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ABSTRACT

Cognitive-developmental theory claims that moral reasoning ordinarily

progresses through distinct stages, and that such development can be stimulated by

discussion with others, especially discussions involving exposure to higher-stage

reasoning. The concern of this study was the social/contextual factors that interact with

cognitive processes involved in the development of moral reasoning. Two types of such

factors were studied: namely, sociometric status and intensity of moral education

program. The first of these could be studied because the participants were residents of a

facility for young offenders (a total institution), characterized by an obvious and rigid

hierarchical peer status system within the culture. The second factor could be studied

because the participants were drawn from three residential units within the larger center,

which varied significantly in terms of their program activities (specifically, unit

meetings), and hence their moral climates.

A total of 101 young offenders served as participants. They were assessed for

moral reasoning, their perceptions of moral and institutional climate, and also through

behavioral ratings - all at the pretest and at the 1-month posttest. The three levels of

program were reflected in the institutional and moral climate measures. As well, better

climates were associated with improvements in behavior and lesser climates with

reductions in prosocial behavior. It was concluded that moral climate represents a valid

measure of the factors which predict behavior within and following release from

institutional settings.

In order to study the effects of peer status, 40 participants served as target

subjects who engaged in moral dilemma discussions with one other subject, each day for

3 consecutive days. According to cognitive-developmental theory, a dyadic intervention

such as the one used here would be expected to stimulate the moral reasoning

competence of the participant who is lower in that ability. However, the dyads were
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formed in such a way that some of the high stage participants (who would be expected to

have an influence on their partner) were of significantly lower peer status. It was found

that both exposure to higher-stage reasoning and higher peer status were necessary but

not sufficient elements within this developmental process, consistent with the Piagetian

notions regarding peer interaction and disequilibration.
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INTRODUCTION

In what has been considered a classic review within the field of criminology,

Martinson (1974) summarized the outcome research concerned with programs for adult

and juvenile offenders and concluded that “nothing works.” Since then, Martinson’s

original conclusion has been substantiated by a number of researchers (Hackler, 1978;

Whitehead & Lab, 1989), even though he (Martinson, 1979) later revised his position.

His original discouragement has been reinforced and this trend had significant impact on

government fiscal policy concerning offender treatment programs. However, some other

researchers in the field (Arbuthnot, Gordon, & Jurkovic, 1987; Cüllen & Gendreau, 1989;

Gendreau & Ross, 1980; Ross & Fabiano, 1981; Ross & Gendreau, 1984) have argued

that most research reviews have failed to highlight and explore the few programs that did

indicate positive results. In addition, they suggest that the ineffective programs involved

only one type of treatment intervention, that the research involved too few outcome

variables, that there was little effort to match types of programs with types of offenders,

and that the programs did not integrate community resources with the treatment

intervention (Gendreau & Ross, 1980; Gottfredson, 1979). Ross argues that not only are

there some programs which have been found to be effective (e.g., Arbuthnot & Gordon,

1986; Chandler, 1973; Chandler, Greenspan, & Barenboim, 1974), but that these

programs have factors in common. He proposes that the effective programs are those

that understand the offender as evidencing developmental problems, particularly in the

domain of cognition and social and moral reasoning (Gibbs, 1991; Izzo & Ross, 1990).

At least one common factor has been recognized (among effective
conectional programs): cognitive development. A component analysis
revealed that effective and ineffective programs differed significantly in
terms of the presence of techniques which would foster the development
of the offender’s interpersonal problem-solving skills, teach him to
consider the consequences of his behavior before he acts, and enhance his
understanding of other people’s behavior and feelings. (Ross & Gendreau,
1984, p. 20)

The studies that Ross cites include such interventions as problem-solving and
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interpersonal skills training, interpersonal cognitive problem-solving skills, interpersonal

negotiation skills, role-playing (Arbutlmot, 1975), perspective-taking (Chandler, 1973),

and reasoning skill training. Given that Kohlberg (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987a) and

several others (Walker, 1980) have described moral reasoning as essentially a role-taking

or perspective-taking competence, Ross might well have included studies demonstrating

the effectiveness of moral reasoning with offenders (Arbuthnot, Gordon, & Jurkovic,

1987; Gibbs, Arnold, Ahlborn, & Cheesman, 1984; Rosenkotter, Landman, & Mazak,

1980) in his list. The interventions described by Ross are best classified as

educational/developmental, and are based on the view of the offender as evidencing (at

least in part) developmental delays in social/moral/cognitive functioning. They are

distinguished from treatment-oriented approaches and represent a departure from the

more traditional medical model (referred to as “the ‘sick’ premise” by Ekstedt & Griffiths,

1988, p. 204), which would tend to view offenders as suffering from an illness or a

condition.

All of this is an introduction to the argument that (a) the field of juvenile

corrections is a valid arena for developmental research, and (b) that moral reasoning, at

whose core is the perspective taking (Selman, 1980; Walker, 1980) discussed by Ross,

represents a description of the way in which offenders construct relations with others and

solve problems (Arbuthnot, 1984; Nelson, Smith, & Dodd, 1990). It is this cognitive

dimension which underlies many, if not all, of the programs highlighted by Ross and

others. There is strong evidence that offenders use consistent and distinctive cognitive

structures in approaching socio-moral problems (Blasi, 1980; Buchanan, 1992; Jurkovic,

1980; Nelson, Smith, & Dodd, 1990; Samenow, 1984). It is argued here that these

structures represent a useful and comprehensive method of describing offenders, in

contrast to explanations invoking social disorganization, personality factors, subcultural

socialization, neglect or abuse, etc. Certainly, histories of abuse and/or deviant

socialization help to explain the etiology of delinquent behavior; however (etiology
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aside), identifying a developmental delay is to specify the nature of a problem, not its

possible cause. Understanding the nature of delays in the area of socio-moral reasoning

lead one to specific remedial interventions, with some reason for optimism (Arbuthnot,

Gordon, & Jurkovic, 1987; Gibbs, Arnold, Ahlborn, & Cheesman, 1984; Rosenkotter,

Landman, & Mazak, 1980).

This dissertation was based on a central developmental concept, the Piagetian

notions of equilibration and disequilibration and, in particular, the application of such

notions to the development of socio-moral reasoning as outlined by Kohlberg (1969;

Blatt & Kohlberg, 1975; Colby & Kohlberg, 1987a). Disequilibration is usually named

as the result of exposure to, or interaction with, or conflict with higher or better forms or

stages of reasoning (a direct factor in Figure 1). However, this research was concerned

with the real-life social context that can either enhance or constrain such developmental

processes. Even though Piaget (Chapman, 1988) acknowledged that social factors are an

integral part of the equilibration process, there has been little research investigating the

effects of social organization on this developmental process - especially those

social/contextual factors tied to the organization of adolescent peer groups.

Two such factors were studied. The first of these had to do with the rated peer

status (or what shall later be termed as credibility), termed a direct factor in Figure 1. It

was hypothesized that exposure to a higher stage or form of reasoning would only be

possible if the person representing such reasoning was of sufficient status or credibility -

a claim that Piaget made in 1932 but which has not been adequately demonstrated.

The second social factor rests on the claim that primary groups can be described

and analyzed in terms of their moral climate (an indirect factor in Figure 1). It was

hypothesized that groups higher in moral climate would be more supportive of

developmental changes than those lower in moral climate.

It was because this study drew its participants from a large residential center for

young offenders, with its cliques and subcultures, that an excellent opportunity to study
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Figure 1

Direct and Indirect Factors in the Development ofMoral Reasoning

these social/contextual factors was available. However these factors were studied

because it was felt that these are the dimensions most prominent and influential for most

adolescents; that is, the way others in one’s reference group report their reasoning, and

the status of the person(s) to whom one is listening.

Review of Relevant Research

In a comprehensive review of the research dealing with the relationship between

moral reasoning and moral action, Blasi (1980) claimed that there is one essential

distinction within all of the approaches to research on moral behavior, one which divides

them into two theoretical positions. The first of these positions (which I will call the

personological approach) describes moral behavior as the outcome of a complex

interplay of many factors, some motivating, some inhibiting, some contextual, and some
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resulting from the individual’s perception of the situation. Such factors include concepts

as diverse as guilt, superego, and reinforcement history, but within this approach,

cognition is, at best, a process which serves to provide rationalization of behavior. The

basic assumption of this approach is that the organism is essentially passive and reactive

to forces external to it.

The second approach (cognitive-developmental theory) assumes that cognitive

processes are a part of a natural tendency of the individual to make sense of and to

operate actively upon the world which he or she encounters. Whereas the personological

approach would tend to view the individual’s behavior as largely the result of, or shaped

by, internal and external factors, the second approach sees behavior (and cognition) as

part of a constructive process, which is to say that the individual actively transforms or

operates on his or her environment and experience. However, this is not to say that the

individual is independent of the environment. Indeed, Piagetian theory has frequently

been misunderstood in this regard (e.g., Donovan & McIntyre, 1990, p. 4). For Piaget,

the organism is constantly “in relation” (Youniss, 1980), and is not a solitary learner

(Chapman, 1986). The kinds of experiences and stimulation available to the individual

facilitate, enhance, and limit the rate (and perhaps even the direction of development, cf.

Sanvitale, Saltzstein, & Fish, 1989); but the meaning of these experiences is determined

by the individual, and cognitive processes provide this meaning. Some theories within

the personological approach propose guilt, for example, as the motivating affective state,

or a condition of anxiety related to tendencies of self-punishment, and the result of

socialization. Alternatively, the cognitive-developmental approach suggests that guilt is

“conscious cognitive judgment” (Kohlberg, 1984, p. 34). It claims that “cognitive and

moral judgments and rational argumentation are central to moral psychology” (Colby &

Kohlberg, 1987a, p. 1) and are meaningful in their own right, reflecting the individual’s

view of the world, rather than reflections of other, less rational processes.

It is the cognitive-developmental approach which forms the theoretical foundation
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of this research and serves as a theoretical base for more specific hypotheses. The theory

(Colby & Kohlberg, 1987a; Kohlberg, 1969, 1981, 1984) proposes a sequence of

qualitative changes (stages) in moral reasoning. It does not propose to fully explain

individual differences in moral behavior (such as resistance to temptation, or honesty),

nor does it attempt to predict moral traits (e.g., guilt), but it does argue that there is a

relation between moral cognition and moral action (Buchanan, 1992).. It is based on the

work of Piaget (1974/1980a) who, in turn, grounded his notions on biological systems

and the way in which they adapt (Chapman, 1988).

Piaget’s Theory

Perhaps the most distinctive feature of PiageCs theory of cognition has to do with

the active role ascribed to the developing individual. Piaget held that in adapting to the

environment, organisms actively respond to environmental constraints, conditions, or

11intrusions” (Piaget, 1974/1980a, p. 101). As noted earlier, such a position was in

contradiction to the current psychodynamic and behavioristic theories of psychology,

which prescribed a more passive role to the organism. It was also in contradiction to

contemporary Darwinian biology, which invoked the processes of natural selection and

mutation (Chapman, 1988, p. 273). According to the latter view, these complementary

processes explain evolutionary development by means of random genetic variations

(mutation) which are then selected by virtue of their viability in the particular

environment. Within this model, the environment provides the conditions for adaptation.

Piaget, in contrast, proposed that the active adaptation of an organism (phenotype)

precedes genetic mutation and can contribute to it (Chapman, 1988, p. 274). The key

distinction between the two positions has to do with the active role ascribed to the

organism in Piaget’s theory.

Piaget applied the same model to the cognitive realm. In the same way that new

genotypes are formed as a partial result of the action of the organism, the individual
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child’s action on the external physical world is said to ultimately lead to the construction

of internal cognitive structures representing that world (Chapman, 1988). The child’s

understanding of his or her world depends, then, upon his or her interaction with and

action upon the environment. Thus, it does not depend entirely upon the contingent

reinforcement which trial and error behavior produces, or the socialization to which the

individual has been subjected.

Piagetian theory proposes that, throughout the developmental process, mental

structures are progressively reorganized into better, more complex structures. Cognitive

development can be described as a sequence of stages, with each stage representing a

better, more complex organization of mental structures. There is a natural tendency

towards equilibrium, and developmental change (or reorganization) occurs through the

process of disequilibration, which is facilitated when the individual’s experience conflicts

with his or her current cognitive structures. Therefore, the concepts of conflict, or

cognitive conflict, or opposition, or contradiction (Piaget, 197411980b) are essential to

this theory. Optimizing equilibration (an improved level of equilibrium; Chapman, 1988,

p. 280) involves reorganization into both new and more coherent ways of thinking, and

ways of interacting with the environment (Turiel, 1974, p. 15). Hence, this model of

development is not simply an additive “layer-cake” one (Turiel, 1974, p. 16) in which

competencies are simply added to those acquired earlier. However, with each

progression each stage subsumes and elaborates the prior stage so they still exist within

the new one.

One of the empirical problems faced by this theory has to do with demonstrating

that people actually experience disequilibration or cognitive conflict (Kupfersmid &

Wonderly, 1982). Murray (1982, 1983) noted that the many studies which demonstrated

the effects of cognitive conflict proved only that there is conflict in the design of the

experiment not necessarily in the minds or experience of the children who served as

subjects. (The same definitional problem, it should be noted, is faced by reinforcement
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theories.) Most of the research in this area has structured some form of conflict for the

subjects, for example, writing an essay containing conflicting opinions on a topic (de

Vries & Walker, 1986), disagreement with a peer (Ames & Murray, 1982), exposure to

higher stage reasoning (Walker, 1983). Murray (1983) claimed that it is not known

which aspect of these potentially conflictual events actually represented or stimulated

cognitive conflict in individual subjects.

Neither Piaget (nor Kohlberg) suggests that equilibration theory is the antithesis

to social-learning theory, but rather a complement to it (see McCann & Prentice, 1981).

Rather, Piaget proposes four factors in development (Chapman, 1988, p. 281):

maturation, physical experience, and social influence, in addition to equilibration.

Equilibration is important because it represents an explanation of why children progress

from less adequate to more adequate ways of knowing (e.g., from nonconserving to

conserving) and not the other way round, and why children can, with certainty, look back

on their previous ways of understanding and see them as “silly,” lacking in sensibility.

Social-learning theory, on the other hand, would hypothesize that behavioral changes

progress only in the direction of the model. It is conceivable, according to the social-

learning approach, that, given the right model and contingencies, a child could move, for

example, from conservation to nonconservation, a phenomenon which has not been

observed.

Kohlberg’s Moral Stage Theory

Piaget used these basic notions to explain development in many domains

including, of course, moral reasoning (Piaget, 1932/1965). Kohlberg elaborated his

ideas. One of his accomplishments was to bring the discussion of moral development out

of the purview of religion and philosophy and make it a legitimate focus for psychology.

However, in doing so he found himself swimming against the tide of opinion that

“morality was simply a matter of attitudes, customs, norms, and values that were
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culturally relativ&’ (DeVries, 1991, P. 7).

Kohlberg claimed that we cannot determine whether an action is moral without

knowing the private moral judgment of the actor. He argued that morality should be

understood from the actor’s perspective, not compared to an external standard. For

example, striking a person or disobeying a military order can be quite different moral

acts, depending upon the reasons of the actor. One can assault another for self gain, or to

prevent injury to another. One could disobey an order out of fear of harm to the self, or

because the order was thought to be contrary to one’s principles. Thus, Kohlberg’s claim

is that moral judgment or reasoning is central to the study of morality.1

Kohlberg proposed six hierarchical stages of cognitive-structural ability, which

correspond to, and involve moral reasoning structures which are isomorphic to Piaget’s

stages of cognitive development. Indeed, Walker and Richards (1979) have provided

strong support for the thesis that stages of cognitive development are prerequisite for

development of moral reasoning. Kohlberg’s theory of moral stages departs from Piaget’s

moral theory, however. Piaget (1932/1965) proposed two stages, or ideal types, of moral

development: heteronomous (unilateral respect of external authority) and autonomous

reasoning (mutual respect among peers and equals). It is sometimes thought that

Kohlberg simply added the remaining stages, attempting to describe the structures of

moral reasoning beyond childhood, through adolescence into adulthood. In fact,

Kohlberg found that Piaget’s stages did not cluster together the way he felt a true “hard”

stage model requires (Kohlberg, 1984). Rather, he came to believe that the Piagetian

types did not fully separate content (i.e., the moral decision made) from form or structure

(i.e., the reasons for the decision), nor by his own admission, did his own earlier system

(Colby & Kohlberg, 1987a). Only after several revisions of his scoring system, could

1 It should be emphasized however, that Kohlberg would admit that reasons or reasoning
can be produced after the fact, as rationalizations, but that “at least sometimes, the truth
related explanations that one gives for one’s actions are genuine motives for doing them”
(Blasi, 1983, p. 185).
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Kohlberg make the claim that he was measuring the structure of reasoning separate from

the content.

Thus, it is clear that the notion of structure is essential in Kohlberg’s theory.

By structure we mean general organizing principles or patterns of thought
rather than specific moral beliefs or opinions. That is, we assume that
concepts are not learned or used independently of one another but rather
are bound together by common structural features. (Colby & Kohlberg,
1987a, p. 2)

Content refers to the specific values or opinions held by an individual. Values can be

espoused or held for a variety of reasons, but it is the reasons for taking a certain value

position that are indicative of the structure of reasoning. The emphasis is on structure

because it is structure that exhibits developmental regularity and is predictable within

individuals and across groups of similar ages.

Before proceeding further to describe Kohlberg’s stages in more detail, it is first

necessary to unfold the philosophical and ethical basis of his theory; for it is one thing to

propose a developmental course for moral reasoning, but a much bolder claim to say that

ethical principles are the end point of this developmental course for all individuals of all

religious views, or in all cultures. Even though (as noted above) Kohlberg brought the

study of morality into psychology, he rejected the idea that moral development can be

dealt with completely from a psychological position. He argued that one cannot

undertake a theory of moral reasoning without bridging psychology and moral

philosophy. It is the difficulty in making this bridge that has led some researchers to

abandon the field altogether, with the conclusion that it belongs solely in the

philosophical or religious domain.

Kohlberg (1981, pp. 104-105) argued that one of his essential tasks was to justify

his claim that higher stages are more adequate stages. He rejected the notion that moral

values can be dealt with from the position of cultural or ethical relativism, a position

which claims that there can be no a priori logic or standard justifying any value or
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principle as better than any other (Rorte, 1994).2 That is, he argued that it is not correct

to say that because people do have different value orientations, all people should have

their own moral values. He found that persons in different cultures progress through the

same stages, in the same order (Snarey, 1985). Even though cultures vary in terms of

specific moral values and level of moral development, most cultures (except the most

tribal ones) have some individuals at the highest stages.

Kohlberg stressed that each stage represents a distinct viewpoint, or socio-moral

perspective, from which moral judgments are made. Selman (1980), a student of

Kohlberg’s, has separated out the stages of perspective-taking that underlay Kohlberg’s

stages. Again, Walker (1980) has demonstrated that stages of social perspective-taking

ability (Selman, 1980), like cognitive stages, are prerequisite for progression in moral

reasoning.

Levels of Reasoning

Kohlberg’s stages represent the movement from exclusive consideration of the

concrete and physical (Stage 1) to the use of abstract concepts and, ultimately, highly

abstract moral principles (Stages 5 & 6). They are grouped into three levels of

development, the preconventional, conventional, and postconventional; and such levels

are useful in explaining Kohlberg’s theory. What he calls the preconventional level

(subdivided into Stages 1 and 2) of moral development is characterized by reasoning

which ‘has not yet come to really understand and uphold socially shared moral norms

and expectations” (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987a, p. 16). It is reasoning which is dependent

upon the physical and concrete consequences of actions, and therefore tends to refer only

to expectations which are external to the individual, and it is this level of reasoning

2 Although not strictly a relativist, as a representative of an alternate position, Rorte
(1994) refutes the idea that there are a priori principles apart from historical and familial
context, and particularly that some principles are better than others. As a philosopher, he
seems to argue for a psychological basis for ethics.
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which charaóterizes most children under the age of 9, and many adolescent and adult

criminal offenders. The conventional level represents internalized expectations of others.

Reasoning at this level involves reference to the importance of trying to do what is good

or of not being selfish, obeying laws so that order is maintained, and it is this level of

reasoning which has been described as a “cognitive buffer” (Gibbs, Arnold, Ahibom, &

Cheesman, 1984, p. 37) to illegal behavior. The idea that Stage 3 reasoning represents a

“cognitive buffer” to illegal behavior is an important one, and will be discussed more

fully, later in this paper. The connection forms one of the strongest arguments for a

meaningful relationship between moral reasoning and moral behavior. The

postconventional level represents reasoning based on principles, such as the utilitarian

principle or the principle of contract, and although in general, such reasoning is in accord

with the conventions of society, it may not always be so. The principles referred to here

are those on which the individual feels a good society should be based, hence they are

what Kohlberg calls “prior to society” (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987a, p. 17). A person

reasoning at this level would, for example, argue for the necessity of defying a law, or a

command of a superior military officer, in order to act consistently with a higher

principle, for example, the intrinsic value of human life.

Stages of Reasoning

When asked if it is wrong to steal, a child at the first stage of development of

moral reasoning is likely to focus on the power of a person in authority (“It’s wrong to

steal because you don’t have permission”), or on the inevitability of adverse

consequences, for example, being taken to jail. At this stage (which Kohlberg has called

Heteronomous Morality), the child makes no distinction between his or her own

perspective and that of others. As development proceeds, the focus of the child becomes

less concrete, less egocentric, and more abstract.

At the second stage (Individualistic, Instrumental Morality), egocentrism is
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diminished. The child recognizes that others have their own needs and wants, but cannot

simultaneously coordinate another’s perspective and his or her own. Therefore, he or she

will reason in terms of the concrete consequences for the self, but with the knowledge

that the behavior and needs of others must be somehow considered or handled. Unlike

Stage 1 reasoning, which is characterized by the inevitability of consequences, Stage 2

reasoning involves the calculation of the possibility of consequences. Stealing is “not

worth the risk.” The individual understands relationships in reciprocal terms.

Caricatured reasoning at this stage is: “You scratch my back and I’ll scratch yours.”

Some individuals at this stage would argue that it is acceptable to steal if the victim

“deserved” to be stolen from, or was “careless enough to leave money where it could be

stolen.”

At the third stage (Interpersonally Normative Morality) the ability to deal with

abstractions has begun to develop (as found in the Beginning Formal Operational Stage,

Walker, 1980). Most importantly, the child can simultaneously hold two perspectives,

and therefore is not only aware of his or her needs, but also can consider and operate

upon the expectations of others. A person at this stage can take the third person

perspective, seeing what group membership requires; he or she has a loyalty to the norms

of the group to which he or she belongs. Hence, a child could reason that it is wrong to

steal because others (parents, friends) would disapprove or, alternately (and very rarely),

that it is acceptable to steal because theft is valued by members of the reference group (or

gang) to which he or she is loyal. It is Stage 3 reasoning which has described as the

“cognitive buffer” to illegal behavior.

There are two reasons why Stage 3 might be considered a baseline for
mature moral judgment. First, most eighteen-year-olds reason at either
Stage 3 or at the transition between Stages 3 and 4. Few are found either
at pure Stage 2 or at pure Stage 4. Second, the development from Stage 2
to Stage 3 is perhaps the single most important transition in the entire
sequence of moral stages. (Power, Higgins, & Kohlberg, 1989, p. 29)

At the fourth stage (Social System Morality), the individual is even better able to
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think abstractly and can construe choices in terms of implications for society in general.

Realizing that many people can have many different perspectives and needs, and that the

larger group (society) can also be represented as “having needs,” a Stage 4 reasoner

would make reference to options such as, “the law is made by the majority of people and

you have to consider what’s good for the majority.” Hence, this stage is often referred to

as the law-and-order stage.

If Stage 4 reasoning is “society maintaining,” then Stage 5 is “society creating”

(Kohlberg, 1984, P. 634). This reasoning (called Human Rights and Social Welfare

Morality) represents an even greater abstraction, by reference to universal rights and

principles. The rights of all members of society are considered at this stage, and in the

process, the possibility of contradiction of the society’s law may arise, by virtue of

considering rights and principles.

Scoring criteria for Stage 6 are not included in the scoring manual (Colby &

Kohlberg, 198Th), in part because none of the longitudinal subjects in the studies upon

which the theory is based developed beyond Stage 5. Regardless, Stage 6 has been

outlined by Kohlberg (1984) and he has identified individuals whose reasoning is

characteristic of Stage 6. Such reasoning involves an unqualified respect for individuals

(Kohlberg, Boyd, & Levine, 1990), taking every possible perspective of a moral problem,

and giving each equal consideration (in what Kohlberg calls “moral musical chairs”). It

goes beyond Stage 5 in that it represents a deliberate use of the principles of justice in the

process of moral decision-making, so that consistency between judgment and action

becomes an imperative.

The Measurement of Moral Reasoning

The method used by Kohlberg to assess moral reasoning competence (sometimes

referred to as a clinical method) involves presenting the individual with a series of

hypothetical stories, each containing a moral dilemma. Each of these hypothetical
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dilemmas (Appendix A) forces a choice between two conflicting issues; for example,

whether it is more important to obey a parent or honor a contract; obey the law or save a

person’s life.

The use of hypothetical dilemmas has been criticized (Baumrind, 1978; Gilligan,

1982; Haan, 1977) for failure to tap the ability to reason about real or actual moral

problems. These critics claim that Kohlberg’s interview measures reasoning about

irrelevant issues, within which the respondent is uninvolved. In fact, in comparing

reasoning about real-life moral issues and hypothetical ones, some researchers (Power et

al., 1989; Trevethan & Walker, 1989; Walker, de Vries, & Trevethan, 1987) have found

reasoning about hypothetical issues to be higher than reasoning about real-life issues.

This is an important issue for this research project. However,, the variability found in

reasoning about different kinds of problems does not pose a problem for Kohlberg’s

theory. Kohlberg has argued (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987a) that one should not expect an

exact correspondence between reasoning about the hypothetical and real-lif issues

because there are always mediating nonmoral factors (as this study will demonstrate)

which interact with the ability measured by the Moral Judgment Interview.

In conducting the interview, after each dilemma is read to the subject, a series of

standardized questions or prompts are given, for example, “Should Heinz steal the drug?

Why?” The purpose of the questioning is to draw out the individual’s best possible

reasons for the course of action he or she has chosen. If the individual fails to elaborate

reasons sufficiently, the interviewer is required to prompt again. The responses are

usually recorded and transcribed, for scoring purposes.

During the scoring process, the reasons provided are matched with criterion

judgments from a comprehensive coding manual (Colby & Kohlberg, 198Th), and

subsequently assigned a stage score on a 9-point scale; 1, 1i2, 2, 2/3, ..., 5. These stage

scores are then used to determine a global stage score (GSS), which can be on a 5- or 9-

point scale. The 5-point scale uses only references to Stage 1, 2, 3, etc., while the 9-point
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scale allows for additional classifications into intermediate or transitional stages, such as

1/2 or 3/4. Alternately, these stage scores can be translated into a more quantitative

weighted average score (WAS), as was done in this study, which is based on the

percentage of reasoning evidenced at each stage, and ranges from 100 to 500 (with 100

equivalent to a pure Stage 1 reasoning, 150 equivalent to transitional Stage 1/2 reasoning,

500 equivalent to pure StageS reasoning).

There are three forms of the MJI (A, B, and C) that can be used, each with three

dilemmas. Interrater, retest, and alternate form reliability of the three forms are

acceptable (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987a; Walker, 1988). Normally, a moral judgment

interview is comprised of three dilemmas; however, using only two dilemmas has been

found to provide an equally valid measure (Trevethan & Walker, 1989), and in this study

only two dilemmas were used.

The Validity of the Moral Stage Model

Kohlberg has characterized his model as a strict stage” model. He has proposed

that there are three empirically testable criteria for such a model:

1. He insists that the progression through the stages would always be the same

(i.e., Stage 3 always follows Stage 2; there is no possibility of skipping stages or

regression), regardless of varying environmental conditions. A review of several studies

by Walker (1986) found very few instances of regression (0-17%) or stage skipping (0-

4%). This rate of violations of this sequence criterion is within the range of measurement

enor.

2. Kohlberg claims that each stage represents an organized, structured whole,

what Piaget referred to as “structure operative d’ensemble.” That is, each stage replaces

the previous stage through a process of re-organization (described earlier as

equilibration), and involves an internally consistent structure within the reasoning of an

individual, which is the same in different situations, at different times, and with different
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moral problems, or content. According to the theory, a person is either “in” a stage,

which would mean that the majority of the reasoning would be at a modal stage, or “in

transition,” which means that the reasoning is divided between two adjacent stages. In re

analyzing data on Kohlberg’s original longitudinal subjects, Dolby, Kohlberg, Gibbs, and

Lieberman (1983) found that (with the most recent scoring system) 68-72% of their

reasoning was scored at the modal stage, and a total of 97-99% was at the modal and

adjacent stages. Walker (1988), in re-examining several of his own studies (again using

the most recent scoring system) found very similar patterns, concluding that there is

considerable consistency in responses to the Moralfudgment Interview (MJI).

This structure criterion also holds that an individual’s reasoning should be

consistent across content, that is, across differing moral dilemmas. This is usually

examined by calculating the percent agreement of responses between forms of the Moral

Judgment Interview. Colby et al. (1983), using the 9-point GSS scale (referred to in the

section above), reported a 75% agreement between the use of different forms within the

same interview. Walker (1983) found similar levels of consistency.

With respect to consistency across a time interval, Colby et al. (1983) reported

70-77% agreement ktween testings 3 - 6 weeks apart, and Walker (1983) found a similar

pattern (2 months apart), with 95% agreement in modal stage scores.

In addition to being found consistent across content, moral reasoning has also

been found to be consistent across different types of moral problems. To illustrate, the

MJI has been described (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987a) as a test of a person’s moral

reasoning competence or his or her ability to reason about hypothetical, abstract

situations. Walker, de Vries, and Trevethan (1987) found that 91% of 240 participants

used the same or adjacent stage reasoning (on the 9-point GSS) when dealing with what

they had identified as a personal, real-life moral problem, as they did when dealing with

the hypothetical dilemmas of the Moral Judgment Interview. Therefore, even though

there is some variability in reasoning about different types of moral problems (sometimes
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at the lower adjacent stage, sometimes at the higher), there is sufficient consistency to

support the argument that, in general, people reason at the same stage.

Walker (1988) has made reference to the fact that certain contents pulled

reasoning in specific directions. However, even more interesting is whether specific

social situations also demonstrate an ability to pull for higher or lower moral reasoning.

Although it does not represent a challenge to the structure criterion of the stage model,

there is, in fact, a body of evidence that indicates that moral reasoning does vary with

social or subcultural contexts. This topic will be explored more fully in the Moral

Climate section.

The final (and most difficult) criterion for the moral stage model has already been

referred to, and is the requirement that each stage is a more adequate or hierarchical re

organization of the previous stage. As noted earlier, it is impossible to make such a claim

about a stage model of moral reasoning without being accused of making nonscientific,

philosophical assumptions. There is some evidence (Rest, 1973), however, that the

progression through these stages is based upon the ability of persons to recognize the

superiority of (and hence perhaps be drawn toward) higher stages, even though they do

not yet use such higher stage reasoning. In order to add weight to this evidence, Walker,

de Vries, and Bichard (1984) presented statements to subjects in pairs, each statement

representing an example of reasoning at any one of the five stages of reasoning. These

pairs were comprised of all possible combinations of the stages, for example, Stage 3

versus Stage 1, Stage 3 versus Stage 5. Subjects were also asked to paraphrase each

statement in order to demonstrate that they understood it. Walker et al. (1984) found that

the subjects recognized as better those statements which were one or two stages higher

than the stage they were at (when they understood such statements), even though they did

not spontaneously generate such reasoning (during the MJI). When they did not

understand the statements, they showed no clear pattern of preference, and when the

statements were of lower stage, even though they demonstrated understanding, they



19.

showed no preference for such lower stage statements. Walker (1988) summarizes the
findings of this important study as follows:

These findings clearly support the hierarchy criterion. Kohlberg’s stagesof moral reasoning involve more than differences in language; indeedthere are differences in meaning across the stages that subjects canperceive. Individuals do regard successive stages of moral reasoning asincreasingly adequate frameworks for making moral decisions. (p. 47)
Therefore, there seems to be strong support for the validity of the stage model,

using the three criteria of stage sequence, stage structure, and stage hierarchy, set out by
both Kohlberg and Piaget.

Moral Reasoning and Delinquency

Several research projects and reviews (Arnold, 1989; Blasi, 1980; Hams, 1984;
Hams & Miller, 1980; Lockwood, 1978; Nelson, Smith, & Dodd, 1990) have found
significant differences in stage of moral reasoning between offender and nonoffender
groups. Offenders tend to score lower than nonoffender groups, that is, to be
developmentally delayed at Stage 1 or 2 (see Kegan, 1984). For example, Trevethan and
Walker (1989) found both delinquent and psychopathic youth to be significantly lower in
moral reasoning scores than a matched group of normal youth (matched for educational
level and parents’ SES). Jurkovic and Prentice (1977) found that psychopathic
delinquents were significantly lower than neurotic delinquents or controls (of the same
age) in moral reasoning scores. Bear and Richards (1988) found that elementary school
students who were rated by their teachers as antisocial, scored lower in moral reasoning
than normals, although other students with other types of behavior problems (i.e.,
attention problems, hyperactivity), were not significantly lower than normals. In
reviewing 30 studies dealing with this topic, Blasi (1980; see also Arnold, 1989, and
Buchanan, 1992) found that most of the studies he reviewed found delinquents at a lower
stage of reasoning than nondelinquents. This consistent pattern, finding offenders at
significantly lower levels of moral reasoning, represents the best established behavioral
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correlate of moral reasoning.

Therefore, it is of critical importance for this research project to highlight the

distinctions between Kohlberg’s Stage 2 and Stage 3. Because Stage 3 reasoning

summons references of loyalty to groups or immediate friends, of not disappointing the

expectations of others, and of disapproval of that which would hurt others, the structure

of this reasoning is less compatible with behavior that involves breaking the law or

violating strong social conventions. That is why this reasoning has been described as a

“cognitive buffer” (Gibbs et al., 1984) to offending behavior. Alternately, Stage 2

reasoning (“it’s alright to steal because you might not get caught”), is more amenable to

violating the law; if one is concerned only with the consequences of action for the self

(Samenow, 1984; Yochelson & Samenow, 1976), and is operating from within a social

context that does not censor such behavior with sanctions of some sort, the possibility of

delinquency increases.

Other research dealing with the treatment of offender groups has developed the

notion of “thinking errors” (Meichenbaum, 1977; Samenow, 1984). Such thinking (or

what has also been called “private speech” (Kohlberg, Yaeger, & Hjertholm, 1968),

enables or sets the cognitive groundwork for illegal behavior (Gibbs, 1991; Kahn, 1990;

Samenow, 1984). It is exemplified by statements (or self-talk) as “No one cares for me,

so why not?” or “That teacher is out to get me, so I’ll get him!” and, in addition to the

thinking errors, often contains elements of Stage 2 thinking. This literature derives from

a quite different theoretic position, but has produced yet more support for Kohlberg’s

notion that moral judgment (thought) is linked to action, and that delinquency is, in part,

explained by a developmental arrest in sociomoral reasoning.

In a review similar to that of Blasi (1980), Jurkovic (1980) drew parallel

conclusions, but noted several studies with anomalous findings. Jurkovic (1980) noted

that repeat and/or institutionalized offenders, as well as older offenders, evidenced more

Stage 3 reasoning than less experienced ones. Varying opinions have been offered
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(Arbuthnot, Gordon, & Jurkovic, 1987) to explain the continued delinquency of these

individuals, despite their Stage 3 competence. For example, samples of older delinquents

have been found to contain significantly more drug users (Kohlberg & Freundlich, cited

in Jurkovic, 1980) than the younger delinquent subsamples. Presumably, drug addiction

is a noncognitive factor strong enough to override Stage 3 reasoning competence.

Another exception to this trend was found by Thornton and Reid (1982), who in

examining types of offenses, found that “prudent” offenders (those that used more

planning in their offenses) were lower in moral reasoning than imprudent ones (see also

Schonert & Cantor, 1991).

Another explanation of why a person of Stage 3 competence would engage in

delinquent behavior (and a critical one for this research) invokes the social (or

institutional) context in which these delinquents found themselves. That is, despite the

fact that some offenders demonstrated higher levels of moral reasoning competence in

response to hypothetical dilemmas (on the MJ1), the social group or system within which

they regularly found themselves may not have tolerated or recognized certain behaviors

or reasoning, and may have exerted a press towards Stage 2 problem solving. Thus, it

seems that there may be factors which allow one to make a distinction between moral

reasoning competence and moral reasoning performance.3 Competence, as noted above,

is that which is best measured by the Moral Judgment Interview, in response to abstract

and hypothetical problems, and which “tests the limits” of ability. As I shall report,

competence “cannot be enlisted as a way of accounting for individual differences on

The distinction between performance and competence here is not consistent with that

proposed by Chandler (1991) and others (Chandler & Chapman, 1991). Chandler rejects

the notion that competence has a causal relation with performance, but instead argues that

competence is represented by those formal qualities or patterns that provide the meaning

to performance. Kohlberg’s assumption is that one’s basic moral reasoning competence

(responses to the MJI) are causally related to moral reasoning in other areas or contents

(performance). I will later propose that the relation between moral reasoning competence

(on hypothetical issues) and responses to issues closer to the real-life fabric faced by

these offenders is explained in part by competence and in part by the moral climate of the

context.
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cross-situational variables” (Chandler & Chapman, 1991, p. 2). Performance is that

which is used in real-life situations, and reflects competence to a degree.

The distinction between performance and competence in some ways parallels the

relation between moral reasoning and moral behavior. Therefore, in order to further

explore all of these distinctions, this study measured both moral reasoning competence

and performance (reasoning about moral issues which were real and salient for the

participants), and as well, indexed the moral choices and behaviors which can be

construed as having moral implications.4 All of this is discussed further in the section

below on moral climate.

A delay in sociomoral reasoning has also been linked with family backgrounds of

power assertiveness and disharmony (Gibbs et al., 1984), with the suggestion that

contexts characterized by punitive and/or physical reactions to behavior (Alexander &

Parsons, 1980), or family dynamics low in affective bonding (Kerr & Bowen, 1988), or

those characterized by disengagement (Brennan, Huizinga, & Elliot, 1978; Stierlin, 1973)

would reinforce sociomoral reasoning concerned only with the consequences of behavior

for the self (Stage 2), and/or would fail to stimulate identification with societal and/or

family norms (Stage 3) (Jurkovic & Prentice, 1974). The parallel between the structure

of the power-assertive/abusive parent-child relationships and the structure of the child’s

Stage 2 sociomoral reasoning is an important one. It relates very closely, to several of the

hypotheses in this study. I hypothesized that undesirable social situations or climates are

less conducive to moral development than better ones.

What is most interesting about all of the above discussion, however, is the

challenge the findings represent to more traditional views of delinquency. Not only do

they present delinquency in a developmental frame, but they also focus attention on the

4 purposes of simplicity, I will use these two notions of competence and performance

in a manner similar to that employed by Colby and Kohlberg (1987a) and will later

review these same notions in light of the findings.
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structure of the reasoning of delinquent persons, rather than the content (Jurkovic, 1980)

of their particular value orientations or attitudes, which is the traditional focus of

sociologists (Gibbons, 1976; Nettler, 1978) in explaining delinquency (cf. Gibbs &

Schnell, 1985).

Developing the Moral Reasoning of Offenders

According to Piaget, as the individual encounters his or her environment, there

always exists the possibility of some form of conflict with that environment, conflict

which may require some form of internal cognitive reorganization. This conflict can be

either spontaneously generated by the individual as he or she copes or solves problems,

or it can be socially induced (Berkowitz & Gibbs, 1983, 1985; Crockenberg &

Nicolayev, 1979). The earliest research concerned with this phenomenon was undertaken

by Turiel (1966) who had normal school children play the role of the main protagonist of

the classical Kohlbergian dilemmas. The protagonist was required to seek the “advice”

of a friend played by the experimenter. This advice took the form of reasoning at various

stages above and below that of the subject, depending upon experimental condition. He

found that advice one stage above the subject’s was effective in producing a significant

change. Similarly, Blatt (1969) conducted moral dilemma discussions with groups of

elementary students, once a week for a period of 12 weeks and witnessed a

developmental change of one full stage in moral reasoning for 65% of the students (as

measured by the assessment procedure available at that time). Blatt and Kohlberg (1975)

later carried out a similar procedure and observed an average developmental change of

one-third of a stage. In both of these studies, the students were encouraged to argue with

each other in groups which were designed to contain a mixture of levels of competence

of moral reasoning. Higher stage statements were deliberately amplified and clarified by

the discussion leader for the benefit of the lower stage participants. The changes that

occurred were shown to be lasting, through follow-up testing 1 year later. Since that time
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there have been several studies which replicated BlatCs findings (see reviews by

Jurkovic, 1980; Maag, 1989; and Walker, 1982, 1988).

In addition to exposure to higher stage reasoning, there appears to be other factors

which can serve to heighten conflict (see Hersh, Paolitto, & Reimer, 1979). Using

delinquent and predelinquent boys as subjects, Niles (1986) produced a significantly

greater effect (in comparison to a values clarification group and a no-treatment group)

with large-group discussion of hypothetical dilemmas. These group discussions, which

occurred twice a week for 16 weeks, emphasized the attainment of consensus.

Rosenkotter, Landman, and Mazak (1980), again using forced consensus, found an effect

in seven weekly sessions, and Arbuthnot and Gordon (1986) found an effect after 12-16

weekly group sessions. Gibbs et al. (1984) produced a significant effect for lower-stage

subjects after only eight group sessions, over a period of 2 months, by maximizing or

highlighting the differences between the views of subjects.

There is also evidence to support the thesis that effects can be evident with very

short-term interventions. For example, when participants were screened for cognitive

and perspective-taking prerequisites, Walker (1983) achieved a significant effect by

having his subjects observe two adults role-play an argument, a process lasting

approximately 30 minutes. Arbuthnot (1975) produced a significant effect (in

comparison to a control group) with subjects who engaged in a single 15-20 minute role

play with a more mature ‘opponent.” Similarly, Berkowitz, Gibbs, and Broughton

(1980) had similar results from five dyadic discussions (over a period of weeks) between

college students. Interestingly, they found that those members of dyads whose partner

was less than a full stage higher than they were, developed more in moral reasoning than

those paired with a partner who was at the same stage or a full stage above them. In

other words, there may be limits to the degree of stage disparity that facilitates

development. Kruger (1989) found that peers engaging in one dyadic discussion (using

an immediate posttest) benefitted more than children who had a similar discussion with
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their mother. Although this difference was just marginally significant (p = .053), the fact

that only one dyadic discussion was used (here three such discussions were used) and

that the posttest came immediately after the intervention5was taken as support for the

expectation of an effect of short-term dyadic discussion.

Therefore, it appears that when participants of group or dyadic discussions

encounter higher stage reasoning and are encouraged/pressured to experience more

conflict, they are likely to improve in moral reasoning and that such improvements can

be achieved in relatively short-term interventions.

However, none of the short-term interventions described here were used with

delinquents. The argument could be made that delinquents would be less likely than

normals to benefit from such an intervention. However such an argument would be

based on the assumption that delinquents, admittedly lower in moral reasoning, are more

resistant to change. The position taken here, however, was that delinquents are lower in

moral reasoning because they simply have had less exposure to better reasoning, not that

they were more resistant to it. Consequently, it seems reasonable to test the hypothesis

that they could benefit from such a short intervention.

The research concerning dyadic discussion is critical for this study because it used

such an intervention (see Lyman & Selman, 1985; Miller & Brownell, 1975; Selman &

Demorest, 1984). Here, two offenders sat in a room, across a table from each other, and

engaged in debate about both real-life and hypothetical dilemmas. The dyads were

organized in such a way that the target subject was either of higher moral reasoning (and

therefore not expected to change) or at a lower stage of reasoning than his partner (and

therefore expected to change).

The nature of what seems effective in such discussions has been explored in detail

by Berkowitz and Gibbs (1983) who re-analyzed the data from their 1980 study

Most interventions employ a delayed posttest, of at least one week, because of evidence
that there is a ‘sleeper effect” (Sullivan & Beck, 1975).
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(Berkowitz, Gibbs & Broughton, 1980). They examined the dialogue between the

discussants and found that those dyads which were effective in producing moral

reasoning development contained more challenging kinds of statements, which they

called “transactive.” Transactive statements were ones which served to either dispute

and/or critique the statement of another (operational transacts); or to elicit, clarify or

paraphrase the statements of the other (representational transacts). Powers (1983)

modified their coding system (Berkowitz & Gibbs, 1979) by adding categories of

interactions that involved emotional support or interference. In studying families

participating in moral dilemma discussions, she analyzed their “speeches’ in a 2 X 2

matrix - whether they were cognitive or affective, interfering or stimulating. Powers

found that for the family context, supportive (affectively stimulating) speeches such as

praise, in addition to the “transactive” or “challenging” statements noted by Berkowitz

and Gibbs, were an important aspect of the interaction of families that contained more

highly developed children. Walker and Taylor (1991), using 2-year longitudinal data,

reached a similar conclusion about the role of support, but also noted the importance of

what Berkowitz and Gibbs (1983) called “lower-order transacts,” which include

interactions such as a paraphrase, or a perception check. Such speeches may be

important for an atmosphere of acceptance within family dialogue. These findings,

therefore, are yet more support for the importance of social context for the process of

structural change (that is the concern of this study). The view taken here is that these

factors are better handled as contextual variables (i.e., climate), rather than interactional

or affective ones (Villenave-Cremer & Eckensberger, 1985).

To summarize to this point, it is claimed here that the moral reasoning of

delinquent youth appears to be delayed and that, therefore, moral reasoning represents a

reasonable arena for intervention or rehabilitation. Further, there is strong evidence that

group and/or dyadic discussion of moral dilemmas (real and hypothetical) is an effective

vehicle for improving the moral reasoning competence of offenders, especially if
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consensus is encouraged. Most importantly, there is evidence, that climate or context

plays a role in this process, and it is these concepts which are explicated in the following

sections.

Moral Climate

In attempting to stimulate the development of moral reasoning, the earlier

applications of Kohibergian theory (noted above) usually involved group discussion of

hypothetical moral dilemmas. Even though these methods frequently proved effective in

improving moral reasoning competence, Kohlberg and his students came to realize that

this was a process essentially outside the real moral worlds of the participants, whether

students or offenders (cf. Crockenburg & Nicolayev, 1979; Gilligan, 1980). Therefore,

via the medium of community meetings in jails and schools, he replaced the use of

hypothetical dilemmas by using the real moral problems currently facing the discussants,

both as individuals and as a group. He felt that this approach was more cognizant of the

pressures faced by students,6particularly those pressures that were part of the subculture

or hidden curriculum (Kohlberg, 1983, 1986; Kohlberg & Higgins, 1987; Mosher, 1980).

He also felt that the democratic nature of discussing such problems was an essential

aspect of the developmental process. Thus, Kohlberg faced group subculture head-on,

with the belief that this variable was an important factor in understanding the processes

of the development of moral reasoning.

In doing so, Kohlberg introduced the idea of moral climate (Higgins, Power, &

Kohlberg, 1984; Power et a!., 1989; Power & Reimer, 1978) as a part of a model

(Kohlberg & Candee, 1984b) of the relation between moral reasoning and moral action.

This model proposes several social-psychological factors that interact with pure moral

reasoning competence in detennining what actual moral decision a person will make

6 Kohlberg used a similar approach in the Niantic Prison for Women, Connecticut
(Kohlberg, 1986).
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within a specific context. This model makes a distinction between what the individual

thinks he or she should do (a prescriptive choice), and what he or she would do (a

deliberative decision). Similarly, Leming (1973), in addition to studying responses to

classical hypothetical dilemmas, derived what he called practical moral dilemmas which

he used to ask both “should” and “would” follow-up questions. He found that his

subjects, 7th to 12th grade students, scored highest on the hypothetical dilemmas, lower

on the “should” questions about the practical dilemmas, and lowest of all in response to

what they would do, in response to practical dilemmas. Thus, Leming observed a

progressive lowering of quality of reasoning as his subjects moved from the purely

hypothetical to moral problems which had situational complexities, and as they moved

from purely isolated consideration to actual social contexts.

Recognizing this variability in moral reasoning, Higgins, Power, and Kohlberg

(1984) argued that a critical variable in determining the degree to which reasoning

changes when moving from hypothetical situations to real-life ones is the moral climate

of the group within which a person is functioning at the time. The moral climate of the

group serves as a “scaffold” (Vygotsky, 1934/1986; Wertsch, 1984, 1985) for the

development of members of that group.

Thus we can see that 1) the peer group is an important reference point for
adolescents and (perhaps) particularly adolescent offenders, and 2) that the
group’s moral climate is a critical variable in determining whether the
influence of the group is developmental or conservative. (Higgins, Power,
& Kohlberg, 1984, p. 75)

Echoing the work by Leming discussed above, Scharf (Hickey & Scharf, 1980;

Scharf, 1973) found that prison inmates used a much lower stage of reasoning about real

life prison dilemmas than they did about hypothetical dilemmas (Jennings, Kilkenny, &

Kohlberg, 1983). In reviewing Scharfs research, Higgins et al. (1984) claimed that this

lower reasoning was an adaptation to the predominantly Stage 2 moral climate of the

prison.

In our view, the Stage 2 practical reasoning of the prisoners with Stage 3
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competence in classical moral judgment was more a function of the prison
environment than of the prisoners as personalities. We would characterize
the real environment of prison guards and inmate peer groups as a Stage 2
environment or moral atmosphere, and inmates’ Stage 2 practical
judgments were a realistic adaptation to it. (p. 81)

The Just Community approach was Kohlberg’s way of addressing the subculture

(Kohlberg, Kauffman, Scharf, & Hickey, 1974). In describing the approach, Higgins et

al. (1984) argued that given a minimal level of moral climate, with “the opportunity for

democratic discussion and decision making” (p. 103), groups of students will make

decisions of responsibility which are more consistent with their competence (their

prescriptive choices in response to hypothetical dilemmas) than would students who are

part of a less mature moral climate. In fact, this approach suggests that unless the climate

of a program can be characterized as being of a stage higher than, for example, Stage 2,

individual developmental changes beyond that stage are less likely (Kohlberg, 1986).

Kohlberg argues that residents in any rehabilitative environment, whether they be

inmates or adolescents living in group homes, must “have a say” in the operation of the

facility, the assumption being that this would contribute towards a Stage 3 context, one

characterized by a degree of belonging and mutual commitment.

Whether Kohlberg’s argument about democratic participation is accurate or not,

any environment which is better than the “highly power-assertive, disharmonious homes

which preclude role-taking opportunities” (Gibbs et al., 1984, p. 37), (and from which

a majority of subjects in this study originated), would be more likely to have a

developmental effect. The challenge is to produce such a context within an institution.

This challenge is made even greater by the fact that the residents of a young offender

facility tend to re-create their punitive context within the conectional setting (Fahlberg,

1990), if not directed or guided to do otherwise by staff or more mature peers.

In retracing the actual development of the moral climate within a group, Kohlberg

and Higgins (1987) theorized that, initially, it was the more active advocacy of the

teachers about norms of caring, fairness and trust within a community that led the way
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for the students. Kohlberg initially noted little enthusiasm about voting and respectful

dialogue.

They had moral sympathies for the teacher, and for children with
leukemia, without our Just Community program, but they were
immobilized by what we call counter-norms, peer norms or expectations
that violate not only conventional moral norms but the capacity to
empathize with each other or take each other’s viewpoint. (Kohlberg &
Higgins, 1987, p. 110; italics in original)

Later, with the persistence of the teachers, enabling “a construction dependent upon

teacher direction” (p. 111), the students gradually developed the sense of community that

was targeted. The destructive result if this intervention by institutional staff does not take

place has been well documented by Poisky (1962; Poisky & Claster, 1970).

Some of the participants in this study were drawn from two residential units

(within a larger Young Offender Center) in which an approximate form of what Kohlberg

advocates in his Just Community was practised. Daily unit meetings were held in these

two units in order to discuss common problems and the residents were challenged and

enabled to help each other and resolve their conflicts. One unit had begun meetings 3

months prior to the onset of the study, the other had been conducting them for over a

year. In the third unit, no such meetings were held, but the daily routine and basic

behavioral expectations of the residents were the same. These three units were therefore

considered three levels of intensity ofmoral education program.

Moral Climate Methodology

• Higgins et a!. (1984), Power (1980), and Power et a!. (1989) have produced the

only published research on moral climate, having developed a complex method of

measurement. Because of differences in the sources of data, only a portion of their

method was used here.

In general, Higgins et a!. (1984; Higgins, 1980) and Power et a!. (1989) believe

that groups develop collective norms that belong only to the group. They insist that

moral climate is not represented by the average moral reasoning competence of the
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members of the group. Instead, they argue for the assessment of “collective norms” as a

measure of the moral climate of the group. Collective norms, which define what is

expected from group members as group members in their actions and attitudes, serve as

the “leading edge” for the group’s development.

We thought a Stage 3 collective norm is not the same thing as an average
of individuals’ stage judgments at Stage 3. In a school promoting moral
development, collective norms would be formulated at a stage that was the
leading edge for the group, and adapting to these norms would stimulate
those students whose individual stage was slower to grow. (Power et al.,
1989, p. 76)

Higgins et al. (1984) outlined a progression for the development of collective

norms within a group. They argued that a collective norm would go through the same

progression of stages as does individual reasoning, although unlike the reasoning of an

individual, a collective norm could emerge at any stage (depending upon the competence

of the members of the group), and could also show regression (again, depending upon

changing composition and dynamics of the group). They scored the stage of the

collective norm using the same scoring manual (Colby & Kohlberg, 198Th) used to score

individual reasoning. Their data (Power et al., 1989) supported the notion of a stage

progression of collective norms.

In their study, using four school-related dilemmas, measures were made of the

following: (a) what each student thought should be done, and why; (b) what each student

would do, and why; (c) each student’s perception of what other students think should be

done, and why; and (d) what each predicted others would do in each of the situations, and

why.

Samples of 20-30 students were selected from four high schools, two of which

represented experimental groups, and two representing comparison groups. Each subject

was administered the MJI and also interviewed using the four school-related dilemmas

(Appendix B). Transcripts of community meetings were used to originally construct the

variables involved in this study.



32.

Higgins et a!. (1984) also derived a 15-point scale of Degree of Collectiveness of

each norm, ranging from total rejection of the norm (“No one can make a rule or

agreement about this school that would be followed or taken seriously”) to total

collective acceptance (“We, the members of this group, think that we should act in

accordance with the norm”). They also developed a measure of the Phase of each

collective norm, which indicates the source of the norm, that is, whether it is stipulated

and preferred by the staff group, or whether it emerged from within the group itself.

They stress that it is not only important to measure the moral stage of a collective norm,

but also its strength or the degree to which members of the group are committed to it.

For example, the subjects in the study almost all agreed that they should not “rat” on each

other, although some had different reasons (stage structure) for doing so.

Norms that are widely shared and strongly enforced may be unfair or
woefully lacking in their moral significance. Examples of repressive
totalitarian states, fanatical cults, violent gangs, and organized crime come
to mind when we think of groups with strong but morally defective
collective norms. These negative examples lead to certain caution or
wariness about collectivities in general. In our view, this caution may be
exaggerated if one fails to differentiate the collective stage from the other
two dimensions of norms (degree of collectiveness and phase).
Understanding these dimensions is especially relevant when considering
adolescent moral education. Peer pressure should not be viewed as a
problem per se but only as a problem if the pressure supports low-stage
norms or norms that would be regarded as immoral from the perspective
of a highest stage of morality. (Power et al., 1989, p. 142)

For the Kohlberg group, each of the four dilemmas represented a possible norm

for the group, for example, “We should not steal from each other.” Higgins et al. (1984),

Power (1980), and Power et al. (1989) used the variables described above (namely Stage

ofNorm, Degree of Collectiveness, Phase of the Norm, Stage of Community), and another

(called Level of Institutional Valuing). In this study I used a modification of the School

Dilemmas Interview, referred to as the Moral Climate Interview (cf. Appendix B), which

involves three norms: helping, stealing, and accepting contraband. I scored these data on

the two variables most relevant to the purposes of this study: the Stage of the Norm and

the Stage of Community (Appendix C), both reflected in the discussion of each norm.
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What follows is a detailed description of each of these two variables, and an explanation

of the importance of each for each other and the notion of moral climate.

The Moral Climate Interview (Appendix B) asks questions of the subject about

why he should and would do a specified action. The Stage of the Norm represents the

reasoning about why others would do what they would do, in response to the three

situations posed to each subject. Part of the definition of moral climate here, then, rests

upon the perceptions of members of a group about the reasoning of most other members

of that group. To illustrate, after asking what each participant would do in each situation,

the interviewer then asked what the participant thought others would do in that same

situation, and what their reasons would be for doing so. Although some respondents

claimed that they didn’t know why others would or would not behave in certain ways,

most had rather confident responses; for example, “Most other guys on this unit would

accept it [the contraband], and they would do it simply because they want the drugs”

(Stage 2), or “Most other guys on this unit would not take it because the heat brought

down on the Unit wouldn’t be worth it” (Stage 2). (These responses were scored using

the Standard Issue Scoring Manual, in the same way that Moral Judgment Interviews are

scored, with matches being made between responses and criterion judgments contained

within the manual.)

As a measure of the perception of the reasoning of others, the opportunities to

challenge the integrity of this variable are many. For example, one could claim that to

ask such a question as “What would others do and think about

_____?“

is to simply invite

downward comparisons, that is, the tendency to see others in a less favorable light or

condition, in order to feel more comfort about one’s own position. Alternately, it could

be claimed that the answers to such questions, especially of immature subjects, are

limited by the preconventional perspective-taking ability of such subjects, that is, they

would tend only to see the reasoning of others as being the same as theirs. Or finally, one

could make the contention that a person’s ability to describe the reasoning of another
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person is limited (as a ceiling effect) by his or her own reasoning capacity.

Although Power et al. (1989) did not anticipate such challenges, here such

critiques were countered as follows: (a) The responses of these participants simply did

not seem to be generally negative or self-serving such as downward comparisons would

be. Instead, they appeared quite valid - just as likely to acknowledge others’ differences

and higher level responses and choices as inferior ones. (b) The perception of another’s

reasoning is not limited by one’s own level of moral development, because persons can

recognize superior forms of reasoning even though they cannot spontaneously produce

such reasoning.7 If they can recognize it, it follows that they can report it, which is what

is required of them in the Moral Climate Interview.

The second dimension of moral climate employed here (Stage of Community) is a

rating of the degree of solidarity or shared understanding of community. More than just a

measure of the degree to which all residents agreed about a specific norm (what Power et

al., 1989, would call the degree of collectiveness), this variable represents the degree to

which residents have common goals which would benefit all members of the group, or the

degree to which they feel a part of a group with common goals. Ratings range from till’,

where the respondent sees himself and others as simpiy “doing time,” others only being

persons with whom he happens to have to share a residence, to “5”, which represents a

relatively strong sense of togetherness, and commitment to helping each other (Appendix

C). Although it may not appear on the surface to have any relation to moral climate, in

fact this dimension was included because it underscores the importance of a sense of a

bond between members. The two variables represent two vital aspects of the process of

moral development: the cognitive and the affective. The stage of the norm represents the

perception of others’ reasoning about the norm, the stage of community represents the

et al. (1984) found that participants preferred higher over lower stage reasoning
if they had sufficient understanding of this reasoning. Understanding was assessed by the
ability to correctly paraphrase moral reasoning statements and level of understanding
typically exceeded moral reasoning production by one stage.
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perception of group commitment to that norm.

These variables are central to the moral education proposals of Kohlberg and his

colleagues, and pivotal for his model of the relation between moral reasoning and moral

action. Kohlberg (Power et al., 1989) argued that schools should consciously foster their

moral climate, not only to promote social and moral development, but also to thereby

provide the motivation to act on one’s moral judgment. According to the model proposed

by Kohlberg (Kohlberg & Candee, 1984a; Power et al., 1989), it is only at

postconventional reasoning (Stage 5 and higher) that consistency between moral

judgment and action becomes an imperative. At conventional levels (e.g., Stage 3) one

could almost as easily justify cheating on a test (for example, by making reference to

disappointment that parents would experience with a poor grade), as one could reason

about not cheating (because of loyalty to parents’ standards). Therefore, the socio-moral

context is a significant factor in determining which choice is made.

Kohlberg (1980) at this point introduces the power of the collective - the
moral authority of the group - to provide a support system for adolescents
to act on their higher stage modes of reasoning. If students who operate at
a stage 2 or stage 3 level lack the consistent internal motivation to act on
what they judge to be right, then the group or community can provide the
external motivation for such action. (Power et a!., 1989).

Institutional Climate

In an effort to strengthen construct validity for the moral climate measures (since

there has been little published work to date), another measure of climate was also used,

the Correctional Institutions Environment Scale (dES; Moos, 1975). The distinctions

between these two types of measures can be highlighted by referring to Taguiri’s (1968,

cited in Power et al., 1989) four dimensions of climate: (a) ecology, (b) milieu, (c) social

system, and (d) culture.

The ecological dimension describes the physical and material resources, the

milieu encompasses the characteristics of the staff and student body (their education and

achievement levels, staff salary levels, etc.), while the social system dimension includes
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the organizational struct!4re and operational procedures and policies. The culture

dimension, according to Taguiri (1968), refers to collective values and norms of the staff

and student body. The Moos Correctional Institutions Environment Scale evaluates the

strength of preselected social system and culture dimensions and norms, while moral

climate is concerned only with culture; specifically the strength of specific norms, and

the rationale for such norms provided by individual members of the group.

Parallel to Kohlberg’s claim (Power et al., 1989) that the moral development of

groups can be described in the same way that individuals can, Moos (1975) claims that

many types of groups, including family groups (Moos & Moos, 1986), can be

characterized as having a “personality” profile. He argues that, rather than focusing on

either intrapersonal variables, or situational factors (as Hartshorne & May, 1928), or the

pseudo-question of the relative strength of each of these types of variables, instead

the most important conclusion is that both social settings and person-by
setting interactions consistently account for substantial portions of the
variance in a wide range of individual behaviors. (Moos, 1975, p. 9)

The Moos Correctional Institutions Environment Scale (CIES) embodies nine

subscales:

Involvement 1
Support Relationship Dimension
Expressiveness J

Autonomy 1
Practical Orientation ‘ Program Dimension
Personal Problem Orientation j

Order and Organization 1
Clarity System Maintenance Dimension
Staff Control J

Moos (1975) has found that, depending on program goals, different profiles emerged, for

example, treatment-oriented correctional program had generally higher scores on most

subscales than custodial programs. He also determined that subscale scores were also

affected by the number of residents in each unit and the staff-resident ratio. Most

importantly, in programs which evidence a strong oppositional subculture (what was
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earlier referred to as hidden curriculum), there were significant differences between the

scores of the staff members and those of the residents, with the residents scoring lower

than the staff on all scales except Staff Control.

The scale is based upon the notion of environmental press first articulated by

Murray (1938), who conceptualized the environment as either constraining or enabling

the satisfaction of personal needs. Making a philosophical leap, Stern (1970) and others

have gone beyond Murray’s approach and emphasized that only the perceived climate (as

opposed to the “real” climate) can be measured. Although the CIES can also be used to

measure the ideal climate, the perceived climate is the essential function of the Moos

dES. When there is a high degree of consensus in perceptions of a particular aspect of

the environment, this represents a directional influence upon the behavior of members of

the group. The argument made here is that, regardless of the degree of consensus, both

instruments used in this study, as measures of perception of others, represent expectations

of others, and that it is essentially expectations of others that comprise the rules and roles

of culture.

Moos (1975) has made three general conclusions that are relevant to this

undertaking: (a) There were very weak correlations between any of the subscale scores

and individual characteristics of the respondents. Thus, CIES scores do not reflect

personal characteristics, or background variables (such as length of incarceration, number

of times incarcerated). (b) Programs with more positive climate scores released

offenders who showed greater improvement in self-rated attitudinal measures (Jesness,

1966) and self-rated behavioral measures (Jesness, 1971). (c) Only some items from

several different subscales predicted success after release (that is, length of time after

release without parole violation).

It was hypothesized in this study that there would be a positive correlation

between the Relationship CIES dimensions (Involvement, Support and the

Expressiveness) - those which could be construed to have a moral dimension - and moral
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climate scores. That is, it was expected that those residents who felt a higher degree of

support and involvement with others (both staff and other residents in their program) and

the opportunity to speak freely, would tend to perceive the moral climate in higher stage

terms. It was also expected that the mean CIES scores for each program would

conespond to the mean moral climate scores for the same program, that is, if a program

was higher overall on several subscales (particularly Support, Involvement and

Expressiveness), it would also reflect higher moral climate scores.

Peer Status

For both Piaget (1932/1965) and Kohlberg (1984), the distinction between peer

interaction and parent-child interaction was critical. Both theorists claimed that because

peer interaction is more egalitarian, it is therefore a better context for developmental

change. In contrast, unilateral (Kohlberg, 1969) family or adult-child interactions

involve constraint (Piaget, 1932/1965) and tend to produce conformity through

reinforcement. Although they both argued that both types of socialization are necessary,

cognitive-developmentalists have held that it is largely peer interaction which provides

the opportunity for children to discover “whose meaning - one’s own, the other’s, or a

new meaning - is most workable” (Youniss, 1980, p. 7). In fact, there is support for this

notion; in comparing peer interaction during moral dilemma discussions and parent-child

interactions of a similar nature, Kruger and Tomasello (1986) found that, indeed, peer

interactions included significantly more self-generated challenging or transactive

(Berkowitz & Gibbs, 1979) statements than discussions between child and parent, where

children used more responsive and clarifying statements.

This project attempted to flesh out the meaning of peer interaction by examining

the effects of an extreme disparity of status between peers involved in an interaction. It

proposed that the specific structure of this kind of relationship is a factor that could

constrain the disequilibration process. That is, in the same way that a parent might have
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less impact on a child than a peer (Kruger, 1989; Kruger & Tomasello, 1986) because of

the way in which he or she is perceived (i.e., less egalitarian, more unilateral), it was

hypothesized here that within a social network of peers there are some individuals with

significantly less credibility and influence than others. More specifically, this study

explored the structure of a particular type of peer interaction - that of conflictual verbal

interaction - between peers of significantly disparate status, because it is felt that such an

interaction is one lacking in mutual credibility or “social valuation or respect” (Chapman,

1986, p. 183). Such interactions were compared to those between peers of relatively

equal status. In this study, peer status was determined by ratings by each participant of

other participants, one of whom he would eventually be paired with to engage in a moral

dilemma discussion.

One of the earliest examinations of peer status disparity was completed by Polsky

(1962; Polsky & Claster, 1970), and carried out within a treatment institution for youth.

As a participant observer in one specific “cottage” within a large, residential treatment

facility for youth, he was able to describe the hierarchical structure of the group of

residents of this unit. Polsky provided a rich and detailed description of the informal

rules of the group, and how these served to maintain the hierarchical status structure of

the cottage and the various roles within it (cf. Goffman, 1961). The 16 residents

described themselves as either “toughs” (the top clique), “bushboys” (the larger middle

group), or as “queers” (the smaller group of scapegoats). All residents usually worked to

maintain their respective positions, and the homeostasis of the system. Those individuals

at the lowest end of the hierarchy were almost totally without the respect or regard of all

others in the system. Most importantly, this social structure appeared to work against any

effort on the part of any individual within the group to change or derive benefit from the

individual therapy that was provided.

It is in light of this last point that the author proposed that attainment of

rehabilitative goals for individuals within such programs could be limited by the
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developmental level of other residents who have the greatest status and credibility within

the group, and further, that even for those residents of higher developmental level but of

low status, a desired developmental effect on others would not be evidenced.

Of special importance for this study was Poisky’s observation that the group had

two subgroups at the extremes of the status hierarchy, and a middle group which was

comprised of middle status “bushboys.” Because of Poisky’s finding and the intent here

to maximize the effect of status differential, in this study dyads (see Dimant & Bearison,

1991; Lyman & Selman, 1985; Selman & Demorest, 1984) were formed of status

disparity from the extremes of the groups within the sample.

Peer status has most often been used as a correlate of social competence (Foster,

Bell-Dolan, & Berler, 1986) or as an outcome measure in evaluating social skills training

(Coie, 1985). It has also been used to describe children along a dimension of popularity,

or to classify them into groups of accepted, rejected, neglected, or controversial groups of

children (Coie, Dodge, & Coppotelli, 1982). These categories have been most frequently

used with nondelinquent populations, in classrooms, etc., but may also be descriptive of

groups of offenders living together in a custody facility. Accepted children would be

those thought by most to be popular and liked. For the group studied here, controversial

children are perhaps similar to those that Poisky called the “top clique,” that is, those that

have influence but were not well liked, but perhaps valued for their ability to provide

protection. Such youth are therefore occasionally aggressive. The rejected are those that

are extremely unpopular and whose behavior is disturbing and disruptive to their peers -

Poisky’s “scapegoats” (Sabornie & Kauffman, 1985), while the neglected are those often

not noticed by their peers, tending to be “loners.”

A major difficulty in using peer ratings of status is that slight variations in

sociometric method can produce different groupings of children. For example, different

groupings of accepted, rejected, neglected, and controversial children were found when

subjects were asked to rate only classmates of the same sex or those of both sexes (Foster
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et al., 1986). Similarly, different groupings were found when children were asked to

nominate those they would most/least like to work with, or play with (Foster et al., 1986).

It is clear that peer status has meant many different things to researchers, depending upon

whom is asked which question. For the purposes of this study, given that my major

interest was in the ways adolescent peers do or do not affect each others’ moral reasoning,

status was defined in terms of influence, and the question asked of the participants and

staff members was: “Excluding yourself, who is the most influential person, or the person

with the most status in this group? Name the five guys here with the most status and the

five with the least status or influence.” Only five choices were allowed because of my

interest in tapping the extremes. Although one could use the word “power”

synonymously with “status,” I was careful not to use this word with these subjects

because of the possibility that they would interpret “power” exclusively as “physically

strong” or “aggressive.” This is not to say, however, that some subjects did not believe

that those with the most status or influence were the strongest or most able to intimidate.

In this study I could only assume, that, for such participants, aggressive or strong

individuals also had the greatest influence or credibility.

The question about whether social status (as it is defined in this study) and moral

reasoning competence are confounded needs to be considered. That is, in order for the

planned analyses to be carried out, a convincing argument for the independence of these

two variables needs to be produced. Dodge, Schlundt, Schocken, and Delugach (1983),

for example, found that popular (high status) children were more socially competent in

making entry into an activity involving unfamiliar peers. Keasey (1971) found that

adolescents that were rated either by self, peers, or teachers as more popular, and

engaging in greater social participation, were also superior moral reasoners. However, in

Kohlberg’s longitudinal study (Colby et al., 1983), after classifying all of the subjects at

the first time of measurement as either socially integrated or socially isolated (much the

same method of classification as was used in this study), Kohlberg found weak



42.

correlations (none of which were significant) between sociometric status and moral

judgment.8 In order to operationalize the dimension of status, four subtypes of dyads

were formed: (a) high status participant (target) paired with a low status participant, (b) a

low status participant (target) with a high status participant, and (c) dyads in which the

participants are of equal high status, and (d) dyads in which the participants are of equal

low status. Within each of these types, subjects were also classified as either higher or

lower in moral reasoning (consistent with the +1 paradigm discussed earlier). Thus, in

total, eight types were formed (cf. Table 1).

All of the preceding has hopefully provided an explication of the social contextual

variables which are thought to be involved in the process of development of moral

reasoning. However, what import does such development have if it does not ultimately

lead to improved moral action? What follows tackles this issue, one that has been

difficult for Kohlbergian theory.

Moral Reasoning and Behavior

Kohlbergian moral development theory has been often criticized for its failure to

predict behavior in a linear fashion, that is, Stage 1 reasoners should behave in a Stage 1

fashion, Stage 3 in a characteristic Stage 3 fashion, etc. Alternate theories (sometimes

called two-track theories) hold that there is no consistency to be found between moral

thought and moral action - that young people learn to recognize what is right and wrong,

and they also learn when, and when not to act (morally) in certain situations, depending

upon the circumstances and contingencies - the two being quite independent.

In contrast, because he believed that cognition is a part of action, Kohlberg

argued that there is a relation between on&s reasoning and moral actions, but not

necessarily a directly causal one. That is, those who reason at Stage 4 or Stage 1 should

8 In this study, a similar pattern was determined; status was negatively but insignificantly
correlated (from .02 to -.22) with moral reasoning.
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not be expected to act according to specific Stage 4 or Stage 1 standards, respectively.

The model proposed by Kohlberg has already been discussed. His claim holds moral

action to be a function both of one’s moral reasoning competence and other factors, in

part, the moral atmosphere of the group. For example, he notes that many of the soldiers

who killed noncombatant women and children at My Lai, during the Viet Nam War, did

so not because they were low in moral reasoning, but because

they participated in what was essentially a group action based on group
norms. The moral choice made by each individual soldier who pulled the
trigger was embodied in the larger institutional context of the army and its
decision making procedures. The soldiers’ decisions were dependent in
large part upon a collective definition of the situation and of what should
be done about it. In short, the My Lai massacre was mOre. a function of
the group “moral atmosphere” that prevailed in that place at that time than
of the stage of moral development of the individuals present. (Kohlberg,
1984, pp. 263-264)

It was hypothesized here that both moral reasoning, and more importantly, moral

climate would predict the incidence of certain behaviors. Two behavioral measures were

used: the Achenbach Child Behavior Checklist (which includes two dimensions of

behavior, Internalizing and Externalizing, derived from ratings on 113 items), and a daily

behavior frequency recording procedure (Appendix E), which logged 11 categories of

behaviors or events.

The Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL) uses a 3-point rating scale of a list of 113

behaviors. It must be completed by a person who knows the child well, but who is not

required to be trained in its administration. It encompasses a broad range of behavior,

and because it involves ratings by others, does not fall prey to the methodological

problems inherent with self-report data, particularly with populations (such as this one)

that may tend to misrepresent their actions. Although separate forms for both parents and

teachers exist, it was the Parent Form that was selected for this study, with the belief that

the close daily exposure of the staff members to the offenders more closely approximated

that of the parent than teacher.

Achenbach and Edeibrock (1983) have found that CBCL scores are stable in a
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test-retest analysis, but sensitive to changes in behavior in response to a residential

treatment program for children. Children seen on an out-patient basis from mental health

centers also showed improved scores following treatment. Test scores have been found to

be free of any influence of race and socioeconomic status (ibid. p. 60).

The second behavioral measure involved direct observation on a daily basis. The

decision to use this method was made because it was felt that a form of direct

observation should be used to complement the more subjective ratings involved with the

CBCL. The form used is included in Appendix E.

Summary and Hypotheses

This study focused on a key aspect of cognitive-developmental theory - the

relation between social context and moral reasoning development. Two social contextual

variables (thought to be relevant for most adolescents) were manipulated: the relative

peer status of members of dyads involved in moral dilemma discussions, and a broader

measure, what could best be described as level of intensity of moral education program,

which effected the moral climate of the group. It was hypothesized that these contextual

variables would interact in facilitating or constraining the effects of peer interaction.

Equally important, this study also included behavioral measures in order to further the

investigation of the relation between moral reasoning, moral climate, and moral action.

Specifically, it was hypothesized that:

1. Participants with higher moral reasoning competence would engage in less

disruptive and antisocial behavior than those of lower moral reasoning competence.

2. Participants who were involved in the moral education programs of greater

intensity (Programs 1 and 2) would engage in less disruptive and antisocial behavior.

3. Participants of dyadic discussions who were partnered with another individual

of higher or same stage moral reasoning would show greater improvement in moral

reasoning than participants partnered with someone of lower moral reasoning. In this
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hypothesis, the developmental effects hypothesized for target subjects paired with one of

“same or higher” stage were consistent with Kohibergian theory, and more specifically

the conclusions of Walker (1983) who found: (a) that target subjects exposed to higher

stage reasoning showed significant increase in their moral maturity; (b) that subjects

exposed to the same stage reasoning also developed, but to a lesser degree; and (c) that

subjects exposed to lower stage reasoning did not evidence any developmental change.

However, the developmental effect of exposure to higher stage reasoning would be

weakened or constrained in those cases where the “other” participant was of a lower

peer status rating (see Table 1).

4. Whether or not they participated in a specific dyadic intervention, participants

residing in programs of greater intensity would improve in moral reasoning more so than

participants from less intense programs.

In addition to these central ones, two other secondary hypotheses were made:

5. Participants from programs of greater intensity (which involved unit meetings)

would show higher moral climate scores and higher CIES scores than participants from

other programs.

6. There would be positive correlations between the Relationship subscales of the

CIES (Involvement, Support, Expressiveness) and the Stage of Community (moral

climate) measure.9

A relationship between Stage of Norm scores and CIES subscales was not hypothesized
because of the differences between these two variables; one measures the degree to
which participants agree with, or perceive certain prosocial values within their respective
units (the CIES), the other reflects the structure of reasoning about that value (Stage of
Norm). One variable has to do with the strength of values, the other has to do with the
justification for values.
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METHOD

Sample

The total sample was comprised of 101 young offenders, all males, and all living

in any one of three residential units within a large young offender facility (with a total of

six units) in Alberta. Only males were used because of the small number of females

available to this study.’° The average age of the sample was 16.5 years; the range was

from 14 to 18 years. Delinquent histories were similarly varied, ranging from three

convictions of property offenses, to over 50 prior property offenses and several (4)

offenses against persons. No participants were convicted only of status offenses (see

Moran, 1988). Many of the 101 participants (approximately 60%) were also awaiting

trial on other charges. Only those offenders who had dispositions (sentences) of 1 month

or more were included in the study, therefore providing sufficient time for pretesting,

intervention (which lasted 3 days), and posttesting approximately 15-20 days following

the intervention.

Of the total group, 40 participants served as target subjects for the intervention,

40 served as dyad partners for the intervention, and 10 comprised the control group. The

remaining 11 participants either could not be paired or had incomplete data.

Eighteen staff members also technically served as participants. They ranged in

age from 22-40 years, were predominantly (65%) female and, in terms of educational

level, had either a 2-year community college certificate or a university undergraduate

degree. Each staff member worked predominantly in one program, and therefore knew

the participants in that program well. It was important that they were familiar with both

the general maturity of each offender as well as his status within the program group,

because they were asked (see below) to estimate the peer status and the moral reasoning

10 Because only male offenders were involved as subjects, masculine pronouns are used
throughout the remainder of the report.
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ability of each participant. Most staff members (from two of the three programs) had

received 3-day training sessions (from the author) which familiarized them with

Kolhberg’s theory of moral reasoning.

Procedure

Voluntary participants were nominated by staff from the on-going resident list of

each of three residential units. Nominations were made within the first 3 weeks of

admission. Equal numbers were drawn from each of the units. Dyads were initially

formed (on paper) with the help of staff members, who were asked to nominate pairs on

the basis of disparate or similar peer status (high, low, both high, both low) within the

unit group, and of their apparent11 moral maturity (high or low) (Table 1). These

assignments were later compared to the ratings of status by the participants themselves

and, for moral reasoning, the scores derived from the Moral Judgment Interview. Given

the total number of subjects available and appropriate for selection, this process of dyad

formation continued until 40 dyads had been determined and tested. This process took

several months.

Once nominated by staff members, each participant was approached by one of the

experimenters (who were known to the participants but not considered staff). The study

was explained and they were told that their participation was voluntary and that refusal to

participate would not affect their program or privileges within the institution. They were

given consent forms, which were also explained. Most (97%) agreed to participate,

perhaps because the interviews usually occurred during a 1-hour period of the day (viz,

“shift change”) when all residents were required to remain in their rooms, reading or

working on school assignments. They preferred the interviews, which they reported to

find interesting, to remaining in their rooms.

11 Training provided by the author enabled staff members (in consultation with each
other) to make estimates of the moral reasoning ability of each of the participants.
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Table 1

Hypothesized Effects ofDyadic Intervention

Type “Other” “Target” Change

#1 high status low status yes
(n = 5) higher (or same) stage lower (or same) stage

#2 high status low status no
(n = 3) low stagea high stage

#3 low status high status no
(n = 7) higher (or same) stage lower (or same) stage

#4 low status high status no
(n = 4) low stagea high stage

#5 high status high status yes
(n = 5) higher (or same) stage lower (or same) stage

#6 high status high status no
(n = 4) low stagea high stage

#7 low status low status yes
(n = 8) higher (or same) stage lower (or same) stage

#8 low status low status no
(n = 4) low stagea high stage

a The other participant was at least 20 WAS points lower than the target.

The control group was formed by pretesting 10 other offenders, randomly

selected over the duration of the study, in about equal numbers from each of the three

programs. These participants were also required to have dispositions of 30 days or more.

They did not experience any intervention and were posttested after the same 30-day

interval as those involved in dyadic discussions.
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Intensity of Moral Education Program

The three units from which the participants were drawn were similar in many

aspects (physical environment, basic rules, and daily routines) but different in important

and complex ways. Unit #1 (hereafter called Program 1) had been conducting unit

meetings for approximately 2 years prior to the onset of this research. This meant that

the staff members were skilled and comfortable with intricacies in conducting such

meetings and, over the period of development of the program, had developed a common

language between themselves and with the residents. The staff had learned, most

importantly, to articulate the reasons for certain actions, for example, helping others

within the unit, and such public reasoning provided a “scaffold” (Wertsch, 1984) for the

residents. It was assumed that because these practices (unit meetings, staff language,

expectations, etc.,) had been in place for over 1 year, this program represented the highest

or most intensive level of moral education program, similar to that described by Power et

a!. (1989), and not dissimilar to what has been described as a “therapeutic milieu”

(Fahlberg, 1990).

Unit #2 (now called Program 2) had more recently been trained in the same

techniques (Hersh et al., 1979; Lickona, 1991; Vorrath & Bendtro, 1985) as those used

by the staff members of Program 1. They had been conducting unit meetings for 2-3

months prior to the onset of data collection. However, it is fair to state that they were not

as practised as the staff of Program 1. Program 2 represented a “moderate” level of moral

education program. Unit #3 (Program 3) had received no training and conducted no unit

meetings. This program was largely custodial.

Having explicated these three levels of program intensity, it is necessary to

suggest a possible qualification. That is, it is important to add that the effects of program

level may not have come as a result of exposure to the program for the 30-day

observation interval. It is possible, but not tracked here, that some participants had

resided in their respective units at some earlier time, during a previous period of
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detention. It is also possible that they could have been placed in a different unit on prior

occasions and therefore subject to those “better” or “lesser” programs. Therefore, one

cannot make the claim that the dosage ofprogram was for one program only and during

only one 30-day period. However, it is my view that the climate of a group or program

was quickly picked up by each participant and that this is generally true of adolescents as

they enter a group and that, further, any effects found represent a kind of accommodation

to the climate of the group.

Each participant was first administered the following measures (see Appendices):

the Moral Judgment Interview (MJI), the Moral Climate Interview (adapted from Power

et al., 1989), and the Correctional Institutions Environment Scale (dES). In total, the

interviewing process took 45-75 minutes, with some participants more elaborate in their

responses than others. The Moral Judgment Interview and the Moral Climate Interview

were audio-recorded, and later transcribed for scoring purposes. Except a minority that

had been transferred to other centers or units, all participants were administered the same

tests after an interval of about 30 days. The procedure is outlined in Table 2.

Peer Status

At any convenient point during the interviews listed above, each participant was

asked to rank the status of other residents in the unit. They were asked: “Excluding

yourself, who is the most influential person, or the person with the most status in this

group? Name the five guys here with the most status and the five with the least status or

influence.” As noted earlier, research by Polsky and Claster (1970) and Coie et al. (1982)

suggest that status is not distributed in a linear fashion throughout such a group but

categorically, or in extremes. In this way, the ratings of peer status by the staff members

could be validated by the subjective ratings by the residents, either “high” or “low.’ If

the staff had indicated that the participant was of low status and his designated “other”

participant had also rated him low, the staff rating was validated. However, if the staff
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Table 2

Synopsis ofPrQcedure

ASSIGNMENT TO PROGRAM LEVEL (#1, #2, or #3)

PRETEST MEASURES: Moral Judgment Interview

Moral Climate Interview
• Stage of Norm
• Stage of Community

Correctional Institutions Environment Scale Day 1 - 7

Behavior Ratings
• Child Behavior Checklist
• Behavior Frequency Rating

Peer Status Rating

DYADIC INTERVENTION Day 6 - 8

POS’flEST MEASURES: Moral Judgment Interview

Moral Climate Interview
• Stage of Norm
• Stage of Community

Day 25 - 30
Correctional Institutions Environment Scale

Behavior Ratings
• Child Behavior Checklist
• Behavior Frequency Rating

members had rated him low status, but the 11other” had not rated him in the low group, the

status was not confirmed and, although the case was not dropped from the study, it was

not used in the intervention.

In this way, each participant never directly rated himself (see Hymel & Franke,

1985) relative to the partner that he would be paired with. With very few exceptions
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(6%), the sociometric ratings of the staff members were validated by the rating of the

participants. The participants were not asked to rank themselves because of indications

in previous research that such self-perceptions are subject to the influence of actor-

observer attributional biases (Dubin & Dubin, 1965) and other subject variables (Hymel

& Franke, 1985).

Correctional Institutions Environment Scale

The CIES was the first test administered. This test involves 90 true/false items.

In several cases, these items were read aloud, because the participant had difficulty with

reading. Those participants who could read the test were encouraged to ask any question

about the meaning of specific words.

Moral Reasoning

Because it was not possible to score the Moral Judgment Interview immediately,

the dyads were initially formed on the basis of the staff informal estimates (highv or

“low”) of moral reasoning (see Kohlberg et al., 1974, pp. 1-2). Later, in order to verify

which member of each proposed dyad was higher or lower in moral reasoning, the pretest

moral reasoning scores were compared to the estimates. Where necessary, dyads were

reclassified, or an alternate decision made about which participant represented the

“target,” or the “other,” according to the more accurate measurement. These decisions

were made blind to the posttest scores, and this process continued until all cells were

filled. Unfortunately, all eight cells were not able to be filled in equal numbers, because

of the difficulty in finding the exact combinations of high or low status and moral

reasoning scores. The cell frequencies are outlined in Table 1.

If the pretest scores of the “other” participant was higher than that of the “target”

or if the pretest scores of both were within 20 WAS points the “other” participant was

considered as “same or higher” (Types 1, 3, 5, 7; Table 1). This decision to combine

same- and higher-stage dyad partners was based on research by Walker (1983) who
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found that developmental effects could be achieved as a result of discussion with others

of the same stage, as well as from discussion with another of higher stage. If the pretest

scores of the “other” participant was more than 20 WAS points lower than the “target”,

then the target was considered “higher” (Types 2, 4, 6, 8; Table 1).12

This scoring was done by first transcribing the Moral Judgment Interviews from

the tape-recording, then matching the scorable responses to the criterion matches within

the scoring manual (Colby & Kohlberg, 198Th). Only one participant was used in these

analyses because the scores for the target participant were dependent upon the scores of

the “other” participant.

Rather than the standard three-dilemma interview, only two dilemmas were used:

two from Form A, two from Form B (Appendix A), the use of each form alternating

between pre- and post-test. The selection of the Form (A or B) for the pretest was done

randomly. Walker (1988) reports sufficient reliability between these two forms (90-95%

agreement) to justify this procedure, and Colby and Kohlberg (1987a) also report

reliabilities between these two forms of .95. Also, Trevethan and Walker (1989) have

found that use of two dilemmas with young offenders has reliably produced consistent

results. Colby and Kohlberg (1987a, p. 66) report similar reliability in the use of two

dilemmas. Therefore, to reduce testing time and the possibility of subject fatigue, only

two dilemmas were used to assess moral reasoning competence.

All scores of moral reasoning were expressed in WAS points, which can

potentially range from 100 to 500, and which is calculated by weighting and averaging

the proportion of judgments made at each stage.

Reliability was established using a trained, independent rater, blind to

classification of the subject, on a 20% random sample of the subject pooi. For the moral

12 noted earlier, Berkowitz, Gibbs, and Broughton (1980) found that differences of 1/3
stage (approximately 33 WAS points) between discussants was optimally effective in
stimulating developmental change.
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reasoning scores this was found to be r = .92.

Moral Climate

During the same interview, each participant was administered a modification of

the Practical School Dilemmas Interview (Power et al., 1989), here called the Moral

Climate Interview (MCI). This consisted of two versions of three additional real-life

dilemmas, which had been chronically a concern for all the participants in this study.

One of these three was a helping dilemma, similar in form to that of Power et al. (1989).

However, rather than setting the dilemma in a school, it presented an unpopular youth in

a custody facility who, in desperation, is about to either hurt himself, or run away.

(Running away is considered a serious act, and is an indictable offence, certain to only

seriously compound the problems of this youth.) The question was whether to help this

youth. Another dilemma, again similar to the Kohlberg group’s, was a stealing dilemma,

that is, whether to take a valued ghetto blaster or cassette tape that was left lying in a

common living area. The third had to do with whether a resident should accept

contraband drugs which were brought into the facility by a youth who had earned a

weekend pass (see Appendix B).

The three dilemmas of this interview generated scores for three norms (“helping,”

“stealing,” and “contraband”). Two variables represented the measurement of moral

climate:

(a) Stage ofNorm. This variable was scored in a fashion parallel to the scoring of

individual moral reasoning. The responses scored were those given to the question,

“What do you think most others in this unit would do in this situation, and why?”

(Appendix B). Each scorable response was then matched with a criterion judgment

contained within the Standard Issue Scoring Manual (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987b) and

yielded a score ranging from 100 to 500.

(b) Stage of Community. This variable was an overall rating of the entire moral
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climate interview, for each norm separately, assessing the degree to which the

respondent perceived his living group to be a collective working together towards

positive goals, or, simply a group of individuals who happen to be living in the same

physical unit, each doing their “own time.” This variable produced a global score

ranging from 1 to 5 (Appendix C).

As noted earlier these two measures represented two important, but

complementary aspects of moral climate. The Stage of Norm reflects the quality of

reasoning supporting a group norm, while the Stage of Community indicates the degree

of group commitment expressed in discussion around that norm.

Interrater reliability was established using a process corresponding to that used

with the MJI scores. Reliability was similar to that for stage of moral reasoning, ranging

(for Stage of Norm scores) from r = .99 (for the contraband norm) and .92 (for the

helping norm) to .67 (for the stealing norm), and percent agreement in Stage of

Community scores ranging from 79% (for helping) to 75% (for contraband).

In addition to these variables, responses to other questions asked in the interview

were also scored. The responses to the question, “What do you think should do?

Why?” were labelled Judgments of Responsibility. Responses to the question, “What

would you do? Why?” were labelled Judgments of Practicality, following Leming

(1973). The import of these variables will be discussed separately in both the Results and

Discussion sections of this dissertation.

Intervention

Within 1 or 2 days of the initial interviews, each participant was told the name of

his partner and asked if he was willing to continue with the study. Each pair of

participants then discussed two dilemmas each day for 3 consecutive days. One dilemma

was a real-life dilemma based on actual problems that most residents had encountered,

and the other was a Kohlbergian hypothetical dilemma, one not previously used during
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the MJI. A different set of dilemmas was used each day (see Appendix F).

These discussions were coordinated by either the author or one of three other

female student/volunteers who were considered part of the volunteer staff group. By

virtue of their status as volunteers or, in my case, an “outsider,” the cooperation of the

participants was very high. As noted above, these discussions took place during a period

of the day when they would otherwise have to remain in their rooms, reading, doing

homework, or listening to radio.

The participants were informed that the purpose of the “debate” (as well as the

prior interviews) was so that we could “figure out how kids think about problems, solve

problems, and argue about them.” In order to heighten the possibility of disagreement,

each participant was instructed to focus on, or “think about” only one of the two

characters described in the dilemmas during the discussion. They were also instructed to

try to come to an agreement about the best solution to the problem (a condition which has

been found to heighten the effects of the intervention, Maitland & Goldman, 1974), even

though each participant, by virtue of being assigned to take the perspective of one of the

two characters in the dilemma, was technically in conflict with the other. Each

discussion (described as a debate) took place within a small room in a separate wing of

each residential unit. Participants were seated, separated by a table, with a tape-recorder

between them. All discussions were tape-recorded, and transcribed.13 An example of

such a discussion is provided in Appendix G. Prior to commencement, the experimenter

read the dilemma aloud in order to ensure that both participants understood the conflict.

The experimenter did not remain in the room, but stood outside and was visible to the

participants, so that he/she could be available if any questions arose. After the first

dilemma, the experimenter re-entered the room and read the second dilemma aloud, and

the discussion continued again without his or her presence. Each discussion period was

13 The quality and style of the discussion was not a focus of the current study.
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about 20-40 minutes.

This series of dyadic discussions was a relatively short-term intervention. Most

other similar interventions with delinquent groups have been more protracted. However,

there is sufficient evidence (reviewed earlier) to justify undertaking such an intervention.

Therefore, with the polarization of views structured within the task, and the requirement

that they come to a consensus, and with three such dilemma discussions (two dilemmas

each), on 3 consecutive days, it was hypothesized that an effect in terms of improved

moral reasoning was a reasonable expectation.

Approximately 25 days later, each target subject (and most “other” subjects) were

posttested using Form A or B (depending upon which was used during pretest) of the

Moral Judgment Interview (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987b). This interview was tape-

recorded and later transcribed for scoring purposes.

Behavioral Measures

It was hypothesized that level of moral reasoning would be negatively correlated

with disruptive behavior ratings. It was also hypothesized that moral climate would be

related to behavioral changes.

Therefore, in order to ensure that any behavioral relationships were captured, two

types of measures of behavior were undertaken (testing Hypotheses 1 and 2). The first of

these (Appendix E) represents the degree of compliance to the institutional routine,

number of “incidents,” peer conflicts, defiance towards staff members, etc. This rating

(done after participants had been nominated and paired) required staff members to

indicate the incidence of 11 types of behaviors for an 8-hour period, twice each day for 7

days. Scores were expressed in terms of total of incidents of two types: (a)

resisting/noncompliance; and (b) aggression/intimidation.

It was felt that this measure represented a thorough assessment of the actual,

observable behavior of each participant. This form was completed in conjunction with
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another internal form which determined what program privileges were awarded, through

which staff members exercised their control over the unit.

The second instrument reflects more general or subjective appraisal of behavioral

trends; the Achenbach Child Behavior Checklist, for children aged 4 to 18 years. This

test required a rating by a staff member (who was familiar with, and assigned to, the

youth for case management purposes) of the frequency with which 113 behaviors and/or

symptoms occur (“never,” “sometimes,” “often”) and yields scores on eight subscales (for

this age group),14 either Externalizing or Internalizing. Only some of these subscales

were expected to correlate with moral reasoning or to be sensitive to the variation in

behavior evidenced by these subjects. (Because of limitations of the staff time it would

have required to establish reliability ratings for both behavioral measures, such

reliabilities were not undertaken.)

Summary

In summary, the general purpose of this study was to explore those factors which

interfered with or enhanced the developmental process initially described by cognitive-

developmental theorists (Chapman, 1988; Kohlberg, 1969; Piaget, 1932/65: Turiel, 1974,

1977). To do this, the author used a correctional facility for youth, with the knowledge

that within such an institution, there existed a number of micro-cultures which might

provide the necessary variations in program intensity to explore the effects of such

programs. In addition, the author conjectured that within three residential programs

(from which all subjects were drawn), there did exist a social structure that, in turn,

would reflect ratings of peer status, the other social contextual factor of interest. It was

these two factors that were explored in asking the following questions: Are differences

14 The authors of the CBCL derived different numbers and types of subscales (or factors)
through principal components analysis, for different age groups. For example, girls aged
4-6 have nine subscales, some of which are not part of the profile yielded by this test for
boys aged 4-6.
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in moral education program intensity reflected in climate scores? Are better climates

associated with lower levels of misbehavior? Can a 3-day dyadic intervention have

demonstrable effects? Do differences in status affect this process?
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RESULTS

There were two data sets used in the analyses to be presented. One set included

the participants who served as the targets of the dyadic intervention (n = 40), and

members of the control group (n = 10). This data set formed the basis for the results to

be described in the Intervention section. The second data set (ii = 101) included the same

50 intervention and control group subjects, as well as 51 others who served as “other”

subjects, or who were tested but not included in the dyadic intervention. This second

data set was used in testing hypotheses regarding correlations between moral and

institutional climates, behavior ratings, and different types of judgments and dilemmas.

The analyses to follow begin with a consideration of the second data set.

Moral Reasoning: Pretest Measures

The mean moral reasoning weighted average score (WAS) of the full complement

of 101 pretest subjects (i.e., M 230.6, SD = 31.4) was consistent with results of other

related studies of juvenile delinquents. Trevethan and Walker (1989), for example,

reported a mean WAS of 248 for their sample of incarcerated delinquents (in contrast to a

mean of 282 for their nondelinquent sample). Similar differences were reported by

Moran (1988): M = 245 (delinquent), 290 (nondelinquents); and in Blasi’s (1980)

review.15

As noted above, the participants were drawn from three distinct programs that

differed in terms of their intensity. At the time of institutionalization, participants were

randomly assigned to two of the three programs, Programs 2 and 3, depending upon the

15 One recent Canadian study (Larose, Dionne, & Larivee, 1992) quoted a higher mean
WAS of 273 for their delinquent sample. These higher scores may be due to the fact that
the sample included youth who were being “treated” under a provincial Youth Protection
Act in addition to those serving custody under the Young Offenders Act. Therefore a
significant proportion may have been more accurately described as “emotionally
disturbed” rather than “delinquent.” In the present study all participants had been
adjudicated through the Young Offenders Act.
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availability of space. On some occasions, Program 1 was reserved for offenders with

special behavior problems, therefore the claim that all subjects were randomly assigned

to all three program cannot be made. However, the mean moral reasoning WASs of the

subjects from each of the three programs were not significantly different, F(2,89) = .67,

ns. They also did not differ in their age or delinquent history. (There were, however,

some differences in the behavior patterns of the participants from Program 1. In terms of

their CBCL scores, they had higher scores on Immaturity than the residents of Programs

2 or 3, and scored higher on Aggressive and Hyperactive subscales that those in Program

3.)

Climate

Institutional Climate

Having determined that the participants from each program did not differ in their

reasoning about hypothetical moral issues, it was next important to ascertain that their

reasoning about more real-life circumstances (i.e., climate issues) did differ, because of

the above noted differences in program intensity.

One indication of the differences in the participants’ perceptions of the three

programs was found in the Correctional Institutions Environment Scale (CIES) scores

(Table 3). A 3 (Program) X 2 (Time) analysis of variance (ANOVA), for each of the

dES subscales, with repeated measures on the last factor, and CIES subscale scores as

the dependent variable, was used. A main effect for program was found for Involvement,

Support, Expressiveness, Practical Orientation, and Personal Problem Orientation.

Subsequent Tukey Multiple Range Tests (with a = .05) scores revealed that Program 1

was higher for all five of these subscales (Table 3), and that Program 2 was higher than

Program 3 on the Expression subscale.

Thus, the respondents were able to observe differences between programs within

the first 7 days and, 30 days later, were reliably able to do so again (i.e., there was no
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Table 3

CIES Subscales across Three Programs (Collapsed over Time)

Subscale Program #1 Program #2 Program #3

Involvement 6.09a 377b 3.48b

Support 6.16a 4.42b

Expressiveness 4.22a 3.60b 2. 90c

Autonomy 4.73 3.77 3.97

Practical Orientation 6.OOa 450b 440b

Personal Orientation 4.96a 3.28b 2.6lb

Order 5.97 5.07 5.12

Clarity 5.17 4.05 4.37

Staff Control 4.47 4.72 4.63

Note: Within subscales, different superscripts indicate significant differences between
units.

effect for time for any of these subscales). It can therefore be argued that there do exist

some reliable differences between programs in at least one type of measure of climate

(dES). The participants from Program 1 felt more involved and active in day-to-day

program activities, more supported by staff members and encouraged to be supportive of

others, more likely to express emotions, and more encouraged to explore future plans and

personal problems.

Moral Climate

Stage of Norm

As described in the Method section, the moral climate of each of the programs

was assessed in two ways. The first of these (Stage of Norm) involved an attempt to

index and score the reasoning that supported group norms operating in each of the
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programs. This was accomplished by soliciting from each subject answers to a series of

questions regarding the general reasoning within the unit, about “helping,” “stealing,” and

“contraband.” More specifically, after a problem involving one of each of these three

norms was presented to them, the participants were asked, “What would most others on

this unit do in this situation?” and (more importantly), “Why would they do “(see

Appendix B). The responses to the latter question were scored in the same manner that

responses to the Moral Judgment Interview, by matching the verbal response to the

criterion judgment contained within the Standard Issue Scoring Manual (Colby &

Kohlberg, 1987b). That is, the scores on this variable also were weighted average scores

(WAS), ranging from 100 to 500.16

Table 4 displays the data for the Stage of Norm variable, for the norms of helping,

stealing, and contraband. In order to determine if participants acknowledged the

differences between programs in the same way that they did in their response to the

dES, a 3 (Program) X 2 (Time) ANOVA was carried out for each norm separately, with

repeated measures on the last factor, and with Stage of Norm scores as the dependent

variable. The respondents found Program 1 to be at a higher level of reasoning about the

helping norm, but not the stealing or contraband norms (i.e., an effect for program was

found for helping only, F(2,54) = 11.84, p < .001), and subsequent Tukey Multiple Range

tests (with cx = .05) indicated that Program 1 was higher than both other programs. As

with the dIES scores, these WAS measures of moral climate were consistent across two

points of measurement. The one exception to this pattern was the level of reliability for

the stealing norm within Program 2, where a statistical effect of time, F(2,56) = 4.68, p <

.05, was found, indicating higher stage terms at posttest than pretest (from 195 to 218).

16 Unlike scores from the Moral Judgment Interview, which are almost always based on
several matches between responses and criterion judgments within the manual, the scores
representing the stage of norm were often based on only one match. Because it was
usually possible to achieve only one match, it was also frequently the case that responses
could be scored for one norm but not another, thus creating unequal numbers of missing
data. This will be evident in the tables throughout this section.
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Table 4

Stage ofNorm Scores across Three Programs (Collapsed over Time)

Program Helping Norm Stealing Norm Contraband Norm

#1 243.1 (40.9) 208.1 (28.3) 196.8 (20.1)

#2 212.9 (30.2) 206.3 (32.7) 199.9 (11.8)

#3 208.5 (24.7) 196.7 (28.4) 202.4 (15.9)

Total 221.5 (32.7) 203.7 (29.6) 199.7 (15.8)

Note: Standard deviations are indicated in parentheses.

However, in general the residents of Program 1 tended to see the reasoning of others

about helping in higher stage terms than the participants from the other two programs;

most participants were able to catalogue the group norms within the first 7 days of their

residency, and persist in that view for the next 30 days.

These scores may reflect the particular efforts of the staff of Program 1 to provide

a scaffold for helping. Although Program 2 had been conducting unit meetings for a

period of 2 - 3 months, such efforts were not reflected in these scores; thus, Hypothesis 5

was only partially supported in that both CIES scores and Stage of Norm scores (for

helping) were higher only for the program which had used unit meetings for an extended

period.

Stage of Community

The second moral climate variable, called Stage of Community was a global rating

(from 1 to 5, see Appendix C) based on each subject’s response to the series of questions

posed about the moral climate (Appendix B). In general, this variable represents an

independent rating of each subject’s sense of collectiveness with and mutual commitment
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to the other residents of his living unit. Like the Stage of Norm variable, scoring of this

variable was done separately for each norm because there were important distinctions in

the way the participants expressed this collectiveness.

The differences between programs in these Stage of Community scores are

detailed in Figure 2. As can be seen from an inspection of this figure, differences were

most evident with respect to the helping norm. This was determined by a 3 (Program) X

3 (Norm) X 2 (Time) ANOVA, with repeated measures on the last two factors, using

Stage of Community scores as the dependent variable. This analysis revealed the

predicted main effect of program on Stage of Community ratings, F(2,87) = 21.95, p <

.001; a main effect for norm, F(2,350) = 16.84, p < .001; and an interaction between

program and norm, F(4,350) = 7.88, p < .001. The locus of the interaction between

program and norm was determined by an analysis of the simple main effects of program

for each norm separately. The analyses for the helping norm and the stealing norm were

significant: F(2,69) = 21.99, p < .001; and F(2,85) = 9.93, p < .001, respectively.

Subsequent Tukey Multiple Range Tests (with cc = .05) found that for the helping norm,

Program 1 was significantly higher than Program 2, and Program 2 higher than Program

3. For the stealing norm, Programs 1 and 2 were similar but both higher than Program 3.

There were no differences among programs for the contraband norm (Figure 2).

These data added more support for Hypothesis 5 which claimed that programs of

greater intensity would have higher moral climate scores. Unlike the Stage of Norm

scores, for this variable, Program 2 (with the shorter history of unit meetings) was higher

than Program 3 (which had conducted no unit meetings) for two of the three norms.

For the contraband norm, for both Stage of Norm and Stage of Community, the

residents of all three programs were “of like minds,” that is, there were no significant

differences found between programs. It could be argued that for these participants, the

contraband norm (particularly) is not a moral issue, but rather a social convention. This

distinction between moral and nonmoral issues will be considered in more detail in the
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z

Moral Climate and Improvement in Moral Reasoning

Having established that the participants of the three programs differed in their

perceptions of the moral climate operating in their units (so that we can make reference

Figure 2

Stage ofCommunity Scores (for Three Norms) within Three Programs
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to “better” moral climates), it seems essential to determine what influences such

differences in these climates had. To this end, Hypothesis 4 held out the prospect that

those participants from programs with better climates would improve more in level of

moral reasoning than those from programs with less positive climates. A 3 (Program) X

2 (Time) ANOVA was performed, with repeated measures on the last factor, using WAS

(pre-, post-test) scores as the dependent variable. Although many participants improved

in their level of moral reasoning during the 30-day interval (i.e., a significant effect for

time was found, F(1,78) = 30.99, p < .001), the level of improvement demonstrated did

not differ from program to program (i.e., there was no significant interaction between

program and time, F(2,78) = .04). Hypothesis 4 was not supported.

Moral Climate and Improvement in Behavior

If the level of participant’s moral reasoning did not improve as a function of the

quality of the moral climate, what, one might well ask, would be the expected relation

between the quality of moral climate characteristic of each participant’s program and

their actual behavior? Hypothesis 2 stated that participants from programs with higher

moral climates would also engage in less disruptive and antisocial behavior. To explore

the effect of climate on behavior, a 3 (Program) X 2 (Time) ANOVA, with repeated

measures on the last factor, and Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL) scores17 as the

dependent variable, was carried out. This was done separately for each of the three

CBCL subscales (Delinquency, Aggression, and Hostile/Withdrawn). A significant

interaction of program and time was found for all three subscales: Hostile/Withdrawn,

F(2,77) = 8.47, p < .001; Delinquency, F(2,77) = 9.92, p < .001; and Aggression, F(2,77)

= 13.24, p < .001. The subsequent analysis of simple main effects of time for each

program (with a = .05) revealed that scores on all three subscales improved for Program

1; Program 2 improved in Hostile/Withdrawn and Delinquency only; while scores in

17 behavior frequency ratings failed to distinguish in any way among the programs.
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Program 3 for all three behavioral subscales worsened. Hence it can be argued, at least

on the basis of the CBCL ratings (unlike the direct observation scores), that Program 1

with the higher moral climate scores (and to a lesser extent, Program 2) was more

effective in reducing delinquent and antisocial behavior within the institution.

Moral Climate and Moos CWS

Since levels of program intensity were reflected in both CIES scores and the two

moral climate variables, it would reasonable to expect that there might also be a

correlation between these two types of measures. Hypothesis 6 stated this specifically by

arguing that there would be a positive correlation between the CIES Relationship

subscales of Involvement, Support, and Expressiveness, and the Stage of Community

scores.

The first of these subscales, Involvement, reportedly measures how active and

energetic the residents are in day-to-day functioning (e.g., “interacting and developing

pride and group spirit in the program,” Moos, 1975, p. 41). The second, Support, is

meant to reflect “the degree to which residents are encouraged to be helpful and

supportive toward other residents, and how supportive staff members are toward

residents” (Moos, 1975, p. 41). Finally, Expressiveness is said to measure the degree to

which the expression of emotions (including anger) is encouraged.

The Stage of Community scores for the helping norm produced the strongest of

the correlations observed (Table 5). It is of interest that, of the three norms, the helping

norm, as measured by the Stage of Community variable, produced the strongest

correlations with the CIES subscales, particularly when using the posttest scores. That is,

the degree to which the participants saw each other as working together in some form of

community, especially around issues of helping, significantly predicted scores on four

CIES subscales. The degree to which they thought they worked together to resolve or

respect property issues (i.e., the stealing norm) still predicted two of the four CIES
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Table 5

Correlations between Moral Climate (Stage ofCommunity) and CIES Subscales

(Posttest)

Norm

CIES Subscale Helping Stealing Contraband

Support
53*

.15 -.15

Involvement
•54* .30* .00

Expressiveness
•43*

.11 -.21
*

*

p < .05

scores. Finally, the degree to which unit members saw themselves working together to

avoid problems around contraband drugs and cigarettes (i.e., the contraband norm), did

not predict these scores.

In short, Hypothesis 6 did receive some support, in that the several measures of

moral climate adopted here (about which no reports have yet appeared in the research

literature) did relate strongly to the dimensions indexed by the CIES. However, the data

for the stealing and contraband norms seem to indicate that the dynamics of this sample

are quite different around those norms, and that analyses such as this, across several

norms, are necessary to provide a richer appraisal of climate. The significance of the

variation of scores between norms will be considered in the Discussion section.

The reader should remember that the focus of Programs 1 and 2 perhaps came

closest to what is tapped here by questions about the helping norm. That is, by regularly

encouraging and teaching the residents to help others when in need, the staff were

demonstrating that this norm was important to them. They assumed, along with Vorrath

and Bendtro (1985), that encouraging this norm (as a kind of “hook’) would effect a
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spread of hoped for treatment effects to other norms, and counteract other antisocial

influences. This assumption received only partial support for the stealing norm and less

still for the contraband norm - norms which may reflect what was earlier referred to as

“the hidden curriculum” of the group (Mosher, 1980).

Up to this point, then, it has been demonstrated that the three programs can be

distinguished in terms of their moral climate and institutional climate (CIES) scores, and

further, that although there was no evident effect of the quality of the climate on the level

of moral reasoning, the programs did have differential behavioral effects. Climate was

the first type of contextual variable investigated here; the second concerned the impact of

peer status on moral discussion. The results involving this variable are reported in the

next section, which in turn will be followed by other findings, important but not directly

related to the hypotheses.

Effects of Peer Discussion on Moral Reasoning

As outlined earlier, dyadic discussions involving cognitive conflict in moral

reasoning have previously been found to promote higher levels of reasoning for those

participants who were paired with someone who reasoned at higher levels than

themselves. One purpose of this research was to replicate such findings. To do this, the

first data set, comprised of 40 target subjects and 10 members of a control group, was

used.

Hypothesis 3 stated that those participants whose discussion partner was of the

same or a higher stage of moral reasoning, would demonstrate a significant improvement

in their moral reasoning between pre- and post-test. It also stated that the effects of

exposure to higher stage reasoning would be constrained by the status of the “other”

participant if the status of the other was lower, and the positive intervention effect was

expected only for those subjects paired with a similar or high status partner (see Table 1).

In order to test Hypothesis #3, the types of dyads (Table 1) were classified into
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Table 6

Effects ofHigher Status and Higher Stage Combined

Group Pretest WAS Posttest WAS Gain

“Most likely” (ii = 18) 215.6 238.7 23.1

“Least likely” (n = 22) 253.4 259.8 6.4

‘ Control (n = 10) 235.7 236.3 0.6

three groups: (a) those for whom change was thought most likely, that is, the target was

of lower or equal status, and of lower (or at the same) stage in moral reasoning (Types

#1, 5, and 7);18 (b) those for whom change was thought least likely, that is, the target

participant was paired with a dyad partner of lower moral stage, regardless of status

(Types #2, 4, 6, and 8), or (in the case of Type #3) a dyad partner of similar or higher

stage but lower status; and (c) the control group (see Table 6).

Using a 3 (Group) X 2 (Time) ANOVA, with repeated measures on the last

factor, and moral reasoning as the dependent variable, an overall significant interaction

between group and time was found, F(2,47) = 3.62, p < .05. The locus of the interaction

between group and time was determined by analyses of the simple main effects of time

for each group separately. Only one effect was significant, for the group thought most

likely to change (Dyad Types #1, 5, 7), F(1,28) = 11.32, p < .01. Thus, when the

variables of stage disparity and peer status were considered together, the combined effect

represented a significant improvement over time. Neither the control group nor the group

comprised of target subjects whose level of moral reasoning was higher than that of their

18 grouping was thought to represent the combined effects of high status and high
stage of the target.
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Table 7

Effects ofDyadic Intervention

Dyad Status of Stage of Pretest Posttest
Type Target Target WAS WAS Gain

#1 (n 5) lower lower/same 201.2 236.4 35.2

#2 (n = 3) lower higher 266.7 273.7 7.0

#3 (n = 7) higher lower/same 228.1 231.0 2.9

#4 (n 4) higher higher 267.2 281.0 13.8

#5 (ii = 5) higher/same lower/same 225.6 247.0 21.4

#6 (n = 4) higher/same higher 280.0 290.0 10.0

#7 (n = 8) lower/same lower/same 218.4 234.9 16.5

#8 (n = 4) lower/same higher 254.0 253.7 -.3

Control (n = 10) 235.7 236.3 0.6

Total (n 50) 236.3 247.5 11.2

dyad partner improved over the time interval.

Table 7 indicates the actual changes in moral reasoning scores for each of the

eight dyad types. In order to determine if separate effects of status and stage could be

isolated, another ANOVA was carried out - a 2 (Stage: target lower/same, or higher) X 4

(Status: target higher, lower, higher/same, or lower/same) X 2 (Time), with repeated

measures on the last factor and moral reasoning scores (WASs) as the dependent

variable. This analysis revealed a main effect for time, F(1,41) = 15.20, p < .001, but no

significant interaction between stage and time, or status and time, or status, stage, and

time. Thus, it cannot be argued that for this sample exposure to higher stage alone had

any developmental effects. Similarly, it cannot be argued that those paired with
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participants of same or higher peer status improved any more than participants paired

with those of lower status.

Hypothesis 3 concerning peer status was supported by these findings (that is,

although there was no separate main effect for peer status, these results do lend support to

the notion that peer status, or credibility, exercises a real effect on the likelihood that

interaction with a peer of higher moral reasoning competence will have an effect on one’s

own moral reasoning level).

The preceding sections have noted the significant differences in stage of

reasoning of the stealing and particularly contraband norms. Such variability has been

the concern of other researchers (Haan, Aerts, & Cooper, 1985; Krebs, Vermeulen,

Carpendale, & Denton, 1991; Walker et at., 1987), but is usually construed as differences

in reasoning between hypothetical dilemmas and real-life ones. The following section

looks more closely at such variability found in this sample. Such findings are interesting

in their own right, but are indirectly related to the hypotheses.

Moral Reasoning Across Content and Context

Hypothetical versus Real-Life Dilemmas

With a variety of theoretical axes to grind, several research groups have examined

differences in reasoning about hypothetical and real-life problems, particularly between

the classic Kohibergian dilemmas and those generated by subjects from personal

experience. The trend is that people use lower structures in reasoning about real-life

issues than when confronting purely hypothetical ones.

Table 8 compares the moral reasoning scores from the Moral Judgment Interview

with reasoning about the real-life helping, stealing, and contraband dilemmas (i.e., scored

responses to the question in the Moral Climate Interview “What should one do...?

Why?”). All of these real-life dilemmas were thought to be common situations for the

participants. A 3 (Program) X 4 (Dilemma Type) X 2 (Time) ANOVA with repeated
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Table 8

MoralReasoning in Hypothetical and Real-Life Dilemmas (Collapsed over Time)

Real-Life

Program Hypothetical Helping Stealing Contraband Mean

#1 236.1 256.4 221.1 210.2 230.9

#2 241.2 239.9 221.7 204.4 226.8

#3 231.8 243.7 207.4 205.5 221.1

Total 238.5 246.3 216.8 208.8 227.6

measures on the two last factors, determined a statistical main effect for dilemma type,

F(3,540) = 44.05, p < .OOi.’ Subsequent Tukey multiple range tests (with a = .05)

revealed that, in general, all programs were higher on hypothetical Kohibergian

dilemmas than stealing or contraband issues (consistent with previous research), but also

that reasoning about real-life helping was higher than reasoning about hypothetical

dilemmas. Again, there are significant fluctuations in reasoning depending upon the

dilemma. There were no other significant effects.

These data about the helping dilemma involve greater variability in reasoning

across content than has been previously documented. The trend is in contradiction to that

found by Leming (1973), Walker et al. (1987), and Trevethan and Walker (1989), and

challenges the notion that reasoning about the hypothetical (responses from the Moral

Judgment Interview) represents the limit beyond which moral reasoning cannot exceed

19 There was also an interaction between dilemma type and time. The locus of this
interaction was determined by an analysis of the simple main effects of time for each
dilemma type separately. The analysis for reasoning about hypothetical issues only was
significant, F(1,90) = 22.04, p < .001, indicating that such reasoning was the only one to
improve over the testing interval, a finding that has been discussed earlier.
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(see Bearison, 1986, P. 143). However, the reasoning about stealing and (even more so)

accepting contraband was consistent with previous research. Such reasoning was at a

significantly lower level than reasoning about the hypothetical dilemma.

Judgments of Responsibility and Practicality

Further to this discussion, Leming (1973, 1976) found a progressive lowering of

stage scores as subjects moved from reasoning about responsibility issues to more

practical issues. What Leming called judgments of responsibility are the responses to the

question: “What should the character in this dilemma do, and why?” Judgments of

practicality are those statements in response to the question “What would you do, and

why?” Judgments about others (discussed earlier as the Stage of Norm variable) are the

responses to the question, “What would most other guys on this unit do, and why?” All

three types of judgment are part of the Moral Climate Interview.

However, in the Moral Climate Interview (following the lead of Power et a!.,

1989), a fourth question was asked: “Do you think there should be an understanding or

agreement on this unit about helping/stealing/contraband? Why?” This question, about

the ideal, elicited responses which, when scored, were generally higher than any of the

other responses.

Table 9 indicates a progressive lowering of WASs for three of these four types of

responses. A 3 (Program) X 4 (Judgment Type) X 2 (Time) ANOVA with repeated

measures on the last two factors, was carried out, for each norm separately. A main

effect for judgment type was found for the helping and stealing norms, F(3,404) = 22.23,

p < .001; and F(3,476) = 34.56, p < .001, respectively. Characteristically, there were no

differences in judgment type for the contraband norm, F(3,404) = .46, ns.

For the stealing norm, subsequent Tukey multiple range tests (with a = .05)

revealed that judgments about the ideal were higher than all other types of judgments,

and that judgments of responsibility and practicality (what should and would be done)
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Table 9

Judgments ofResponsibility, Practicality, Others, and the Ideal (Collapsed over Time)

Norm

Judgment Type Helping Stealing Contraband

Judgments of Responsibility 246.3 (41.9) 216.8 (32.6) 208.8 (19.6)
(“What should be done?”)

Judgments of Practicality 239.1 (40.4) 209.8 (24.3) 208.8 (19.6)
(“What would you do?”)

Judgments for Others 222.8 (35.9) 203.8 (28.3) 205.9 (24.2)
(“What would others dO?”)a

Judgments for the Ideal 256.6 (53.7) 236.0 (33.8) 226.5 (40.0)
(“Should there be an
understanding?”)

Note: Standard deviations are indicated in parentheses.

a This variable is also called the Stage of the Norm, as noted earlier.

were not different from each other, but higher than judgments of what the others would

do.

This same pattern did not hold true for the helping norm. For helping, there was

an interaction between judgment type and program, F(6,404) = 3.5, p < .01, which

proved relevant to the hypotheses concerned with program differences and moral climate

(see Figure 3). The locus of the interaction between judgment type and program was

determined by analyzing the simple main effects of judgment type for each program

separately. Only the results for Programs 2 and 3 were significant, Fs(3,135) = 12.9 and

22.5, p < .001, respectively. Participants from Programs 2 and 3 made judgments of the

reasoning of others in lower stage terms than they made judgments of responsibility and

practicality (similar to the pattern shown in Table 8). However, participants from
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Figure 3

Accommodation in Reasoning about Helping by Judgment Type and Program

Ideal

Program 1 made consistent judgments across all types.

In other words, the participants from the better moral climate of Program 1

perceived the reasoning of others in significantly higher stage terms, similar to their own

reasoning about should and would questions, and the participants from Programs 2 and 3

- even though they were capable of higher stage reasoning - estimated the reasoning of

others at a significantly lower level, as much as 28 WAS points, approximately 1/3 of a
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stage. This adds to the validity to the moral climate (Stage of Norm) variable by

demonstrating that estimates of the reasoning of others are not simply a “projection’ of

each participant’s own reasoning. It also lends to the support for the concept of the Stage

of Norm reported earlier (Table 4).

Moral Reasoning and Moral Intentions

Although not part of the initial hypotheses, another important finding of this study

has to do with the relationship between the actual decisions or intentions20expressed by

the participants and the structure of their reasoning. It was found that regardless of the

intent stated (i.e., whether one should. or would help, steal, or accept contraband) there

were no differences found in moral reasoning about hypothetical issues. That is, those

who scored higher on Kohlberg’s standard measure did not tend to more often state

prosocial intentions than those who scored lower. However, with only one exception

(Table 10), when the reasoning about more real-life issues (i.e., specific norms) is

examined, the reasoning about prosocial intentions is higher than reasoning about more

antisocial ones. That is, when justifying their stated intentions about what they should or

would do, the participants whose deliberations were prosocial used higher stage

reasoning than those who indicated that they should or would steal or accept contraband.

Even though there were no differences in moral reasoning competence between

those who intended to help and those who would not help (or steal, or accept

contraband), there were differences in what Kohlberg would call moral reasoning

performance. Thus reasoning about real issues tended to be a better predictor of moral

choices that the reasoning measured by the MJI.

20 Reference here is made to “intentions” rather than “choices.” In order to use the word
“choice” or “decision,” one would have to have observed the participant engage or follow
through in a specific act. Here, answers to the question, “What would you do?” are
considered normal practices, plans, or deliberations, and have been labelled “intentions.”
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Table 10

Relations between Moral Intentions and MoralReasoning (Expressed in WASs)

Prosocial Antisocial
Norm Judgment Type Choice Choice F value

Helping Judgment of Responsibility 260.6 185.4 47.2**

(“Should one...?”) (n = 61) (n = 12)

Judgment of Practicality 248.5 192.3 31.7**

(“Would you ...?“) (n = 51) (n = 18)

Stealing Judgment of Responsibility 215.6 206.2 .7
(“Should one ...?“) (n = 79) (n = 8)

Judgment of Practicality 209.3 203.3 4.1*

(“Would you ...?‘) (ii = 69) (n = 9)

. . . **
Contraband Judgment of Responsibility 212.9 200.0 6.6

(“Should one ...?“) (n = 41) (n = 32)

Judgment of Practicality 208.4 198.8 5.1*

(“Would you ...?“) (ii = 31) (n = 42)

* **

p<.05 p<.01

Moral Reasoning and Behavior

Having established that moral climate (reasoning about others) is a predictor of

behavior and further, that reasoning about real-life issues is a similarly better predictor of

moral intentions then MJI scores, it is of at least equal importance here to determine if a

similar trend exists for the relation of moral reasoning and behavioral measures.

As noted earlier, there were two measures of behavior used in this study: a direct

count of disruptive behaviors by staff members (Appendix E: Behavior Frequency

Rating) for a period of 7 days, and a general rating of categories of behaviors (the

Achenbach Child Behavior Checklist, CBCL), also completed by staff members. The

behavior frequency rating involved counting the frequency of 11 behaviors or events.
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These were subdivided into two categories: either resisting/noncompliance (swearing,

not following a rule), or aggression/intimidation (fighting, provoking, challenging staff,

etc.). Hypothesis 1 proposed that those residents higher in moral reasoning would engage

in less disruptive or antisocial behavior than those lower in moral reasoning.

In order to test this hypothesis, a correlational analysis of CBCL scores and moral

reasoning scores was undertaken (Table 11). None of the correlations between the MJI

(WASs, of hypothetical dilemmas) and any of these behavioral measures was significant.

Similarly, none of the types of reasoning about the helping norm covaried with any of the

behavioral measures. However, the reasoning of the participants about the stealing norm

and the contraband norm proved much more predictive of how they actually behaved.

Table 11 documents the relation between moral reasoning performance and three

subscales of the CBCL.21

As stated earlier, reasoning about stealing and particularly contraband seemed

much less affected by the level of intensity of the program. Table 11 indicates a trend of

stronger correlations between reasoning about these kinds of issues and behavioral

measures than reasoning about more hypothetical issues (MJI scores) or reasoning about

issues that were important to the staff (helping). The same table also indicates that the

higher the stage in reasoning about contraband were, the lower (less deviant) the scores

on the Hostile-Withdrawn and Aggression CBCL subscales were. Hypothesis 1 was not

directly supported by these data however, in that it refers to moral reasoning competence

as measured by the MJI. Nevertheless, it does appear that moral reasoning about

particular issues - issues that are more entrenched within the peer subculture of the unit

(as suggested earlier), or more closely related to the focus of the behavioral measure - is

more predictive of behavior than reasoning about other issues.

21 None of the other subscales of the CBCL were found to covary with moral reasoning,
nor were they expected to. Also, it is these three subscales that best reflect the goals of
the overall program - to reduce aggression, passive-aggressive resistance, and antisocial
behavior.



81.

Table 11

Correlations between MoraiReasoning and CBCL Subscales

CBCL Subscale

Type of Moral Reasoning Delinquency Aggression Hostile/Withdrawn

Moral Judgment Interview -.15 .23* -.12

Helping Norm

Would you help? -.19 -.15 .12

Should there be an agreement? .02 -.18 .07

Stealing Norm

Wouldyou steal? .41* .24*

Should there be an agreement? .25* .25* -.05

Contraband Norm

. * *
Would you accept it? -.16 -.21 -.21

* **
Should there be an agreement? -.24 -.40 -.60

***05 p<.Ol
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DISCUSSION

This study was based on the assumption that wherever there is a group whose

members live together or have frequent contact and some degree of mutual dependency,

there is also a culture and, while others may disagree, a culture with moral dimensions.

Whether they are within a classroom or a correctional facility, group members inevitably

come to know each other and develop relationships; and I have earlier argued, as have

Kasen, Johnson, and Cohen (1990), Poisky (1962), Power et al. (1989), and Vorrath and

Bendtro (1985), that the possibility always exists that the culture (or moral climate) can

influence members of the group in an unproductive, even harmful manner. The alternate

prospect is that, if encouraged and guided (presumably by adults), the moral climate of

such a group can facilitate development and guide prosocial behavior.

In order to demonstrate the correlates of moral climate, it was seen as important

here to first determine whether there were indeed better or worse climates operating

within the institution. In this respect, the Moos Correctional Institutions Environment

Scale (CIES) proved useful because it was sensitive to the responses of the participants in

the three different programs. In particular, Program 1 (with its greater intensity of moral

education) was consistently and significantly higher than the two others on most of the

subscale scores of the dES. Similarly, these same programs differed on both moral

climate measures (Stage of Norm and Stage of Community) for the helping norm (and to

some extent, the stealing norm). As such, this study is the first to evidence supporting

validity to the concept of moral climate, and to demonstrate positive correlations between

specific subscales of the Moos CIES and the Stage of Community variable. The fact that

such correlations appeared for the helping norm only proved to be informative, and is

discussed in more detail later in this section.

Moral Judgment, Moral Climate, and Behavior

Next, it was seen to be important to determine what effects such climates had on
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the development of moral reasoning and on behavior. Some readers of Kohlberg’s theory

have expected a direct relation between the stage of one’s moral reasoning and the quality

of one’s moral actions. Simplistic connections have not been found however (Buchanan,

1992), nor in fact did Kohlberg hypothesize them, although a positive statistical

relationship has frequently been established (Arnold, 1989; Buchanan, 1992; Nelson,

Smith, & Dodd, 1990). In his early review of these correlational studies that examined

the relation between moral reasoning and behavior, Blasi (1980) argued that it should be

possible to

go beyond the search for mathematical correlations and enquire about the
roles that different elements play in the overall scheme in which moral
action is the natural end product. (p. 2; italics added)

In the present study, moral reasoning (as measured by the MJI) did not predict

any of the behavioral measures, but other kinds of moral reasoning - reasoning about

real-life issues and the perceptions of others’ moral reasoning - did predict the behavioral

scores.22 That is, some of the evidence presented did provide some ground upon which

to argue that moral climate is one of the elements to which Blasi referred. Participants

from the two programs in which unit meetings were conducted (which also had a better

moral climate) were also shown to become significantly lower in antisocial behavior

ratings over the 30-day interval, in comparison to those from the program that had no

meetings, who became higher in such ratings.

Therefore, it may be that moral climate does help explain the nature of the

relation between moral reasoning and moral behavior. In his effort to explain this

relationship, Kohlberg (Kohlberg & Candee, 1984a) proposed a four-function model:

(1) interpretation of the situation (i.e., social perspective taking);

22 my knowledge, using narrowly defined samples of delinquents such as this one, no
one has found a relation between MJI scores and behavioral ratings such as the CBCL,
although some research has found relations between type of offense and moral reasoning
(for example, Moran, 1988, who found that status offenders and sex offenders were
higher in moral reasoning than other types.)
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(2) decision making (deontic choice, i.e., one should...);

(3) follow-through (moral judgment of responsibility or obligation; therefore I will ...);

(4) follow-through (nonmoral skills, i.e., intelligence, attentional capacity).

Kohlberg and Candee claim that deontic choices are not usually made at the lower

stages (Stages 1, 2 and 3), thus, at the lower stages, for persons such as those in this

study, there may be only three functions (I, III, and IV). Based on this research, I would

propose that Function I includes factors such as moral climate, and further that moral

judgment can be a complex process that includes some parts of Function I (interpretation

of the situation) and Function III, that is, simultaneous interpretation of the moral climate

(what others would do and why) as well as personal judgment. In some cases, moral

statements or judgments cannot be adequately interpreted without reference to the moral

climate of the group. Kohlberg makes a similar claim, in referring to what he called “the

structure of the outside world.”

The cognitive-developmental assumption is that basic mental structure is
the result of an interaction between certain organismic structuring
tendencies and the structure of the outside world, rather than a reflection
of either one directly. (Kohlberg, 1984, p. 13)

Such ideas are not dissimilar to Vygotsky’s notion of “scaffolding” (Wertsch,

1984) and portray moral development and moral judgment as much more a socio

cognitive (Light & Perret-Clermont, 1989) or transactive process (Bearison, 1986) than

purely a reflective one.

Because program intensity (and moral climate) did not, as predicted, have an

effect on the development of moral reasoning, the question arises, why might it be that

exposure to a better moral climate would in fact successfully produce better behavior

ratings but not better moral reasoning? One interpretive possibility is that if, as

suggested by Piaget (1974/1980a) and others (Chapman, 1988), cognitive changes are

always the result of newly interiorized actions and so should follow rather than precede

behavioral changes, then behavior and behavioral changes play a role in the development
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of moral reasoning. In fact, some theorists (Youniss & Damon, 1992, P. 277) have

argued that Kohlberg had taken the position of Piaget and turned it on its head,

suggesting that Kohlberg’s success at isolating the purely structural, cognitive aspect of

moral judgment inevitably led him to the conclusion that such cognition is prior to moral

action. It could be argued that what was documented here were beginning improvements

in behavior, which are related to moral climate and would have become developmental

changes in the structure of the moral reasoning, if optimal conditions continued for a

longer period.

Real-Life/Hypothetical Issues and the Concept of Structure

The findings of this study support the notion that not only does reasoning about

real-life moral dilemmas predict morally relevant patterns of behavior more effectively

than does reasoning measured by the abstract Moral Judgment Interview, but that such

reasoning also better predicts moral intentions (cf. Table 10).

Why would reasoning about real-life, rather than hypothetical issues, correlate

more strongly with behavior and intentions? The view proposed here is that the stealing

and contraband dilemmas tapped normal or everyday moral reasoning (which includes

interpretation of the moral climate - Function I), and that it is this reasoning which is

more likely to impact moral decision-making. It is of note that the WASs for these

dilemmas (stealing and contraband) did not correlate with the CIES (Correctional

Institutions Environment Scale). One of the criticisms of the CIES (Moos, 1975) has

been its poor ability to predict behavior either within an intervention program or after

release. It may be that this measure fails to tap the real but “hidden” issues of climate.

That is, the CIES appeared (in the writer’s view) to be more truly a measure of the

attitudes of interest to the professional staff, on the periphery of the inmate culture,

whereas the Stage of Norm scores for stealing and contraband represented a more

authentic, inmate-centered view of the structure of the informal peer culture within the
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institution. It follows from these prospects that previous investigators have “missed the

boat° in attempting to predict behavior through staff-focused measures of atmosphere or

climate with instruments like the dES, which are essentially measures of attitudes (or

content). Instead, it seems (from these data) that the measurement of the structure of

reasoning, particularly about commonplace issues, is a much more productive avenue to

pursue.

For a variety of theoretical reasons, several research groups (Gilligan &

Attanucci, 1988; Haan, Aerts, & Cooper, 1985; Krebs, Vermeulen, Carpendale, &

Denton, 1991; Smetana & Killen, 1991; Walker et al., 1987) have examined such

differences. The trend shown by the data is that people reason at lower stages, and/or

display different orientations (Gilligan & Attanucci, 1988), in reasoning about real-life

issues than when confronting purely hypothetical ones. Trevethan and Walker (1989)

found, with both juvenile offender and normal subjects, that reasoning about real-life

issues was 47 WAS points lower than on hypothetical dilemmas. Such differences have

been understood to be a function of the content of the dilemmas about which moral

judgments were made.

Although Walker and Taylor (1991) produced similar findings in their analysis of

family triads, their data (i.e., lower moral reasoning of parents on real-life issues) was

interpreted as a deliberate accommodation on the part of the parents to the specific social

context (i.e., level of reasoning of their child, with whom they were discussing moral

problems).

This influence of content and context might go some distance in answering the

issue raised by Haan (1985) who states:

People’s stages and levels of performance shift from one action situation
to another, apparently in response to the difficulty of different action
situations, but actually little is now known about why some practical
moral situations are more difficult than others. (p. 104)

The data here are compatible with (but not entirely) a model of moral reasoning
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proposed by Krebs et al. (1991), who hold that instead of moral reasoning structures

being transformed and integrated into higher stage structures, individuals retain earlier

structures and use them as required by the problem encountered.23 Krebs makes this

argument because, consistent with the results described here, he (Krebs et al., 1991)

found that moral reasoning varies according to situation. For example, in examining the

issue of impaired driving, they found that when reasoning about whether one should

drive while impaired by alcohol, subjects scored over 75 WAS points (3/4 of a stage)

lower than they did when reasoning about Kohibergian hypothetical dilemmas. They

concluded that the pattern

was consistent with the idea that high stage competence on Kohlberg’s test
is necessary but not sufficient for high stage performance on other
dilemmas: no subject who obtained a major Stage 2 score on Kohlberg’s
test scored higher than Stage 2 on the Impaired Driving dilemma, but 40%
of the subjects who demonstrated Stage 4 competence on Kohlberg’s test
(i.e., scored at Stages 3/4, 4, 4/5) made Stage 2 (or 2/3) judgments on the
Impaired Driving dilemma. (p. 151)

Such results are also in agreement with much earlier studies summarized by Kohlberg

and Candee (1984b, pp. 545-552).

Krebs and his colleagues (1991) surmise that their Impaired Driving dilemma is

one for which one choice (not, to drive and drink) is more highly weighted (by virtue of

television media campaigns and other cultural forces) than the other. It is therefore a

“closed” dilemma, unlike the classical Kohlbergian ones. They also point out that the

reasoning in the media about this dilemma is lower stage, that is, one might be punished,

lose their driver’s license, get a jail term, etc. They concluded that moral judgment is an

interaction between the structure of the stages of moral reasoning and the nature of the

specific dilemma or situation that is encountered, and go on to claim that “people are

more flexible than Kohlberg assumes, and moral judgment is more structurally plastic”

23 Colby and Kohlberg (1987a) refer to this kind of model as the additive or “layer cake”
model, versus the transformational model which holds that in the developmental process,
earlier structures are transformed and integrated into higher level structures. Each of
these models imply different views of the “structured whole” assumption.
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(p. 155). The position taken here is that it is more accurate to describe phenomena like

those reported here as an interaction between an individual’s stage and the context, rather

than “structural plasticity,” which seems to be a notion fraught with conceptual

contradictions. The notion of structure involves internal consistency across contents and

situations - the opposite to the idea of plasticity.

Although the variability in the present sample was not as great as that found by

Krebs and his colleagues, clearly the contraband dilemma demonstrated a specific pull,24

and may also qualify as a closed dilemma, in the sense that Krebs et al. intended. Not

only did it pull for a specific choice (cf. Table 10), it pulled for lower (Stage 2) reasons.

It is my contention that, like the dilemmas used by Krebs, this dilemma had within it,

within this specific culture, a structural bias that accounted for lower stage reasoning.

Up to this point, none of what has been discussed has posed any serious problems

for Kohlbergian theory. What needs to be brought out clearly about Kreb’s claim in favor

of so-called “structural plasticity” is that it is not indifferent with regard to the direction

that moral reasoning might be moved by various contextual factors. Krebs is not just as

content to see moral reasoning scores rise above as fall below the upper-limit index set

by the performance on the MJI. However, this is precisely the problem that does arise

from the data presented in this study. Reasoning about helping was higher than

reasoning about decontextualized hypothetical issues on the MJI.

If the MJI does not measure the upper limits, then, where does that leave the

notion of structure, given that it was assumed by Kohlberg that when measuring a

subject’s best responses, one was measuring his or her moral reasoning structural

competence? In order to address such a question, it is first necessary to review and

elaborate on Kohlberg’s notion of structure, the structured whole criterion (Walker,

1988), and Kohlberg’s use of the terms performance and competence.

For an interesting discussion of the effects of “closed” dilemmas and their “pull” for
specific responses, see Berndt, McCartney, Caparulo, and Moore (1984).
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The structured whole assumption, as understood by Kohlberg, requires same stage

usage (or with only “very slight decalage,” Colby & Kohlberg, 1987a, p. 8) across a

variety of contents. That is, it has been understood that the best way to empirically

determine or verify this assumption was to confirm that persons use predominantly only

one stage in facing a variety of dilemmas. However, Kohlberg argues that the

assumption applies only when measuring what he calls competence)- The assumption

does not apply to comprehension and preference (Rest, 1973) of levels of moral

reasoning (i.e., it is acknowledged that persons understand reasons higher or lower than

the ones they spontaneously produce or could state a preference for reasoning higher or

lower than their “own” stage; see Walker et al., 1984). The assumption also does not

apply to what he calls performance. That is, Kohlberg acknowledges that persons will

use lower stage reasoning in some contexts (e.g., correctional facilities) in an effort to be

more “psychologically appropriate” (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987a, p. 8).

Perhaps one way to resolve this theoretical difficulty is to abandon or rethink

Kohlberg’s definitions of competence and performance. If one assumes a causal relation

between competence and performance (as Kohlberg did, implicitly), then one is in

trouble if performance (the result of competence, i.e., reasoning about helping) is better

than the cause (responses to the MJI). If, as an alternative position, one views

competence as purely formal, inferred, and that any measurement of it is a performance

measure, then one is in less theoretical difficulty. If competence is understood as a

noncausal, formal, “pattern of skills or talents” (Chandler & Chapman, 1991, p. xi), then

perhaps one is freer to acknowledge such variability as is found here, and the debate

becomes centered around which test or method is the best indicator of competence (see

The reader is reminded that the competence/performance distinction here is one not
universally accepted and not consistent with the definition of competence proposed by
Chandler and Chapman (1991). What Kohlberg means by competence may be best
summarized as moral reasoning about decontextualized hypothetical problems
unencumbered by affective or personal considerations.
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Chandler & Chapman, 1991).

Another perspective is that of Youniss and Damon (1992) who claim that

Kohlberg had fundamentally misunderstood Piaget’s (1932/1965) original claim

regarding moral development. Kohlberg seems to have assumed that moral reasoning

was, like logical reasoning was to problem-solving, prior to and ultimately causative of

moral behavior. Youniss and Damon argue that Piaget felt that moral development was

much more socially constructed (or co-constructed) than Kohlberg assumed and therefore

was constrained by the social context. Relying upon the notion of the “structured whole”

and the pressures of “cognitive dissonance,” Kohlberg assumed that reasoning about

some issues at a high stage would exert pressure upon reasoning about other issues at a

lower stage.

Moral and Nonmoral Issues

A distinction between moral and nonmoral issues (or domains) has been proposed

by Turiel (1983), Nucci (1982), Nucci and Weber (1991). They claim that nonmoral

conventions are arbitrary norms that regulate members of a group or social system

towards the goals of that group or system. Such nonmoral social conventions are

regarded by many people as relativistic, contingent on rules, subject to the commands of

authority and thus alterable and nonuniversal. Moral rules and principles are

generalizable, prescriptive, independent of authority dictates, and regarded as more

important than nonmoral conventions. Berkowitz, Guerra, and Nucci (1991) and Nucci

(1982) use this distinction to explain why, for example, some forms of drug use are not

correlated with moral reasoning - many adolescents regard drug use as a conventional or

strictly personal event rather than a moral transgression. However, for Kohlberg, the

distinction between moral and nonmoral dilemmas is blurred in moral climate research;

he would argue that violations of what Nucci and Turiel would call nonmoral issues

could cause the same hurt or disappointment that violation of a “moral” convention like
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fairness would (Power et al., 1989). It is difficult to determine if the rules about

accepting contraband in this study were moral or nonmoral conventions. Certainly the

author assumed them to be moral questions when designing the study, but they could be

otherwise in the minds of the participants, that is, in these cultures, it could be simply

expedient to accept or decline contraband drugs (with no possibility of psychological hurt

to others that contravention of other norms might entail). Certainly, like many real-life

dilemmas, there were costs to the individual involved in one or both sides of the

dilemma. Krebs et al. would describe the contraband dilemma as “closed.”

Regardless, it is interesting to observe how consistent the reasoning about

contraband, especially, was between and within units. Even in the unit with the better

moral climate scores, reasoning about contraband was at the same stage as the other

units. This norm seemed impervious to the attempts of the staff to improve the moral

climate. Perhaps what can be drawn from these findings is the recommendation that the

focus of the program be broadened from helping, to include a more intensive emphasis

on other specific concerns, such as property issues and drug use. More will be said of

this later in this section.

Equilibration Theory

Although the review of the literature (concerning the effects of discussion with a

peer of higher stage moral reasoning competence) indicated that there was reason to

believe that an intervention as brief as the one used here (two dyadic discussions for 3

consecutive days) would prove effective, stage disparity alone did not produce a

significant improvement in moral reasoning (in fact, even when those cases where stage

disparity was significantly higher - more than 20 WAS points - the separate effect of such

differences in disparity could not be teased out). That is, contrary to what one would

expect from the so-called +1 paradigm, stage differences did not account for changes.

Status differences appeared strong, but alone, also did not produce significant results.



92.

Had they, such a result would have proposed a problem for equilibration theory and the

+1 paradigm,” which claims that at least exposure to reasoning at a higher stage is

required for developmental change. The combination of these two variables, making a

group which has been called “most likely to change,H did produce a significant effect.26

This points to the role of peer status, or credibility, as exercising a real effect on the

likelihood that interaction with a peer of higher moral reasoning competence will have an

effect on one’s own moral reasoning level.

These results may echo the findings of others: for example, those of Damon and

Killen (1982) who claimed that it was not merely disagreement between peer discussants,

but subjects who were able to transform and accept the statements of others (that is, those

who saw the other as credible) who showed the greatest developmental gains.

These results are not discouraging, however clearer they could have been in

separating out the distinct effects of status and stage. Had there been a longer

intervention, or a greater number of subjects, the separate effects of each of these

variables may have been evident.

It should also be noted that pretest disparity in moral reasoning does not

guarantee an identical disparity in level of moral reasoning used by the participants in the

dyadic discussion. No research has yet been reported which has examined variability in

moral reasoning between an interview and a discussion among peers (although Walker &

Taylor, 1991, did examine such variability in a parent/child context). It is interesting that

Berkowitz and Gibbs (1983) reported that the extent of “transactive” dialogue behavior in

a discussion between peers was more predictive of moral development than was moral

stage disparity (although both were significant predictors).

There are other methodological limitations in this study. For example, in this

26 It is possible that a naturally occurring effect of regression to the mean could explain,
in part, this effect because the groups were formed on the basis of their pretest scores and
the group that gained the most initially had the lowest pretest scores on average.
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study (as in others) status was difficult to operationalize. Status appears to mean

different things in different settings. Participants and staff members were asked about

who had “the most or least status,” but this could mean power, influence, credibility, or

physical strength, or many other factors. Its meaning may have varied according to the

moral climate of the unit; that is, in lesser moral climates, status could have been more

likely to represent physical strength, while in better climates, it could represent influence.

Regardless, I feel that this measure of status had a great deal to do with credibility, an

awareness of reasons about why the target should attend to the other, which proved to be

important enough to support the contention that there is a factor which has been ignored,

assumed, or taken for granted in past research in this field, and which needs to be more

closely considered - particularly when planning or directing actual school, correctional,

or peer counselling (Carr, 1988) programs. That is, we may need to ask if those

individuals who are expected to have the influence, also have the credibility, in the eyes

of those being targeted for change?

To understand what is going on in such an interaction, we first of all
notice that the subjects are confronted simultaneously with two domains
of interpretation: The domain of discourse as intended by the other
person, and the domain of social inferences about the other person.
(Davidson, 1992, p. 26)

Even though they may have had difficulty articulating it, the offenders and the staff in

this study could both, with relative ease, recognize the status measured here. Therefore,

this study pointed to the importance of a factor obvious to all in this situation - a factor

which interacts with the variables about which developmental theorists currently know so

much more. It underscores the notion that a “peer” is not always a peer (Forrester, 1992),

and adds to the research in equilibration theory by supporting the notion that the superior

reasoning structures of others that effect equilibrium, is a necessary but not sufficient

condition for development of moral reasoning (cf. Davidson, 1992; Turiel, Smetana, &

Killen, 1991, p. 314). This is not inconsistent with cognitive-developmental theory and

Piaget’s assertion that peer interaction (with its egalitarian quality) is vital, but perhaps all
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of the preceding discussion is an argument for removing social contextual factors from

their secondary role within equilibration theory. It is also supportive of the argument

made by Haan (1985; Haan et a!., 1985) who argues that disequilibration is less cognitive

than social.

Morality is seen, not as judgmental competence, but as a social, emotional
dialectic of practical reasoning among people. Its distinctive feature - and
its ground - is the attempt people make to equalize their relationship
during disputes and in their conclusions.... The skills and tangible
resources that allow conflict to be resolved - not the moral understanding
in itself - may be the essential ingredient of moral development. (Haan,
1985, p. 997)

Implications for Educational and Correctional Programs

Although there are prices to be paid, there are many benefits to research

conducted “in the field” - at least that was the author’s hope for this study. The

correctional facility in which the research was conducted did prove rich in variations in

culture and subculture, and was therefore a unique opportunity to study incarcerated

adolescent subjects in their literal environment while, at the same time, achieving some

control over key variables. The polarized social structure of the residential programs

provided an opportunity to investigate the issue of peer status. However, it may be that

there are limitations in the degree to which one can generalize from this population to

others. It is possible that the degree to which status is polarized or organized

categorically (Polsky, 1967) is not as great in schools and classrooms as it is in

institutional facilities for disturbed or delinquent youth (studied here), or it may also be

the case that peer status in residential programs is not the same as it is in day programs

such as. schools. Having said this, however, I will still make the argument that what was

learned here about peer status has both theoretical and practical implications.

The Moral Climate Interview employed here sampled reasoning about moral

issues which were close to the issues faced daily by these subjects, and is offered here as

a guide to similar research, for example that investigating behavior patterns (e.g., drug
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use, gang violence) in school settings. The price may have been that many of the

hypothesized effects would have been stronger had there been more participants, a longer

intervention, and the degree of control over variables that ordinarily accompanies

research in laboratory settings, for example, screening participants for psychopathy, low

IQ, and previous admissions to the center.

The final words here are directed towards the implications such research has for

correctional and educational programs. Ruback and Innes (1988) have argued that there

are specific reasons why much psychological research is irrelevant to correctional policy

makers and administrators. One such reason is that research often does not use

dependent variables that are employed and meaningful in the field, at the local level (e.g.,

incidence rates of disruptive behavior) and instead use variables that require inferential

leaps of the policy maker. Although it is my hope that this research has some utility for

youth correctional programs, it is with the admission that the variables used here do not

meet some of the practical standards proposed by Rubak and Innes. For example, the

measurement of moral reasoning competence and moral climate is not done easily.

However, it does not require too great an inferential leap to acknowledge the potential

benefits of moral education/community building practices (unit meetings, classroom

meetings) such as those proposed by Hersh et al. (1979), Power et al. (1989), and Vorrath

and Bendtro (1985).

There has been no shortage of publicity concerning the deleterious effects of

incarceration (Caron, 1979; Ross & Gendreau, 1980, 1984; Scott & Trent, 1982) and

residential treatment on offenders, particularly young offenders (Malarek, 1984; Vonath

& Bendtro, 1985). Much of what is described can be characterized as the effects of a

Stage 2 moral climate, involving both inmates and staff.

The prison society operates its own civilization in a careful and observant
way. A continuous battle is waged against the major culture, which
includes custodial officers, keepers and wardens. Severe rules will evoke
strong reaction from the inmate culture. Lax and poorly enforced
regulations excite the subculture into seeking more privileges and
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demanding more rights.... On the other side of the picture, an inmate may
be given certain privileges by the custodial staff with the understanding
that he will pass on relevant information on prison activities.... The
inmate culture abhors weakness and indecision on the part of custodial
forces. (Scott & Trent, 1982, pp. 24-25)

Given this, it is not surprising that treatment programs have so frequently been

found ineffective. What seems to be indicated here is that, in addition to programs

directed at individuals, there also needs to be much more effort directed towards the

dynamics between individuals, and the moral and structural aspects of such dynamics

(i.e., moral climate), because of their developmental implications. I suggest this despite

the pejorative implications the word “mora1 has within current correctional research.

The power of the peer group, especially for adolescents, is now commonplace

knowledge; but this study goes further to suggest that a peer group which is negative in

its influence (and which does not involve cooperation and collaboration) can be assessed

and identified in terms of its moral structure and can be held responsible for negative

behavioral outcomes, which in turn can be prevented by programmatic intervention. The

basic ideas of Positive Peer Culture (PPC) (Vonath & Bendtro, 1985) and moral

education programs (Hersh et al., 1979; Power et al., 1989) propose an alternative to the

Stage 2 moral climate. PPC is, essentially, a Stage 3 moral climate, focused on

reciprocal helping and caring among group members. However, as noted earlier, it is

assumed by Vorrath and Bendtro (1985; Tannehill, 1987, p. 115) that focusing on helping

behavior with such youth will “hook” them and other antisocial attitudes will be

influenced subsequently.

The general concept is this. Delinquent behavior is often accompanied by
a romanticizing terminology that reinforces such behavior. Staff in a PPC
program are alert to these terms and attempt to lower the attractiveness of
the behavior by calling it a name that is undesirable to the youth.
Likewise, all reference to positive, helping behavior should be made with
labels that are desirable. This will produce a state of dissonance that will
motivate youth to develop negative attitudes about negative behavior and
positive attitudes about positive behavior. (Vorrath & Bendtro, 1985, p.
31)

The assumption made by Vorrath and Bendtro (1985) is similar to that made by
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“context-independent ... global theories of social development” (Nucci & Weber, 1991, p.

254), such as Kohlberg’s, which argue for a single developmental system of morality.

The data here concerning the contraband norm, particularly, did not support this

assumption; in fact gave support to the idea that the subculture retained a firm grip on the

judgments and reasoning regarding contraband, as if it were a separate domain, perhaps

the equivalent of a convention (Turiel, 1983; Turiel, Smetana, & Killen, 1993). Thus the

PPC approach, although appropriate, needs to be refined in light of these findings, but

neither does the moral education approach directly focus on the importance of addressing

each important domain directly and specifically (Nucci & Weber, 1991), that is, focus on

fostering decalage. In the same way that Kohlberg’s subjects, who could demonstrate

empathy for a woman with leukemia but fail to recognize the discomfort of a peer living

next to him, these participants could justify helping another resident in high stage terms

but fail to see the injustice in stealing from a fellow resident. . Moral climate cannot be

described or measured in a unidimensional fashion.

Obviously there are several dimensions to the broader concept institutional

climate (one of which is its moral dimension) - including physical environment, staff

morale and training level, etc., and there are also many elements to an effective

educational or correctional program. It would be naive to assume that moral climate is

the single most important factor. The ideal correctional or educational program would

foster the development of socio-moral reasoning but also use peer interaction/pressure

within a moral climate which involved both shared norms at a high stage (Stage of Norm

variable) and a sense of group with shared goals (Stage of Community), both important

but distinct dimensions of moral. climate. It would be broad in scope, recognizing the

complexity of the process, the importance of addressing a range of important domains or

norms, and also address other cognitive factors (i.e., cognitive distortions; Gibbs, 1991).

To achieve this, there would need to be a shift in emphasis away from the treatment

model of corrections (so frequently found ineffective) and the punishment model (the
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default), to one best described as a socio-cognitive model. Educational and correctional

programs would espouse goals of development and be described as developmental

contexts.
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APPENDIX A

MoralJudgment Interview

(from Colby & Kohlberg, 198Th)

Form A

In Europe, a woman was near death from a rare kind of cancer. There was one drug that
the doctors thought might save her. It had recently been discovered by a druggist in the
same town. The drug was expensive to make, but the druggist was charging ten times
what the drug cost him to make. He paid $400 for the ingredients but charged $4000 for
a small dose of the drug. The sick woman’s husband, Heinz, went to everyone he knew
to borrow the money, and tried every legal means, but he could only get together about
$2000, which is half of what it costs. He told the druggist that his wife was dying and
asked him to sell it cheaper or let him pay him later. But the druggist said, “No, I
discovered the drug and I’m going to make money from it.” So having tried every legal
means, Heinz gets desperate and considers breaking into the man’s store to steal the drug
for his wife.

Should Heinz steal the drug? Why or why not?

Is it actually right or wrong for him to steal the drug? Why is it right or wrong?

(If subject favors stealing) If Heinz doesn’t love his wife, should he steal the drug fOr
her?

(If subject favors not stealing) Does it make a difference whether or not he loves his
wife?

Suppose the person dying is not his wife but a stranger. Should Heinz steal the drug for a
stranger?

(If the subject favors stealing the drug for a stranger) Suppose it’s a pet animal he loves.
Should Heinz steal to save the pet animal?

Is important for people to do everything they can to save another’s life? Why or why
not?

It is against the law for Heinz to steal. Does that make it morally wrong? Why or why
not?

In general, should people do everything they can to obey the law? Why or why not?
How does that apply to what Heinz should do?

Heinz did break into the store. He stole the drug and gave it to his wife. In the
newspapers the next day, there was an account of the robbery. Mr. Brown, a police
officer who knew Heinz, read the account. He remembered seeing Heinz running away
from the store and realized that it was Heinz who stole the drug. Mr. Brown wonders
whether he should report that Heinz was the robber.
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Should Officer Brown report Heinz for stealing? Why or why not?

Suppose Officer Brown were a close friend of Heinz. Should he then report him? Why
or why not?

Officer Brown finds Heinz and arrests him. Heinz is brought to court and the jury finds
him guilty. It is up to the judge to determine the sentence. Should the judge give Heinz
some punishment or should he suspend the sentence and let Heinz go free? Why?

Thinking in terms of society, should people who break the law be punished? Why or
why not? How does this apply to how the judge should decide?

Heinz was doing what his conscience told him when he stole the drug. Should a
lawbreaker be punished if he is acting out of conscience? Why or why not?

Thinking back over the dilemma, what would you say is the most responsible thing for
thejudgetodo? Why?

Form B

There was a woman who had very bad cancer, and there was no treatment known to
medicine thatwould save her. Her doctor, Dr. Jefferson, knew that she had only about
six months to live. She was in terrible pain, but she was so weak that an overdose of a
pain-killer like morphine would make her die sooner. She was delirious and was almost
crazy with pain, and in her calm periods she would ask Dr. Jefferson to give enough of
the drug to kill her. She said she couldn’t stand the pain and was going to die in a few
months anyway. Although he knows that mercy-killing is against the law, the doctor
thinks about granting her request.

Should Dr. Jefferson give her the drug that would make her die? Why or why not?

Is it actually right or wrong for him to give the woman the drug that would make her die?
Why is it right or wrong?

Should the woman have the right to make the final decision? Why or why not?

The woman is married. Should her husband have anything to do with the decision? Why
or why not?

What should a good husband do in this situation? Why?

Is there any way a person has a duty or obligation to live when he or she does not want
to, when the person wants to commit suicide? Why or why not?

When a pet animal is badly wounded and will die, it is killed to put it out of its pain.
Does the same thing apply here?

It is against the law for the doctor to give the woman the drug. Does that make it morally
wrong? Why or why not?

In general, should people try to do everything they can to obey the law? Why or why
not? How does this apply to what Dr. Jefferson should do?
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Dr. Jefferson did perform the mercy-killing by giving the woman the drug. Passing by at

the time was another doctor, Dr. Rogers, who knew the situation Dr. Jefferson was in.

Dr. Rogers thought of trying to stop Dr. Jefferson, but the drug was already administered.

Dr. Rogers wonders whether he should report Dr. Jefferson.

Should Dr. Rogers report Dr. Jefferson? Why or why not?

The doctor does report Dr. Jefferson. Dr. Jefferson is brought to court and a jury finds

Dr. Jefferson guilty. It is up to the judge to determine the sentence. Should the judge

give Dr. Jefferson some punishment or should he suspend the sentence and let Dr.

Jefferson go free? Why?

Thinking in terms of society, should people who break the law be punished? Why or

why not? How does this apply to how the judge should decide?

The jury found Dr. Jefferson legally guilty of murder. Would it be wrong or right for the

judge top give him the death sentence (a legal possible punishment)? Why?

Is it ever right to give the death sentence? Why or why not? What are the conditions

when the death sentence should be given (if ever) in your opinion? Why are these

conditions important?

Dr. Jefferson was doing what his conscience told him when he gave the woman the drug.

Should a lawbreaker be punished if he is acting out of conscience? Why or why not?

Thinking back over the dilemma, what would you say is the most responsible thing for

the judge to do? Why?
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APPENDiX B

Moral Climate Interview

(from Power, Higgins, & Kohlberg, 1989)

Stealing Norm - I

One day Marcel got called out of his unit to the nurse’s office. He left in a rush, leaving
some of his tapes in the games room. Tom notices the tapes, particularly two of them,
the better, more popular ones. Tom is thinking of taking the two tapes.

1. What do you think Tom should do in this situation? Why?

2. Should Marcel have been trusting like that in this situation, or should he have
been more careful?

3. What would you do if this situation occurred in your unit?

4. What would most guys do? Why?

5. Would there be a general feeling or expectation in your unit to not steal?

6. Is there an general agreement or an unwritten understanding among the kids in
your unit not tO steal each other’s stuff? Why or why not?

7. If not, do you think there should be an understanding about not stealing? Would
you bring it up (Would you talk about it/propose it?) Why?

8. Would you be disappointed if someone in your unit stole from another? Would
most others in your unit be disappointed?

9. Would you say something if someone stole in your unit? Would most other
residents in your unit?

10. Finally, would you report someone if they stole in your unit? Would most others?

Stealing Norm - II

Bob brought back a new ghetto blaster from a T.R. a few weeks ago. Staff advised him
to keep it in his personals, but he decided to keep it in his room instead, and frequently let
other residents in his unit use it. Bob had become quite confident that he didn’t need to
worry about his ghetto blaster being stolen and often left it “lying around” throughout the
unit. One weekend, Bob left the ghetto blaster in the games room while he was on his
weekend T.R. One of the other residents is thinking of taking it.

1. Should the other boy take the radio? Why or why not?

2. Should Bob have been so trusting; should he have kept the radio in his personals?
Why or why not?
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3. What would you do in the other boy’s situation? Why?

4. What would most of the other guys on your unit do in the other boy’s situation?
Why?

5. Is there a general agreement in your unit about taking others’ possessions? Do
you think there should be?

6. Would you be disappointed if someone in your unit stole from another? Would
most others in your unit be disappointed?

7. Would you say something if someone stole in your unit? Would most other
residents in your unit?

8. Finally, would you report someone if they stole in your unit? Would most others?

Helping Norm - I

Sam has several months of custody left. He doesn’t really care what happens to him and
he hates being here. He has told Frank and some other residents that he might take off or
“do himself in.” Now Sam is not a very popular kid on the unit; he talks too much and
generally bugs the kids. Now, there are a few things you could do to help; you could try
to talk him out of it, or spend some time with him, or mention it to staff who could tell
him how hurting himself or running wouldn’t be a good idea.

1. What should Frank do in this situation? Why?

2. What would you do if you knew about Sam’s situation? Why?

3. Would most guys on your unit help Sam, or would most guys on your unit think it
would be a good thing if someone helped Sam? Why or why not?

4. Is there an understanding or an unwritten agreement in your unit about helping
another?

5. Do you think there should be an understanding or agreement to help other
residents? Why?

6. Would you be disappointed if someone on your unit did not help a guy like Sam?
Would most people on this unit be disappointed?

7. Would you express your disapproval or say anything if someone did not help?
Why or why not? Would most kids on this unit? (Why or why not?)

Helping Norm - II

Rodger is a boy with a lot of personal problems. He is not good at school work, and his
mind wanders a great deal. He causes some difficulty for the other kids on the unit; he is
frequently late or slow in getting his chores done (or his shower), and this causes delays
in program activities and meals. Sometimes Rodger gets into fights with the other
residents because he feels that they are deliberately trying to make it tough for him. It is
true that the other kids laugh at him and the strange things that he does, and sometimes
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they call him names like “freak” and “retard.’ Tony, who lives on the same unit with
Rodger, sometimes thinks that Rodger needs a lot of help.

1. Should Frank try to help Rodger? Why or why not?

2. Should Frank tell the others to stop laughing at or bugging Rodger? Why or why
not?

3. Would you help Rodger? Why or why not?

4. Would most other guys on your unit help Rodger? Why or why not?

5. Do you think there should be an agreement (or an understanding) in your unit
about helping a guy like Rodger? Why or why not?

6. Do most of the other guys think there should be an understanding? Why or why
not?

7. Would you be disappointed if no one on your unit helped a guy like Rodger?
Why or why not?

8. Would you say anything to someone on your unit who was bugging or laughing at
a guy like Rodger? Why or why not?

9. Would you report it, or bring it up at a group meeting, if someone was bugging or
laughing at a guy like Rodger? Why or why not?

Contraband Norm - I

Upon arriving at CYOC each resident becomes aware of the expectation of not having or
using contraband, for example cigarettes or drugs. It is made clear that if contraband is
found either the individual responsible or the group as a whole will be consequenced.
Due to a recent incident involving contraband on your unit, resulting in a group
consequence, each resident made a commitment not to use or bring contraband onto the
unit. Then while at school a kid from another unit offers Bob a cigarette and a piece of
hash.

1. Should Bob accept it and bring it back to your unit? Why or why not?

2. What would you do? Why?

3. What would most guys on your unit do? Why?

4. Is there an understanding or unwritten rule in your unit about not bringing
contraband onto the unit? Why or why not?

5. Do you think there should be? Why or why not?

6. Would you be disappointed if someone brought contraband onto the unit after
committing not to? Why or why not?



117.

Contraband Norm - II

Frank’s roommate Bob went on a weekend T.R. and upon returning, he brought back a
lighter and some marijuana. He told Frank not to say anything to anyone about this.

1. What should Frank do in this situation? Why?

2. What would you do? Why?

3. What would most guys on your unit do? Why?

4. Is there an understanding or unwritten rule in your about not bringing contraband
onto the unit? Why or why not?

5. Do you thing there should be? Why or why not?

6. Would you be disappointed if someone brought contraband onto the unit after
committing not to? Why or why not?
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APPENDIX C

Scoring Criteria for Stage of Community

(adapted from Power, Higgins, & Kohlberg, 1989)

Stage 1 (Rating 1)

Everyone looks out for themselves, believes in “doing their own time,” insisting on not
being involved. The Unit is simply random aggregate of persons, exclusively self-
interested, committed to avoiding punishment or hassles from each other.

Stage 1/2 (Rating 2)

Still no sense of community but there is at least a bond by common need to avoid
punishment, group consequence, or “heat on the unit.” There is a simplistic reliance on
the rule that one does not “rat.”

Stage 2 (Rating 3)

There is still not a clear sense of community apart from exchanges among group
members. Community denotes a collection of individuals who do favors for each other,
or a series of cliques that do favors and rely on each other for protection. The group is
valued in so far as it meets the concrete needs of its members.

Stage 2/3 (Rating 4)

There is a beginning sense of community that involves valuing others. At this stage there
is discussion of “helping each other out” and doing things together, but it is unclear as to
whether this is for instrumental purposes (doing favors) or because of mutual
appreciation and trust.

Stage 3 (Rating 5)

The sense of community refers to a set of relationships and sharing among group
members. The group is valued for its friendliness, its willingness to help each other, to
work together, and to trust each other simply because they prefer it that way.
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APPENDIX D

Correctional Institutions Environment Scale

Subscale Descriptions

(from Moos, 1975)

Involvement: measures how active and energetic residents are in the day-to-day
functioning of the program (i.e., interacting socially with other residents,
doing things on their own initiative, and developing pride and group spirit
in the program)

Support: measures the extent to which residents are encouraged to be helpful and
supportive toward other residents, and how supportive the staff is towards
residents

Expressiveness: measures the extent to which the program encourages the open
expression of feelings (including angry feelings) by residents and staff

utonomy: assesses the extent to which residents are encouraged to take initiative in
planning activities and take leadership in the unit

Practical Orientation: assesses the extent to which the resident’s environment orients
him toward preparing himself for release from the program: training for
new kinds of jobs, looking to the future, and setting and working toward
goals are among the factors considered

Personal Problem Orientation: measures the extent to which residents are encouraged to
be concerned with their personal problems and feelings and to seek
understanding of them

Order and Organization: measures how important order and organization are in the
program, in terms of residents (how they look), staff (what they do to
encourage order), and the facility itself (how well it is kept)

Clarity: measures the extent to which the resident knows what to expect in the day-to
day routine of his program and how explicit the program rules and
procedures are

Staff Control: assess the extent to which the staff use regulations to keep residents under
necessary controls.
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• APPENDIX E

Behavior Frequency Rating

Resident

Frequency

Day Day Day Day Day Day Day
Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. swearing at another
resident

2. uncommunicative

3. failing to comply
with routine

4. fighting

5. damaging property

6. provoking another

7. defying staff

8. bullying

9. running away

10. room confinement

11. Q.R. (special
confinement)

Unit Start Date
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Legend

1. swearing at another resident: This refers to any incident of posturing,
intimidation or defensiveness, or aggressive behavior that does not involve
pushing or striking.

2. uncommunicative: This behavior involves any unusually quiet behavior, that is,
less talkative or active than usual, withdrawal, spending more time than usual in
his or her room, or apart from other residents. If this behavior happens for a
period on one shift, or for the entire shift, it should be scored once, for each shift.

3. failing to comply with routine/disobedience: This involves any failure to do a
routine chore, or to do a chore to the expected standard, or any failure (more
passive than active) to do what has been laid out in the unit rules or orientation
manual.

4. fighting: This involves any altercation, involving hitting, kicking, etc. between
two or more residents. However, do not score this category if the behavior more
appropriately fits into the bullying category. “Fighting11 usually is evidence of a
less adaptive way of resolving conflicts, disagreements and other interpersonal
problems.

5. damaging property: Any incident of damage to Center or others property,
including defacing walls, breaking equipment, pictures, tapes, dishes, etc.

6. provoking another: This refers to only those aggressive acts which involve
“egging another resident on,” or name calling, putting another resident down, or
making statements that serve to provoke another resident into similar behavior or
loud complaints or yelling, or aggressive behavior.

7. defying staffidisobedience: This involves any incident where the request of a staff
member is verbally challenged or refused, or where there has been a deliberate
violation of a Center rule.

8. bullying: This involves striking or pushing another resident, whether on a 1-to-i,
or as a participant of a group assault. However, do not score as fighting any act
which, in your view, is clearly a defensive act, that is, that a resident is fighting in
order to defend or protect him or herself against others who are acting in
genuinely assaultive manner.

9. running away: Any AWOL incident or attempt, whether it is official or not.

10. room confinement: Any incident which leads to the resident being sent to his
bedroom for purposes of “time out.”

11. Q.R. (special confinement): Any confinement (time out) in the secure quiet room,
regardless of length of such confinement.
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APPENDiX F

Dilemmas Used for Dyadic Discussions

Day 1

Al. Bernie is a kid with a lot of problems. He is immature, most other kids think he
looks funny, he bugs others a lot, and, as a result, he is very unpopular. Recently, as a
gift, his mother gave him a new “Walkman,” which Bernie says he wants to give to Frank
in order to make friends with him. Frank, like the other people on the unit, does not like
Bernie.

Your instructions are to put yourself in Frank’s/Bernie’s shoes. Think about this situation
as if you were Frank/Bernie, answer the questions below and carry on a debate with your
partner.

1. Should Bernie give his Walkman away? Why or why not?

2. If he does try to give it away, should Frank take Bernie’s Walkman? Why? or
why not?

3. Should anything be done about the fact that Bernie wants to give away a new
Walkman? Why or why not?

4. How would Bernie’s mother feel if he gave it away? Why?

5. In general should a person always try to be helpful to another? Why or why not?

6. What if Frank were a friend of Bernie. Should that make a difference? Why or
why not?

7. Does Bernie have the right to do what he wants with his property? Is it morally
right for Frankie to accept the Walkman?

8. In general, when dealing with problems - someone who is less able than yourself -

what is the most important thing to consider?
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A2. Joe is a 14-year-old boy who wanted to go to camp very much. His father promised
him he could go if he saved up the money for it himself. So Joe worked hard at his paper
route and saved the $100 it cost to go to camp, and a little bit more besides. But just
before camp was about to start, his father changed his mind. Some of his friends decided
to go on a special fishing trip, and Joe’s father was short of the money it would cost. So
he told Joe to give him the money he saved from the paper route. Joe didn’t want to give
up going to camp, so he thinks of refusing to give his father the money.

Your instructions are to put yourself in the place of the father/Joe. Think about this
situation as if you were the father/Joe, and carry on a debate with your opponent,
answering the following questions.

1. Should Joe refuse to give his father the money? Why or why not?

2. Does the father have the right to tell Joe to give him the money? Why or why
not?

3. The father promised Joe he could go to camp if he earned the money. Is the fact
that the father promised the most important thing in this situation? Why?

4. In general, why should a promise be kept?

5. Is it important to keep a promise to someone you won’t see again? Why?

6. In general, what should be the authority of a father over his son? Why?

7. What do you think is the most important thing a son should be concerned about in
his relationship to his father? Why is that the most important thing?
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Day 2

Bi. One day Bob was passing by the entrance to the gym and heard some noise. When
he checked, he saw two bigger kids beating on Carlos, Bob’s friend. When Bob came up
to them, the other two kids (who were known in the center for being tough), left the area
but not before threatening Bob and Carlos - telling them they had better “keep their
mouths shut.” Carlos is not sure about whether to report this incident to staff because the
other two boys know something about him that could get him into trouble.

Your instructions are to think about this situation from the point of view of Bob/the other
two boys. Carry on a debate with your opponent as if you were Bob/the other boys.

1. Should Bob report the bigger boys? Why or why not?

2. Should Carlos report the bigger boys? Why or why not?

3. In thinking about whether to report the incident to the staff, Bob thinks about the
fact that, although they are bigger, the other two boys are not that well liked on
the unit. Should that be an important consideration for Bob?

4. Is it important that people not be afraid of being physically hurt? Why?

5. What if Bob is not Carlos’ friend; does that make any difference in what should be
done in this situation? Why or why not?

6. What if Bob didn’t even know Carlos; does that make any difference as to what
should be done in this situation? Why or why not?

7. In general, should boys like the two here be punished? Why or why not?

8. What is the most important thing to consider in being a friend? Why is it
important?
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B2. In a country in Europe, a poor man named Valjean could find no work, nor could his
sister and brother. Without money, he stole food and medicine that they needed. He was
captured and sentenced to prison for 6 years. After a couple of years, he escaped from
the prison and went to live in another part of the country under a new name. He saved
money and slowly built up a big factory. He gave his workers the highest wages and
used most of his profits to build a hospital for people who couldn’t afford good medical
care. Twenty years had passed when a tailor recognized the factory owner as being
Valjean, the escaped convict whom the police were looking for back in his home town.

Your instructions are to think of this situation from the point of view of Valjean/the
tailor. Carry on your debate with your opponent, thinking of Valjeanlthe tailor.

1. Should the tailor report Valjean to the police? Why or why not?

2. Does a person have a duty or obligation to report an escaped prisoner? Why or
why not?

3. Suppose Vaijean were a close friend of the tailor? Should he report Vaijean?
Why or why not?

4. If Vaijean were reported and brought back before the judge, should the judge send
him back to jail or let him go free? Why?

5. In general should people who break the law be punished? Why or why not?
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Day 3

Cl. In one of the units in this Center, a sum of money had been stolen from the
Chaplain’s office. Mario knows which resident stole the money, bUt he is reluctant to say
anything to the staff, because he might be called a “rat.” However, the entire unit has
been cut passes and T.R.’s until the person who took the money admits it. The person
who stole the money is very popular. Mario is thinking of confessing to taking the
money himself, claiming that he had already spent it.

Your instructions are to resolve this situation thinking about it from the point of view of
Mario/the resident who stole the money.

1. Should Mario “confess” to taking the money? Why or why not?

2. Should Mario report the resident who stole the money? Why or why not?

3. What should the staff do in this situation? Why?

4. What if the other residents didn’t like the resident who stole the money. Should
that make any difference in terms of what they should do? Why?

5. In general, what authority should a staff member have over a resident? Why?

6. In general, what is important for a resident to consider in dealing with other
residents? Why is this important?
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C2. In Korea, a company of Marines was way outnumbered and was retreating from the
enemy. The company had crossed a bridge over a river, but the enemy were mostly still
on the other side. If someone went back to the bridge and blew it up, with the head start
the rest of the men in the company would have, they could probably then escape. But the
man who stayed back to blow up the bridge would not be able to escape alive. The
captain himself is the man who best knows how to lead the retreat. He asks for
volunteers, but no one will volunteer. If he goes himself, the men will probably not get
back safely, as he is the only one who knows how to lead the retreat.

Your instructions are to take the position of the captain/one of the men. Talk about the
problem with your opponent with the captain/one of the men in mind.

1. Should the captain order a man to go on the mission or should he go himself?
Why or why not?

2. Should the captain send a man (or even use a lottery) when it means sending him
to his death? Why?

3. Should the captain go himself when it means that the men will probably not make
it back safely? Why or why not?

4. Does the captain have a right to order a man if he thinks it is best? Why?

5. What’s so important about human life that makes it important to save or protect?
Why is that important?



128.

APPENDIX 0

Sample Transcript of Dyadic Discussion

Day 1

I: Should Bernie give his Walkinan away? Why or why not?

S: I don’t think he should. Well simple, if everyone on the Unit doesn’t like me then

what’s the use of even trying.

I: Well, yah, you should give it to me, cause if you give it to me then I will make others

like you and then I’ll like you and it will just be wonderful, you know.

S: Yah, but how do I know that everybody will leave me alone?

I: Cause I said they would.

S: I give you some of my property and all you are giving me is your word. How do I

know9

I: I don’t know. You don’t know, you are just going to have to trust me, Bernie.

S: Well you’re one of them doesn’t like me anyways so... (But you want me to like you

and...)

I: If he should try to give it away, should Frank take Bernie’s Walkman? Why or why

not?

Sure. I think I should take the Walkman cause if he’s going to give it to me I think I

should take it right.

S: I disagree with that one. If he’s going to give it away just for friendship it’s bogus,

why, when he can listen to it like everybody else.

I: Your trying to tell me if somebody wanted to give you a Walkman you wouldn’t take

it.

S: For friends no. Personally, without this I would.

I: So your saying okay then. (I guess so) Why? Because I like the person.

5: Say someone offered you a T.A. for two days or so would you take it just to like

them? (No I wouldn’t)

Should anything be done about the fact that Bernie wants to give away his Walkman?

I: Unless there’s something wrong with this kids head he wouldn’t give away his

Walkman. It would make his mom feel all freaked out you know, he must not care about

his family or something you know.
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S: Yah but it’s my life, yah my parents, mother gave it to me but it’s also mine, I can do
whatever I want to do with it.

I: Still you must have a problem, you must feel pretty bad about yourself if some guy
can buy somebody’s friendship. Right. (Yah I guess so.) Then you need help.

S: Well nobody will give me help. (Well maybe you didn’t ask)

I: How would Bernie’s mother feel and why?

I think his mother would feel really bad about Bernie you know. She gives Bernie a
present you know and Bernie gives it away.

S: (Why would you choose to give the Walkman away even though your mothers going
to feel like that?) Who cares? (Why don’t you care) Cause she hasn’t cared in the past.

I: I don’t know,. maybe you should start caring, you know. In my mind she must care to
give you it you know. Be nice you know, maybe you should start caring.

S: She could be doing the same thing that I’m doing with you. Trying to buy me back.

I: At least she’s trying.

S: In general should a person always try to be helpful to others?

Yah, well if somebody’s in trouble or something they can’t really deal with it by
themselves. They need somebody to support them and what they do.

I: Whenever you try to help somebody all it does is cause problems you know. Try to
help somebody and the next time they have problems they ask you again, and like you try
to do something else and they ask you again and then like everybody’s asking you cause
they always see you helping somebody. Then people start taking advantage of you cause
they know your a nice person you know.

S: Well some people don’t take advantage. How do you know if one of these times you
say, “No I don’t want to help you”, and they really do need that help. They can accuse
you of not needing anything and just coming to you for the help because

I: Well then if you don’t ask for nothing, you don’t give nothing, no-one expects
anything.

What if Frank is a friend of Bernie’s should that make any difference why?

Sure it would make a difference man, cause if Frank is his friend then Frank probably
wouldn’t take the Walkman because the whole situation would be different. (In what
way?) Well because Bernie wouldn’t be trying to buy Frank with gifts you know then,
you know like if they were friends he could just use it when he wants to. You don’t buy
your friends, especially when he’s already your friend you know. Especially if you knew
he got it from his mother man.

S: I think I wouldn’t do it. None of my friends ever do that for me. I got whatever it was
from my mom. They’d ask to borrow it for a couple of hours or something and I’d give it
to them.
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I: Does Bernie have the right to do what he wants with his property? Is it morally right
for a friend to accept the Walkman?

The first one is yes (Why?) Cause well it’s his.

S: I can do whatever I want, like see these are my jeans. I could give them to Tex, which
I never will do but... (Well why don’t you give them to Tex?) Why? it’s nobody else’s
business.

I: Well it’s still wrong, I mean like sure he has the right like legally he has the right but
not like in his head man, cause you know it’s a gift from his mom, man. He’s not giving
it for any reason, he just wants to buy a friend man. He’s not going to feel good about
that anyway. He’s just going to feel bad cause you know he knows he just bought
somebody, you know. You might feel good for a little bit, but as soon as he thinks, he’s
going to feel bad you know. So it’s not really right, legally it is. In his mind, it isn’t, man.

S: But I don’t care.

I: It’s still wrong; it doesn’t matter. Just because the law says something’s right doesn’t
make it right, man.

S: Yep, I agree. Cause if I want to give him something then if I want him to have it then
he should like say, okay well whatever. Just like for Christmas I gave a present.

I: Yah but morally it’s not right because Frank knows that this kid is just trying to buy
his friendship, you know, and if he accepts the Walkman he’s still not going to be this
kid’s friend. He might be nice to him for a week, but he’s still not going to be this kid’s
friend, you know. And so this Frank kid shouldn’t take the Walkman if he’s not going to
be nice to this kid. You know it’s just not right to let somebody buy you. I guess he
doesn’t have much respect for himself if somebody can just buy him for a Walkman.

In general in dealing with a person who has problems, someone who is less able than
yourself. What is the most important thing to consider?

Well the most important thing is his feelings, pretty well, what’s better for him. If your
going to help somebody who has like low self esteem what’s going to help him you
know. Maybe it’s not the nicest thing cause if you rejected his Walkman that maybe
make him feel just as bad cause you know he’d feel like rejected about another thing.

5: Well I don’t know. I think maybe he’d feel a little better about himself. (If they didn’t
take it) Yah. Cause like he’s trying to buy Frank’s friendship right, and Frank said, “No I
don’t want to”, then that reassured that, that tells Bernie that he doesn’t want the
Walkman cause he ain’t going to be nicer. He’s being nice to him.

I: Yah, but he also might feel that, you know, the kids not taking the Walkman, cause he
really hates this kid and he doesn’t even want to try to be nice to him. I think the most
important thing to consider is, like not his feelings but what’s going to help him.

I: Should Joe refuse to give his father the money. Why or why not?
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S: Hey Dad, I’m not going to give you my money. It’s my money. You told me if I
worked all summer on my paper route I can go to camp and then when it comes time to
go and you say give me your money man. It’s my money I made it. What, do you say I
got to give it to you for?

I: Cause I changed my mind and I’m your father and.I am older than you and you have to
obey me.

S: It doesn’t matter man. IVs my money. You can’t take my money. (So) So what.

I: So, I changed my mini

S: Okay, so I’m not going to camp, I’m still not giving you my money.

I: Well I’ve got to go fishing so give me your money.

S: I don’t have to man. It’s my money okay. Did I make that money? Did I make that
money? (Yah) Then why shouldn’t I spend it man.

I: Cause I’m telling you can’t.

S: Then why did you like to me man, you said I could go to camp.

I: I changed my mmd.

S: What do you mean change your mind. It’s a lie, just a lie.

I: Well I changed my mind. You can’t go.

S: What do you mean I can’t go. (You can’t go) You gonna stop me. (Yah) What do
you think you are man (Your Dad) Should I give you my money do you think? (Yes)
No, I don’t think I should. It’s my money, I made my money. (So) So you don’t give me
your money that you make.

I: I give you an allowance (No you don’t)

5: It’s my money, I made it, I don’t have to give you my money.

I: You have to pay me rent, your going to have to pay me rent pretty soon, your almost
getting of age. I pay for the rent of the house so you have a roof over your head, I pay for
food, I pay for your clothes, your school.

S: I know man, your my dad. Your supposed to, that’s your job.

I: That’s not my job, I can say flick you.

5: Then kick me out....

Does the father have the right to tell Joe to give him the money?

You don’t have the right to tell me that man. What makes you think you have the right
to. Cause you told me one thing man and then you changed your mind. You don’t have
the right to do that.
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I: Yes I do, I’m your father, I can do whatever.

S: I also respect my elders man, but this is getting pretty sick you know. You don’t have
that right man, it’s my money like you can’t just tell me to do that you know.

I: I want to go fishing. (I want to go to Camp) Well you can’t go to camp. (Why not)
Because I said your not going to go. (Well I want to go) Your not going to.

S: You don’t have that right to tell me to give you the money. You don’t have that right.
(I do) Who says you do man. (I’m your father) I’m your son. (So I’m older than you) So
I’m younger than you.

I: I’m the one that gave you life.

The father promised Joe he could go to camp if he earned the money, is the fact that the
father promised the most important thing in this situation?

No. Cause it’s my choice I can do whatever I want.

S: It is important man. Your trying to tell me that your word is nothing. You have no
honor or what? (Sometimes) What do you mean “sometimes” man? You don’t have no
honor if you do that. Who the fuck do you think you are? It’s my money and I’m and you
promised me man, that’s the thing man, you promised me. I work and save the money
man and then I think oh my dad promised me and I can go to camp you know and then it
comes time, oh I changed my mind. You didn’t change your mind, you lied, you went
back on your word.

I: I changed my mind cause I don’t want you to go. I want to go fishing.

S: It doesn’t matter, you still changed your mind. You lied man, that’s the most
important thing. You can’t lie. (Well I just did) You can’t lie to your son.

In general why should a promise be kept?

S: A promise should be kept because that’s the most important thing you have man. You
know you can take away anything man, but if you promise something you have to do it,
that’s the most important thing to a person.

I: Okay, so I promise these shoes cause I think I’m getting out tomorrow. I don’t get out,
I don’t give you the shoes cause I don’t get out tomorrow.

S: If you promised that, then you have to do that.

I: If something changes the promise is then fucked.

S: It’s still a promise. It doesn’t matter. So somebody promised me. You still promised
me that though. Look man you can take away anything man but you still have a promise.
What else can you do man. It doesn’t matter when you promised something like that
man, you got to do it.

I: No, not necessarily. (Well I say you do)

Is it important to keep a promise to someone who you won’t see again?
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I: No. Cause if your not going to see the person again then why the flick make a
promise.

S: Well it doesn’t matter man, it’s still your word man. What else do you have, they can
take away your car, they can take away your boat whatever man but they can’t take away
what you promise you know. Your word is the only thing you have that they can’t take
away. A promise is the most important thing there is.

I: Say I promise you my boat okay when you come back. You never come back. Fuck
you. Your beat.

S: I promised you that so I still got to do that.

I: So you can still break it. You promise me that your not going to do crime, if you get
out tomorrow - which is bulishit but and I come back in and you’re in here again. I said,
hey you promised me that you wouldn’t you do crime and you said oh I flicked up, sorry.

5: Then your promise isn’t worth anything. If that’s what you say and then you lie about
it. You still broke your promise man and that’s something you can’t do. Next time you
promise somebody something their going to know, oh yah sure. If somebody promises
you something, you expect them to do it right. But how can you expect somebody to do
what they say if you don’t do what you say.

I: But how are they going to know that you fucked them around.

S: They won’t know but you will. You will (So) Your not a good person man cause you
lied.

I: So it’s my choice if I want to do it.

In general what should be the authority of a father over his son?

S: I think a father should have authority over him to a point. But if a father tells you
something he can’t lie about it and go back on his word.

I: Well if something comes up then it’s a different story.

S: What makes it better for you to go fishing than me go to camp. Because I’m getting
educated and your just going with some punk-assed punks. You still don’t have the
authority to tell me what to do man you know. I made the money, I can spend it, I
shouldn’t have to give it to you.

I: Your only 14. (Am I) Yes.

S: It doesn’t matter man, I can spend money man. $100 isn’t much. If I knew I would
have spent it as soon as I got it if I wasn’t going to camp.

I: Your not going to camp. (Well it’s my money) No man you can’t go to camp man.
(Yah I can) No you can’t.

S: You promised me that man.

I: So I broke my promise.
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S: It’s wrong you know. You don’t have that authority, you can’t tell me. (I’m your
father)

What do you think is the most important thing a son should be concerned about in his
relationship with his father? Why is that the most important thing?

I: Cause well, a son should obey his father. Like if something came up then he could do
it another time. He could do it next year.

S: His living man, his loving each other you know like. Kind of what they say about
each other you know. The most important thing man is understanding each other. Even
if you disagree man an understanding of each other you know. (Who cares) What do
you mean who cares?

I: I think you should obey me seeing that I’m your father and I am the one who brought
you into this world. I could take you out.

S: I’m not going to do totally stupid things just cause you tell me you know. What’s this
shit man, you can’t tell me what to do. IVs understanding each other that’s what the most
important thing is.

I: I can tell you to do a chore right now, and you have to go do it cause I’m your father
and you should obey your father.

S: I should but I still don’t think that’s the most important thing.
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Day 2

I: Should Bob report the bigger boys?

No. I don’t think so cause if he rides somebody bigger than himself then it’s his turn to
get pounded on.

S: Yah, but people shouldn’t be allowed to do that.

I: But still that is a fact of life. (They shouldn’t be able to do that.) They shouldn’t be
able to do what? I think people should be able to beat up on whoever they want cause
that’s just the way life goes. You know what I mean. (Yah) It don’t matter. (What don’t
matter?)

S: Yah it matters, it fucking hurts.

I: Yah it does but still you get into a fight, your in pain for a couple of days and then you
(Too much noise from P.A. announcements) Carlos report the boys

S: Yah, I think both of them, they should both be reported, they shouldn’t be allowed to
do that you know, it’s taking advantage of somebody that’s smaller and using them.

I: Fuck that. I don’t think he should report it cause if he does report it he’s just going to
get it worse next time.

S: Well not if they, maybe teach those kids to fucking stop doing that.

I: I don’t know but I don’t think

S: I think your wrong.

I: I know I’m right. I’m right sorry.

In thinking about whether to report the incident to the Staff Bob thinks about the fact that
although the two boys are not that well like on the Unit, should that be an important
consideration for Bob?

I: I don’t think so. Cause well, the kids are bigger flick. I don’t think Bob should put
through a report

S: Well it doesn’t matter I just asked you if you should consider that other people don’t
like him on the Unit?

I: So you know, It’s not his problem. Take into consideration man, no-one else likes
him. Who cares man, their sort of geeks. It’s the other people’s problem, it’s not his
problem.

5: Yah but other people don’t go saying we want him off the Unit cause we donft like
him. It’s not other people’s problem.
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I: But no-one likes him so if they fucking tell the Staff on this guy (then Carlos) it won’t
make any difference man. cause everybody fucking doesn’t like him. No-one cares you
know. If somebody ever likes him then everybody’s going to be mad at you, but no-one
likes him anyways and everybody’s not going to fucking care or anything.

S: Yah but the people that do like him, their going to be after that person that ratted them
off. (Right) There’s a lot more people on their side than people who don’t like them.

I: I still disagree.

S: Why is it important that people not be afraid of being physically hurt?

I think it is important, well it is impossible not to be afraid to some extent. You have to
be able to feel safe and if you can’t feel physically safe I’m sure you can’t feel morally
safe, and then you turn into a mental case and be paranoid with everybody.

I: But you have to, you gotta, there’s times, there’s things in life that you just can’t, you
won’t trust or there’s things in life that you really want to do and you don’t do it.

S: Well how should I put this, well basically everyday someone get’s into a fight like if
somebody gets into a fight, like if you walk down the street and this guy doesn’t like you,
he’s gonna pound the shit out of you cause he don’t like you. You can’t be safe all the
time. (Well why not?) Cause well Jesus Christ cause it’s just a fact that you can’t be safe
all the time and you always have to be expecting something.

I: Is it important though? You said it’s not important that people feel safe or physically
safe, but why isn’t it important? Why isn’t it important? (Cause) Cause why? (I’d trying
to think) I said it’s important because if you can’t feel safe physically you can’t feel safe
emotionally and then your scared of everything and paranoid if that’s the case. You can’t
trust anybody if you think their going to punch you out.

S: That’s when you start working on your own, like that’s why you work by yourself like
be selfish and do everything by yourself for your own.

I: You can’t do everything by yourself man, you need people to help you. (Not all the
time) All the time yah.

S: No. I don’t think so, cause there’s some things that you have to do on your own and
some things that

If Bob is not Carlos’s friend, does that make any difference as to what should be done in
this situation?

I: Yah, I think it does. Because if Bob wasn’t Carlos’s friend then Bob would keep his
nose out of it and not say nothing at all. He shouldn’t say anything you know if Bob
wasn’t his friend. If Carlos isn’t a friend you don’t get involved with him. You don’t get
involved with things that you don’t have anything to do with.

S: But there’s some things you want to get your nose into just for the sake of feeling
important.

I: Where do you get these ideas. What it says is would it make a difference if Bob
wasn’t Carlo&s friend. If Bob was Carlos’s friend yah, but if he’s not your friend man
then get out of it. Don’t get involved. I would think so.
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S: Yah but if you see someone getting the shit kicked out of them on the Street like an
old lady or something like that you’d go and help her wouldn’t you. I would. (It’s none of
your business) So. You just don’t go seeing this and just look at them and go well okay
and walk away. You just can’t do that.

I: I’d do that. What if you jumped in man and maybe got beat up you know.

S: So that’s why you have a friend or just stay out of it. Well is this cause you gotta help
somebody, you gotta help.

I: It’s easier to stay out man. Stay out of it and there’s no problem eh. I don’t why your
risking your neck for some person you don’t even know. They’ve got friends. It’s not
worth it man cause why are you risking your neck for somebody you don’t even know.

S: Cause then you could probably become friends with them and then so forth.

I: Who wants to become friends with somebody who’s getting beat up.

5: A lot of people. Everybody gets beat up. Everybody. But there’s some things that
people help like, I don’t mean like jump in and start kicking the piss out of the other guy
that’s beating this one guy up, I mean like breaking the fight up.

I: How do you plan doing that?

S: Well you might as well break it up before the cops get there anyway cause then there’s
going to be charges laid.

I: Why don’t you just leave. You don’t even know these people. Let them have charges
laid, who cares.

What if Bob didn’t even know Carlos does that make a difference as to what should be
done in the situation?

5: That was the last one we did. We lumped the two together.

I: Yah I know but what happens if you just know him but he’s not your friend?

I: Then you’d help him out.

5: What has he done for you man? He’s just some guy you know. He hasn’t done
nothing for you, why should you do anything for him man.

I: Cause then you could return the favor some time.

5: Yah but then you’d get the shit kicked out of you. He could be bigger man. So you
could just break it up like say hey, you don’t have to kick the piss out of him, you don’t
have to do that, just break it up and tell him hey hold on like.

I: Then they’d grab you and beat you up.

5: Well I just totally disagree with you on that one.

In general should the two boys be punished? Why or why not?
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S: No. (Why not?) Cause they probably have a reason. Cause they did what they did
and they wanted to so it’s their choice.

I: Oh, so flick I want to go kill, so I shouldn’t get punished for that. You gotta have some
fucking law and order.

S: So. Like who cares.

I: Everybody cares or the whole fucking world would be chaos. People do it cause they
want to sure, but do it man but you can expect to get punished for what you do. You
can’t just have people walking around killing each other.

S: No, I disagree with that. I don’t.think there should be a law system or whatever. I feel
they should be able to do what they fucking want to do.

I: Face reality. Your crazy. (I’m supposed to disagree with you) Well not that much. If
they don’t get punished man their just going to think well I can get away with it, I got
away with this and next time they’ll do something else you know. Every time they will
just get away with it. Everything’s just going to get out of hand man. Stop they now, it
will be worse later. So you think they should be just let off. (Yah) Why?

S: Because, well because they, they only beat the fuck out of them cause they had a
reason.

I: There are other ways you can deal with it. (No) Yes (No)

S: Well I just don’t think so.

I: They have to be punished though.

S: No they don’t, they can just wait until a week or so down the road until they do
something more serious like maybe kill somebody.

I: Oh, that’s a good argument. Why if they don’t kill nobody

S: Cause it’s a minor crime, it’s minor, it’s nothing important.

What is the most important thing to consider in being a friend?

I: The most important thing for being a friend is to stand up for each other man.

S: No, but if they don’t do anything for you then (their not your friend man) You can
hang out with them and whatever but they still don’t have to (their not friends then)

I: What is the most important thing with friends.

S: To be there for you like when you get in shit.

I: What do you mean when you get in shit?

S: Like standing up for you, like say Carlos was getting the piss kicked out of him by
these two older guys right. A friend would come up to the guys and say hey leave him
alone or stuff like that.
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I: Why don’t they jump in there and fight with him man? Back each other up man.
Only two people there is, is friends for each other.

Should the Tailor report Vaijean to the police?

S: I don’t think so. (Why not?) Cause like if he’s got his own business and all this then I
don’t think he should report him because he’s making money, he’s got a good job he’s not
causing any trouble.

I: Well he’s still a criminal man. He’s still wanted by the law. (So) So.

S: Well if he got like, if he’s making good wages or whatever then why should he be
turned in.

I: Because he committed a crime man. You gotta pay for what you do.

S: If you escape then I think and ten or twenty years later you get busted, you have your
own home and country and all this shit, you wouldn’t want to get like busted for

I: Well probably not, but even if I didn’t want to, it’s my fault for doing it, nobody else’s
man.

5: So then I don’t think he should turn him in. (Well why not?) Because he’s making his
own way, he’s not doing any more crime.

I: You don’t think people should pay for what they do.

S No, well to a certain extent yah.

I: Well he was a criminal man. He hasn’t done what they gave him for time man.

S: Well if you get out or you escape it’s like oh wow. If your not getting into shit and all
this then I think it’s okay.

I: But don’t you think you should have to pay for what you did?

S: But he already did a couple of years.

I: But he got six years man. The government says if you gotta do six years cause you
stole and he only did two years man so he owes the government four years to make up for
what he did.

S: But this is twenty years later.

I: It doesn’t matter. Look at war criminals man, that was forty years ago, fifty years ago.
They still go to jail man because their criminals. If that happens man, everybody’s going
to escape and just fucking get away, and that way.... (P.A. making too much noise.

S: Our security has nothing to do with it man.

I: People do finish their time you know. You gotta take responsibility for what you do. I
do something, I don’t care, you know if they catch me then they catch me you know.
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Does a person have a duty or an obligation to report an escaped convict?

I: Yah they do man, cause their a convict man. People want unity you know. Maybe
this Vaijean guy isn’t doing something bad man but maybe somebody else who escaped
and has been out for twenty years is man.

S: Yah, but that’s two different people.

I: That doesn’t matter man. It’s the same thing man. Their escaped convicts. Escaped
convicts, you gotta turn them in man cause you never know.

S: Well if he managed to stay out for twenty years, have his own company or factory,
making his own money, then he’s obviously doing something right.

I: You can’t judge one person and then another man. You have to look at everybody the
same. Cause even judging probably wouldn’t make no difference cause he’s a fucking
bum he committed a crime. It’s the same thing man, both of them do the same time.

S: Not necessarily cause there’s rich people that have the money to buy things off.

I: Everybody’s the same man. It’s your duty man to uphold the law to keep everything
running smooth in your country. You can’t have people getting away with crime or
everybody would be doing crime and getting away with crime man. Keep it orderly.

S: But it’s also the tailor’s decision.

I: It’s his decision, but should he report the person morally. (No)

Suppose Vaijean were a close friend of the tailor’s. Should he report Vaijean?

S: No, cause he’s a friend. A friend would help him, not get away from the cops but he
wouldn’t rat him off. I’d say like I know where your from and all this stuff. I don’t think
he should tell the cops where he is.

I: That’s what you said before. What’s the difference if he’s your friend or if he’s not
your friend.

5: Well cause if he’s your friend you just don’t go around telling the cops where your
friends are and all this.

I: But he’s still a criminal man. (So)

5: If he’s a friend he would help him, he would say like help him out, like tell him that
the cops are looking for him and well give him a place to stay or whatever.

I: The cops aren’t looking for him or anything man. It’s just this guy knows who he is.

If Vaijean were reported should the Judge send him back to jail or let him go free?

5: I think he should let him go free man. He’s a good person now you know, he made a
mistake and he has turned it around.

I: He’s got four years to do left, so why doesn’t he just do it.
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S: Because he’s turned his life around man. That’s what jail is supposed to do,
rehabilitate you and stuff, and it looks like he did a pretty good job on himself.

I: But he’s also got time left.

S: Well make him do time, make him pay money or restitution or something like that but
you can’t take away his life after he’s done so much with it. Helped everybody you know,
there’s more to it than that.

I: He’s still a criminal. He did crime, he’s got to pay for it.

S: Look how much he’s accomplished man. His own factory and built a hospital for poor
people. You got to take into consideration what’s being done with his life, how much he’s
turned it around.

I: But if other criminals take off, they have their own house, they might not own the
company where they work but they’ll still get the time.

S: Twenty years later, I doubt it. Twenty years later man, your not going to send
somebody back to jail man.

In general should people who break the law be punished?

I: Yes, cause it teaches them a lesson.

S: If they don’t get caught they shouldn’t be punished man. Let him get away with it you
know. It’s not his fault if society is being so stupid and don’t get him.

I: But if he does get caught then he should be punished because then it will teach him not
to do it again. Or else not to be caught.

S: Everybody, well not everybody, but the majority of people do crime and they have to
be taught a lesson, like cause if you do something wrong at home you get grounded or
whatever. Same thing.

I: Your saying that everybody that commits a crime should have to go to jail. (Yah) So
all those thousand of people that break crime every day throw in jail. (Yah) The guy
who rips off $5 from petty cash to buy coffee should go to jail? (Yah, it’s a theft) Only if
you get caught should you go to jail. Do you know how full the jails would be if
everybody who got caught was thrown in jail? Any idea what would happen to all those
people man if everybody who committed a crime went to jail?

S: That’s why you make a big jail.
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Day 3

Should Mario confess to taking the money? Why or why not?

I: Now he didn’t do it actually. Based on morals.

S: Well then why should he say he robbed him.

I: He doesn’t have to say he robbed him he just has to say no

S: Yah but nobody gets T.R.’s

I: Correct. Who cares.

5: A lot of people care. People who get T.R.’s.

I: Well he doesn’t get any so he doesn’t care and he shouldn’t. I think he’s best say he
didn’t take it.

5: He shouldn’t confess. (no)

I: No-one said he’s supposed to man. Why confess to something you didn’t do?

S: Just to get it out of the way.

I: What do you mean get it out of the way.

5: So that people will quit harassing other people to start telling somebody where it is.

I: Do you know what’s going to happen, then he’ll get all his T.A.’s and shit cut.

S: So, if he wants to he will.

I: Why doesn’t the person who took it confess?

5: Cause he doesn’t want to get busted. (What do you mean get busted?) He doesn’t
want his T.A.’s to be cut.

I: Why doesn’t he tell the guy that took it to give the money back?

5: They wouldn’t cause then they’d be a rat or something like that.

I: No they won’t. Tell the person to give the money back. You know what I mean.

I: Yah but still....

Should Mario report whoever stole the money?

S: No, cause if he does then he’ll be labelled a rat.

I: Well yah, he could tell them cause everybody’s losing T.A.’s and I don’t really agree
with you on that. I think he should tell him to give the money back and if he doesn’t and
they lose their T.A.’s then he should be punished cause he stole the money man.



143.

What should the Staff do in this situation?

S: They should leave it up to the kids to settle.

I: Yah, but what should the Staff do about the money though like not everybody’s T.A.
like. Do you think they should cut everybody’s...

S: Yah, or else take it out of their account.

I: But they don’t know which one it is.

S: So, take it out of everybody’s. Same amount out of everybody’s until it’s all paid for.

I: Well Mario said he would take the blame and pay for it.

S: Is that what he said? I think everybody should pay. Well it has to be paid back,
everything has to be paid back.

I: I stole a lot of stuff and I never paid nothing back.

S: That’s true but your doing time to pay for it.

I: What percent though? I’m not sure.

What if the other kids didn’t like the guy who stole? Should that make any difference
what they should do?

S: Well yah. Cause if they don’t like somebody then they’ll obviously set him up so they
won’t get in shit.

I: I know but should it make a difference if they tell or not? (no) Should they tell on him
or what?

S: Yes and no. In some cases like they should. (In this case) Well yah (They don’t like
him man) So yah they should rat him off.

I: But should they? (Yah) They should. (Yah) Why?

S: Cause well nobody likes him. Nobody will care if he gets in shit or not.

I: I know but isn’t it like being a rat on somebody you like the same as being a rat on
somebody you don’t like. (No) Being a rat on somebody you don’t like is the same as
being a rat on somebody you do like.

S: No. (Why not?) Because somebody you don’t like you can set them up and they’ll get
the shit.

I: It’s the same thing man to rat people off. Well you shouldn’t tell on anybody you don’t
like man because it’s the same thing man, it makes you look as bad man. You could
make them give it back man, you could make them give back the money.

Well you shouldn’t rat on somebody no matter what.

S: It’s my opinion.
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In general what authority should a Staff member have over a resident and why?

I: The Staff has ultimate control over a resident, man. I don’t know why. It’s because
you broke the law, man, and you’re in a controlled environment, you know. That’s the
way it is.

S: Yah, but they have to help you in some ways too.

I: You have to make your decisions about what you do after. But when your in here they
do, man. They have to, man. It doesn’t matter what you say, you know? You don’t have
much say about anything.

S: You have to live your life in here as well.

In general is it important for...

S: It’s important to think about with that person what the consequences are both in what
you see and what you do.

I: What if the person in here deserves it?

S: Deserves what? Well it doesn’t say that in the situation in general. Yah but he gets in
shit for something. He deserves to get in shit. He deserves to get in shit if he did it that’s
all. He deserves to get in shit if he did it.

I: Well say it again. Keep talking.

S: If you get in shit then you got to pay the price. I don’t know.

Should the Captain order somebody else to go or should he go himself?

I: He should go himself. (Why?) Yah but he should go himself cause he can always tell
somebody where to go, how to retreat but he can’t send somebody to their death because
it’s the same thing as a death order. He should do it himself if he wants to save the
others.

S: Well then who’s going to be in charge of the troops then?

I: Well the next higher ranking officer. Just delegate him to be in charge.

S: But still he’s the only one who knows and then he can’t describe how it’s supposed to
be cause he knows.

I: Yah, but he could just tell the guy what to do.

S: He can’t describe it as well.

I: Well it’s a risk you have to take, man. Either one man or all men and you know you
can’t send somebody to death so he’s going to have to do it himself if he wants it done.

Should the Captain send a man, or he can use a lottery when it means sending him to his
death and why?
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I: The Captain should use a lottery. I don’t know if the Captain should use a lottery to
send someone on the mission or should he go himself. No, I’m right you can’t send a
man. If you use a lottery it means sending him to his death. I don’t think he should send
a man to his death, man. Like it’s not right.

S: Well if nobody would volunteer then he has to order somebody.

I: Why doesn’t he go himself man. (He’s the Captain) It doesn’t matter man he can’t be
God man.

S: He’s the higher rank, he would be able to pick somebody.

I: Do you think they’d actually send somebody to his death man. They’d actually do it.

S: Yes. If you were ordered to, you would. I think yes he would.

Should the Captain go himself knowing that he’s the men get back safely?

S: I think he should have other guys do it for him so that he can make sure that their
going to get back safely.

I: No. I think the Captain should go himself cause no-one else is going to go unless he
orders them and it’s his obligation as an officer.

5: The Captain is needed.

I: You can’t order somebody to death man. You can’t. (In the army you can) You can’t.
It’s a suicide mission. He should do it himself. (The Jap’s did it.) The Jap’s were fucking
nuts. You can’t send somebody to their death. (He has to do it, it’s his rank...) But don’t
you think it’s morally wrong to order somebody to death. Wouldn’t you feel guilt.

S: No. In the army, yah, you would. You’d feel guilt man but you still have to do it. (It’s
wrong)

Does the Captain have the right to order a man to his death if he think’s it is best?

5: He does cause he’s the higher rank and he can basically tell them what to do and...

I: I know about that man, but death is different man, you can’t kill somebody.

5: The Captain figures right that he should seeing that (seeing what?) seeing that he’s the
higher rank and that.

What’s so important about a human life that make’s it important to save
Why is that?

I: Life man. There’s nothing else other than life man. There’s nothing else important.

S: if you can.

I: You say you can, like maybe you can but I mean

S: Still it’s like, you have to do as ordered.
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I: I wouldn’t would you. (Yah) If you were told to go back and kill yourself you would.
S: If it was an order yah, but if he just said would you go back and kill yourself Iwouldn’t, but if it was an order.

I: That doesn’t make it right man. It’s human life and what else is there but human life.You got nothing else. There’s nothing else. Once your dead, your dead. It’s the mostprecious thing you got man. You could have all the money and everything you want manbut if you don’t have life then your just fucking dead eh. Then you don’t have nothingman so how can you take it away and tell them to give it up.

S: Well it’s not just for me it’s for the rest of the guys too.

I: Well why doesn’t somebody else go and do it.

S: Because you were ordered.

I: And why doesn’t he go then.

S: Because he’s needed to lead the troops.


