant
than that predictive ability of equality and a world

at peace alone with attendance behavior. - )

High importance given to the values a comfortable life,
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courageous, and wisdom, and low importance given to

the values logical and intellectual emerged to compose

a.significant prediction pattern of attendance behavior
at none, one, two, or three-social justice events,
which accounted in total for approximately 15% of the
variance in attendance behavior. When these values
were combined with level of fairness—reasoﬁing, the
resulting predictive ability to attendance behav ior

was moré significant than that predictive ability of
level of fairness-reasoning alone to attendance

behavior, and more significant than that predictive

~ability of the values (a comfortable life, wisdom,

courageous, logical, and intellectual) alone'to

attendance behavior.

That group of individuals wheo both attained a high
level of fairness-reasoning plus highly preferred
the value equality, or who attained a high level of
fairness-reasoning and highly preferred the value

a world at peace, did not exhibit significantly more

attendance behavior at social justice events than other

groups of individuals.

That group of individuals who attained a high level

of fairness-reasoning plus hierarchically placed the

value equality in a middle position on the Value Survey,



In the following chapter, these findings are discussed.

118

exhibited significantly more attendance behavior at

‘social justice events than did that group who attained

a low level of fairﬁess—reasoning plus hierarchically
placed the value €gquality in a middle position on the

Value -Survey. '

Individuals-who attended one or more social justice

events reported significantly more involvement of

their values in their decisions to attend social justice v

events than did individuals who attended no social

justice events. ' ' : - e

5




CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

Section A will open this'chapter with discussions of the
results of the preliminary analyses of the sample statistics
followed by the results of the order of test presentation.
Next, the results of hypotheses‘i;through 7 will be
interpréted and their implicatidhs will be discussed in
section B. Finally, Sectidn;C wil}iprovide directions for

.

further research.

A. . Preliminary Analyses

1. ﬂsamplerstatistics;

That the present sample is composed ofindividuals with
a higher mean'ievel of fairness-reasoning score than the
avérage North Americaﬁ adult (Table 4) is botﬁ an expected
and sought for occurrence.

That the present sample is composed of individuals with
a higher median score for the termlnal value egualltz and a’

lower median score for the terminal value a world at peace

than those median scores of the average adult (Table 5), is a
conclusion that must be qualified.

It is to be noted that Rokeach (1979) reports medians
for terminal and instrumental values from a 1971 adult

american sample composed of 1,430 subjects. These he
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contrasts with medians for the same values from a 1968 adult

American sample'composéd of 1,409 subjects. For both the
. d .
terminal values of equality and of a world at peace, Rokeac

(1979) reports significant changes between the 1968 and the
1971 sambles. Equality, with a mediand rank of 7.6 in 1971 by
adult Americans, is significantly higher than its 1968 median

ranking of 8.5 (p < .0l). A world at peace attained a median

ranking of 2.9 in 1971; this is a significant change (p <
.05) f;om its 3.3 median raniing fn 1968. 'Thus, over a three
year period, these values (as well as others that Rokeach
reports) do not seem to remain hierarchicallx stable for a
large sample of adult Americans. One might question, then,
contrasting median rankings of values from a lQBJEadult
sample ‘with those of a 1971 adult sample. Tﬁus, while
significant differences in median %ankings do exist between
the present sample and Rokeach's (1979) sample of 1971, such
differences may simply be-aguartifact of the number of years

that elapsed or due to changed political circumstances over

the years.

LTS
. ¥4 ’

2. Order of test presentation.

The group of. 79 subjects who completed the value survey

befqg; the DIT demonstrated a- significantly higher mean score
on the DIT than did the group of 92 subjects who completed

the Value Survey after the DIT. The variable of the
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order-of-test p:esentation,-that is, completing the Value
survey before the DIT, pro&ucé? a signifiéant effect on the
N

DIT results. Thus, the clarification of one's-.own values
‘through the raﬁking—procedure aépears‘to sensitize -one to the
next task of reasoning about moral decisions. In re}atidn to
this finding, two issues become salient to the present sﬁudy;
1) Are scores on the measure oOf fgirness—rea&oning used (the -
DIT) susceptible to the situational confext in which Ehe test
is taken? _If so, then can tﬁe validity of the DIT-in
measuring cognitive processes that afe supposedly stable,
internalized, and independent of situational contexts be
questioned? and 2) What are the effects of the oéder-of—test
presentation on the interpretation of the results of this
study? - - |

With regard to the first question raised, a closer look
at research with regard to the manipulation of test-taking
sets is warranted. Two studies are pertinent to this area.
The first study (McGeorge; 1975) previously reported in
Chaptér 2, page 63 of this study, shows that subjects did not
significantly increése their DIT P% scores when instructed tb
fake high; however, they did decrease significantly when
iﬁstructed to fake bad. These“findings are what would be-
. expected if the DIT under standard conditions taps the upper
levels of a subject's capacit&, for then the subject does not .
really know how to increase his score. also assuming that
moral judgment is a developmental factor, the subﬁect can

easily fake downward because he is aware of simpler, less

~
i
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adequate-ways of thinking now discarded but still understood.
Bloom (1337) assigned 132 college students to one of six
vgroups: Grépp 1 subjects weng instructed to-BEi; the DIT
twice, first under "fake good" conditions such as McGeorge
used, then under normal coﬂditions; Group 2ﬂsubjects, first
unde; ndrmal‘conditions, then under fake good conditions:
Group 3 subjects, first fake-good, then under.instf;ctions to
take the test as.a philosopher, Groﬁp 4, philosopher, then.
fake good; Group 5, philosopher, then normal; Group 6,'
normal, then philosopher. Scores were essentially identical
.under sﬁandérd, fake good, and philosopher instructions.
Shbjects ds noé%%eem to have more advanced concepts of
_justice than the ones given on the usual DIT. Subjects seem
to use the highest concepts they have. Also determined from

-the DIT are M sccres, representative of lofty sounding but

meéningless items, and useful-as a validity check. M scores
were analyzed by Bloom (1977) in thZ same way, with no order
or treatment effects (F=.69, p=.63). Rest (1979) asserts
that DIT scores cannot be significantly increased by

- instructions to fake good without'enough increade in M scores
to invalidate the guestionnaire.

‘ While cpnclusions from ﬁakability studies‘validate
‘scores on the DIT as resistéﬁt to the experimental
‘manipulation of test-taking sets, certain other studies have
investigated experimental treatments of the enhancing sort,

which do in fact increase DIT scores. That is, c¢ertain

-

—
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experimental or educational treatments supply those
experiegggs tﬁat do produce greater “pre—poét;LgainsAthan
tréatmeétﬁithat'do not.

Rest (1979) summarizes 16 intervention studies, three of
whose authofs reported significant pre-post gains on DIT
scores after 6 week to 8 month-long expériencest}n
psycholegical development programs.' For example, Erikson,
Colby, Libbey, and Lohman (1976) reportéd a significant
pre-post géin (p < .pS) in-DIT‘scores for 19 junior high 
schaol students after a semester-long ﬁarticipation in a
course ﬁesigned to promote general personality and social
development. Sprinthall and Bernier (1977) reported a
significant pre-post gain {p <.0l) in DIT scores for 18
teachers after a 6 week summer workshop in personality and
social development, while Whitely and Nelson (1976) reporteq
a significant pre-post gain (p< .02) in DIT scores for 77
cgll;ge freshman after an 8-month experience in special
residential college and céhrse work in psychological growth,

| Three additional studies are cited by Rest (19795 whose
authors repérted significanthpre—post gains on DIT scores
after 12 hours to semester-long moral educat%on programs:
Coder (1975) reported a significnt pre-post éain {p < .005)
for 87 adult churéh members after lé.hours of a program
focused on moral problems, moral philosophy, and moral

discussion. Panowitsch (1975) reported a significant

pre-post gain (p < .002) in DIT scores for 152 collegé

TS
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students following a semester-long ‘ethics course. . Fipally, a

significant gain in DIT scores (p < ;05) is reported by Piwko

for 68 coilege students who participated in 10 two-hour
segsions. in a course on moral values and commitments.

The ;emaining lOrintervention studies designed to
inyestigaté pre-post DIT score changes yieldedrponsignificant

results (Rest, 1979). These -included tﬁo studies of'brief,

_short-term interventions. Geis (1977) investigated changes

in DIT scores for 90 college students following four
hour-long class periods over two weeks in group discussions
of moral dilemmas.' Walker (1974) studied changes in DIT

scores - for 70 8th graders followihg a short, one-time

_exposure to different levels of moral reasoning.
. To date, no further published research is available on

-very short-term experimental enhantement treatments that

mighﬁ-affect DIT scoxes.

'If we assumé from the present)results of order-of-test
presentation that DIT Scorés are qpmewhat enhanced or
elevated by £he preGiou : rpcedure of value-ranking, we need

e . ¥ .
not reject the validity of the DIT as a measure of

fairness-reasoning. Rest (1974)’stdtés‘that "moral judgment

is not a value-neutral inteileckﬁaliza;ion,skill, but ‘relates _

to value commitments as well" (5-1). Thus, it sSeems

reasonable that clarifying one's own values thrqugh a

procedure of value-ranking should sensitize one to one's own:

values and -should call for consistency when applying these

» _'," - ‘e
1/‘

=,
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values to those social problems as presented in the DIT, thus
enhancing, at least for a short while, DIT scores.

What are the effects of the order-ocf-test preseﬁtation
on the interpretation of the reSulEs of the pfeSent study?
Examination cf etaZ, pro&ided Ey Tabie-ﬁ, conveys the
information that oﬁly .036 of the variance of the éependenp
variable (DIT scores) is attributable to the independent

-

variable (order-of-test presenéation). Thus, while

A

-

significant differenceé do exist between mean scores on the
DiT for two groups divided on.the basis of order-of-test
'presentqtion, it is to be notéd thatrthis difference_adgpunts
for only a small amount of the variance in 1eve1:of
ufai%ness-reasoning scores.

A’second statistic can be examined which provides
information relevant to this same question. The stanéardized
' reqression coefficients (beta in Table 10) provide
infarmation as to the relative importanée of each independent
variable upon attendance behavior. Since the beﬁa values iﬁ
mable 10 are partial regression coefficients, they can be
_;sed as measures of the influence of each independent
variable upon attendance behavior, with adjustments made for
all other independent variables (Nie et al, 1975). From
Table 10, it is evident that even when controlling for the L
effects of all other variables, the level of D
fairness—reasoning (as measured by the DIT-scores) still’

eﬁerges_as a significant predictor of social justice—felated

—~
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behavior.

With regard to the order-of-test presentation, then,

even when the effects of all the values are partialled out,

the level of fairness-reasoning maintains its significance as
cne of the heaviest weiéhted predictors of social
justice-related behavior. _Thhs:.fesults from hypothese; 1
throuwgh 5, which utilize those statistics computed from the
'stepwise multiple regression analyéﬁs, may be interpreted and - !
discussed without majq;,qualificatibn‘due_to order—qf—test' . /

-

presentation results. T

B.  Hypotheses ' Cot - - !
protheses l, 2, and 3 tested the predlctlon of ‘ !

attendance behav1or at soc1al ju%tlce events from a) a high

level of falrness—reasonlng, b) high preference given to the . 3

value equality, and c) high preference given to the value a

world at peace, as respective, separate predictors. Of these

three hypotheses, only hypothesis 1, that

those individuals who exhibit a high level of

falrness-reasonlng (as measured by scores on the !
DIT), will show 51gn1f1cantly more attendance _
behavior at social justice events (as measured .on a |

four-step scale from 0 to 3), than will, individuals
who exhibit a lower level of fairness~reasoning,

was upheld. The fact that the predictor variable - level of

fairness-reasoning, as measured by DIT scores - is a . o

., - -
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significant predictor of attendance behavior at social
justice‘events, provides further empirical evidence for a
-theoreticai relationship between level of fairness-reasoning
and real life social justice behavior. Such a finding
corresponds positively with the empirical research examined
in the first chapter, i.e. Jacobs, 1976, 1977; Froming and
Cooper, 1976; Gunzberger, Wegner, and Annoshian, 1977;
Leming, 1978; and Malino;éki, 1978.

From Table 11, it is evident from the RZ that level of
fairness-reasoning accounté for approximatel& five perQent of
" the variance in attendance behavior at none, one, two or -
three social justice events. While this amount of variance
is statistically significant, it may be questioned as to why
the level of fairness-reasoning variable did_not explain more
'of the unexplained variance.

dne explanation involves the limited variability in the
criterion.variable of social justice-related behavior. The
fact that the measure of attendance behav{Zr at social
justice events ranged only from 0 to 3 measured on a 4-step
scale, may be viewed as a handicap in terms of statistical
analysis. The restriction of range of the behavioral measure
contributes to a high component of error of measurement and
restricts the generality of behavior measured. Social
justice behavior, as measured in the present study, was
limited to three specific contexts. As Epstein (1979) has

demonstrated, when measures of behavior are averaged over an

ey
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increasing number of events, stability coefficients increase

to high levels and objective behavior can then be reliably.

related to self-report measures. So, having used more real )
life behavioral measures of social justice would probably

. have increased the amount of variance attributable to the !
level of fdirness-reasoning variable,

A second explanation as'to why level of = -
"fairness—-reasoning does not explain more of the ﬁnexplained
variance in attendance behaﬁior points to. the recognition | .
versus.the production of moral choices factor; the )
recognition task being that which is measured by the DIT. 1In
moral judgment research using Kohlberg's stages, studies by ]
‘"Rest, Turiel, and Kohlbefg {1969) and Rest (1973) suggest i
that subjects prefer statements (give higher ratings of
importance to statements) at stages higher than the stages
they can paraphrase, and spontaneously produce statements at
even lower stages. Hence a particular type of thinking (e.g. :
principled) seems to be evident developmentally first in a
preference task, then in a paraphrasing-for-comprehension
task, then in spontaneous production. In these studies,
paraphrasipg—comprehension was rarely more than one stage
ahead of spontaneous production, although preference was
further ahead. In comparison between the DIT (a t
recognition-rating task) and Kohlberg's measure (a .
spontaneous production and justification task), the DIT l

credits subjects with higher forms of thinking than - S
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Kohlberg's measure (Rest et al., 1974; Alozie, 1976). On tﬂé
average, subjects were almost two stages higher on the DIT
than on the Kohlberg measure. It can be speculated, then,

that by definition of itself as a measure of the spontaneous

"production of moral reasoning, the Kohlberg Measure of Moral

,qngmékt would have produced a higher correlation with
measures of real life social justice behavior than did the
DIT. |

What of‘cooper;tive justice values and their role as
prédictors of real life social justice behavior? Hypotheses

2 and 3, which respectively predicted'high preference given

to the values equality and .a world at peace as significant

determiners of attendance behavior at social justice events,

were not confirmed. .Egualitz-and a world at peace, both

values that Rokeach (1973) implies are social values, and
equality, in particular, being the value which appears to be
_at the core of autonomous moral judgment, (Mclellan, 1974) do
not emerge 3s significantly weighted éoefficients in the
‘regression equation. As preseﬁted by Table 12, values other

than equality and a world at peace,. in conjunction with a

high level of fairness-reasoning, are better predictors of
social justice behavior as measured in this study.

What can be said about the cognitive-developmental
levels of fairness-reasoning as an 1) interactive system
‘within which values are organized or as 2) the representation

of certain rules by which a person applies value terms?
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Thgoretically, it was expected that -the cognitive process of
fairqgss—reasdning should interact with the cue and drive
prodééing aspects of value content (equality and a world at
peace), and thus modetate the manifestation of these
“cooperative justice values in real life social

. justice~-related behavior,

From the perspective of cognitive mediational p:ocesﬁes,
specific external stimuli (outside events) serve as élicitors
‘of internal médiating responses which in turn are linked to
outside behaviors through internal mediating stimuli. At two
points, at least, in the theoretical linkage, the chain of
events cah be broken and the linkage severed.

The first point would be where the specific stimuli
. {social justice evénts) must compete with others in the
stimulus field to elicit an internal response. It may be in
this experiment that other stimuli (both exogenous or
endogenous) were more relevant to people's needs at the
pafticular point in time, so that the mediating response of
"Oh, tpat's related to egalitarian justice principles" lost

vut td other responses (a comfortable life, wisdom,

courageous, logical, and intellectual). This describes an

_instance where people who accord high preference to equality

or a world at peace do not attend the justice-related

events.
The second point of severance in the linkage would occur

when the energizing ghafactgristics connected with the

LS U X TRy Thew T
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internal response compete with other energizing
characteristics associated with other internal responses so
that the inte;nal med;@ting stimulus (the decision to attend)
as a cue to the overt response of attendance behavior, loses
out to others (the decision not to attend, the decision not
to decide,- the decision to have lunch or to Qlay squash
instead). This would be another instancé where people who

highly value equality or a world at peace do not attend a

specific justice-related event.

Of course, a third instance would be where individuals
do decide to attend yet actually do not due to lack of
consistency, perseverance or situational constraints.

" In the present study, a combination of these instances

maylhave existed so that people who gave high value to

equélity_o;‘a world at peace did not generally attend the
specific juétice—related events. Another complicating
featuré-is in the multieffectuality of attendance behaviors.
‘Itiis_concéivable that individuals who ﬁo not value equality

or a world at peace highly do attend the justice-related

events for reasons of affiliation or curiousity, for example,
. Yet such linkages are felt to be considerably less frequent.,
In résumé, the appeal of the stimuli of social justice
events versus the attractiveness of others in the stimulus
field, the competition of the drive-producing characteristics
connected to the internal réspbnse with those energizing

-

characteristics associated with other internal responses, an

—
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individual's lack of consistency, or the existence of needs
énd certain situational constraints, are all factors which,
in addition to cognitive differentiation and integration, can
moderate the manifestation of values in real life behavior.
‘The interaction result that the group of -individuals who
attained a high levél of fairness-reasoning plus
hierarchically placed the value equality fg\a middle

position on the Value Survey, exhibited significantly more

attendance behavior at social justice events than did that

group who attained a low level of fairness-reasoning plus

_hierarchically placed the value equality in a middle

position, was an unexpected finding.

A reasonable, though speculative, interpretation for the
interaction finding can be offered when consideration is
given to past research with middle ranked values (Rokeach,
1973) combined with the theoretical position that a person's
individual needs are "cognitively represented as values"
(Rokeach, 1973, p. 20; 1979, p. 3).

Rokeach (1973) reports that those values rankgd as most
and least important changé€ the least from test to retest;
those ranked in the middle change the most. Such a U-shaped

relationship with regard to value stability suggests that

' respondents:-rank values at the high and low ends qf’the scale

with considerabl§ more confidence than those they rank in the

middle. These middle values, unlike highly preferred or

"least preferred values, are likely those not strongly felt
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about, those which vascillate position the most, thoée that
the participant ranks with no strong pull to a highly
preferred or least preferred pqsitign. Middle-positioned
values, it is suggestéd, may be considered as those
representing needs least affect-laden when contrasted with
high or low bositioned values.“In the case of middle
positioned values, £he importance of content, in its;own
right, exerting a stréng influence on behavior is diminished.
Behavior here is likely moré attributable to the structuring
process'which "reflects the internal patterning of social
experience” (Kohlberg, 1964, p.'404). Thus, level of
fairness-reasoning (as structure) exerts its greatest direct
behavioral influence where content, seen as needs, is not
powerful in the affective sense.

This situation can be contrasted to that of the highl

preferred value. The affective loading of the highly

preferred content of an individual's value system can haye a
strong influenée on how shé/he behaves; Positive value
been shown to have a powerful affect on the style and
of life (Allport, Vernon and Lindzey,llgso). In the case of
the highly preferred values, how the persons reasons bout

the content is behaviorally subservient to the strong feeling
about the content. Behavior, in such an instanbe, ggpears

mbre likely influenced by the content than-by the séructuring

process.

.In the case where the value is least preferrgp, or

-

A3
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ranked low on a hierarchicai list, the value,-as a need, is
likely being actualized {and thus satisfied).. Here, the
structuring prdcesé:would be expected to interact with the
content, and thus modify behavior, depending on‘whéther the
overt stimuli was seen by the person as a way to further
attualize 'the need ox value (Aékinéon, 1978).

Understanding the value:egualiti, then, as a cognitive
transformation of a ‘need with affective gualities, aids in
providing a speculative interpretation of differentiai
attendance behavior at‘social justice events dependent on
level of fairness-reasoning for ;hoée participants who ranked
the value equality in the middle of the value Survey.

!
£ .
As presented in Table 16, as individuals progressively

attended more social justice events, they tended to report

their values as having been_progréssively more involved,

though which values were progressively more involved is not

reported. From the Scheffe pfocedure {Table 16), it can be :

seen that the significant difference among means for "value

-

importance" existed between those individuals who aftemnded no

social justice events and every other group. Though

-

significant differences among means in attendance behavior

v . . T “__/—‘-u"
for one, two, or three social justice events was not found,
Table 16 nonetheless presents a progressive trend toward

greater reported value involvement as attendance behavior

‘increased. This finding may be substantive or it may merely

be an-instance of consistency "after the fact" between

/
t
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previous behavior and self-reported attributions concer®ing
it. These participants know full welngf the time they
attribute value instrumentality that theg have or have not
attended social justice events and they(hﬁve provided
(anonymously) data on their personal value hierarchy also.

In hindsight, and as a post hoc explanation, the five
values which emerged as the significant predictors of the
social jﬁstice events "make gense" in terms of the content of
the events, in terms of that philosophy of social cooperation
upon which the DIT is baéed, and in terms of value theof&.

For example, that attendambe at social justice events shquld

elicit thé_value of a comfortable life, furthe; described in

parentheses on the Value Survey as "a prosperous life", is

not out of keeping with Rawl's philosophy of social ’

cooperation upon -which the DIT is based.

People band together for mutual advantage - for
raising the young, for protection, for a division
of economic labor, for the pure pleasure of
interpersonal stimulation, for sexual stimulation,
and so on. Social cooperation makes a better

life (Rest, 1979, p. 18).

For principled thinkers, to desire a comfortable and

prosperous life for children, or for underdeveloped peoples

in Third World countries, is not to give a comfortable life
the hedonistic interpretation it might superficially convey.

For the social justice events to have elicited the value

) ‘
courageous, parenthetically described on the Value Survey as
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"standing up for one's beliefs", is not contrary to
principled thinkers taking responsive_tction that brings a
University's attention to its responsibility for providinb a
mQre socio-critical emphasis in course programs, or caring
enough to support by their attendance, a report by church -
representatives that dalis for a church organization's
re—commitment to:espoused ideals of justice.

For social justice events to have tlicited the value

wisdom, described parenthetically as "a mature understanding

of life", is congruent with the.principled thinker's concern '

as to "how @utUal expectations among cooperating individuals
are established ... how the benefits and burdens of social
cooperation are to be disttibuted «+s" (Rest, 1979, p. 20),
}hose questions made concrete by béing concerned about tte
rights of children, of fhird world countries, and of
university students who deserve intellectual and experiential

stimulatiOn with regard to such issues.

That the instrumental values of loglcal and intellectual

generally merlted significant negative valences (or low
rankings) from<those principled thinkers who attended sociai
justice events (see Table 10), may be bekt uﬁderstood in
terms of value theory. Values may be understood as
"cognitive transformations of needs" (Rokeach, 1973, p. 20)
_Individuals functioning at a principled level of
fairness-reasoning are described as applying the principles-

of social cooperation in a logical, rational way (Rest, 1973,

N0
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pP. 23) in addition to attaining DIT scores that reflect a~=~.h___/_JL

more advanced form of thinking that encompasses and
reintegrates the earlier forms of thinking (Rest, 1974, 6-3).
Thus, for principled thinkers who are already being logical,

parenthetically described on the Value -Survey as "consistenty

rational", and intellectual, described on the Value Survey as

"intelliéent, reflective”, needs for such qualities would ‘//
likely be very low. A further explanation of these values as
significant and négatively weighted predictors of sociai\
justice-related behavior can be gleaned from those

pﬁoépectives of pro-social and moral behavior which ’
qQ-emphaSize the logical, rational element. Rosenhan (1970,
1972) concludes that sustainedlcomm;tment to pro-social
cauées,'observed in a naturalistic context, seems to be based
on affect, not cognition. Moore, Underwooé_and Rosenh;n

(1973) suggest .that while;iinked to cognitive-development,
altruism is 3lso firmly associated with ﬁonrationél positive: ‘
affect such as sympathy or émpathy. Simpson (1976) notés

that "morality ig fundamentally irrational, é function of the
person, and not ;imply of his/her capacity to think logicalky
or learn concepts and norms" (p. 168). Thus, a low ranking

of the v ues‘logical and intellectual for principled

thinkers. who at¥end social jdstice events is well in keeping
with e theoretical perspectlve of the c1ted authors.
What then, in the end, can be sald about the ‘relation of

verbally espoused moral statements, self—reported beliefs,

i
3

»



and the way a person lives her/his life? The present study
shows that some (20%) of the variance in three
justice-related behaviors can be accounted for by

~

fairness-reasoning and values, the latter not even

predictable in content. But whatfnf the remaining vaxyiance?
This 1§5ue is exceedingly complex. FurtE;pfpsgph6f3;ztal
p&ocesses seem to accompnny the decision to behave or to act
congruently with one's beliefs and falrnessfreasonlng level.
Each-one of these otfier processes acts as a further mediating
variable or as a cbmplicating factor .in the rélationship,
hence each variablelprovides part of the explanation Tor_l
dlscrepanc1es between falrness-reasonlng, reported values, '
and action. The descrlptlon of these other psychological
processes that accompany the predictors of fairness-reasoning
and beliefs is speculative, but many cl?es and:suggestioné |
CQTI'IE from the literature. “
‘ .Research in social role-taking (Fiavell, 1570, p.
1029ff) has pOLnted out the distinction between noticing that
2 partlcular situation calls for a partlcular kind of
analysis (for example, the situation:'calls for a role-taking_
analysxs, or calls for a moral analysis):-and actually .

n

carrylng out that analysis (draw1ng 1n§erences about.others,

or dec1d1ng what ls‘fair)._ Applylng thlS distinction to the
. S

fairness-reasoning/value damain, differences in moral or

: spec1f1c value sen51t1v1ty can compllcate the relatlon

between falrness-reasonlﬂg, values and actlon (Rest, 1979) .

[}
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Moral and valuéfsensitivity seems to be a property of the
early recognition processes in perceiving situations and
events, whereas moral conceptualization (tapped in the DIT)

or value importance (tapped in the Value Survey) seem to be

more concerned with the organization and interpretation of
elements once a moral dilemma or a value is presented
(defining the crucial issues,‘justifg}ng one alternative over
énéther)i If one is insensitive to noticing'moral or
value-laden dilemmas in the situations around thém, then
one's moral conceptua}izafion and value system matter Iegs in

determining one's behavior.

Secondly, the Value Survey and the DIT obtain

information about conscioué—reflective thinking, but a
person's behavior may be organized in ways.that do.not
reflect- her/his consciocus-reflective thinking at all. 'Piaget

in 1932 distinguished different "planes of mental life" (p.

85) - a reflective-conscious plane and an operative one, For

instance, he reported that the actual patﬁenn of cooperation
in the childrgﬁ'ékmarble playing was more advanced than the.
children’'s verbal refl?ctions about cooperatigﬁ. In actual
play, children's activity was much more coordinated and
structured according 59 the rules than would have.been'
surmiséd‘from interviewing the children about rules; Piaget
'sayg, “Thoujht always lags behind action and cooperation‘has
. . _ ]

to be practiced for a long time before its congsequences can

be broughtffullj to light by reflective thought" (p. 64).
N 3 » - >
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Piaget gsserts that a structure of “rdlefu;ness" in practical
activity will appear before the perscn has a conscious
realization of that structure th;t één be verbalized.
" Another conéincinggﬁxampie of this phenomengn is that
children's speech at'2-years.bf age displays an operative .
knowledge 6f many grammatical rules, yet cBildren are much
older before they consciously-req}ize and can discuss the
rules of grammar that govern their speech patterns. One
implication of this is that a person simply might not be
coqfcious of his/her own operative structures, and hence
self-report and verbalization may be an unreliable source of
information about underlying organizational structures (Rest,
1979).

Thirdly, in an actual situation, two pgople may have the
same understanding of a situation and the same plan of J
adtiqﬁ, but one may have an iron will, courage and resolve,
whereas the other person may fail to carry through. The two
people differ in "ego strength." Krebs (1967) and Kohlberg
- {1969) report a study in which subjects af'Staqg 4 with low
ego strength cheat more than éubjects at .Stage 4 with high
ego strength - pfésumébiy the subjects with loy ego strength
were ?ess able to carfy‘out their beliefs thgé those'with
high ego strength. Low ego stfength makes a person more .y
vulnerable to situational pressures and distractions, and

less able to cérry out his/her ideals (Rest, 1979).

Fourthly, in his model of motivation, Atkinson (1978)



P 141

has identified the subject vari ctancy as an

essential one in predicting be At is, the subject's
perceived expectancy that perfdrming a certain behavior
(attending social Jystice events\ is instrumental to his/her

actualizing specific values {equali

and a world at /peace),
“"--____-’_ o

is a necessary factor in the decision to perfo

behavior.
In summary, a moral judgment test like’ the DIT gives us
information about a subject's concepts of fairness and the

Value Survey provides self-reported data about the value

importance of 36 presented values. Together they “are mofe
successful in predicting behavior than either alone. But
other psychological proceéseg are involved in the linkage of
these measured concepts to real life behavior. In
identifying four of these processes, namely, moral and value
specific sensitivities, the role of reflectinnthought in
organiziﬂg behavior, the role of "ego strength" in executing
a plan of action, and the factor of peréeived expectancy in
predicting behévior, it becomes more evident hdw each one
complicates the relationship between fairness-reasoning,
values and behavior, and how each one can provide an

explanation for the attenuated reiationship between

fairness-reasoning, values and behavior.
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c. Suggestions for Further Research

Possibly the best égarting point in any suggestions for
further research would be the shortcomings characterizing the
original investigation.

Two experimental maneuvers are likely to contribute
significantly to any replication of the present study. The
first would be to increase the number of real life social
justice‘behaviors measured. Any one instance of behavior is
determined largely by the situation, and the prediction of
such an instance needs to take into account certain and
'varied situational factors. Such situational concomitants .¢
would includé the time, energy, deadlines and other
prioriﬁies of those individuals enacting the behavior, and
could. override his/her general mode of behavior. To prediét
the‘average or usual behavior of a principled person with a

high preference for the values equality or a world at peace,

a sample of the "average" behavior is needed. " In the present
investigation, three instances of real life behavior provided
the sample of a;erage behavior used for prediction purposes.
Increasing the number of real life behaviors would, without
doubt, increase the validity of what we a;e calling average
or usual behavior and decrease the situation-specific context
of the.behavior.

. If iqdeed principled people who report high preferences

for the values equality or a world at peace are being

behaviorally consistent with their values in real life, -
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maximizing the numerical samples of real life behavior
heightens the chances of validating the average and generally
consistent behavior with self-report value preferences. In
other studies, strong and reliable relationships have been
demonstrated between self-report pérsonality inventories and
Objective behavior, so long as the objective behavior is
sampled over an appropriate level of generality and averaged
over a sufficient number of occurrences (Epstein, 1979).

In-addition'to providing a more valid picture qf average
or usual behavior, and lessening the inﬁerfering situational
factors of usual behavioral responseé, the experimental
maneuver of increasing the number of real life social justice
behaviors measured would serve to decrease the error of
_ﬁéasurement component in the behavioral measures (Epstein}
1979), increase the prediction of behavio; from self-report
‘measures (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1974), and widen the range of
generality of results (Magnusson‘and Heffler, 1969). Thus,
the-empifical tect of the level of fairness—reagoniﬁﬁ as a
cognitive structuring process which interacts with value
content and moderates the manifestation of values in real
life behavior, would be enhanced througﬁ increased numerical
instances on the variable of real life‘bghaviof.

A second experimentai—manepvér that would significantly

improve the statistical side of the present investigation

. . <
would be to decrease the within-group variance ofd%he mean

scores of the Yalues equality and a world at peace, thus
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maximizing the chance of statistical significance in the
analyses where differences between mean'gcores are examined.
In the multiple regr;ssion analysis of the present study, for
example, differences in the mean scores of equality and a

world at peace for subjects who attended none, one, two or

three social justice events were not found significant enough
to warrant these values' inclusion in the regression
equation. Decreasing the within-group variance wopld be most
simpiy'accomplished‘by increasing the sample size, To
invééfigate the hypotheses of this sﬁudy with a larger sampie
size and with otheg suggested improvements is recommended for

further research.

Value usage, as moderated by cégnitive—develoﬁmental
proCesses,.holdE-promise in its possibilities as an
intriguing gnd_reseafchable afea. If the major thrust for
this research is in the direction of prediqting behavior from
human values, other "missing links" of data‘sﬁill'wait to be
investigated. For example, a study of substantial value in
the prediction of beha@ior from vSlue; would inclbde an
investigation of the role of affectivity. ‘

'As espoused by Rosenhan {1970, 1972), Moore, Underwood
and Rosenhan (1973), Simpson (1976), Hoffman (1976) and
Aronfreed (1976), affectivity is an important-Qetérminant of
pro-social behavior. The replication of the presént study
with the additiona} measure of affective development

(Simpson, 1976) or affective or trait empathy (Comrey, 1971) °

-
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should improve behavior predictioh, and would prove a
valuable contribution, to the area of value theory and

behavior.

A second " ing link" in terms of predicting behavior
froﬁ value conten£ is that variable of subject expectancy.
Atkinson (1978), in his model of achievement motivation,
holds that tng expectancy that performance will lead to
success (Pg), in addition to the motive to achieve {Mg) ,

and the value of success at that particular task, or the
incentive (Ing), make up those terms which hold predictive
ability for determining an individual's tendency to achieve
success (Tg).

In relatiﬁg Atkinson's cited factors for predicting
successful behavior to the present study, it becomes evideht
that at least one important additional variable can be
borrowed in determining social justice behavior. The extent
to which the individual, in sizing up the task before him,
expects that his/her attendance-behavior will lead to the
goal of'actualizing the valhé egualitx or the value a world
at peace, might Qell be essential to the prediction of

behavioral actualization of the value. In other words,

attendance-behavior at social justice events would be partly

determined by a person's percéived expectance that, by
participating in a student forum calling for hniversity
.commitment to social justice principles, for example, he/she

actualizes the highly preferred value of equality or a world

b
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at Qeéce. Te independent variable of expectancy, then,
would seem an important, édditioqal predictor of tﬁe
criterion variable of attendance behavior at social justice
events.

one final direction for further research involves a
closer look at effects of short-term experimental enhancement
through value clarification procedures upon scores on the
-ﬁeasure of fairness-reasoning, as seemed to be indiéated by
this study. Further studies may examine more intensively the
conditions under which subjects select principled items on
the DIT at a higher rate than his/her DIT score under
standard conditions. | |

In conclusion, a cognitive development approach to
predicting behavior from human values remains a noteworthy
and promising area of research.in value theory. An increased -’
sample of real life behaviors, a greater Sumber of
participants, and serious consideration to the roles.of 1)
atfectivity and 2) the perceived expectancy of specific
behiviors as instrumental to Qalue actualization, are
recommendeé for future research in predicting value-behavior

1inka§es.
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TOOTNOTES -

. t

1 F, Coffey, Persohdl Communication, June 3, .1979.

2y
~
.

2 J.P. Dionne, Personal Communication, April 11, 1980. l

‘. .
3 Although this procedure differs from the more standard
cne of subdividigg more independently the subjects into
groups, a check of the average scores for two levels of

fairness-reasoning across each equality level indicated
comparable and similar scores.
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The scoring sheet for the Defining Issues Test
is .available through Rest, J.R.
' ' 330 Burton Hall
Moral Research Projects
178 Pillsbury Avenue
. . Minneapolis, Minn. 55455
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APPENDIX 5

INTRODUCTION (VERBATIM) PRE&;ESS TO COMPLETéZN
OF THE DIT AND THE E SURVEY

¢ - My name i5 T ARaL'm a doctoral student in’
psychology at the University of Ottawa.’

The research project that I'm presently working on
involves values, specifically how people organize and use
their values. The task at this point of the research is to
collect data about values from large numbers of people.

The data I'm using comes from the results of people's

responses to two questionnaires. One of the questionnaires

" is the vValue Survey. (HOLD THIS UP} This survey asks the
responder to. select from a list of given values, the ones
that are most important in her or his life. The second
questlonnalre is titled Oplnlons about Social Problems.
(HOLD THIS UP)- The task here is to select from'a list what '
things, in the responder's opinion, are important to consider
in making a decision about a social issue. Most people find
these guestionnaires interesting and thought-provoking to
complete,

-

»

I would be #e appreciaéive and grateful to any pf you
. who woulT)é peratel in completing these gquestionnaires. |[Let

me stress|)t at the Fkesearch project is dealing with groug
trends. 1ndividual responses will be fed into a -
puter—dg«dta bank with many others. (PASS OUT
QUBESTIONMAIRES) . N

(o]

g&You will notice that the front page of each
questionnaire contains a place for information.: Iﬂféhe space
for name, I woul ike you to assign yourself a code nupber.
This number camn be ur phone number, the number of you
‘licence plate, the house number of your parents or best
friend. It'should be a number you can recall easily. Later
you will be asked to complete a follow-up guestionnaire .and
it will be necessary and important for you to use the same
code., This will enable me to correlate thése gquestionnaires
with the one to be completed at a later tY
I would like .each of you to write yQur code number now.
" You should write it twice, once on each questionnaire.

. Now please find the questionnaire titled Opinions About -
Social Problems. Turn to the unnumbered page following page
7. Carefully tear this page out and paks it to me. (COLLECT
THESE PAGES)

wf
il I

-

6 .
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.. Value theoryfis still a\develog&ng one in the area of
psycholcgy. Hopefially, by next Fall, I will be able to share
the results of this particular research project with you.

‘Also at that time, if any of you should wish to compare your

individual responses to these questionnaires with those of

the larger group, and you can remember and provide me with

your code number, I would be able to do this.

Are there any guestions? If not; please begin.
Remember to work thoughtfully and as an individual. It is
your opinion that counts here. : e

Vol

pai wbp et

e ——



-

. .
rd
’ .
i
.
L4
\
- .
’ 'VQ
) P
P
¥
; —~ < T
- . r
4 ]
. I
‘.

. L ~ ,.
) ._'INSTR,UGTIONS (VERBATIM) PREVIOUS TO COMPLETION
OF THE SOCIAL JUSTICE COMMITTEE EVALUATION SHEET

v

APPENDIX 6

v
. 178
-
L

N

=

" L3
»r N
.
.-
-
.
-
1]
+
4 .
'_ A
€«
-
- 1)
1
L]
. b
S P T L
T
.
.(
-
[ .



e

D
__',{ﬂ_ '

i .
LSRNy R
-

-3

: BRI , /,ghﬂ)179

APPENDIX 6

-

INSTRUCTIONS (VERBATIM) PREVIOUS TO COMPLETION OF
THE SOCIAL JUSTICE COMMITTEE. EVALUATION SHEET

.

Instructions ' .

The Social Justice Committee.asks if you would take 2 minutes

to complete a short gquestionnaire.

1.

There is a space at the top of the sheet marked CODE
NUMBER. You will remember- that a student from the
University of Ottawa was here last week with a value
test. You were asked to use a code number then and
to remember it. Please use the same code némber on
this sheet. )

It is very importang that you use the same code.

‘ T e A MDA A LA A A e e e
(If there is anyone who was not there last week for
the value test, please didregard any instructions
pertaining to code numbers as you complete the
evaluation sheet.)

. . Q !

With regard to No. I(a), please check yes if you
attended ANY of the events of the March 7 Day of
Awareness on the Future of the Child.




5

ACTIVITY EVALUATION FOR SOCIAL JUSTICE COMMITTEE - !

- \

CODE NUMBER MALE FRMALE . DATE .

I. I bave attended the following events sponsored by the Social Justice Committee: t
a)Iay of Awareness: The Future of the Child .(Mﬂicﬁ 7)  Yes No _ !

b) "Impressions on Puebia." - Conference wi‘r:h Archbishop Quellet and ¢
(Tuédday avening, March 27) - Archbishop MacNeil . . j

-

R : . - o T Yes No

c)_ Forum: Follow-up action to-the Day of Awareness . ' i
(Wedneadny, 12:30 - 1:30 March 28) , Yes No :

PR -
s ’, '

I1. Under each of the events below, plaue indica.te the reason foy your daciuion - S

to attend or not atiend. . . /
- L S
. 1. I did/did not attend the Dey of Awareness: The Future of the Child "
. becm.o... i (‘__)
. ' .

-

[ . ’ l PR
'  2. I.did/aiad not attend the conference "Impreasions on Puebl'a". because,..
& - ’ - L

3. T did/did not attend the Forum: Follow-up because... - :

) ‘ ' !
JIII. Rnte the e:tent _to whickr you believe that any of your own personal values R
ere involved in you.‘r decision to attend or not attend the above events.
/ / an X on ihe appropriate dsacription on the scale below.

I SN R
| R ]
no minimal moderate large ‘otal

T edent . cxtent cetent :.‘h-_"-!- ' Crtent

-‘-

1 -

A Univerzity of Ottawa research study involving the use of values on people's I
Justice-related bebaviors is being undertaken, If you havo any .objection to |

~ this evaluation form be used for this rouarch , pleane indi
& belov. Oonfid-ntialityiagll be respected. arast in’ this resear “‘h is with J&

nmm_tmdg a.nd your responses are gu:.rintnd p-rsbnal a.nonymity. ~ .,
<~
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- THE RANGE, MEAN, AND TRANSFORMED SCORES OF THE
ORDINAL VALUE SURVEY RANKINGS
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RAW DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PARTICIPANTS ON VALUE IMPORTANCE
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APPENDIX 8

RA{ DATA FOR INDTVIDUAL PARTICIPANTS N VALUE DMPORTARCE RANKINGS.

THE DEFINING ISSUES TEST (P-RAW AND V), THE TRANGPORMED SCORES CF

™ FANKINGS FOR A WORLD AT PEACE AND POUALITY AND ATTENTANCE
SEHAVIOR AT SCCIAL JUSTICE EVENTS

_'r:‘lnltornnd Transformed
Value DiT ‘DIT " "Score of A score of Attendance~
Tdentification Importance Score Score World at Peace Equalit Behavior
) Number < Ranking - {P-raw) P ) ng - E%nﬂng Score -
1 1 1 56 49 47 1
-, 2 4 40 © 87 ) 49 57 2
3 . 4 ] 44 73 LTI o 53 1
4 3 . a3 58 Kk} 41 1
5 1 a1l 52 N 47 : . 57_, 0
. & 1 6 10 57 : I 0
7 5 3 - §3 53 EL] 2
: ] 1 LT 57 41 47 0
S8 & 33 56 ‘ 53 49 1
K 10 4 . 43 72 41 47 3
1l <2 17 62 57 61 0
. 12 » 4 a5 59 39 49 1
. 13 - 4 33 56 39 47 1
-~ 14 0 ap 63 49 U5t 2
15 3 31 52 49 47 1
. 16 4 40 67 k1 59 2
. £ 17 . 3 as 63 49 1} 0
18 4 n 571 36 39 ]
' 19 . 5 2 s§ 49 63 1
200 4. 35 58 51 41 0
23 . 4 42 70 49 53 2
27 1 33 56 55 33 g,
23 5 38 - €3 36 6l Q
- 24 3 as 63 36 . 47 0 *
25 - 2 s 58 41 49 0
: 26 3 40 &7 1! ’ g 0
s 27 3 ag 63 53 34 0
28 3, K} ¢ 5p 34 53 i
v 29 2 32 53 38 59 b .
20 0 36 T &0 - 39 51 0
n 3 3 56 53 55 0
! 32 4 3l 52 57 3 1
3. 1 37 62 . &5 . 38 0
! M 4 37 62 49 - a6 1
35 4 42 70 49 st 59 1
a6 1. a3 56 61 47 o
37 4 6 60 ' 39 6 2
138 < 36 63 49 47 0
39 4, 33 56 49 -39 1
' 40 1 33 56 d—" 34 57 0
41 ) k1] €5 47 34 0
Y 4 31 £2 49 63 2
, 43 2 3B 61 * 534 59 0
44 5 - k) 52 €3 47 3
45 3 39 65 53 65 2
46 5 33 56 EY 39 1
47" 4 40 67 6 61 1
'} 3 3 34 57 55 M Pl
- 49 5. 6 60 57 39 0
, 50 2 £ -« 57 : 53 63 0
51 4 36 &0 . 36 ‘ 43 2
52 ) a6 . 50 - 49 k1] 2
53 4 N 52 26 47 0
54 4 36 60 57 3 |
e 55 4 45 75 kT 53 3
- 56 4 37 62 ‘47 : 55 -0
~ . 57 2 32 53 . as 6l [
S8 4 42 72 39 . 55 2
, 59 3 - 40 €7 53 i 1
. 60 2 kb . 52 7 34 57 0 -
61 3 3 T 63 1 0
€2 5 X 56 - 63 3 0o -
. 63 5 o M, 57 63 M 0
64 o i a5 58 T L] + 0
- 65 0 43 12 . - 87 3 - g
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- Transformed Transformed
. Value pIT - DYT Score of A Scors of Attendance-
Identification Importance Scors “Score World at Peace Equalit Pahaviour
Huxbaer Ranking {P-rav) {P'V) ing Ranking Score
66 .3 40 €7 47 ; 51 . 1
67 .5 i 58 53 - 51 - 1
(Y] k| 42 70 63 49 1
69 M 33 . 56 B2} 53 0
70 ] a2 53 k1) kL] 1
- 71 5 32 53 M 49 2
t 72 * o4 28 47 47 57 1
- . 73 1 26 43 36 53 [/}
. T4 3 23 k1 57 49 . 0
7™ . 4 29 43 57 33 1
7% 4 17 2 51 57 2
77 1l 6 1 M 36 1
78 .2 ! 23 a8 51 . 19 bl
. 7% 2 24 - 40 49 3% 1
80 4 27 45 &5 47 1
8l 3 14 23 61 51 0
82 1 15 | 25 47 61 ]
. 83 2 ’ 0 50 0 63 0
[:1] 2 19 ¥ 57 59 0
L1 4 208 47 49 51 1.
[ 1] ’ 4 21 35 49 51 0
87 2 2% . 48 49 57 0
ag 1 . 2 40 57 35 1
.89 2 14 23 53 . 57 0
90 3 25 42 47. , 36 o
91 2 235 @ 51 , 3 0
32 4 N 24 40 61 36 1
93 1 22 i'? a9 57 0.
("\1 3 27 - 5 49 k1 1
5 4 a0 50 34 57 2.
. 96 3 22 37 6l 63 0
T 8T 5 15 25 £7 .. 47 0 .
98 1 22 37 €1 3 0
99 2 - .16 27 53 39 [}
100 4 18 10 ' It 47 1
10 4 a0 50 57 34 ¢ 2
. lo2 B | 15 » 25 49 47 0
i 103 - 3 . 19 32 39 & 53 1 -
104 3 13 22 6 61 1
105 1 gv h 45 51 36 1
. 106 1 5 42 ;58 57 _ o-
\ 107 1 18 30 57 45 L 0. .
108 3 16 27, 45 63 1
- 109 [ 17 28 - 49 53 0
v 110 1 17 28 MM, a5 0
111 1 25 42 19 ° ’ 5l 0
112 \ 3 1 23 sy 41 1
113 -~ 3 14 23 k1] 51 . 0
114 . 1 18 47 51 v 36 0
115 . N 13 22 23 a9 ¢ 1
116 3 30 50 LT 3 53 0
T . 117 5 28 47 . 47 - 55 0
118 3 27 s ¢ B1 ., 8 1
119 k| 20 33 66 65 - 1
‘120 2 20 , 48 LI 51 L
121 3 23 38 39 51 [}
122 1} 28 . 47 51 . k] 0
_ a3 f 1 za.i . 42 53 a . 0. .
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T . ! . ‘
v . . : e
- ‘n?‘ . E ¢ b, E ]
S . Lo v :
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Transformed Transformed
Value DIT DIT Score of A Score of Attendance-
Identification Importance Score - Score World at Paace Equalit Behaviecr
. Number Ranking - (P-raw) {P %) Ranking R.lEEIr\g Score
124 3 28 47 51 61 T -
125 1 26 4 1 . a6 0
126 2 a0 50 55 47 . 0
127 4 a0 50 36 55 2
128 4 18 30 43 T M o
129 1 28 47 57 M 0
130 0 29 48 34 53 0
131 2. 30 50 65 47 ) 0
132 - ] 23 38 45 53 1
133 4 10 17 53 63 0
. 134 4 17 28 36 6l 2
' 135 3 29 49 57 3 1
136 1 29 40 47 55 0
117 s 27 45 53 49 0
138 4 4 40 36 . 1
139 4 26 43 47 57 3
140 2 25 - ¢ 42 45 49 0
1 - 1 19 7 ‘32 .53 49 0
;35 4 * 20 L L 53 o
143 2 *22 37 34 s 0
144 4 23 38 53 36 1
145 4 26 43 55 €1 , 1
146 -3 21 as 86 39 0
147 3 30 50 3E 49 1
148 kT 18 30 57 35 b
149 4 23 k1) 34 3 0
150 ‘ 4 17 28 49 55 0
151 4 ] 13 53 19 2
152 - k1 21 35 L 51 0
153 4 13 22 - 53 (] 2
54 4 20 33 66 s 0
11 1 29 - 48 36 53 ]
156 — 4 17 28 3 59 0
157. 3 22 37 49 55 ]
158 5 28 47 47 63 - 1
. 159 . 2 19 32 57 g 0
160 4 20 - 3 - 47 53 1
161 0 21 35 47 ’ 57 0
162 ) 3 4 6 H 7 3 0
163 4 24 40 3% 59 0
164 5 30 - 50 51 53 2
163 . r 30 T 50 57 9, 1
166 - 1 30 50 3» |13 L]
167 2 18 17 53 51 0
168 1 15 25 55 49 .0
169 1 23 k)] 19 57 0
170 . vl 20 k] k7] 53 o)
171 0 FT IR 48 47 41 [
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APPENDIX 10

UNSTANDARDIZED REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS FOR THE,LEVEL OF

| FAIRNESS-REASONING (DIT SCORES) AND TERMINAL AND
INSTRUMENTAL VALUES CONTRIBUTING TO THE REGRESSION =
’ ‘ EQUATION oL '
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P ( APPENDIX 10 )
. UNSTANDARDIZED REGRESSION OCEFPICIENTS
FOR-THE LEVEL CF FAIRNESS-REASONING (DIT SCORES)
- AND TERMINAL AND INSTRUMENTAL VALUES
ccm'l!IBUrmG TO THE REGRESSION EQUATION
" - 1 -
. ' Unstan&arﬁ:.zed I
o Regr&ss:.on
g Variable S Coefficients .
o 3. -
. “Level of Fairness~ . . .
' Reasomng (DIT Scores) . 0.18362 -
T -0.1549% \

s //A Canfo:zabﬁ Life : 0.17776 - R
Intell . -0.18828 . -
Cm:ragews 0.12269
Wisdom 0.16834
An Exriting Life 0.85122 = .

A World ef Beauty 0.10587
National Security 2 0.72789 )
Ambitious -0.14903 ST
Self-controlled 0.10372
© Lowving ,0.74713
¢ Mature Love - '0.10978
Social Recogniticn . .0.79168
Cheerful -~ ! 0.64109
. Self-respect 0.73140
Freedam _ . 0.51643
Happiness y \_‘\’ E s -0.58941
- Honest ST s » -0.78360
Independent ST ~  =0.52915 . -
‘Broadminded . " e . ~0.65667
< _‘Forg:wmg ) A . _0.28937 L
Family Security : % ~0.37571
Equality . 0.36303 -
Clean* - - ) -0.25292
Capable ~0..26508
Salvation ~0.14079
Helpful . . -0.13052
Inner Hamnny - 0.19225 ”
o A Sense of Acccmpllsl'nmt. ~0.12788.
: Imaginative - . 0.84958
" (Constant) . . 3.294931
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