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Hartshorne and Ma (1928), upon publication of their classgc investi-

gation, Studies in-Eeceit, cogfuted the notion that moral behavior issued

1 .

—from 'an inner. entity operating 1ndependently of the s1tuations in which

the indiv1duals are placed” (Hartshorne, 1932, »p. 209) The monumental

study demonstfated that, in general, conformity to rules\and moral stand-

»

ards varied as a fanctien of diverse situational and personal factors The

idea of// unitary, fixed moral faculty was no longer tenable., Thus freed

N 1 8
from the bogey of* dua11sm, and influenced by psychoanalytic theory and post—
Hulllan behavior thedry, jocial learning theorists. subsequently focused '.

.

upon more narrowly detifed aspects of.morality, e.g. consequences of trans-

. - - \
gression, resistance/to temptation, and othg( behaviors presumed td{reflect
. .oh .’ N ¥ . !

chikdren's internafization of moral standards. , \

It is noteyérthy that Piaget's' 1932 treatige, The Moral ggi;ment of the
. . . . /.“"““ —_—

PR T L R
Child, nearly/coincided ‘with the appearance.of the Hartshorne and May (1928)

ol R s e o . - .
investigatfon. Piaget's work, however, was concerned fundamentall; with'
developfental t¥pes of moral judgment and moées of interpreting rules. Over

’ast quarter-century, Piaget's theory has stimulated'extensﬁve_MESearch

dcerning cognir;;e aspects of morglity (e.g. Kohlbcrg, ;958 Durkin, 1959;

Johnson, 1962)




In spite of major advances within the two disparate theoretical posi-

~

tions, investlgations Stemming from each have been strikingly paroch{al.
. - . - .

On tire one hand, soéialllearning theorists Have focused primarily upon

N ; -
F i — child rearing and situationdl determinants of resistance to temptation and

3 ) reactions to deviation, and have shown little conqern'for children's" inter-

Ay ' L [d .
pretations of the situations. On the other hand, cognitive theorists have
‘. \ .

)

. ‘ - \Y »
focused primarily upon develogpental-relationships'between stages and forms

- \ .. , _— . . )
of moral judgment;, and have paid scant heed to environmental and behavioral
‘ . q'_’ . N - . . ‘
correlates of the stages. , -, . -

Failure to examine both behavioral and cognitive aspects 6f*morality
< K9

prccludes, however, an adequate'understanding of the complex processes
1n&\}ved .Indeed, cdncepts SULh as moralitz honegty, and integrity 1mply

‘torrespondence between be?agior and personal or social standards. Kohlberg
(1958, 1963a, l9ﬁAh), for example, has emphasized the importatce of consider-
s 4 -
g -ing 1ndiv1dual differences in the manner of percelﬁlng and Judging temp-

L XY < »

4 tation CDﬂfllCtS- Hegﬁgs pﬂtnted out' that resistance to temptation fails //

,toefeilect d1rec£ly the strength of internalized moral standards and has /.

1n51sted that '"we can onlv discuss morality of action when we can relaté ‘the
\d

. -

acto; s behavior to his actual judgments of right and wrong in the situa-
. ‘ g
tion“ (Kohlberg, 1965, p. 3) v

-

1

-t p
One meahs of relating moral judgment to mesistance to temptation is

.
.

based upon behavioral tomparisons among children who use different modes of

. /1
moral judgment. If one child charactetistically judges sityations in one

manter, while another is disposed to judge them in a different manner, one

. . 7
- . ' ’ S

may ask whether these modes of judgment influence or_ﬂpaiace particular
- ! - -

s -
. i . »

patterns of behavior in temptation situations.




learns from authorities to accent and follow rules,’although his interpre-

L3 .
feel - .

4
Furthermore, several pr1ncip1es deriyed from cognitive—developmental

* L

S
theories do suggest that moral %ehav1ors, such as resistance to temptation,
s > + . 1

dt“<:i/ifon children’'s attitudes toward rules and cgpacities to under-

stan moralﬁﬁlternatives Piaget (1932) has postulated that in the f1rsf .
- ]

. stage of moral development’ the child behaves according to his’ desn‘es and

1mag1nat10n, gradually learning other people's rules and imitating their
R A ) : ' L. BTN ¢
behavior, but egocentrically practicing the rules "according to his own -

fantasy" (Piaget, 1932, p. 35). TIn a‘subseuent stage the child gradually

. ! . - : b ’ { A
tations of rules may be singuldr and his .corresponding behavior rigid.

Finally, the mature, morally autonomous individdal, aqgorﬂing to Piaget, ' ‘
understands the unification and codification of rules,, and looks upon laws

as due to mutual consent; also, he may ignore or viclate rules which appear

i

arbitrary or unjust. ' . , §‘
Kohlberg (1958, -1963a, 1964b, 1965) has also déscribed_developmental S

changes.in"the‘influence of rules upon behavior. For example, in’Kqhlberg's
grgmgral stage, the child's behavior is not direcétly affected by rules; he
L N -’ - y

is hedonistically responsive to situational factors,,such as risk of punish-

L]

ment, opportunity for gratificatioh, and presencecof‘authorities. Dnting'the
v v N ‘. .
- . » . ’ ~
conventional stage he is expected .to have‘"feelings of concern about confor~- »
Ty T e . -

B
v * * PRI . 4

mity‘to conyeﬁtional expectationsiand standards" (1965 p- 9), during the

Erincigled stage ke is likery to act according to-"a mcrality of self“

aCcept8d moral princlples ~and, thereby, to.demonstrate autonomy of action. -
k g ) o .

Thus , both Piaget and Kohlberg have viewed moral development as_a hier-

>

archial process in which the child beging with.narrow. situation bound

N . -
. v * . v -

'schemas; he developes, subsequently, the .cognitive capacities necessary to

-

i

— - .

.
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«

.
LTS
.
o
-~
~
-
Al

A




o

-

behave according to rules imposed by authorities; and ultimépely, he may.

¢ . .. - .
acquire the strutgures which enable him to make autonomous decisions about '

3
.

i : A 4 »

“rules. \’ ¢ - .

§
. ¥ ; \ - . N
.

Paraphrdsed inf terms of sodial 1earning theory (e.g. see Burton, 1963;
' S - . . K .
Bandura and Walters, 1363) the cognitive-developmental -account of moral
déﬁglopment‘might be d }riped?as the ééquisition of mediatio&al responses,

-
.

‘yhlch in turn account ordseépndarylgtlmulus gen€ralization. Qnitlally,

= .

' dccordi?g to this vie#, the young child responds to tehptations directly

. . ', ’ . L4 ’ - '
" on the bagis of internal and external cues that are operative in the situa-

A
~ -~

v ¢ - ” . ‘. . . .
tion. Cues asSociated .with reward and punishment acquire saliency during

.
* o v , .

early childhood and repxésent‘the_primary deterﬁinants 9f-behavior in- accord- ’

-ance with lawsqf primary stimulus generalizafibn./schedules of reinforce-

D\
ment, etc. - As theschild grows older, he eventually learns from authority
. - o —— . . [

* #igures _to respond to certain temptations with impli&it reactiohs, i.e. rules

and labels such as"fight', 'wrong', “goodﬂh or 'bad'. 1In accordance wgsh

lays of secondary stimulus generalization, these rules and labels mediate

[y

given modes of behavior in a variety of situations to-the extent that the
. . . D N .

-
M «

child has ‘learned to apply the same rules and labels ia the various situations.

It may be said, then, that the child is exercising 'self control' when he

resists féﬁptatiqh i1 the absence of coercing agents (Bandura and Walters,

— . —
* )

1963) . With further learning, perhaps in part ‘as a result~of.-"conceptual con~

o *

o \oa N

-flicts" (Berlyne, 1965) among rules, more complex mediational capacities may
. . . \

develop, such that an’individual may be condidered '"morally autonomous' or

"principled". Thus complex situations mayibe encompassed or mediated by a

very basic and complex rule or principal that supercedes certain narrower
b " -

‘

rules in determination of behavior.
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Moral development, qccordihg bo.thh the cognitidq7deyelopméﬂtal'and

the social, learning frameworks, is thus characterized as a’learning and
» . N R . . .« N ‘v\

maturdtion process in which the child eventually acqyires the capacities

' . «~for self control, autonomy, and organizationpof behavior on.the basis of

3 M

. \more and more copplex rules’and principles. \ :
. S -

- . To say that the morally 'mature" individual has acquired the capacity

N 7t
. {0 understand rules and briqciples is not to say, however, that he will

' necessarily conform to any givén rule in a particula; situation. Kohlberg
. :

h »

#(1965), for, example, has pointed out that hib theory does not lead to the

)
expectation of a direct corrgspondené% between the stage of moral judgment = -
. and resistance to temptation or conformity to rules in all situations. At

i o each stagé the behavioral act of résisting or yielding is determined by a
. variety of factors. The personal and social context for a moral judgmént,

as'wel} as a child's moral stage, must be considered in predicting his

behavior in rélation to a given rule. For example, the influence of.a par-

-
¢ ) t [

ticular religious philoéophy,’of a subcultufél code, of expectations of one's

4

parents py peer group and/or an individually reasoned judgment, could each

i ‘represent, in one sense -or anether, "moral' bases for viokating certain  —
conventional standards; each might also reflect varying degrees of maturity

-

of moral judgment. Over and above the interpyefations of right and wgong; T

‘. a variety of personality variables may relate to an ‘individual's capacity to
resist temptation. Need for peer recognition (Shelton‘ 1966),- intelligence

(Hartshorne and Méy, 1928), attenkion control (Gfim, Kohlberg, and White,
’ o ’ ' . -
1964), capacity to delay gratification (Mischél, 1963), and other variables
) ’ = - A N . B *
have all been related to behavf\r in femptatién situations.

Al

Alfhough recent research -and theoretical advancqs‘have thus led to a
* s )

clearer identification of ghé typés of variables~that are related to copL

m‘{s Tk .




N 'n’_ ‘ Lo - 6
A -.' ] ’ .
- ’
formity to rules, there havé been only a few studies thﬂt directly compared
. . . ., .Y v B .
. measures derived from differing,conceptual;framEQQrks. A recent paper by v
4y - . T s

,Nelsen, Crinder, and Blaggio (1969a) reported a factor analytic study of
) ¢
. \ o s
personality and cognitive—developmental measgres in relation to resistance
" to temptation. The personality measures, dérived chiefly from a psycho-
- N . s » N - R *

analytic framework, included ego overcontrol, asurqtic undercontrol, inter-

. 4

naliged guilt, externalized guilt, and approval motivation. Also included
) - .. 4 ’

- ! . ‘ ! .
+ \ were a-measure.of intelligence and‘hqiassessment of moral maturity based
\ -

upon four of Kohlberg's Moral Judgment Situations..J/_

H o The study found that Kohlbergﬂa\yeasure of moral, judghent and a paper

and. pencil measure of intelligemce related more highly with resistance to
) g g1y

-
3!

temptation than did the other scales, although it should be noted that the

. - ]
—personality measures were administeréd several years after the temptation

L4 N

measures, thus confounding the comparisons' with the temporal diffefences.

‘The positive relationship of intelligenﬁe and moréi"ju&gment with résist—
- - / . -

ance to temptation was clear, none-the-less, especially for boys; but the
. # . .

-metmxgof data analysis employed in the study did not allow for comaﬁ;;;on

‘

of the separate contributions of intelligence versus morg!'judgment to the

; 4
variance in temptation behavior, because the two measures” were moderately

,

hl
correlated. In view of the correlations between IQ arkd moral judgment it was
- - / ¢ -

important to scrutinize the relationships closely in order td analfzé the

unique influemce of each, and to.ahilyze possihle moderating effects of one

—— - L[] .
- measure upon the other. 'Therefore, "the current y.undertook a reanalysis

i Bf the data, to differentiate and clarify the n of relqtiohships of wmoral.

- »

judgmen%"and intelligengé with tesistance to temptation. The analysié was

barticularly cbnc?nned with assgssing the contribution of Kohlberg's measure

to the total variance in resistance to temptation.
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Iwo ‘camposite measures of behivior in various temptation situations

3 i . -

were calculated for this studyy, one a measure of total resistdnce to temp-
. - s g

¥ ] . .
tation, ‘the other'a measure of consistency of behavior*ip the various temp-
. M - . 1 ]

* L3
- tatioft situations. The‘heasuf% of total.resistance .o temptation could not

be included in the~§él§en, et al (1969%a) sfudy for methodd}ogical reasons,

. v

i.e. because it was derived from other scales that were included in the

: . ' ) e 1) ¥ -
factor‘analysis. 1t was of ipterggt, nevertheless, in this stpdy because
v . . , -~ '

such a composite scale minimizes behavioral vdriation that is unique to
¢ . - . L 4

specific situations. Thus the composite measure provided a more reliablé

- .

? h N
assessment of the individual's general.disposlsiop_fo resist .temptation )

(Nelseﬁ, Grinder, and Mutterer, 1969b). e ’ -

'

Consistency of behavior in various temptation situations was algo of

. ‘ 'Y *
\‘intgrest because this type of ‘measuremay reflect-+even more directly than

%/Qeasure of total resistance to temptation--the extent to which hehavior
. -

F} -
v .

is organized or mediated by a given rule apd/og other responsés common to .

- -

the varfous situations. Thus, if>an individual conéistentiy conforms to a .-

rule, or if he consistently violates the rule,-one might infer that his behav-

ior is mediated by the rule, although certainly othet cognitive and noncogni-

i

N N

- * . 9 .
tive factors (e.g. intelligence and/or ability to delay\}éwardﬁlnight also’
4 * o

Qe playing a role. JIf the*extent of coﬁsistency_is associated with a given

. ' : P
measure of attitudes toward rules, thenone has stronger evidence that the -~
- » - 1

rules are mediating the behavior, espec{glf& if other possible explanations®

- N <
can be ruled out.

-
¢ -

Following from the above arguments, one“should expect that a given set

~ -0 E - 3
of rules, such ag rules agalnst cheating, may account for consistency of be-

: v . R
havier across situations, but this will be true only if the individual applies
the rules to the various situations in a like manner. As Kohlberg has pointed

N » i -
~

-

. * — —

|
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8¢

out’ the morally autonomous individual will violateorules if they conflict
’ - . . . A
with human welfare in the individual s judgment. In the absence of such

speoific constrafnts, however, the extent of'consistency should reflect

‘the differential mediating influence of explicit or implicit ryles against
-, . . . s : . N , M . .
cheating, for example, }n redatively mature versus immature individuals.:

<4
»

. . . - . >

A N

Subjects and Procedure ( -

¢
Six tEmptation tasks were administered to 106 Ss in the fall of 1964

.-

. when the Ss attended 6th grade' classes at four different elementary schools

t

surround1ng a semi-gural commhnity The Kohlberg Moral Judgment Test wds
administered one year later in the fall of.l965_ when the.Ss were all 7th

ngBers in the community s only junior high school. One’hundred of the
original 106 Ss were tested-—four had moved and two were unavailable during

.the second testing session. Thus, the final séﬁple for this study consisted

T

of 4i boys and 55 glr}\ 2 - Lo

A

Henmon-Nelson IQ s were available for all Ss from scheél records. Hean

IQ for males was 108.8 and foj females, ll4.5. . - . "_
. Tt ' ' e,
Measures . N . . -

¢ .

»

Maturity of moral judgment was assessed from four .of Kohlherg's Moral
A} . .

Judgment. S{tuations. for this tasks Sy werefquestioned about situationg

L3

focusing upon hypothetical-moral dilemmas in which acts of obeddence to
re

legal social ‘rules Qr to commands of authority conilicted with the human

desires, needs, or welfare of other individuals On'the basis of the moral

-

choices in each situation, and the reasoning underlying his choic8s, Ss

wegre given scores accordiag to developmental types and levels . Responses .
‘ B L3 - s .

oriented towards punishme y obedience or instrumental hedonism were .




[T

..whs‘exposed to the following six temptdtion conflicts:

ing the game have been describe! in detall elsewhere%(Grlnder, 1961 1962)

.

classifiéd‘as Level I {Type lor 2). Responses oriented towards good rela-
. . . : , 1] i . |

\t. . . v .
tiogs and’ approwal or towards authoritapiaﬁ standards were classified as

v

N

Level ﬁI.(Type 3 or 4). .Responses revealifig concern for dem&cratically
. e °
accepted*law or indlvidual pr1nc1ples of conscience were classified as

LeV@l III (Type 5 0r 6). On the basis of procedures developed' by Kohlberg, ,\ .

thexg s type score for each situation was also weighted, and the scores were

.
4 . . ‘.

summed ‘across the fou{ situations to yield a total measure of moral maturity.’
. . . . [

Complete instructions for administé%iﬁg and §coring-of\the test are pre- .o
sented elsewhere j(oblberg, 1958) .

/
N

—;;) To assess resisthnce to temptation and consistency of ‘behavior, each S
= . ’

. c .,

-1) The raygun gamez Ss operated a shooting gallery ipdividually according

-

to. a prescribed set of rules speéifying'the number of shots, recording of

* (1 .z
4 . N

perform?nce, étc. Bewards were offered for high scores, but the game was

fprogrammed'tg produce a }ixeq scgfe wheﬁ all-qplés'qere followed.' -Trans- ’ i;
gression was assessed“in tefﬁs of thé number of points §s.added be%:nd‘the
programmed score. Tﬁe features ;f the apparat%f and 19sfructi$ns t@r pl@yj

—
‘

. 2), The magic—mirrof game. Bs operated afencil-’light to illuminate the

pafh'of'an ‘invisible maze. Rules and-scofing procedures éimilar to those

&devised for ‘the raygun, game were employed, ¢xcept that M & M's were offered

as- an’ incentive for performance beyond the prdgrammed créterion D'rails \
B A X
corcerning the apparatus and procedures,for this and a]l sdﬁbequéht re31s¢-

ance to tpmptation measwres are described in Nelsen, et al.
c R

”

(19’69b)

- N 3

3) _The‘gglﬁiﬁle-choice (copyingy test. This task was modified from the )
p ——

. b

duplicating technique of Hd%tihor and May (1928).
p

. ¢ v h . .
tunity to male illpgitimate use of answers to.a& ultiple—choicg test with a= - | i

v u
]
.

jl\ . . “”

Ss were offered an-oppor-

-, t . Lo

Ay




number of wvery difficult-iteméizlgs wich‘scores beyond a criteriop were to
s -7 < - e, ‘.

* N . ;‘-_-"_ ", * [ . .. LI :
have their names posted on a 'top of‘%thcldés shegt, ‘while remaining S

-
L4 -

P ’ v
werc to have their names posted op another.sheet. Tranqgression scores
' L4

‘Merrbasedon changed made: duriqg a su1f-scoring proceduke, th7 tests had

-

been prev10usly scored by the efaminer. - v

'Q"_ , ‘ .-
e , ..
4)' The speéd tests. .This procedure-was adaptied from the Hartshorne and
. s 14

May douhlé—tegting pfocedure (1928,'}, pPp. 76-82). "‘The subtests were com-

- . . . . .
‘prised of Easks such as addition, number matching, and digit cancellation,

- . ,- N . - - : “ *
adwinistered under carefully timed conditioms. After two, "practice' ‘trials,

A . -

o ' L .9 w S
Ss were given a thirdstrial with an opportunity tor score their» own- papers.

- , ——— ,
The fastest class wa% to win a "Speed-King'" trophy. Transgression was

. ¢ 7 . T
based upon the discrepancy between the practice and test trials.

v \

D) The Sguaree (peefing) test. This test was adapted from the improbable ‘“

achigvement technique (Hartshornf and May, 19284 I, p. 61). Ss were pre-.
2 ¥ "o

sented with a-single sheet of “faper upon whigh five large squéres were’

. A 3 4 Ty

-drawn, one inside the other, and were asked to shut the{r eyes and -t

follol the path between the lines of the squares with.their #pcils far five

\ »
rd

timed trials.- After trying each equare tﬁey dereqagked tosopen their eyes
- . o . * _ -
and score their own papers. Ss were presented with performance norms and

were asked to do their best. Pyblically distributeds¥ & M's were offered

fo; ﬁerfofmance'beyond a crite;i?n. Papers Qere rated ey judges.accb{eipg .

to degreg of tf@nsgfeésionit ' : N i AR !

6) The c;rcies (ceeping) tests. This test {s szmilaf in most respects'po

{he sﬁﬁares'testvexclpt that the incentive eas ocly ﬁride in accomplishing*a
. . . - LI .

task successfully, as high performance norms were presented to the Ss, who

' ! ) : *

. i » . - o
were then asked to do their best. Ss,were askdd to close their eyés dnd "hit"

each 0910 circles on a sheet with a penf‘il mark. Transgression scores were
. . .. ™

v .
-
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r 7 ‘ B ¢ . ) !
R ™ . ’ t . 11
* * ' ¥ 1 R

. ' . N - 4 . I
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Performance on each task was scored accdrding to the extent of trans-

-
v

JIf the'S did mot yield to temﬁtation he'was given'a score!of

“
[

zero. uIﬁ/he dezigted‘bélow*the median for all yielders on that task he

Tl S
!’5' L *

gression.

-

Y

. LA
- .
. ..

was' g1ven a score of one.~ If he yielded above tHe median fof all trans—{ N

gressors he was given a score of: tWo. These sceres_were summed across-zhe

o ot - ).
six tasks, prov1ding a. summary meaSure of deg:ee of transgression.

RN

gnter-

nal consistency reliabllity of th1s measure was +60. The variance (sg)
. -~

T .

among each §'s scores was also calculated.

This measure provided an index

of;his inconsistendy "across the situations.<« The proqedufe employed was

.

$

similar to.that originally used by Hdrtshorne, May, and Shuttleworth (1930).

IS

&

' It was not feasible to determine the reliability,of this meaSure.

v

. : -
plify presentation and interpretation of the results, the transgression and

@

.

To sim-,

!

»
>

» . . - . N ~ " . * L
inconsistency scores were .transformed ‘by subtracting them from a/constant,

~

so high scoresrepresent high resistance to temptation and high consistency;

» - . : ) . ' v ..

instead of high transgression andwhigh inconsistency. - ' -

. - « -

,Regults * "~ | - A .
‘,: .o Insert ?able 1 about here P - S

The means and standard deviations forthe theasures of Résistance to -

Temptation (RTT), Consistency (C) Moral Judgment MJ), and Intelligence (IQ) e

are presented in Table 1. The sexes did not differ/with respect to the two

Kl r A i \ °
measures of moral behavior, but females were somewhat higher with fespect

- -

to 'IQ and considerably hiéher yith'respect to MJ level. It should®also be )
'r' A ) 2 - ’ . ) .
noted that the range of scores on the MJ measure placed nearly all Ss within '

4 ’

» ) M : - . - . ’ . . . l.

.




the'first i‘o levels aceqQrding to Koﬁlberg's schema Approximately one-half

L}
fell’(hin the premoral level, and oné- half within the level of conventional'

47 »
roLe conformity. Only three §s, all females, fell olearly into level thrée,

L d
»

representing %orality of self accepted principles Three additional Ss .

.*.‘ ¢ N ,s. t

operated :at the principled stage in Some of the moral situations

The intercorrelations between the measures are presented in

'the total sample apd separately Within sexes "The r 's were all "positive
- ‘ . 4
and all in the‘expected direction * The correlations(between MJ- and RTT how-

M s
. .

‘ever, failed to attain stat1stical s¢gnificance for either sexkor for the

- \

+ Sample as a whole. The correlations between MJ and C. were significant for
. * total sample, and for boys alone,-but not, 'for girls. 1Q was signifi-

]cantly corrélated w1th all of the variables, for the total sample Aand for

1)
.

the sexes gdeparately.

2

It wasfapparent that IQ accounted for part of the correlation between

MJ rand C, sincedt correlated positively with both. With IQ partialed out!’

the\correlation between MJ and C for "the total sample-dropped f{om .16 to .06,

 avaluewhich obviously is not significant. For males, the correlation
dropped from .37 to .jl,la/value which remained significant at the .05 level

(t = 2.07, &t = 42).

-

. 8ince IQ 'was signgficantly rélated to all of the othet vardables, and
- . ¢
since the range of IQ's was rather great--from 70 to l41--there. appeared to .

S

7




13

be a possibility-that the‘variables might\hg.interrelated dinerently for

children g% differentlgbility Tevels., To examine this possibility, the

total sample,\with sexes combined, was divided into three ability levels .

r

low, medium, and high. The. intercorrelations between the variables were

R
- s -

recomputed, and the results ﬁre presented in Table 3. Most striking is.the

f&ndlng that the c¢orretation between IQ and MJ, within the low JQ group,

.

1gcreased .53 in spite of ‘the marked attenuation oF IQ variance By ‘con-
. A .
trast, the,cortequnding r's for the medium and high IQ gfoups decreaSed io

values of .19 and .16. *These findingg suggested that MJ and IQ may have been

curvilinearly relabed, and indeed, examination of the scatter plot (not pre-
sented) strongly suggested this IQ appeared to define an upper bound for
. ¢ i

the moral judgment scores, ‘especially within the low IQ range. In inter-—

- ’ .
preting the differential r's from Table 2 it should be kept in mind that the

—-——

range and variance of IQ's was considerably- greater for the low IQ group

than for the medium or high IQ grngs. . , : T
Discussion . .

3

The analyses for this study were designed to compare and diffgrentiate

measures' of intelligence and moral judgment as correlates of two types of
. ' 4
resistance to temptation measures. Og the whole, IQ was positively related

to Total RTT and to Consistency of RTT, whereas Moral Judgment was nnrglated

.
hd .

to the RTT mezéﬂ:es, except that Meral Judgment and Consistency were posi-

tively related among males. -Botal RTT and Conmsistency were'moderately

correlqsed, suggesting that consistent honesty was more. common than consist-

[ : ’ .
ent dishonesty, although these relationships may have been due tQ@m arti-
fact, since the measures nere not independent. o . .

-

y
- . { ) - )

3
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Todal RTT are generally consistentewith the. findings in studies that com-
pavedysimilar measures (e.g. Grinder, 1964)

The low and nonsignificant,correlations between Mbral Jullgment and

oInterpretation of the low
codrelations in this and previous sgudies should beAtempered by an impor
<

tant methodological qonsideratiOn howevbt‘ i e. the fact that the i
v .. [
na; consistency.ﬁ¥

liability of the Total R

v
- .

T measure in tlis was anly-.60.
As™ Nelsen, et al (l969b) gointed out in their discussion, the Total RTT

'

scaﬁe at this level of reliabillty, must be considered only minimally ade—

-~ -

~ ™. {
quata.as & measure of a general tratt of Wonesty.

Measures that,sémple
RTT in only one or two situations are presumably even less adequate,

rs
]

!
because the reliability of these measures wcxld be much Iower.

Several additional methodological limitations ‘should be copsideéred in
LI ‘a
evaluating the results.

To beg1n with, the MJ measure was administered
approximately one year after the RIT megsures. Duringrthis periodﬂ‘hqu

5
had all transferred to a new school.

Furfﬁermore, a considerably shortened
version of the Kohlberg test was administered

'All of these fattors wéuld
tend to attenuate the size of the corrélatipns obtained

o

On the other hand, the low eorrelations of Moral Judgment with the
r < ’

Totalk RTT are a bit. surprising in view of the previously reported findings
- - l : ¢

»
¢

in the Nelsen, et al (l969a) study,ﬂwhich indicated that MJ loaded positive- ‘

1y on several factors with séveral of the individual RTT measures, particu-

larly the Multiple-Choi Ce (Copying) measure, for both males and females
2, .

It is possible that tie common loadings .were spurious, resulti g from the

-

v

mutual correlations of IQ with both MJ and certain resistance .to témptation
measures.

It is also’ possible, howayer, that moral judgment is related to
>

{

resistance to temptation in certain situations but not others. This would
imply that situatiomal parametprs,‘bitherto ignored im this and similar




1Y

K LN »
. él , s
studieS | need to.be e?psidered more systematically in examining. possible

:teMptation.'

relationships‘betwee;/cognitive‘developmental<measures and resiétanhe.tc*

»

'Morelrefined research strategies will be needed to evaluate

the possibility that these situational parameters moderate the. relation*

/
T

ships between moral judgment and temptatiod béhaviors o

. 1
> The fiqﬁing that MJ correlated posditively with Consistency for malgs,
L 4 ° * i ‘

but not-females,ois:ﬁifficult to interpret. In the first place, cqnclu-?'

sions conEerning sex difference?‘are not warranfed, because the difference

between the correlations for males and females was within the range of

4 l . . -

sampling errox. - In the second place,rnJ previous studies have investigated

the correlations between measures of moral judgment and consistency, so one

has little basis forigeneralizing about the relationship. Should Ehe posi-
tive'felationshipsbe replicated,’for ong sex or the other, however, it
would Sug;est more strongly that moral: judgment does mediate reactiqns te
temptation situations.
circumstances persons with higher moral judgment behave consietently, if-
not always honestly, across different temptation situations. '

, ‘ o T

>The correlations of IQ with bo'tl’he Total RTT and the Consistency

-

.

measures suggests that intelligence plays a general role in relation to

behavior in temptation_situations. The complex and varied correlates of IQ

' \ ‘ » LN
preclude any simple conclusiens regarding the role.of intelligence, but

..

Im other words, it would suggest that under certain |,

* several possible lines of explanation might be noted.

.

(1963) has suggestedJ

A

First, as Burton
. .

~

'IQ may reflect the extent to which the individual is

- N

.

disposed ‘to mediate various temptation situations with common labels, rules

and/or principles of a moral and/or nonmoral nature.

u

Second, a;\Kohlberg

(lJ64b) has suggested, IQ'may reflect tha general ego strength or self

“control that is characteristic of an individual.

\ 1»},

A third general interpres

&

|
t

U‘L
2%
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tation is based upog the reléted possibility that fhg’brighter individual

f

"has learned to rGSpond to achievement related and temptation situat’ions

‘under rather different conditlons than the dpller child s %he has presumably
/ N N
experienced more success and mastery, learned to anticipate a differenb set

of outcomes in such s1tuations, and theréfoge, he has presumably developed

different modes'for coping with such situations ' Certainly other'expla-

4 ’

nations might be offered, and it is llkely that a combination of factors,

)]

,all related tawintelligence, might be ‘operating s1multaneously to influence

‘

responses to femptation situations . -

-

, Comparisons of the overall pattern of correlations within the three IQ
‘-

groups suggest that basi?blly different factors may be operating to deter-

mine the behavior of "the Ss with below-average intelligence in contrgst with

. v

" the Ss of above—average intelligence One can ¢gnly speculate as to the

Q-
differential nature of these processes, but it does seem important to invest

*

further reséarch effort in exploring the issue. Methodological factors, °

-
.

such as.abllity to- understand nstructions, should certainly be investigated,
}

as well_ag personality factors such as approval motivation, fear of failure,

.«
“

and ego-c ortrol . . .

-

Consideg along with’ Hartshorqe and May s (1930) finding that age and

° ‘'

intelligence'relate positively with consistency and honesty for middle class

R .

".children, the results of this gtudy ‘offer support for the proposition that

cognitive factors- are refated to.choices and behavior in temptation situations

»

Finally. it might be noted in view of the relationships of intelligence

L

“and moral judgment with consistency, that® the generality question as dis- -

“ L4 - -

cuss‘d originally by Hartshorne and May (1928) and ‘more recently--by Burton ¥

,‘(1963) and Nelsen, et al. (1969b) must be considered in light of indiyidual

differences. If morally maQure and/or intelligent individuals are more con-

: LIS v v
K . .

1




/,/// — . 17
> N s
/¢/sistent3 then one will observe a gréater degrek of generality, or'a greater
A}/ ‘ ¢t
/ proportion of behavioral}#ariance attributable to persons, in a population

comoosed of brighter, morally mature persons. Tne generality question then

“ " . . . . .

be(omes an 1ssue that is relative to particular population parameters, such
_'_’—~—l_ .

5 - PP

13 intelllgence;,mentalgor dhronological age, and perhaps, socioeconomic

L — ~

status. These obserqptions would seem to have importaiit 1mplications for /

.

iuture research on tne generality question and related issues, in that pro-
‘ * AT
visionsshOuldbe made for coftrolling these variables inﬂdesigning future

I 1 . -
studies. 4

Summary

. < - . ' .

»

< -

The study was Jesigned to assess:and comfare thé'roles of intelligence
‘and moral judgment in,relation to patterns of behavior in temptation situ-
. ’ i . =

ations. Six Resistance to Temptation tasks and four Kohlberg Moral Judg-

ment situatkions were'administered to ldO‘sixth and seventh graders in a

.
.

\ .

.semi-rural community: Henmon—N?}éon IQ's weré available for all Ss. Two
. ! Ly

measures of temptation behavior weré derived from the six RTT tasks. Total

.
b .

RTT, a summary score based upon extent of RTT‘in the §1x situations, and

Con51stencz, based gpon the variance (52) of ahﬁindividual s RTT scores
- | -
acrods the six situations. MJ and RIT did not correlate significantly .
. ' - <N
(r = .14). M} and C were positively correlated {r = 16, P < .05), although-

examination .of the_ data sepafately by sex revealed that the relationship was

.

signifiCant for boys only (r =,.37, boys; ‘and r = .06, girls).) IQ was corre-

- ' - T
lated significantly with Total RTP? (r = .33) and with C'(r = .28). The

relationships weré also examined according to levels of IO, indicating differ-

ent relationships betw%en most variables wheh high IQ §s‘were compared with, |

low 1Q Ss. The results providad support for the view that "intelligence is

A]

<ot

&
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 TABLE 1 '

.
teE,

Means and Standard Deviations of Resistance tc Temptation,

¢

Y

Consistency, Moral Judgment, and IQ Measures

1]
v

RTT
Coné

MJ

AQ

Vi . . L
. "'

Males (N345¥ Females(N=55) . ‘ To’tal(g=1oog‘

, P .
Mean SD - *SD S‘ (2 tail) . Mean SD
7.0 7 2.5 - 5L 2. 5. : 2

.55
L 3

210 %3

108.8 , 13.4

5
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» o~ TABLE 2 - . _
Interéorfelations between Resistance to Temptati,on,q}ons-istency - N
. . . i / .
b . Moral Judgment Level, and IQ S .
3 ‘ - X ‘
— - e - =1 I
3 - 1] - \
) Males Females, - Total
) . . N=45 v Ne55 '8 © Neloo
MJ x RIT - .13 .20 R 14
. . s ¢ . .’v"‘,
1Q x RYT ’ Aokk Jzex ™ e #33%%
MJ x Cons. — «37%% * ) .06 N .16%
-1Q 'x:Cans. .20% C.31% 28%%
H\ IQ x MJ 31% L. 39k T a0kx
T RTT x Co;ls., . 50%% : _."37** .{0‘3**
5' ’ ”:‘ : . N
[ T
*p <.05 level of significfance, using one—t,éiled tests
. **p <.01 level of significance, using one-tailed tests
P Y . - ¢
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- 4 ) ! N
= W
. |
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- TABLE 3 “.
. EE » ‘

iy # . “ar -
Intercorrelations between®Residtance to Temptation, Consistency,

Yo
.

Moral Judémept Level: and IQ within Three Levels of IQ

& - . -
. < . .

Pl ~

v -

2

High IQ (119-141) -

)

’ I:.qw YQ (70-108) - Med IQ (109-1g#1-

[y

z

N=30 N=35 N=35

) . ‘:‘ ( .

MJ x RTT B -.27 ‘ ‘ /10

?

I T ©-.09. . .29
Q x T, |
MJ x Cons. -.16

- .

IQ x Céhs. : . -.31
IQ x M 53k . .19

RIT x Cons. 14 ‘ L5k%
0 ‘ .

-

.

s

¢

. .




