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. - The impact of higher education on the cognitive and
social development of students was studied in three experiments. A
longitudinal comparison of -moral reasoning development in the four
ye'ars after high school among those who did and did not attend
college was undertaken. Instruments used were the Reflective Judgment
Questionnaire, the Concept Mastery Test, the Defaning Issues Test,
and the Sentence Completion Test of egodevelopment. Over the first
two years after high school, scores of both groups increased by about
the sanme amount. In the second two .years, the increase for the
college attenders was greater than that for the ponattenders.
Additionally, & cross-sectional comparison between undergraduates ih
liberal arts majors and-undergraduates in engineering majors was
" conducted. On both a measure of verbal reasoning and a measure of
complex reasoning about issues that have no simple right or wrong-
ansver, seniors in both majors scgred higher than freshmen.' The
senior-freshmen difference suggested a similar amount of goowth in
. both kinds of ‘majors. The third study assessed the impact of graduate
"education on cognitive and cognitive-social developmental méasures.
Advanced graduate students, first-year graduxte studeats, and.collzge
graduates who had not entered graduatée school were compared using
five instruments measuring reflective judglent, moral reasoning
. development, ego development, verbal reasoning, and socioecononmic
status. :Age and selection appeared to explain differences on th
medsures between bedginning and advanced students and between students
and nonstudents. Theories and research relating to moral development,
ego development and reflective judgment style are reviewed. Although
methodological flaws in the research are acknowledged, among the
conclusions are that people in ¢ollege grow in moral readsoning (and
at 'a faster rate than non-college attenders), and that college
seniors do not differ significantly from freshmen in ego development.
A bibliography is appended.. (Author/sW) .
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. . S : i A
ﬁhis'preject focused ol .the impact of higher education or the oo
.%ognitive-and social development of students. Study 1 was a longitudinal
. ‘ 3 ‘. ’ ‘¢ f ‘ . ) . <
v comparison of moral reasoning development in the four years after high
. . '

schoo}—ambng those ®ho did znd.did‘nyt'go on to°college “Over

s
[

@ , v * ’ . >

77" the fitst two years after-high school, scotes of both groups increased -
. - . . > n Lt .. . “a

by about the same amount. In the sefond two\years, the increase for '

. . ~f ? .
* 4

the coIlege attenders was greater than that for the nonattenders.
\ b . . . - . 3
. . . : ) , L.
Studx,Z contained a cross-sectional comparison between under¥raduates - “
. * - - ot ) ~ !+
3 * .. = i . . a . ~
in-liberal arts majors and undergraduates in engineeringsmajors. ? -

’. .
-

’ ‘ - . » .
On ‘both a measure‘pf verbal reasoning and a measure of complex reasoning '
{ - L ’ .
. . about,isstes whlch have no sinple rlght or wrong ansner, seniors in both
majors scored higher than freshman.’ The'senisr—freshman difference -
. suggested a similar‘emount of growth in both kinds of majors. bn'
¢ A ’ -l * - . ' >
measures of moral reasoning, personality development and two measures " » - {
t of cognitive development in- Study 3 beginnlng and advancﬁﬁ graduate - e
. % ‘o . ’ ..

students dlffered by no more than two adult control groups. Results p

. VN

-

in Study 3 suggested that the observed differences betveen beginningland \_:

. - .
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) advanced graduate students were attributable to age and selection., ¢ .
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- not 'sp much learning itself as the spirit of lea{ning. It “consists |,
Y . . - : \ - . .
- in the power to distinguish good reasoning from bad, in the powgp(to

. ) o , o - - $

digest and interpret evidence, dn.a habit ‘of catholic observaE;on and . -

-

1
+ r Vd ':& 2 :‘
. i . , 1
_— . . - . |
. ;- ' ' : Final Report: Higher Education and ,
' . Cognitive-social Development Project ~ . ° L |
t N . L . e
What we should seek to impart in eur collggeﬁf thereforé, is ' ' v %
. ‘ A ]
|
!

1 ~
a preference for'a nonpartisap point of view, in an addiction to . ;

( R s PR

|
i
clear and logical processes of thought and yet an instinctive desirs— " !
!

. .
. - ’

to interpret rather than stick to the letter of reasoning. N

*
»

< (Woodrow’Wilépn, 1909) . . L . o

There are at least two kinds of intellectual questions.. The first we

shall call intellectual puzzles. These are questions for which evid®nce and /
. <+

. tue .rules of logic dictate a single, verifiable correct answer. An example
— . ’ 4" . .
. . is "J625 = 2" These are the kinds of questions with'which most standardized

S . . L v
tests deal. . . ’ ) ’ s
N . . 4 ’ N
But there is a second kind of intellectual question, which we shall call ° -

A -

) intellectual Qrdhlgmgg These are questions which do-not have a single;_ ! *

.

. y .
verifiable correct answer, because the evidence on the issue is incomplete

.- . ®
or +because it is contradictory. An example.is "Whaf proportion dbf America's
£y - ° N . ‘) ’ .. -
Voo : ’ . ‘
‘ energy needs tan be met~b§ solar energy in the-1980s?" Thera is evidence
i : . - C, X )
l' which can be brought té bear ‘on this issue, estimates of how much energy .

. -~
v -

American will need,cégtimaées°of how much of that need can be met by fessil
n A * . .

. fuel spurces,, and estimates of how' much energy mjght, be produced by solar .

. » . . R

. technology.- But ‘the estimates made by different experte .are inconsistent, -

- . : . Lo . toy

» : . R . : . . )
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partly because the evidence which can be used ir making those estimates is not
+ . . -

- § .
- -

. [N ! P T s i .
sufficiently complete to dictate a& single, 1dg1ca11y verifiable, correct estimate.

Righer education courses deal both with intellectual p}oblems and,

intellectual bu;zies. For instance, elementary calculus c0ur§es, physics.

-, .
. [

. L -
courses,) and chemistry courses train students to solve equations or balance
. A ’ .

\ . . - A
. - . [N . . [N
equations in a manner which wi}l ‘yield the cofrect-amswer. Courses.id <

- . . .
‘

psychology, history, phiiosophy, and 1itefathre‘(to pame juét a few) fércé
v . hd ' - N ’ t *

ERIC

Aruntext provided oy eric [

-~

the inﬁiv¥gual'to confront intelléctual.problemstof h;stériéal interpretation, -

. ’ ’ -

personél identi'ty, social planning) and’ moral¥values which héve/no singleé,
! . : - 4 ' e . '

v' ‘correet answer. We shall use the term réflective judgment to refer to an

- ‘ N ’

S

individual's own answer to an intellectual problems, betause $uch ansyers . :
. . . :

-

are made after reflgction.on the av;ilable evidence, ﬁﬁt tﬁéy are judgments f ’
- . | N : 0 . T ‘ . LA
which go geyond thﬁt evidence.! We shall dsg the term reflective ‘judgment R *
style'to mean théAWay in which a pérsqn"rea;ons ;bbut compigx,ptoblemé;having ,x’
. ) i . T .
~ NO single correct .answer. - , T ‘, '. ; ot ) '.: L

' . .S

The research in this project focused on'the relatioqéhip bekwéenﬂhigher .
* ° - ™ &

.

 edwdation and the way an individual reasons' about intellectual”problems, 1In '

- ~ e . ° ~

'addition,;it focused on ‘the relat%bnship between higher education and’ three

'R

s

.
. .

. . . Y . . N

‘other cognitive vaqia%les which the 1%teratuq§ suggests should <be:related .

N N . . \’.. “‘ . ‘
to the development of reflective jidgment style. Those three vardiables '
s . . . . . .

. are verbal reasoning (the ability to solve verbal intellectual puzzles as
tqpﬁed byncoﬁ?éntiénhl stanéardized tests), mdral development, and ego

a

develapment, L TN .
AR , ) .

-. Three of the variables in t?is project, ego development, moral development,.

L e ‘ . . %
- ) .. ‘N coL .
. s ’ ) .
,and ‘reflective’ judgment, are whatawe shall “call cognitive-gocial variables. By A
; 5 " 7 L e cras
: - . R . . . \ N v
. ) L 7 . . s . ,
. . -
v N \‘ . v L o .g - . B -
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. b . ¢ * - .
) coggﬁtive—soéial, we mean that the variables involve the individual’s znderﬁ
v . * . - B

standing ¢f the people in his/her social environment and his/her own
> . ' ' i (Q' “~» *
felationship to those people. As will become clearer when we explain the

.,

' theories on which our work is based egu development, moral devé&lopment, and
Nor . . .

Peflective judgment atre cognitive-social variables by this definition. As

, -

“*Iag}e 2 shows,fthe-individual's perception of interpersonal relationships

$ . < - o~ 4

is, one of four aspects of ego development. Moral development involves the

. b

. maturing of understanding about the principles which govern interpersonal

transacgzodﬁ. And the highest levels of reflective‘judgment (see T%Ple 1)

. ¢

presume an understanding of how other people "think about complex issues.

“In presenting the rest of the background for the prOJect e, shall follow

* this outliné. First we shall briefly describe the theories of moral

- development, ego development, ‘and reflective Judgment style'0ut of’ wh1ch

. . . -
.
. .
. < .

this rese4drch grew. We.shall emphasize links between the thegries, because

- - -
)

these links have-dictdted eur chof@eﬁof research measures. Second, we shall

- - -
N .t e
v,

.briefly describe'th??most relevant empirical res.arch in the areas of

reflective Judgment style, moral development, and ego development. This
L { . . .

,reyiew‘must be'highly.selective, bécause the literature in these areas is ,

-t v, . Y

~

so extensive. . .
, .
s " . . ; R s
Theories . " ‘ ¢
D) " . , . . -

) ".Our work grows directly out of King (1977) and.Kitchener's (1970) -

. adaptation of William Perry s (1970) theory of 1ntellectual and ethgcal

=

development in the collegf years, Kohlberg's (l969 l97l) theory of “moral

4 «

development, and Loevinger s (1970) theory of ego development. All three

) N .

» N *

.

- o o 7 B




/"
. - thkories wi%l bé Briefly described, along with the lipks between them. ~ .,

All three 6f~these'theories are developmental stage theories. By

. » \ ¥
. &~ .
basing our research on stage conceptions, we do not wish to espouse an
. . - . .

s \ N 4 . ! . . A
* . . overly simplistic theoretical conception, particularly a conception which

. Y . ) . .
udescribes an individual as reasoning at one and only one stage. According

“. to our conception (vavison, 1977; Davison et al., 1978, 1980; gest, l§79), A

- @ »

the stage descriptors depict types of reasoning. Any given person will

typically use different types of reasoning under different circumstances.

- ~ v

. Lon érsely in a giveqmcifcums;ance, different people will use different types

of reasoning. While we ,.can nbt characterize an individual by a number repre-
senting the level of reasoning always used by that person, the object of
L3 .

stage developmental measurement is to describe each individual by an index

A Y «
characterizing his/her "average" levcl of reasoning in a variety of circum- -

o

] .

sfances. In dur concebtibn,»the stage txpeé are‘ordefed§h1that (i) types

f’ of reasoning thch are aéjacent in the stage'hieraréﬁy aré lbgical}y mo;e

similar‘than those whith are nonadjacent and (2) people ;ho frequently use
. , .

a given stage, are more likelX to use st;ges adjacent to that given stage

v than to use stages{nonadjacent to the given stage (see Davison, 1977;
. P .

' Davison, et al., '1978; Davison & Robbins, Note 2; Rest, 1973). N
y e -

/ . , King (1977) and Kitchener (1977) have jointly devised a more specific
framework called Reflective Judgment which focuses‘on epistemological
- -~'development. Influenced by the work of the philosophers Popper (1972),
- - 14

, & Kuhn (1970)K and Dewey (1953),'as well as psychologists Perry (1968), Boyd

s . \ «

(1972), Riegel (1973), and Broughton (1975), King and Kitchener have argued
’ . ' -+

persuasively that intellectuallgevelopﬁent continues ‘beyond relativism. .-

A . )
T




T Table 1

‘ -

. . ] .
' Descriptidn of Reasoning Characterizing Each Position

' . . ,

. : "N in Reflective, Judgment ‘ s '
& : : 3 o ST ;
v - — - /\\ .
. N . ‘ Position ‘1 . 1
» ' . ¢ o, . |
Subjects use_simple bI%Ek and white, capcrete,'and categorical thinking. N 1

‘ Knowledge is sgen as .absolute, and authorities are seen as the source of
12
. [
i

knowledge. ProHleps are solved simply by following the work of an
' . . - : t

t .

authority, rules, tradition, or the norm. Judgement is seen as unnecessary;’
~ < : -

since alternatives are not acknowledged.

.
. * N .

b - - - Position 2 ‘ gﬁ‘ ' : i

. - . .

' Subjects perceive alternative views,.but reject them without critical

: Al

examination. ‘- They believé that the truth exists 4and that authorities
usually knOy‘}he.truth. Their arguments are éimplefaﬁd frequently illogical. ,
iThei ﬁay &ffer pieces ;E un;eiated inﬁormaéion aé #evidence,L and then -
: choose a point of view on thé basis ‘of traditioﬁ or éhﬁﬁority. ~Tﬁey:£ay
élgo'cite evidence which contradicts thy view theé éndorse withogt | R o
. ‘acknowledging the é?htradiction. s i ol : . A ‘ |
~ } v . ‘ ; / - o
' Position 3 _ . ' .
Subﬁects acknowledgé tﬂe exiséence‘and témporary legiti;acy'of different ' -
views. Authority'and knowledge becomg further separated, and they begin ' '

-

to see authorities as "biased" or arbitrary. With formerly-held absolufes‘

’ e . T . 3,
- .. ' no longer intact, the contingent nature of knowledge istconfusing, as is

. .decision-making. Everyone's view is..seen as  equally correct angd/or
® o, > o ‘ v,
equally biased. Decisions are based predominantly on personal belief or bias.-

ERIC  ° ' y J .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
)




. ' . Position 4
) .

Al ' d
Subjects acknowledge the lack of absolutes in some areas, but not in others.
. . A

= <They beyin to evaluate evidence, but do not understand that evidence entails a.

. conclusion. \@he& use both unsuéported belief and evidence in decision-making-:

. {
. R

, Subjects are often skeptical aboeg.thq "truth value" ol any evidente or an

.

authority's opinion, ,and they deny that opinions or interptYetations can be -
~ , " v 3
"t

- .objectively evaluated. S, :
) . . [ T . ‘ RS '
' : YPosition 5 . ) .
Y L. ° ° *

Subjécts begin to understand that knowledge is embedded in a gontext and thét

a frame of 'reference is importtant for understanding a point of view. Authorities

by - PEEEY . - 4 -
. begin to be seen as experts who have reasoned. to a point of view which may or

- ¢ '

‘may not be valid. Suvjects evaluate evidence on sdveral sides of issues and
» » 2 R . ’ .
‘. 7 -from several pgrspeétives. The, present a-balanced view, but they do not

. . ) ,
integrate evidence into their own view. ** ( . R
e . . . .

: . ~ Position 6
Subjects see knowledge a; embedded in a context and are beginning to.understand
’ \e

- .
a .

. ' o s

that not all points of view aré equally correct. They can analyze evidence for -
. : . ) . . e \

alternative points of view and may argue on the basis %{ evidence that one is

’ . . -

. ‘more like%y. They do not.synthesize the €vidence into. a view of:;beir own,

-however, Usually, they re%y'on the synthesis of others (e.g., experts), whose °
views are also seen as open to evaluatign,. ¢ . ,
PR ‘ w .

Position 7 . ' - . . 1

A

. “ 9 - . -
Subjetts present an examined point of view which they endorse. It is based on

T an integration and logical evaluation of evidence, the opinions of experts, as

N ¢ . .
well as reasoned conjecture about '"what appears to be.trué." They are, however,

. willing to acknowledge that theit views may be falsified and ma§ need to be re-
. - ; S
formulated in li ht:of additional evidence‘at a fugﬁre time. Their point of wview

s
.

2 - y . .
is pp%sented as being probably correct and seems to presume a probabilistic or
[

-

fallibilistic view of knowledge, -
Adapted from Kitchener, 1977- X ; - .
\)‘ — : ———t —_— :
. T oo - ; Y 1\
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g

judging how one may choose ene Qay of thinking over another., If one-tannot_
9 3 H
. . . R . : .
say for certain which theory, in érpretagion, or observation is c¢orrect, .
. . philosophy of science suggests one.miyht take action on tue basis of which is
. . e .
. » N }
¢ More probable. Appropriatcely then, King and Kitchener have termed the final
. stdage in Refleéfiva Judgment 'proubabilism.'" Probabilistic thinking can be
chazacterized as~follows: . . |
. IS, .
"1l. Judgements are made cQhsciously and deliberated with
' d . : . : . /o ' ° - '
» reflecfion and thoughtful, consideration, afe not aytomatic,
N e
B ¢ * imposed, nor unconsidered. o _ Coe \.]
* . . :
- ¥2, “Probabilistic judgements are based on %eaéqps and’ use .
4 . M . 3
. - . . . . > .
- * empirical evidence and/or logic.to.support conclusions. - ‘
. 3. A person'making a probabilistic judgement gyalhates
f~ - . Y
’ o o . M » . .
evidence from & numbgr of perspectives, .acknovledges’ the \\\ .
- i relationships among elements, and synthesizes evidence into
. - .~ » '
" A cgperent, personally meaningful view. : ) R
A al .
A . At ¢ L * s ™ ° -
J4. ‘Logic and evidemce is followed through to-a reasoned P
. . l. .
*« . . . e ‘
conclusién by integrating évidence, 'experts' opinions, and -
onc's own experiences. ~' §
. o - .. < ) © e L]
' 5. Reasoginb tﬂ%t'iéﬂprobabilistic leads one to form a . ;
, . '.~..Q“’ N R R . . .
. ‘ qualified: juigement that, though it may be firwly held,
. . ' ¢ ) . ’ e
, )
&> . . .
. L]
- L}
O ! 3

ERIC

|
»

. —

. Keeping the hajO{ tenets of relativism in‘mi@d, that truth exists witiin a

E . AN
~

context dnd may be seen as suhjective, King anu Kitchenor réfer to yhilosophy

. . ]
of science in deriving their upper stages. Tuey ovserve that life dis similar -

s

_to gc¢ience in that one must often make decisiuns on the basis of incomplete

&

or even conflicting information. .The scientist is aided in tnis diiemmq by

. v

¢ "a philosophy of scffncé which helps to provide a way o understanding and




c -

v . ] - 9 .
l, ’ - 1 . N /\
. ) ‘ -
«* .- - 4 -~ " .
.. < 2
is/not irrevocable and may be revised ot reconsidered in .
' = ' @ :
-the light of new evidence" . ,
N »’
PO s - .
In sum, Reflective Judgement is a scheme devised by King (1977) and y \ .
e Kitchener (1977)- to tracesthe uevelopment'of cbmplex reasoning and :
. . . - . . [ . . . .

~

’
4

judgemedt-making. S ' ' . ' .

Petry.ecEnowledges'a'close associ;tion betyeenohis theot? end‘that:of .

Kohiberg (1969, 1971). ﬁotﬁ theoties represent sfape models.’ More impor:ently;

however, bota oéscrioe c;anges io the w¢§ peoole teason about questions which‘

Kohlberg's theory differs, however, in that it
- .

have no single correct answer..
’ -

’ <

1

3

deals solely with moral issues..

Kohlberg hds a six stage:theor]_of moral

'development.

£

-

Moving through the stages in order, ‘those

+

At each stage, there is dlfferent bas1s for makigg moraliﬂecislons.

bases‘are (l) reward punlshment

’

~ and obedience, (2) instrumental hedonism and toacrete reciprocit/, {3) main- .

v < .

tenaace of 1nterpersondl relation$ and rwtuality, (4) maintenance of social .

LI L] ¢

order, fixed rules, and authorlty, (5A) “social conrract, (SB) hlgher 1av and~ »
—_ .

conscienee, and (6). unlversal ethical pr1nc1ples. On~ hypothesls of Ehis

‘s R . - ,‘

Yesearch is that the college years are a time in which persons begin to/reason

L - - .
. -

more at the upper stages.and less.gt the lo&er stages. In other words, it is

rs . . Pl L3 v : ! - N
a time in ¥hich people change the way tuey reason ahout moral issues. This -

* -

change in the way they redson about moral issues is linked to change§ in the

. , ‘e N N M - .
way. they make reflective jqumen@s. . v )

Perty also acknodﬁedged links'between his thedry and Loevinger's tpeory

o . gty ¢

L] L
of ego development.
!

. ¥
. Again, some E‘
[ *

-

the similarity arises from the fact that

>
‘.

both are stage theories. _HOWeVQ;; there are more importa&ﬁ similarities.
., " P T~ ) A .
. Accordiny to Loevinger,.cognitive style is one of four ego develfpment strands,
. o ,. B} ' . .4
~ ¢

E

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
S

.
.

intellectual development-.

-and her cbncept of cognit.ve sﬁgie closely parallels Perry's EUncept of 3

A third1link atises f%?m the possibility that the

. . - -
A o~ ]




" formation of dgo identity is an integral part of Perry's commitment. Table

- !

2 outlines Ipevinger's concept of ego“development in.some detail. In brief,

- -

her ey o development .is a construct . S

v . . 4
. +

¥

which assumes that each per.on has a customary orientation

to self and to the world and’ that there is a continuum,

v

s . (ego developﬁenf) along whicl these frames’of reference
-~ ; can be arrayed. 'In general, ego development is marked

<’ by 2 more differentiated pérceptiop of ‘one's self, of the

-

< social world, and of .the relations of one's feeiings . T
— .

14 g . Py

aﬁd thoughts to those of others' (Candee, 1974, p. 621) >

. N
. ' . . . Ego development, then is_a central construct which : ¢
refers ﬁo-stéges of developﬁent which include vhat. .

.
« @ - N

others have called 'moralization,' 'integrdtion,'
-~ - .

.o 'relatability,' and_'cognitive complexity.

' (Hauser,' "
. N ’ -ﬁ".\‘ x
1976, 929-930). | o ; 9
* - - N . . . = ~ B .
pméirical Research - ‘ _ 1 : :

As stated above,.tpe’research'leading up to our project on'ego’deyelopment;

[l
'

@oral devélopment, and. reflective judgment is too extensive to summarize in

’

 any.detail. We will focus on lpﬁbd%udinal, cross-sectional, and educational
- . e v .

intervention sthdies,.because they seem most‘rzlevant to our project. °

Various cross-sectional studies of ego development gensrally have dis- -

~
’ >

N - ‘ ’ ,
covered a positive association between age and scores on Lokvinger's measurg -
r . - -

.

o of égo development (Haan, Stroyd, & Holstein, 1973; Lambert, 1972; Loevinger

¢

& Wessler, 1970; Redmore & Waldman,, 1975; Sullivan, McCullough, & Stager, -

- .1970; kﬁng, Kitchener, Parker,'& Davison, $Notg 3). All but two of }hese studies °

el . -

-(Haan:'et al., 1973; and King, et al., Note 3) were carried ovut OVET an age range

which spanneu the junior high an@ high schouol years rather than the cdllege wyears: iy

.
.

Q ~ , -~

. - * ” )




In p%ior work, the principle investigators (King, Kitchener, Parker, &
Davison, Note 3) found no differences between high school,‘college, ana

graduate studeets matched in terms of verbal reasoning skills. Table 3 ¢

S.10WS the mean ego level scores feund By King et al. Haan et al. (1973) found

»

a hisher level of ego development in young adults than in late adolescent,

AY
-~

crici:son (Note 4) found a gradﬁal rise in egu levslin a four year loqgitud—'
. N . $ .l

-

inal stud[ of 20 adult women. The picture that emerges fr -om these longitudlnal
anu cross— sectional studies is that ego level 1s highly correlated with
\ L 4

age (. 74 and .64 respectively among boys and girls studied by Loevinger &

Wessler, 1970), but cuat ebo_kevél changes* slowa with age.’ .For instauce,
® - ‘
Sullivan ot al. fuund a meau d1fference of ohly 1.2 ego stages'between
. . . ., - .
youngsters five years apart in ages Erickson (Note 4) found a mean difﬁerence

_of less than a stage in.hey four year longftudinsl study. * Redmore: and

Waldman (1375) found similarlg small differences over a\4 year'aée'tange

‘
o

(15 to 19 years old). - " " X

Given a variable like ego development which seems to change so slowly over
PR . v \
time, it seems doubtful that any short term educational program could yield

+

large changes in ego level. Hurt (1974) found that two experimential groﬁps

- < [y

changed significaatly and a control group did not. But the three groups did
Y . D

N .

not differ significantly on a post-test, and the larbest mean changé in an}

groaﬁ was less than oane-half of a stage. Bereiner (1Y76) found no change

{ T
ﬁre- to post- in Qis study of the effects of education on ego level. Lrickson
Y- X ¢ -

~

(1375) alsd found no significdnt improvement pre- to post- in her experimental

13 “ .

. . o é .
:;%roup. (bhe did fiad that experimental subjects were higher-:than control sub-
- . o
‘jects on the post-test, but onl§ vecause control scores dropped bre— to post-
, D . - . Ll

whereas experimental subjects‘remaipea\tge same.) From these cross;secfional,
]
longitudinal, anu intervention studies, we conclude (a) that ego development

*
’

changes slowly with age and (b) shgrt—term educational programs have yielded

o
.

14




. . ' N e
, : o 12
. modest improvements at best in'ego level. =~ |
=2 The research on mygral development during the college years is more extemsive.

[}

Two, pf the researchetrs on this project (Rest, Davisqp, & Robbins, 1978) have

v completed a review-of longitudinal and cross-sectional studies using the

‘Defining Issugé Test, aﬁ_objectivé test of moral judgment: based on Kohlberg's

theory. Even using time igtervals as short as two years, consistent upward

trends were observed in both cross-sectional aﬁd longitudinal studies. ‘Age

~
i)

trends accounted for more variance than either ‘cohort or time of' testing effects.
‘ v ¢ ’ .

Consistent upward age trerds have also been observed using Kohlberg's own intei-

Al .

- viev measure (Holstein, 1976; Kohlberg, 1969; Kuhn, 1976), aléhough Kuhn observed

no signiffcant change until a full year‘had passed.. Rest (Note 5) found that
. « )
level of education was more highly.correlated with moral judgment scores than

~

N .

was'age, a finding which points to an educatiohal influence on moral judgment.
4 . : T .

L

In the initial testing of our longitudinal study,‘we too found significant

differences bétwegp our high school, college, and graduate'students (see Table 3).

0 . .

A sufffciently‘large number of studies involving moral education intérven-

tions have now been pﬁblished that Lockwood (Note 6) and Lawrence (Note 7) have
W compléted reviews of these studies. tConsidering_just those studies where the

%eseaich methodology seemed adequaéﬁ, Lockwood concluded that such programs

a R R \ .
.seemed to yield small, but significant upward shifts in moral reasoning. Law-
® ~ : " . LN
N rence remained so skeptical about the research methodologies employed, that she

i . . .

drew no conclusion. Even where upward shifts were observed the changes were

. .

typically less than one-tenth to one-twentieth of the measure's range. Like

*

Lockwood, we conclude that even short ‘term moral education programs seem to *

~

< producé small upward shifts in reasoning.

- ’

In cross-sectional studies of reflective judgment, Meyer (1975) found

© .
»

5§ignificant differences betuween college freshmen and juniors;,the mean
~ : R RN . N .

.
-

v
T T T T

o

|
|
|
i
|
|




. s N . - v

- Tables 2 e e

- * ,’J" ‘ﬁ.
.. Interpersonal Style and Conscious Prcoccupations Characteristic

¢

of Each Stage in Loevinger's Theory of Eg%’Development-~

]

- Stage Interpersonal Style .. . ' Conscious Preoccupations
I-1- - Symbiotic l' 7 | Self vs. non-self )
. I-2 '3, Receiving, depéndent, "Bodily féelings,-especially ’
égploitive | s ° ’ ; sexual and aggressi&é
Wary, manipulative exploitive éelf-protection,.trouble, wishes, <)
< ) oo “ Egings, hdvantage,’control
I-3 Belonging, superficial g ‘;A Appearance, sociai acceptability, l
N niceness b;nal feelings, behavior
‘1-3/4 . Avare of self in relation to Adjustm;nt,'problems, reason;, ’
°' | '%roup,.helpiﬁg | :0 opportunitieé ’ )
I-4 . Infensive, r?sbonsible, mutua%é '( Di%ferenﬁiétedlfeelings; motivss
' concern for communication . L for behavisr;'self—reépéct}
- ' h o . ‘ C achievéﬁents, trait;; expre;;ioh
1-4/5 Add:f;Dependence as an émotjo;hl - Aﬁd: NDevelopmeﬁt, ;ocial problems,
‘ péoblem . : differep;@ation of inner .life '

) % * . ’
. ) . from outer -t

o . . . T

Add, Vividly conveyed feeiings,

I-5 Add: Respect for autonomy, : -
‘interdependence . . integfation of physiologyical and
psycholoéical, pslychological causa-
_ ) ' . - ‘tion of behavior,|role conception,
i# .0 . L4
; ‘ ' g81f-fulfillment, Self in social
‘¢ - L N ’ T
context
I-6 Add: Cherishing of inaividuality Add: Identity
. e - 1 N D N

4

P ¢ 1 °

NUTE: "Add" means in addition to the descgiptiSn éppljing to the previous level.

o NOTL: Adapted from Loevinger (1976) pages-25 and- 26., . .
ERIC .— , : . PP
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. Table 3 . o

. .

Means und Standard Q@Vigtioﬁs gf the Concept Mastery Test, Defining Lssues

B

“ .

" Test of Moral quelopmenf, Sentence completion Test of Ego Developmédt,
and Reflective Juagmént Interview in the Initial Teﬁping of Study 1 ’
i Concept Mastery Scores by Sample
High School "~ College Graduate .
% ' S R ; ) ;
- 42.260 7 T ., 84.11 . 111.37
. 16.83 ° . 23.36 - 33.34
- ‘ -'n | - .
Defining Issues Test Scores by Sample - T~
{
/ . .
r
High School . College Graduate T\
- b . N -
* hd . 3 . .
D SCORE . 23.39 26:61 N 30.40
o SCORE’ 5.38 . 6.70 . 6.18 .
- Sentence Completion Test Scores by Sample . . .
! s - . - ’ ) B
High School College Graduate*® . oo
T 35.23 ©37.94 .+ 36.05 L
i 4 * ) . 1?“r".
ﬂ 4.85 © 4.35 ‘ 4.27
‘“' f \Reflective Judgment Inﬁerview Scores by Group ‘
A . q . . < ”
- 3 High Schoo College .Graduate .-
*% , ‘ . ¥ ,
. 2.77 . 3.646 5.67
- - > -
’ . 049 . ’ * N c8l 092 ’ ) ‘ .
- ‘ Y ‘
% \ adl P

% .
Group Mmeans wyere significantly different at’ the .01l level.

’»\ .,[ \“

‘e




‘ . Ay ‘ . . M
. ) difforence corresponded to about 1 stage position. -Even dfﬁertcuntrolliqg for s

«
- I S

differences in veibal reasoning abilities, Kitchener (1977) %found significdhtﬁ'

vy A
- & '

differences .between high school juniors, college juniors, ‘and raduate students ., -
pa fle .

) . . ‘ - ! ‘

(see Table 3). Blake (Note 9) found a small, but significant upward trend in" .,

M . t

S

s

average Perry position sbo}es from .the freshman to the junior years with a sligﬁi
PR Pty . ¥ '
—HYGQ during the senior year. Kurfiss (1973) found no difierences betwzen her

. ~

freshmen and juniors, -but her measuring instrumeat was quite unli&g that used
. . . e AR 0

.

in other studies. With the exception of the Kurfiss study,‘oldcf; betier* educa-

-ted subjects seem to display higher stage levels of reflective judginent. Meén,_
: o : R
differences seldom cxcead one stage over a two sedar period, except in Perry's ¢

B .
« o

original study. It is not clear to what extent’ these age-ecucation dilferences

Are due to maturatioa or egpcation. B
?E N .
A number ®¥f educatiaenal intarventions have been based on Perry's scheme

'(Widek, Knefelkamp, & Parker; 1975; Touchton, Wérthermer, Cornfield, &

\ . s
Harrisen, 1976; Stephersen & Hunt, 1977; .idick & Simpson, Notz 10). Waere
\

. ~

control groups wore used, the experimomtal groups seewed to have shifted upward

- more than controls. But the s_gnificance of these differences was aot always ,
.. . *

tested. one of the mean differences were as large as a single stage. Results
- - i ; ¢

d "\ - ES - : ’
. of tiaese studies wzakly suggest the conclusion tiit short-torw interventions
N i v . oF

have small upward effects on reflective judgment styles.

}a%x . . ¥ 2 )

- .

Med#surement uiethods | . ,
¥ ,

. A

e N we used the Reflective Judgment Interview and thrce questionnaires, tue

N x
§ . -
»
-

voncept Mastery Test, tae vefining Issues Test,,anﬁethe Sentence Completion ’ >

s
* - N & .

' . N -
Tost of ego development. A\ll® fouy instruments will be uescribed in alphavetical

e

* @ 0 0 e

. . 2o e
order. But*first a word about wily te have zégﬁﬁted‘the three neasures of
* 5 h e ) " > .l 0
e kr' [ . [
coinitive-social development wiich we have ¢h&$en. Questions haviug ao siangle
N e

.

anower arise in muny (not necessarily mutuéﬁly exclusive).dowains. The turce. -

. u"r ~
. ! v

o . . 18 - ' .
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L

cognitive-social measures were chosen Yo assess reasoning in several of these
. .

R domains. The Senteﬁce Completion Test of ego development deals primarily with. |

; personal issues. The Defining Issues Test deals with moral issues, and the
.o ”

Reflective Judgment Interview deals with
. . J

scientific issues. We chose these épgni

.

social, historical, religious and

ive-social measures because they

seemed .to tap complex reasoning about co

¢

/

broadtrange of domains.

plex intellectual prodblems in a }
+ The Concept‘Nastery Test (Terman, 1973) is an objective, paper-pencil test 1
1

of verbal reasoning ability, the ability' to solve verbal puzzles which have a

L 2 . » N

single correct answer. The kinds of questlions included on_ the test closely

parallel those found on standard baper—pen il measures of verbal intelligence,

« .
except thfat the Concept Mastery Test (CMT) is designed to discriminate among

\ »
people at the very highest levels of verbal \reasoning. It contains two

sections. In Section I, the examinee is predented two words and must correctly

. determihe whether those two words are}éynqnym or antenyms. In Section II, the

examinee must cerrectly answer analogous puzzles, such as "cat is to kitten -as
dog is to'(pﬁpp&)." While the reliability varies depending.on the sample and

v , ’

’ the type of coefficient used, the internal consistency,reliabilities génerally ™,

~ seem to be ig the low .90s while the test-retest reliabilities geﬁerally fall in

the .80s (Te;man,'l973). The test takes abdut 40 minutes to administer. Where..

group differences were found on other measures, tﬁe analysis of’ covariance and

! ' v
+

CMT scores were used to assess whether or not those group differences on
’ 'R .
other measures- could be attributed to differences in conventional verbal reasoning

IS

~

skills. ‘CMT scores were afgg Used to assess whether people entering different

educat10nal programs begin w1th dlfferent levels of verbal reasoning sk111
: " ,
The Defining Issues Test (DIT) is an obJectlve test of mordd. developmené
H L -

based on_Kohlberg's thegry (Rest, Cooper, Coder, Masanz, & Anderson, 1974;

-1

+



« gt - ’ . . R .
Rest, 1975} Rest, Note Il1). 1t is composed of six stories each describing
._ « 7 ) ¢ ¢ '
a moral dilemma. FoIIowxng a 311emma are 12 moral issues each corresponding
.k ¥

* L . SN
to, a sfage in Kohlberg s‘theory. .The examinee must rate each issue in terms
-.of importance and rank order his/her four most important issues! The test

-
.

. yields 6 stage scores, each indicating how much importance the subject
. [} VT ~

,;,attachﬁs:tq“issues keyed to Stages 2, 3, 4, 5A, 5B, and 6 respectively

-

in Kohlberg's thgpry. In addition it yieldﬁ a P score which is 31mp1y the

_ sum of stage scores SA 5B, and 6 and which 1ndicates how much 1mportance

T e »

-

the subject attaches to Kohlberg's Principled Issues (issues characteristic

of Stages 5 and 6). -And it yields an index of overall moral developmént

»

1evelz‘ca11ed the D score., Davison and Robbins. (1978) report that the

internal con31stency reliability of the D score is in the .80s wh11e test- .

. retest reliab111t1es generally fall in the .70S or .80S. The test takes

40 to 50 minutes to adninister. r r ' Lo
I . \
The Reflective Judgment Interview was developed by two students of

hd B . :

v

the principle.investigators, King (1977) and Kitchener (1977). It consists
‘
of four intellectual problems with no unique correct answer; one problem

in historical interpretation, one on the objectivity of journalism, one

on scientific and religious explanations of creationj and one on chemical

3 :
additives in foads. Each problem dontains two statements describing

Ocﬁxg’osing pos}tions on the issue. After hearing each problem, the examinee

'verbafiy answers several questions, such as "What do you think about these
<. ' ) ,

‘statements?”", "On what do you base your point of view?", and "Can you ever
know *for .sure that your posftion is correct?'". Responses to each problem

are scored for the position in the schene which best 'seems to charac- '
4

terize the response. An efgminee's total score is the average of the

.o ’




N2
.
L]
v
4
.
b

four proBlem scores. King (1977) obtained intetrnal cqnsisfency (Cronbach's

- alpha) reliabilify estimates, ranging from .84 to .96 depénaing on’ group. “
. No test-retest Yeliability estimate is available. Intetratér reliabilities . :

. .
~ )

ranged from .68 to .96 and interrater agreement coefficients ‘(Lawles & Lu,

[} ’

o L d : - o ST
.1972) rangedwfrqm;.59 to ,77. ° o . )
;,' « N * . » H
> fhe }ast instrumenf'tg bé used in this researph is Loevinger's Sentence

Completion Test of Ego Development (Loevinger & Wessler, 1970; Loevinger,

Wessler, & Redmore, 1970), There are two forms of ‘this instrument, one

‘

5, for men gnd one for women, Both forms contain 36 sentence stems to'be *

completed by the examinee. Each sentence completion is rated for ego level

-

- -

(a level in Loevinger's theary) and the 36 item scores.are combined into

~ &

F o a composite, Loevinger & Wessler (1970) report an interrater reliability

of 386’and an interrater agreement of 61%. Redmore and Wathman (1975)l ' N
' i - . ‘ N . '

* *, obtained internal consisténcy'reliabilities ranging from .80 to .89.

-

’
’

. . , , ¢ ‘ S ‘
. . Test-retdst 'reliabilities in this same study.ranged from .44 to .91, * .|
. R . — .

4 ’

dépending.on the sample and the scoring method used. s : .

. - ; Y M - ’

5

This report: focuses on three major studies in our project. - The flrst
K , 2 .

» ~ z s -
“ " M

. +  1is an extension of a longituainal study in which James Rest examined Ehe
. ‘ ‘ - . [

moral réhsoqing devélopmgnt of,_people who did and did not go 'on to college

0 . 4

. -~ > .. ' . P . - . .
— after high school to,assess whether one or the other group was changing

faster. 'The study covgréﬁ fhe fqu years immediatéiy folloying high ‘
. . . school, ° The study is #ore fully reported in Projéct Re;ort #i, "Th%:
, impact of. higher educagion 6n moral reasoning déaf}opment." . ~'~ “.‘

.

The segond study summarizedghere is more fully-reported in ject ~

2, ’ i' - +© . . ¥ . , . ”, -,
Report #3, ,'Reflective judgment ard its relationship to academic¢ field.”
It is a cross—sectional comparison of students in engineering majors ’ "

’ & [}

. . .
and liberal arts majors on two instruments, the Concept Mastery Tesi and ..

] — 1

!

\
- D

o S
AN
45:'0'

f « . . . « ey
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the Reflective Judgment Interview. The purpose of this study was to assess

. . . . | *
whether freshmen to senior changes on the two ‘instruments were larger in ¢,
. - >
cb
the liberal. arts majors than in the engigeerlng majors- The’ last study o

~ ? -]
is a cross-sectional comparison of people with bachelor s degre qho
-~ ’ -

»did and %}d not go on to graduate'school All four measures, the Concept

L4 N °©

Mastery Test, the Reflective Judgment Interview,«the Defining Issues

Tést, and the Sentenceéﬁbmple€1on Test were used inuthis study. ~ Our =

‘ -7 -

purpose was to inv%stigate whether those who went on to gradudte school
. \ N . .
seemed to be undergoing larger changes. e o ’
The remainder of this report is divided into five sections. The first -
: N N N . B

three describe the three studies outlined above. The fourth summarizes

our attempts to disseminate project results, And the last gives our ,.

° ! hY
. J L ~ 3! 2
con22251onijand soggestlons for future research. a ol
+ [ E .
- Coe L et - . s
‘ Study I ’ - ) ‘
. In his study of children's moral Judgmenf, Piaget (193273965) ,
. . ng P. . .
emphaélzed peer interactlon as the crucial experience leading to development.
g v
Kohlberg (1969) hypothes1zed that not only peer interactlon but_also "role .
R L, . *
taking' experiences contr1buted to moral judgmen% develOpment. "Role
IM( o N s . ?
s taking" experiences include taking responsibility for -dthers, participation
* - *

.t L}
,in social organizations and inst1tut10ns, democratic parent child d1scuss10ns,

. l'_\ .
as well as give-and-take amqng,peers, Neither Piaget nor Kohlberg

efiphasizes higher education as.a facilitator of moral judgmeng'develgpment.

v - < ¢
Their deemphasis on formal educatlon pos51bly deriyes from the emphasis
W/ " o B
that the.''socialization"” view placed on direct teashingv7cognithe . *

. . : - .
- - - N .
: o . B

developmentalists want to depict development in tegms of internal trans-
. r o ] .

. . /- . \ﬁg ) .
formations and reconstructions of- experience not in terms of d¥rect. learning.

In‘moral /Jdgment research ubing the Defin:ng Issues Test ("DITY),
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higher education has been é‘strong correlate of moral judgment. Table

4 shows the average DIT sdores for four student groups: .the more — .

educationally advanced g;bués have higher moral judgment scores.

. - ~
. ' ' Table 4
‘ Average qual judgment Scores of Student Groups

. _ L

4 t ” .
- . - /

o Student Group : . Average DIT ' Number of
. ‘. . (P-index) ' Subjects in’
. 2 . . ' ) . . Sample

t

P

_ Junior high students "21.9 ' 1322

Senior high students 31.8 - 581 B

College students: - 42.8 2479 )

Graduate school students 53.3 » 183"

F
T T

-

~ »

F . 3

. 3 .
< P
e’y * . - .. ’_ . 4

~
’

.iﬁ severa;\studiés of adults?iﬁie correlations of DIT scores with
N ] educatidn Are ﬁféher than for age: Coder'(19}5) fougaka negative corr;latiop

‘ . e (r = .10) and & positive correlation with eduddtion (r'= .25);

Crowder (1?76) found cbrrelationg of -.05 and .25,'reséective1y:.G; Rest

©(1977) found a correlation of .45 with education; and Dortzbach (1975) .

found a negative correlation with age.and a positive correlation with

. 13 ~
-

ggucation. Furthermore, 9ros§ sectional data suggest that adults seem

»
'

. W '
. - to plateau in moral judgment development after they end their formal
. ’ M / - ‘.
" »
. % schooling. If adults are grouped according to the lrighest level of formal
' . . i ) . . 4 . ..
- education attained, "the” average DIT scores are comparable to the averagz DIT’
., P } * !

. ~ - <

scores of students éurrently at. that ‘level (for instanck, current high school
. - - * ‘

'

1

- . -\

>

-
‘. . L
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v

students average about the same as adults wita high school edgcations but who

are in their 40s, 50s, or 60s). 1In other words, formal eﬂ{lcation seen‘q‘to

<

A
be strongly associated with moral judgment development in these cross+-sectional
3 L] A .

studies. - S v . ‘.

[ R . o )
The_pu;bose of the present étdﬁi was to more adequately explore the

relationship between formal education and moral jhdgment development by

¢
»

using longitudinal data. The major questions were: after high school

=
. . — \ *
graduation, do subject who go go.collegé shotv greater development in moral
judgment than subjects who do not go to cbllege?  To winat infliences do
.subjects themselves attribute their ‘ows change in moral judgment? ""*‘
I -’
. . .
R Method ) .
. - . ‘ ] s
. 59 .subjects in an ongoing longitudinal stud; have been tested since

1972 at two year intervals. The available daté for this report are three
testinge® as senior® in high school, two yéars after graduation, and four

years after high school gradﬂation. 38 subjects had goue on to cdllege and

H co, ‘s

18 hag not. Differences in the course of development of these two groups

are the major interest of the study. Subjects have completed each time a

Y

£

questionnaire package including the DIT, Comﬁreheﬁbion of Moral Concepts,

+ and a political attituﬂeé.fest ("law and order" test). Also, subjects

3

- completed a short "life history" questionnaire, and were asked'to describe
L] ( s

what experiences or influences had affected their moral thinking (see Relt, L

-
’ s '
L]

1979 for details). ' . - . L

»

The DIT is a multiple-choice test of moral judgment develdpment derived

e g .
from Konlberg's approach. Subject®T™ate and rank stage-prototypic items

L —
according to their perceived importance in making a decision about a hypo-
[ 4 N - - -

thetical moral dilemma. Developmental indices are based on the wa, subjects

h ‘
, .
. X o A

' - ~

S 2?€1 ¢ Y




1
- .o e . ‘
d%fférentially rate and rank, the items. .The major indices are the P score
s ' ~ : -
‘ (relative importance given to "Principal Moral" items, Stages 5 and 6), and i

] .

., the D score (a composite score based on scaled values of items).
. . 4
) o &
. .. Results and Discussions . 3 C .
/\; N T : ‘ A
4

Both the P scores and D scores showed simllar phatterns of development
distingulshing the college from the noncollege groupé. In high school
v T, . :
, ~
(witen all subjects had the same level oi formal education) the college-bound y

" -

group was not significantly,differenf from the_non—collegefgound group. Then ¢
. (Y h

two years after high school graduation, both groups had gained significantly i 7

. A}
v

‘on moral' judgment and weré still not significqgily different from each other,
. ’

but by the fimé‘that four- years g;d passed after high schoo}fqthe two groups

« - - - %

were sighificantly different and were showing divergent patterns of develep-

o

- \J

T ment. Figures 1 and 2 show the patterns of cuange for the P amd D scores
- . .
. over time. Tables 5 and 6 shpow the averages for ezch group at each testing, °
. . P R
‘ s

« [ N : . Yoo~ .
simple t-tests at each testing between the. college anu noﬁcd?lege groups,

-0 . . ¥
anu ANACOVA results waich contrast ghé college and noncollege groups after

.

. U .

controlling for tue pretest scores (scores obtained in high school). -
S . < \ . &R

s -

L The cplléﬁe sugjécts also showeg a divergent paétefh'qf development
', J from t@%’noncollége sdbjectg on political ét&ifudéé, but not ph thé Compfé—‘
, . . . )
* hension teég. (Problems in reliébfli;y on the Cdmgrehensiog test mayAaccdhnt‘ ’
3 for its nonsignificant differencés_yetWeen thg‘g€0ups’~31thou;h Comprehension.
scé;es did significantly increaéé for both groups ovet tge four'§ears.) ’

. . -

¢ From the "life History" data, it was seen that somelshbjects were still

.
»

~
~

. P . o / .
1{ving with their parents (n = 24) whereas others were not (n = 34). Comparison <

of the developmental patterns of these two groups showed that those subjécts

I

livang aday from home started out witih-a dewelopmental advantage, maintained e
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, Tavle 5
Comparison on P score of College’and Non-College Groups . f
CL ' -,
. Means . Means Means -
Tl T2 . T3 i
. . .
* Coldiege (n = .38) 34.8 44.4° 48.5, o 1
Nor~College (n = 18) 29.3 38.9 . 35.1 -
t-tests t = 1.43 . t = 1.67 £ =337 SR
1
- 1
Coll. v. Non-Coll. p =" .16 p= .10 . p = .002 |
S # . |
ANACOVA . F=.90 F=9.2 ;
Coll. v. Non-Coll. O, = .35 p = :004 !
¢ . - l. - '
(partiall out ‘ '!
' |
|
?1 scores) \3{ - i
- ;
’ .
L4 ]
28 4 !
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" Table 6

Comparison on D Score of College and Non-College Groups

»

LY ¢ ' °
: Means Means Means
, v Ty T3
. <l L. i ] -
College (n = 38) , 19.8 24.3 26.3 3
Non-College (n = 18) 18.6 b 22,9 21.3
- ) t-tests e t= .83 t=.76 £ = 2.35
. P B Y . - /
Coll. v. Non—-Coll. p= .41 - p = .45 ‘p= .02 \
. (4 :
ANACOVA L F= .26 F=9.95
CPllf v. Non-Coll. :_ } p= .62 p = .001
(partialling out
) ) ‘ f R
Tl scores) ' s
) . v

that advantage over tlie subsequent four years, and iucreased more than those
. subjecig living at home. - Analysis of the interaction of beigg in college

(or not) and living at home (or mot) suowed that each cbﬁdition~had major effects

and they vere additive (the greatest-development showing up in college students not

L) - v
- .

living at heme, tne least in noncollege subjects 1iu;¥c at home, with'the other

two combinations in between). (See Tables 7 and 8)

- - College~bound subjects were subdivided accordimg to the type of

-

{
.institution attended: eitiier a large research orienteq university (n = 17) or

a shallz four—&ear college (n = 21). No difference in develoémental patterns

¢ ~

waé—foundf

- '
- N * . ¥

a

P U
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.
'q ) )
he N )

N . ,
Comparison on P Score of Subjects Living at Home

& N
'l‘able_ 7. o~ X '.'.

* .

v

Versus Those Not Living at Home

-

. Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Living at Home (n. = 24) 31.9 38.5 39.8 °
Not Living at Home n = 34+ 34.3 45.4 . 48.5
< -
} L]
Table 8
" Comparison.on P Score of Subjecis Divided Into
Place of Residence and Education
- . . v
Group Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
In College, Living at Home (n = 14). 31.3 39.5 45.6
In College, Not at Home (n = 24) - 37.0 . 46.2 49.7
] X R T
Not in College, at Home (n = 10) 30.7 ~38.8 34.4
? i . . v .
Not in-College, jot at Home (n = 8) AL 27.5 ©739:0 . 36.1

.

<

i
.

S . <,

Y k . ,~ -\
Subjects were asked to wescribe the influences on their moral thinking.

. i : AN
What is it that subjects perceive in their environments and experiences tnat

- "

seems to*them-to cause ciange?

9

categories, including reading, £

A

The re;ponses were cléssified into 18

1 r
ormal instruction, current events, new social

g

)
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4
.

contacts, marriagé or job responsibilit.ies, making decisions "on my own,"
1

living-away frow parents; religious experiences or instruction, direct

-

involvement in politic¢al or community affairs, personal tragedy, travel, etc.

’

-(See Table 9). - The most frequently mentioried influence was "new social
. . +
contaéﬁs" (n = 28), however the developmental pfogre§s of these subjects

actually lagged behind the éubjects BQE mentioning this influence but mention-

-

ing other influences. 22 subjects attributed influence to "new real worla

responsibilities" (marriage, jdb, managing monéy, children), however the

develepment of this group did not end up greater than subjects not mentioning

. this influence. Fewer subjects cited thé influence of each of the otner
factors, but mentioning some of these other factors was associated with more
s \¥_ - . o
dramatic growth patterns: subjects who attributed changes r thinking

to spanding more time contemplating moral i%sues did in fact show more

;;zﬁagic development than subJects not citing this factor. Similarly, more

’

@ldramatic growth patterns were associated with suvjects citing direct involve-

? . )
ment in community/political éffairs, living away from parents, and travel in

-

A contrast to subjects not citing those influences. >°

o

In summary, this study supports the néiion that hiéher gaucation fosters

development in moral judgment, particulérly at }he four year q%rk rather tihan

. w . :
in the first two years of undergraduate education. In addition to this project

-

six other longitudinal studies of moral judéméﬂt using the DIT have been N

- .

! coupleted on college subjects and all report significant upward grends (al-

though these studies do not contrast the coileé% students to noncollege

studengs): Broadhurst (1980); Kaseman (1980); Mentkowski (in press); Sheehan,

Huétad, and Caﬁdee (1981), Whiteley (in press). The vexing problem remains ‘in
3 iy ,

.

'
"
ot
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-
»

clarifying how higher education has its effects. It may very well be

the case that different aspects of the experience have different impact

-

and salience for different subjects.” Such a point of view is common sensical,
oo ) A ‘

.

however our present research strategies are designed differently: ‘to find
common effects in groups of subjects from the same causes. Progresg in

Ehis-résearch is likely to,coﬁe.from.developing a researcn ég%hodology

.

“which énable& us to reliably driw inferences from the intensive, idiographic

-

) . . )
examination of individual subjects, and .which collects data that are not -

v

so indirect and not so filtered through the subject's own retrospective

>, ~
.~ ’

theoriés about what affected him or her.

.
O
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. - . ‘Table 9 L
. . . N
Comparison on P Scores of Subjects Who Attribute
’ Change to Various Life Experiences
! ~

-

' ‘ 4,’ Number of Subjgcts :
Type of Life Experience " Citing This Influeapce Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
1. Reading .. 13 "YES" Group 29.2 38.9 41.3
Lo . “* "NO" Group 34.4 43.5 47.3
\ 2.. Formal instruction br 16" ' YES 29.1 41.4 44.5
study ' NO . 349 4.8 46.6
s
3. ~Current issues and © 19  YES T 35.1 42.9 %6.5
o events 3 LA NO Co 32.4 42.3 AS.K
£ a
z ~ : 7
4. Spending more time con~ ‘ 8 YES 34.6 48.8 53.6
* templating issues |, ) . NO . 33.1 41.5 . 44.8

5. Maturation, 'getting older," 5 YES . 24.3 34.0 s 23.0
gense of "growing up" - i NO . 34.1 43.2 47.6

6. New social contacts, an - 28 YES 31.9 < 41.7 ¢39.4
expanding social world . NO \\\ 28.8 43.1 51.9

7. Specific influential people 3 YES . ‘ 37.8 42.2 41.7

! NO . 33.0 . 42.5 46.2
" N ’ ‘ [

8. \~New '"real world" résSponsi- 22  YES 38.3. . 38.5 45.5 -
bilities--marriage, jov, NO : 30.3 44.8 . 46.3 -
managing money, children

9. _"Makihg decisions on my own" 11  YES A 421 45.8 45.5

e . BN " 31.3 41.7 - 46.1
. R :

10. Making decisions for the - -~ 3 YES | 35.0 34.5 40.0

" future | ¥ . NO - - 332 - 42.9 46.3

‘11.- Living away from home 11 YES 42.0 50.0 52.1

: NO* . . 31.3 40.7 44.6
12. Religious.experiences and/ 4 WES 16.7 -~ 35.0 40.0
or-instng@tion NO 34.5 43.0 46.4
N Z — ——
© 13. Direct involvement.-in coin- 3 YEs . 31.1 44.5 55.0
. munity/world political affairs NO . . 33.3 42.4 45.5

14. Experiencing or witnessing 5 YES . 35.3 ° 45.7 39.0
persvnal tragedy o NO » 33.1 42.2 46.6

15. Particular time of personal 1 YES : 23.3 35.0 46.7
siress as a turning point NO 33.5 42.6, - 46.0

16. "Change in lifestyle" < 2 YES 38.3 . 39.2 47.5

Nu = 33.1 42.6 45.9
T t
\ 17. Travel ) 3 YES . ' | 31.1 53.9 58.9 -
N L 3. 41.9 45.3

118. No cnange in tainking 6 No change‘jz?r '31.7 414 ¢ 45.7
. . Othe : 6.0
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Nearly every college catalogue names tne development of the capacity to

{

f;,\ J\ L% :
central mission of higher education. Unfortunately, few institutions have

.
~-

attempted sys;;;;EIt research to ascertain their success ‘in reachiﬁg‘this goal.

Educators have most frequently examined gains in achievement and verbal \\\\

. " 2 R L ‘{:
reasoning test scores and changés in scores on traits like autonomy, complex-

‘

|
4
l
|
| |
form thoughtful judgments about the complex problems pf modern society as a i
:
1
ity, social }iberalisq and interest in intellectual.and cultural activities 1

f «
. to find evidence of an increased caagcity to form thoughtful judgments. ..

-

Howvever, although each of these measures is clearly related o the %ind of

»

. intellectual changes to which the catalogues refer, none directly assesses

<

tne college student's ability to think about complex issues. For example,*

.

the items on verbal reasoning tests have single, easily Yerifiable right and

wrong answers; the,complex problem$ of mocern society do not havé such

undeniably compelling solutions. In an era in which the demands upon

% ’

» -
(3

higher education to account for its outcomes are steadily increasing, the

- .

need to more clearly document intellectual development during the college

. years becomes critical. The recent work of King (1977) and Kitchener(1977)

‘e -~

derived from William Perry's (1970) research at Harvard provides a theoreticél

model and an instrument that appears promising in measuring. the impagt of

higher education on intellectual develoément.' The<preéent study examined
_the{rglationship bethen yéar inlcollege, academic major, academic performance,

and scores onéking andAKitchener's measure of intellectual development.

In general, ?lthough it is preﬂétﬁge tb.maké definitive statements about .

thz long‘range contribut%fn of these models,'tbe initial results offer

énqghragement to educators and psychdlogists alike. . .
s .

. )
- .

-

3 ' ! - : <
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. Statement of tue Prublem .

[ 4

.
Y

Too 1itéle-systematic attention has been paid to the elements in the

~

educational environments associated with intellectual development. Tiae

results of the King and Kitchener studies for the college sample demonstrate ?
7 \ " ' 1

. . “a
J the need to identify those elements. The scores of ,the college studeuts on

- ’ v, §

» 3 -
the Reflactive Judgment Interview were more variable than the *high school

-
»

or graduate samples and less closely associated with verbal reasoping ability

. . ~+ |
than the other groups. Sex differences also approached significance. 1In |

additxon, their scores 'on the RJI were more similar to the higa school :

students than the graduate students. In an effort to make sense of the scores 3

of the college junlors, Kltchener (1977) suggested that the variability over

-

. the samplé could ‘be reldte o ‘the major fields of the-students. She observed

i
1
1
1
a trend in her findings for stgﬂents in scientific and technical majors to }
, . -~ . i
" score lower than those with liberal arts majors. Other research on intellec- i
|
tual development, using aqpifferent instrument (Pohl and Pervin, 1968) found
a signifitant essociation between major and [cognitive coﬁplexity and m;dé
i Kitchener's hypothesis plausible. It was thHe purpose of this study to

>

\systehatically test the relationship between Reflective Judgment and academic

major and to explore the Eeletionship between Reflective Judgment, grade
point average, and satisfaction with choi€e of major.in order to begin to
L . .
delinehte the faetdrs in the college environment related to level of intellec-

tual development. This study also replicated tie findings of Strauge (1978) °

of a relationshlp between year in college and score qn the RJ%, and exploréﬁL

“«
further the relationship between verbal reasoning ability and Reflective

» .’

- Judgment. l ' B I ) '
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.

Subjects .- R .
. ) . i} ) 7 ?
a The sample in this cross-sectional study consisted of 62 students
. _; . & e —

* . -

randomly selected from computer listings of Univergity of Minhesota students '

.
.

\ enrolled in the fall of 1978. The supjects'were equally divided amqné'four_
. . - B \ . . .
groups: ‘freshmen with engineering majors, seniors with engineering majors, . .
freshmen with-hdmanities/sécial sciences majors, seniors with humanities/social

“

sciences major%. Each group contained equal‘nuﬁbers of males and Tema;és; All

v v

.

students had attended a Minnesota high school and all seniors had declafed .

'

Y

* their majors at least three quarters prior to fall, 1978.

~ . ' . - . .

+. Instruments { . i
N " ° [ RN g
Lo Three instruments were administered to edch subject, the Reflective: 2

. 7 s -~
Judgment Interview, Terman's Concept Mastery Test, and a General Information

B

Reflective Judgment Interview . . . T
. . ' - o
Th&"Reflective Judgment Interview includes four dilemmas presented

©w

ﬁﬁinkﬁgadom‘order ;o an %ndividual subject and a éé;iesqof ﬁrdbe questions

. ¢ . ~ N
J that follow éach dilemma. The measure takes approximately 45 -minutes to .
/ . . i . B .

complete dnd is administered by a train

A ’
[ e

Y

LY

ES I

¢ .
ed interviewer. i+ The format is

' e . ) ' . - . . S
consideréd semi~structured since the interview varies from the standard probe

.

questions when necessary to clarify a subject's respohse. The intervieh;is

taped and a transcription is rated by trained jﬁdges according t® the scoring

¥ . rules déveloped jointly by King and Kitchener. All identifying information is
a 4 . -~ r'd °

. - -t - . - W
edited from the transcript to avoid rater,bias. Each of the dilemmas ‘.
**&3?% ’

involves a controversial issue of general interest. The dilemma preseénts

£
b

. -
¢

% hd !

two points of view on the topic and the probe ‘questions solicit ‘the person's

¢ . . e

s




. & ' 1 ‘33

. . , /\‘ -
* R “
perspective on the issue and rationale for the conc}géion reached. ’/' -
The four dilemma format was developad by King «and Kitchener ‘
- e
after a pilot study of a six dilemma format. Results from the bilot‘were also
. . N ﬂe P !< .t 5" .

used in establishing the scoring rules. ' . . . ‘

-
¢ +

4

. Although the instrument is too recently developed to’ have accumulated -

- . [ Y
the coefficients obtained are quite high. .
en e ) : .
: A
Second, the information is entouraging across a range of measures of relia-

-~ -

bility and internal consistency. For.the Kiﬁg and ki;chener §amp1e,'inter7
) . H ]

a large body of reliability and:validity eviffpce,.;hg initial res%lté are

Qupportive in two ways. First,

) » P} .. .

$ ) A .
rater reliability, item-total correlationms, inter-rater agreement calculated

in terms of significant differencé§'beggeen rater, and percent of agreement

. ‘ ,

'betWeen raters all suggested high correspondence betwéen'the éLo judges'

ratings. /Specifically, the inter-rater reliabilxtj.cgefficieﬁts,ranged frou
- @ ! .

.68 to .94, item -total correlations from .90 to .92 {éd overall ipter—réter

.

agreement from .75 to .85.

significant} They also used internal consistency in

¢

Overall differences Between judges Qere»nof‘r

a

? . ~ . N
subjects' scores across

v

dilemmas as an indicator of construct Galiditj, arguing ;hat'high correlations

‘¢ ®

between séores on the four dilemmas for each $ubje;;

»

for validity of the theory. For the total group, co

°

.84 and'.88‘and within groups, betwéen .56 and .8b.
were significant (p %.0l1). For the . College of Agfi
rater reliability was .63 (p <.001) with 77% of th

the 2/3 point gﬁiterion level for inter-rater

k.l

Concept Mastery Test

The Concept Mastery Test, first developed by Te

’

minute written test of vdcabulary and verbal intelli

» -
DL .

arg{é‘ éndent on a large vocabulary as well as the a
;’":. :'- - “ ) ) -

. P

would support their claim

~

Toar . .o
rrelations ranged between
\.‘ “

kl} of these correlatipns
¥ .

culture sample, inter-

€ ratings falling yithin

n . .0

agreement. ° S

Ty
f -
- 13

¥man in 1921;/isna 40 .
gence. BeCause high scomes

bility. to reason with

£

LY

(&
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vocabulary, it is appropriately referred to as a measure of verbal reasoning.-
: ¢ *®

Tne test is divided intP two sections: synonyms-antonyms and analogies. Tae

’

°

" test manual (1973) suggests that it is suitable for use with college stuﬁents,
& /’ . N R )
graduate students, and gifted high school students. Terman reports correla-

., — -
, tions of between .55 and .69 with other measures of verbal alilities, and.

- o

‘ '
somewhft lesser correlations with I.Q. and numerical abilities measures.

El 1 -

~7

Kitchener (1977) reported a non-significant correlation of .23 with the
]
. : AN

~ Reflective Judgment Interview for her liberal arts college junior sample,

3

but much higher correlations for the high school (.63) and graduate student
(.78) samples. The test is designed for either group or individual adminis-

tration; in this study, the\}est was individually adm%nistered. The CMT in
‘ : 5
particular was selected because of its appropriateness for a college population

. likely to have high levels of verbal reasoning ability and also because using
. \ . S
the same instrument as Kitchener.(1978) allowed for easier comparability of

findings. - : -
) Geanal Information Sheet
-~ K . N
> . The General Information Sheet was used to obtain demographic information,

~

academic achievement informatibn, and data on choice of major field. "The
r'. -
instrudé;t contains -three pages. The first pagF asks for name, address,

". and telephone number. The second p3ge }ncludés items asking for date qﬁq

.-, . . .
‘iPirth, residence, college;, major, year in school, and parents' education

and ‘occupations, baseq on Hollingshead's (1965) two factor index.of social

position. Subjects were requested to place an "X" in the blank that best

4

R

describes their parehts' education and occupations at the time thay entered

college. The final page contains items related to questions relating to

- -

grade point average and choice of major field. All suBjects were asked to

v
. .
. 2
N .

- )

PO PPN,



- .

describe in a few sentences their rationale for their choice of major or

.

legel of satisfaction with their choice of major. The‘questionnaire took

L2

e a - » -

£

approximately ten minutes to complete.

. Procedure

Testing was conducted in one two-hour session for each subject. Each
. sessiotxbegan with a4 reading and signing of the informed consent, in which

the nature of  the research was, briefly ‘described. Ha1§ of the subjects
3 L} .
received the Concept Mastery Test first, half the Reflective Judgment Interview

* first, and all completed the General: Information Sheet Jas the final task. The

£3

Reflective Judgment dilemmas were presented in random order.

3

\ All testing took place in a soundproof room’at the University of Minnesota,
equipped with a desk, two chairs, a cassette tape recorder and tapes, and the

testing materials. A separate cassette tape was used for each dilemma. Each

tape was identified by dilemma number and by the subject's code number which
was known only by the investigator. The data col-leétion was completed &ver

a six weegaperiod between November 1, 1978 and ‘December 10, 1973.

” L4 -
All)individuéls were instructed that the CMT was a-general test of verbal

reasoning and the RJI, 3 measure of how they.think about issues of general
) . . ,
concern.
1\ . s
~ ‘ )

- Data Analysis,

- hY

-

L] ki

Both dnalysis of variance and covariance were used to analyze the data.

. <
The independent variables were major- field and year in college. Concept
“ A . ) d
“Mastery. Te. score and Preliminary Scholastic Aptitute Test score were the

[3

covariates, and Reflective Judgment Interview score the dependent variable.

. ‘.
Both an analysis of variance and covariance were chosen because in the ==

-

-, Kitchener (1977) seyﬁy CMT score Qas shown to be significantly related to RJI

R
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e

1

. L . !

¢
score. Therefore, without controlling for verbul f%ésoning ability, any-
. "

signifiéagt results could be,interﬁreted as the result of differences in L,

- -
a A -

verbal reaéonjﬁg as much as Reflective Judgment. Similarly, Mgce some earlier

research reported a moderate relationsiiip between intellectual ability-and.
: (

4 .

measﬁres.of ego, moral, and cognitive development (Loevinger & Wessler, 1970;

Kohlberg, 1969; Rest, 1976; SChroder, DriVer,.&iStruefert, 1967) and since -
( . .

Kitchéner also found a significant association between intellectual ability’

A A

and RJI scoré, PSAT served as a second coyariate in this study. Pearson

~ o,

o product moment cprrelationg were used to te€St the relationsnips between _
A‘ln maJor, satisfaction wit khoice of majog, and Reflective Judgment level.

_ Additio;ally, s};ce séx differences on overall RIT score reached . {

§ignifiEance for S}rangé (1978) and approached significance (p < ;OZ) for”’ |

«

£

the Kitchener samplg, a post;héc analysis of sex differences on RJI scores _
- e ~e Y 4 5 '
was, done. The possibility that the sex differences é%y be better explained

‘through reference to academic major (kitchqur,_}977) and the lack of

N
by
ey

similar findings in the Perry researcﬁ were tue rationale for the decision

"in favor of a past-hoc analysié rather than an hypothesis test.

Reslts, o - . é

E

Three independent judges were involved in the sc0r1ng of the RJI. One

judge rated all.64 interviews (256 dilemmas) and the othér two each ratgd

half (128~dilemmas). Before the transcripts were sent to the raters, they

A T~ ’
. -~

were tead and edited for cues that would be 3ndi¢qtive of the subject's age, ,

/
)}

¢

. S ¥
aaf, éducational level or major field. . ) -

The same }ating procedure that was used in prior stud%es“wés emplo ed

4

/e .
here. Each dilemma was assigned three scores. As-explained by King in

L]
referengce to her study, »

)
B
]
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,reliability coefficients ranged from .1zyto .38?~jlue tfterlrater/reliaﬂilitf

".the result of the uneven nature of intellectual development among college

students, or may be a consequence of a weakmess in interviewer trainingyﬁ,
. ‘ ~

N -
Three scores were uscd to give the most accurate representation
: , ¢

° possible to characterize the Reflectivq Judgment position a¢$ e .
which -the subject‘discusses each dilemma. The triple score - -
, hgdps identify and descrfge ‘the variance across positions ‘ 1;}

N ) ‘

and allows a rater to make a more complex assessment of a

) subject s reasoning style. (p. 121) B . ' X

- A
« - .’ -

If tne‘average of the three scores assigned to any dilemma by the judges
L 4 —

differed by moye than one point, the Judges were asked tomre-rate those

dilemmas; Forty-four of the 256 dilemmas required'a second rati?g: "If, after \f\

-

a second independent rating, the¢gspcrepancf'was hot resolved, those Jjudges

dg@.gs;;d that dilemma and came to an agreement. Two dilemmas required this

seconﬁfre—rating. s, . .

3

-~

* -

) Reliability of the Reflective Jngment Interview (RJI) ) e
. - — _ ,
The overall reliability coefficient between Judge 1 and Judge 2 'was )84

~ . /s
and betyeen Judge 1 and Judge 3, .89. Since judges 2 and43 rated no common

)

protocols, their inter-rater reliability could not be computed. 1nﬂer-dilemma

- . ¢

coefficients are comparable to those reported in earlier studies but the

R ‘4

inter-dilemma gorrelations are lower thgﬁ"thoselobtained by Kitchener (1977),
.

WFQSe coeffi:ients radéed from .56 toa .86 for the college sample, and also

somewhat lower than those repbrted,by Strange (19782, .Sgwto .63.. This

difference may be partia}l& explained byigﬁe smaller range %; éfores ovi;'the ' SN

total sample in this study, since a red#€ed range in\scores~d§?resses the \\;\—‘v’///
. , * - o . t . —/-./

correlations obtained. These "16wer inter-dilemma’correlations may'also be

P

- -

.

. . ¢ ’ o - N

~ ' 40 ' ‘
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interviewer bias, or rating skill. Dilemma-total correlationé, in which a

e

judge's mean score for a dilegma was correlated with'the subject's total

score, wvere moqsrate, rang{ng from ,35 to .52. .

< .

Inter-rater agreement was‘GZI:;IEted in two ways. First, simple percent

of agreement between. ratersd: (in their original ratings) was computed, with
: ¥ © . .
agreement defined as ‘one point or less discrepancy between the averages of

.

the judges' ratings for eac? dilemma. Then, using the procedure recdmmended

By~Lawiis ;nd Lu (1972), these coefficient§ were corfected for chance agreement.

14 ] N

agreement, tne percent of agfeement is best described as moderately high. In

¢

. ‘ . ; ‘ 5
sum,, these 'data indilate that the RJI reliable assessed subjects' responses.’

38

Both sets of ceeffiéients are presented in Table 10. When correcteﬂrforlchance "

< ;\ }
- . ’ o - ) N 1 a
. . * Table 10 _ ‘
° Refleétive Judgment Interview Inter-Rater Agreementa Coefficients
for Total Sample:* Unadjusted and Adjusted for Change
. '  Agreenent
S -
Dilemma . Unadjusted . Adjusted
. ) ' .
» '
1 (Egyptian Pyramids) . .813 .762
. 2%, (News Reporting) . \ .782 753
¢ 3 (Creation/Evolution) ) T 844 .711
4 (Chemfcals in Foods) ‘ .7§7, ) . - .692
/N overall.: - " ,..802 » .728
.. Lagee- ) M )
aAgreemént defined as one point or iéss discrepancy. - .
- ' 4

B




-

Tue di tribution(Pf mean RJI scords is présente& in Table 11: The'
range of mean scored for the total sample is }ron 3.13 to 5.08, with the
.\grand mean at 3.81. The scores of the majority of freshmen fall into the
dualistic.categori while the majority of sen}ons-score at the relativistic
level. The freshmen in humanities and social séie;cé\majors.had‘thq lowest

¢ . .
mean score (3.52) while ‘the seniors in humanities and social sciences had the

highest mé;n score (4.05). In generdl, taese scofgs are comparabié to those
reported in the other research on Reflective Judgment, Kitchen;r (1577)
obtained a mean of 3.65 for her éample of 20 college juniors in liberal arts
and King and Parker (1978) reported a mean.of 3.93 for their sample of 20
juniors in agriéglture. The range of scofes here is slighfly smaller than

" the range reported by Strange (1978) in his sample of traditional age freshmen

and seniors at the University of Iowa, 3.28 tu 5.56.

Group Differences in Reflective Judgment Interview Scores

t

One majo¥ purfpose of this study was to examine the relationship between

the level of intellectual development of individuals in college and their

year in,coliege and academic major. Prior research (Strange, 1978) hau
el . .

indicated significant differences between freshmen and seniors and had pointed
R

to a possible relatioﬂship between academic major and level of development
(Kitchener, 1977). 1In this section, the results moet relevant to those issues
will be discussed. Hypothesis I dealt with the differences between freshmen

groups in RJI score. A significant }elationship between RJI score and major

\‘ - '. 'Y
for these first quarter freshmen would suggest an association between Reflective

Judgment level and initial choice of major. An analysis of variance indicated

no significant differences between the, two freshmen groups on the RJI (Table 12).

. No evidence of influence of Reflective Judgment level on choice of major at

-
’

entrance-to college has beén revealed in this study.

Il

’ dq

I
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» “ Tablé 11 -
Distribution of Mean Reflective Judgment Interview Scores
Over All Dilemmas for the Fodr Student Groups
+  (by percent)
¢ . Student Grou'ps
v * Humanities/ Humanities/ o
. Social. Social .
Mean Reflective_ Science . Engineering Science Engineering
. Judgment. Scores Freshmen Freshmen . Seniors Seniors
«.
1.5 )
2.0 {
Dualism 2.5
_ + 3.0 44 o 6 . 6 6
- 13.5 38 56 las_ " 44
~ ) A ’ -
4.0 19 38 31 25
“ 4.5 » 25 13
Relativism 5.0 s ~ 13 13
5.5
Y] 3
. 6.0
]r Probabilism 6.5 4
- ‘7.0 &
: /
100% 100% 1002 . 1007
— ) .
N =.16 N =16 N =16 \§=16
. %= 3.52 X=3.72" X = 4.05 X=3.94"
S.D. = .329 .317 .578 .557
N Rat;ge = 3.15-4.17 3.21-4.50 '3.25-5.04  3.17-5.08
A
: 0 , ‘ N -
t - Note: Totals may not equal 100 due to r_ound?.ng.,

% .

N

o
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-

. . %

Analysis of Variance on Reflective Judgment Interﬁigw’Scores

. -
for ¥reshmen by Group.and Sex (N = 32)

. Source of Variation s df .. ms F P
Group | * 1. .33 2.853 - 5102
Sex 1 -7 L014 126 725
" Group x Sex . 1 - .049 445 .510
rResidual -+ 728 : .110
Total i 31 _

} L v

p - -

a2

- - -

Hypothesis Ii focused on the differenqé between the seniors in engineeﬁ}ng
and the seniors in humanities and social sciences. Any significant difference
betiieen the two groups on RJI score would sﬁggest that academicfmajor is

related to the level of intellectual attainment. The results of a oneway

analysis of variance presented in Table 13 éhow4no significant differences

between théée two groups. Although the mean score ékfsenidrs ig humanities/

social sciences is higher than their counterparts in°engineering, the

r

difference is Aot significant. Nothing in %heée findiﬁgs supports the inter-
pretation that the academic majors produce differe;t levels of intellect;al
development as measured by t2§ RJI. )

‘Thgifindings for Hypothesis'III, howevgr; lead to refdection ofﬁthe null

] . ‘ » - N
hypothesis. When q&s scores of freshmen and seniors were compared, a

statistically significant difference resulted. :h three~way. analysis of variance

e s . '

with year iﬁ college, major, and sex as the independent variables and RJI score

« . '
. ) M v

. , N
. . .. -
.
~ '
M .

-
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. ' h Table 13 ‘ e
. Analysis of Variance on Reflective Judgment Interview Scores
~7 f?r Seniors by Group and Sex (N = 32)
' Soufce of Variation e df ms ’ " F P \“\
& — ‘ )
Groyp ‘ 1 - .096 <294 .592°
T . ~ - 1 ' .521 | 1.598 .217 .
Group x Sex ‘ 1 018 © Zos4 - .818
Residual , ‘ 28 326
. .
Total . ' 31 '
/
as the dependent variable revealed a significht main effect for year in college
at thé p <.01 leyel, but no,signific;ng interactio@’effécts (Table 14). 1In
othér‘wérds; the differences'betweeﬂ freshmen and seniors in hueaﬁities/social

séiences are not significanfly greater than the differéqges between freshmen

— X b
and seniors- in engineering. The outcome of this analysis supports the

-

"findings of(ét;ange (2978) 'that a sampke of older, more educated students

“ hd

higher on the RJI than younger and less educated students.

.
» b}

. Effects of CdﬁtrolLng for Verbal .and Intellectual Skills

b
',Sihce both PSAT and CMT were siénificantly aséocigted with Reflectiv

fjudgment leéel in Kitchener’ (1977) and ACT composite score correlated

n - 1
between RJI, PSAT, and CMT were tested in this studx. For this sample no

. 45 { R

score

e

- significéntly with Reflective Jﬁdgméﬂf in Strange (1978)1 the relationships
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- Table 14

t ‘Analysis of Variance on Mean Reflective Judgment Interview Scores

. ’ J
v S by Year in College, Majoy, and Sex

*

-

Sohrcé of VaFiation' df . ms F P‘
‘ Year in College . 1 2.250 10.324 .002
" ilajor ) L1 .031 144 .706
Sex 1 .353 1.618 . 209
. Year in. College x Major 1 .378 1.733 .193-
*  year in‘CE&lege X Sex -1 .182 .837 .364
' Major x Sex 1 .004 .018 894
. Year in Coliege x Majo )
< x Sex L 1l .062 .287 .594
Residual .. § 56, RN
T;tal ‘63 . -

43

v

1
~ .

significant correlations between RJI, CMT, and PSAT were found with the
- B S f
exception of the correlation between the 'two ability measures, the 'PSAT and

¢ CMT. When these results are compared with those obtained by Kitchener for

[ ] ) ! Y
«the college sample only, they appear less discrepant. In her research the

correldtion between RJI and CMT was .23 and between RJI and PSAT, 30.

.

Neitner correlation reached statistiéal significance. Both tne correlations
obtained in this study and the results of the analysis bf covariance suggest

- L3

‘that the Reflective Judgment Interviev is measuring a construct distinct from

-

. .
. .
‘ . . . .
- ‘ 46 5
v
. . t .
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- differences on the CiT overall were obtained, but when the scores on each

N

.between groups on PSAT scores were found'even though the mean score of those

5£3manities/social sciences (50.4). [ . : B

. Who attend and persist beyond what could be expected by maturation alone.

than ths\ijif;/in the original Perry samplé. . ]
, : ! y ]

v d
t : . .

~

verbal reasoning ability. The differences between groups‘remained signiticant

-~

after CMT and PSAT are covaried out. These findings support Kitcuener's
interpretation that Reflective Judgment and verbal reasoming skills develop
at different rates during the college years. . ' ‘ PN

’ - -
hd -

The mean score of the four groups on tue CMT were as follows: engineering
. v ~ A

freshmen, 50.2; engineering seniors, 55.6; humanities/social sciences '

14

‘freshmen, 54.5; and humanities/soczhl sciencef seniors, 64.1.+ .o significant
s N . ‘ . .

half of the CMT were analyzed separately by a one way analysis of variance,

.

differcnces between engineering and iiumanities/social sciences majors were -
revealed. The students in liberal arts majors scored signgficantly hlgher

-

o. the synonyms-antonyms sec(ion (p <.05) than the engineering students,

1
l
1
|
]
i
1
1
!
1
|
1
3 . .
a section of the test that Tprman asserts is a measure of vocabulary ’ g R

>
predominantly. This differencg is congruent with the increased emphasis‘}h . Coe

®

liveral arts on reading and writing skills. No significant differences

s . ¢

in engineering was slightly higher (51.6) than the mean of those in ‘ f,

°

Discussion of the Results

ect foq year in college supports the findings of other RJI ¥

researchers and more generally supports the trend in the literature on . ¢ e

college student develépnent which demonstrates aquﬂmpaét of’ college on those

-~

. 8

However, the range in scores and the highest scores are smaller and lower than

what would be predicted from prier research on RJI and eonsiderably smaller

| . ) -
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e 1
J . i . .
, A recently published‘?tudy by Astin (1978) appears useful in making seunse

of the small range in scores. Astin's work also seems‘heipful in interpreting -

’
*

the relationship between Reflective Judgment,.year in college, and’dcademie

’

" major. Astid and his colleagues studied 200,000 individuals longitudinally

\
4

betweenn 1961 and 1974, bota non-students and students #n a véfiety of aigher
‘S L]

educational institutions. He attempted to ascertain the felativeaémpact of

. ~-caaracteristics, and the amount and type of involvement in college life was

- a

.

measured using type of residence (dormitory,‘apartmeg;; or aE)home with
parents), participation ip special academic¢ programs and research activigies,

. . ‘ . .
faculty-student interaction, participation in social and athletic activities

and sororities and fraternities, and academic involvement (cimé,studying) as

v

-~

criteria for involvement. He reported that the size pf therinstitution was

. correlated with;its impact on students. Large pubiic univérsities with a -

|
I [y 4 . 3

« i a L 4 v )
high ratio of commuters and fewer opportunities for involvement in special

-~

° v

. programs or campus activities,‘or for faculty-student interaction sifowed less
a * ’ .
changé on bothlqognicivg and affective dimensions. The University of'Mipneéota
. . . . ' - . o
" is typical of' the large uniVersities he studied. Therefore, it is reasonable

&

Y .

to suggest that the nature of the institution from which the subjects in this

_study were samﬁledima} have depressed the scores on:tﬁe RjI, and by depreésing "
] ‘the scores of &hé’sepiors, reduced the range»Sf scores in the total sémple. ‘
Furtherm&re, when Astiguanalyzed~EPe«inﬁluengefof majo; fieid he‘
found.those i? énbi?eefing s?owe& smaller thaé a?erage changes.ané those
. » in social sci%pces, greater‘tﬁan average clianges, Engineering studenés, he

o ' » e . | . . B
., reported,'spept groportionally mo¥e time studying, had more stringent grading

requirements, and.yere frequently isolated from students in a separate

. ) bl .
. 3
9
[} . -
I

°f

S

o
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.

\

technological school. asS a conseyuence of the difficulty of the academic
8

program and the separation, engineering students were less involved in college
~ « <"

life and in turn, showed less change. The amdll differences between RJI scares

" of the two engineering grﬁups, less than one quarter positionJ is consistent

' [N , 0

with Astin's findings. Since no.data_are aVailable on engineering majors from

’,

é smaller college, no conclusions can be reached concerning the degree of

- contribution of the instructional factor and the maioi.field.

-

Astin's study alsp offers a pdssible explana%ion.for the lack of

significant differences between the two groups of fgeshmen. According"to

Astin, and to Feldman and Jewcomb (1970), those who encer public institutions

-

share more common demographic aKd abi]kf, characteristics than those who

’ . §

.enter private colleges. Therefore, it may be that students match themselves

H

to a type of'institution rather than to a,major field within that ifistitution.
S . ' - < :

tesearch incluiﬂng demographic data, ability data, and RJI sdores on freshmen

entering.a'vafietyloﬁ tspes of institutions would be useful in exploring this

- - N ¢ s
relationship’ =~ - g

‘ - 3 ’ . o
In a more general way, Astip's findings, coupled with the prior rese!rch’

on’ college student development and the results of this study, argue for

research designs that go beyond the simple distinctions of sex, major, and

<

N

year 'in college and take’ intonaccount more carefully both the characteristics

e et T . N

of the institutions and the degnee of involvement in college. life. Tne

- _.‘..-_ . v

literature pn-goliege“student development clearly implies that paer contact
P B ,‘. R 2

is most strongly associated with the devélopment; it is imperative that »

'future rosearch into Reflective Judgment*take into account peer contact

variables. Researchers‘into the Perry scheme (Widick, Knefelkamp, & Parker,

1975, Widick & -Simpson, 1978; Mason, 1978; Touchton et 'al., 1978) have

* " T

-
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conslstently reported significant increases in Perry position when courses -~

- -

. . dre deslgned with the stimulation of intellectual developmeng as a primary -
purpose. Studies of‘tue influences of specific cﬁ?;sroom experiencas and ° .
modes of instruefion on RJI scores ought to be cond;cted, It is oossible ) .;

‘ that tie uifferences in .mpact between large and small institutions may be .

a function of more personalized instruction as wekl as increased'involvement

-

‘ in the campus life and peer eontact. I

o

« < g L s
- .

In short, while any conclusions based on these results are subject: to

-t N < »
the reservations cited above, the data are consistépt with the interpretation

(XS

that older students\who persist in higher edutation shou greater.capaEity'
¢ 2

, N ot . = . f~
to make reasoned judgments about intellectual problems than their younger,jgl‘
. . . * ¢ - ‘

less educated counterparts, ‘egardle4; of major’field of study. .

0 i fg . .

We‘ Nevertheless, eVen though‘the scores of seniors.differed signifitantly

* L]

¥
from those of thejfreshmen on the Reflective Judgment Intervigw, seniors in

- . , )

e .
¢ - Q

this sample wefi still using whim as often as EVidEnee $d logicsand could

not see,any‘way
. a . \
aside ¥rom inditg

consig;egtly evaluate points of, view as better or worse, 3

T
*-;

l.l@.

iai syncrapies, I oqber°word;, ﬁhese seniors were’

, i/ ’@_-“'{‘fr“,?o ‘d’h . s .v #
only somewhat better quijped thanrthéegggshmen to cope ., Wlth ,the complek : - ,
] éw

problems of modern docietyVand were~ceftaiﬁlycmuch,le§s devéloped intellectually . A
> Teowt & * R

than those respongible for their education‘wogld%ﬁgge.ﬂ;‘Qﬁ% ‘ Lo .

A

- &

Furthermore, oespite the common view tha

" .

llege students in technical "o,

fields tend to be more dogmatic in their t qaﬁgng‘ no significant differences “
) & . L
between "those.in engineering majors andfthose in humanitigs/social sciénce . ™
v majors were found -in this study. The size of the giffere'noe in RJI scores between
! . . o, , N . Ll .
freshmen and seniors 17/hﬁﬁanities[social‘science was’ approximately the same. - 2
. r ’ \
, . r w, Lo s - .
' as the difference between freshmen and seniors Q’ engineering. . = >
’ A . . ‘ T, &Y N
» /s . g 5 . . . .
. 50 - T
) b . . 4 j\
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_complexity

v

| . .
In summary, freshmen and seniors difiered significantly onetheir
¥

1

Reflective J?dgment Interview scores, but the difference in ré?gbnégg between

freshmen and seniors in socidl science/humanities majors was approximaﬁely the?

. ~

“same size as the difference between fresiumen and seniors in engineering majors.

- -

reservations cited sboxe, neverthless, the data/gze'consistent with the ,

a4 -

-
While any conclusions based on these re§y1ts must be subject to the ) j
|
.following ideas. Older students completing higher education exhibit a greater i

-

awareness of mul;?yle perspectives'on the complex issued posed in the

. ) . Id .
Reflective Judgmént Interview. Despifie the common conception that technical
s .

/
stud%Pts tend to/be more dogmatic, the engineering studénts in the present

, v . B o : o, . .
study did not djffer from the social science/humapitiés students in the |

° »

h which they;yiewed the issues. While the seniors in the
® )

sample seemed-more advanced than the freshmen in their capacity to make
. . . - 3

judgments about complgi intellectual subjects, they appeared’ less develbpeé

intellectually than those responsible for tueir edugatlon would hope. Seniors
‘ S V! «

. ¥
used whim as often as evidpnce’and logic in deriving theiy j}ﬂ@s, and taey
- .

still could not see any way to consistently evaluate points of view aside

N ~

.

from individual,idiqsyncracieé: . ' ’ \

.

] -~ TN

e, . ) Study IIT - y

. \ -
The.primary goal®of this study is to assess the impact of graduate

- -

education on cognitive and cognitive-sucial developmental measures. To

successfully address this question we must use a procedure which cin isolate

. : . ) 4 . L
not ‘only the effects asspciated with education but also those effects
dssociatéd with competing“explanations for group differences; Two common

N ‘o » . *
alternative explanations for observed grogﬁhﬁare myturation\and selection,
- - . ‘ \

Our procedﬁre specifies a priori patterns of possible results which best
. .

-~

2 .
argue for one explanation over the other competing views. Tunese_ patterns

-

are tien compared with the observed pattern to determine the best match.
~ ' ot . ‘a \*

- Eil . R

" . /| -
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?

- Wuen used with our population and purposes, this procedure specifies

% o~
3

4

. . s . N -
-at minimum four groups of subjects. Two groups of graduate students at

ittt
- ’

. -
» ,differeng stages.in their training, and two groups of college graduates

&

—N These four grbups can be ﬁhodght of as cells in é'twoaby two matrix,

v

the rows corresponding to enrollment status, and the columns’ to age. The

"

>

J

|

1

|

|

s . - ‘

C e similar to tie gggduate groups‘on age, sex and verbal -ability. . e 1
|

1

patterns for the three competing effects, education, maturation and

2 'y f -

selection follo{v di:rectly fropm this matrix (see Figure 3). If maturat:i.ona'#

a‘factor the row means should be significantly different (Figure 3a). If

selection is a factor, the column ﬂgans will differ significantly (Figure 3b).

FS

'If‘education is a factor then an interaction between .the column and rows

.

"should occur {Figure 3c). Further, this interaction should be dde‘to‘a

medn difference.between the enrolled groups that is greater than the

corresponding differences ip the non-student groups: -
- ) / o L -

The pattern we expect to see in the data will include a compination of

’ . . . ' * e r )
T the t%{fe pure forms shown in Figuré*3. Althoygh all these pure forms may be

found in-.the data, tue crucial test of the effects associated with education o]
. . ' * h ) -

, _ N
- remains the row by column interaction described above. -
1 > ‘ A r -
-~ R . .. -
. . . - N
- . ¢ . - . .
A g oY >
'\7 .
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\
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<« . Method . -
Subjects
PN - . .

THe samplé collected for this:stUQy incirdéd eighty subjects, E&enty,'

~ £ 2 » *
advqgced graduatersstudents, twenty first-year graduate students, and

forty college graduates who had not entered graduate sii:jii These groups

are equally divided by sex._ Al%,of the graduate student Wefe enrolled at
’ -t T Ty oo . . o
the University of Miqnesota éuriqg the academic year 1978—79. The degree . .

. oy .

programs represented b& these subjects were the traditional liberal arts ' .

majors excluding psychology. . any . )
;w .~ . . ) . . » . .
S Advanced graduate standing was defined-as having completed thé written

.
3 . . ¥

. preliminary exams required by the individual degree programs, All subjects .

in this group had been enrolled in their. programs for at 'least three yeafs.

e ’

. The first 'year graduate subjects were all in their first year of
-~ graduate scnool; transfer students were not included in this sample.

[}

The forty no@—enrolled subjects had ‘never enrolled in a gradyate program” B

but were of comparable age, énd schof%stig aptitudelgg the graduate subjects., 7
In addition these subjects,were currently living and working in the Iwiﬂ

°

’
4

Cities metropolitan area.

<~ The selection process was as follows: a‘random sample of names was

generated‘from li?ts of advanced graduate students supplied by the graduate
/ ' ¢ ' )

‘ ' school. These‘pofentfal subjects were then contacted by mail or pﬁbne. ® .This

~N
. procedure was repeated until both ten males and females agreed to participate s

t

-
»

in the stpdy.; : s )

¢

| First year-subjects were selected'in.a similar fashion with the one
. - ‘ .- < %
exception that each subject had to have Scholastic Aptitude Test scores on file
. o g ; Toa o8 5,
Tt at theiniversity that roughly matched the scd%gs obtained from the advanced )
’ ' BN -t . -t T )

. re
’ . . .
v

N ‘. -

‘)-’-'

. L

Q ‘ . . ,v. }_/'5.4
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group,

The non—enrolled group w# recruited from. newspaper advert1sements,
nominations from other subjects, and from lists supplied by the University

of Minnesota Alumni Office. Of the potential subjects who responded to ~
+

-

these recruitment procedures only those people who fit the age and test

A . . ! R

score profiles of the graduate group were included. These~standards had

. ‘ B ) . .
to be .relaxed for one sub cell due to our inability to locate 10 male

A

college graduates gﬁo fit the profiles of the first year graduate males.

The four males who were finally selected had scores that placed them in

.

the upper third of their norm groﬁp. The rkst of the sample had scores f

s - ﬂ
in the upper twenty—five‘Rercent of their norm group. .
. .
“ - o .
Instruments® - o , N

-~

Five instruments, the Reflective Judgment Interviews (RJI), Rest's-
Defining Issues Test (DIT), Loevinger's,SenEEnce Comgletion Test (§Cl),

a general information questionnaire and Terman's Concept Mastery Test
. t ..,k

§CMT) were adpinistered to each subject. ) .
. N - ’ 4 ~ - .

. s -~ .
. ( .

Reflective Judgment Interviews . . \{‘;\%

The RJI (King, l979;.kitchener, 1979) is a semi-structured interview

consisting ofifour dilemmas, the -origin of :the Egyptian Pyramids, Objectivity

of News Reporting, Creation versus Evolutionﬁ,and the safety of chemical
?

additiyes in food. The intarview is guided %y a standardized series of

probes designed to elicit the subject's reaction to these dilemmas and

AY

his/her\:se of evidence to support their wviewpoint. Each dilemma is defined

-

For subjects by presenting two contradictory positions within the above -

content domains. The interview lasts for approximately 45 to 60 minutes.

,



- P PN .

The: scoring procedure for the RJI utilizes trained raters ‘who

independently score each response to each dilemma. The individual dilemmas

-

. ) * ' .
are summarized by three ratings whichlrepresent a major and two minor stage )

* Scores; for example a protocol scored 443 would indicate that the dominant -

. 3

stage for this subject is Stage 4 along with some evidence of Stage 3. These *

- four'friads, one et fgr each dilemma, are summed and the mean response -

- . .

. \ . N F
~obtained. This figure is used as the-composite score for the subsequent

>

P

analyses, - . : -
. . . v

The DIT is an objective measure of moral reason1ng development (Rest,

1979, Note ﬁﬁD SubJects are required to, read six stories,‘each describingx

a situation with competing social claims Subjects are’ then asked to §udge

~ what he{she would do.in the hypothetical &ituation and thén rate and rank ¥ ",
o /
12 issues relating\to their decisgon. The’majority of. the 12 issues are St ': \\\\
stage: typed to Kohlbe:g.s (1969) stages of moral development .The ‘
P o remaining iSSues are designed as validity checks. . . _'5 - Coe
| ' Subjects ratings and rankings are summarized by the P and D scores. ) -/l

~
»

P scores utilize the ranking data and are.deaned’ﬁﬁithe weighted sum’ of S
L 4 v
. ]
’ the ranked principles types issues (Stages 5, 6).. Percent P is the: most a
' . s i T

-

-
-

common -index found in the literature

v +

-The D score takes into.acc0unt the full rangé of gating responses and-

-

represents the use of principled thinking in rélation to preconventional K

— « ° . . \ sy . .
and conventional thinking. ) A N . f o
. The ‘SCT of ego development (Loevinger, et al., 1970; Loevinger, Wessler, & ;

v ) J i
Redmore, 1970) has-two forms, gne designed for men and the other for women,

Both fo&ms have 36 items\ Each- -item requires the subJec ‘to complete a \
Sentence stem. ( - . ’
’) -/
To arrive at the composite score/for a subJect’ trained raters first rate :
Vg ke . L~ * O ? 3

.
' )
-l . , [




Y
.

_in a mamer similar to that described with tﬂe'CMIl

experimental ‘procedures and a final consent form obtained. The research

@

(individuail})-all 36 items for ego level and then compare—the‘éumulative .

»

frequeqcf‘distribution of item rates to publifhed tables of potential vélggs.

This procedure yields a single rating which is the measure of ego developuent

¢
'

used, in the analyses. .

-~ L

v
9
)

The TMT (Terman, 1973) is an objective test df verbal reasoning ability.
» * \ s ) .

Tnis test was ‘designed to discriuminate peovple who’are superior in verbal
K ~ok .

. . .t -
reasoning and will therefore be appropriate for,thé presernt group of subjects.

~ s

Tire CMT requi;és the éubject to answer 115 synonyms and antonyms; plus 95
N s -~ . * . . .
anulogies. This test iseprimérily used in ‘this stﬁdyvto statistically
determine whether any group differénces found by the primary measures
. : RN . O . ) DA : ’

mentioned ‘above, é%n be attribifed. to differences in Qe;bal'reasgning.
) . - ’o ' » ) -t : ' ' .
This final instrufwegt.is included to proyide ‘an estimate of socio-= .
~ . . « . 'n . ~ \ _' . . .
economic Status (SES) using Hollingsheads (Notel13) prgtedure. This estimate ;

’
]

. N
will be used to assess the
. Al

relationship between SES an¥ the primary measures *
- ' . N

[ Lt

R .
. b
! .
.
¢ - A
- . ’

Procedure . - £ . . . .. .
The length of the Reflective'Judgmentﬂinterview'made it necessary to
> - ) ‘ AN ! . ' P -

é .

" have subjects ‘gomplete -some of the-measures without supervision. It was

% - -~ ~‘°"' . . LT
theiefore Qetérmiqu'thht the DIT and SCT:would-be sent to each subject along
with a covering letter Coffirming the interview.date. The.lette¥‘éls -

~ - o - , - \
requested that. fhe two measqué be completed before the interview.
N * - - .

:

4 . . LI . ! " ~.
On arrival at the testing location eich subject was informed of the.
. - -( , " . <

-

d%sisgant then p{oceéaed direétly with the RJI. Foilowing ghe inEerJiéﬁ'the
7 . - , . .
~g€neral informatiomw questionnaire was completed. The subject,was then

4 . - x

h‘.

LY




. @ R
escorted to the CMT testing room and asked to.carefully read the instructions

in the test booklet and begin.the test. No. time limit was}enforped for‘aqy‘

{ of the.above procedures: S ‘ ’ LT

»
-

"4 .After the testing, each subject was debriefed and the, measures .
. > . o . e
completed at’ home, collected. Each subject was paid $10 upon completion
of the instruments. - »
Yo - . ! . - J ! » . . b »>
. . . . )
A - . v Results o '
’ - ¢ . .

| . _ .Group Characte}istics: Table 15 shows tﬁe obtained group profiles-

&
—

for the-four groups. Although'the SCT and DIT anglyses'used-fewer‘sﬁﬁjects,

k] —_ *
»

doandt signifiéahtly deviate

“y

Hue to rejected protocols, the group profiles

frém‘tho;é bﬂown in Table 15. SR
) 2 ¢ ‘

i x

) *Reliability of the Reflective Judgment Interviéq, Interrater reliability

v

‘ ] .

. . . . r
and zgreetent, was computed on a random 25% of the protocols rated by both Q\

4 . - . [y J

' raters. These coefficients wxre'i75 and .69.réspect%ye1ﬂ, which are comparabTe

E o ) ) : : X .
»  to the results, of other recént studies (Wglfel, 1979; Kitchenmér, 1979). A ;

b N : 8
. o s ¥ . S C
further indication of the reliability of the measure was the¢ interpal tonsis-
LT ’ . - . '

tency coeffic;ept.ﬂ Cronbach's alpha for,al@ groups across all dilemmas was: .
.79;'again?this figure is %iﬁilar.qo those régorted byﬁother's;udiés (Strange,
1978; Kitchener,'iQ79;_ Welffe?, 1979) ) " _ . . . . _'
What™ fpllows are.the results for’the brimary'measures. Ipfeténcés con-
L ) ) R )
cerning’ the ghfee ?ypothesized effects wili be similar for‘éach primartheasure:

if_there is an additive effect bf‘selection;;dne Wbuid expect the means for
" the enrolled and nonenrolled gfoubs to differ significantly; if there is.
) . L v
.an additive effeet of maturation, the
sln" . 5’ - . * . . .

v b
+ 1f education is associated with the growth process, then differen
the two graduate groups de%.be gfeiter than'.the differences' between the

-

m&in effecé for ég%4w311 begzignaficant;

s between °

. ol - L, a ‘.
L) - . .

§ L]
v




."
4
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. -
Enrolled
Nonenrolled
¥ e .w"
. o
¢ -~
' Enrolled
il Y =
+
v i
' > 4 o

-

Group Characteristics  -§¢

Table 15 °

[

~

e .

Younger . 0lder "
mdn = 93 £ mdn = 95
range = 77~99 range = 87-99
N=19 N = 20
* ’ ’ I ~
mdn = 88 B mdn = 90
range ='(?'63“98 rénge = 77-99 .
N = 20 N = 20 -
Age
° {
Younger . _Older
X = 23.85 - % = 30.30 5. .
"sd = 1.88 sd = 4.97 ° R
N = 20 N=20 ‘' x L
X = 25.15 X = 3005 :
sd = 2.48 sd = .2.06~ .
4
‘ - ’ by
- N=20 N = 20 . )
i
’ N ) '
r‘ - -
‘ /




.’ AR} . ) ﬂ
g " nonenrolled groups.p This interaction is of crucial- importance to the

¥
. hypothesis of this study.

°. RJI: Table 16 presents the cell means and standard dev®ations for the
- total sample. These cells were compared using a Hierarchical step down
’ ¢

[} , . .
ANOVA,procedure where the mg{n effects are enterﬁd first followed by the

interaction effects. When covariates are added, they are entered-before
. ’ N L IR -

the main effects. ’ v

5

b r‘% (p < .001), maturation (p <'.05), and sélection (p < ,01) are all
signi ant. 'All of: he interactions, including the crucial interaction
q P - "’,‘ N

~associated with{Feflective-Judgment, are not-

suggesting tha

.

* gignificant (p > .05).

» T LN
.

= , When*SES andjcurrentQVerbal'abilitﬁes measuresianeladdcd o thes . s

.analyses as covariates, the sex (p < ,01) atd selection (p. < Ol) effects

< - Py

remain; however the main effect for maturation is no longer significant

2N ..

' / (p < 20) “
e In sum, these results suggest that men score higher thanﬂﬁgmen on

3 -

the RJI and graduate students scored higher than nonstudents; a pattern

.
l

which suggests a selection explanation for the ifferences between the

-

q%r"”students and nonstudents.
’ . SCT: J8 valid protocols.out of a possible 80 were rated by a trained

| .
ater, bhind to conditions To perform the following analyses Loevinger

»
f ’ s ages were assigned the numerical values listed in Table 17. Using
* t
these values Table 18 presents the means and standanf deviations of ‘

the\four subgroupd?' The ANOVA procedure described above was used to

S

°compare these groups. AAlthough the means in Table 18 display the

ira S

'57

The result of the RJI analysis shows that the three main effects, sex |

dn L S A,
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| ) Table 16  { -
foe . Cell Means and_Standard Deviations for Reflective Judgment'
Scores by Group / -
. P
Younger ldexr
Enrolled X = 4.60 ! % =/4.94 A
. , . L
T osd= .71 sd = .81
) n =20 ‘n = 20, )
Jonenrolled X = 4.02 X = 4.25 - .
Csd = .67 sd = .51
? ) X -
n=20 n = 20 *
. )
et s 29 ] Yow: v} ol TSN B I 1y ! e . e Y’F”a
» . A - PR ‘ -6 -
o s_. ; Table 17 ¢ .
» LI
kY] 4 -
|13 ' = \
Loevinger Stage 2 2/D D . B/3 3 3/4, 4 4/5 5 6
Jumerical 1 1.5 2 2.5* 3 3.5 & 4.5 5 6
Equivalent ) "
. _ D a. 3 X
' ' + ¢
L .
. e
"1&‘.‘ -
® . . k
. , .
oo % » L
> . R A ..
* N 3 »
* . "
F RS } -
. . < -
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- 0

hypothesized pattern which would suggest an association between education

© L] T

{7 and ego development, alllpain and interaction effects are nonsignificant. .

@

. . ° DIT: Sixty-seven subjects completed DFT's which passed both
validity checks built into the scoring procedure.'

Taples 19 and 20 present summary tables for both ‘the P and D indices.

-~

Thg above mentioned ANOVA procedure_was used to compare these cells. Tﬁe

. .

-
L4

main ‘effects for -age (P score, p < .05; D score p <_L01); and enrollment

(P score p < .05; D score p < ,05) aré significant for bothyindices. The

-

sex effect is significant only with thé D score (D séore'p < .05). Tﬁe
v crucial interaction, suggesting an educatioggl impact on moral reasoning,
i . ’

along with all other interactions are not significant. All of the main

.

’

when-one considers the total distribution of item responses. Most

" _importantly, these data show qlder subjects scoring higher than the younger
. . . \ I

4' '» ~ - N 4 -
’ findings which correspond to the a priori patterns representing selection

" * and maturation. In short, one need not“bostulate an additiye effect of

8,
3

education to account for the difference found in Table 19.

N

-

‘subjeats and enrolled subjects scoring higher than the nonenrolled subjects;

1

. ’ igffects remain significant when current verbal ability and SES are entered
. ’ ) - &
w.ts .. ,Anto the analyses as cevariates. - T A é%i .
. * ' t r ' » . st T - "( ! L o . AN
- C . These regults suggest that women score.higher on the DET than men e

v 3




. Table 18 - : _
Comparison of the u'ormal OjJ.ve Score \
) of inrolled and Nunenrol\]:ed Groups ’ i
- %
, ) Yoynger Older h R
o - L ' ot
. “x = 3.789 ¢ = 3.947
Enrolled sd = 3346 <. sd= .405 .o
, N=19 =19 .
x ' 4 ‘—‘ ' . ’ .
- 7 ‘ ¥ o ~
. x = 3.800 x = 3.825 ,
Nonenrolled sd = .548 U -sd = 0438
.. N=20 N = 20
; . ) . N '
ANOVA' Yige effects F(L,74) = 805 Ns
) Enrollment: Effect F(l 74) = 1312 NS .
Age X Enrollm‘ent P(1,74). = .443. NS - /,; .
, N - o T +
< }.
) : Lo ‘l ’\
€ N , ’
» 63 v (. \ >
. - -, ‘- - ‘,. ,
: a ‘ ' o f
: K ~ Uk . 4
e A - ' .

C -
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Comparison on Z P Score

Table 19

of Inrolled and

N

No_geriroilgd Groupé

r

Younger X Oldey ) ‘ Ms
ut - ; 5" s
Z _ _ T _ ¥
X = 62.37 X = 64.59 /% = 65,18 X = 65.74
).
sd = 11.22 , sd = 10.38 sd = 105954 $d = 11.40°
: - 3
e N= 7 N= .8 N= 9 . N= 9
(]
3 Total Cell - ' Total Cell. -
Y ' . . -
g - g - « :
= ) X = 63455 . ’ X = 65.461 '
S . -, o ’
. sd = 10.45 "sd = 10.8% )
N = 0 ] :j' :N =\18 ) .o .
, - —
% = 51.48 X = 152,98 X = 56.86 %=67.88 . 1
* V.\ N ;) ' ’
sd =%21.26 sd = 8.55 sd = 10.86 sd = 7.78 \
o] E
7] .
;(:),' N= 9 N= 9 N=8 , N= 8 .
-
5 ' Total Cell . Total Cell ‘.
[} H 3 K - A}
0 - ’ «o - ;
= x = 52.23 . x|= 62.37
_sd = 15.74 S sd = 10.75
N =18 . N =16
< N
: ANOVA: Age effects 4 F(1,59) = 4.849 P .05
* ’ . O
e S '
. . Enrollment effect * F(1,59) = 5.59 ‘P .05
s Che » ‘ ~
Sex effect F(1,59) = 1.550 - NS
\ <7 ’
. Age x Enrollment’ “F(1,59) = 1.67 WS
All other interactions NS .
- e : Y
{ ’ < .
#* .
* 64 5 o .
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Table 20

. 8 .
Comparison on D Score

-
/\‘

»

1*

L4
]

of Enrolled and Nonenrolled Groups

L1

pou o=

‘ Younge{ > ~ Older
W =252 O x=32.49 C X =33.26 . x=36.74
/ sd = 5.25 sd = 7.21 sd'= 6.81 ' sd = 11.40
gnNa 7 =t N= 8 N=29 N=\9"
§ ) ‘ Total Cell 4> Total Cell -
& X = 32.51 ' %= 3483
sd = 6.15 ¥ sd = 6.33 -t
i =15.0 TS R
%= 24.90 'x =30.11 x = 29‘.51 N @ . % =-35.55¢
sd = 6.18 sd.= 4.55 sd = 5.56 w sd =/ 6.94
,?’.'N=9 N= 9 N= 8 N= 8
3 ‘ X
g . Tosgl Cell . Total Cell
;§ x = 27.50 % = 32.73
T sd = 5.'95 . 54 = 6.73 .
N=18 ' N = 16
ANOVA: | Age effects: F(l,ﬁ?) E;7.434 p < .01
Enrollment effects: F(1,59) = 5.568 p < .05
. Sex e‘f\fect: " F(1,59) - 5.865 p < .05
4/ ‘Age by,énrgllment F(1,59) = .928 NS
= B All other nteractions N3
. 85 |




Dissemination

Our a:&gmpté to disseminate tiie results of this project have taken three

- ~

0

I's

forms:” journal articles or books, tecnnical reports, and

(\\

LY

' v

. . .
addresses to .

various forums by the members of the project staff. ‘

‘s . _* . . . =

»

Addresses ,
A

. . . )'
‘ . One of the first addresses based on this project was in fact a’series

-

+ of three addresses given to the Association of College Unions..International

in Mindeapolis, Minneso&a, March, 1980. Jawes R. Rest delivered ‘a paper

entitled Moral judgment development in higﬁer education, Mark L. Davison

delivered a paper entitled How students tackle the tough questions,. and

-

.

Jane Lawson deliveréd a paper entitled Rearranging the living room.

.
.- ’ -

o In Optober.pf-1979, James R. Rest addressed the Menninger Foundation

L]

‘with a talk entitled’The‘ihpact of higher -education on mordl judgment. Ste-

) - . A '{
phen  Thoma and Mark Davison prépared a pdper entitled GraHuate education
- A 4 .

iand moral judgment development for the Iowa Educational Research and ¢

IS

.

Evaliuation cénvenﬁion, Iowa City, Iowa, December 4-5, 1980. "And, finally,

s
' o W

James R. Rest'recently made several presentations to the\ﬁmericap Educatfonal

A . S

Research Association and the Society £8r Kesearch in Child Development which "
. . | ST
were wholly or partly based on the research in this project; The impact.

-

of higher education on . moral judgmeﬂt development; Moral dilemmas of young

-
v

adults; The major psychoiogical components of mofali;y; and Action advocacy <

. . . <

" in.hypothetical moral dilemmz;s. * s IO ’ e
O {

I . N . v ‘
¢ . Eight technical reports have been preparéd in this project. The first, -

Tecuanical Reports

] ° *

-

The impact of higher education on moral judgﬁént development by Jauwes R. Rest

i A}
.




B

°

I p
, ‘/gocial development subsdquently agpeared in the journal Developmental ’

.'gpand Clyde A, Parker,ed% tled The stbée sequence concept in coga}tive and .

il

e

¢ 4 . , - P it ”t" ¥
- . . —_— ©
[V ~~ H . " $ * "’Q e ﬁ @ 64
- . hd ¢ 7 !
s - /0~ s {
Y . -‘-/. . - hd ~ R ..
is an extension of his add¥ess to the ﬂéq%inger Foundation mentioned above.

# -k ~

> . AR I ) -

The second report, by* Mark L. Davison, Patricia King, Karen Kitchener,
ot .. e

.
> S
o ‘

NPszchdlogx.‘ Eli%abetho R} Welfel prépared the third report, Reflective

oy :,4/¢jndgmeﬁtJ5hd its relation hip to academic field. Project report #4, Moral / ‘

: ™
reasoning and cpllege .expexience, was prepared by Joseph M. Volker.
> . / 1! .

’

: . o . , )
ameS R. Redt prepared the fifth report, Moral dilemmas of young .adults.

Janet A.~§$hm1dt and Mark L. Davison wrote Does college matter? Reflective

Judgment: How to tackle the tough questions, as the sixth report, a report

which abpeareg in Moral Education Forum at the request of the ediEg;. Stephen

J. Thoﬁa and Mark L. Davison prepared Graduate education, maxal judgment

%

PR - Pl -

; . .
development, and ego development ag an outgrowth of a presentation to th

.t -
.

-

Towa Educational Research and Evaluation conventign. ‘Qnd nally, this

reportwdbnstitutes the eighth and last in our series of project reports.

S
< P F

. - A

Journals and Books ’ —~

»

“ A segment of Jame ,€est's recent book, Devélopme;xt #n -judging moral[-

issues jé devoted to the relationship between education and moral judgmert
< o . L
development. Two of"ih technical reports have appeared as articles. The
ﬁ' ‘ v ‘e
second report, 'The stage sequence concept in cognitive and sotidl ‘develobment

Bt , s .
appeared in Develﬁpmental Psychology, 1980,-16, 121-131. The sixth report, -
~ \.— e ° »

A I

¢
° .

"Does college ma\gir? Reflective judgment: How to tackle the tough questioms,"

-

appeared in Mprall ducation Forum, 19§1 6°(1), 2-14. Finally, Clyde A.

kS

¢ -

P L N .
Parker authored an aNicle inm the Lyceum, a publicatidn of' the

. S x hd . ” ° 5
Ugiyersity oﬁ%ﬂinnesotg ollege of Education. The artidie was entitled f

%L f ) e




—

.

i

N , '.that follow from it.

"Teaciiing students to cope with uncertainty." Tue article focused on a
. : 4 : .
number of student development and faculty development;hxojects(now going
¢

on at the 'U.niveljsity of Minnesota, including our pr'bject, "Highe® education

and cognitive7soc{al development." : . :

gomplete citations for the addresses, technical reports, and t

publications are given in appendix B. These reflect our continuwiqg effoft

- a ’ ..

° . . T
to disseminate the-results of the project. <
. AN N 4

o e 55,
, .
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) -Conclusions\J . ) L -

" - e - - , . .
Each of the three studies a oye.éammar ze3 tne unique conclusiqns

M

Rather than recabltulate those conclusions, this "

L

§ection will‘attempt to integrate them into a picture®¥ student development
N ~ N 1] t

consistent not only with the data from our own project, but ot

4 A

r peojects

4

as well. G}aduqte agglundergradﬁéte education wi be conside}ed separately.

The siﬁdies on winich our conclusions are based, inclﬁ&ing our own
studies, suffer from methodological flaws.
& - .

section 1is Priefly descrile the trends in these less than perfect studies and

~ 3

What we arg. trying to do in this

*the conclusions,suppésted by the trends. eaders will'Pd doubg,keep in mind

@ -

-

that the confidetice one canoplacé in' the trends }s limited Ey the‘impeffect '

s . |
data bq;e on which they rest. «Fn this section, our focus will be on the

ol -

~ l
o / . 3 . LI

‘ )\ ‘ ~
tnbnds,.not the -methodological sho%fcomings of the studies. ,
Our conclusions refer only to the variables of this project. For

instance, our conclusions about moral development refer only to moral
- - © ‘_ ) , .

reasoning- as measured by the Defining Issucs Test. Moral reasoning is. only

‘one ggpect of ethical developmeﬁt. Likewise, Reflective 3udgment ié_qgly

. ¥ . ! :
ope aspect of cognitive development ahd ego development as measured by

v -

- Loevinger's instrumént\is‘on%y one aspect of personality development.’
’ (A ¢ ’ ¥ ( . "E )
° \ - ? ' L]
N é
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°

-

. ”
Craduate edugatidn

.

R

' *

- k]

" “The ltud{es to date ‘have:.consistently found- differences in Reflective

.

I e -
Judgrnient.Scores between advanced graduaté students and beginming graduate

students (or collegehstudents)z

controlling for differences kor matchipg on) verbal ability.

"This difference remains‘evep after

L]

.

~

" This finding

-

. Ty

b

is consistent with the idea that development in readoning about eomplex . -

issugs haVing;no simple right or wrong answer does oécur in graduate school.
. . * ’

Theseastudies are all cross-sectional.

~Do graduate students change in‘theif reasoning at a faster rage‘

o

-

e

‘

4

than those not in graauate é%hool’ The tuird study in tnis report is the

only one, to our knowledge, to address thlS qJQstion. The data offered
. L -
The diffenepce oetween advanced~and beginfiing

—
'an ambiguous answer.

- .

graduate students was greater than. tJe Lorrespondlng’ﬁlfference between .

g h 12
. .., v

control groups of nonattepders of graducte school, but not siznificantly so.

N

ERI

O

-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.
e

-

-

- '7?‘-“

!

v

] 5. N . £ s - . . J
that ‘advanced graduate students have'h;gher scores than beginning ‘graduates
\- - . ¥ ¢ *

N . - 4 .
students or college seniors. We found in study 3 that the difference qgtween

- L

‘advanted and beginning graduate'students vas FB greater than the difference

between nonattending control groups. ,The regult is consistent with the

- b

‘notion that those who do and do not attend graduate school after college

develop in moral reasoning,at about the same'réte. o~ o -

-

2

As for ego develobment,*&here is a growing*hody of evidence (Loevinger,-
. 5 . \ . /
1979), including our own study 3, to suggest tnat there is little change in

' [y
“

scores on’loevinger's measure beyond high school either for those in or out

.

of sghool.

.

-

Hence, there is little to suggest that a graduate education

%, /e ' R

Inr the'area of moral reasoninsé studies again have consisteitly foun%} 3
’ o

Q

-7




< t : X /
promotes ggo development as measured by Loevinger's test.

3

w
]

»
. Undergraduate education

.

scores than freshmen. The\s;udies are-all cfoss—sectional, howeﬁer. While
. . - . s [ * .
“we had‘hypothesized that liberal arts majors should promoté more™growth

- <

than "narrower" technical majors, our second study did not support this

= B

hypothesis. The freshmanzsenior difference was as wide in engineering as

\

e in the 1iperaf arts. Do people artending‘college'seem to change more
. ) H \ 4
than those whio do not? - There is to date only.one study addressing this

(.
issue (Strange, 1978). It suggests that they do. Strange found that .

-

people differing in age’and education by four years, but not those differing

only in age, had significantly different Reflective Judgment scores. Tuis

& - L}

study deserves replication with. a longitudinal design. . -

While'the Strange study is certainly good news~for educators, the -
cognitive complexitj of graduating seniors may not be what colleges would
~ 7 ot
hope. Senior scores have typically fallen in the m;ddle range where i
responses are characterized by (a) little evaluation of alternatlve';lews,
(b) a tendency to treat all opiniona as equally good, (c) ‘a tendency to

use whim and unsubstantiated belief in forming an opinion{ and (d)a " ..

a
- P

‘¢

. ‘%es'itancy to take a stance.
Study 1 not only tonfirms the finding that people in college grow oo
in moral reasoning, it suggests they change faster than' high schoel seniors

wio do not attend?tollebe. Contrary to the common belief in college

. séZZent personnel work that the largest student changes occur in the first
. , o . 1 '

¢ .

two yeatrs, the college attenders changed more than nonattenders-

2 L4 o

The literature tends to show that seniors have higher Reflective Jndgment



Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

»

in the third and foumth years beyond high school, but not in tue first and
second years.. The vexing problem, however, romains one of clari?jing'how

education has its effécfgrgn moral reasoning., .

.
’,

3 . A
As for ego development,  there is relatively little evidence to suggest

s

that seniors differ significantly from freshmen. Hence, there is little
t ¢ ~ \ Ea

.

+ ~

evidence to suggest that undergraduate education nas any impact "on ego

_development as measured by Loevinger's insttrument.

»

At Teast at the undergraduate level, the evidepce to date is consistent
. . ! e

.
¢ » <

", ) N . ’ 7 4

with the conclusion that higher education does have an impact on studens'"
. . . . 14 ) -

reasoning about moral issues as measured by the Def&ning Issues Test and ,

students',reasoniﬁg about'compl%x intellectual issues which have no simple

-
L] N .

rigpt Or wrong answer as measured by the Reflective Judgment Interview.

How those effects occur is not clear. Until we bettér understand which

.

academic and nonacadepic experiences mediate tue educational effecfs, %

will be ‘difficult to design curricula specifically to pronote those effects.
k) * - \

N ]
.
.
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Davison, M. L. How students twe the tough questions. Puper presented %,
. v

to the Association ofMCollege Unions International, Minneapolis; \

¢ ps

Davison, M. L., King, P. M., Kitchener, K. S. & Parker, C. A. The stage

seyuence concept in cognitive and social development. (Technical

L4 ———

1
]
|
l
i
Minnesota, March, 1980. ' . ' . .1

report #2, Higher education and cognitive-social development project.)
. \C by N -
' © Minneapolis, Minnesota: University of Minnesota, 1979.

Davisen, M. L., King, P. M,, Kitchener, K. S., & Parker, C. A. The stage

sequence concept in cognitive and social development. ﬁevelopmental
. ) ‘ O R A ¢ .
Psychology, 1980, 16, 121-131.
- . -
Parker, C. n. Teaching studedts to cope with complexity and uncertainty. '

. Lyceum, 1980, 3 (1), 2-6. . ’ .
Rest,‘Jl R. The impact of higher education on mbral Judgment develoément.

Paper presented to the Menn1nger Foundation, opeka Kansas, 0ctober

13-14, 1979. S T

Rest,_J: R. The impaet of higher education on moral:igdgment development % $

" kTechnical report #1, Higher ‘education and cognitive-social developmént
¢ _ ey ] '
- - . ‘ ’ ' A
project). Minneapolis, Minneggta: University of Minnesota, 1979.

.

Rest," J. R. Development in judging moral i'ssues. Minneapolis, Minnesota:

-

. . UniverSlty of Minnesota Press, 19769. / ‘ c-- ]

.
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Rest, J. R. Moral judgment dgyelopment in- higher educatlon. Paper pre§ented‘

°

. . to the Association of College Unions: International Mlnneapolls,
% ' . ’ _ . N
Minnesota March, 1980. . . . .
RS £ ! Q
Rest, J. R. Moral dilemmas of young adults (Project report #6,,"H1gher

I Y

- . .education and cogni e—-social development pgoject") Minneapolis,
DN . Minn>sota. University of Minnesota l9oO o ‘ . © W
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Rest, J. R. The impact of ‘higher education on moral judgment development.

Présented, at the AExA Convention, April 14, 1981, Los”Angeles.
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the SRCD Convention, April 3, 1981, Boston.

Rest, J. R. Aétion éhvocdcy in ﬁzpothetical moral dilemmas. Preséhted at

~

Schmidt, J.'é., & Davison; M. L. Does college matter. .Reflective judgment:
F r g

. T . . .
Hov students tackle the tough questions. (Project report #6, Higher

education and cogniti

. *

ve-social development project). Minneapolis,

. . \
_ Minnesota: University of Minnesota, 1980. J .
Schmidt, J. A., & Davison, M. L. Does college matter? Reflective judpment:

" How to tackle the tough quéstions.' Moral: Education Forum, 1981, 6 (L),
< '
2-14.

.
. . ? . .
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Thowa, S. J., & DaQison, M. L. Graduate education and moraf\judgment

L

-~

Evaluation €Convention, Iowa Cixy; Iowa, December-4-5, 1980,

Thoma, S. J., & Davison, M. L. Graduate education, .ego development amd
\ -

development. Paper presented to tiue Iowd Educational Research and

-
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.
*
3

[

lis, Minnesota:

~ '3l

cognitive-social development pro}ect). , Minneapo

Univerdity of Minnesota, 1981. .y
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Volker, J. M.'

v

Higher/educaiion and cognitiv

e—social.ﬁevelopment project). Minneapolis,

. Minnesota: University of Minnesata, 1979. - .

e
v .

'

moral judgment development (Project report #7, Higher education and

Moral reasoning,and college experience (Project report #4,
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l'.‘ i . * |

. ’
) 4 N

» . .
social development

’

s
~~

.

*

[ 3




. 3.

,4.

5.

6.

. 7.

K

8.

9.

«

in preparation. -

Rest, J. R.
Ty

. , . Reference Notes

>

Rest,-J. R. The stage concept in moral judgment research. Unpublished

manuscript, University of Minnesota, ¥977.
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gavison, M. L., & Robbins, S.
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The reliability and val}dity ‘of objective

indices of moral development. Unpublished manuscript University of -
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