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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were to investigate how learning
disabled adolescents formulate moral judgments as compared to average
achieving adolescents, and to determine what relationship, if any,
exists between moral judgments and moral conduct.

Recent literature

had suggested that social perception deficits and the inability to
anticipate the consequences of one's actions may contribute to the prob
lems experienced by many learning disabled youth in social interactions
in the classroom and in the community.

It was hypothesized that learn

ing disabled adolescents are not as advanced as their nonlearning dis
abled peers in the development of the reasoning skills needed to make
the mature moral judgments necessary to adapt one's behavior to the
conventional norms of society.

The following specific hypotheses were

proposed:
1.

Learning disabled adolescents demonstrate a lower level of
social perspective reasoning than their average achieving peers.

2.

Learning disabled adolescents demonstrate a lower level of
moral judgment reasoning than their average achieving peers.

3.

Learning disabled adolescents manifest less consideration for
the welfare of other persons and community or societal norms
than their average achieving peers.

4.

There is a positive relationship between one's level of moral
judgment and one's conduct in social/moral situations.

ix
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This study compared the performances of 25 learning disabled and
25 average achieving adolescent boys on moral and social reasoning tasks:
the Moral Judgment Interview and the Social Perspective Taking Task.
Each teacher of each student was asked for his opinion concerning the
student's conduct in social and moral situations through the use of the
Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior.

Group means were compared for per

formance differences on all three assessments, and the relationship be
tween each subject's level of moral reasoning and his predicted conduct
was calculated.
As predicted, the learning disabled group scored significantly
lower than the average achieving group on the Moral Judgment Interview
and teachers rated learning disabled students lower in social/moral con
duct on the Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior than they rated average
achieving students.
There was no significant group difference in scores on the
Social Perspective Taking Task and there was not a significant correla
tion between a student's score on the Moral Judgment Interview and his
score on the Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior for either group of
students.
Conclusions were drawn concerning the development of moral judg
ment in learning disabled youth.

Compared to the average achieving

group, the learning disabled adolescent boys showed less evidence of
being able to solve moral dilemmas from a community or societal perspec
tive, and they still retained a substantial amount of reasoning from an
egocentric perspective which focused on the needs and desires of the
self.
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While the social and moral conduct of adolescents was not ob
served directly, their teachers felt that learning disabled youth dis
played less consideration toward other people and less adherence to the
rules and standards of the school community and society than average
achieving students.

However, teachers' opinions as to the moral conduct

of students could not be predicted from the student's stage of develop
ment of moral judgment.

While theoretically moral judgment guides moral

conduct, in this study either there was no relationship between the
teachers' perceptions of the youths' conduct and their actual conduct,
or there existed other reasons why a youth would conduct himself in ways
against his moral judgment.
The results of this ntudy hold implications for the field of
special education in the identification, placement, and programming
process for children and adolescents with learning disabilities.

Future

research is directed to find teaching methods which will help facilitate
the development of mature moral judgment of learning disabled youth.

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The purposes of this study were to investigate how learning
disabled youth make moral judgments and to determine if there is a
relationship between moral judgments and moral conduct.
This chapter will demonstrate the need for the study by
describing the social interaction problems which beset many learning
disabled youth.

Research questions will be delineated and terms will

be defined.

Statement of the Problem
Some children with learning disabilities may be handicapped in
an array of academic areas, yet interact socially with peers and adults
in a manner perfectly normal for their age.

There is, however, a grow

ing body of literature to indicate that a considerable number of learn
ing disabled children and adolescents experience grave difficulty in
their personal interrelationships.

This section describes the param

eters of such social problems in and out of the classroom.

Hypotheses

are explored which connect the same cognitive characteristics which
cause difficulty with academic subjects, to difficulties with social
perceptions and interactions.

Lastly, attention is given to the con

cerns of educators to the learning disabilities-juvenile delinquency
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association, and the social and moral problems associated with the nonacceptance of conventional mores of schools and society.

Problems with Social Interaction
The social interaction problems of learning disabled children
and adolescents may manifest themselves in a variety of ways.

Such

youth may have conduct disorders, social interactive problems with their
peers, and/or verbal interactive difficulties with peers and teachers.

Conduct Disorders.

Learning disabled youth may have problems

conducting themselves in a manner consistent with classroom expecta
tions.

Using Quay and Peterson's (1967) Behavior Rating Scale, regular

and special class teachers rated learning disabled children as having
primarily conduct problem disorders of disruptiveness, fighting, irre
sponsibility, and attention seeking (McCarthy and Paraskevopoulos,
1969).

Primary grade teachers, in describing the behavior of children

who were later to be labeled educationally handicapped, noted aggressive
and hostile behaviors in the early school careers of these children
(Keogh, Tchir, and Windeguth-Behn, 1974).

Thus, learning disabled

youth, as a group, portray themselves in the classroom in such a manner
as to be labeled a conduct problem.

Interpersonal Relationships.

While not all learning disabled

children exhibit overt conduct disorders, many have difficulty in inter
personal relationships and may be low on the classroom popularity poll.
Using a sociometric rating technique in 62 regular classrooms which
contained some learning disabled children, Bryan (1974b) found that
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these children were peer-rated high on socially negative traits and low
on positive social characteristics.

Teachers have rated learning dis

abled children as less cooperative and less socially acceptable than
nonlearning disabled children (Myklebust et al., 1969), while parents
were similarly alarmed by the learning disabled child's lack of consid
eration for others (Strag, 1972).

Verbal Interaction with Peers.

Some investigators have examined

the verbal behavior of learning disabled youth to determine its effect
on their social status.

Teachers and parents have described these chil

dren as tactless (Myklebust et al.f 1969) and quarrelsome (Strag, 1972).
Bryan and Bryan (1978), in analyzing recorded verbal interactions be
tween learning disabled children and their classmates, noted that the
former emitted significantly more "very nasty" statements to peers and
were the recipients of more rejection statements than nonlearning dis
abled students.

It is not known, of course, whether learning disabled

children make nasty comments to their classmates in a tactless, offen
sive manner, or whether they are reacting defensively against nonacceptance by their peers.

Verbal Interactions with Teachers.

Teachers also react differ

ently to learning disabled children than others.

Bryan (1974a) has

shown that teachers respond more positively to the verbal interactions
of normally achieving students and tend to give more negative rein
forcement to learning disabled children.

Whatever the impetus, learn

ing disabled children may often be seen as social isolates, ignoring
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interpersonal interactions from their peers (Bryan and Bryan, 1978) or
being ignored by them (Bryan, 1974a).
Recent research, therefore, has not painted a happy picture of
classroom social life for the learning disabled child:

"How many of us

could survive, unscarred, being chronically at the bottom of the
achievement heap, and entombed among colleagues who genuinely disliked
us?" (Bryan and Bryan, 1977, p. 143).

Cognitive Characteristics of Social Behavior
There has been a variety of hypotheses in recent literature
attempting to pinpoint certain cognitive characteristics of the learning
disabled which may bear a direct relationship to difficulties in social
interactions.

Distractibility, impulsivity, cognitive disorganization,

and deficits in expressive language and social perception are character
istics of many learning disabled youth which might affect social inter
relationships.

Attention/organization Deficits.

Learning disabled youth have

been described as having difficulty in maintaining attention to stimuli
(Silverman, Davids, and Andrews, 1963), in organizing themselves and
their thoughts (Epstein, Hallahan, and Kauffman, 1975), and in judgment
and planning (Keogh and Donlon, 1972; Wender, 1971).

They may experi

ence difficulty receiving information accurately because of perceptual
problems, such as poor discrimination or memory, or may be so distractible that they are unable to attend to or select relevant cues from
their social environment to aid them in social interactions.

Even if
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information is received intact, they may have problems interpreting
these stimuli and integrating them with past experiences (Lerner, 1971).
It would then be difficult to make appropriate social judgments and
adapt to social situations.
Many learning disabled children are hyperactive and do not re
flect on the consequences of their action.

Keogh (1971) has suggested

that hyperactive children may have different conceptual styles than nonhyperactive children, shown particularly in the length of time it takes
to make a decision.

There is some research evidence to suggest that

children with academic failures may show greater impulsivity in their
cognitive style and may not be able to think things through or delay
their responses.

Parents of learning disabled children have noted their

children to have less ability to control their impulses (Owen et al.,
1971) and delay gratification of their needs and wants (Wender, 1971),
particularly as the child reaches adolescence.

Such a student would

appear very egocentric, or "me"-oriented, as compared to his peers, and
such social/emotional maturity could interfere with the quantity and
quality of his social interactions.

Expressive Language Deficit.

Problems with social interactions

may be influenced by the problems some learning disabled children have
with expressive language (Owen et al., 1971).

Such a deficit may be

seen by other children as an indication of incompetence and could be a
reason why classmates ask learning disabled children less often for help
and information (Bryan and Bryan, 1977). The classmate may assume that
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the learning disabled student does not have the needed information, or
that even if he did, he would not be able to communicate it effectively.

Social Perception Deficit.

Certainly, interpersonal inter

actions may depend as much on nonverbal communication as on verbal
(Argyle, 1972).

Much of everyday functional learning can be determined

by situations which are not verbalized, particularly interpersonal and
attitudinal relationships.

Johnson and Myklebust (1967, p. 295) define

this nonverbal communication as social perception, or the "perception
of oneself in relation to the behavior of others."

These authors de

scribe the normal maturation of learning to perceive others' feelings
and the meanings of tones of voice and facial expressions, but note that
certain learning disabled children have a disorder in social perception
so that they do not naturally learn to interpret the behavior of others
through observation.

Such a nonverbal learning disability may result in

disrupted development of self-perception, perception of others and
interpersonal relationships (Johnson and Myklebust, 1967).
Recent research has documented the difficulties that the learn
ing disabled have in interpreting nonverbal cues from their social
environment.

Studies have had learning disabled adolescents view (a)

pictures of persons having an obvious affective expression on their
faces (Johnson and Myklebust, 1967), (b) a videotape of nonverbal panto
mimes of a person acting out various emotions (Wiig and Harris, 1974),
or (c) visually and aurally presented social and/or emotional communica
tions (Bryan, 1977).

The data have shown that learning disabled chil

dren and adolescents made significantly more errors in social
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understanding and interpretation.

Those adolescents who scored lowest

on this test also were rated poor in adaptive social behaviors in the
classroom (Wiig and Harris, 1974).

As a consequence, the body language,

tones, and gestures used by teachers or other persons to convey social
messages may be too subtle for learning disabled youth.
Why don't learning disabled children learn to interpret social
cues?

Bryan (1977) suggests that understanding nonverbal communication

requires the same basic processes as learning to read:

attention,

visual, and auditory discrimination, and mediational processes—precise
ly the deficit areas of many learning disabled children.

Similarly,

the three-step cycle for social perception proposed by Bruner (1951) is
described in this manner:

(1) the perception and anticipation of social

cues, (2) the processing of received information, and (3) the judgment
of the consistency of the received information with what was expected.
Wiig and Semel (1976) believe that children with learning disabilities
may encounter problems at any of these steps, and find that difficulties
in social interaction accelerate in adolescence when physical and sexual
changes require adjustment of one's previous body image and self-concept.
We have seen then that many learning disabled youth experience
interpersonal problems.

Cognitive characteristics of the learning dis

abled such as impulsivity and social imperception may be possible con
tributing factors to social problems in the classroom.
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Problems with Conventional Behavior in Society
Recent literature suggests that learning disabled adolescents
have difficulty in conforming their conduct to conventional community
standards (Berman, 1975; Mauser, 1974).

Juvenile Delinquency and Learning Disabilities.

There has been

growing concern that the social problems of the learning disabled are
not limited to the classroom, but may include nonconventional behavior
in the larger social order.

While juvenile delinquency has always been

a threat to society, the recent link of learning disabilities to juve
nile delinquency has become a major concern to special educators.
Juvenile delinquency may be defined sociologically as deviant
behavior unacceptable to the community, or legally as a crime committed
by someone under the age of 18 (Miller and Windhauser, 1971).

Few juve

nile delinquents are hardened criminals; many are "persons in need of
supervision"—adolescents who are truant, incorrigible, or simply are
in continuous trouble with their teachers and parents (Mauser, 1974).
While certainly not all juvenile delinquents are learning dis
abled and not all learning disabled youth are delinquent, the two groups
do share certain characteristics.

Both have IQ's in the normal range

(Ahlstrom and Havighurst, 1971; Graubard, 1967; Mauser, 1974; Schlichter
and Ratcliff, 1971), and are achieving academically well below their
potential (Ahlstrom and Havighurst, 1971; Graubard, 1967; Mauser, 1974).
Juvenile delinquents have been described as disliking school, especially
subjects which require logical reasoning, effort, and good memory, which
are similar to problems experienced by learning disabled adolescents
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(Mauser, 1974).

Incidence of learning disabilities among juvenile

delinquents is significantly higher than in the nondelinquent popula
tion, ranging from 32-50% (Berman, 1975; Duley, Eddy, and Risko, 1970;
and Poremba, 1967).
Tarnopol (1970) investigated the psychological and learning
characteristics of juvenile delinquents of minority group ghettos to
explore their relationship to minimal brain dysfunction.

He found

rampant untreated medical problems, functional illiteracy, significant
differences between verbal and performance IQ's and visual-motor dysfunctioning.

Tarnopol (1969, p. 307) concluded that:

"Minimal brain

dysfunction leads to learning disabilities in many cases which gives
rise to very low reading levels and poor school performance, leading to
frustration and school phobia, followed by early school dropout and a
high probability of delinquency."

School Normlessness.

Research by Elliott and Voss (1974) sup

ports the mutually reinforcing relationship of poor academic perfor
mance, school dropout, and delinquency.

However, an interesting

additional factor in predicting delinquency was school normlessness,
or a nonacceptance of the school norms of social and moral behavior
as one's own.
School normlessness may be a factor resulting from delayed
development of social perception noted above for learning disabled
youth.

Failure to perceive the social behavior making up the norms of

the group would constrain acceptance and internalization of those
norms.

A student who therefore does not understand or accept
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conventional norms of the school or the larger community may lack the
judgment needed to conform his social and moral behavior to that
accepted and expected by the social order.

Statement of the Purpose
Literature has described the variance in social and moral con
duct of learning disabled youth.

If the conduct of the learning dis

abled child varies from that of nonhandicapped children, it may be
because he views a situation from a different social perspective.
Another contributing factor to variances in social and moral conduct
may be that the rationales on which learning disabled youth form the
judgments of appropriate behavior vary from the decision-making bases
for judgments of their nonlearning disabled peers.
The purpose of this study was to investigate how learning dis
abled adolescents formulate moral judgments, as compared to nonlearning
disabled adolescents, and to determine what relationship, if any, ex
ists between moral judgments and moral conduct.

Specifically, this

study was designed to generate answers to the following questions:
1.

Do learning disabled adolescents follow decision-making
patterns in formulating moral judgments which differ from
those of average achieving adolescents?

2.

Do learning disabled adolescents perceive a social situation
from a perspective which differs from that of average
achieving adolescents?

3.

Are learning disabled adolescents perceived by their teachers
as differing in social and moral conduct from average
achieving adolescents?

4.

Is there a relationship between the level of one's moral judg
ment reasoning and one's conduct, as predicted by teachers, in
social and moral situations?

Definition of Terms
For the purposes of this study, the following definitions have
been adopted:
1.

Cognitive structure—rules or ways for processing information
or connecting experiences.

2.

Moral—relating to fairness, justice, and rights.

3.

Moral conduct—the overt behavior, the action one takes, in a
situation involving moral values.

4.

Moral development—transformations which occur in a person's
structure of thought in such a way as to resolve the conflict
ing claims of human beings and groups in progressively fairer
ways.

5.

Moral education—the stimulation of a person's thinking in ways
to enable him to use more adequate and complex reasoning pat
terns to solve moral problems.

6.

Moral judgment—the reasoning process by which one decides
which values to accept and whose claims to respect in a situa-<tion of moral conflict.
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7.

Social—relating to interrelationships among people.

8.

Social conduct—the overt behavior, the actions one takes, in
a situation involving social relationships.

9.

Social perception—how one perceives himself in relation to
the behavior of other people.

10.

Social perspective taking—the process by which a person under
stands the interrelationships of the perspectives of himself
and others.

11.

Stage—a construct used to describe consistent similarities
and differences in people's reasoning.

chapter 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This study takes place in the context of renewed interest in
moral education.

In the early part of the century, moralizing was a

standard part of the curriculum, with classroom readers transmitting
the values of the culture (McGuffey's Eclectic Primer, 1909).

A more

direct approach was taken through character education classes which
tried to indoctrinate students with such virtues as honesty, loyalty,
courage, and purity (Forisha and Forisha, 1976).

While such blatant

moralizing is no longer a part of the school curriculum, many citizens
feel that some sort of moral education should be.

In the Gallup poll

of public attitudes toward education (1976), 67% of the people who
responded were of the opinion that the schools should take on a share
of the responsibility for the moral behavior of students.

Certainly

disenchantment with our public leaders (Watergate, Vietnam), fear and
distrust of technological advances which seemingly impinge upon natural
cycles of life and death ("test tube" babies, life-sustaining
machines), and upheaval of entrenched social mores (civil rights,
women's lib) are adding to a desire to educate our children in moral
values, however much disagreement there may be as to what moral values
are "right" to teach.
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Theoretical Approaches to
Social and Moral Development
If we are interested in exploring the social and moral reasoning
and behavior of learning disabled youth, we must consider the normal
development of such reasoning and behavior, and hypothesize how this may
differ among handicapped and deviant populations in general and learning
disabled youth in particular.

Therefore, in this section the two main

approaches to the study of social and moral development, behavioral and
cognitive-developmental, will be described, followed by research which
may shed some light on the deviation of such development in certain
handicapped populations.

Behavioral Model
Behavioral theory concerns itself with the effects of the interper
sonal environment in shaping social and moral behavior.

Moral behavior

may be defined by behaviorists as that which supports the moral code in
which one lives (Bijou, 1976).

The moral code of a particular environ

ment "consists of a set of rules—laws, manners, customs, traditions,
and folkways—that must be followed if one is to be an accepted member
of that society" (Bijou, 1976, p. 104).

The two main influential factors

in social and moral development are reinforcement (operant model) and
modeling (social learning model).

Operant Model.

The development of social and moral judgment

and behavior may be seen as dependent upon the environmental contingen
cies, or reinforcements, which strengthen and maintain such behaviors.
If conflicts arise over which judgment or behavior is appropriate for
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the individual to make, it is because the person is uncertain about the
consequences of alternate courses of action, so that he cannot respond
with a high probability of reinforcement (Bijou, 1976).

While the en

vironmental contingencies which maintain behavior are not always readily
apparent, there is no need to talk about "internal" self-control:

such

self-management behavior is also strengthened or weakened by conditions
in the external environment (Bijou, 1976).

In order to determine why a

certain person is exhibiting behavior maladapted to the moral code, it
would be necessary to isolate those environmental contingencies which
are reinforcing those behaviors.

Social Learning Theory.

Another branch of behaviorist philosophy

is social learning theory (Bandura, 1969) whose proponents do not believe
that complex social learning can be reduced to the simple learning prin
ciples of operant conditioning with social responses acquired through
successive approximations by means of differential reinforcement
(Bandura and McDonald, 1963).

Rather:

Social learning theorists view moral judgmental standards and
moral acts as instances of rule-governed behaviors which
children acquire through observing the judgmental responses
of life and symbolic models and through direct interactions
with a diverse array of socialization agents within their
culture (Brody, 1978, p. 20).
Such socialization agents to which children may be exposed are parents,
extrafamilial adults, peers, or models presented in symbolic forms
(Bandura, 1969).

Imitation of behavior modeled by these socialization

agents is the essential aspect of social learning.

Modeling other's

behavior and adopting it as one's own will be especially strong if the
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model is of high status in the eyes of the observer (Forisha and
Forisha, 1976).
Certain socially accepted behaviors are rewarded and therefore
strengthened and maintained.

While the child is being rewarded for

modeling appropriate social behavior, he becomes more sensitive to the
effects of his actions on others.

Therefore, both his cognitions and

his behaviors are strengthened by direct social experiences and rein
forcements (Harris, Mussen, and Rutherford, 1976).
Social behavior will vary according to such variables as sex,
intelligence, SES, ethnic and cultural backgrounds because youth of
different backgrounds are exposed to different social models and experi
ence different contingencies and reinforcement for their behavior
(Bandura and McDonald, 1963).

The judgments of a child therefore are

dependent upon what the child has been exposed to.

The child processes

the information received, such as rules or behavior, with past informa
tion and decides which alternative action will best serve the present
purpose (Mischel, 1973).
The consequences to the model for a behavior can affect the
adoption of that behavior without the observer actually having to under
go the consequences himself (Forisha and Forisha, 1976).

Through ob

serving modeled behavior and subsequent consequences from various
sources, the child can generate abstract rules to govern social and
moral behavior.

In a widely discussed study, Bandura and McDonald

(1963) showed that an abstract rule, the judgment of intentionality,
could be transmitted through modeling.

In an experiment on moral
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judgments, they found that modeling procedures were more powerful than
operant conditioning alone (reinforcement of certain responses to moral
decisions in the absence of models), thereby accepting the role of
cognitive factors in explaining behavior.
In using social learning theory to explain maladaptive behavior,
one may say that certain youth may not be perceiving the modeled behav
ior and consequences accurately or may not be integrating this informa
tion with past observances, thus limiting the ability to generate
abstract rules from them.

This would be consistent with the social

perception deficit described earlier (Johnson and Myklebust, 1967).
Because children make moral decisions on the basis of the differing
situations, they must learn to use different rules to solve different
dilemmas.

The social learning approach to moral education therefore

would be to teach children to generate moral rules and to be flexible
in using different options in making judgments (Brody, 1978).

Critique of Behavioral Approach.

While behavioral learning

principles of reinforcement and modeling may be adequate in explaining
the learning of appropriate responses in certain social and moral situ
ations , they are an inadequate base upon which to develop a moral edu
cation program.

First, modeling and reinforcement are too inconsistent

and often conflictive.
what they preach.

Adult models cannot be counted upon to practice

Youth may get certain verbal messages about morality

and deviant behavior modeled at the same time (Forisha and Forisha,
1976).

Secondly, and most importantly, is the lack of philosophical

grounding.

Behaviorists may be accused of committing the naturalistic
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fallacy/ demonstrating what "is" and then using that to determine what
"ought" to be (Kohlberg, 1971a).

Operant conditioning and social learn

ing theory explain how behavior may be shaped, but how is it determined
which behavior is "right"?

Behaviorists state that the behavior to be

learned is determined by the cultural norms of the society which are
relative, differing from one another.
as to their "rightness."

Yet these norms are not judged

Forisha and Forisha (1976, p. 63) state well

the dilemma in which the behavioral approach has placed us:
If one is in the position of the shaper of the behavior, as
is supposedly the case with educators, how is one to choose
which behaviors to reinforce or model? The behaviorists
offer no answers, since they have concentrated on how one
teaches moral behavior and not on how one defines it. With
out a definition of moral behavior which transcends the
immediate environment, there is no escape from the dilemma
posed by the existence of so many models and alternative
choices available in any given situation. Although the
behaviorists have shown how to teach moral behavior, they
cannot tell what it is. This fact leaves their theory
without anchorage in a complex and inconsistent world.

Cognitive-Developmental Model
While behavioral theory is concerned with the effects of the
environment in shaping social and moral behavior, cognitivedevelopmental theory is concerned with how the interaction with one's
environment affects the growth of one's cognition and, similarly, how
the development of one's cognition makes meaning of one's interactions
with the environment.

Cognitive development may be observed in several

domains; not only in logical reasoning about physical matters as de
scribed by Piaget (1950, 1952), but also in social reasoning as explored
by Feffer and Suchotliff (1966), Flavell (1977), and Selman (1976), and
in moral reasoning as theorized by Kohlberg (1964, 1969, 1971b).
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The cognitive-developmental approach to social and moral reason
ing (Kohlberg, 1969, 1971b) is based upon Piaget's (1950) psychological
theory of learning and upon the philosophical theories of ethics and
morality of Socrates (Dewey, 1916, 1938; Kohlberg, 1978; Rawls, 1971).
In this way, Kohlberg is careful not to commit the "is" to "ought"
fallacy of which he accuses behaviorists (Kohlberg, 1971a):

the psycho

logical theory of cognitive development will explain how social and
moral reasoning develops, and the philosophical theory will explain why
it ought to be used as the basis for moral education.
The following summary will highlight the major focus of each
domain of cognitive development (logical, social, and moral) and then
attempt to integrate the three domains into a whole where each may be
seen as related in structure to the others.

This summary will provide

the theoretical foundation upon which to base research into the cogni
tive development of social and moral reasoning in populations which are
characterized by deviant behavior such as the handicapped and the
delinquent.

Logical Thought.

A study of the cognitive-developmental

approach must necessarily begin with Piaget (1926, 1932).

Cognition

as used by Piaget is the process "by which the environment is perceived
and becomes known, whether these processes involve the use of motor or
perceptual skills, language or thought" (Frostig, 1976, p. 174).

New

experiences are assimilated by the mind in order to incorporate and
understand them in relation to the stored fund of previous experiences.
At times, however, new experiences come into conflict with what is
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known by past experiences and cannot be integrated without a restruc
turing of the cognitive processes.

This restructuring of one's thinking

allows the mind to accommodate this new information by making it part of
the now transformed structure.
The cognitive disequilibrium resulting from new experiences
facilitates the cognitive development of the child through the inter
action of the assimilation and accommodation processes until a new
equilibrium is reached.

The child has reached new complexities of in

tegrated thought as a result of the equilibration process.

Thus, the

importance of action, experiential learning, play, discussions, social
interaction, and motor movement can be seen in aiding the child's cog
nitive development.

The child quite literally learns by doing.

The child progresses in his cognitive development from an early
stage where he cannot separate the physical reality of the world from
his own egocentric perception of it (pre-operational thought), to an
intermediate stage where he can move away from perceptual information
and understand concrete relationships, separating objective properties
from his own actions (concrete operational thought).

Lastly, the child

reaches the stage where he can think about his thinking, considering
and integrating all possible hypotheses (formal operational thought).
The equilibrium aspects of Piaget's approach to cognition of
the impersonal categories of experiences may be applied to the inter
personal events of social interaction and development.

As a child con

structs his model of physical reality, he constructs his model of social
reality in a similar fashion—cognitive structures interact with social
experience.
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Social Perspective-taking.

Mead (1934) viewed the development

of social relations as "human social intelligence."

The core of social

development may be seen by cognitive developmentalists as social
perspective-taking, defined as:

"The developmental process by which

the child constructs and comprehends the relation of the perspectives
of self and others" (Selman, 1976, p. 158) .

The absence of perspective-

taking is what Piaget (1932) called egocentrism or the "confusion of the
self with the not self"; thus an egocentric child does not understand
social perspectives other than his own.

To be able to take another

person's perspective the child must be able to decenter, or shift the
perspective from his own perceptions.
Flavell (1977) termed this decentering ability as role-taking.
The simplest level of role-taking would be the child's understanding
that another person can have thoughts and feelings which influence his
actions.

The second stage would be reciprocal perspective-taking which

enables the self to accurately perceive what another person will do in
a certain situation, and understand what effect his own actions will
have on the other person's attitude toward him.

A third level would be

mutual or simultaneous perspective-taking:
Each participating individual modifies his intended behavior
in the light of his anticipation of the other's reaction to
this behavior. In order to accurately anticipate this re
action, one must be able to view his intended behavior from
the perspective of the other. Modifying one's behavior in
the light of this anticipation further requires that one must
also view the intended action from his own perspective at the
same time (Feffer and Suchotliff, 1966, p. 415).

Through perspective-taking a child comes to understand what makes
friendships evolve or end, he can anticipate and repair conflicts be
tween persons, and he can understand societal expectations (Damon,
1977).
Youth who because of the direct or indirect consequence of their
handicap do not understand the perspectives of anyone else other than
themselves will have difficulty in understanding other people's view
points, rights, and responsibilities, and in foreseeing the consequences
of their own actions to other people.

Moral Reasoning.

Some social values deal with justice or fair

ness, and these Kohlberg would define as moral values.

At times, a

dilemma develops due to conflicting claims to justice from different
parties, necessitating a moral judgment to be made, which involves pre
scriptive valuing—deciding what should be done in terms of rightness.
Because Kohlberg sees moral reasoning as both cognitive and develop
mental, he does not believe values can be imposed on a person by rules
and moralizing.

His approach illustrates:

The inadequacy of conceptions of moralizations as a process
of simple internalization of external cultural rules, through
verbal teaching, punishment or identification. In contrast
the evidence suggests the existence of a series of internally
patterned or organized transformations of social concepts and
attitudes . . . which constitutes a developmental process
(Kohlberg, 1963, p. 32).
A child can internalize other's values only when he can relate
these values to a world or social order, doing this through reflection
upon his social participation and role-taking.

When the child takes

the perspective of another person, there must be emotional empathy,

but also a cognitive capacity to see the other's perspective and to
define situations in terms of rights and duties of another person.
Through theoretical extensions of Piaget's work into the social
world of moral values validated by 20 years of longitudinal and crosscultural research, Kohlberg (1969) has delineated a series of three
levels which define the moral reasoning structures through which a
person develops:

the first level (pre-conventional) in which the basis

for moral reasoning is the needs and desires of the self; the second
level (conventional) in which the individual understands the group or
societal perspective of moral reasoning; and the third level (postconventional) in which universal human rights form the basis for moral
judgments.

Each level may be broken down into two stages, the develop

ment through which may be described as ever-increasing circles of dif
ferentiation from the self to other persons, groups, society, and
universalization.

A brief description of the stages follows (Kohlberg

et al., 1978):

Level I.

Pre-conventional Morality

Stage 1.

Punishment/Obedience.

What is right is obedience to

rules and authority, and avoiding punishment.

It is

judged by a person with only the egocentric perspective
of himself who does not consider the interests of others.
Stage 2.

Instrumental Purpose and Exchange.

Right is servir.g one's

own or other's needs and making fair deals in terms of
concrete exchanges.

The person can understand that his

perspective differs from someone else's and that these
perspectives influence one's actions.
Level II.

Conventional Morality

Stage 3.

Mutual Interpersonal Concordance.

What is right is living

up to what is expected of you in your role as defined by
your group, and following rules and expectations.

It is

the perspective of an individual in relationship to other
individuals.
Stage 4.

Social System and Conscience.

Right is doing one's duty

in maintaining the system, upholding the social order and
the welfare of society.

This person views morality from

the perspective of a society or system of interdependent
groups.
Level III.
Stage 5.

Post-conventional (Principled) Morality
Social Contract and Individual Rights.

Right is upholding

the basic rights, values and legal contracts of a society
even when they conflict with the rules and laws of the
group.

This is a "prior to society" perspective, an

awareness of the a priori rights upon which society is
based.
Stage 6.

Universal Ethical Principles.

Right is guided by univer

sal ethical principles which all humanity should follow.
These are basically universal principles of justice:
equality of human rights and respect for the dignity of
human beings as individual persons.

The perspective

is morally viewing other persons as ends, not means.

25
The differing stages of moral reasoning emerge not from values
imposed on a person by his culture, but from his interactions'with his
social environment.

Dilemmas or conflictive experiences set up the

cognitive disequilibrium needed to stimulate advancement.

If one's

present way of making moral judgments will not sufficiently solve the
conflicting claims to justice in a dilemma, one must transform one's
cognitive structure in such a way as to accommodate and make sense of
the moral issues involved.

Thus, moral development is an active con

struction of the values in one's culture involving a reorganization of
one's cognitive structures.

Interrelatedness of Logical, Social, and Moral Reasoning and
Behavior.

Development of logical reasoning, social perspective-taking,

and moral judgment have been described in terms of stages which are
structurally parallel to each other.

The stages are seen as "inter

sections" of content and structure (Selman, 1976).

Structure is how

the child reasons, and content is what the child reasons.

Logical

thought provides the structure for the content of the stages of social
perspective-taking, which in turn provides the structure for the content
of the stages of moral reasoning.

In this way, a cognitive stage may be

viewed as logically necessary, but not sufficient, for a parallel struc
ture of social perspective-taking.

Similarly, a level of perspective-

taking may be logically necessary, but not sufficient, for the parallel
structure of moral reasoning.

One structure may make it possible for a

parallel structure in another domain to develop, but it doesn't cause it
to develop.
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Many people, however, morally reason well below their cognitive
reasoning potential.

Many adults who cognitively reason at the formal

operational level may be at stages 1 and 2 in their moral judgments.
Higher moral reasoning may fail to develop because people have not had
the experiences which set up the cognitive conflicts needed to stimulate
advancement.
Just as logical reasoning is a necessary but not sufficient
condition for moral reasoning, moral reasoning is a necessary but not
sufficient condition for moral conduct.
moral conduct:

Other factors can influence

situational emotions and stress, motives, ego strength

or will, presence of diffused responsibility and complexity of the moral
issue involved.

Out of all these factors, though, moral reasoning is

the only "moral" factor involved.

Kohlberg (1975, p. 672) states that:

"Will is an important factor in moral behavior, but it is not distinc
tively moral; it becomes moral only when informed by mature moral judg
ment ."
For deviant populations it may be that the underlying structure
for development, such as logical reasoning, is present, but that the
more content domains of social or moral reasoning remain relatively
underdeveloped, contributing to difficulties in adapting to academic or
social environments.
In integrating theory on reasoning, behavior, and education,
Kohlberg (1971b, p. 71) believes that "The goal of moral education is
to stimulate the 'natural' development of the child's own moral judg
ment, allowing him to use his own moral judgment to control his
behavior."
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Philosophical Assumptions of the Cognitive-Developmental
Approach to Moral Development.

In stating the aims of moral education,

Kohlberg (1978, p. 6) does not want to commit the fallacy that:

"One

can derive conclusions about what human values and desires ought to be
from psychological research conclusions about what human values and
desires are, sliding over the distinction between what is desired and
what is desirable."

One cannot simply skip from a psychological stage

sequence of moral development to conclude philosophically that the aim
of moral education should be the facilitation of a higher stage.

The

transition then from "is" to "ought" must be to show that Dewey's (1938)
theory of the aim of education being the facilitation of man's natural
inclination toward intellectual and moral development is philosophically
sound, and also that a principled stage of moral reasoning is a better
stage than a lower one (Kohlberg, 1973, 1978).
First, Kohlberg and his colleagues (Candee, 1978) believe that a
higher stage is better than a lower one because it solves moral con
flicts more adequately according to the formal criteria of generaliza
tion and universalization.

That is, at each higher stage, one can come

closer to (1) making the same decision in every situation which con
tained the same key elements, and (2) having an ideal consensus by
taking into account the claims to justice of every person and by having
the principle apply to everyone in the same situation.

Each higher

stage differentiates and integrates more aspects and factors of the
situation.

Stage 6, then, is best because it is based on universal

ethical principles which would be freely chosen and agreed upon by all
moral men, thus escaping relativity.
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Such universal ethical principles have been expounded upon by
philosophers Rawls (1971) and Kant (Paton, 1965).

Rawls believed that

universal principles are defined as those principles which all rational
men would agree to contract, not knowing what position they would play
in society.

These principles would be liberty, justice, and life.

Kant

stated those principles in the forms of the categorical imperative:
"Act always toward the other as an end, not as a means."

And, "Choose

only as you would be willing to have everyone choose in your situation"
(Kohlberg, 1978, p. 40).
Thus, these principles are not irules, but are universal guides
for making decisions.

Rules are supported by social conventions and

laws, but principles are freely chosen by the individual.

Man will

always disagree over decisions based on conventional moral rules because
rules differ according to circumstances (thus the failure of convention
al morality to settle some conflicts:

Vietnam, euthanasia), whereas

decisions based on principles of justice are universal.

Secondly, Kohlberg (1978) believes that facilitation of moral
development is a philosophically sound aim of education.

Such a concept

dates back to Socrates who believed that a universal conception of
justice was rational and could develop in every man.

Dewey (1916) also

believed that moral development was an aim of education in order to
help bring about a more just society.

In our own country, the basis of

our Constitution is principles of justice as set forth in the Declara
tion of Independence:

life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.

Thus, moral education may really be equated with civic education:

a
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way to prepare citizens to understand the workings of our government
and the principles upon which it is based.

Review of Research
In Chapter 1, the following research questions were outlined as
the topics of interest in this study.
1.

Do learning disabled adolescents follow decision-making pat
terns in formulating moral judgments which differ from those
of average achieving adolescents?

2.

Do learning disabled adolescents perceive a social situation
from a perspective which differs from that of average
achieving adolescents?

3.

Are learning disabled adolescents perceived by their teachers
as differing in social and moral conduct from average achieving
adolescents?

4.

Is there a relationship between the level of one's moral judg
ment reasoning and one's conduct, as predicted by teachers, in
social and moral situations?

Research in the cognitive-developmental approach to social and
moral reasoning is reviewed to support the relationship of social to
moral reasoning and the relationship of such reasoning to behavior in
both normal and handicapped or deviant populations.
The review of research is divided into the following topics:
1.

Deficiencies in social perception and reasoning in the handi
capped .
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2.

Deficiencies in moral reasoning in the handicapped.

3.

Relationship between social and moral reasoning.

4.

Influence of logical reasoning on social and moral judgments.

5.

Relationship between social perception and prosocial behavior.

6.

Relationship between moral reasoning and prosocial behavior.

7.

Facilitation of social and moral development and its effect
on behavior.

Research exploring lags in development in social and moral rea
soning has several purposes:

first, it may highlight maladaptive char

acteristics in individuals or groups, adding to our knowledge of the
nature of the deviance; second, the study of deviant populations helps
to strengthen the learning or developmental theory of normal children;
and third, knowledge gained may direct focus to intervention projects
to stimulate the growth of reasoning in the underdeveloped area.
i

1.

Deficiencies in Social Perception
and Reasoning in the Handicapped
The social perception problems of children and adolescents with

learning disabilities have already been described.

Research in this

section highlights similar problems in mentally retarded, emotionally
disturbed, and delinquent youth.

a.

Mentally Retarded.

Studies indicate that development in social

perspective-taking, or role-taking, is sequentially similar to normal
development but at a slower rate (DeVries, 1970).

Reciprocal role-

taking may be achieved by some mentally retarded adolescents (Affleck,
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1976), thus indicating some ability to understand another person's
point of view.

b.

Emotionally Disturbed.

Disturbed children with neurotic learn

ing inhibitions (Berger et al., 1969) have been shown to have difficulty
establishing cause-effect relationships with sequential events involving
interpersonal interactions.

In another study (Selman, Jacquette, and

Lavin, 1977), emotionally disturbed children showed less developed
ability to coordinate reciprocal social relationships on a social
perspective-talcing task than normal children.

It was concluded that:

Children who have experienced extremely inconsistent or
disruptive interpersonal experiences and who manifest severe
difficulties in their own interpersonal relations might not
develop through the domain of social reasoning as steadily as
children do with more consistent, dependable and mutual rela
tions with friends or peers (Selman, Jacquette, and Lavin,
1977, p. 270).

c.

Juvenile Delinquents.

Chandler (1973) related delinquency

to egocentric social behavior finding that early adolescents whose early
egocentrism persists beyond the normal transitional stage tend to "mis
read social ejqpectations, to misinterpret the actions and intentions of
others, and to act in ways which are judged to be callous and dis
respectful of the rights of others" (Chandler, 1973, p. 326).

Most

delinquents in the study displayed egocentric social perspectives and
performed on Flavell's role-taking tasks at a similar level to nondelinquents nearly half their age.
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2.

Deficiencies in Moral Reasoning
in the Handicapped
Only one study was found which explored the moral reasoning of

learning disabled children (Fincham, 1977).

However, no significant

group differences were found, most likely due to the young age (8 years)
of the subjects, as most children that age would be reasoning about
moral conflicts at Kohlberg's stage 1.

However, differential informa

tion may be obtained in looking at research using mentally retarded and
delinquent populations.

a.

Mentally Retarded.

In researching the importance of mental age

as a predictor of the level of moral maturity, mentally retarded and
normal subjects matched on MA or CA have been contrasted.

In some

studies (Boehm, 1967; Ozbek and Forehand, 1973), the chronological age
and social experience of the mentally retarded subjects were as impor
tant or more important than the subjects' mental age, indicating a
maturational curve of CA, MA, and life experiences as factors in moral
development.

Other studies (Blakey, 1973; Kahn, 1976; Taylor and

Achenbach, 1975) have supported the developmental view of mental re
tardation:
matched MA.

that retardates are cognitively similar to normals of
Further research indicates that variables other than CA

and MA are of some consequence in affecting the level of moral maturity
of the mentally retarded.
moral development are:

Factors which may contribute to retarded

very low IQ (Kahn, 1976), limited social and

life experiences (Abel, 1941; Ozbek and Forehand, 1973), egocentric
social perspective (DiNola, 1972; Mischio, 1976), delinquency (Campagna
and Harter, 1975), etiology and severity of the retardation (Kahn,
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1976), and institutionalization (Abel, 1941)•

These findings highlight

the multitude of variables that influence the level of moral judgments
in mentally retarded individuals.

b.

Juvenile Delinquents.

The shift from pre-conventional stages

of moral reasoning usually occurs at the time a student enters high
school.

It has been reported (Campagna and Harter, 1975) that delin

quency also often begins at this age.

Research has suggested that moral

reasoning may be arrested at the pre-conventional level in delinquent
adolescents with such delay not being due to differences in MA or social
class (Campagna and Harter, 1975; Kohlberg, 1964).

The possibility ex

ists of a relationship between limited moral reasoning and socially and
morally deviant behavior which may magnify with increasing age.

3.

Relationship between Social
and Moral Reasoning
Cognitive-developmental theory implies an underlying structure

of thought processes within an individual which would manifest itself
in reasoning in different content domains.

Social and moral reasoning

then have similar structure, with the hypothesis often given that social
perspective-taking is a necessary but not sufficient foundation for
moral reasoning.

Such a relationship has been explored with normal

populations in the following research.

a.

Normal Populations.

Selman (1971) found that decentration or

the understanding of reciprocal social perspectives is a necessary con
dition for the development of conventional levels of moral judgment for
children in the middle childhood years.

Finding a significant
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association between moral judgment scores (Kohlberg) and perspectivetaking (Flavell) ability, Selman concluded that those children who
functioned at the nonreciprocal level of role-taking (Flavell1s level 1)
morally reasoned at the pre-conventional level; and those children who
could use reciprocal social perspectives (Flavell levels 2 and 3)
morally reasoned at the conventional level.

Selman stressed that this

association was correlational rather than causal.
Moir (1974) notes that there are several kinds of social
perspective-taking abilities (perceptual, interpersonal/physical, and
interpersonal/affective) and found all three to be related to moral
judgments, independent of verbal intelligence.

Such an association was

also found by Stuart (1967) who noted that while the ability to decenter
social perspective from the self is affected by age and intelligence, it
is still highly correlated with the ability to make mature moral judg
ments .
The ability to differentiate and integrate all perspectives of a
moral conflict correlates with the ability to take the social perspec
tives of other people.

Yussen (1976) found that morally mature college

students were better able than younger adolescents to deliberate about
moral dilemmas from social perspectives other than their own, portraying
different stages of moral development in these different perspectives.
Lastly, the quantity of social participation as measured by
membership in social organizations and teacher and peer rated leader
ship and popularity may be positively related to higher stages of moral
development (Keasey, 1971).

While it would seem logical that social

participation would provide opportunities for role-taking, thus leading
to development of moral reasoning, this association should be viewed as
relational, as the children might be popular leaders because they have
high social and moral reasoning.
The importance of perspective-taking and social interaction
opportunities in facilitating the development of moral reasoning have
been illustrated.

It might follow, then, that persistent social ego-

centrism and/or limited social interaction opportunities might impede
the development of moral reasoning.

The following studies portray the

effects of social immaturity on moral thought and/or behavior in the
mentally retarded and emotionally disturbed.

b.

Mentally Retarded.

Mischio (1976) and DiNola (1972) found that

levels of role-taking ability of mentally retarded individuals discrim
inated levels of moral judgments, but did not find a significant rela
tionship between amount of social interaction opportunities and high
social behavior ratings with moral maturity.

This may have been a

function of the social interaction opportunities in a special class for
the mentally retarded as compared to those found in a regular classroom.
If so, further support should be given for the benefits of mainstreaming
handicapped children into regular classrooms.

c.

Emotionally Disturbed.

Selman (1976) and Selman and Jacquette

(1977) found pre-adolescent emotionally disturbed children to be less
well-developed than normal children in social perspective-taking and
moral reasoning.

Interpersonal relations, such as friendships and peer

group organization were also a source of difficulty.

It may be that
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the disturbed child's inability to shift perspective from the self
interferes with moral reasoning and interpersonal behavior.

4.

Influence of Logical Reasoning
on Social and Moral Judgments

a.

Normal Populations.

The studies in this section attempt to

establish relationships between Piagetian stages of cognitive development
of logical reasoning to parallel stages of social perspective-taking and
moral reasoning.

Research by Selman and Byrne (1974) defined the devel

opment of social perspective-taking according to the sequence of struc
tural development proposed by Piaget in cognitive operations.

They

hypothesized that a child functioning at the pre-operational level would
be at an egocentric perspective-taking level 0 where the child cannot
differentiate someone else's point of view from his own, being bound by
his own perceptions.

A child at the concrete operational level would be

at either the subjective perspective-taking level 1 where he realizes
that other people have perspectives different from his own, or at the
reciprocal perspective-taking level 2 where he understands that one's
perspective and actions influence the other's perspective and actions.
Finally, a child at beginning formal operations might function at the
mutual perspective-taking level 3 where he can take a third person point
of view, stepping out of the situation to view all social perspectives
and interactions simultaneously before deciding how to act.

In summary,

the ability to decenter or shift perspective from perceptual reality in
spatial/perceptual tasks is highly related to the ability to shift per
spective from the self in social decentration tasks (Stuart, 1967).
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Lee (1971) investigated the concomitant development of general
cognitive structures and those structures involved in moral judgments.
Generally, children functioning in the pre-operational thought level
adhered to the authority mode of moral reasoning; children at the con
crete operations level used the reciprocity mode of moral reasoning;
and those at formal operational thought related to societal relations
or ideals in moral reasoning.
Damon (1975) analyzed the child's development through stages of
positive justice in relation to his development of concrete operational
reasoning.

Damon's work demonstrates that positive justice, concerned

with problems in prosocial interaction, develops early and goes through
six distinct stages.

There was a strong association between level of

reasoning about positive justice and level of logical thought, with
justice stage scores discriminating pre-operational and concrete opera
tional levels of thinking.

Damon does not, however, make the claim of

the necessity of certain levels of logical thinking for certain levels
of moral thinking; rather he believes logical and moral reasoning to be
the result of isomorphic structural features.
A few researchers have concentrated on the relationship between
formal reasoning and one's system of moral values.

The formal thinker

can conceive of physical possibilities in the abstract, systematically
structuring alternate possibilities.

Lawson and Wollman (1977) demon

strated that formal reasoning and the ability to make critical value
judgments in social and moral contexts involve similar cognitive
parameters.

Tomlinson-Keasey and Keasey (1974) similarly found a
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relationship between formal operational thought and principled moral
reasoning, with the former being a necessary condition for the latter.
However, there does seem to be a time lag between the attainment of
formal operations and its application to moral reasoning such that the
former is not a sufficient condition for the latter.

The authors sug

gest that it takes time and social experiences to apply logical thinking
skills to interpersonal areas.
Assuming an underlying similar structure of cognitive develop
ment in the different domains of logical, social, and moral reasoning,
what may be the effect of arrested logical reasoning on the subsequent
development of moral reasoning?

What might be expected from adolescents

who still function cognitively at an egocentric pre-operational level,
but who, because of their age, live in a social environment where one
is expected to understand reciprocal relations?

Might this divergence

between logical thought and expected social behavior be a contributing
factor to social deviance?

Redl and Wineman (1956, p. 144) in comment

ing on a lack of parallelism between physical and social reasoning
stated:

"We have all seen children who are perfectly capable of

figuring out how much weight a skating pond might carry and how far it
is wise to venture onto it, and yet are unable to figure out at all
what goes and what doesn't go in a group in which they find themselves."

b.

Mentally Retarded.

Kahn (1976) sought to investigate the rela

tionship of levels of cognitive development to levels of moral reasoning
using mildly retarded, moderately retarded, and normal subjects.
though the subjects were matched on MA, the moderately retarded

Al

functioned at pre-operational level, the mildly retarded at early con
crete operational level, and the nonretarded at concrete operational
level.

There were significant differences among the means of the moral

maturity scores of the three groups with moral reasoning correlating
more highly with cognitive functioning than with MA.

One may conclude

that despite being the same MA as a person of normal intelligence,
though differing in age, the immaturity of development in logical think
ing in the mentally retarded may impede the growth of moral reasoning.
It has been reported (McLaughlin and Stephens, 1974) that the
relationship between logical reasoning and moral judgment reasoning
increases over time for the mentally retarded, suggesting that as a per
son develops, reasoning ability contributes more and more to moral
decision-making.

McLaughlin and Stephens do not suggest that one wait

for a certain level of cognitive development before beginning a moral
education program with the mentally retarded; rather they suggest that
the retarded may benefit substantially from such a program.

c.

Juvenile Delinquent.

Miller, Zumhoff, and Stephens (1974), in

comparing the cognitive reasoning skills of delinquent adolescents to
mildly retarded nondelinquents, found that they performed at similar
levels on the Piagetian logical thinking tasks despite a significant
difference in IQ.

The great majority of delinquent adolescents per

formed at the pre-operational level.

While certainly no causal infer

ences should be drawn, one cannot dismiss the possibility that the
inability to see reciprocal relationships may impede the delinquent
from viewing the group or societal perspective of social behavior.
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d.

Emotionally Disturbed.

While the research above supports the

idea that logical reasoning may be a necessary development for moral
reasoning, Selman's (1976) continuing work has shown that it is not suf
ficient for social and moral development in such populations as the emo
tionally disturbed.

Disturbed children seem to have a different pattern

of reasoning development than normals.

While the majority of the dis

turbed sample showed less well-developed social and moral reasoning than
their normal peers, logical cognitive ability was of a normal develop
mental level.
ences appeared.

Within the group of disturbed children, subgroup differ
Those who scored high on logical tasks and high on

social tasks tended to exhibit more neurotic symptoms; those who scored
low in both areas were generally cognitively retarded; and those who
scored high in logical thinking and low on social tasks tended to be
impulsive, aggressive, hyperactive, and displayed acting-out behaviors.
Selman referred to this type as a "disequilibriated child."

A further

finding was that the normative sample had greater structural synchrony,
or more coherence of reasoning, across the physical and social domains,
whereas the disturbed sample lagged considerably behind in social
reasoning:

75% of the clinic group performed on the social reasoning

tasks one or two stages below parallel logical reasoning stages, while
only 25% of the normal sample lagged to that degree.

5.

Relationship between Social
Perception and Prosocial Behavior
The development of one's cognitive reasoning in the social

domain has been an important focal point for research.

Its relationship
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to prosocial behavior, however seemingly a natural and important aspect
of the developmental theory, has been researched relatively little.

The

following research studies do shed enough light on this relationship, in
both normal and deviant populations, to draw some tentative conclusions.

a.

Normal Populations.

Research by Johnson (1975) has tied in

social perspective-taking with cooperation and empathy.

A positive

relationship was found between the ability to take the emotional per
spective of another person and a predisposition to cooperate (defined
as acting in a manner to maximize both another person's outcome and
one's own).

Further research might support the conclusion that increas

ing the understanding of another person's perspective may increase co
operation in a conflict situation.
Noticing that young children seem to be less altruistic than
older children, Rubin and Schneider (1973) sought to determine the con
tributing effect of communication on measures of altruism:

donating

candy to the poor or helping a younger child complete a task so both
could play.

Those children who had the highest altruistic behavior

were those who displayed communication skills indicative of decentration from the egocentric self.

The authors concluded that the increase

of altruistic behavior with age may partly be the result of the child's
increasing ability to shift from only an egocentric perspective.
Research concerning the social perception deficits and social
interaction problems of the learning disabled have been described
earlier in this paper.

A limited amount of research has focused on the

social perspective-taking aspect of social perception and its
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relationship to prosocial or antisocial behavior in such deviant popula
tions as the mentally retarded, juvenile delinquent, and emotionally
disturbed.

b.

Mentally Retarded.

Social perspective-taking ability is associ

ated with the interpersonal control repertoires of mentally retarded
children (Affleck, 1976).

Those who were highest in perspective-taking

ability considered other person's needs, attitudes, and motives in choos
ing tactics to secure a personal goal.

This relationship, then, would

provide some rationale for strategies aimed at facilitating the social
perspective reasoning development of mentally retarded individuals.

c.

Juvenile Delinquent.

Chandler (1973) explored the relationship

of a delay in social perspective-taking and the development of social
deviation.

Finding that juvenile delinquents were markedly low in

ability to understand how one's attitudes and behaviors affect those of
another person and vice versa, he suggested that "persistent social egocentrism" may play a large role "in the development and maintenance of
patterns of chronic antisocial behavior" (Chandler, 1973, p. 326).

d.

Emotionally Disturbed.

Well-developed social reasoning is not

sufficient for a child to display appropriate social behavior.

Although

Selman (1976) found that as a group, disturbed children with severe
social interaction problems showed less developed social reasoning, not
every child in the disturbed group did less well than his matched pair
in social perspective reasoning tasks—some did as well or better.
Thus, even if the child displays adequate social reasoning, social
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conduct cannot be predicted.

"Low stage of interpersonal conception

does not cause immature behavior, but puts a constraint on the ability
to act maturely" (Selman, 1976, p. 192).

6.

Relationship between Moral Reasoning
and Prosocial Behavior
Moral reasoning may be a necessary but not sufficient condition

for moral behavior (Kohlberg, 1975).

Certainly many situational factors

influence the ultimate action to be taken in a morally conflictive situ
ation.

The factor which is being researched more and more is moral

reasoning, which informs the judgment of right and wrong action.

a.

Normal Populations.

To be able to take another person's per

spective, one must have developed feelings of empathy.

In using a

sociometric questionnaire whose items dealt with conformity to rules,
honesty, generosity, and helpfulness, Harris et al. (1976) found that
children who are viewed as cooperative and considerate were more likely
to have higher moral reasoning.

It would appear that the ability to

understand others' social perspectives would provide an underlying
structure for conventional moral reasoning, which may be associated
with a reputation for considerate, other-directed behavior.
In using measurements of actual behavior, whether contrived or
natural, research tends to show a stronger relationship between moral
behavior and principled, rather than pre-conventional or conventional,
moral reasoning.

This is in line with developmental stage theory that

there is less relativity of right action at the higher stages.

In an

experimental study of cheating behavior (Grim, Kohlberg, and White,
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1968), the subjects at principled stages of moral reasoning were less
likely to cheat than those subjects at all lower stages.

In another

experimental study (Krebs and Rosenwald, 1977), all those adults who
were honest enough to complete a job after they had already been paid
for it morally reasoned at stages 4 or 5, whereas all those who did not
complete the job were at stages 2 and 3.

No other variable such as in

come, job, sex, religion, race, education, could account for the dif
ference except the level of moral reasoning.
In an often-quoted study (Haan, Smith, and Block, 1968) 80% of
those college students who reasoned at the principled level participated
in the 1964 Berkeley free speech sit-in, whereas only a small percentage
(15%) of those who reasoned at stages 3 and 4 participated.

In this

case, those subjects who believed that the basic rights (i.e., free
speech) upon which the Constitution is based offered a reason to be
civilly disobedient when such rights come into conflict with the law.
Interestingly, 50% of the stage 2 subjects also participated, with the
resulting hypothesis that they did so to further serve their own desires
(.get out of class) .

Thus, what appears to be acting on one's principles

may very well be acting to serve one's own egocentric desires!
In a disturbing study by Milgram (1963, 1965), adult subjects
were instructed by the experimenter to give increasingly severe electric
shocks to another person who did not learn rapidly.

(Unknown to the

subjects, the "other person" was in collaboration with the experimenter
and did not actually receive the shocks.)

Kohlberg (1965) reports that

the majority of those subjects reasoning at the principled moral level
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refused to give the shocks, while a majority of those subjects reason
ing at all lower stages complied with the experimenter's demands.
Research concerned with the relationship between moral judgment
reasoning and prosocial behavior using handicapped or deviant popula
tions is sparse.

The research examined below suggests a tentative such

relationship for mentally retarded, juvenile delinquent, and emotion
ally disturbed subjects.

b.

Mentally Retarded.

Moore and Stephens (1974), in a longitudinal

study of gains in moral reasoning and conduct of retarded and nonretarded subjects found both moral reasoning and conduct to be developmental
for both groups.

Even with MA held constant, the retarded still showed

less persistence in work situations, were more neglectful to find the
owner of lost articles, and were less willing to report misdeeds of a
peer.

Growth in moral behavior seemed to be arrested at the mid-

adolescent years for the retarded subjects which may suggest the need
for moral education programs during this age period.

c.

Juvenile Delinquent.

Two studies (Campagna and Harter, 1975;

Fodor, 1972) have documented that adolescent delinquents have less welldeveloped moral reasoning than control groups, being mostly at the preconventional level.

It was suggested (Campagna and Harter, 1975) that

if sociopaths1 moral reasoning is arrested at the pre-conventional
level, their behavior becomes more and more deviant from the norm as
they grow older.
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d.

Emotionally Disturbed.

It has been suggested that emotionally

disturbed children are less altruistic than normal children (Kauffman,
1977).

When given repeated opportunities to perform simple tasks for

money which they could keep or donate to the poor, the disturbed chil
dren were less willing to donate their money to the poor than their
normal controls.

While no measurement of moral judgment was adminis

tered in this study, it does point out the less altruistic behavior of
emotionally disturbed children.

Kauffman (1977, p. 247) has commented:

Stealing, lying, cheating, abusiveness and other actions
that violate principles of fairness and social justice are
the rule, not the exception of many disturbed children.
Furthermore, disturbed youngsters are not noted as a group
for their willingness to help others, cooperate, share, or
exhibit other prosocial behaviors.

7.

Facilitation of Social and Moral
Development and Its Effect on Behavior
Hartshorne and May (1928-30), in a classic study designed to

investigate moral behavior, demonstrated, using resistance to temptation
experiments, that behaviors such as lying, cheating, and stealing are
determined by situational demands and not one's virtuous characteris
tics.

Finding that nearly everyone succumbed to these "temptations" in

one situation or another, they concluded that preaching and indoctrina
tion about honesty or altruistic behavior in "character education"
classes had little effect on moral behavior.
Proponents of the cognitive-developmental approach to moral
education would agree with the Hartshorne and May conclusion.

Develop

ment of the moral reasoning used in making judgments to determine right
and wrong action in a situation must come from an interaction of one's
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cognitive structures with environmental experiences and the subsequent
internal construction of values and morals.

Little is gained from ex

ternal indoctrination or preaching (Kohlberg, 1978).
If one accepts the tentative conclusions relating moral develop
ment to moral behavior, then one must inquire if the facilitation of
moral development has a positive effect on moral behavior.

The follow

ing studies demonstrate the success of a few such programs in both
normal and deviant populations.

a.

Normal Populations.

It has been found (Blatt and Kohlberg,

1975) that in classes which incorporate moral dilemma discussions as
part of the curriculum, such as in social studies, 1/4 to 1/2 of the
students move up one stage of moral reasoning after a semester or acad
emic year, a finding not true of the control group, with the difference
persisting after one year.

Such a finding has been replicated many

times in subsequent experiments and is now referred to as the "Blatt
effect" (Kohlberg, 1978).

Classes which successfully achieve this

development have in common three main elements:

(1) controversial moral

dilemmas as the basis for discussion, (2) classes contain a mixture of
students at different stages so students are exposed to a wide range of
reasoning, and (3) the teacher adopts a Socratic probing type of
approach (Kohlberg, 1978).
Kohlberg (1978) now believes that reaching a higher stage on the
test is not a sufficient goal of moral education, and thus classroom
dilemma discussions are not a sufficient means.

If moral and intellec

tual development is the aim of education, then such learning must go on
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in a democratic context of liberty and equality.

Democratic schools

may thus become a means for the development of justice.

In two experi

mental high schools in the Boston area, moral development is not a course
but part of everyday life.

Here the staff and students are actively in

volved in building their own community where they decide their own rules
and consequences.

The idea is that adolescents will understand the

societal perspectives of morality if they have constructed their own com
munity.

If they are to make moral decisions, they must learn to do it by

actually doing so, not by listening to an "in loco parentis" school im
pose such moral decisions on them.

Here the end is development through

democratic means, not conformity through indoctrination (Kohlberg, 1978).
The effects of these democratic schools on development of moral
reasoning is still research in progress, but staff members have noticed
an increased sense of community, high morale, development of responsi
bility, and friendships evolving among students of dissimilar back
grounds (Wasserman, 1978).

b.

Deviant Populations.

While published research on moral educa~

tion with handicapped youth appears to be nonexistent,, two such studies
have been reported with juvenile delinquents (Chandler, 1973; Fleetwood
and Parish, 1976).

Juvenile delinquents in a detention center who

participated in a series of moral dilemma discussion groups had sig
nificantly greater gain scores on a moral judgment test.
(Fleetwood and Parish, 1976, p. 1079) concluded that:

The authors

"Juvenile delin

quents exposed to such procedures should come to an understanding of
their rights and responsibilities as well as the rights of others."
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No accounting in this study was taken to determine if there was
any subsequent change in moral behavior.

However, Chandler (1973) found

that intervention efforts which focused on training in perspective-taking
skills did reduce the high level of egocentrism that the juvenile delin
quents had displayed, with a concurrent change in behavior.

The experi

mental group were reported for half as many delinquencies in a follow-up
18 months later as during an equal time period prior to training, a
finding considerably less than that which occurred in the placebo and
control groups.

Moral dilemma discussions and training in perspective-

taking skills may therefore prove to be an effective aspect of a rehabil
itation program.

Summary and Conclusions
Research has been reviewed to illustrate the cognitivedevelopmental approach to social and moral reasoning.

Structural paral

lels have been drawn among the different domains of reasoning—logical,
social perspective-taking, and moral reasoning.

Well-developed social

and moral reasoning has been demonstrated to be related to prosocial
behavior.
Groups of people exhibiting maladaptive behavior, such as the
emotionally disturbed, mentally retarded, learning disabled, and juven
ile delinquents have been shown to lag behind their nonhandicapped
peers in social or moral reasoning and behavior.

It may therefore be

hypothesized that this limited reasoning constrains the mature judgment
needed for socially and morally adaptive behavior.

Intervention

strategies aimed at ameliorating reasoning deficits and facilitating
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development in social perspective-taking and moral reasoning may be a
beneficial aspect of social rehabilitative programs.
There are many handicapped children who are having serious dif
ficulty in school, not only in their academic subjects, but also in
their personal interactions with peers and adults.

It has been sug

gested that their cognitive development may be delayed either directly
or indirectly by their handicap, which may affect the reasoning needed
for conventional social and moral judgments.

With more and more handi

capped students returning to the regular classroom as a result of the
Education for All Handicapped Children Act, there is a greater need
for teachers to facilitate the reasoning skills the students will need
to make decisions and judgments within the society of the classroom and
the larger social order.

Research Hypotheses
Literature and research have been reviewed to investigate the
present status of knowledge in the field concerning the four research
questions.

On the basis of that review, the general hypothesis is that

learning disabled adolescents are not as advanced in their development
of social and moral reasoning as nonlearning disabled adolescents.
That is, the learning disabled adolescents manifest less ability to
simultaneously view all perspectives of a social or moral situation,
being more likely to adopt an egocentric perspective.

This inability

to shift perspective from the self may be a direct result of their
handicap, such as a cognitive deficit in social perception, or an
indirect result, such as lessened social interaction.

Furthermore,
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this deficit in social/moral reasoning may constrain the mature judgment
needed to adapt one's behavior to conventional norms of society.

There

fore, the following specific hypotheses are proposed:
1.

Learning disabled adolescents demonstrate a lower level of
moral judgment reasoning than their average achieving peers.

2.

Learning disabled adolescents demonstrate a lower level of
social perspective reasoning than their average achieving
peers.

3.

Learning disabled adolescents manifest less consideration for
the welfare of other persons and community or societal norms
than their average achieving peers.

4.

There is a positive relationship between one's level of moral
judgment and one's conduct in social/moral situations.

CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH PROCEDURES

The research procedures for this study were designed to investi
gate the development of social and moral reasoning and the social/moral
conduct of learning disabled adolescent boys as compared to average
achieving adolescent boys, and to determine what relationship, if any,
exists between moral judgments and moral conduct.
This chapter delineates the research design and the procedures
employed in the study.

The general research design is explained,

criteria for selection of subjects are reviewed, instrumentation is
discussed, field procedures are described, and the methods for analyzing
the data are summarized.

Research is reviewed as pertinent to each of

the above components.

General Research Design
This study compared the performances of two groups of adolescent
boys, learning disabled vs. average achieving, on the level of reasoning
used to solve moral dilemmas and the level of social perspective reason
ing used to solve a game of strategy.

Teachers were also assessed for

their opinions on the social and moral conduct of the subjects to deter
mine if group differences existed.

The relationship of each subject's

level of moral reasoning to his predicted conduct was also calculated.
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The two groups of subjects consisted of students from one high
school in a large city in a southwestern state:

(1) 25 learning dis

abled adolescent boys with severe academic deficits receiving learning
disabilities resource help, and (2) 25 average achieving adolescent boys
who were receiving no special services.
Assessment instruments were selected and/or adapted to measure
the stated research hypotheses.
1.

See Figure 1.

Learning disabled adolescents demonstrate a lower level of moral
judgment reasoning than their average achieving peers.

Each subject was individually administered the Moral Judgment Interview
(Xbhlberg et al., 1978) and group mean scores were compared.
2.

Learning disabled adolescents demonstrate a lower level of
social perspective reasoning than their average achieving peers.

Each subject was individually administered the Social Perspective Taking
Task (Flavell et al., 1968) and distribution of scores were compared.
3.

Learning disabled adolescents manifest less consideration for
the welfare of other persons and community or society norms
than do their average achieving peers.

Each teacher of each subject was asked for his opinion concerning the
student's conduct in social and moral situations through the use of the
Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior (adapted from Harris et al., 1976)
and group mean scores were compared.
4.

There is a positive relationship between one's level of moral
judgment and one's conduct in social/moral situations.
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Average Achieving Youth

Learning Disabled Youth

Moral
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Reasoning

ycompare^
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Conduct
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Judgment
and
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Figure 1.

icompare.

Social/Moral
Conduct

Moral
Judgment
and
Social/Moral
Conduct

Analysis of social and moral reasoning and social/moral
conduct of learning disabled adolescent boys as compared
to average achieving adolescent boys.
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Statistical analyses compared the correlation of each subject's score
on the Moral Judgment Interview and the Questionnaire of Predicted
Behavior.

Criteria for Selection of Subjects
Twenty-five average achieving high school students and 25 high
school students receiving learning disabilities resource help were
selected for participation in the study.
groups were 14.0 to 18.5 years of age.

Age limitations for both
Since research data were equiv

ocal as to the effect of sex differences on the dependent variables
(Flavell et al., 1968; Gilligan, 1978; Harris et al., 1976), all sub
jects chosen were male.

This procedure increased the rigor of the

research by eliminating a potential conflict in variables which would
have been difficult to control at this stage of the study.

As the

majority of learning disabled students are male (Hallahan and
Cruickshank, 1973; Lerner, 1971), as too are the majority of adolescent
delinquents (Mauser, 1974), the study's results should still be useful
for the majority of students in learning disabilities programs.
Specific criteria for selection were as follows:

Group 1.

Learning Disabled
Since the definition of learning disabilities is a controversial

subject, it could be expected that criteria for placement in a learning
disabilities program have varied from school district to school dis
trict.

The following criteria for selection for the learning disabled

group were based on the federal definition of learning disabilities
which follows.
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"Specific learning disability" means a disorder in one or more
of the basic psychological processes involved in understanding
or in using language, spoken or written, which may manifest
itself in an imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read,
write, spell or to do mathematical calculations. The term in
cludes such conditions as perceptual handicaps, brain injury,
minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental aphasia.
The term does not include children who have learning problems
which are primarily the result of visual, hearing or motor
handicaps, of mental retardation, of emotional disturbance, or
of environmental, cultural or economic disadvantage (Federal
Register, Vol. 42, No. 250—Thursday, December 29, 1977).

Procedures for operationalizing this definition are as follows:

1.

Presence of a Specific Learning Disability.

Students' perfor

mances on evaluation devices indicated that a disability was manifested
as a disorder in the processing of the reception, integration, or egres
sion of information.

The specific learning disabilities were documented

in reports located in the students' cumulative records as part of the
school district's identification procedures, and were verified by this
investigator.

2.

Special Education Services.

The student's program included

remedial help from a learning disabilities resource teacher for between
one and three periods per day.

3.

Severe Academic Deficit.

Student performance at the sixth grade

level or below in at least one basic academic subject was measured on
the latest individual achievement test in the records.

This provided

at least three years discrepancy between achievement and grade placement.
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4.

Average or Above Average Intellectual Potential.

All subjects

had recorded verbal IQ's of at least 85 as stated in the latest individ
ual intelligence test in the records.

As the Moral Judgment Interview

is primarily a verbal test, it was felt that the verbal IQ score should
be the minimum criterion used here.

5.

Absence of Other Primary Handicapping Conditions.

Student

records showed no uncorrected sensory impairments or other primary
handicapping conditions such as mental retardation or emotional dis
turbance .

6.

Absence of Any Special Socioeconomic or Cultural Conditions in

the Home.

Student records indicated that English was the primary lan

guage of both the student and the parents, and that at least one parent
was currently employed.

Group 2.

Average Achieving
The following selection criteria were developed to be parallel

categories to the learning disabilities criteria discussed above.

1.

Absence of Any Handicapping Conditions.

Student records showed

no uncorrected sensory impairments or other primary handicapping condi
tions such as learning disabilities, mental retardation, or emotional
disturbance.

2.

Absence of Special Education Services.

Student records indi

cated no previous placement in programs which provided special educa
tion services of any kind for academic work.
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3.

Average Academic Achievement.

All students had a cumulative

grade point average of between a "C" and a "B+", with no failures in
any academic subject.

4.

Average or Above Average Intellectual Potential.

Student rec

ords contained no indication of a below average verbal IQ (VIQ<85).

5.

Absence of Any Special Socioeconomic or Cultural Conditions in

the Home.

Student records indicated that English was the primary lan

guage of both the student and his parents, and at least one parent was
currently employed.

Instrumentation
Three assessment instruments were used to investigate group dif
ferences in social and moral reasoning and predicted social/moral con
duct:

Moral Judgment Interview (Kohlberg et al., 1978), Social

Perspective Taking Task (Flavell et al., 1968), and a Questionnaire of
Predicted Behavior (adapted from Harris et al., 1976).

Rationales and

administration and scoring procedures are discussed below.

Moral Judgment Interview
The instrument used to assess the developmental stage of moral
maturity was the Moral Judgment Interview (Kohlberg et al., 1978).

The

Moral Judgment Interview was developed by Kohlberg as the standard
measurement for research on his developmental theory.
The Moral Judgment Interview was designed around three hypo
thetical moral dilemmas involving conflicting moral issues in which the
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protagonist must choose to do one of two actions.
issues in the first dilemma are life vs. law:

The conflicting

should Heinz break the

law to save his wife's life?

Dilemma III. In Europe a woman was near death from a special
kind of cancer. There was one drug that the doctors thought
might save her. It was a form of radium that a druggist in the
same town had recently discovered. The drug was expensive to
make, but the druggist was charging ten times what the drug
cost him to make. He paid $200 for the radium and charged
$2,000 for a small dose of the drug. The sick woman's husband,
Heinz, went to everyone he knew to borrow the money, but he
could only get together about $1,000, which is half of what it
cost. He told the druggist that his wife was dying, and asked
him to sell it cheaper or let him pay later. But the druggist
said, "No, I discovered the drug and I'm going to make money
from it." So Heinz gets desperate and considers breaking into
the man's store to steal the drug for his wife.
1.
2.

Should Heinz steal the drug? Why or why not?
If Heinz doesn't love his wife, should he steal the drug
for her? Why or why not?
3. Suppose the person dying is not his wife but a stranger.
Should Heinz steal the drug for a stranger? Why or why not?
4. (If you favor stealing the drug for a stranger): Suppose
it's a pet animal he loves. Should Heinz steal to save the
pet animal? Why or why not?
5. Is it important for people to do everything they can to save
another person's life? Why or why not?
6. It is against the law for Heinz to steal. Does that make it
morally wrong? Why?
7. Should people try to do everything they can to obey the law?
Why or why not?
7a. How does this apply to what Heinz should do?
(Kohlberg et al., 1978, attachment)

The second dilemma continues the action of the first with the
issues of punishment vs. conscience:

should Heinz be punished if he

was acting according to his conscience?

In the third dilemma, the sub

ject must make a judgment between contract and authority:
obey his father or maintain a contractual agreement?

should Joe
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The interviewee is first asked what course of action he believes
the protagonist should follow, and in doing so, he must weigh the impor
tance of one set of values against another set of values.

The inter

viewer then probes for the reasons behind the prescriptive choice, for
it is the structure of reasoning which determines the stage or level of
the moral judgment.
According to Kohlberg et al. (1978, p. 38), "The goal of moral
judgment interviewing, in other words, is to penetrate beyond the sub
ject's opinions, attitudes or beliefs, to the reasoning or justification
which directs them."

Many such probe questions following the dilemma

are part of the standard interview and are designed to bring out the
reasoning on both the moral issues involved, in case the interviewee
does not spontaneously address them.
The 1978 Moral Judgment Interview Manual represents the latest
and most in-depth revision of the test developed over the past 20 years.
All longitudinal and cross-cultural research conducted by Kohlberg has
been rescored according to the new scoring criteria.

This standardized

method of interviewing and scoring is no longer based on a global
rating, but on matching individual moral judgments to criterion moral
judgments defined structurally in the manual, yielding greater interjudge and test-retest reliability than earlier versions (Kohlberg
et al., 1978), about .90 for trained scorers (Fenton, 1976).
In scoring the subject's response, each statement that could be
defined as a "moral judgment" was given a stage score.

To be considered

a moral judgment suitable for scoring, a response must have met the
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following criteria:

(1) The response was prescriptive; that is, it

said what action should have been taken, what was the morally right
thing to do (not what the protagonist or the subject probably would do
in the situation).

(2) The response gave a reason or justification as

to why that action should have been taken.

It was the structure of

the reasoning which was scored, not the content.

(3) The response was

accepted as valid by the subject, not just a reflection of opinions
held by other people.
All moral judgment responses fell into one of the previously
described six issues in the interview.

Each moral judgment response

score was averaged within each issue so as to arrive at a summary stage
score for each issue.

These six issues scores were used to derive a

global stage score for each interview (e.g., stage 2, stage 2[3]) and a
moral maturity score (e.g., 215, 365) representing a weighted average
of points assigned to each stage.

See Appendix A for the scoring sheet.

The moral maturity scores, ranging from 100 to 500 are most useful in
conducting research, while the global stage score ranging from 1 to 5
is most useful to educators on-the-job.

Social Perspective Taking Task
The instrument used to measure the ability to take another per
son's perspective and understand its effect on behavior was the Social
Perspective Taking Task IB developed by Flavell et al. (1968).

While a

few other social perspective tests have been developed (DeVries, 1970;
Feffer and Suchotliff, 1966; Rothenberg, 1970), this particular test,
often referred to as the Nickel-Dime Game, has been frequently used by
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numerous researchers both with normal children (Moir, 1974) and with
handicapped children (Selman, Jacquette, and Lavin, 1977).

Unlike most

of the other social perspective tests, this test has been used with
adolescents (Flavell et al., 1968), and required the least amount of
verbal expression so as to discriminate as little as possible against
subjects with language deficits.
The test was designed to validate the developmental sequence of
the ability to understand and coordinate the role attributes and per
spectives of another person.

The original research by the authors was

conducted with 160 middle class suburban school children, grades 2-11,
with an IQ range from group intelligence tests of 95-120 and a mean IQ
of 108.
The original procedure was somewhat modified for the present
study to appeal more to adolescents, and a summary of the procedure
used in the study follows.
The subject has in front of him two upside down cups marked
with the amount of money hidden underneath each:

5C and 10C.

The

subject is told that the examiner will wait in the hall for a few
minutes and then will re-enter the room and choose one of the cups to
get the money underneath.

While the examiner is absent, the subject's

task is to anticipate which cup the examiner will choose and outsmart
him by first removing the money from that cup so it will be empty when
it is overturned by the examiner.

The subject is cautioned that the

examiner knows that the subject will try to fool him.

\
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The reasoning the subject gave for choosing from which cup to
remove the money determined his score level.

Each level shows an in

creasing cognition of the importance of the mutual awareness of the
thoughts and strategies of the two people involved.
In level 1 reasoning, the subject understands that the other
person has thoughts and feelings which influence his actions, but the
subject does not take into account any cognitions which that other per
son might have about the subject in the role of opponent.

In level 2

reasoning, the subject can perceive what the other person will do in a
certain situation and can understand what effect his own actions will
have on the other person's attitude toward him.

In level 3 reasoning,

the subject can take a third person perspective, stepping back from the
situation and analyzing the thinking, predictions, and motives of him
self and the other person simultaneously.

For a more detailed explana

tion of the scoring criteria, see Appendix B.
Flavell et al. (1968) noted clear-cut developmental changes,
with level 1 reasoning decreasing with age and level 2 reasoning in
creasing with age.

Level 3 reasoning occurred only at the upper age

limits and then only infrequently.
Further research with this Social Perspective Taking Task has
validated its developmental nature (Selman, 1971).

The test has been

used to determine significant differences in the social perspective
reasoning of emotionally disturbed and normal subjects (Selman,
Jacquette, and Lavin, 1977).
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Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior
This 13-item Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior (see Appen
dix C) was designed to be conpleted by at least three of each subject's
regular class teachers, assessing their opinions as to what action the
student would take in certain situations, such as, "this student would
share his lunch with a student who had forgotten his," or "this student
would follow the rules even when the teacher is not around."

The teach

er considered how well the item typified the student and indicated
agreement on a 6-point continuum of strongly agree to strongly disagree.
Responses were coded with scores of 1-6, with the lowest to highest
possible total scores being 13 and 78 respectively.
The Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior was adapted from a
sociometric questionnaire (see Appendix D) used in a study (Harris .
et al., 1976) designed to relate the moral judgment of fifth grade boys
to moral behavior and certain personality characteristics.

The items

of the Harris et al. sociogram called for boys in the class to nominate
the boy who most fit the given description.

While the scores on each

item were found to be highly intercorrelated, two main factors were
noted:

an Honesty factor (items which show conformity to the rules of

the classroom or society), and an Altruism factor (items which show
consideration for other people).

With intelligence scores partialled

out, half of the sociometric items dealing with social and moral con
duct correlated significantly with Kohlberg test scores.
To make the Harris et al. sociogram applicable for use in this
research study, several adaptations were made.

First, the format was
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changed from a sociogram used by students to nominate class members who
best fit the description to a questionnaire with a Likert-type scale to
be completed by teachers to predict behavior of each subject.
some items underwent the following changes:

Second,

seven items were retained

with essentially similar wording, four items retained the same concept
but were considerably revised in wording, and two new items were added.
These changes reflected an attempt to make items more specific and/or
more suitable for older subjects.
A pilot study was conducted to assess the ability of the Ques
tionnaire of Predicted Behavior to differentiate the social and moral
conduct of several groups of students—the top and bottom students of
the class, a student receiving resource help, and an average achieving
student.

The questionnaires were found to yield significantly different

mean scores among the four groups of students (F[3.60] = 44.16, p <.05).
Additionally, average achieving students received significantly higher
mean scores than did resource students (t[30] = 3.01, p <.05).

See

Appendix E for a more detailed summary of the pilot study.
The Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior, then, was adapted from
a sociogram (Harris et al., 1976) and pilot tested with secondary
teachers.

It was used in the present study to assess, through teachers'

opinions, group differences in social/moral conduct of the subjects.
strong limitation must be kept in mind:

the conduct measured was pre

dicted behavior, and not necessarily behavior which had been observed
by the teachers.

A
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Field Procedures
In this section the procedures implemented in the study are
described.

This includes:

(a) the procedures used to secure approval

and acceptance -of the study, (b) procedures used to select subjects,
(c) general on-site procedures, and (d) specific assessment procedures.

Study Approval and Acceptance
The proposal for this research project was approved by the Human
Subjects Committees of the Department of Special Education and the Grad
uate College, The University of Arizona.

Personnel in the Department of

Research in a local school district were contacted to ascertain the
suitability of conducting this research in that district.

The standard

procedures of the local school district were followed.
One high school was identified for use in the study by the
Department of Research.

The Director of Research secured the coopera

tion of the high school's principals, learning disabilities resource
teachers, and guidance counselors.

The researcher then explained to

them the purpose and procedures of the study and outlined what the study
would require of their staff and students.

Subject Selection
No student records could be examined by the researcher until
permission was granted by the student and his parents.

Therefore, it

was necessary to rely on school personnel to do the initial screening
for subject selection, following the criteria set forth in the study.
Selection procedures for the two groups follow.
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Learning Disabled Students.

Initial subject screening was done

in consultation with the teachers in the learning disabilities resource
center using the class list.

Of the 59 boys on the L.D. resource room

roll, 15 (25%) were eliminated from the study on the recommendation of
the teachers because it was felt that they did not meet the criteria
set forth in the study.
1.

The following reasons were given:

Six boys (10%) came from homes where the primary language was
not English.

2.

Three boys (5%) were no longer receiving daily direct instruc
tion from the learning disability teachers.

3.

One boy (2%) was over the maximum age.

4.

One boy (2%) was currently expelled from school.

5.

Two boys (3%) had a verbal IQ below 85.

6.

Two boys (3%) had an additional handicap (cerebral palsy or
emotional disturbance).

The 44 remaining boys (75%) were sent letters describing the
research study (see Appendix F).

When permission was granted by both

the student and his parents, the student's cumulative records were
examined to verify that selection criteria were met.
Twenty-seven of the 44 students (61%) returned their permission
slips.

Of these 27 students, 25 (93%) met the selection criteria.

As

the criteria set for selection for the research were similar to the
learning disabilities admissions criteria for the school district (ex
cept for the primary language and age restrictions), diagnostic informa
tion was well-documented in the school cumulative records.
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Average Achieving Subjects.

The research study was described

to the head guidance counselor who then asked three other guidance
counselors to randomly select 20 students each from their files who
would meet the selection criteria, giving a total population pool of
60 subjects.
These 60 students were sent letters describing the research
study (see Appendix F), with permission slips to be signed by both the
student and his parents.
permission slips.

Eighteen (30%) of these students returned the

As this was not a sufficient number, the guidance

counselors submitted names of 30 more randomly selected students and
letters were sent out to these students.

This time 12 of the 30 (40%)

returned the permission slips.
Thus, a total of 90 students were sent permission letters, with
a return of 30 (33.3%).

The cumulative records of these 30 students

were then examined, which resulted in the elimination of three students:
one student (3%) because he had received special education services in
junior high school, and two students (7%) because they had an A-GPA.
In order to match the same number of students as was included in the
learning disability sample, two more students were randomly eliminated,
leaving a total of 25 students for the average achieving sample.
To insure confidentiality, students' names only appeared on a
master list with pertinent information.

All subjects were assigned a

random code number which was used on all further testing.
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General On-site Procedures
Students were individually tested in a conference room in the
student services office in a single session lasting no longer than one
hour.

All responses were tape recorded and transcribed verbatim later.

The testing and interviewing of all subjects took place over a six-week
period in a random order determined by the guidance secretary based upon
times convenient to the students and teachers.
sults were kept confidential.

All individual test re

No individual's scores were reported

either to the home or school and all records were maintained at the
researcher's office.

Specific Assessment Procedures
The Moral Judgment Interview and the Social Perspective Taking
Task were administered to each subject first and then their teachers
were given the Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior to complete.

Moral Judgment Interview.

The Moral Judgment Interview was ad

ministered first after a verbal discussion between the student and the
examiner concerning the nature of the dilemmas and the interview.

As

it was important that students understood and remembered the dilemmas,
they were repeated as often as necessary, and as a check, the student
was asked to repeat a summary of the dilemma.

All transcribed re

sponses were coded and scored blind.

Social Perspective Taking Task.

The Social Perspective Taking

Task was individually administered to each subject and tape recorded.
If, after giving the instructions, it was apparent that the subject
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did not understand them, further explanations and/or demonstrations were
given.

All transcribed responses were coded and scored blind.

ability check was conducted:

A reli

a subsample of 10 responses was randomly

chosen and scored according to criteria by a representative of the
university faculty, and an interrater reliability coefficient of .90
was obtained.

Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior.

Upon the recommendation of

the high school principal, the researcher met individually with each
department chairperson to explain the nature of the research in general
and the questionnaire specifically.

All department chairpersons agreed

to distribute the questionnaires to their teachers during the next
departmental faculty meeting.

Three or four teachers of each student

received questionnaires for a total of 188 questionnaires distributed
among 80 teachers.

It was arranged so that no teacher had to fill out

more than four questionnaires, so as not to be excessively burdened.
A total of 110 of the 188 (59%) questionnaires were returned.
Fifty-two of the 94 (55%) questionnaires sent for the learning disabled
and 58 of the 94 (62%) questionnaires sent for the average achieving
sample were returned.
The returned questionnaires were completed by 54 of the 80
teachers receiving them.

This return rate (68%) was broken down further

according to gender and department of the teacher.

Twenty-two of the

27 (81%) female teachers returned their questionnaires as compared to
32 of the 53 (60%) male teachers.

Department return rate ranged from a
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low of 36% from the physical education department to a high of 90% from
the mathematics department.
The cover letters on the questionnaires containing both the
names of the student and the teacher were destroyed and the question
naire remained coded with the student's code number only.

No record of

the teachers' names remained.

Data Analysis
Four null hypotheses were constructed to test the research
hypotheses.

Each null hypothesis is stated below, followed by a de

scription of the statistical analysis used to test each hypothesis.
In addition, measurements of certain variables were collected to better
describe the subject groups and to determine their relationship to each
assessment instrument.

Null Hypothesis #1
1.

Learning disabled adolescent boys demonstrate moral judgment
reasoning which is at a level higher than or equal to that of
average achieving adolescent boys.

Group mean scores and standard deviations from the Moral Judg
ment Interview were calculated and tested for possible significant
group differences losing the statistical "t" test at the .05 alpha level
of confidence.
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Null Hypothesis #2
2.

Learning disabled adolescent boys demonstrate social perspec
tive reasoning which is at a level higher than or equal to that
of average achieving adolescent boys.

Observed frequencies of scores on the Social Perspective-Taking
Task were compared to expected frequencies of scores using the chi
square test for qualitative data.

Possible significant group differ

ences in score ranges were tested at the .05 alpha level of confidence.

Null Hypothesis #3
3.

Learning disabled adolescent boys are predicted by their
teachers to manifest the same or higher level of social/moral
conduct than average achieving adolescent boys.

Group mean scores and standard deviations from the Questionnaire
of Predicted Behavior were calculated and tested for possible signifi
cant differences using the statistical "t" test at the .05 alpha level
of confidence.

Null Hypothesis #4
4.

There is no relationship between moral judgment reasoning and
predicted conduct in social/moral situations.

Correlation coefficients were calculated for each group from
each subject's scores on the Moral Judgment Interview and the Question
naire of Predicted Behavior and tested for significance at the .05
alpha level of confidence.
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Subject Description
For each subject, data on several variables were collected:
age, grade point average (GPA), and IQ scores.

Means and standard

deviations for each variable were calculated for both the learning dis
abled and the average achieving subjects.

Possible group differences

in mean scores were determined using "t" tests at the .05 alpha level
of confidence.

Correlations between each subjects' scores on the three

assessment instruments and their age, GPA, and IQ (where applicable)
were calculated to determine if possible mean score differences were
due to variances in age, GPA, and IQ.

In summary, this study compared the performances of 25 learning
disabled adolescent boys and 25 average achieving adolescent boys on
moral and social reasoning tasks:
Social Perspective Taking Task.

the Moral Judgment Interview and the
Then, each teacher of each student was

asked for his opinion concerning the student's conduct in situations
involving-social and moral values losing the Questionnaire of Predicted
Behavior.

Group means were compared for performance differences on all

three assessments, and the relationship between each subject's level of
moral reasoning and his predicted conduct was calculated.

CHAPTER 4

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The findings derived from the research study are described in
this chapter.

Specifically, the results of the statistical analysis of

the data are presented, followed by a discussion and interpretation of
the results.

Results of the Statistical Analysis
Four null hypotheses were tested to investigate possible group
differences between learning disabled and average achieving youth in
the development of social and moral reasoning and in their conduct in
social/moral situations.

As predicted, the learning disabled group

scored significantly lower than the average achieving group on the
Moral Judgment Interview, and teachers rated learning disabled students
lower in social/moral conduct on the Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior.
Contrary to the predicted hypotheses, there was no significant group
difference in scores on the Social Perspective Taking Task, and there
was not a significant correlation between a student's score on the
Moral Judgment Interview and his score on the Questionnaire of Pre
dicted Behavior for either group of students.
The two groups of students were equivalent in age and intellec
tual potential, although they differed in school achievement.
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None of

these variables, however, contributed in a significant measure to the
differences in performance in moral reasoning and conduct between the
two groups.

See Appendix G for complete listing of raw data for the

subjects of both groups.
Twenty-five learning disabled adolescent boys and 25 average
achieving adolescent boys participated in the study.

The ages of the

learning disabled group ranged from 14.3 to 18.5 years with a mean age
of 15.7 years.

The ages of the average achieving group ranged from

14.6 to 18.5 years with a mean age of 16.2 years.

The age difference

between the tv;o groups was not significant (t[48] = .52, p ^ .05) .
There was a significant difference between the mean grade point
average (GPA) of the two groups (t[48] = 6.44, p <.05) , as would be
expected since achievement was part of the selection criteria.

The

mean GPA for the learning disabled group was 1.94 (on a 4-point scale)
with a range from 1.03 to 2.95.

The mean grade point average for the

average achieving group was 2.81 with a range from 2.11 to 3.41.
Intelligence test scores were only available in the records of
the learning disabled group, and the mean score was within the average
range:

a mean verbal IQ of 97.60 and a mean full scale IQ of 96.96.

Verbal and full scale IQ scores ranged from 85-124.

It was not pos

sible to make a comparison between the two groups as to intelligence
quotients, but it is assumed that the IQ's of the average achieving
group also fell in the average range.
statistics of the subjects.)

(See Table 1 for descriptive
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Table 1.

Descriptive statistics of the samples

Age

GPA*
Mean
SD

Group

N

Mean

SD

LD

25

15.72

1.03

1.94

.54

AA

25

16.22

1.09

2.81

.37

VIQ
Mean
SD

FSIQ
Mean

97.6

96.96

10.06

SD

10.69

-

-

*There was a significant difference between the two groups in
GPA--t(48) = 6.44, p <.05.

Null Hypothesis #1
1.

Learning disabled adolescent boys demonstrate moral judgment
reasoning which is at a level higher than or equal to that of
average achieving adolescent boys.

As predicted, the learning disabled group scored significantly
lower than the average achieving group on the Moral Judgment Interview
(t[48] = 6.9, p<.001) and, thus, this null hypothesis was rejected.
See Table 2.

Table 2.

Moral maturity scores

Group

N

Mean

SD

LD

25

259.28

39.10

AA

25

341.44

43.20

t

6.90

Results

p <.001

77
Responses from all 50 subjects were included in the statistical
calculation of mean differences using the "t" test.

The mean moral

maturity score (MMS) for the learning disabled group was 259.28 with a
range from 169 to 331.

The mean equates to a global stage score of

3(2); that is, the average response was a transition between stages 2
and 3.

The mean MMS for the average achieving group was 341.44 with a

range from 257 to 419.

This mean equates to a global stage score of

3(4); that is, the average response was a transition between stages 3
and 4.

This was a group difference of approximately one full stage.
The difference in mean scores between the two groups was highly

significant, and could be partially accounted for by the consistency of
responses around each mean, as well as the distance between the means.
An analysis of group differences in the number of responses at either
extremes (stage 1 and stage 5) served to illustrate this point.

Only

8% of the learning disabled students made at least one statement scored
at stages 5 or 4/5, with such high level responses accounting for only
.6% of the total number of responses for the group.

In contrast, 52%

of the average achieving group made 5 or 4/5 stage statements, account
ing for 8% of the total number of statements made by the group.

While

no student had an average stage score of 4/5 or 5, the majority of
average achieving students demonstrated that at least some of their
thinking reflected the stage 4/5 concern with the basic values upon
which our society is based.

Very few of the learning disabled group

demonstrated this thinking.
An analysis of the lower end of the moral judgment scale pro
duced similar, but opposite, effects.

Thirty-six percent of the
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learning disabled group still retained some stage 1 or 1/2 reasoning,
accounting for 4.2% of the total number of statements made by the group.
Only 8% of the average achieving group made any 1 or 1/2 stage state
ments, or .6% of the total statements made.

Clearly, over one-third of

the learning disabled students evidenced the stage 1/2 reasoning where
the avoidance of personal punishment was a major factor in determining
right from wrong, an extremely egocentric perspective.
The independent variables of age, grade point average (GPA),
and IQ were examined for their effects on the moral maturity scores from
the Moral Judgment Interview.

None of these variables correlated

strongly enough with MMS to be useful in the prediction of level of
moral reasoning.

Table 3.

(See Table 3.)

Correlation of moral maturity scores with age, GPA, and IQ

Group

N

MMS
and Age

MMS
and GPA

MMS
and VIQ

LD

25

r = .16

r = .27

r = .32

AA

25

r = .45*

r = .25

*p <.05

MMS
and FSIQ

r = .43*
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The low moderate correlation of age with moral maturity scores
for the average achieving students (r[23] = .45, p <.05) would indicate
that as one grows older and more experienced, one advances in stages of
moral reasoning; that is, one can view situations from everwidening
social perspectives.

Certainly, this trend is well established in the

literature (Scharf, 1978).

In contrast, the correlation coefficient

between MMS and age within the learning disabled group was too low to
be of significance (r[23] = .16, p >.05); MMS did not increase with the
age of the learning disabled subjects; even the older LD students tended
to score near the group average of 3(2), which perhaps indicated a
slower rate, or arrestation, of development of moral reasoning.

How

ever, the apparent difference in the strength of the MMS/age correlation
coefficient between the two groups was not found to be a significant
difference at the .05 alpha level, yielding a z = 1.06, based on the
Fischer's Z test of correlation differences.
Grade point average was not found to be significantly correlated
with scores on the Moral Judgment Interview for either the learning dis
abled or the average achieving group, r(23) = .27 and r(23) = .25,
p >.05, respectively.

A student's level of moral reasoning could not

be predicted from his school achievement.
Within the learning disabled group, full scale IQ (but not
verbal IQ alone) was found to have a low positive correlation with MMS:
FSIQ—r(23) = .43, p <.05; VLQ—r(23) = .32, p >.05, a finding gener
ally reported in the literature (Kohlberg, 1975).

While there was a

tendency for those learning disabled students with higher full scale
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IQ's to reflect higher stages of moral reasoning, this factor alone
accounted for only 18% of the variance in moral maturity scores.

A

minimum degree of verbal ability appeared to be necessary to make moral
judgments, but it alone could not account for the development of higher
level moral judgments within learning disabled adolescents.

Null Hypothesis #2
2.

Learning disabled adolescent boys demonstrate social perspective
reasoning which is at a level higher than or equal to that of
average achieving adolescent boys.

Contrary to prediction, statistical analysis of the data indi
cated that there was no difference in the way learning disabled youth
demonstrated social perspective reasoning compared to the reasoning
skills of average achieving youth.
Twenty-four responses on the Social Perspective-Taking Test
from the learning disabled group and 22 responses from the average
achieving group were used in calculations.

The remaining four subjects'

responses could not be used because of technical difficulties in admin
istration of the task or because the subject did not understand the
directions.
Using the chi square test, the distribution of scores among
levels 1, 2, and 3 of social perspective (plus the category of "0"—no
reason) was very similar for both groups and there was no significant
difference in the range of scores between learning disabled and average
achieving boys (x [3] = .31, p >.05), resulting in the retention of
this null hypothesis.

See Table 4.
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Table 4.

Social perspective levels

Observed Frequencies
of Social Perspective Levels
- SP Levels
0
12
3

Group

N

LD

24

2

8

10

4

AA

22

1

7

10

4

x

Results

x2(3) = .31

n.s.

Nearly half (LD = 42%; AA = 45%) of the students in both groups
scored at level 2 social perspective; that is, the student demonstrated
that he knew what the other person was thinking and could change his
behavior in view of that knowledge.

Nearly one-third of the subjects

in both groups demonstrated only level 1 reasoning; an awareness of the
thoughts of the other person did not enter into the decision of what
action the student should take.

Level 3 reasoning, which involves the

understanding of the mutual awareness of each others' thoughts, was only
achieved by approximately 16% of the subjects in both groups.
Further analyses were conducted to determine the relationship of
age, GPA, and IQ to scores on the Social Perspective- Taking Task.

Cor

relation coefficients obtained were all found to be too low to show a
significant correlation between the Social Perspective- Taking Task and
the subjects' age, GPA, or IQ.

See Table 5.
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Table 5.

Correlations of social perspective levels with subjects'
age, GPA, and IQ*

Group

N

SP
and Age

SP
and GPA

SP
and VIQ

SP
and FSIQ

LD

24

r = .21

r = .28

r = .31

r = .25

AA

22

r = .27

r = .16

-

-

*A11 correlations are not significant

Thus, there was no difference in the distribution of social
perspective reasoning levels between the two groups of students, and
one could not predict the complexity of reasoning used by any subject
from knowledge of that subject's age, IQ, or GPA.
One major factor raised doubts on the reliability of these re
sults.

Many students needed repetition of the directions and appeared

confused even when they did make a choice.
ing their thoughts in a coherent fashion.

They had difficulty explain
It was the examiner's

impression that it was so difficult to explain one's thinking in a
sequential fashion, that some students opted to give an explanation
that was easy to relate rather than one that detailed their total rea
soning strategy.
reasoning.

Thus, scores could be skewed toward the lower level

There was no reason to believe that this was any more true

for one group than another, however.
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Null Hypothesis #3
3.

Learning disabled adolescent boys are predicted by their
teachers to manifest the same or higher level of social/moral
conduct than average achieving adolescent boys.

As predicted, teachers rated the learning disabled students
lower in social/moral conduct on the Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior
than they rated average achieving students, apparently indicating that
they believed learning disabled adolescent boys to demonstrate less
consideration toward the welfare of other people and the conventional
norms of society than their average achieving peers.
Scores from the Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior were only
recorded for subjects who had at least two questionnaires returned,
and average scores for each student were obtained.

Thus, the scores

of 19 of the learning disabled subjects and 20 of the average achieving
subjects were used in calculation of mean differences.
The mean score for the learning disabled group was 48, with
scores ranging from 20 to 67.5.

The mean score for the average

achieving group was 58, with a range of scores from 36 to 68.5.

The

null hypothesis was tested through the "t" test, resulting in a sig
nificant mean score difference between the two groups (t[37] = 3.02,
p <.01).

See Table 6.

This null hypothesis was rejected.
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Table 6.

Questionnaire of predicted behavior scores

Group

N

LD

19

AA

20

Mean

SD

t

Results

48.00

11.63

t = 3.02

p <.01

58.08

8.42

The teachers responding to the questionnaire had an average of
15 years experience, and all had had class time with the student for
the entire academic year.

There was no time for a test-retest reli

ability check, but a measure of interrater reliability was estimated
for the scores of those students who had had two or more questionnaires
returned.

For each of those students a range of scores was obtained:

the numerical difference between the questionnaires with the highest
score and the lowest scores.

There was no significant difference be

tween the two groups on the range of scores (t[37] = .48, p >.05).
While no two teachers gave identical ratings to any one student, the
average difference of high to low scores was 12 points for the learning
disabled group and 13 points for the average achieving group.

This

would amount to a difference of approximately one point (out of six
points) for each of the 13 items of the questionnaire.

This one point

per item would reflect a difference of opinion between a "strongly
agree" to an "agree," or a "slightly disagree" to a "disagree."

While

there may be some debate as the acceptability of a variability of an
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average of one point per item, this degree on interrater reliability
was the same for both groups.
Correlation coefficients were obtained to assess the direction
and strength of the relationship between scores on the Questionnaire of
Predicted Behavior and the subjects' age, GPA, and IQ.

See Table 7.

Table 7.

Correlations of questionnaire of predicted behavior with
subjects' age, GPA, and IQ

Group

N

Questionnaire
and Age

Questionnaire
and GPA
r = .26

AA

20

r = .47*

r = .15

r = .58**

t

r = .16

OC
or

19

Questionnaire
and FSIQ

II

LD

Questionnaire
and VIQ

*p <,05
**p <.01

Low to moderate correlations were found between (1) the age of the
average achieving subjects and their conduct in social/moral situations,
as measured on the questionnaire, and (2) the verbal IQ of the learning
disabled group and their scores on the questionnaire.
Within the learning disabled group, the relationship between
scores on the questionnaire and the subjects' age was too low to be of
significance (r[17] = .16, p >.05) , although a low/moderate, positive
correlation was found within the average achieving group (r[18] = .47,
p <.05).

This correlation might indicate that the teachers viewed

older students as being more likely to demonstrate more consideration
for other people and acceptance of rules and standards than the younger
students.

But as this trend was only true for the average achieving

students, perhaps the teachers did not view the older learning dis
abled students as demonstrating more socially mature behavior than the
younger.

The questionnaire/age correlation between the two groups was

not a significant difference, however, yielding a

"Z"

score of 1.01

based on the Fischer's Z test of correlation differences.

Thus, no

definitive conclusions could be drawn concerning the difference between
the two groups in social maturity of the older students.
Apparently, the teachers did not base their conduct ratings on
the students' academic achievement as measured by the GPA.

For both

groups, the relationship between scores on the questionnaire and the
subjects' GPA was too low to be of significance (r[17] = .26, p >.05
for the LD group, and r[18] = .15, p >.05 for the AA group).
The correlation between the questionnaire scores and verbal and
full scale IQ could be calculated for the learning disabled group only,
and a trend appeared within the learning disabled group that students
with higher verbal abilities, as measured by verbal IQ scores, were seen
by their teachers as demonstrating somewhat more socially mature con
duct, yielding significant positive correlations in the moderate range
(r[17] = .58, p <.01).

That is, 34% of the variance of scores on the

questionnaire for the learning disabled group could be predicted by the
students' IQ's.

The higher the student's verbal IQ, the higher the

teachers tended to rate the student in social and moral conduct.
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As IQ scores were not available on the average achieving group,
no further comparisons could be made.

Even if the verbal IQ's of the

average achieving group were significantly higher than those of the
learning disabled group, with a similar correlation of IQ and conduct
scores, IQ alone would not have accounted for the difference in ques
tionnaire scores.
Thus, teachers were of the opinion that learning disabled adol
escent boys displayed conduct indicative of less consideration towards
other persons and conventional community norms than the conduct of
average achieving boys.

IQ, age, and scholastic achievement did not

appear to account for group mean score differences.

Null Hypothesis #4
4.

There is no relationship between moral reasoning and predicted
conduct in social/moral situations.

Statistical analyses of the data indicated that there was not
a significant correlation between a student's score on the Moral Judg
ment Interview and his score on the Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior.
As with other analyses using the questionnaire, the scores of
only those students who received two or more completed questionnaires
were used.

Thus, the correlation coefficient was calculated on 19 of

the learning disabled subjects and 20 of the average achieving subjects.
The correlation coefficient obtained for the relationship be
tween scores on the Moral Judgment Interview and the Questionnaire of
Predicted Behavior for the learning disabled group was r(17) = .10,
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p >.05, and for the average achieving group was r(18) = .12, p >.05.
Neither of these coefficients were significant and this null hypothesis
was therefore retained.

Table 8.

Group

See Table 8.

Correlation of moral maturity scores with scores on the
questionnaire of predicted behavior

N

r

Results

LD

19

r = .10

n.s.

AA

20

r = .12

n.s.

While learning disabled adolescents did score significantly
lower than average achieving youth on both measurements separately,
their scores were not significantly correlated.

That is, one could

not predict with any certainty a subject's score on the Questionnaire
of Predicted Behavior from his score on the Moral Judgment Interview.
A low score on one did not predict a low score on the other, nor did
a high score on one predict a high score on the other.

Summary of the Statistical Analyses
Two of the null hypotheses were rejected as a result of the
statistical analyses of the data.

First, the mean score of the learn

ing disabled students on the Moral Judgment Interview was significantly
lower than the mean score of the average achieving group.

The learning
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disabled group made moral judgments from a more egocentric perspective,
(stage 3[2]), and were less able to use reasoning which integrated
societal values with their own.

Second, there was a significant differ

ence between the two groups in the mean score on the Questionnaire of
Predicted Behavior.

Teachers rated learning disabled students lower in

social and moral conduct than average achieving students, predicting
that they would show less consideration toward other people and less
adherence to community and societal values and standards.
Two of the null hypotheses were retained as a result of the
statistical analyses.

First, learning disabled students did not score

significantly lower than average achieving students on the Social
Perspective Taking Task.

There was no difference in the range of ability

of the two groups of students to use the perspective of another person to
modify their behavior.

Second, there was not a significant correlation

between a student's score on the Moral Judgment Interview and his score
on the Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior for either group of students.
One could not predict the level of moral development of a student by
vising teacher predictions of student conduct in social/moral situations.

Discussion
A discussion follows concerning the differences in the way learn
ing disabled and average achieving adolescents formulate moral judgments,
and use social perspectives to influence their behavior.

Also discussed

are the differences between the two groups in social/moral conduct and
the relationship of moral reasoning to social/moral conduct.
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Moral Judgments
Scores on the Moral Judgment Interview reflected a significantly
large discrepancy in the level of reasoning used to solve moral dilemmas
demonstrated by the learning disabled adolescents compared to the rea
soning used by nonlearning disabled youth.
The average achieving youth demonstrated a conceptual level of
moral reasoning similar to that of the majority of adolescents and
adults in our society (Kohlberg, 1978).

Their reasoning, a transition

between stages 3 and 4, reflected a concern with the norms and values
of the community and/or society.

The perspectives from which the aver

age achieving adolescents made moral decisions showed that they under
stood the interrelationships of an individual within a group, and the
group in relationship with other groups within a society.

Rightness was

defined by what was mutually agreed upon by the group or society accord
ing to the expectations of the role that one played.

Contributions to

the system were important, as were loyalty and trust.
In contrast, the learning disabled group, in scoring a full
stage below the average achieving group, according to the Kohlberg
scale, revealed themselves to be many years behind in the development
of moral judgment.

Indeed, it might be expected that children between

the ages of 10-14 would score similarly to the learning disabled group.
The reasoning of the learning disabled adolescents, a transition be
tween stages 2 and 3, retained a substantial amount of thinking based
on an egocentric perspective which focused on the needs and desires of
the self.

This stage 2 idea of rightness was to follow rules when it
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was to someone's immediate interest, integrating conflicts in individual
interests through fair deals of exchange of services.

Their responses

also reflected the community-based social perspective of stage 3 reason
ing, indicating that the learning disabled adolescents were maturing in
the development of moral judgments, and were beginning to integrate
their own interests with group, although not yet societal, norms and
values.
In solving moral dilemmas, the difference in reasoning between
the two groups of students was revealed.

Learning disabled adolescents

reflected a less developed ability than their nonlearning disabled peers
to make judgments concerning moral situations which would take into
account the perspectives and claims of all persons involved.

Their re

sponses to moral dilemmas revealed a constricted social perspective,
and the inadequacy of their development of rules of "rightness" and
"wrongness" to solve in a consistent manner variations in the dilemmas
presented to them.
To comprehensively solve the dilemma of whether Heinz should
steal the drug for his dying wife, for example, one must weigh the
claims to justice of not only Heinz and his wife, but also the druggist,
societal rules of stealing, and the human values of the preservation of
life.

The average response of the learning disabled group based the

decision on Heinz' needs and desires—if he wanted his wife to live or
not—and if saving her life was worth the risk of getting caught and
going to jail.

Despite probe questions which concerned the values of

life and law in general, the average learning disabled student did not
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integrate all his beliefs and values into the decision.

Indeed, al

though most learning disabled adolescents claimed that the general value
of saving lives and obeying laws was important, their reasoning reflect
ed these conflicting issues in the dilemma only in terms of risk to
Heinz.

One student might say that Heinz needed his wife and therefore

it would be worthwhile to spend some time in prison to save her life;
or, in contrast, if he stole the drug and went to prison, his wife would
die anyway, so there would be no benefit.

This same person might then

agree that "one should do everything he can to save another person's
life," and that the law should always be obeyed, but that these rules
simply would not apply or "fit" into this individual case.
In contrast, the nonlearning disabled adolescents were more
likely to view the Heinz dilemma from the varying perspectives involved
and to recognize the conflicting issue of the two societal values of
law and life.

In making their decisions, these students weighed the

conflicting issues and were able to prioritize them in terms of their
effects on the community or society.

For instance, one might advocate

stealing the drug because the uniqueness of human life is beyond any
claims the druggist has to make a profit.

Or, one might state that

Heinz should not steal the drug because laws are set up to protect us,
and if everyone broke the law, our society would be chaos.

Because

their reasoning perspectives stemmed from community roles or societal
values, these adolescents were more easily able to integrate value
conflicts, balancing the needs and desires of the self with the realiza
tion of the consequences of an individual decision on the larger group
or social order.
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The social interception, impulsivity, and the inability to pre
dict the consequences of one's actions, along with the less-thansuccessful social interrelationships of the learning disabled youth may
all have had a delimiting effect on the development of moral judgments
in comparison to nonlearning disabled youth.

If the learning disabled

adolescent does not view the consequences of his and other's actions
from a community or societal perspective, he may be limited in his
ability to understand conventional group processes and expectations
and may be less likely to accept group-normed standards and values.

Social Perspective Reasoning
The ability to understand another person's perspective is an
important factor in making social and moral judgments.

In a dilemma,

one must delineate alternative actions and predict the consequences of
each action for each person involved.

The ability to view one's actions

and thoughts from the perspective of each person involved will aid in
formulating value judgments as to the rightness and wrongness of one's
actions.

Taking another person's perspective, therefore, will provide

one with information with which to make a moral judgment.
It had been hypothesized in this study that learning disabled
adolescents would be more egocentric in their social perception and
would therefore be less able to modify their behavior in terms of the
awareness of the perspectives of the other person involved.
hypothesis was not substantiated in this study:

This

the learning disabled

adolescents demonstrated a similar range in the ability to understand
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the perspectives of other people as nonlearning disabled adolescents,
as measured by Flavell's Social Perspective Taking Task.
The validity of the task to measure the hypothesis could be
%questioned.

Flavell's Social Perspective Taking Task is a measure of

the ability to understand and coordinate the thoughts and strategies of
another person with one's own in a competitive game, and does not re
late directly to understanding the perspectives of other people in
situations involving the moral values of justice or fairness.

One might

display the ability to change one's behavior in relation to another per
son's viewpoint when motivated in a competitive game, but not in situa
tions which more directly affect his own welfare.

On the other hand,

one might be more inclined to be empathetic toward another person's
needs and struggle to do the "right" thing for all concerned when issues
of justice, rather than a game, are in question.
Thus, while learning disabled students were as able as average
achieving students to understand the perspectives of another person
according to the instrument used in this study, the ability to make
mature moral judgments may have called for the understanding of social
perspectives in a different context.

Social and Moral Conduct
The teachers of the two groups of subjects predicted that learn
ing disabled adolescent boys would demonstrate less consideration toward
other people and would be more likely to disobey rules of authority and
the community.

Such a finding was not inconsistent with previous re

search based on teacher or parent questionnaires (McCarthy and
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Paraskevopoulos, 1969; Strag, 1972) and with juvenile court records
(Berman, 1975).
Teachers viewed learning disabled adolescents as being relative
ly unconcerned about the feelings of other students, being less likely
than their average achieving peers to sense when another person was up
set, or to share his lunch with a student who had forgotten his, or
more likely to make fun of a student with a physical handicap.

These

items suggest a lack of empathy, perhaps stemming from an egocentric
social perspective.

Teachers also predicted that learning disabled

students would demonstrate less adherence to school and community norms,
being more likely than their average achieving peers to cheat, lie, and
steal.
It was not clear for what reasons the teachers scored the learn
ing disabled adolescents as lower on the social and moral conduct scale,
as they were not asked to state the reasons why they rated any student
as they did.

There was a slight trend for the teachers to view older

average achieving students as demonstrating higher moral conduct than
younger, and to view those learning disabled students with higher verbal
abilities, as measured by IQ, as more considerate than those with lower
verbal IQ's, but as age did not differ for the two groups and IQ range
was assumed to be equivalent, these factors alone would not have
accounted for the significant difference in mean scores.
No teacher was told that the study would specifically compare
the scores of the two groups of students, nor were they told the subject
classifications of "learning disabled" and "average achieving."

But by
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the end of the school year when the questionnaires were distributed, it
was probable that the teachers knew whether or not the student attended
the learning disabilities program, so the possibility of the effect of
the special education label on teacher predictions could not be ruled
out.
Perhaps of more concern is the validity of the questionnaire.
Many teachers would have had the opportunity to observe their students
in many of the situations on the questionnaire, but a great number would
have had to rely on past second- or third-hand knowledge, or have had to
guess at the prediction based upon their observations of the students in
class.

Thus the finding must be viewed with caution:

a difference was

found between the two groups of students, but the difference was in how
their teachers predicted they would behave, not in how the students
actually did behave, in situations concerning the consideration of other
people and adherence to the rules and standards of the school and com
munity .

Relationship of Moral Judgment
to Social/Moral Conduct
This study hypothesized that because learning disabled youth
did not make moral judgments based upon the social perspective of group
or societal norms, their behavior in social and moral situations would
reflect a lack of consideration for others and a non-acceptance of group
standards and rules of order and authority.

Contrary to prediction,

however, by correlating subjects1 scores on the Moral Judgment Interview
to scores on the Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior, it was concluded
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that teachers' opinions as to the moral conduct of students could not
be predicted from the students' stage of development of moral judgment,
casting doubt on the correlation of one's level of moral judgment to
one's moral behavior.

While, in theory, moral judgment guides moral

conduct, in this study either there was no relationship between the
teachers' perceptions of the youths' conduct and their actual conduct,
or there existed other reasons why a youth would conduct himself in
ways against his moral judgment.
Kohlberg (1975) has suggested that moral judgments only partial
ly account for the way a person conducts himself.

Other factors on

which a person bases his decision for action are ego strength, peer
pressures, or situational emotions.

Thus, a person may act in a way

that is inconsiderate toward other people or in a way that violates
group or societal standards even though the person is aware that the
action is "wrong."

Or, a person may act in a very considerate, rule-

conforming manner for reasons which are very egocentric and lack a
greater social perspective.

In this fashion, it would be possible to

have a student who faithfully follows all social and moral rules and
mores out of fear of being punished rather than out of the acceptance
of basic values underlying the social contract of the group.

Similarly,

it would be possible to have a student who is well aware of the conse
quences to society of his actions, but chooses to disregard societal
standards in favor of acceptance by his peer group which, as a whole,
has rejected the social contract.
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Kohlberg (1975) has suggested that lower levels of moral judg
ment are inadequate for solving moral dilemmas in a consistent manner,
possibly resulting in one's conduct to fluctuate from situation to
situation.

A person reasoning at stage 5, however, is most likely to

not only be cognizant of the basic moral issues in a dilemma, but also
to base his actions consistently with those moral values.

It is possi

ble that the moral reasoning displayed by both groups of students in
this study was not mature enough to guide them in their conduct in
social and moral situations.
In summary, the lower the level of moral judgment reasoning,
the less likely it is that a youth will think through the consequences
of his actions on persons or events other than those in his immediate
limited perspective.

The egocentric moral judgment displayed by the

learning disabled youth in this study would not appear to be adequate
for making comprehensive decisions in moral situations which would call
for a broader social perspective of the consequences of one's actions.

CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

This chapter integrates the research from this study to provide
direction to the field of learning disabilities in the area of moral
development and education.
study are summarized.
conclusions are drawn.

The purpose, procedures, and results of the

Limitations of this research are addressed and
Educational implications are discussed, followed

by the delineation of areas for future research.

Summary of the Study
Recent literature has documented the problems which learning
disabled youth encounter with social relationships in the classroom and
the community (Bryan and Bryan, 1978).

Some learning disabled youths

have difficulty in verbal and social interaction with peers and teachers.
Social interaction problems may not be confined to the classroom and
there has been a growing concern about the relationship of learning dis
abilities to juvenile delinquency.

The social and moral behavior of the

learning disabled child or adolescent may not be acceptable to the norm
of the classroom or the larger social order.
It has been suggested that certain cognitive characteristics
bear a direct relationship to social behavior (Johnson and Myklebust,
1967).

Some learning disabled youth have a deficit in social percep

tion, an inability to perceive other's feelings and actions through
99
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misinterpretation of social cues.

Distractibility, poor impulse con

trol, and problems with information processing may hinder integration
of present social stimuli with past experience, so that learning dis
abled youths may not learn to anticipate the consequences of their
actions.

These deficits may make it difficult for some learning dis

abled youth to formulate social and moral judgments to guide their
behavior.

Purpose of the Study
This study was designed to investigate the strategies used by
learning disabled students to formulate moral judgments and to determine
what relationship, if any, existed between their moral judgments and
their conduct in social and moral situations.
A review of research on the cognitive-developmental approach to
social and moral reasoning revealed the importance of social perception
in formulating moral judgments.

Research also demonstrated the relation

ship of mature moral reasoning to prosocial behavior (Selman, 1976).
Other handicapped populations, such as the emotionally dis
turbed and mentally retarded, have exhibited less developed moral rea
soning strategies than the general population, and it was hypothesized
that learning disabled youth also are not as advanced in the development
of the reasoning skills needed to make mature moral judgments to guide
them to responsible behavior.
1.

Four specific hypotheses were proposed:

Learning disabled adolescent boys demonstrate a lower level of
moral judgment reasoning that their average achieving peers.
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2.

Learning disabled adolescent boys demonstrate a lower level of
social perspective reasoning than their average achieving peers.

3.

Learning disabled adolescent boys manifest less consideration
for the welfare of other persons and less adherence to community
or societal norms than their average achieving peers.

4.

There is a positive relationship between one's level of moral
judgment and one's conduct in social/moral situations.

Procedures
This study compared the performances of learning disabled adoles
cent boys and average achieving adolescent boys on the level of reasoning
used to solve moral and social perspective dilemmas.

Additionally, the

teachers of the subjects were surveyed for their opinions on the social
and moral conduct of the students to see if group differences existed.
The two groups of subjects attended one high school in a south
western city.
group.

Twenty-five learning disabled boys were selected as one

Each had a documented specific learning disability, received

remedial help from the learning disabilities resource program each day,
had an average or above average IQ, and achieved at sixth grade level
or below in a major academic area.

Twenty-five average achieving boys

were randomly selected for the contrast group.

None of these students

received any special education services, and all had a cumulative grade
point average of between a "C" and a "B+".
Assessment instruments were selected and/or adapted to measure
the four stated hypotheses.

To assess the first hypothesis concerning

group differences in the level of moral judgment reasoning, each
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subject was individually administered the Moral Judgment Interview.

The

subject was presented with three moral dilemmas, and the level of rea
soning used to formulate a judgment was measured as a certain stage of
moral development (Kohlberg et al., 1978).
The second hypothesis concerning group differences in the level
of social perspective reasoning was assessed through administration of
the Social Perspective Taking Task (Flavell et al., 1968).

The subject

was to solve a game-like dilemma which involved understanding the rea
soning perspective of the competitor in the game.

The level of reason

ing used by the subject was measured as a certain stage of social
perspective development.
The third hypothesis concerning the social and moral conduct of
the two groups of subjects was measured indirectly through the use of
the Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior (adapted from Harris et al.,
1976).

Each teacher of each subject completed a questionnaire which

called for judgments of how the subject would behave in situations con
cerning consideration of the welfare of other persons and adherence to
rules and values of the school and community.

Group mean scores were

compared.
The final hypothesis predicted a relationship between one's
level of moral judgment and one's social/moral conduct.

This was mea

sured by ascertaining the correlation between the subjects' scores on
the Moral Judgment Interview and the Questionnaire of Predicted
Behavior.
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Results and Discussion
The first research hypothesis was supported:

the learning dis

abled group scored significantly lower (nearly one full stage) than the
average achieving group on the Moral Judgment Interview (t[48] = 6.9,
p <.001), indicating that learning disabled adolescent boys did not
demonstrate the age-appropriate reasoning skills necessary to solve
moral dilemmas in a consistent and comprehensive manner.

Their average

response of stage 3(2) indicated that while learning disabled adoles
cents were beginning to integrate their own interests with group or
community norms and values, they still retained a great deal of reason
ing from an egocentric perspective which defined right and wrong in
terms of the needs and desires of the self and/or other individuals.
In contrast, the average response of stage 3(4) of the average achieving
group demonstrated that these adolescents used very little egocentric
moral reasoning, relying primarily on defining right and wrong from a
community, or even societal, perspective.

Understanding the inter

relationships of groups within a community, and communities within a
society, the average achieving adolescents recognized and solved the
conflicting moral issues within a dilemma in terms of consequences to
self, community, and society.
Hypothesis #2 was not supported as there was no significant
group difference in the range of scores on the Social Perspective Taking
o
Task (>j{, (3) = .31, p >.05) .

This result indicated that learning dis

abled adolescents were as able as their average achieving peers to mod
ify their behavior in terms of their awareness of the perspectives of
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other people; that is, they could view their own behavior by putting
themselves in the other person's place.

It was cautioned, however,

that this Social Perspective Taking Task measured the ability to under
stand the thoughts of another person in a competitive game, which may
differ.from the ability to understand the perspectives of other people
and events in a situation calling for a moral judgment.
The third hypothesis was supported, as teachers rated learning
disabled students lower in social/moral conduct than average achieving
students on the Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior (t[37] = 3.01,
p <.01).

While the social and moral conduct of adolescents was not

observed directly, their teachers felt that their learning disabled stu*

dents were less likely to display consideration toward other people, and
were less likely to adhere to school- and community-based rules and
standards.
The fourth hypothesis was not supported, as there was not a
significant correlation between a student's score on the Moral Judgment
Interview and his score on the Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior for
either group of students (LD group: r[17] = .10, p >.05; and AA group:
r[18] = .12, p >.05).

Teachers' opinions as to the social and moral

conduct of students could not be predicted from knowledge of the stu
dents

1

stage of moral judgment reasoning, which may cast doubt on the

relationship of one's moral reasoning to one's moral conduct.

It is

possible, however, that this low correlation occurred because the ways
that the students actually did behave in social/moral situations dif
fered from the ways that teachers predicted that they would behave.
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It is also possible that, for a variety of reasons, a student would
choose to act in ways against his moral judgment.

Limitations
Before conclusions may be drawn from the results of this study,
the limitations of the research design must be recognized.

The follow

ing limitations concerning subject selection and reliability and validity
of the instruments may restrict generalization and interpretation of the
results of this study.

Subject Selection
1.

Only male students were used in the study.

Results should be

interpreted for male students only.
2.

Learning disabled and average achieving students were defined
according to the criteria described in the study.

Generaliza

tion should be limited to students who fit the specified
category.
3.

Initial screening for subject selection was performed by school
personnel; although criteria for selection were followed, there
was some lack of randomization, particularly for the learning
disabled group.

4.

It is not known if those students who did not return permission
forms, and thus did not participate in the study, differed in
any significant way from those students who chose to parti
cipate.
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5.

Normal intelligence of the average achieving subjects had to be
assumed.

Additionally, the relationship of IQ to the dependent

variables could not be fully explored.

Instrumentation
1.

The Social Perspective Taking Task may have underestimated the
ability of the subjects to understand the perspectives of an
other person.

There was no reason to believe that this under

estimation was true for one group more than another.
2.

No interrater reliability coefficient could be obtained for the
scoring of the Moral Judgment Interview.

However, trained

scorers have been found to have reliability coefficients of .90.
3.

Not as many teachers returned the Questionnaire of Predicted
Behavior as had been expected.

Each student's average score was

based on two questionnaires rather than three.
4.

It is not known why teachers rated the learning disabled stu
dents lower in social/moral conduct on the questionnaire.

The

effect of the "learning disabled" label may have caused teachers
to rate those students lower.
5.

There was no test-retest reliability check on teacher ratings
on the Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior.

Although there was

not a significant difference in variance of scores between the
two groups of subjects, the average variance of 12 or 13 points
per questionnaire may not be acceptable.
6.

Interpretation of the results of the Questionnaire of Predicted
Behavior must be viewed in light of the fact that the
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questionnaire measured how teachers would predict students to
act.

Students, in most cases, were not directly observed in

the social and moral situations illustrated on the question
naire .

Conclusions
The results of this study suggested three main conclusions con
cerning the moral judgment and conduct of learning disabled adolescent
boys.
1.

When faced with a dilemma involving conflicting moral values,
learning disabled adolescent boys used reasoning strategies
which were more egocentric and less comprehensive in perspec
tive than the strategies used by their average achieving peers.

2.

Teachers tended to view learning disabled adolescent boys as
being less considerate toward the welfare of other persons and
less likely to adhere to school and community standards and
values, compared to average achieving adolescent boys.

3.

The reasoning used by an adolescent boy to solve dilemmas in
volving conflicting moral issues did not appear to directly
guide the youth's conduct in situations involving social and
moral standards and values.

The keystone to mature moral reasoning appears to be the devel
opment of a comprehensive social perspective.

One must be able to dif

ferentiate and solve the conflicting moral issues "fron an everwidening
perspective:

(1) to delineate the alternatives for action, and (2) to
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anticipate the consequences of each alternative, not only in terms of
the major parties involved, but also in terms of the community, the
society, and the basic values upon which the societal order is based.
Learning disabled adolescents were less able than their peers
to use the reasoning strategy outlined above.

Characteristics of the

learning disabled, such as an impulsive thinking style, the inability
to interpret social cues, communication deficits, or lessened social
interaction with nonhandicapped persons may all have contributed to the
retarded development of moral judgment reasoning skills.
Does reasoning about right and wrong from a limited perspective
affect the behavior of learning disabled adolescents?

The research in

this study did not support the premise that students who were able to
make moral judgments based on mature moral reasoning skills conducted
themselves in ways which conformed to community and societal standards
and values.

While learning disabled adolescent boys were regarded by

their teachers as demonstrating less acceptable behavior than their
average achieving peers, their conduct did not appear to be directly
related to their moral reasoning skills.

Certainly, it can be surmised

that many situational variables determine the course of action that one
follows, but, at the least, it may be concluded that the relatively ego
centric moral reasoning demonstrated by learning disabled adolescents
is not adequate for them to make judgments on the morality of their
actions from a broad social perspective.
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Implications
The conclusions drawn from this research have implications for
the education of learning disabled children and youth.

Educators need

to develop teaching methods for facilitating moral reasoning and behav
ior, and can use the IEP process to provide needed services.

Teachers

need to be trained in this area at both the pre- and in-service level.
Educators are also encouraged to conduct future research in moral educa
tion.

Teaching Methods for Developing
Social/Moral Reasoning
Teachers should begin working to develop social/moral reasoning
and behavior with young learning disabled children and continue it as
part of the curriculum throughout the school years.
With some learning disabled children it would be necessary to
directly teach social perception.
dimensions of social perception:
social learning.

Mischio (1980) suggests several
self-perception, communication, and

In self-perception development, the child focuses upon

an awareness of his own body and mind, improving his concept of himself
as an individual person.

Verbal and nonverbal communication skills

need to be directly taught—how to talk with other people and how to
read body language for additional communicative information.

In social

learning, the child is taught social rules for different situations
through participation in direct experiential learning.
Other approaches to social learning involve the teacher more as
a facilitator than a direct instructor.

Dreikurs, Grunwald, and Pepper
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(1971) suggest that moral growth can develop best in a classroom with a
democratic atmosphere where all persons share in the decision-making and
take responsibility for their own actions.

They suggest having discus

sions within a class council as a means for achieving moral growth
through the democratic classroom.

Class discussions develop communica

tion skills, social empathy, and values of the group.

The class council

governance structure develops rules and consequences and members are
able to make decisions and air grievances and suggestions.
Brion-Meisels (1979) has found classroom meetings to be a suc
cessful vehicle for facilitating the social development of emotionally
disturbed children with learning problems.

One should be aware that

such troubled children have great difficulty in discussing social
issues, as their verbal communication skills are often extremely de
pressed, and they look to the teacher to solve their problems.

Brion-

Meisels suggests that careful guidance during the class meetings from
the teacher can nevertheless help children develop increased trust and
friendship, acceptance of peer group rules and norms, and the develop
ment of self-control and responsibility.
Values clarification as described by Simon, Howe, and
Kirschenbaum (1972) can be easily incorporated into a democratic class
room.

In this approach the student becomes aware that values differ

among people, and he is encouraged to act in a way which is consistent
with his values.

The procedure which would be particularly helpful to

impulsive learning disabled youth is an activity on generating alter
natives to action and their consequences.

Emphasizing the reflection
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of those consequences would help those children who have not learned to
think before acting.

The role-playing and interviewing activities sug

gested by Simon et al. should help those students who lack the ability
to make judgments which consider the perspective of other people,
thereby encouraging development of empathy and consideration for others.
Teachers of learning disabled children and adolescents, particu
larly within self-contained classrooms, often emphasize individualized
direct instruction of basic skills.

Basic skills instruction should be

supplemented with such subjects as science, which emphasizes hypothesismaking and problem-solving, and social studies, which gives the learning
disabled child exposure to people in other cultures with differing
values, as well as exposure to the social and moral dilemmas involved in
the history and government of his own country.

Learning about community,

societal, and world interactions may facilitate the development of nonegocentric social perspectives and encourage discussion of values and
consequences.

Providing Services Via the
Individualized Education Plan (IEP)
Typically, the IEP process for children and adolescents with
learning disabilities has dealt with the provision of services for
academic instruction, concentrating on increasing achievement in basic
skills.

It is unrealistic to assume that this is sufficient, particu

larly for older students.

If teachers are to be involved in facilita

ting moral behavior in children, attention to this area can be secured
through the IEP process.
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Assessment.

Teachers familiar with the stages in the develop

ment of moral reasoning can use the Moral Judgment Interview, or an
informally administered adaptation, as part of the assessment phase of
the special education process.

It can provide information not only

for identification, but also for placement and instructional services.

Placement.

In making a decision for placement for special edu

cation services, consideration should be given to mainstreaming these
children, wherever appropriate.

This will give them access to non-

learning disabled youth, which will allow for increased social parti
cipation in various groups, and expose them to discussions of situations
and values which may stimulate higher level reasoning and increased
verbal communication skills.

Goals and Objectives.

The annual goals and short-term objec

tives of the IEP can also give attention to moral development.

An

appropriate annual goal for a junior high school student who reasons
at stage 2 might be:
"David will demonstrate the ability to make moral judgments
from a community perspective."
This goal could be measured through the achievement of a global stage
score of 3 on the Moral Judgment Interview.

An appropriate short-term

objective to reach this goal would be:
"When confronted with a conflict with another student on
the playground, David will
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1.

verbally consider three alternatives for action,

2.

evaluate each alternative in terms of the consequences
to:
a.

himself

b.

the other person

c.

his classmates

d.

the school."

This objective would be measured through daily or weekly informal ob
servational methods.

Evaluation.

The attainment of a certain level of social and

moral development may be a consideration during the annual evaluation
of progress in deciding on the feasibility of mainstreaming.

Future

research may be conducted to see if those learning disabled students
who reason at higher stages of moral development are good candidates
for successful mainstreaming and/or curtailing of special education
services.

Teacher Training
To effectively set goals and construct teaching strategies aimed
toward the facilitation of moral development, teachers need training
through pre-service university programs or in-service school district
programs.

Many students in teacher training programs at the university

level receive instruction on Kohlberg's theory of moral development, but
students rarely receive a classroom application focus.

Methods courses

concerning behavioral management and/or the development of social skills
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could capitalize on the theory previously taught in psychology courses.
Instruction could range from topics such as using or adapting the Moral
Judgment Interview as an assessment device, to direct teaching methods
to increase moral reasoning skills.

Ways to structure the learning

environment to promote social and moral behavior among a class with
learning disabled children could be a further topic.
For teachers already in the field, in-service workshops are
often part of the staff development plan of a school district.

A day

long workshop on teaching methods for moral reasoning and behavior would
give teachers a good introduction to the concept, and with continued
support from a district contact person, teachers could implement such
programs into the curriculum.

Recommendations for Future Research
Several research needs are indicated from this study in the
areas of moral judgment and social/moral conduct.
This study dealt exclusively with male students.

The moral

development of female learning disabled students should be.explored.
further area of investigation might be to compare the level of moral
judgment of those learning disabled adolescents who have been success
fully mainstreamed or terminated from special education services to
those adolescents still receiving intensive help from learning dis
ability specialists.
In order to obtain evidence concerning the relationship of
level of moral reasoning to conduct in social and moral situations,

A
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direct observation of the students over time might be a more reliable
and valid measure of the students' behavior.

Interviewing those stu

dents as to why they behaved as they did would provide insight into how
their moral judgments and other situational variables affected their
conduct.
A need has been indicated from this study for the development
of curricula and teaching strategies designed to facilitate the develop
ment of moral judgment reasoning.

Such curricula may take the form of

social studies and literature units based upon historical or fictional
social and moral dilemmas, discussion of real-life dilemmas from the
students' own experiences, role-taking strategies, class councils, or
the development of democratic classrooms.

Future research is needed to

determine the effectiveness of any of these programs in stimulating the
development of moral judgment reasoning in learning disabled children
and youth.
A further research need, best accomplished through longitudinal
studies, is to determine the effectiveness of moral education strategies
and programs on the subsequent social behavior and moral conduct of
learning disabled youth, both in school and the greater community.
A concern for the moral development of learning disabled chil
dren and adolescents is warranted from the results of this study.
Given the resources, schools, in cooperation with the home and other
social agencies, can play a major role in helping students to reason
and behave in a morally responsible manner.

APPENDIX A

MORAL JUDGMENT INTERVIEW STANDARD SCORING SHEET
Subject.

____________

Form A / Form B

Sate
Dllenna III (Form A) or IV (Form 3)
Life (ForraA) or Life-Quality fForr.3) Issue

Law (Forr. A) or Life Preservation (Forn lO

Q#l CJ# Korm/Eleaent i Stage and Substage

Issue score

Intuitive s

Q#

Standard;

' CJ#

Korrc/Elenert Stage and Substage

Issue score Intuitive: Standardi

Dilemma III' (To ra A) or IV' (FortnB)

Q# CJ# Norm/Element ! Stage and Substage

i
I
i
!
I

1
!
!
i
1

!

Q# CJ# Nom/Eleaent 'Stage and Substage

I'
I:
1
1
!

Issue score Intuitivei

Standard t

1

1
1

!
Issue score Intuitivei

Standardi

Dilemma I (Fozm A) or II (ForroB)
Authority Issue

Contract Issue
Q# 1 CJ# Norm/Elelraent ' Stace and Substage

I
i

'! ft#

CJ# Norm/Element ] Stage and Substage

I
;
i
!

1

II
!l
'1
;i

!

|

1

1
1

I

Issue score Intuitive;

Issue score Intuitive;

Standard:

Sumnated weightings

1

4..

from Issue Scores

2,_

5..

by Stage

3._

1
1

Standard>

Overall Protocol Score
Globali
KMSi

(Circle ehosen issue)
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APPENDIX B

SOCIAL PERSPECTIVE TAKING TASK

Scoring Criteria*
S = Subject
E = Examiner

Level 0

Includes all protocols which cannot be assigned to levels 1,
2, or 3 for the rollowing reasons:
1. S cannot or will not make a choice, despite E's urging.
2. S makes a choice but will not give any rationale for it.

Level 1

S attributes nothing to E beyond cognitions and motives which
bear on the game materials themselves. S does not take into
account any cognitions which E might have about S's behavior
in the role of E's opponent.
1. S chooses the two-nickel cup because S wants the one
with the most money.
2. S chooses the two-nickel cup because S figures that E
will want the one with the most money.

Level 2

S attributes other cognitions to E other than financial gain.
S recognizes that E knows S is trying to fool E.
S recognizes that E knows that S is trying to predict what E
will do.
1. S chooses the one-nickel cup because S predicts: E will
figure that S will take the two-nickel cup and that E
had better take the one-nickel cup if E wants to get any
money at all.

Level 3

S can step back from the situation and analyze the thinking,
predictions and motives of both S and E simultaneously.
1. S makes the further inference that E will be able to
predict all the reasoning in level 2 and so shifts back
to S's original choice of the two-nickel cup to combat
it.
2. S finds it difficult to make a choice because S knows
that E knows that S knows that E knows that . . . .

*Adapted from Flavell, Botkin, Fry, Wright, and Jarvis, 1968.
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APPENDIX C

QUESTIONNAIRE OF PREDICTED BEHAVIOR

I am requesting your voluntary participation in the completion of
this questionnaire as part of a research project to investigate the ways
in which adolescents reason about right and wrong behavior in certain
social/moral situations. The student named below has already voluntarily
participated in an individual interview with this investigator.
This questionnaire is designed to assess your opinion of what
action this student might take in certain situations. Therefore, based
on your knowledge of this student, you are asked to make judgments about
what you might reasonably expect this student to do in the following
situations.
If you decide to participate, please respond to all items. Com
pletion of this questionnaire will indicate your consent as a willing
participant in this study. All responses will be kept confidential and
you may make comments where you wish. You are free to withdraw from the
study at any time without incurring ill will.
This research has the approval of the District's Department of
Research and Evaluation and Catalina High School.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Alice M. Derr, Project Investigator
University of Arizona
Department of Special Education
626-3248

Please respond to this questionnaire by keeping in mind the
following student:
You may remove this cover page and return the questionnaire(s) in
the enclosed envelope to Student Services. Thank you.
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Student #
Circle the response which most closely reflects your opinion.
all items.

1.

This student would share his/her lunch with a student who had
forgotten his/hers.
Strongly
Agree

2.

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

This student would take something that belonged to another student.
Strongly
Agree

8.

Strongly
Disagree

This student would try to help a new student get acquainted with
other students.
Strongly
Agree

7.

Disagree

This student^ would make fun of a physically disabled student.
Strongly
Agree

6.

Slightly
Disagree

This student would seem to know when another person is unhappy or
upset without being told.
Strongly
Agree

5.

Slightly
Agree

This student would cheat while playing cards or checkers.
Strongly
Agree

4.

Agree

This student would try to get out of class or school by pretending
to be sick.
Strongly
Agree

3.

Answer

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

This student would stick up for a student that the others were
teasing or talking about.
Strongly
Agree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
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9.

This student would copy another person's answers on a test.
Strongly
Agree

10.

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

This student would lie to a teacher.
Strongly
Agree

13.

Slightly
Disagree

This student would follow the rules even when the teacher is not
around.
Strongly
Agree

12.

Slightly
Agree

This student would shoplift.
Strongly
Agree

11.

Agree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

This student would lie to a friend.
Strongly
Agree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Please identify the following descriptors of the student and yourself.

Student
How long have you known
this student?

above
below
average
average
average
academic performance in your
class

Teacher
Sex

Years teaching experience

What subject do
you teach?

APPENDIX D

SOCIOGRAM OF MORAL BEHAVIOR*

Item
Who can everyone count on to lend a helping hand?
Which boys will try to tell the teacher what really happened if the
teacher is scolding a child for something he didn't do?
Which boys try to-help someone who has gotten hurt?
Which boys would never copy another person's answers on a test?
Which boys always try to break up an unfair fight?
Which boys are always willing to share things with the others?
Who are the boys who always play fair in games?
Which boys always seem to know when another person is unhappy or upset
even if the other person isn't talking about it?
Who would bawl someone out for hurting another child?
Which boys try to help new children get acquainted with the others?
Which boys will stick up for some kid that the others are teasing
or talking about?
Which boys are most likely to follow the rules even when the teacher
is not around?
Who would never try to get out of school by pretending to be sick?
Which boys would not take something that did not belong to them?
Who would never lie to the teacher?

•Harris, Mussen, and Rutherford, 1976
Reprinted with written permission of the author, December 20, 1979
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APPENDIX E

QUESTIONNAIRE OF PREDICTED BEHAVIOR
PILOT STUDY

The Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior was adapted from a
sociogram designed by Harris et al. (1976). The purpose of the ques
tionnaire was to assess teachers' opinions on the social/moral conduct
of secondary school students. As this questionnaire represented a
change in both the purpose and the format from the original Harris
sociogram, a pilot study was conducted to test the appropriateness of
the questionnaire for use with secondary students and to ascertain its
discriminative capabilities among groups of students.
A pilot questionnaire was distributed to 18 secondary school
teachers, with 16 completed questionnaires returned. Twelve senior high
school teachers and four junior high school teachers participated,
representing 11 different subject areas. Eleven of the secondary teach
ers were male and five were female, with an average of 6.7 years teaching
experience (range was 1-19 years).
Each teacher was asked to complete four questionnaires, each time
keeping a particular student of his choice in mind. The four students
which the teacher chose had to meet the following description:
1.
2.
3.
4.

The "best" student in the class.
The "worst" student in the class.
The average achieving student in the class who is
receiving no special services.
The student in the class who is of average intelligence
but has a severe academic deficit and attends the
resource room for help.

The mean scores of each of the four types of students were then
compared to ascertain predicted differences in conduct in social/moral
situations. Group mean scores and standard deviations may be found in
Table El.
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Table El.

Questionnaire of predicted behavior pilot study group means
and standard deviations

N

Mean
Score

Standard
Deviation

1. Best

16

67.125

5.819

2. Worst

16

37.625

10.124

3. Average achieving

16

55.563

6.828

4. Resource

16

48.875

4.923

Group

An analysis of variance and the Tukey post hoc test were con
ducted to determine significant group differences. Data are found in
Table E2. The questionnaires from all secondary school teachers were
found to have significantly different scores among the, four groups of
students, F(3,60) = 44.16, p <.05.

Table E2.

Questionnaire of predicted behavior pilot study analysis of
group variance

Source

df

SS

Within

60

3,315.19

55.2532

3

7,320.17

2,440-0566

60

10,635.36

Between
Total

*p <.05

MS

F

44.161*
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The post hoc test revealed significant differences among all
possible combinations of the four groups except between the average
achieving and resource groups. A strong trend, however, indicated that
the average achieving group had higher scores than the resource group.
See Table E3.

Table E3.

Questionnaire of predicted behavior pilot study Tukey
post hoc test

Key

1. Best

Groups

Difference

x l" x 2

29.500*

2. Worst

X1-X3

11.562*

3. Average achieving

V*4
V*3

18.250*

x 2 -x 4

11.250*

4. Resource

X3-X4

*p <.05

17.938*

6.688 n.s.

125
A statistical test of mean differences was also conducted
between the average achieving and resource subjects only. Average
achieving students received significantly higher total scores than did
resource students on the Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior Pilot
Study (t[30] = 3.01, p <.05). See Table E4. While there must have
been some error accounted for in analyzing only half of the question
naires that each teacher completed, results gave a rationale for in
cluding the Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior in the present study
to determine the differences in social/moral conduct of average
achieving and learning disabled students as predicted by their teachers.

Table E4.

Questionnaire of predicted behavior pilot study analysis
of mean scores

Group

N

Mean
Score

S.D.

Average
Achieving

16

55.563

6.828

Resource

16

48.875

4.923

t

3.01

Results

P <-05
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Questionnaire of Predicted Behavior

(Pilot Study)

This questionnaire is designed to assess your opinion of what
action this student might take in certain situations. It is recognized
that it would be difficult, if not impossible, for you to have observed
this student in all of these situations. Therefore, based on your
knowledge of this student, you are asked to make judgments about what
you might reasonably expect this student to do in the following situa
tions. All responses will be kept confidential and you may make com
ments where you wish. Please respond to all questions.
You are asked to respond to this questionnaire four separate
times by keeping in mind one of the following students for each instance.
1.
2.
3.
4.

The "best" student in your class.
The "worst" student in your class.
The average achieving student in your class who receives
no special services.
The student in your class who is of average intelligence but
has a severe academic deficit and attends the resource room
for special help.

Choose an actual student in your class for each category and answer the
items in the questionnaire based on your observations and knowledge of
that particular student.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Alice M. Derr
University of Arizona
Department of Special Education
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Please respond to this questionnaire by keeping in mind
Circle the response which most closely reflects your opinion.
all items.

1.

This student would share his lunch with a student who had forgotten
his.
Strongly
Agree

2.

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Agree

This student would try to help a new student get acquainted with
other students.
Strongly
Agree

8.

Strongly
Disagree

This student would make fun of a physically disabled student.
Strongly
Agree

7.

Disagree

This student would not go along with group opinion.
Strongly
Agree

6.

Slightly
Disagree

This student would seem to know when another person is unhappy or
upset without being told.
Strongly
Agree

5.

Slightly
Agree

This student would cheat while playing cards or checkers.
Strongly
Agree

4.

Agree

This student would try to get out of class or school by pretending
to be sick.
Strongly
Agree

3.

Answer

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

This student would take something that would belong to another
student.
Strongly
Agree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
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9.

This student would stick up for some kid that the others are teasing
or talking about.
Strongly
Agree

10.

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

This student would try to break up an unfair fight.
Strongly
Agree

15.

Strongly
Disagree

This student would lie to a teacher
Strongly
Agree

14.

Disagree

This student would follow the rules even when the teacher is not
around.
Strongly
Agree

13.

Slightly
Disagree

This student would shoplift.
Strongly
Agree

12.

Slightly
Agree

This student would copy another person's answers on a test.
Strongly
Agree

11.

Agree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

This student would lie to a friend.
Strongly
Agree

Agree

Slightly
Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Please identify the following descriptors of the student and yourself.

Sex

How long have you known
this student?

above
below
average
average
average
Academic performance in your
class

Sex

Years teaching experience

What subject do you teach?

Student

Teacher

APPENDIX F

SUBJECT'S CONSENT FORM

The Study of Adolescent Social/Moral Reasoning
You are being asked to voluntarily participate in a research
study. The purpose of this study is to investigate the ways in which
adolescents reason about right and wrong behavior in certain social
and/or moral situations.
The student will be asked to verbally respond to a series of
social/moral dilemmas, or problem situations, stating what he/she believes
the main character in the dilemma should do, and give reasons to support
that decision. Tape recordings will be made of the responses, transcribed
later, and erased. In addition, the student's teachers will be asked to
complete a questionnaire making predictions about what action the student
might take in certain social situations.
The interview with the student will be conducted by this investi
gator at the high school and will take no more than one hour. Care will
be taken to schedule the interview during a time which will least inter
rupt the school day.
All responses will be kept confidential. The student will be
referred to by code number only, and the names of the students, teachers,
and schools will not appear in any reports. No individual's responses
will be released to the school or to parents.
Any student who participates in the project does so voluntarily.
He/she may withdraw from the study without incurring ill will. No per
sonal risk is involved by participating in this study and there is no
cost to be incurred.
Thank you for your consideration. If further information is
needed, please contact me at the number below.
Alice M. Derr, Project Investigator
Department of Special Education
University of Arizona
626-3248
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Please return this approval form to

, Room

I have read the above "Subject's Consent." The nature, demands,
risks, and benefits of the project have been explained to me. I under
stand that I may ask questions and that I am free to withdraw from the
project at any time without affecting my relationship with any institu
tion or person.
I also understand that this consent form will be filed in an
area designated by the Human Subjects Committee (University of Arizona)
with access restricted to the principal investigator and authorized
representatives of the Department of Special Education. A copy of this
consent form is available upon request.

Student's Signature

Date

Parent or Guardian's
Signature

Date

APPENDIX G

EAW DATA
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Table Gl.

Subject
Number

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Raw data for learning disabled group

Age

15.4
14.4
14.9
17.3
16.9
17.5
15.7
15.0
15.4
14.3
15.6
15.3
18.9
15.0
16.7
15.3
15.5
14.8
16.0
15.3
16.2
14.9
15.9
15.4
15.3

Grade

9
9
9
10
11
11
10
9
10
9
10
9
12
9
10
9
10
9
10
9
10
9
10
9
10

GPA

VIQ

FSIQ

MMS

SPT

1.18
1.86
2.66
1.81
1.72
2.06
1.36
1.20
1.31
2.15
2.45
1.73
1.92
1.80
2.94
1.60
2.36
2.50
2.36
2.46
2.95
2.26
1.03
1.42
1.40

95
90
91
100
102
85
94
98
85
109
120
98
87
109
102
87
124
98
105
87
105
95
94
88
92

96
84
88
85
89
89
102
93
92
108
119
91
87
104
114
84
124
98
101
87
109
96
96
96
92

244
213
194
255
261
294
229
244
322
331
313
219
250
241
325
260
272
244
266
261
270
289
283
169
233

1
1
2
2
1
-

1
2
3
3
2
2
3
2
2
1
2
1
3
0
2
2
0
1
1

QUES.

20
-

50.5
47
60.5
48.5
-

34
54
-

56
47.5
48
51
-

64.5
38
65
44.5
67.5
-

35.5
42
39
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Table G2.

Subject
Number

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Raw data for average achieving group

Age

17.9
17.4
17.9
16.4
17.2
15.2
16.0
14.9
15.6
15.8
14.9
15.5
14.9
15.9
15.4
16.3
15.0
16.7
17.2
18.5
15.9
16.5
17.9
16.0
14.6

Grade

12
12
12
10
10
9
9
9
9
10
9
10
9
10
9
10
9
11
11
12
10
12
12
10
9

GPA

MMS

3.09
2.81
2.50
3.41
2.37
2.56
2.56
2.34
3.28
2.66
3.19
2.66
2.55
2.54
2.11
2.31
3.55
2.88
2.82
2.62
3.13
3.22
3.25
3.02
2.89

417
319
413
350
264
306
333
295
275
313
372
353
257
372
338
334
353
365
300
419
278
369
356
360
325

SPT

2
-

2
2
2
2
-

1
2
1
2
3
0
1
1
3
3
1
2
3
-

1
2
1
2

QUES.

-

54.5
59.5
-

63.5
47.5
-

58.5
63.5
64.5
36
57.5
42
-

60.5
53
58
56.5
65.5
-

67.5
62.5
68.5
68.5
55
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