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ABSTRACT
FEEDBACK OF INFORMATION AS A DETERMINANT OF

VALUE CHANGE AND THE IMPLICATIONS OF COGNITIVE-
MORAL DEVELOPMENT FOR VALUE THEORY

By

David Daniel McLellan

This study is one of a series of research efforts designed
to investigate value theory (Rokeach, 1973) and the experimental
induction of wvalue change. This investigation focuses on two separate
areas of value theory research: (I) the types of stimulus information
provided to induce change and (II) individual differences in the
cognitive structure of value systems.

The college student subjects (n = 300) who volunteered to parti-
cipate for course credit attended three sessions. They were pretested
on values, racial attitudes, and moral reasoning. Three weeks later,
they were randomly assigned to one of four experimental value-change
treatments or to a control treatment. Four weeks after the experimental
sessions, subjects were posttested on values and racial attitudes.

I. The first aspect of the study was concerned with the importance
of three types of stimulus information which are given to the subject in
a basic value-change procedure which had proved successful in inducing
increases in subjects' rankings of the values equality and freedom.
These three types of information are: (1) objective feedback about the

subject's own value rankings, (2) objective feedback about the value



D. D. McLellan

rankings of the subject's peers, and (3) the experimenter's interpretive
feedback about the stimulus data designed to make the subject aware of
any internal value/self-conception inconsistency.

According to value theory, the induction of wvalue change requires
that the subject discover an inconsistency between one of his values and
his self-conception. The basic value-change procedure uses the three
types of information to make the subject aware of any inconsistency
between his self-conception and his value for equality and/or freedom.
The potential roles of the three types of feedback in the value-change
process were considered and only Type-2 (others' feedback) and Type-3
(interpretive feedback) were thought to be crucial for inducing value
change. Type-2 feedback was thought to be important in a process of
value validation whereby the subject objectively validates his own
internal value preferences with the concrete terminology of the value
measuring instrument. Type-3 feedback was thought to be necessary to
overcome a subject's defensive efforts to avoid confronting the motiva-
ting inconsistency. Type-1l feedback was thought to be unnecessary for
inducing change since the subject is subjectively aware of his own
internal value preferences.

The four experimental value-change treatments varied in terms of
the stimulus information provided to the subject. One treatment provided
all three types of information (1+2+3). The remaining three treatments
were variations of this basic treatment which were designed to induce
value change with only two of the three types of feedback (1+2, 1+3, or
2+3). Comparison of mean posttest target value rankings of the four
experimental groups with the control group revealed that the two proce-

dures which did not provide either Type-2 or Type-3 feedback failed to



D. D. McLellan

induce any significant change in either equality or freedom. These

results were consistent with the hypothesized roles of each type of
feedback in the value-change process. The results also demonstrated
the difficulty of creating the appearance of value change by mere
suggestion or persuasion.

II. The second aspect of this study was concerned with individual
differences in the organization of value systems. At the present, value
theory only recognizes that values are organized by the individual into
systems hierarchically ordered in terms of value importance. It was
hypothesized that values, no less than other cognitive elements, are
subject to organizational influences related to the overall development
of cognitive processes. Thus, value systems, in addition to differing
in the simple rank-ordering of values, should also differ along such
dimensions as differentiation, segmentation, unity, homogeneity, and
the like.

Using Kohlberg's test of the developmental structure of moral
reasoning as a global measure of each subject's cognitive structure,
the subjects in the value-change experiment were categorized into one
of the three moral levels of the developmental scheme. It was hypo-
thesized correctly that: (a) the most highly developed subjects would
have the most stable value systems; (b) value systems would become
increasingly more content-similar at each successively higher level of
moral reasoning; and (c) the single value equality would predict total
racial attitude score significantly better at the highest moral level.
The results were seen to have important implications for understanding
the valuing process and for predicting attitudes and behavior from values.

III. Although no specific hypotheses were offered, it was suggested
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that subjects at a particular moral level might change more or less in
response to a particular set of value-change stimuli. Even though the
results revealed little significant interaction (Treatment x Moral Level),
certain trends were interpreted as suggesting that the structural dimen-

sion may have important implications for future value-change research.
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INTRODUCTION

This research is part of an extended series of experimental
investigations into the nature of human values begun by Rokeach (1968).
Rokeach has argued that the concept of wvalues should replace the concept
of attitudes as the central concept of social psychology and he has
supported this argument with research efforts designed to operation-
alize and to validate the value concept. A major focus of value theory
research has beeﬁ the experimental induction of value change (Rokeach,
1968, 1971, 1973; Rokeach & McLellan, 1972; Rokeach & Cochrane, 1972;
Hollen, 1972; Homant, 1970; Waddell, 1972; Conroy, Katkin & Barnette,
1973; Cochrane & Kelly, 1971). Within this line of value-change
research, a majority of the experiments have focused on methods for
inducing participants to increase their ranking of the values equality
and freedom.

The research reported herein is a direct lineal descendant of this
previous line of research. However, the reader should note that this
work has two separate and distinct foci which emerge from this value
theory/value experimentation tradition at quite different points. These
two foci are treated separately in Chapters I and II.

In Chapter I, the process of value change is discussed in terms of
the three types of information which the experimenter provides for the
subjects in the value-change procedure: (1) feedback about subject

himself, (2) feedback about the cognitions and behavior of others, and



(3) the experimenter's evaluative interpretation of the observed relation-
ships among certain values, racial attitudes, and behavior.

The importance of the roles which these three types of information
play in inducing value changes are examined in this experiment by
evaluating the effectiveness of four different experimental procedures.
One experimental procedure utilizes all three types of information and
the others are variation treatments which utilize only two of three types
of information. If one type of information is crucial to the value-
change process, the treatment which excludes that type should be in-
effective in inducing value change. If one type of information is not
crucial to the change process, a treatment should effectively induce
value change notwithstanding the fact that the treatment excludes that
type of information.

Chapter II proceeds from a conceptually distinct point by examining

value theory's view of the structure of value systems as a hierarchy of
value importance. We will suggest in Chapter II that there are important
individual differences in how people organize their values that are not
measured by the value measuring instrument (Appendix B). To measure
these structural differences, Kohlberg's (1958) test of cognitive-moral
development will be employed and the subjects assembled for the value-
change experiment (proposed in Chapter I) will be categorized into
groups representing qualitative differences in cognitive organization.
We will ask what implications this cognitive-structural variation has
for (a) value system stability, (b) for value system content, and (c)
for value-attitude linkages.

Only at the end of Chapter II will we come full circle and bring

the two foci of Chapters I and II together. At that point, we will
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consider the potential implications of cognitive structure for the
process of value change. We will ask how the structurally different
groups of subjects will respond to the various types of value-change
procedures.

The reader should keep in mind that Chapter I deals with methods
of inducing value change exclusively and does not acknowledge the
possibility that subjects might differ in the ways they cognitively
organize their values. Thus, Chapter I and the experimental results
reported in the first half of Chapter IV represent an experiment logically
independent of any of the discussion related to how people organize their
values. Similarly, the bulk of Chapter II and related results are in-
dependent of the discussion of value-change methodology in Chapter I.
However, because the two independent experiments are run simultaneously
on the same subjects and because the ways in which the subjects organize
their values have obvious implications for how they will change their
values, the two experiments are ultimately considered jointly.

Chapter III will detail the methods of this experiment and Chapter
IV will detail the results. The dual focus of Chapters I and II will be

maintained in Chapter IV.
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Chapter I

EXPERIMENTAL VALUE MODIFICATION

Detailed and exhaustive considerations of various conceptionsof
values have been presented elsewhere (Dukes, 1965; Hollen, 1967; Homant,
1967; McLellan, 1970; Pittel & Mendelsohn, 1966; Rokeach, 1973) and will
therefore not be reviewed again here. Rather, we shall address our-
selves specifically to the theory of values proposed by Rokeach (1968,
1973) which serves as the focus of this research.

Rokeach (1973) has argued that the concept of value should replace
the concept of attitude as the central concept in social psychology in
that values are more central, more dynamic, and more economic cognitive
components than attitudes. Additionally, Rokeach conceptualizes
attitudes and behaviors as being under the cognitive control of values.

The theoretical assumptions which underlie Rokeach's theory of
values are:

(1) all individuals possess values;

(2) the number of values a person holds is relatively small;

(3) values are organized into value systems;

(4) the antecedents of values are to be found in the individual's

social environment and in his personality; and

(5) the consequences of values are manifested in virtually all

social phenomena.

A value is defined as "an enduring belief that a specific mode

of conduct or end-state of existence is personally or socially preferable



to alternative modes of conduct or end-states of existence [Rokeach,
1968, p. 160]." This concept of value is differentiated from the
concept of attitude in that a value is a single belief that transcen-
dentally guides behavior and judgment across specific situations and
objects while an attitude is a cluster of beliefs centered on a specific
situation or object.

The individual is thought to conceptually organize his value
beliefs into value systems along a continuum of relative importance.

The two general types of values are organized into two distinct yet
functionally interrelated systems, the terminal value system (preferences
about end-states of existence) and the instrumental value system
(preferences about modes of conduct).

The values of individuals, as measured by the Rokeach value survey
(Appendix B), have been shown to correlate with a wide variety of
behaviors and attitudes (Rokeach, 1968, 196%9a & b, 1973). More import-
antly, perhaps, Rokeach (1968, 1971, 1973) has demonstrated the possi-
bility of inducing long-term changes in attitudes and behaviors by
means of inducing changes in people's values. Where, as a matter of
policy, it becomes ethical and desirable to attempt to modify the
attitudes or behaviors of individuals, Rokeach (1973) has suggested that
inducing change in the underlying values of the individuals may be more
successful than attacking the attitudes or behaviors directly. To the
extent that behaviors and attitudes are directed by and are consistent
with values, attempts to modify the behavior or attitude while leaving
the underlying value structure unchanged maximizes the probability that
any induced change will dissipate over time as the behavior or attitude

returns to a form consistent with the values. Where the underlying value






structure is the target, any changes resulting will inevitably lead to
attitudinal and behavioral modifications required to bring these
systems into conformity with the new value structure. Rokeach notes
the difficulty of inducing long-term attitude or behavioral change by
traditional methodologies such as forced compliance or persuasion.

In research efforts to overcome these limitations, Rokeach (1968,
1971, 1973) has experimented with techniques designed to induce
changes in participants' values and to thereby induce long-term
attitude and behavioral changes. The research reported herein is
designed, in part, to extend this line of experimentation. The exten-
sion proposed in this chapter focuses on the three basic types of
information which the change agent (i.e., the experimenter) provides
to the participants whose values he seeks to change. These three types
of information are: (1) feedback about the participant's own values,
attitudes and behavior; (2) feedback about the values, attitudes and
behavior of the participant's peers; and (3) the experimenter's
evaluative interpretation of these stimulus materials. For this experi-
ment, four value-change procedures are developed which differ in the types
of information provided to the subjects. The basic treatment uses all
three types of information. The other three treatments vary from this
basic treatment by excluding one of the three types of information. The
relative success of each treatment in inducing wvalue changes should
provide a more complete picture of the value change process.

Before detailing these procedures, we should examine both the
theoretical bases of value modification efforts and the actual procedures
used to induce value changes. We shall begin with a fairly exhaustive

examination of the most comprehensive value change study to date because



these experimental procedures serve as the model for our own procedures.

The Madison-Briggs Study

The value change experiment which serves as our primary model is
the Madison-Briggs study reported by Rokeach (1971, 1973). This study
demonstrated the effectiveness of a relatively simple, group-administered
procedure for inducing college students to reorganize their own values.
In addition to value changes, Rokeach also found long-term changes in
attitudes and behaviors related to the induced value changes.

The Basic Value Change Treatment. The experimental subjects in

the Madison-Briggs study participated in what will be called the Basic
Value Change Treatment. This treatment is specified distinctively in
order (1) to identify it as the treatment successfully used in the
Madison-Briggs study and other studies and (2) to distinguish it from
other treatments which are simply variations of the Basic Value Change
Treatment. [Note: the Basic Value Change Treatment outlined below is
virtually identical to the Self & Others' Feedback treatment (Appendix
F) outlined in Table 2, page 31.]

The sequence of events in the Basic Value Change Treatment used
in the Madison-Briggs study was as follows:

1. Each subject individually rank-ordered the 18 terminal values
of the Rokeach value survey in order of importance to himself.

2. The subject next rank-ordered the same value terms in the order
he thought Michigan State University students would rank them
on the average.

3. The subject was shown "Table 1", which contained the composite
rank ordering of the 18 values for 298 MSU students. (Thus,
"Table 1" represents the reality of what the subjects were
asked to predict in step 2).

4. From"Table 1", the experimenter pointed out to the subject
that MSU students had, on the average, ranked the value freedom



first in importance and ranked the value equality eleventh.
The experimenter interpreted this to mean that "Apparently
Michigan State Students value Freedom far more highly than
they value Equality. This suggests that MSU students in
general are much more interested in their own freedom than
they are in freedom for other people [Rokeach, 1973, p. 237]".

5. The subject was then asked to compare his own value rankings
(from step 1) to the MSU averages shown in "Table 1".

6. Next, the subject was asked to indicate his sympathy with the
civil rights movement on a three-choice scale ("I am sympa-
thetic and involved", "sympathetic but not involved", or
"not sympathetic").

7. The subject was then shown "Table 2" which revealed that all
MSU students, regardless of their civil rights position,
tended to value freedom very highly but that (a) those
students against civil rights valued equality very little
while (b) those students active in civil rights valued
equality even more highly than freedom.

8. The experimenter interpreted "Table 2" to suggest that "This
raises the question whether those who are against civil rights
are really saying they care a great deal about their own
freedom but are indifferent to other people's freedom. Those
who are for civil rights are perhaps really saying they not
only want freedom for themselves, but for other people too
[Rokeach, 1973, p. 238]."

9. The subject then compared his own values (from step 1) with the
data in "Table 2".

10. The subject then responded to a number of questions about his
reactions to the procedure.

11. The experimental session ended with the subject indicating
whether he was "satisfied" or "dissatisfied" with his own
ranking of each of the 18 terminal values (from step 1).

This procedure was designed to induce an affective state of self-
dissatisfaction in those subjects whose values (or attitudes) contra-
dicted their own conception of themselves. Such self-dissatisfaction is
conceptualized (Rokeach, 1973) to be the stimulus for the subject's
reorganization of his values and, subsequently, of his attitudes and

behavior.

Subjects in the control group of the Madison-Briggs study were



simply asked to rank their own values. No attempt was made to influence
them in any way. At intervals of 3 weeks, 3-5 months, and 15-17 months
following the greatment session, subjects were posttested on values and
attitudes. 1In addition, certain equality-related behaviors of the
subjects were observed outside the experimental setting as long as 21
months after the treatment.

Posttest measures of values generally revealed significant mean
increases in the ranked importance of the values freedom and equality
for the experimental group. No similar changes were observed in the
control group. At the two later posttests, the experimental group
evidenced pro-equalitarian changes in racial attitudes greater than those
in the control group. Finally, experimental subjects were found to engage
in equality-related behavior (e.g., joining the NAACP) significantly
more often than the control subjects.

It is clear that not all of the eleven procedural steps of the
Basic Value Change Treatment are either implicitly or explicitly necessary
to induce value change. If these eleven steps are reduced to the basic
types of stimulus information which are presented to the participant, we
find three basic types:

(1) objective feedback about self (i.e., the participant's own

values, racial attitude and behavior);
(2) objective feedback about others (i.e., the values, racial
attitudes and behaviors of other MSU students); and

(3) the experimenter's interpretation of the significance of

the observed relationships among the target values, attitudes
and behaviors of others.

Previous research (Rokeach & McLellan, 1972, discussed below at
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page 23) suggests that type-1l information (i.e., self-feedback) is not
necessary to induce change in the values equality and freedom. That is,
the value change process is not dependent on the participant being given
objective information about his own values, attitudes or behavior. The
roles of the other two types of information in the value change process
have not yet been experimentally investigated or conceptually considered.
This research attempts to examine the necessity of these informational
types in the value change process. First, however, we need to examine
the process of value reorganization induced by the Basic Value Change

Treatment.

The Process of Changel

How was the Basic Value Change Treatment able to induce the parti-
cipants to reorder their values? Were they persuaded by the clever

experimenter that a high ranking of freedom and equality is socially

desirable? Did the participants simply change in the direction of the
values of their peers? Did they discover something about themselves
which called for a reevaluation of their own values? It is this last
possibility which value theory posits as the mechanism leading to value
change.

The experimental procedure is thought to induce value changes by

implicating the participant's conception of himself in a contradiction

1The process of value change is conceptually related to other models
of cognitive consistency such as balance (Heider, 1958), congruity
(Osgood & Tannenbaum, 1955), and dissonance (Festinger, 1957; Brehm &
Cohen, 1962). Rokeach (1973, pp. 215-234) discusses both the
theoretical and methodological distinctions between his theory of
cognitive and behavioral change and related consistency theories.
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with his own values. When the subject becomes consciously aware of this
confradiction, he experiences an affective state of self-dissatisfaction
which precipitates cognitive reorganization.
[vlalues and attitudes were found to undergo long-term
change as a result of feedback of information about one's
own and others' values and attitudes....These changes did
not, however, proceed according to the simple principle of
restoring consistency between two inconsistent cognitions
or of changing the less important one so that it would
become more consistent with the more important one. Rather...
values and attitudes changed in a direction of greater
consistency with selfconceptions. Thus, subjects who became
aware that they possessed an antidemocratic value changed
their antidemocratic value, and subjects who became aware
that they possessed an antidemocratic attitude changed their
antidemocratic attitude....In all instances, the law or
principle the subjects seemed to be obeying was to initiate
a change or changes in a direction of greater consistency
with self-conceptions [ Rokeach, 1973, pp. 270-271].
The essential purpose, then, of the Basic Value Change Treatment
(or of any value change effort) is to provide the participant with an
opportunity to become conscious of his own internal inconsistency. The
2 .
process of value change, in its simplest form, is as follows:
(a) the participant's self-conception dictates certain appropriate
value patterns;
(b) the participant actually holds values in a pattern inconsistent
with his self-conception;
(c) the participant becomes aware of this self-conception/value
inconsistency; and
(d) the participant experiences dissatisfaction and reorganizes

his values into a more consistent pattern.

For example, a participant in the Basic Value Change Treatment might have

2'I‘he process of attitude change follows the same form (i.e.,
discovering attitude/self-conception inconsistency). However, our
interest hereafter is limited to the process of value change.
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a conception of himself as being an "egalitarian." If this self-
conception is construed to require a high value for equality and the
participant becomes aware that he actually places a low value on equality,
then he should experience some dissatisfaction and increase his ranking
of equality as a result.

The important inquiry for our purposes involves the role of the
experimenter and the information he provides to the participant in this
change process. In essence, to induce value change with the Basic Value
Change Treatment requires that the experimenter fulfill three responsibi-
lities. The experimenter must:

(1) correctly assess the participants' self-conceptions;

(2) provide the participants with appropriate data on the values

of others so that the participants are able to validate their
own internal value preferences in value terminology; and

(3) provide the participants with a credible evaluative inter-

pretation of those data so that the participants can consciously
confront their own value/self-conception discrepancies.
If the experimenter fails in any of these responsibilities, we would
predict that participants would fail to experience the self-dissatis-
faction necessary for value change. 1In the sections which follow, we
shall consider each of these tasks in turn to see why each is so import-
ant in the value change process.

The Self-conception. Rokeach (1973) identifies a class of beliefs

which are more central to the individual than his values. These are the
cognitions that an individual has about himself. These cognitions about
one's self represent the self-concept which the individual has about

himself.
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In short, a person's total conception of himself is an

organization of all the distinctive cognitions, negative

as well as positive, and the affective connotations of

these cognitions that would be displayed if a full answer

to the question "Who am I?" (Kuhn, 1960) were forthcoming

[Rokeach, 1973, pp. 215-216].

The self-conception, as Rokeach discusses it, is a global repre-
sentation which encompasses a broad spectrum of other, more specific

. 3, 4 . 5 6
theories such as those of self, ego-ideal,” and ego-level.

In spite of the crucial role which the self-conception is thought
to play in the value-change process, the theoretical contours of the
self-conception are not well defined and, more importantly, value-change
research (including this research) has not yet attempted to operation-
alize the self-conception. 1Indeed, a major goal which value theory
must set for itself is that of articulating the interrelationships
between values and the self-conception.

In the Madison-Briggs study Rokeach assumed that the subjects had
conceptions of themselves as "democratic," "fairminded," "tolerant,"

and the like. This general self-conception was presumed because the

college student subjects had, for the most part, been socialized to

3"The self concept...may be thought of as an organized configuration
of perceptions of the self....It is composed of such elements as the
perceptions of one's characteristics and abilities; the percepts and
concepts of the self in relation to others and to the environment; the
value qualities which are perceived as associated with experiences and
objects; and goals and ideals which are perceived as having positive
and negative valence [Rogers, 1951, p. 136]."

4"[I]t is necessary to rational conduct that the individual...should
become an object to himself [Mead, 1934, p. 138]."

5"[T]he ego ideal is defined as 'Those objectives, states of being,
or ways of behaving whose attainment the person considers as important
to his self-evaluation or self-definition [Van den Daele, 1968, p. 244].'"

6urhe construct [ego levell is a collage, pasted together bits from
many sources, too many to mention [Loevinger, 1966, p. 198]."
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accept such self-conceptions. As Rokeach (1973) notes,

In the final analysis, society and its agents have the most

say in defining...conceptions that a person has about his

own competence and morality....A person learns to evaluate

his own performance and those of others for competence and

morality by social comparison processes [pp. 228-229].

The standard against which the subject ultimately evaluates himself
is some extrinsic, socially determined standard. The primary role of the
agent seeking to induce value change is thus to correctly identify this
extrinsic standard against which the subjects evaluate themselwves. It
is assumed that this standard has been internalized by the subjects
through the process of socialization and that it will not be responsive
to experimental manipulation. For example, the experimenter cannot
realistically hope to convince subjects that their self-conceptions are
anti-egalitarian when they are actually egalitarian. The social forces
which support the standard are not easily overcome and value changes
probably can be induced only in directions consistent with this standard.

The lesson for the experimenter is that he must recognize the
limitations imposed by the self-conceptions of his target population or
risk failure. Whatever power he has to manipulate the values of others
is not an arbitrary power and his success will depend in part on his
prior ability to read the social forces which have shaped the self-
conceptions of his target subjects. It is in this sense that the
experimenter's role in the value-change experiment is to articulate
society's expectations about the subjects' self-conceptions. He cannot
create self-conceptions, he can only illuminate the self-conceptions
which the subjects have already internalized.

Although the self-conception is a crucial element in the induction

of value change, this experiment does not directly focus on it. Rather,
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we continue to assume that the vast majority of subjects will come into
the experimental setting with egalitarian, democratic, and fair-minded
self-conceptions. The focus of the experiment is on the information
provided to the subjects to make them aware of their own value/self-
conception inconsistencies. Obviously, for those subjects who have
self-conceptions contrary to our assumption, no value change would be
expected.

Value Validation. Once the experimenter has correctly identified

his subjects' self-conceptions, his task is then to help them discover
any disparity between their own values and their self-conceptions. 1In
the Madison-Briggs study, the standard of egalitarianism presumed to
reflect the self-conceptions of the subjects has certain value/attitude/
behavior implications which the experimenter exploited in the Basic Value
Change Treatment. To induce value change, the experimenter had to make
the subjects aware that their own values did not meet the form required
by their self-conceptions. If the subject is not convinced of his own
value deviance, no self-dissatisfaction is likely to occur and thus no
value change will occur.

The difficult problem facing the experimenter is that of providing
the participants with sufficient credible information about their own
actual value preferences. That is, the experimenter describes a "value/
self-conception inconsistency" for the participant and the participant
can react only if he actually perceives a valid internal value/self-
conception inconsistency within his own belief system. The participant
essentially faces a problem of "translating" the experimenter's descrip-
tion into a self-recognizable form which illuminates his own internal

discrepancy. For example, if the participant is to increase his own
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value for equality he must first be convinced that there is some
isomorphism between his internalized conception of the value equality
and the experimenter's label "equality." If the participant perceives
the experimenter's presentation of equality/egalitarian-self-conception
discrepancy to be artificial and not representative of his own internal
system, the participant is likely to disregard the presentation because
it has no meaningful implications for his own values.

The procedure for putting concrete labels on the value concepts
involves the value survey instrument (Appendix B). These value labels
are, of necessity, very broad and ambiguous terms. When an individual
rank-orders these value labels, he is guided only by whatever internalized
standards he has available for choosing among the value terms. By using
broad, general value labels and by maximizing the use of the participant's
own internal choice mechanisms, the participant's confidence in his own
value choices is reduced to a minimum.

[1]t is hardly surprising that many respondents report the

ranking task to be a very difficult one--one they have

little confidence in having completed in a reliable manner

and one they are often sure they had completed more or

less randomly [Rokeach, 1973, pp. 28-29].

In view of this skepticism, what would account for the motivating
dissatisfaction which occurs when the participant discovers that he has
ranked the value label "equality" inconsistently with his self-conception?
It is certainly less threatening to himself if he simply dismisses the
objective evidence as being unrelated to his "true" value preferences.

The experimental evidence indicates, however, that many subjects do not
dismiss the objective evidence but rather find it very compelling. One

possible method for overcoming this skepticism may be conceptualized as

a process of value validation in which the participant uses the
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objective information about others' values to confirm the validity of
his own value preferences within the value terminology.

This process of value validation rests on the social nature of
values explicit in value theory. Values, no less than self-conceptions,
are acquired in that global process of socialization and they reflect in
some relatively direct manner the various social influences relevant to
choices of means and ends. Values, insofar as they are conceptualized
as social preferences, are outcomes of the socialization process and
when an individual's values are questioned, the ultimate standard against
which the individual evaluates his own values is an external, social
standard. The highest tribunal for both self-definition and for value-
definition is finally the community in which values are established and
maintained.

When, as in the Basic Value Change Treatment, the participant's
values are implicated in specific value terms, the participant must look
to some social referent to judge whether or not his own internal value
choices are being accurately represented by the value terms. The experi-
menter, by providing the participant with information about how his peers
have ranked the value terms, supplies the participant with an appropriate
external validating referent.

This validating process is a dynamic, interactive process whereby
the participant makes two virtually simultaneous judgments. First, the
participant compares his own subjective familiarity with the group's
values to that group's objective ranking of the value terms. If the
objective value rankings are consistent with his perception of the group's
value preferences, the participant is able to conclude that the value

terms do validly reflect internal value choices. Second, if he concludes
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that the value terms are valid representations, he is then drawn to the
further conclusion, based on his identification with the group, that his
own value preferences may be validly represented by the value terms. At
the point that the participant accepts the validity of the value terms,
he is ready to compare his own value rankings to the requirements of his
own self-conception and is prepared to find this objective comparison
compelling.

This hypothesized role of feedback of information about others'
values is tested in this experiment by exposing subjects to a variation
of the Basic Value Change Treatment which utilizes all of the information
in that basic treatment except the express references to the actual value
rankings of the other MSU students. In the absence of this feedback about
others, Qe would expect that the subjects would fail to experience the
requisite self-dissatisfaction. Thus, this variation treatment should
not induce value change.

Additionally, it should be made clear that this expectation holds
necessarily only in the negative case. That is, where there is no
feedback of information about the values of others in the value-change
treatment,'the subject will be unable to validate his own values and will
thereby fail to experience the necessary self-dissatisfaction. At this
point, we cannot predict what the minimum feedback requirement might be,
either in terms of what group or what values of that group should be fed
back. In fact, we could not even say that this feedback about others'
values need be correct information. All we can predict is that failure
to provide any feedback about others' values will seriously jeopardize
the chances of inducing value change.

A corollary of this hypothesized role of feedback about others'
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values is that it is not necessary to provide the participant with
objective feedback about his own value rankings. The participant's
internalized value preferences are available to himself without

expressly ranking the value terms and when he manipulates the value
terms by estimating the group's values, he becomes aware of his own

subjective ranking of the target values equality and freedom. That is,

the participant knows if he ranks the target value terms high or low,
whether or not he actually ranks them expressly for himself. Thus, when
he confronts "Table 1" and "Table 2" he is able to subjectively compare
his own values to the objective stimulus data. The important prerequisite
for experiencing self-dissatisfaction continues to be overcoming his
inherent suspicion of the value terminology and the objective data about
others' values fulfills this need even if he has not objectively ranked
his own values.

Rokeach & McLellan (1972) tested this corollary by attempting to

induce equality and freedom change with a variation of the Basic Value

Change Treatment wherein the subjects did not rank their own values.

The variation treatment successfully induced target value change and the
authors concluded that, indeed, self-value ranking is not important in
the induction of value change. For several reasons to be discussed
later, this variation treatment will be repeated in this research in an
effort to determine whether the Rokeach & McLellan findings can be
replicated.

Experimenter's Interpretation. The final essential role which the

experimenter fulfills in the Basic Value Change Treatment is that of
providing a credible evaluative interpretation of the data which exposes

the relationships among the target values, civil rights sympathy and civil
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rights activism. The data on MSU students presented in "Table 1" and
"Table 2," as we suggested above, are necessary for the value validation
process. However, these data also serve to focus the participant's

attention on the target values equality and freedom and serve as

evidence of the effect of equality ranking on civil rights attitude
and civil rights activism.

The experimenter, however, goes beyond merely pointing out the
values of interest. He provides an evaluative interpretation of the
data in "Table 1" and "Table 2." For "Table 1," the experimenter
suggests that the overall low equality and high freedom rankings are
evidence of a self-centered philosophy which puts concerns for personal
freedoms well above concerns for sharing these freedoms with others.
"Table 2" is interpreted to show that pro-eivil rights people have an
interpersonal concern for the freedoms of all people while those
against civil rights are concerned only for their own rights and are
indifferent, at best, about the rights of others.

One may ask whether this interpretation of the data is necessary
to induce value change or whether it is merely verbiage. This experiment
attempts to answer this question by exposing subjects to a variation
of the Basic Value Change Treatment which differs from the basic treat-
ment only in that each subject interprets the data for himself instead
of the experimenter providing his one interpretation for all. The
subject would have to interpret the implications of ranking freedom
high and equality low and would have to discover any inconsistency
between his own values and self-conceptions in light of these implications.
Given the complex nature of the value terms and the assumed defenses of

the subject to uncovering internal inconsistency, the probability of the
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subject consciously discovering such a potentially threatening contra-
diction would be significantly reduced by failing to make that contra-
diction explicit. The experimenter's role is to act as an agent for
the society by expressly stating societal expectations about self-
conceptions and values. To the degree that the subject's own self-
conception is consistent with the stated or implied expectations, there
is a smaller chance of ignoring or defending against the discovery of
his own inconsistency.

The subject is presumed to have internalized a self-conception of
egalitarianism and to have internalized values which reflect that self-
conception to a greater or lesser degree. The experimenter, by means of
his interpretation of the data, brings these elements to a level of
awareness and forces the subject to evaluate himself in light of
societal expectations as the subject has internalized them. In essence,
by interpreting the data in a manner consistent with the subject's own
expectations of himself, the subject is forced to become aware of any
latent inconsistencies.

It should be quite clear that the experimenter does not persuade
the subject to change his values by interpreting the data in any particu-
lar way. Indeed, typical persuasive techniques should be ineffective in
inducing any enduring value change. The experimenter provides a cata-
lytic surface on which the subject discovers his own inconsistency. The
motive forces which exist to modify values have been built up within the
subject over years of socialization and the experimenter simply attempts
to trigger these forces by having the subject confront himself. The
interpretive explanation by the experimenter in the Madison-Briggs

experiment is the final necessary step in this confrontation procedure.
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Summary. Our analysis of the Madison-Briggs study has suggested
that the experimenter must successfully fulfill three minimum requirements
if the effort to induce value change among the participants is to be
effective. The experimenter must:

(1) correctly assess the participants' self-conceptions;

(2) provide feedback about the values of others so that the

participants can validate their own values; and

(3) provide the appropriate interpretive information to bring

the participants into the necessary self-confrontation.

In addition to (2) and (3), the experimenter in the Basic Value
Change treatment also provides feedback about the participant's own
values. This feedback does not appear to be necessary for inducing value

change.

Value Change: Further Studies

Although the Madison-Briggs study was the most comprehensive value
change study to date, there are a number of other experiments in this
same line of research which we should examine to see if their findings
are consistent with our analysis of the basic requirements of a value
change treatment presented above.

Value Change Study (Rokeach 1968, 1973). This study was actually

preliminary to the Madison-Briggs study but it may most usefully be viewed
as incorporating a variation of the Madison-Briggs technique. In essence,
the Value Change study differed from the Madison-Briggs study only by the
addition of a second experimental treatment which was an abbreviated
version of the Basic Value Change Treatment. One experimental group

received the Basic Value Change Treatment while the other experimental
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group received a similar treatment abbreviated by omitting "Table 2"
(which displays the relationships among civil rights attitude and the

values equality and freedom).

Subjects in both experimental groups (and in the control group)
were posttested 3 weeks and 3 months after the treatment sessions. Both
experimental groups significantly increased their ranking of the value
equality although the amount of change evidenced by the group which
received the abbreviated treatment was somewhat less than that for the
group which received the Basic Value Change Treatment. In addition, at
the 3-month posttest, the group which received the abbreviated treatment
did not evidence any significant changes in attitudes toward blacks or
equal rights as did the group which received the full treatment. Indeed,
the abbreviated treatment group evidenced less attitude change than the
control group.

These findings suggest (1) that the abbreviated treatment was some-
what less effective in inducing value change and (2) the value changes
which did occur had considerably less impact on attitudes. By omitting
"Table 2" and its related interpretation, the abbreviated treatment was
probably less effective in making the subjects consciously aware of their
own inconsistencies. These findings are consistent with our analysis
which suggests that such an abbreviated treatment would be somewhat less
effective due to more subjects failing to become consciously aware of
their inconsistencies.

Rokeach & McLellan study. 1In this experiment (Rokeach & McLellan,

1972), the effectiveness of another modified treatment was compared to
the Basic Value Change Treatment. The modified treatment (called the

"Oothers Only Feedback" treatment) differed from the Basic Value Change
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Treatment in that subjects did not rank their own values and thus could
not objectively compare their own value rankings to the data presented
in the treatment. The subjects in this modified treatment were given
all the information about how MSU students ranked the values as well as
the interpretive information about the relationships among the values
equality and freedom and civil rights attitude.

Posttesting on values 4 weeks later indicated that the Basic Value
Change Treatment and the modified treatment were equally effective in

inducing changes in the importance of equality and freedom. A behavioral

posttest 3 months after the treatment sessions indicated that both treat-
ments led to increased behavioral committment to equality-related actions.
These findings suggest strongly that feedback about one's own
values is not crucial to the value change process. This is consistent
with the view presented earlier that it is objective information about
others' values which is crucial to the change process. The subjects in
the modified treatment group were able to infer their own value positions
when dealing with the data in "Table 1" and "Table 2". The feedback
about others' values was sufficient for these subjects to objectively
identify their own value positions. To the degree that they were
familiar with values of their peers, the feedback about others' values
provided the subjects in the modified treatment with an opportunity to
validate both the value data and their own subjective value positions.
To the degree the subjects could identify with their peers, the feedback
about their peers' values provided the subjects with implied evidence
about their own values.
As has been noted, values are ultimately judged by a social standard

and the feedback about others' values is a necessary element in the value
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change procedure because it provides some portion of that standard for
the subjects. The success of the modified treatment shows that the
subjects come to the experimental setting with their own internalized
values and the experimenter need only provide some minimum extrinsic
referent to allow the subjects to orient to the data and to validate
their own value positions.

Waddell (1971) adapted the Basic Value Change Treatment for a study
in which he attempted to increase the militancy of black college
students at a southern university. Waddell first developed a value
survey which substituted many of Rokeach's value terms with terms
thought to comprise the value hierarchy of militant blacks. Using this
modified value survey, Waddell confronted his experimental subjects with
data showing that black students who are not oriented to helping black

people in the black community ranked the value a world at peace 1lst and

black value system 15th. Black students oriented to helping blacks were

shown to rank a world at peace 16th and black value system 2nd. In the

experimental session, the experimenter interpreted these data to mean

that "blacks who ranked a world at peace first seem to be saying that

they are more concerned about a world at peace than they are about the

oppressive conditions under which black people are forced to live.
Moreover, they appear to be extremely unrealistic in their idealistic
belief that there can be a world at peace before working to eradicate
the oppressive conditions that their people are forced to live under day
in and day out."

Subjects in both experimental and control groups were subdivided
into one of three posttest groups: immediate posttest, 3-week posttest,

or 6-week posttest. Both attitudes and values were posttested. At the
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immediate posttest, the experimental and control groups differed signif-
icantly in their mean ranking of the two target values. However, no
value differences attributable to the experimental treatment were evident
at the two later posttests. Also, no differences between experimental
and control groups on any of four attitudes were evident at any posttest.
In essence, the procedure used by Waddell failed to induce any observable,
long-term value changes. Those value changes found at the immediate
posttest would seem to be an artifact reflecting the demand characte-
ristics of the experiment.

Although Waddell concluded that the failure of his procedure to
induce value and attitude change revealed a weakness in value theory,
it is possible to interpret his results in a way consistent with the
process of value change outlinedhere. This alternative interpretation,
of course, does not necessarily contradict Waddell's own interpretation.

First, although Waddell does not fully reveal his expectations about
the self-conceptions of his subjects, it seems that his implicit expec-
tations were that the subjects considered themselves to be pro-black,
anti-white, and anti-peace. If, in fact, the subjects were not anti-
white and anti-peace then they would not have discovered values neces-
sarily inconsistent with their own self-conceptions and thereby would not
be motivated to change.

Second, Waddell reported that his value change manipulation was
"jidentical in kind as that used by Rokeach [in the Madison-Briggs study]
[p. 81] ." However, Waddell suggested to his subjects that two values

(a world at peace and black value system) were incompatible and that a

sense of black peoplehood could be achieved only by replacing one with

the other. Thus, to accept Waddell's proposal, his subjects would have
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had to reject the value a world at peace. In contrast, the subjects in

the Madison-Briggs study were not forced to choose between freedom and
equality. Rather, they were asked to consider equality as being as
important as freedom.

These two factors suggest that Waddell's innovative procedure to

increase black value system was confounded by a simultaneous effort to

get the subjects to abandon a value of great importance; a change which
may not have served to enhance or protect their self-conceptions. With
such conflicting pressures in the experimental setting, value theory
would predict that the subjects would tend to reject the entire stimulus
message.

Hollen (1972) attempted to induce value change with a persuasive
message. Experimental subjects in his study were given a short excerpt
of a speech by a well known social psychologist in which the source
attempted to persuade the subjects of the importance of the value a world
of beauty. In the message, the source notes the low ranking of a world
of beauty in the general population and briefly gives reasons why the
value should be considered more important. The source also notes that

young, better educated people tend to rank a world of beauty higher than

the general public.

An immediate posttest revealed significant value and attitude
changes in the predicted direction. A posttest one month later on a non-
random subsample revealed that the value and attitude changes had per-
sisted. Additionally, Hollen reported a strong relationship between
changes in particular attitudes and the perceived instrumentality of
the attitudes.

Hollen did not address himself to the process of value change other
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than to suggest that the persuasive message influenced the subjects to

increase their ranking of a world of beauty. However, analysis of

Hollen's procedure suggests that the essential elements found in the
Basic Value Change Treatment were also present in his treatment. First,
Hollen probably correctly perceived that his college-student subjects
had conceptions of themselves as ecology-minded. Second, Hollen's
"persuasive" message notes the relative importance of the target value

a world of beauty for the general population and for the subjects' peers.

In this way, the subjects were able to validate the general value con-
cept under discussion as well as their own value position. Finally,

the "persuasive" message was designed to make the subjects aware of the
gap between their own self-conceptions and their value for a world of
beauty. Thus, Hollen's treatment, rather than "persuading" the subjects,
provided the conditions under which the subjects could examine their

own beliefs and could experience self-dissatisfaction.

Rokeach & Cochrane (1972) compared the effectiveness of the Basic

Value Change Treatment given in the usual anonymous classroom-group
conditions with the same treatment given in an intimate, individual
face-to-face setting. The nonprivacy condition yielded as much value
change as found in the anonymous condition, suggesting that the face-to-
face procedure did not make the subject more defensive and did not

inhibit change.

Hypothesis - Part I

The Basic Value Change Treatment has shown itself to be an effective
method for inducing value change in the studies cited above. Thus, we

are reasonably confident that value change can be induced by providing
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participants with the three basic types of information found in that

treatment: (1) feedback about self, (2) feedback about others, and (3)

the experimenter's interpretation. Using a variant of the Basic

Value Change Treatment where subjects were presented with types 2 and

3 but not type 1, Rokeach & McLellan (1972) found that similar value

changes could still be induced. This research attempts to replicate

that finding and also continues further in this line by attempting to
induce value change with two other treatments, one of which provides
only types 1 and 3 and not type 2 and the other of which provides only
types 1 and 2 and not type 3. Our analysis suggests that attempting

to induce value change without type 2 (others' feedback) or type 3

(interpretation) will be unsuccessful. This, then is the general

hypothesis we wish to test.

Toward this goal, college student subjects were randomly assigned
to participate in one of five different experimental treatment sessions.
By recalling these subjects four weeks later and asking them to again
rank their values, we should be able to determine which of the treat-
ments had successfully induced value reorganization. Table 1 autlines
the types of information which are and are not present in each of the
five treatments. The précise procedural steps in each treatment are
outlined in Table 2.

1. The Self & Others' Feedback (SOF) treatment is identical to the
Basic Value Change Treatment used in the Madison-Briggs study
detailed above. Why repeat this often-used treatment again?

The reasons are two-fold. First, even though this treatment has

been successfully used in earlier experiments, the social climate

or the values of the subject population may have changed
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TABLE 1. Types of stimulus information presented in each treatment.

3g01f &  SOF/NO  Self bothers'  Control
Others' Interp- Feedback Feedback
Feedback retation

(SOF) (SOF/N) (SF) (OF)
1. Objective feedback
about SELF YES YES YES - (c)
2. Objective feedback
about OTHERS YES YES - YES (c)
3. Experimenter's
interpretation YES - YES YES -

Note.-- All three types of information emphasize the values equality
and freedom and civil rights sympathy.

i

Identical to the Basic Value Change Treatment used by Rokeach (1973).
b Identical to the modified treatment used by Rokeach & McLellan (1972).

€ Control subjects rank their own values and are shown average MSU
value rankings but no particular values are emphasized.
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TABLE 2. Sequence of procedures at each treatment session.

SOF/No ,
Self & Others' Feedback Interp- ielgb K gthSES K Control
retation Feedbac eedbac
(SOF) (SOF/N) (SF) (OF)
1. 8Ss rank own terminal values. 1 1 1
2. Ss estimate ave. MSU values. 2 1 2
3. Ss see "Table 1" (actual 3 9 (e)
MSU ave. values). €
4. E interprets equality and 42 ob 3
freedom rankings.
5. Ss compare own values to 5
"Table 1."
6. Ss indicate civil rights
= 6 3
sympathy.
7. Ss see '"Table 2" (equality- 7 4C 4
freedom x civil rights).
8. E interprets '"Table 2." 8 5 5
9. Ss compare own values to 9 6
"Table 2."
10. Ss respond to questions 10 7 6d
about treatment.
11. Ss indicate satisfaction
= 11 8
with own values.
8 SOF/N subjects interpret "Table 1" and "Table 2" for themselves in writing.
b Experimenter interprets with regard to each subject's own values only.
€ "rable 2" is modified to show expected rather than actual data.
d OF posttreatment questionnaire is abbreviated.
e

Control subjects complete neutral '"Moral values" questionnaire and are
then shown '"Table 1." No interpretation is offered or solicited.
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significantly by the time of this experiment. Thus, any effort

to induce changes in the value equality may be unsuccessful. By
again using the Basic Value Change Technique we should be able to
detect any such changes. Second, our major interest in using
variations of Basic Value Change Technique is to compare the
effectiveness of each variation with the established effectiveness
of the Basic Value Change Technique. Thus, the Self & Others'
Feedback treatment (which is virtually identical to the Basic Value
Change Technique) serves as a baseline experimental treatment. This
function of the SOF treatment is complimentary to the function of
the Control Treatment (discussed below at # 5): the SOF treatment
is predicted to induce the most change in the target values while
the Control treatment is predicted to induce the least change.

The Self & Others' Feedback/No Interpretation (SOF/N) treatment
provides the subject with (a) objective feedback about his own
values and (b) the values of other MSU students. As in the SOF
parent treatment, the experimenter in the SOF/N treatment explicitly

points out the values equality and freedom and their relationship

with civil rights. The basic difference is that the SOF/N subject
is asked to provide his own interpretation of data rather than
having the experimenter provide this interpretation for him.

The effectiveness of this treatment should tell us whether or not
the subject is able or willing to make the potentially threatening
interpretation necessary to induce self-dissatisfaction and value
change.

The Self Feedback (SF) treatment attempts to induce change with-

out providing any objective feedback about the values of other
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people. The SF subject has only (a) his own values and (b) the
interpretive feedback of the experimenter with which to discover

his own inconsistencies. As nearly as possible, the SF treatment
attempts to parallel the SOF treatment but without using the actual
data on other MSU students. Rather, the SF subject is asked to use
only his own values and attitudes as data. The relative effective-
ness of this treatment should reveal the necessity of providing

the subject with objective feedback about the values of others.

The Others' Feedback (OF) treatment presents subjects with (a)
feedback about others' values and (b) the same interpretive informa-
tion as in the SOF treatment. However, the OF subjects do not rank
their own values or make any objective comparisons between their

own values or the values of other MSU students.

This treatment is identical to the modified treatment found to be
effective by Rokeach & McLellan (1972). However, in that study,

the success of the modified treatment was inferred by comparing the
OF group's posttest mean value rankings to the posttest rankings of
the group which received the Basic Value Change Treatment. There was
no control group with which to measure naturally occuring value
changes during the experimental period. Additionally, since the OF
subjects did not rank their own values at the treatment session,
Rokeach & McLellan could not directly determine pretest-to-posttest
value change for the modified treatment group. In this replication,
these methodological problems are overcome by both including a con-
trol group and by providing an additional pretest session three
weeks prior to the treatment session where the OF subjects will rank

their own values.
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5. The Control treatment represents an effort not to induce any
specific value change. Control subjects are treated the same as
all other subjects with regard to call-backs but are given an
essentially neutral task at the treatment session. The Control
subjects do rank their own values and are shown the MSU average
value rankings but specific values are not emphasized.
The four experimental treatments are all designed to induce partici-

pants to increase their rankings of the target values equality and freedom.

The Self & Others' Feedback treatment (i.e., the Basic Value Change
Treatment) should, of course, again demonstrate itself to be an effective
change-inducing procedure. The Others' Feedback variation, too, should
again demonstrate its effectiveness. In contrast, our discussion of the
process of value change has suggested that the two ramaining variation
treatments fail to provide their subjects with some information (either
feedback about others' values or the experimenter's interpretation) which
is necessary for inducing self-dissatisfaction. If our discussion is
correct, neither the SF nor SOF/N treatments will induce value change.
Thus, the following hypotheses (stated in terms of our actual expectations)

are proposed:

HYPOTHESIS 1: Of the four value change treatment groups,
only the Self & Others' Feedback (SOF) and
the Others' Feedback (OF) groups will rank
equality significantly higher than the

Control group at the posttest.

HYPOTHESIS 2: Of the four value-change treatment groups,

only the SOF and the OF groups will rank
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freedom significantly higher than the

Control group at the posttest.

Design and Analysis. The experimental design (see Table 3) is

basically a variant of the randomized pretest-posttest design (Campbell
& Stanley, 1963). Subjects are pretested on the dependent variables
equality and freedom three weeks prior to the experimental treatments
and again (except the Others' Feedback group) as part of the experimental
procedures. Posttesting occurs four weeks after the treatment sessions.
The differential effects of the value-change treatments will be determined
by comparing mean posttest target value rankings adjusted by covariance
analysis where the covariate is initial value ranking nearest the treat-
ment (Cronbach & Furby, 1970; Winer, 1971).7

It is obvious that each of the stated hypotheses actually repre-
sents a series of four implicit subhypotheses, each of which predicts
for one of the experimental treatments.8 Thus, hypotheses 1 and 2 can
be "confirmed" only when all four experimental treatments yield results

consistent with our expectations derived from the analysis of the value

7See Rokeach (1973) for a discussion of the ipsative nature of the

data generated by the value survey. See Nunnally (1967) for a general
discussion of the relationships between scaling and mathematical
analyses.

8The four null subhypotheses implicit in hypothesis 1 (and hypothesis
2) are: (1) SOF & control, (2) OF = control, (3) SF & control, (4) SOF/N =
control, where the dependent variable is the adjusted mean posttest
equality (or freedom) ranking for each group. The alternative subhypotheses
are: (lA) SOF”» control, (2A) OF » control, (3A) SF »control, (4A) SOF/N >
control. Each of the null subhypotheses is tested individually. Each
hypothesis stated in the text expresses our overall expectation that
subhypotheses (1) and (2) will be rejected in favor of alternatives (1A)
and (2A) while subhypotheses (3) and (4) will not be rejected. That is,
the stated hypotheses will be "confirmed" only when the four statistical
decisions for the four implicit subhypotheses take the form: (1A), (23),
3), 4).
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TABLE 3. Outline of experiment.

PRETEST SESSION (week 0)

All subjects complete the following:
1. Rokeach value survey (form D).
2. Multifactor racial attitude inventory (2-choice format).

3. Kohlberg moral judgment interview.

TREATMENT SESSION (week 3)

Subjects are randomly assigned to one of the following
treatment groups (see Table 2 for detail):

1. Self & Others' Feedback (SOF).

2. Self & Others' Feedback/No Interpretation (SOF/N).
3. Self Feedback (SF).

4. Others' Feedback (OF).

5. Control.

POSTTEST SESSION (week 7)

All subjects complete the following:
1. Rokeach value survey (form D).
2. Value importance scale.

3. Multifactor racial attitude inventory (8-choice format).
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change process. If any one treatment fails to meet our expectations it
brings into question not only our analysis of the role of that specific
type of feedback but also the entire analysis of the wvalue change process

since the feedback types have functionally interdependent roles.

Attitude Change

The previous research has shown that racial attitudes as well as

the values equality and freedom undergo change as a result of the value-

change treatments. However, Rokeach (1973) reports that racial-attitude
change in the direction of the equality change may not be observable in
the first few weeks following the treatment. In the Madison-Briggs
study, a "sleeper" effect was apparent in that pro-egalitarian attitude
changes were not observed at the three-week posttest but did appear in
the three-month and fifteen-month posttests. For this reason, we do not
expect any significant differential racial attitude changes to appear by
the time of our four-week posttest and no hypothesis concerning racial
attitude change will be offered. However, we shall report on racial

attitude change briefly in the results.



Chapter II

VALUES AND MORAL DEVELOPMENT

Before going on to the method and results chapters which will
complete the experiment described in Chapter I, we are going to take a
substantial detour in this chapter to pursue a new line of inquiry:
individual differences in the structural organization of value systems.
The discussion in Chapter I recognized individual differences among
the participants in value content. This chapter adds the dimension of
developmental differences in the form of value system organization. 1In
addition, we will take advantage of the experiment in Chapter I to test
some new hypotheses about value system structure.

This chapter is included as an effort to begin developing one of
the least well-developed areas of value theory: the cognitive structure
of value systems. Value theory (Rokeach, 1973) does not yet offer a
complete picture of how people assimilate and integrate the individual
values into a system or systems. The only organizational principle yet
recognized by value theory is found in the definition of a value system
as "an enduring organization of values along a continuum of relative
importance [Rokeach, 1973, p. 5] ." This principle is recognized in the
value measuring instrument (Appendix B) which asks the respondent to
rank-order the value terms "in order of importance to YOU, as guiding
principles in YOUR life."

Needless to say, value theory does not hold that the simple

38
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hierarchy of the value survey instrument is an isomorphic representation
of the respondent's internalized value system. However, neither does
value theory offer a compelling alternative conceptualization of value
systems beyond the hierarchical principle. This chapter will take one
step in the direction of developing a compatible alternative which may
provide further insights into how people organize and use their values.
What we will éo is use Kohlberg's (1958) measure of cognitive-moral
development to categorize the subjects from the Chapter I experiment

into levels representing qualitative differences in cognitive organization.
Then we will hypothesize that the value systems of subjects at these
various developmental levels will exhibit certain predictable differences
in (a) stability, (b) value content, and (c) value-attitude linkages.
Additionally, since these developmental levels also represent differences
in the functional roles that values fulfill for the individual, we will
speculate on their potential effects on the process of value change
induced by the experimental value-change procedures.

However, before offering these additional hypotheses, some further
illumination of the problem and a more complete consideration of moral
development theory's potential application to the problem are in order.
Of course, the reader who is well acquainted with both value theory and
moral development theory may wish to advance directly to the hypotheses
(page 55).

Value Organization. Value theory recognizes that value systems

may be highly individualized:

After a value is learned it becomes integrated somehow into
an organized system of values wherein each value is ordered
in priority with respect to other values. Such a relative
conception of values enables us to define change as a
reordering of priorities and, at the same time, to see the
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total value system as relatively stable over time. It is
stable enough to reflect the fact of sameness and
continuity of a unique personality socialized within a
given culture and society, yet unstable enough to permit
rearrangements of value priorities as a result of changes
in culture, society, and personal experience.

Variations in personal, societal, and cultural experience
will not only generate individual differences in value
systems but also individual differences in their stability.
Both kinds of individual differences can reasonably be
expected as a result of differences in such variables as
institutional values, identification with sex roles,
political identification, and religious upbringing
[Rokeach, 1973, p. 1l1].

These individual differences in value systems may have important
implications for how an individual uses his own values. For example,
an individual may have established subsets of values within his general
value system which operate in some social settings and not in others.

Indeed, one of the most interesting properties that values
seem to have is that they can be employed with such extra-
ordinary versatility in everyday life. They may be shared
or not shared and thus employed as single or double (or even
triple) standards. They may be intended to apply equally to
oneself and to others, to oneself but not to others, or to
others more than to oneself. We know very little indeed
about the conditions under which values might be so diversely
employed. We may speculate, for example, that competitive
conditions will encourage the employment of values as double
standards, whereas cooperation will encourage their employ-
ment as single standards [Rokeach, 1973, pp. 10-11].

Rokeach also notes that one's value system is never fully activated

in any given situation:

It is a mental structure that is more comprehensive than
that portion of it that a given situation may activate.
It is a generalized plan that cam perhaps best be likened
to a map or architect's blueprint. Only that part of
the map or blueprint that is immediately relevant is
consulted and the rest is ignored for the moment.
Different subsets of the map or blueprint are activated
in different social situations [Rokeach, 1973, p. 14].

The challenge to the theory of values brought on by this complexity

of value systems is to explain differential value usage and subset
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formation while retaining the conceptual distinctions between values

and other less central cognitive components. For example, a concep-
tualization of a value subset being activated by a specific situation

or object suggests nothing so much as the definition of an attitude
(i.e., an organization of beliefs around a specific object or situation).
The confusion is greater if we conceptualize values which change rela-
tive positions in response to situational cues. If honest is very
important to me at home but not important at work, it is difficult to
conceptualize honest as a "transcendental, enduring belief that honest
is a desirable mode of behavior." Honest is desirable at home, not at
work, and thus honest has lost some of its distinctive "value" character.
If we wish to retain the notion of a value as a generalized and uni-
versally applicable belief which transcends specific situations while
also recognizing the reality of "situation-specific values," then we
must find a compatible mechanism responsible for the differential value
usage.

Cognitive Organization. Since a value is a single belief organized

into a more complex system of values, it seems logical to focus on the
generalized principles and rules by which cognitive organization takes
place. That is, a value system is simply one‘of many component subsets
of cognitive dements within the total cognitive system. Although value
theory's reliance on subjective value importance as the primary principle
of value organization is desirable for its parsimony, more inclusive
cognitive theories dealing with the organization of cognitive components
suggest a more complex state of affairs.

Such structural theories generally consider both the individual

cognitive components such as attributes (Zajonc, 1968) as well as the
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Principles or rules for organizing the components into meaningful
relationships which allow the individual to deal effectively with his
environment. Generally, cognitive organizations are described in
terms of the complexity of the system and the degrees of integration
and differentiation of the cognitive components.9

Since values are thought to be near the core of the individual's
total cognitive system, there seems to be little logical justification
for considering values to be immune from those organizing influences
which affect other cognitive components. Indeed, if values are as
influential on less central cognitive components as value theory
suggests, these organizing influences may even originate within the
value system. In any event, organizational influences other than the
hierarchy principle would be expected to have some impact on value
organization. In general, we are suggesting (a) that observed differ-
ences in cognitive systems will be reflected in correlated differences
among value systems and (b) that these structural differences will
have important implications for value functioning.

We will test these suggestions by distinguishing among the
subjects in our experiment on the basis of the structural character-
istics of their cognitive systems and by then observing the related
value system differences. Kohlberg's (1958) test of developmental
levels of moral reasoning was selected to measure these cognitive-

system differences because of the important theoretical overlap between

9Zajonc (1968) sees cognitive structure varying along the following
dimensions: differentiation, complexity, unity, degree of organization,
homogeneity, segmentation, and valence. Scott (1963) refers to differen-
tiation, relatedness, and integration of cognitive structures. Harvey,
Hunt & Schroder (196l1) deal primarily with the concrete-abstract dimension
of cognitive organizations. Rokeach (1960), in his earlier work on dog-
matism, discusses the nature of belief systems in such terms as isolation,
differentiation, comprehensiveness, and so forth.
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moral development theory and value theory and because of our previous
experience with the test. 1In the following section moral development
theory is examined in more detail.

Theory of Moral Development. Xohlberg's (1958) cognitive-develop-

mental theory deals explicitly with cognitive structure related to
socio-moral reasoning ability. The basic assumptions of the theory
are shared with other moral theories, such as those of Dewey & Tufts
(1932) , Mead (1943), and Piaget (1932):

All have postulated (a) stages of moral development
representing (b) cognitive-structural transformations

in conception of self and society. All have assumed (c)
that these stages represent successive modes of "taking
the role of others" in social sftuations, and hence that
(d) the social-environmental determinants of the
development are its opportunities for role taking. More
generally, all have assumed (e) an active child who
structures his perceived environment, and hence, have
assumed (f) that moral stages and their development
represent the interaction of the child's structuring
tendencies and the structural features of the environment,
leading to (g) successive forms of equilibrium in inter-
action. This equilibrium is conceived as (h) a level of
justice, with (i) change being caused by disequilibrium,
where (j) some optimal level of match or discrepancy is
necessary for change between the child and the environment
[Kohlberg, 1971, pp. 183-184].

Kohlberg's (1958, 1963, 1971) theory postulates an invariant,
universal sequence of six stages of moral development (Table 4). Each
stage in the sequence of moral development represents an "ideal-type"
normative ethical theory. Each stage description represents the
fundamental cognitive-moral structures which the individual achieves
and then reorganizes in the course of development through the sequence.
Turiel (1969) reports that about fifty per cent of a subject's reasoning
will be at his dominant stage. The remaining fifty per cent of reasoning

will be distributed at stages both below and above the dominant stage in
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TABLE 4. Brief definition of moral levels and stages.

Level I. PRECONVENTIONAL

The individual is responsive to cultural labels of right or wrong but
interprets them in terms of either the physical or hedonistic consequen-
ces of actions (reward, exchange for favors), or in terms of the physical
power of the rule maker. The two stages of level I are:

Stage 1: Punishment/obedience orientation. Acts are judged according
to their physical consequences. Avoidance of punishment and ego-
centric deference to authority are valued in their own right, not in
terms of respect for the underlying moral order (stage 4).

Stage 2: Naive instrumental relativism. Rights action is that which
satisfies one's own needs and only occasionally the needs of others.
Human relations are viewed in terms like those of the market place.

Level II. CONVENTIONAL

Right action consists of performing roles which meet the expectations
of one's family, group, or nation. The individual strongly supports the
existing social order and strongly identifies with some persons or group
within that order. The two stages of level II are:

Stage 3: '"Good boy-nice girl" orientation. Good behavior is that which
Pleases others and is approved by them. There is conformity to
stereotypical images of majority or "natural" role behavior. Behavior
is often judged by intention (e.g., "He means well.").

Stage 4: Rigid rule orientation. There is orientation towards auth-
ority, fixed rules, and maintenance of the social order. Right action
consists of doing one's duty, respecting authority, and maintaining
the given social order for its own sake.

Level III. POSTCONVENTIONAL, AUTONOMOUS, OR PRINCIPLED

Thereis an effort to define moral principles which are valid and appli-
cable apart from the power of those holding such principles and apart
from the individual's own identification with these groups. The two
stages of level III are:

Stage 5: Social-contract, legalistic orientation. Right action is
defined in terms of democratically agreed-upon standards and in terms
of general individual rights. Awareness of the relativism of personal
values. Recognition of free agreement and contract as the binding
element of obligation.

Stage 6: Universal ethical principle orientation. Right is defined
by the decision of conscience in accord with self-chosen ethical
principles appealing to logical comprehensiveness, universality, and
consistency. These principles are basically based on concepts of
justice, of reciprocity and equality of human rights, and of respect
for the dignity of human beings as individual persoms.
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a decreasing fashion. Thus, the characteristic mode of functioning
appears to be that of a mixture of stage-typical reasoning with dominance
at one stage. This mixture is thought to be the result of both impre-
cision in the measuring procedures and, more importantly, the process

of development itself. As Turiel (1969) notes:

Such usage of various stages does not contradict the idea
that development is to be described in terms of stages that
meet the structured whole criterion, Stages are structured
wholes not so much because they reflect a unitary form of
individual functioning but because they refer to qualita-
tively different forms of thought. Consequently, the stages
define "ideal types" which are representative of forms of
thought rather than people [p. 115].

In answering his own question about the interpretation and defini-
tion of moral maturity, Kohlberg (1964) suggests:

One general answer is that a more mature judgment is a more

moral judgment. This does not mean that a child who mutters

mature judgment is a more moral person, as judged by the

standards of the community. It means that his judgments

more closely correspond to genuine moral judgments as these

have been defined by philosophers.

While philosophers have been unable to agree upon any ultimate

principle of the good which would define "correct" moral

judgments, most philosophers agree upon the characteristics

which make a judgment a genuine moral judgment....Unlike

judgments of prudence or esthetics, moral judgments tend to

be universal, inclusive, consistent, and to be grounded on

objective, impersonal, or ideal grounds [p. 405].

In this way, the "goal" of moral development may be structurally
delineated and the progress of any individual may be viewed relative to
this goal.

A number of studies have been conducted to provide evidence for
the invariant, universal sequence of stages. Kohlberg (1958, 1963a,
1963b, 1964) reports evidence from both longitudinal and cross-sectional
studies which validate the occurance of regular age-related changes in

moral reasoning from lower stages to higher stages. Turiel (1966, 1969)
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provides experimental evidence that the movement from one stage to the
next involves a restructuring and displacement of the preceding stage.
Kohlberg (1963b, 1968) and Turiel (1969) also present evidence of the
cultural universality of the stages of moral development by showing
that children in a Malaysian aboriginal village and in Turkish, Mexican,
and American villages all follow the prescribed stage sequence.

One important aspect of these stages is the relationship of

internalization to the cognitive development of moral concepts. At the

first two stages (level I), standards of judgments and motivations are
external to the actor. The motivations are essentially rewards and
punishments. At the middle stages (level II), the standards are, for
the most part, external. However, the actor has internalized much of
his motivation to conform where he feels it necessary to maintain the
expectations of the family, group, or nation. At the highest stages
(level II1I), the motivations and standards have become internal and it
is here that the individual becomes truly "moral."

These formal, structural properties of the judgment process (as
conceptualized by Kohlberg) may be viewed as (1) descriptions of the
cognitive system in which values are embedded and organized and as (2)
primary determinants of some value usage for the individual. Thus,
while the process of moral development holds considerable interest, the
most important aspect of the theory, for our purposes, involves the
adult outcome of the process. It is most important to note that develop-
ment through the stages is stopped at some point. The termination of
moral development is a function of some organismic variables, or environ-
mental variables, or a combination of both types. If the individual's

cognitive abilities fail to develop to a point capable of handling
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information required by a higher stage of moral development, then moral
development will stop. In this sense, the individual's intellectual
abilities are a prerequisite for moral development. Although intel-
lectual abilities are a necessary condition for achieving a given.
stage, they are not a sufficient condition. The environment must pro-
vide sufficient stimulus if the individual is to continue developing.

If the demands of the environment are insufficient to require the
individual to restructure his thought processes to deal more effectively
with his environment, then moral development will stop.

Our interest in the development stages is limited in this work to
what moral development theery can tell us about the structural character-
istics of the individual's reasoning process at a given point in time.
The process of change per se will not be considered here. (Note: the
reader should keep in mind that Kohlberg's developmental sequence is
divisible into six stages (1-6). These stages may also be consolidated
so that each two-stage step forms one of three levels (I-III). This
research ultimately discriminates among subjects on the basis of their

level of moral reasoning.)

Value Systems and Moral Reasoning.

If we now return to the initial problem, what can the stages of
cognitive-moral development contribute to our understanding of how
people organize and use values? It is likely that a person's stage or
level of moral reasoning provides some essential information about the
principles by which he organizes and uses his values. Value systems
may be conceptualized as organizations of values differing in terms of

differentiation, integration, consistency, universality, and the like as
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well as differing along a continuum of relative importance. On the
basis of these organizational "rules" which each individual uses to
structure his values, one may easily make differential predictions
about how values are used. For example, an individual whose cognitive
structure is relatively concrete, undifferentiated, and rigid would

be expected to have a value system in which the values are relatively
independent and unconnected both to other values and to a wide range

of attitudes. Hence, particular discreet values would be thought to
control particular discreet attitudes, opinions, and behaviors. This
type of individual would be expected to exhibit considerable variance
in value usage since the values are more directly linked to situational
variables. This individual may have a compartmentalized subset of
values (and related attitudes and behaviors) applicable for his work
situation and another subset for his family situation. In both
instances, the individual's behavior and attitudes are consistent with
his values. It is the values themselves which are different (in content,
importance, or both) in each situation.

At the other extreme is the individual with a highly differentiated,
integrated and related cognitive structure. His value system would be
expected to exhibit these characteristics and the values would exhibit a
great degree of interconnectedness both among themselves and with the
rest of the belief system. The values would reflect a hierarchy of self-
chosen principles which appeal to logical comprehensiveness and to uni-
versality. Hence a value would tend to maintain its relative position in
the hierarchy regardless of situational variation. All less central
beliefs would be organized around these central principles and the high

degree of integration would result in fewer inconsistencies. Prediction
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of behaviors or attitudes would be markedly easier since the values
are operating as a single unifying system for the individual.

More specifically, what are the expected relationships between
values as conceived by Rokeach and cognitive-moral structure as con-
ceived by Kohlberg? The developmental stages of moral reasoning may
be thought (a) to represent the interactive system within which values
are organized and (b) to represent certain rules by which the individual
applies value terms. Essentially, values are content and moral develop-
ment stages are differential operations performed on this content.

As noted above, development of moral reasoning is based on natural
transformations of moral thought which reflect underlying cognitive
structure. It is the formal, structural characteristics with which moral
development deals. This formal structure of judgments of right or wrong
is contrasted to traditional formulations which deal with growth of moral
knowledge or increased behavioral or verbal conformity to social norms
(e.g., Hartshorn & May, 1928).

The "goal" of moral development is a concept of justice:

Justice is not a rule or a set of rules, it is a moral

principle. By moral principle we mean a mode of choosing

which is universal, a rule of choosing which we want all

people to adopt always in all situations....There are

exceptions to rules, then, but no exception to principles.

' A moral obligation is an obligation to respect the right or

claim of another person. A moral principle is a principle

for resolving competing claims, you versus me, you versus

a third person. There is only one principled basis for

resolving claims: justice or equality. Treat every man's

claim impartially regardless of the man. A moral principle

is not only a rule of action but a reason for action. As

a reason for action, justice is called respect for persons

[ kohlberg, 1970, pp. 69-70] .

Since our value change experiment (Chapter I) concerns itself with the

values equality and freedom, it may be useful to examine the development

of these concepts through the stages of moral development.
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Level I: Preconventional. Concepts of personal freedom or equality

are external labels or rules and dependent on external interpretation.

Stage l: Punishment-obedience orientation. Freedom is interpreted

in terms of what is allowed by the authority. There is no sense
of inherent personal freedom nor of inherent equality of men.
People are labeled good or bad on the basis of their power or money,
and the intrinsic worth of human life is not differentiated from
the power or prestige of its possessor.

Exchange between people is simply a function of relative power
and thus unequal, non-reciprocal relationships are expected.

Stage 2: Naive egoistic relativism. Both concepts of freedom and

equality appear in their simplest, most absolute forms of this stage.
Essentially, the relativistic, instrumental desires of the individual
are paramount, yet the stage-2 individual recognizes the need for
consideration of others' needs. However, reciprocity is based on

a tit-for-tat exchange where there is instrumental anticipation

of the reciprocal action. Where his own instrumental wishes are

not involved, he is able to consider the instrumental wishes of
others. At this point, equality is essentially absolute and nega-
tive in orientation: everyone should get the same; no one should
have special privileges.

Level II: Conventional. Here, the concepts of freedom and equality

are internalized yet depend on external definitions by a social group

for their meaning. Essentially, the concepts reflect the stereotyped
desires of the family or nation with which the individual identifies him-
self. 1Indeed, the individual's concept of self (and hence his value) is

inexorably rooted in the social group. Moral development research suggests
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that the majority of adult Americans function at the two stages of this
level.

Stage 3: "Good-boy-nice-girl" orientation. Freedom at this stage

is conceived within the limitations established by a benevolent
power authority. The orientation is primarily one of conformity
to socially-defined "good" or "nice" behaviors. Equality is the
end of resolving the conflict to the satisfaction of both partieé.
Human life derives its importance from the affection and empathy
of others toward it. Conventional unequal melationships may be
rationalized in order to maintain approval of others or in grate-
ful return for past favors.

Stage 4: Rigid rule orientation. Again, the concepts of freedom

and equality are dependent on social definitions and expectations.
Freedom is that which is allowed within the fixed legal or social
norms. Equality is essentially a conception that all are required
to conform to the same rules. Human life is sacred because of its
place in a categorical moral or religious order. However, there
is strong feeling of the inherent inequality of individuals based
on differences in abilities and merit.

Level III: Postconventional or Autonomous. Here, the concepts of

freedom and equality have been internalized in the sense that they are
values which are self-chosen and have validity and application apart

from the individual's group. It is at these stages that values conform
most nearly to the theoretical definition proposed by Rokeach. Addition-
ally, the concept of equality at these stages becomes the primary moral
principle.

Btage 5: Legalistic, contractual orientation. Freedom is conceived
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to be a primary value yet is not absolute. Personal freedoms are
restricted by contractual obligations, including generalized social
contracts. There is an emphasis on free choice and establishment

of a personal hierarchy of values. Social responsibility is limited
to respecting the rights of others and fulfilling contractual
obligations.

Equality is conceived of in terms of equality of opportunity and
of fundamental human rights which derive from a value of human life
which is a basic universal, natural right and a basic object of
rational value.

Stage 6: Universal ethical principle orientation. This stage

represents a fundamental orientation to the concept of equality.

Values are self-chosen ethical principles appealing to logical

comprehensiveness, universality, and consistency and are based on

the principles of justice, equality, and respect. The freedom of
the individual is a function of his universal moral principles of
decision.

If values are thought to operate within the cognitive system
suggested by Kohlberg's stages, a number of implications become evident.
Only the values of level III individuals can be differentiated and
integrated enough to be considered within one general value system. It
is at this level that values truly become transcendental, universal
preferences of means and ends. It is at this level that values are
applied equally to oneself and to others; where values function apart
from situation-or-object-specific variables; where values are relatively
stable since they are self-chosen and more independent of cultural

variation.
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What of the values of the level II individual? It is true that his
values are functionally equivalent to the values of the level III indi-
vidual. However, their structure and relationship to external events
are quite different. Structurally, these values are less well inte-
grated and consequently are not universally applied. Values are funda-
mentally prescribed by the social environment and the level II individual
incorporates these values as his own through his identification with some
aspect of his social environment (e.g., family or nation). Although he
has internalized the value content as fully as the level III individual
and these values serve the same essential functions as for the level III
individual, the motivation for maintaining the value choices at level II
remains rooted in identification process. The important distinctions
between values at the two levels are related (a) to the interrelations
of the values with themselves and less central cognitive elements, (b)
to functional implications based on this difference in integration, and
(c) to implications for value change related to the locus of primary
support for value choice (i.e., external v. internal).

As Kohlberg notes, the morality of level II individuals is inherently
contradictory and the values are no less susceptible to these contra-
dictions. These contradictions are due in part to the lack of integration
in the value system. Values tend to cluster into discrete units and
thereby generate contradictions in attitudes and behavior by means of
incomplete interconnections. For example, Rokeach speculated that compe-
titive situations may lead to values being used as double standards. 1In
the level III individual the high degree of value integration precludes
using values differentially as the situation may warrant. The level II

individual may, on the other hand, have established two discrete value
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system subsets which are tied to varying conditions or groups. In the
face of competitive conditions, one value subset (and its related atti-
tudes) may be activated while another set is called for in cooperative
situations. For either situation, the level II individual is acting in
accord with his value hierarchy of the moment: the contradiction between
situations is a function of the separate value subset.

It is important to note that value theory considers discrete con-
tent units while moral development theory deals primarily with structural
aspects of reasoning. It is only slightly oversimplifying to suggest
that values are the bricks and moral development stages are the mortar.

The divergence between the two theories, however, should not be
overlooked. Rokeach's values possess considerable content which is not
directly related to the concept of moral development. While moral devel-
opment theory addresses itself to the problems of the competing claims
of men, a substantial number of the values suggested by Rokeach have to

do with personal competence (e.g., ambitious, capable) or with personal

goals (e.g., self-respect, a sense of accomplishment). These content

areas do not seem to have any direct, necessary theoretical connection
to moral development. That is, from a moral development perspective,
one can discuss the relative importance of values such as equality or
obedient but there is less justification for discussing the importance

of a value like an exciting life. It would seem that someone at stage

6 of moral development does not necessarily endanger his moral principles

by putting either a high or low value on an exciting life. However,

knowing the importance he attaches to an exciting life may provide us

with considerable additional information about the individual not re-

vealed by considering his level of moral reasoning along. Of course,
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knowledge about his developmental stage may provide us with information
about the structural relationships between non-moral values and other

values, attitudes, and behaviors.

Hypotheses - Part II

As a part of the value-change experiment (outlined in Table 3, p.
36), the college student subjects completed the following instruments at
the pretest: the value survey (Rokeach, 1971), the moral judgment inter-
view (Kohlberg, 1958), and the multifactor racial attitude inventory
(Woodmansee & Cook, 1967). The value survey and the racial attitude
inventory were also completed again at the posttest. The discussion to
this point has suggested that values and value systems should reflect
in some direct manner the structural dimensions outlined by Kohlberg.
Thus, grouping the subjects in the value-change experiment according to
their levels of moral reasoning (as evidenced by the moral judgment
interview) should reveal systematic differences between groups in values,
attitudes, and reactions to the value change procedures.

Value System Stability. An index of the stability of the individual's

terminal or instrumental value system is obtained by correlating his 18
value rankings on one occasion with a second set of rankings made on a
later occasion. Rokeach (1973) reports median test-retest reliabilities
for groups of college students ranging from .61 to .80. 1Individual
value system reliabilities range from below -.30 to above .90.

The determinants of individual differences have not yet been fully
explored and "[a]ll that can be said with some confidence is that sex,
age, intellectual ability, and liberalism seem to be implicated [Rokeach,

1973, p. 36]." Hollen (1967) reports that value system stability is not
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related to the respondents' levels of dogmatism (Rokeach, 1960) or to
their ratings of value committment, importance, uncertainty, and the
like. One study (McLellan, 1970) has investigated the correlation
between value system stability and stage of moral development among
junior and senior high school students. When grade level was held con-
stant, no significant correlation was observed. This failure of moral
stage to predict value system stability was probably due to the re-
stricted range of moral stages within grades since stability was observed
to increase with age.

In spite of this negative finding, our theoretical analysis con-
tinues to suggest that one important determinant of value system sta-
bility is the degree to which the individual has internalized and
integrated his values. Since the levels of moral reasoning represent,
in part, successive steps in the internalization and integration of
values, we would expect greater value system stability at the higher
levels. More particularly, since the transition from level II to level
III represents the greatest qualitative increase in internalization,
level III subjects should have the most stable values. Since individuals
at level I and level II are more influenced by environmental pressures
and situational cues, their values should exhibit greater variation over

time. These considerations lead to the following hypothesis:

HYPOTHESIS 3: The terminal and instrumental value systems
of subjects functioning at level III of
moral development will be more stable over
time than the value systems of subjects

functioning at level I or level 1II.
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The negative findings reported by McLellan (1970) do not contradict
this hypothesis because only a very small number of the school-age
subjects in that study had achieved level III. Thus, those comparisons
of value system stability between moral groups were primarily restricted
to subjects below level III.

Value System Similarity. It has been noted that the stages of moral

reasoning are not content or value-free. Rather, the stages represent,
in part, successive steps toward a morality based on concepts of justice
and equality. Kohlberg suggests that at the highest level of moral
development (level III) there are only a very few principles which ade-
quately fulfill the needs of the individual.

In the preconventional and conventional level [I & II], moral

content or value is largely accidental or culture-bound.

Anything from "honest" to "courage in battle" can be the

central value. But in the higher postconventional level [III],

Socrates, Lincoln, Thoreau and Martin Luther King tend to

speak without confusion of tongues, as it were. This is

because the ideal principles of any social structure are

basically alike, if only because there aren't that many

principles which are articulate, comprehensive, and integrated

enough to be satisfying to the human intellect. And most of

these principles have gone by the name of justice [Kohlberg,

1968, p. 30].

If this "goal" of moral development is correct, it should be evident
in the ways in which people rank their values. Specifically, the values
among people at level III should be more alike than the values among
people at the lower levels. Indeed, as we move down the developmental
scale, the influences of a person's unique social environment on his
values should increase. Consequently, in a socially and culturally
diverse population the values of people at lower levels of moral develop-
ment will be more individualistic and less like the values of others.

The values of people at level III, however, should reflect the limited

number of satisfactory values available and these value systems should
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be considerably more similar to one another. For the subjects in this

study, this expectation may be stated in the following hypothesis:

HYPOTHESIS 4: The average intragroup terminal and
instrumental value system similarity will
increase at each successively higher

level of moral reasoning.

Values and Attitudes. The structural aspects of moral development

theory carry some clear implications for value-attitude linkages.
Basically, as an individual moves up the developmental scale, his
belief system becomes more and more unified and integrated. As an
individual approaches and moves into level III, it becomes more reason-
able to think of him as having a single, unified value system which is
well integrated into the remainder of his belief system. At level III
we expect attitudes to be responsive to the entire value system and not
merely to isolated value subsets.

In this experiment, we are able to assess subjects' racial attitudes
with the multifactor racial attitude inventory (Woodmansee & Cook, 1967).
The inventory taps nine different factors of attitude toward black people:
(1) integration-segregation policy, (2) acceptance in close personal
relationships, (3) Negro inferiority, (4) ease in interracial contacts,
(5) subtle derogatory beliefs, (6) local autonomy, (7) private rights,
(8) acceptance in status-superior relationships, and (9) gradualism.
The concept of equality between blacks and whites is an integral aspect
of each of the ninety questions which are used to derive the total racial

attitude score and thus, the value equality is logically implicated in
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each question.

However, equality is implicated in a wide variety of different
social situations and pitted against a variety of other value considera-
tions. For example, questions from the local autonomy subscale pit the
policy-making prerogatives of the local collective against the preroga-
tives of those outside the collective. The attitude questions, in
effect, ask the subject to indicate the desirability or necessity of
racial integration within a particular social or political context or to
indicate his own subjective feelings about interacting with black people
in varying social contexts.

If we assume (1) that these racial attitudes in some way directly
reflect a person's values and (2) that each racial attitude question
implicates equality, then the relative importance of equality should
explain some portion of the variance of the racial attitude scores.

More importantly, equality should be a better predictor of overall
racial attitude for level III subjects than for subjects at the lower
levels. The level III subject has a unified, integrated value system
which directs his attitudes and the influence of the single value
equality on each attitude response should remain fairly constant. That
is, if equality is his most important value (vis-a-vis the other 17
terminal values) then any and all racial attitudes will be weighted
heavily in an equalitarian direction. If equality is not important then
any and all racial attitudes will be weighted in the direction of con-
flicting values which are more highly ranked than equality.

In contradistinction, the level II or level I subject has a value
system which is organized into many discrete, independent and conflicting

value subsets and the value equality may appear in a wide variety of
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relative positions vis-a-vis other values within the various subsets.
That is, even though equality may be ranked first in importance vis-a-
vis all seventeen other terminal values on the value survey, it may be
ranked considerably lower in any particular subset of values. Indeed,
equality may not even gppear in some subsets. For example, when the
level II person is asked to agree with the statement "The Negro should

be accorded equal rights through integration," equality may be of primary
importance in determining his response. However, if asked to agree with
the statement "Society has a moral right to insist that a community
desegregate even if it doesn't want to," consideration of equality may

well be subordinate to values such as freedom or family security.

In this way, summing across the whole range of attitude questions
should reveal that the single value equality's predictive power is
considerably lessened at the lower levels of moral reasoning. These
expectations about the relationship between equality and racial attitudes

may be stated in the following way:

HYPOTHESIS 5: The correlation between equality rank and
total racial attitude score will be
significantly higher for subjects at level

III than for those at level I or II.

Effects of Moral Level on Value Change

To this point, we have predicted (in Chapter I) some differential
effectiveness among the value change techniques and predicted (in this

Chapter) differences in value systems related to level of moral reasoning.
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Our next logical consideration concerns the interactive effects of
level of moral reasoning and type of value change technique on value
change. If we first try to express a general expectation about how
subjects at the different moral levels might react to the Basic Value
Change Technique (i.e., the Self & Others' Feedback treatment) we find
that there are two conflicting sets of expectations.

Our first expectation about the effect of moral level on changes
in the value equality is: 1level III subjects will evidence less change
than level I or II subjects. This expectation is derived from the
discussion in this chapter which suggests (a) that equality is a central
principle of morality at level III and (b) that the highly integrated
cognitive systems at level III imply fewer intracognitive contradictions.

First, if equality is a central principle at level III, then sub-
jects reasoning at level III should initially rank the value equality
higher (on the average) than subjects at the lower levels. From a
purely mechanical perspective, this higher initial ranking of equality
imposes a lower ceiling on the amount of upward value change possible.
More importantly, the higher initial ranking by level III subjects may
also represent a psychological barrier to change. For example, it may
be more difficult to induce a 2-unit increase in a value initially ranked
third than it is to induce a 2-unit change in a value initially ranked
14th. For a value to move from third to first in importance, the subject
must simultaneously devalue his two most important values. In contrast,
moving a value from 14th to 12th in importance requires reshuffling
values of only minor importance. It is quite consistent with value
theory to expect greater resistance to change where values to be affected

are initially very important.
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Second, we would expect less change among the level III subjects
because of greater initial internal consistency. If both level II
and level III subjects have conceptions of themselves as egalitarians,
we expect that the values, attitudes, and behaviors of the level III
subjects would be the most consistent with this self-conception. The
level III subjects should (1) value equality more highly, (2) have
more egalitarian attitudes, and (3) evidence more egalitarian behaviors
than level II subjects. Since self-dissatisfaction is postulated as
the trigger for value change, the level III moralist is less likely to
be dissatisfied and thus less likely to change his values.

In one sense, the egalitarian values and moiality of the level III
ideal represent the goal toward which the value-change treatment hopes
to impel subjects. To the extent that level III subjects are nearer
this goal initially than subjects at the lower levels, there is reason
to anticipate less change among level III subjects.

Our second general expectation partially contradicts the first
discussed above in that there are persuasive reasons for anticipating
more value change among some level III subjects under certain conditions.
In the first place, no level III subject will actually achieve the ideal
rational, consistent morality which the level III description implies.
The struggle to achieve a workable level III morality is a difficult
one and, as has been noted, the stages and levels merely represent ideal
types along the continuum of development. Pigeon-holing subjects among
the threehlevels only reveals their modal reasoning level and does not
reveal the full range of conflicting processes.

Among subjects who have achieved level III in this modal sense,

we would still expect to find some inconsistency and conflict among
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self-conception, values, attitudes and behaviors. Where these con-
flicts exist, we would expect to find greater susceptibility to value
modification efforts because the level III cognitive system is less
tolerant of internal inconsistency. Insofar as inconsistency between
values and self-conceptions exists among subjects at all moral levels,
it is the level III subjects who should be most dissatisfied to discover
such inconsistencies.

This greater tendency toward consistency at level III should be
additionally apparent when we consider the different types of value
modification procedures used in this experiment. It now seems likely
that hypothesis 1 (p. 34), which predicts the effectiveness of each
value change treatment, necessarily holds only for subjects at level II.
That is, although a particular treatment is ineffective in general, the
procedure might be effective for inducing value change in level III
subjects.

For example, hypothesis I predicts that the Self Feedback (SF)
treatment will not be effective because the subjects have no opportunity
to validate their own values in the context of the value terms used or
in terms of any external social referent. If an essential difference
between level II and level III subjects is the degree of internalization
of values, then the level III subjects have less need for any external
referent and thus may make effective use of the information provided
in the SF treatment procedure.

To the extent that there are multiple factors which lead to opposing
predictions, it is difficult to determine in advance which factors might
prevail. Indeed, the opposing influences may cancel one another. Thus,

any hypothesis that one value-change treatment will be more or less



64

effective for level III subjects than for level II or I subjects would
not be warranted. The best we can hope to do is analyze the data in a
post hoc manner to discover what, if any, effects are present.

It may be instructive to note that previous research efforts to
relate certain personality variables to value change have failed to
reveal any significant relationships. Cochrane and Kelly (1971) examined
a variety of personality characteristics in the context of comparing
subjects who changed and who did not change in response to the Basic
Value Change Treatment. In their first study, Cochrane and Kelly
compared mean personality scores for subjects who changed their ranking
of equality upward with those of subjects who did not change or changed
in the opposite direction. No significant differences between the two
groups were found on any of the variables (dogmatism, F score, neuroticism,
social inhibition, inadequacy, and hyperagressiveness). A second study
differed only in that the subscales of the MMPI provided the dependent
variables. BAgain there were no significant differences.

Rokeach (1973) likewise reports that the subjects' level of
dogmatism is unrelated to value change. It is perhaps surprising that
not one of these variables is significantly implicated in value change.
Certainly the field of attitude change is replete with examples of such
variables being related to persuasibility (e.g., Katz, Sarnoff, &
McClintok, 1956 [ego-defensiveness]; Miller, 1965 [dogmatism]; Janis &
Field, 1955 [social inhibition]). Of course, as has been pointed out, the
Basic Value Change Treatment is not an attempt to "persuade" subjects to
change their values in the way we might persuade subjects to eat fried
grasshoppers.

Whether the subjects' level of moral reasoning will be more useful
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in helping us understand the value change process is quite speculative
and partly dependent on the answers to the prior hypotheses about the
relationships between moral level and values and about the general

effectiveness of the value change treatments.



Chapter III

METHOD

Overview. Each subject attended three group sessions: pretest,
treatment, and posttest. The pretest-to-treatment intersession interval
was three weeks. The treatment-to-posttest interval was four weeks
[see Table 3 (page 36) for outline of experiment]. Subjects received
differential treatment only at the treatment sessions, where each sub-
ject was randomly assigned to one of five treatment groups [see Table 2

(page 31)].

Subjects

The initial subject pool consisted of 341 undergraduates enrolled
in introductory psychology courses at Michigan State University. The
subjects volunteered to participate in the study and received experi-
mental credit toward their course grade for participating. A total of
300 white subjects10 (124 male, 176 female) successfully completed the
pretest questionnaires. At the treatment sessions three weeks later,
291 of the 300 (97%) subjects were successfully recalled. Of these
291 subjects, 287 (98.6%) returned for the posttest session one month

later.

10& total of 341 students appeared at the pretest sessions. Of

these, 36 were black and are not included in any analysis. Also, five
white students who failed to complete all the questionnaires were dropped.

66
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Pretest Sessions

Students who signed-up to participate in the study were asked to
attend one of four pretest sessions held on consecutive evenings during
the pretest week. When they arrived at the designated room for the
pretest, the subjects were given a sheet covering the general nature of
the study, information regarding requirements for receiving credit, and
assurance of the confidentiality of their responses (Appendix A).
Additionally, the experimenter verbally elaborated on these issues as
well as on the right of any subject to withhold any information or to
withdraw at any time.

At this first session, the subjects were told that they were parti-
cipating in a study designed to uncover the interrelationships among a
set of complex values and attitudes. Additionally, they were told that
a major interest of the experimenters was how the subjects react to certain
theoretical notions and procedures which are current in psychology. The
experimenter explained that their subjective satisfaction with the tests
being given was as important as their objective responses. That is, the
tests were presented in a straightforward manner as tests of values and
attitudes and the subject was asked to keep in mind how satisfactory each
test was in "distilling" his or her own values and attitudes. The ration-
ale given for this was that the experimenter wanted to know how accurately
the subject was able to present himself within the limits of each test.
The subjects' subjective reactions would be solicited for the purpose of
making appropriate modifications. The subjects were told that the pro-
cedures for the final (posttest) session would depend, in part, on the
reactions and suggestions of the subjects.

The subjects then individually completed the following instruments:
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1. the Rokeach value survey - form D (Appendix B);

2. the multifactor racial attitude inventory (Appendix C); and

3. four moral conflict situations from the Kohlberg moral

judgment interview (Appendix D).

It should be noted that the racial mix of students at the pretest
sessions necessitated certain procedures which may have affected their
responses. Since our concern is with the changes in the racial values
of white subjects, participation by blacks was not necessary. However,
it would have been inappropriate to preclude black student participation.
For this reason, it was necessary to create a version of the racial
attitude inventory which was appropriate for black students. When the
test booklets were distributed, the participants were told that they
would receive the appropriate version.

Assignment of subjects to moral level. Each subject responded in

writing to four stimulus situations of the Kohlberg (1958) moral judg-
ment interview. Two coders with previous experience independently

coded each of the situations for each subject using the global rating
method (Kohlberg, 1958).ll With this method, each subject receives

four scores (one for each moral situation) from each coder. Each score
represents the stage or stages of moral reasoning used by the subject

to deal with the moral conflict situation. On the basis of these situa-
tion scores, each subject was mechanically assigned a final score repre-
senting his modal level (I, II, or III) of moral reasoning. In some
cases the distribution of situation scores prevented assigning a level-
score to a subject. Eight of the 300 white subjects retained from the

pretest session could not be assigned a level-~score.

llOn the basis of weighted sum scores across the four situations,
the ratings of the two coders correlated .82.
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Treatment Sessions

Approximately two weeks after the pretest session, a letter
(Appendix E) was sent to each subject asking him to report at a speci-
fied time and place for the treatment session. If the subject was
unable to attend the designated session, he was asked to call and
arrange an alternative meeting.

On each of four successive nights during the treatment week, five
separate sessions were held. One of each five nightly sessions was one
of the treatment sessions described below. Subjects were permitted to
attend the experimental treatment to which they were randomly assigned
on any of the four nights it was convenient. Additionally, any subject
who failed to appear at his scheduled time was contacted immediately by
phone and offered an opportunity to attend a later treatment session.
This procedure minimized subject attrition.

The five treatments described below were previously discussed in
Chapter I and are outlined in Table 1 (p. 30) and Table 2 (p. 31).

Self & Others' Feedback group (SOF). Subjects in this group

2
received a treatment virtually identicall to the Basic Value Change

12'I‘he SOF procedure (Appendix F) uses a format identical to that
used by Rokeach with the following modifications:

A. The average value rankings reported in "Table 1" are for the 304
white students in this study rather than the 298 MSU students
reported by Rokeach. The rho correlation between the two sets of
ranking is .88.

B. The results reported in "Table 2" are also based on the pretest
rankings. Subjects are identified for or against civil rights
on the basis of their score on the Integration-Segregation Policy
subscale of the multifactor racial attitude inventory. Subjects
active in civil rights are identified on the basis of self-reported
activities. The resulting "Table 2" differed only slightly from
that reported by Rokeach (1973).

c. The post-experimental questions are presented in a 1-9 response
format rather than the 1-11 format used by Rokeach. Questions 2, 3,
4, and 5 are retained from the Rokeach procedure while gquestions 1
and 6 have been added for this experiment.






70

Treatment used by Rokeach (1973). Each subject rank-ordered the termi-
nal values of the Rokeach value survey for himself and again in the way
he thought MSU students in general ranked the values. The subjects were
then shown "Table 1" and "Table 2" (see Appendix F) while the experi-
menter interpreted the data for the subjects.

"Table 1" shows the average rankings of the terminal values for
the subjects in the study as they actually ranked them at the pretest
session. The experimenter pointed out that the subjects, as a group, had
ranked freedom second in importance and equality tenth. The experimenter
went on to suggest that this showed MSU students are much more concerned
about their own freedom than about freedom for others.

After the subjects responded to a question about their own sympathy
with and activity in civil rights, they were shown "Table 2". Again the
experimenter interpreted these data, suggesting that "students who are
active in civil rights are saying they care as much for the freedom of
other people as they do about their own freedom, while students against
civil rights are saying only their own freedom is important."

The subjects were asked to compare their own values with the findings
presented in "Table 1" and "Table 2". Finally, they were asked to respond
to a series of questions about the presentation and their own reactions
to the material. [see Appendix F for the SOF booklet].

Self & Others' Feedback/No Interpretation group (SOF/N). This treat-

ment varies from the SOF treatment above in that the subjects were asked
to write out their own interpretation of "Table 1" and "Table 2". The
experimenter merely described the data and asked that the subjects
respond to it in any way that was meaningful to them.

The subjects were told that there were many ways the data could be
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interpreted but since these data had been collected from them, our
interest was in having them tell us what it meant. The SOF/N subjects
were told that the experimenter could then compare his own interpre-
tation with those of the subjects. As in the SOF group, subjects in the
SOF/N group were asked to compare their own values with the data pre-
sented and to respond to the same post-treatment questionnaire. [see
Appendix G for the SOF/N booklet].

Self Feedback group (SF). In this treatment, the subjects were

asked to rank their own values only and were confronted with stimulus
material and interpretations without reference to any actual finding
about others' values. After ranking their own values, the subjects were
told to look at their own values and attitude toward civil rights in
light of the experimenter's "expectations" about the relationships among
these variables. The experimenter first suggested that if the subject
ranked freedom high, the subject was saying that he cares a great deal
about his own freedom. Secondly, the experimenter suggested that the
subject's concern for the freedom of others was reflected in his ranking
of equality.

After answering the question on civil rights, the subjects were
shown "Table 1" which is based on "Table 2" shown to the SOF subjects.
This "Table 1" (see Appendix H) points out the experimenter's "theoretical
expectations about the relationships between the values freedom and
equality and civil rights activity." The experimenter suggested that
civil rights attitude and activism will be reflected in differential
rankings of equality.

The interpretation given by the experimenter was the same inter-

pretation given in the SOF treatment except that no reference was ever
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made to any data about the values of others in the study. This treatment
was designed to have the subjects analyze their own values and atti-
tudes in light of the experimenter's interpretation only. Following the
self-examination, the SF subjects responded to a series of post-treatment
questions similar to those responded by the SOF and SOF/N subjects. [ see
Appendix H for the SF booklet].

Others' Feedback group (OF). In this treatment, subjects did not

rank their own values. They ranked the values only as they thought MSU
students on the average would rank them. The subjects were then pre-
sented with the same "Table 1" and "Table 2" used in the SOF and SOF/N
treatments. These data about the values and attitudes of students in

the study were interpreted by the experimenter in the same fashion as

in the SOF treatment except that the subjects were not asked their own
civil rights attitudes and could not objectively compare their own

values to the stimulus material. [see Appendix I for OF treatment booklet].

Control group. Subjects in this group ranked their own values and

those of MSU students in general, as did the SOF and SOF/N subjects. Next,
the control subjects completed a 50-item "Moral Values" questionnaire
(Rettig and Pasamanick, 1959) in which they evaluated the "rightness" or
"wrongness" of different situations or acts. Finally, the control sub-
jects were presented with the average value rankings of the students in
the study. No specific values were pointed out and no interpretation
was made of these data. The control subjects were told that students in
other sections (i.e., treatment) were involved in tasks using these data
and it was being presented to them simply for their own information.

The control treatment selectively controls for (a) callback at the

treatment session, (b) ranking of own and MSU values and (c) presentation
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of the actual average MSU values. The purpose of this control treatment
is to get a base level of value change within the experimental sample

in the absence of any attempt to induce value change. The "Moral Values"
questionnaire is sufficiently related to the nature of the study to be

a credible task, yet sufficiently distinct in content so as to not call
attention to any specific value cluster. Rather than being a wholly
nonreactive treatment, the control treatment is designed to stimulate

the control subjects as much as possible without ever directing their

attention to the target values equality and freedom or to racial atti-

tudes. [see Appendix J for the control treatment booklet].

Additional treatment considerations. At the pretest session, the

subjects had been told that they would be randomly separated into differ-
ent groups at the second (treatment) session. The reason given was that
the experimenter desired to get student reaction to a number of different
theoretical concerns. At the beginning of each treatment session, the
subjects were reminded that the large initial group has been broken down
into smaller groups for the reason given above. They were assured that
their presence in one particular group was unrelated to any of their
responses at the pretest session.

The subjects were also told that students in other sections were
merely looking at different aspects of the values-attitude problem. The
experimenter went on to express his understanding that the subjects may
"wonder what it's all about"” and may not perceive any relevant pattern
in what they were doing. It was explained that they were participating
in a large, on-going research program in a complex area and that partici-
pants at any one point cannot hope to see the whole scope of the research.

The subjects were encouraged to do their best and to have faith that their
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contribution was, in fact, significant.

The subjects were also told that the treatment procedure had two
aims. First, to have them react to and evaluate some of the experi-
menter's ideas and interpretations (if applicable) from their own unique
perspective. Second, to present them with some ideas and/or data which
would stimulate them to examine their own beliefs.

Since it was necessary to hold sessions for each of the five treat-
ment groups each night, it was impractical for a single experimenter to
meet all groups. For this reason, four experimenters were used. Two
female graduate students were responsible for the control sessions. The
four experimental value-change treatment groups were met either by this
author or by another male research assistant. Each of the male experi-
menters met two experimental groups each night. The groups were sched-
uled in a counterbalanced rotation so that each male experimenter met
two subgroups of each experimental group over the four nights. In this
way, each experimenter was responsible for approximately one-half of each
experimental value-change group.

For analysis, subjects are pooled inte their respective treatment
group, regardless of which experimenter they met or which night they
attended. To minimize differential effects between the two male experi-
menters, the presentations were detailed as much as possible without
making the session too structured. It was felt that the treatments would
be enhanced if a degree of informality and spontaneity was retained.
Although such an approach allows for more possible bias than a scripted,
rigid presentation, it was felt that the nature of the treatments required
a degree of subject-experimenter rapport which could only be achieved in

a less formal atmosphere. Subsequent analysis of value changes revealed



75

no significant differences related to differences in experimenter.

Posttest Sessions

To determine what, if any, changes occurred in the subjects' values
and attitudes as a result of the experimental treatments, all subjects
were recalled (see Appendix K) one month after the treatment sessions
to again complete the value survey and the multifactor racial attitude
inventory.13 Since recalling the subjects merely to readminister these
tests might have made our intent to induce change unnecessarily (and
also possibly breed boredom or hostility), it was necessary to present
a credible alternative explanation for the recall. As noted above, the
subjects had been told at the pretest session that the procedures at this
final session would be dependent on their responses at the first two
sessions. This had been reiterated at the treatment sessions and the
subjects had been encouraged to make criéical comments and helpful
suggestions about the procedures and tests.

Based on the anticipated suggestions related to the value survey
and the attitude inventory, these two instruments were presented at the
posttest in modified form. The subjects were told that the two tests had
been modified and the bases for modification had been their own comments
and suggestions. The subjects were told that these modifications would
hopefully improve the tests to allow the subjects to more accurately
portray their own values and attitudes.

These modifications, while providing a rationale for readministering

13Four identical posttest sessions were scheduled on consecutive

evenings. Subjects failing to appear on their scheduled evening were
immediately contacted by phone and offered an opportunity to attend a
later session.
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the tests, were designed to give substantially the same information
gathered at the pretest. The modified procedures are outlined below:
1. The value survey.
A. The value survey (Form D) was completed in its original
format by rank ordering the 36 values on gummed labels.
B. AFTER completing the ranking procedure, the subjects
were asked to renumber the value terms on an importance
scale of 1 to 99 (see Appendix L).
2. The racial attitude inventory.
The same questions used at the pretest were repeated here.
However, new instructions (see Appendix M) were issued which
were designed to "allow for a more sensitive expression of
your own opinions." The new instructions expanded the response
categories from two ("Agree" or "Disagree") to eight. For
scoring purposes, the expanded categories were ignored.
Feedback. At the conclusion of the posttest sessions, subjects
were given a feedback booklet containing (a) a printout of their value
rankings from the pretest session, (b) the average value rankings for
all subjects in the study and for a sample of the American people, and
(c) information on the nature of the study (see Appendix N). The informa-
tion on the study simply reiterated what the subjects had already been
told and no explicit reference was made to our expectation about value

change.






Chapter IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The presentation of the results follows the same order as the
discussion in Chapters I and II. First, we consider the differential
effectiveness of the five value change treatments. Second, we consider
the relationships among values, value systems, and levels of moral
reasoning. Finally, we consider the interactions among moral levels

and the value change treatments.

1. Effects of the Value Change Treatments

We begin with consideration of the planned comparisons (set forth
in Hypotheses 1 and 2) related to the differential effects of the five
treatments on the target values equality and freedom. This is followed
by post-hoc examination of the effects of the treatments on the other
values, on responses to the post-treatment questionnaire, on value satis-

faction, and on racial attitudes.

Equality and Freedom

Hypotheses 1 and 2 predict that only the Self & Others' Feedback
and the Others' Feedback treatments will significantly increase subjects'

rankings of the target values equality and freedom. To test these hypo-

theses, the mean posttest value ranking (adjusted for initial differences)

for each experimental treatment group is compared to the control group

77
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posttest mean by analysis of covariance (Winer, 1971). Table 5 displays
these adjusted mean posttest value rankings for each group. Table 6
presents the planned comparisons appropriate for hypotheses 1 and 2.14

Hypothesis 1 (page 34) predicts that only the Self & Others'

Feedback (SOF) and the Others' Feedback (OF) groups will rank equality
significantly higher than the controls at the posttest. Table 6 reveals
that the SOF group ranks equality 1.87 units higher than the control
group and that this difference is significant beyond the .0l level.

Thus, we conclude that the SOF treatment has retained its effectiveness
for inducing equality change. The OF group, on the other hand, ranks
equality only .82 units higher than the control group and this difference
reaches significance only beyond the .10 level. Thus, the Others' Feed-
back treatment, while marginally effective in increasing equality ranking,
appears to be less effective than the SOF treatment from which it is
derived.

The remaining two variation treatments, the Self & Others' Feed-
back/No Interpretation (SOF/N) and the Self Feedback (SF) treatments
yield posttest gquality rankings only .28 and .25 units above that of
the control group. In neither case does this difference approach signif-
icance. Thus, we conclude that neither the SOF/N nor the SF treatment is

effective for changing equality ranking.

14The significance levels in Table 6 are chosen to reflect per-

comparison error rates. Since the comparisons were preplanned and repre-
sent only a minority of possible comparisons, the non-independence of the
comparisons should be of little importance (see Guenther, 1964; Winer,
1971) . For a general discussion of simultaneous statistical inference,
see Miller (1966). In addition, the use of per-comparison rates makes
these statistical decisions more directly comparable to those of previous
value-change studies.
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TABLE 5. Adjusted mean posttest equality and freedom rankings.

Group n Equality Freedom
Self & Others' Feedback | 56 7.55 4.87
Others' Feedback | 57 8.60 4.33
SOF/No Interpretation | 62 9.17 5.52
Self Feedback | 58 9.14 5.95
Control | 54 9.42 5.75
F= 3.09 3.33
Analyses of Covariance: df = 4/281 4/281
p <.025 <.025

Note.--Values are ranked from 1 (most important) to 18 (least important).
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TABLE 6. Comparison of adjusted posttest equality and freedom means.

Equality Freedom
Mean Mean
diff. F diff. E
Control v. :
' 1 . 87 kkk . 88 ' 3.3
Self & Others' Feedback 10.10 2.85
, .82 * 1.42 kkk
Others' Feedback 1.93 7.51
.25 .23
SOF/No Interpretation .19 .20
.28 -.20
Self Feedback .23 .15

Note.--See Table 5 for group means and n's.

* %k Jokk
p < .10, p < .05, p € .01 (one-tailed).
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Hypothesis 2 (page 34) predicts that only the SOF and OF treatments

will again be successful in increasing freedom rankings. Table 6 reveals
that the SOF group ranks freedom significantly (p <.05) higher (.88 units)
than the control group at the posttest. As in the case with equality,
the SOF treatment continues to be effective for inducing freedom change.
The effectiveness of the OF treatment is also confirmed in Table 6: the
OF group ranks freedom 1.42 units higher than the control group (p< .01l).
It is interesting to note that the OF treatment yields a mean freedom
ranking that is .54 units higher than the parent SOF treatment.

Again, as is the case with equality, neither the SOF/N nor the SF
treatment has any significant impact on freedom. The SOF/N mean is .23
units higher and the SF mean is .20 units lower than the control mean.
Neither difference is significant. Of course, the one-tailed test used
in Table 6 actually precludes determining the SF - control significance
since the direction of the difference is contrary to our expectation.
Although this difference is not large, the lower SF ranking at least
opens the question of possible negative effects from the SF treatment.

Hypotheses 1 and 2 are both essentially confirmed by the data with
only the effectiveness of the OF treatment on equality falling into the
marginal category.

An alternative way of viewing the various treatment effects is to
examine the value changes which occurred within each treatment during the
course of the experiment. Table 7 presents the mean changes in equality
and freedom rankings which occurred between the various value survey
administrations. As expected, Table 7 reveals no significant changes
occurring during the three weeks between the pretest and the treatment

sessions for any of the four groups which ranked their own values at the
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TABLE 7. Mean changes in equality and freedom for each treatment group.
Pretest-to Treatment-~ Pretest-to
~Treatment to-Posttest -Posttest

n change change change
SOF 56 -.56 1.52%** .96"
oF? |57 - - .25
Equality: SF 58 -.67 .17 -.50
SOF/N 62 -.03 .05 .02
Control 54 .24 -.37 -.13
*
SOF 56 .50 .89" 1.39™*
*
oF? |57 - - 2.05™*
Freedom: SF 58 .34 .28 .62
*
SOF/N 62 .57 .45 1.02
Control 54 -.22 44 .22

* %% kkk
p < .05, p <.01,

p <.001: t test for correlated measures (l-tail).

2 oF subjects did not rank their own values at the treatment session.
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treatment session. Since the subjects ranked their own values at the

beginning of the treatment session, only random changes were expected

during this period. Of course, the OF subjects did not rank their own
values at the OF treatment session and no evidence regarding this time
period is available for the OF group.

The treatment-related changes were expected to occur during the
four week treatment-to-posttest period. Among the four groups with
treatment-to-posttest data, only the SOF group was expected to signifi-
cantly increase its equality and freedom rankings. Table 7 again con-
firms this expectation by revealing that the SOF group increased its
equality ranking 1.52 units (p <.00l) and its freedom ranking .89 units
(p<.05). No significant changes occurred in any of the three other
groups: SOF/N, SF, or control.

The Others' Feedback group was also expected to increase its

equality and freedom rankings following the treatment. However, we can-

not directly observe this change since the OF subjects did not rank their
own values at the treatment. All we can observe for the OF group are the
changes which occurred during the entire seven-week pretest-to-posttest
period. The OF group increased its equality ranking only .25 units (p <
.40) over the duration of the experiment. Although this increase is
second in size only to the SOF increase, it falls to materially increase
our confidence in the effectiveness of the OF treatment for equality.
The effectiveness for freedom, however, is made even clearer in Table 7.
The OF group's freedom ranking increased 2.05 units (p< .001l) over the
seven-week period. This is the largest freedom increase found among the

five groups.
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Treatment Effects on Other Values

Due to the ipsative nature of the value survey, an increase in
one value necessarily results in a decrease in at least one other value.
Thus, changes in the target values will be accompanied by changes in
the remainder of the terminal value system. However, data from a
national sample of respondents to the value survey (Rokeach, 1973)
reveal that the values within the terminal value scale are not highly
correlated with one another.15 For this reason, even large changes in
the target values of one group would not be expected to simultaneously
produce equally large changes in any other particular value.

Rokeach (1973) reports that the Basic Value Change Treatment, in

addition to its effects on equality and freedom, has a slight tendency

to increase certain social values (such as a world at peace) and to

decrease certain personal values (such as a comfortable life). These

tendencies, however, are not consistently significant across the various
experiments which have used the Basic Value Change Treatment (Rokeach,

1968, 1971; Rokeach & McLellan, 1972; Rokeach & Cochrane, 1972; Cochrane
& Kelly, 1971). Thus, we could not anticipate any particular changes in

values other than the target values equality and freedom.

Analyses of variance on the mean posttest rankings of the remaining
16 terminal values across the five experimental groups yield no signif-
icant (p ¢.05) F ratios. Among the 18 instrumental values also ranked
at the posttest, only one of the 18 F ratios was significant (broadminded,

F =4.3, df = 4/282, p <.01). The fact that the experimental groups do

5The average intercorrelation among the 18 terminal values is -.06.
The largest equality -other value correlation is -.23. The largest free-
dom-other value correlation is -.16.
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not differ significantly on the 16 other terminal values suggests that
any treatment-related changes in these values are relatively minor.
The single instrumental-value significance may most probably be

attributed to chance.

Responses to Post-treatment Questionnaire

At the conclusion of each treatment session, subjects responded
to a variety of questions concerning their own reactions to the session.
Of course, due to the variations in the treatments, the same questions
could not be put to all subjects [see Appendices F - J]. The subjects
responded to each question on a nine-point scale and the mean responses
(Table 8) are compared across experimental groups using the Newman-
Keuls procedure (Winer, 1971). With this procedure, the experimental
groups' mean responses are ranked from highest to lowest and each pair
of means within a set are compared for significant differences. In this
way, we are able to pinpoint which treatments were reported to have more
or less impact on the subjects. Table 8 reveals that there were no
significant differences between any two experimental groups on three of
the questions. These questions are: (2) "How well did you understand
the material?", (5) "Do you feel that your responses were in any way
hypocritical?", (6) "Right now, how satisfied do you feel about the way
you have ranked the eighteen values?" In general, the subjects in all
responding experimental groups understood their treatment, did not feel
hypocritical, and were satisfied with their value rankings.

The remaining four questions in Table 8 do yield some significant
group differences. Excluding question #7 (which includes the control

group) , the distinctively different group is the Self Feedback group.
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TABLE 8. Mean responses to questions asked at end of treatment sessions.

"AGREE WITH E's INTERPRETAION OF 'TABLE 2?'" Groups significantly?
(l=agree strongly, 9=disagree strongly) different

OF  SOF SF

3.0 3.8 4.3 OF : SF

"UNDERSTAND MATERIAL PRESENTED?"
(1=understood completely, 9=not at all)

OF _SOF SOF/N _SF
1.8 2.0 2.3 2.4

"FIND PRESENTATION THOUGHT-PROVOKING?"
(1=extremely t-p, 9=extremely boring)

OF
SOF___OF SOF/N _SF SOF

2.6 2.6 2.7 3.4 SOF/N

SF
SF
SF

ee oo oo

"WILL THIS TECHNIQUE LEAD YOU TO DO MORE
THINKING ABOUT YOUR OWN VALUES?"
(l1=yes, very much, 9=no, not at all)

OF SOF/N_SOF  SF OF :
2.9 3.0 3.3 3.9 SOF/N : SF

"ARE YOUR RESPONSES IN ANY WAY HYPOCRITICAL?"
(1=yes, very; 9=not, not at all)

SOF/N _SF ___ SOF
5.8 6.1 6.7

"ARE YOU SATISFIED WITH ALL 18 VALUE RANKINGS?"
(l=extremely satis., 9=extremely dissat.)

SOF SF__SOF/N
3.4 3.4 3.9

"YOUR TIME WELL SPENT PARTICIPATING IN THIS STUDY?'
(1=wasting my time, 9=very worthwhile)

CONTL SF__SOF/N SOF  OF CONTL
5.9 6.4 6.5 6.7 6.9 CONTL

SOF
OF

Note.—-See Appendices for exact wording of each question. Subjects
responded to each question on a 9-interval scale.

a Significant (p < .05) differences by Newman-Keuls procedure.
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The Self Feedback subjects agree least with the experimenter's inter-
pretation, found their presentation the least thought-provoking, and
felt they would do the least thinking about their own values. However,
in only one instance (question 3) is there a significant difference
between the SF variation treatment and the SOF parent treatment. Thus,
while lack of feedback about others' values has its deleterious con-
sequences, it is not always the "complete" SOF treatment which elicits

the most favorable response.

Specific Value Satisfaction

In addition to the questions just examined, subjects in the SOF,
SOF/N, and SF groups were also asked to indicate whether they were
"satisfied" or "dissatisfied" with their previous ranking of each of
the eighteen terminal values. Rokeach (1973) reports that subjects
who are dissatisfied with a value ranking subsequently change that
value's ranking more so than subjects who are satisfied. Table 9 pre-
sents the mean absolute treatment-to-posttest change in the values

freedom and equality for subjects in this study who said they were

satisfied or dissatisfied with their ranking of each value at the end
of their treatment session.

Although the percentage of dissatisfied subjects varies between 24
and 34 per cent for equality and between 20 and 30 per cent for freedom,
the differences between groups are not significant (by Chi-square). This
is surprising since specific value dissatisfaction is thought to trigger
value change and we might have expected the successful SOF treatment to
yield a higher percentage of dissatisfied subjects than either of the

unsuccessful treatments.



88

TABLE 9. Mean absolute change in freedom and equality for satisfied
and dissatisfied subjects.
Equality Change Freedom Change
Satisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied
with with with with
equality equality freedom freedom
(n) (n) (n) (n)
SOF G 358 A 406 |G 190 D 4 44
SOF/N (47) 1,91 (I3 .87 |G 576 (A2) 3 33
SF (39) 166 (9 63 |GD 557 A7) 344
ANALYSES OF VARIANCE
SOURCE af MS F P
Group (A) 2 7.71 1.66
Satsifaction (B) 1 87.58 18.81 < .001
Equality:
A x B Interaction 2 12.11 2.60 < .10
Error 170 4.66
Group (A) 2 6.93 1.08
Satisfaction (B) 1 116.17 18.22 < .001
Freedom:
A x B Interaction 2 1.18
Error 170 6.37

Note.--Change is treatment-to-posttest.
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Nevertheless, two-way (Group x Satisfaction) analyses of variance
(Table 9) yield significant (p <.001) F ratios only for the main effect
of satisfaction. This result is consistent with previous findings re-
vealing greater change for the dissatisfied subjects. In every instance,
subjects dissatisfied with their value ranking changed more than sub-
jects who were satisfied. However, the interaction effect between group
and satisfaction for the value equality approaches significance beyond
the .10 level. Examination of the means in Table 9 indicates that the
SOF subjects who were dissatisfied with their equality ranking changed
their ranking considerably more than did dissatisfied subjects in either
the SOF/N or SF group. This suggests that while the treatments do not
differ greatly in the percentage of subjects who indicate target value
dissatisfaction, the dissatisfaction engendered by the SOF treatment
may be more potent than the dissatisfaction engendered by the SOF/N or
SF treatments. The results for freedom are in the same direction al-
though the interaction effect does not approach significance.

Perhaps the major finding in Table 9 arises from the fact that a
substantial number of the subjects in the SOF/N and SF treatments did

experience dissatisfaction with their equality or freedom ranking and

this dissatisfaction did result in greater change. This suggests that
even though the SOF/N and SF treatments failed to induce significant
positive target value change for their groups as a whole, a portion of
the subjects may have been substantially affected by their respective

treatment, although less so than the SOF subjects.

Attitude Change

We noted that Rokeach (1973) reports that racial attitude changes
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in the direction of the equality changes are not apparent in the first
weeks following a value change experiment. For this reason, no signif-
icant differential racial attitude changes were expected to occur as a
result of the treatments in this experiment.

Table 10 displays the mean posttest racial attitude score (adjusted
for initial differences by covariance analysis) for the five treatments.
Although analysis of covariance yields a significant (p<.05) F ratio,
the direction of the group differences are not consistent with the value
differences shown in Table 5 (page 79). The most egalitariap mean
attitude is found for the SOF/N treatment followed, in order, by the SOF,
OF, control, and SF treatments. Application of the Newman-Keuls procedure
(see page 78) to these mean racial attitude scores reveals that the sig-
nificant differences occur between the SOF/N and SF treatments and
between the SOF and SF treatments.

These findings are somewhat anomalous since the largest attitude
difference is found between the two experimental treatments which were
both ineffective in increasing equality rankings. It is possible that
the SOF/N treatment is an effective attitude-change treatment although
it is not an effective value-change treatment. However, the fact that
none of the experimental groups evidence racial attitudes significantly
higher than the control group suggests that these differences are attri-
butable to some factor other than the value change treatments themselves,
most probably chance. This finding, therefore, must be regarded very

tentatively.

Summary and Discussion

Insofar as we are concerned with the differential effectiveness of
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TABLE 10. Adjusted mean posttest racial attitude scores.

Racial
Group n Attitude

SOF/No Interpretation 62 62.96

Self & Others' Feedback 56 62.83

Others' Feedback 57 61.78

Control 54 60.68

Self Feedback 58 59.34

F = 2.47
Analysis of Covariance: df = 4/281
p <.05

Note.-- Higher score is more egalitarian.
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the various value change treatments, we are able to conclude the following:
(1) The Self & Others' Feedback treatment continues to be an
effective method for inducing positive change in equality and
freedom.

(2) The Others' Feedback treatment is effective for inducing posi-

tive change in freedom and marginally effective for equality.

(3) The Self & Others' Feedback/No Interpretation treatment is

not an effective method for inducing value change.

(4) The Self Feedback treatment is not an effective method for

inducing value change.

These conclusions are important for what they imply about the
importance of the three types of feedback provided by the experimenter
in the value change procedure. Since the Self & Others' Feedback and
Others' Feedback treatments are effective, they must provide the necessary
information. Thus, feedback about self must not be crucial for the in-
duction of change because it was not provided to the OF subjects. 1In
contrast, the ineffectiveness of the Self & Others' Feedback/No Inter-
pretation and the Self Feedback treatments implies that both (a) the
experimenter's interpretation and (b) the others' feedback are crucial
elements for inducing value change.

Before discussing these conclusions further, we should first note
an important limitation inherent in this experiment regarding the
conceptualization and operationalization of the three types of experi-
menter-provided information. For example, the difference between the
Self & Others' Feedback treatment and the variation Self Feedback treat-
ment is conceptualized as the absence of the variable "feedback about

others' values" in the Self Feedback treatment (Table 1, p. 30). The
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actual operational differences, however, are much more complex (Table 2,
p. 31). The SF subjects (in comparison to the SOF subjects) do not guess
MSU values, do not see"Table 1", do not compare their own values to
"Table 1", are shown a variant of "Table 2", and so forth.

These complex procedural differences between the parent treatment
and the variation treatments make it more difficult to attribute the
differential outcomes to the simpler conceptual variables "feedback
about others", "the experimenter's interpretation", and "feedback about
self". 1In the final analysis, there is no way to determine from this
experiment which of the actual operational differences between treat-
ments play greater or lesser roles in the value-change differences.
Even if these conceptual/operational difficulties could be overcome, it
is important to note that the roles which these conceptual variables
play in the value-change process remain speculative and the empirical
results remain subject to alternative theoretical interpretations.
However, the major concern of this work is not whether value theory
provides the only explanation for these results, but is whether the
results are minimally consistent with value theory's predictions.

Interpretive feedback. Subjects in the Self & Others' Feedback/No

Interpretation treatment were asked to provide their own individual
_interpretations of the stimulus materials in "Table 1" and "Table 2".
The SOF/N subjects were shown that .other MSU students in general ranked
freedom higher than equality ("Table 1") and that students active in
civil rights ranked equality higher than students against civil rights
("Table 2").

It was seen in Table 8 (page 86) that the SOF/N responses to the

post-treatment questionnaire do not differ significantly from those of
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the SOF group. Why, then, does the SOF/N group evidence so little
positive change in either of the target values while the SOF group
changes significantly on both?

The experimenter's interpretation of the stimulus data essentially
forces the subject with a value/self-conception conflict to acknowledge
the possibility that his values are in conflict with his self-conception.
If the subject recognizes and acknowledges the conflict, self-dissatis-
faction should occur. If the subject fails to acknowledge the conflict,
either because he fails to see the implication of the data for himself
or defensively avoids acknowledging the conflict, no dissatisfaction
should occur. In essence, the stimulus data threaten the state of the
subject's belief system and the experimenter's interpretation eliminates
many of the non-threatening interpretations at which the subject might
conveniently arrive on his own.

Since SOF/N subjects are asked to write out their own interpre-
tation of the stimulus data, it is possible to analyze the contents of
these written interpretations to see if the subjects do or do not make
potentially self-threatening interpretations. The SOF/N protocols were
read in a single-blind procedure and categorized as either "correct" or
"incorrect". A "correct" interpretation is one judged to be similar to
experimenter's interpretation offered in the SOF treatment which con-
trasts freedom-for-self and freedom-for-others. An "incorrect" inter-

pretation is one that does not contrast the equality - freedom differ-

ences. For example, interpretations which merely equate a value with
a need ("Whites don't care about equality because they already have it.")
or disparage a value ("People are sick of civil rights activists and

minority demands.") are categorized as "incorrect". Twenty-one of the
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SOF/N interpretations were judged to be "correct" and 41 were judged to
be "incorrect".

If we assume that a "correct" interpretation is potentially more
personally threatening than an "incorrect" interpretation because it
clearly recognizes possible value/self-conception conflicts, then Table
11 suggests why the SOF/N treatment is ineffective in inducing value
change. The SOF/N subjects are categorized into one of four groups based
on their ranking of equality and freedom at the treatment. The four

categories are: (1) ranks both equality and freedom high, (2) ranks

both equality and freedom low, (3) ranks equality high and freedom low,
and (4) ranks equality low and freedom high.16 Table 11 reveals the
percentage of SOF/N subjects within each category who made a "correct"
interpretation of the stimulus material.

As we know from previous research, the greatest value change is
observed in those subjects who have low initial target value rankings.
Obviously, a high initial equality ranking implies less value/self-
conception conflict and thus less value change would be expected to
occur. Among 17 SOF/N subjects who already rank both equality and

freedom highly, over 70 per cent interpret the stimulus material

"correctly". Among those subjects who rank either equality or freedom

low, the percentage drops to around 25 per cent. Among the 16 most
potentially conflictual subjects (those who rank both target values low),
only one (6.7%) is able to give a "correct" interpretation.

It is clear from Table 1l that as subjects more and more become

16"High“ means ranked above the median; "low" means ranked at or

below the median.
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TABLE 11. Percent of SOF/N subjects at varying levels of equality
and freedom "correctly" interpreting SOF/N stimulus materials.

Initial Equality rank

High (1-9) Low (10-18)
N =17 N =15
High
(1-5) n "correct" = 12 n "correct" = 4
Initial % "correct" = 70.5| % "correct" = 26.7
Freedom
rank T
Low
(6-18) N = 14 N =16
n "correct" = 4 n "correct" = 1
% "correct" = 28.6| % "correct" = 6.7
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potential beneficiaries of the value change procedure by virtue of their
value rankings, it becomes more and more likely that they will avoid

the necessary self-confrontation. That is, they will avoid directly
contrasting the stimulus data on the two target values. This defensive
reaction is easily operationalized in the SOF/N treatment by allowing
the subjects to provide themselves with evasive, non-threatening inter-
pretations of the stimulus material. In a sense, the SOF/N subject is
allowed the privilege of self-diagnosis.-and the more threatening the
symptoms become, the more the subject tries to deny their existence.

The finding that the experimenter's interpretive feedback is a
crucial element of the SOF procedure confirms the difficulty of inducing
value change and lends credence to the notion that the experimenter
serves the function of articulating social expectations (already inter-
nalized by the subject). To be sure, further research is required to
determine what effect various qualitatively-different interpretations
might have on the change process. It is not improbable that the current
interpretation contrasting freedom-for-self and freedom-for-others could
be improved to enhance the impact of the treatment.

The fact that the interpretive material is a necessary element in
the procedure raises the question whether it is a sufficient element.
Value theory suggests that persuasion alone is insufficient to induce
value change and the failure of the Self Feedback treatment, discussed
below, confirms this suggestion.

Feedback of others' values. The Self Feedback treatment attempts

to induce change with only self-value feedback and the interpretive feed-
back. No reference to the values or attitudes of other persons is used

and thus, the SF subjects are deprived of any objective, external value
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referent. 1In Chapter I, the others' feedback element was seen as serving
two simultaneous functions for the subject: (1) to provide evidence of
the objective validity of the value terms and (2) to provide evidence of
the validity of his own value rankings. The first function is served
when the subject compares his own internal knowledge of the external
group's values to the objective value rankings of that group presented
to him in the treatment. The second function is served when the subject
applies this validity to his own individual rankings to assure himself
that his value rankings are fair representations of his internal value
preferences. It was suggested that the lack of this wvalue validation
in the SF procedure would prevent the_SF subjects from experiencing
sufficient self-dissatisfaction to induce value change.

The results clearly show that the Self Feedback treatment is in-

effective in inducing significant equality er freedom changes. However,

it is not possible to conclude that the SF treatment's ineffectiveness
is attributable solely to the hypothesized role of the others' feedback
variable. The SF treatment is the most operationally different variation
of the SOF parent treatment. The SF presentation is somewhat less con-
crete than the SOF treatment because it is necessary to attempt an
equivalent presentation without the benefit of the stimulus data on MSU
values. However, the post-treatment questionnaire (Table 8, page 86)
reveals that the SF subjects reported that they understood their presen-
tation nearly as well as any other treatment group. Thus, the in-
effectiveness of the SF treatment is probably not due to any simple
failure to communicate with the SF subjects.

The SF subjects did, however, find their presentation significantly

less thought-provoking than subjects in the other treatment groups. This
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suggests that the SF subjects failed to experience the same self-insights
experiences by subjects in the other groups. It is likely that the SF
subjects were either unable or unwilling to confront their own internal
inconsistencies. When faced with his own value rankings and the experi-
menter's interpretation, the subject's defenses may suggest that the
value labels "don't really mean anything" or that the ranking procedure
is unreliable. In this way, the subject has an opportunity to avoid the
threatening implications of the SF treatment. By doubting the value
ranking procedure, the subject avoids the motivating self-confrontation.
The most important question raised by the failure of the SF treat-
ment is that of the relationship between the individual's values and the
values of his culture. The data suggest that the individual needs some
external referent for judging his own internal values. If no external
referent were needed, the SF subjects had all the necessary information
to discover their own value/self-conception inconsistencies. They know
their own values, knew their own self-conceptions, and were confronted
with society's expectation regarding equality/egalitarianism. Further
research is needed to determine whether the SF subjects failure to
experience self-dissatisfaction is due (a) to mere mechanical distrust
of the value measuring instrument or (b) to a more generalized need for

. . 17
some social comparison.

17It is implicit in value theory that the social comparison processes

involving values are functionally distinguislable from social comparison
process involving less central cognitive elements such as attitudes (For
example, see Festinger, 1954; Pepitone, 1964; Schachter, 1959; Stouffer,
et.al., 1949; Thibaut & Kelly, 1959). When an individual's values are
brought into question, the primary evaluative standard is thought to be
his own self-conception. Social comparison processes are thought to play
a. more active role in value acquisition and in those instances where the
self-conception as well as the values are threatened.
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Additionally, if feedback of others' values is necessary to satisfy
a need for social comparison, other questions are raised about the extent
of feedback necessary. Which values need be fed back? Whose values
should they be? Does the feedback have to be accurate? An interesting
test of the role of others' feedback in the value change process would
be to vary the accuracy of the feedback and to compare the effectiveness
of the procedures.

Feedback about own values. The Others' Feedback treatment repli-

cates the Rokeach & McLellan (1972) study which found that value change
could be induced without providing subjects with objective feedback
about their own values. Although the results for equality are margin-
ally significant (p <.10), the OF treatment was exceeded in effective-
ness only by the parent SOF treatment. The effectiveness of the OF
treatment on freedom is clearly replicated.

The post-treatment questionnaire (Table 8, page 86) suggests that
the OF treatment is the best received treatment. OF subjects report
that they agree most with the experimenter's interpretation, say they
understand their presentation the best, and say they will do the most
thinking about their own values. Although none of these differences is
significant, they suggest that the OF treatment does not arouse the
defensiveness thought to be aroused in the SF and SOF/N treatments. The
OF treatment does not formally confront the subject with his own personal
inconsistencies and he is free to evaluate the material in whatever way
he sees fit. However, his own subjective awareness of his target value
rankings coupled with the others' feedback and the experimenter's inter-
pretation make it difficult to ignore any inconsistencies which exist.

One interesting result observed in the Rokeach & McLellan study is
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again observed here: the change in the value freedom induced by the
Others' Feedback variation treatment is greater than the change induced
by the parent Self & Others' Feedback treatment. It is possible to
speculate that allowing the subjects to rank their own values somehow
inhibits freedom change. Alternatively, it is possible that the OF
subjects who do not rank their own values come to feel that they value
freedom less than they would objectively rank it and thus are more
dissatisfied than those SOF subjects who can see their own objective
freedom ranking. However, it should be noted that in the Rokeach &
McLellan study, the OF equality change was also greater than the SOF

equality change; a result which did not occur in this experiment.

Rokeach (1973) convincingly argues that methodological artifacts
such as demand characteristics (Orne, 1962) and evaluation apprehension
(Rosenberg, 1965) could not be responsible for his value-change results
since the observed behavioral outcomes related to the value changes
were remote in both time and place from the experimental setting.

The ineffectiveness of the Self Feedback and the Self & Others' Feedback/
No Interpretation treatments strongly support that argument. 1In the SOF/
N treatment, the experimenter explicitly pointed out the target values
and suggested by implication that a low ranking of either equality or
freedom was undesirable. In the §F treatment, the subjects were expli-
citly told exactly how the experimenter thought they ought to rank
equality and freedom. When these subjects returned for the posttest and
again responded to the value survey, any subject who wished to look good
or to please the experimenter would have had no difficulty in ranking

equality and freedom at the top of his list. The important finding is
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that no such effects were evident.

The failure of the SF and SOF/N treatments not only directly
refutes any suggestion that the SOF and OF changes are artifacts but
also attests to the viability of the value survey and to the existence
of some narrower range of circumstances which will lead to observed
value change. Perhaps the strongest conclusion which can be reached
from these data is that it is very difficult to produce the appearance
of value change in the absence of actual value reorganization.

A further criticism which might be advanced is the suggestion that
failure of the SF and SOF/N treatments is the result of some experimenter
bias (Rosenberg & Rosnow, 1969). Since the experimenters were not blind
to the experimental purposes, they might have communicated their expec-
tations of "no value change" to the SF and SOF/N subjects. The diffi-
culty with this criticism is that the experimenters actually expected
subjects at one or more moral levels to respond positively to each of
the value-change treatments. Thus, it would be more likely that the
experimenters communicated an expectancy of change rather than an
expectancy of no change.

\SérThe conclusions reached here that value change can be induced only
where there is some minimum feedback of other's values and some minimum
evaluative interpretation are, of course, strictly limited to this

subject population and to the particular target values equality and
freedom. In many respects, the white, midwest college students who

served in this experiment and in others (Rokeach, 1973; Rokeach & McLellan,
1972; Rokeach & Cochrane, 1972; Cochrane & Kelly, 1971) may be the ideal
subjects for these value change procedures. Undoubtedly.an important

aspect of the college experience is the opportunity, perhaps for the
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first time, to question the values and morality of self and society.
It is likely that the value change procedures provide a unique
opportunity in which the student can consider the difficult problems
of choosing among desirable value preferences and thus the procedures
take advantage of the naturally-occurring introspective predisposition
of the subjects.

In addition, the campus community traditionally emphasizes greater
personal freedom and greater egalitarianism as appropriate personal
goals. The value-change procedures undoubtedly benefit from this
atmosphere which encourages the same value changes selected by the
experimental procedure. Bem (1970) suggested that the successful
results of the first value-change experiment (Rokeach, 1968) might be
wholly attributed to the effects of this social pressure rather than
to self-dissatisfaction. Rokeach (1973) counters Bem's argument by
pointing to the wide range of subsequent attitudinal and behavior
changes and to the failure of control subjects to change in the same
socially-desirable direction. Our results clearly support Rokeach's
view by demonstrating that explicit efforts aimed at moving the subjects
in the socially desired direction are not successful in the absence of
others' feedback and the evaluative interpretation.

Nevertheless, it is not yet demonstrable that social pressure
plays no important role in the value-change process. With some assurance
we can say that social pressure is not a sufficient condition precedent
to value change but it still is possible to view social pressure as a
necessary condition precedent. That is, can values be changed in a
direction directly counter to the prevailing social pressure or must

the change always be in the direction of that pressure? The social
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nature of values suggests that socially undesirable value changes are
less likely to occur. For example, would it be possible to effectively
induce these subjects to decrease their equality ranking? Even if such
a procedure were ethically defensible, it seems probable that it would
not be possible in the face of strong social pressures to the contrary.
There are, of course, many values which society does not strongly

encourage or discourage. For example, the values wisdom or clean do

not command the interest of society as do the values freedom and
equality. For these values, social pressure or social sanctions may be
relatively unimportant and the subjects' self-conceptions may play the
sole important role in the value-change process. Indeed, Rokeach (1973)
clearly demonstrates that greater value change occurs for any value
with which the subject is dissatisfied.

Regardless of the process by which value change occurs, this
research continues to illuminate some practical problems inherent in
evaluating the success of the value-change procedures. The use of
group value means to assess the impact of the treatments obscures
certain individualistic responses to the various treatments. For
example, even though the Self Feedback treatment was generally in-
effective in inducing equality change, some SF subjects increased their
equality ranking as much as 11 scale units. For these subjects, the
SF treatment was spectacularly effective. Likewise, it is observable
that nearly 41 per cent of the subjects in the successful SOF treatment
who initially ranked equality tenth or lower either failed to change
their equality ranking or actually decreased it. For these subjects,
the SOF treatment was not an effective treatment. These results con-

tinue to show that no one treatment is best for all participants and
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continue to highlight the need for further value-change experimentation
designed to more fully explore the value-change process.

Finally, this research has not directly considered the role of the
self-conception in the value-change process. The assumption that the
self-conception is the single most crueial element in the value-change
process deserves considerable attention in future research. Equally
deserving of attention is the reciprocal role that the values play in

the development and maintenance of the self-conception.

2. Value Systems and Moral Level

We turn now to a consideration of the interrelationships among
the subjects' developmental levels of moral reasoning and their value
systems. Subjects are categorized into one of the three levels of
Kohlberg's developmental scheme (see Table 4, page 44):Level I (n = 42)
is the pre-conventional moral level, level II (n = 204) is the con-
ventional moral level, and level III (n = 33) is the post-conventional
moral level. The number of level III subjects in the sample is approx-
imately one-half the number expected from results obtained in a pilot
study and from the work reported by Kramer (1968). Thus, our sample

is skewed somewhat toward the lower two levels.

Value System Stability

Hypothesis 3 (page 56) predicts that level III moralists will
have significantly more stable terminal and instrumental value systems
than lower level subjects due to the greater integration and internali-

zation of values at level III. Value system stability is computed by
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correlating a subject's pretest and posttest value rankings. Thus, we
compute two value system stability coefficients for each subject: one
for the terminal value system and one for the instrumental value system.
However, since the seven-week pretest-to-posttest interval includes the
four-week post-treatment period, any differential terminal value system
stability related to treatment effects might confound the effects of
moral level. Therefore, a second terminal system coefficient which is
free of any treatment effects is also computed for the three-week pretest-
to-treatment period.18

Table 12 presents these mean value system stability coefficients
for subjects at each of the three moral levels. It is apparent that in
each instance the level III moralists have the highest average stability.
To test hypothesis 3, each level III mean stability coefficient is com-
pared to the appropriate level I and level II means.19 Over the three-
week pretest-to-treatment interval, the average terminal value system
stability for level III is .85. This average is significantly greater

than the averages for level I (X_ = .76, t = 3.3, p<.0l) and level II

I

(2}1 = .76, £t = 3.3, pg.0l). Over the entire seven-week period, the

average terminal system stability for level III is .83. This average
is again significantly greater than the average for either level I

(ﬂi = .74, t = 2.9, p <.05) or level II (X = .68, t = 3.7, p<.0l).

The results for the instrumental value systems are similar. The average

level III instrumental stability (iil = .77) is significantly greater

I

18There is no comparable 3-week coefficient possible for the instru-
mental system since subjects did not rank the instrumental values at the
treatment.

19Comparison by Dunnett's t (Dunnett, 1955, 1964; Winer, 1971). The
alpha level for each pair of comparisons is set at .05 (two-tailed).
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TABLE 12. Mean intralevel value system stability coefficients (rho).

Level of Moral Development

I II I1I
N (3 weeks) = 37 162 25
N (7 weeks) = 42 204 33 F
Terminal Value System:
3 weeks .76 .76 .85 3.07:*
7 weeks .74 .75 .83 5.17
Instrumental Value System:
7 weeks .71 .68 .77 4.10%

Note.-- 3 week period is pretest-to-treatment (OF subjects not included).
7 week period is pretest-to-posttest (All subjects included).

*p< .05, ¥ p<.o1.
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than the average for either level I (YI = .71, t = 2.3, p< .05) or

level II RII = .68, t = 3.7, p< .01). Hypothesis 3 is thus confirmed.

Value System Similarity

Hypothesis 4 (page 58) predicts that subjects at higher moral
levels will have increasingly more similar value systems due to the
increasing scarcity of values which satisfy the intellectual and moral
needs of individuals functioning at the higher levels. This hypothesis
is tested by correlating the terminal or instrumental value rankings
of each subject with the terminal or instrumental rankings of every
other subject at the same moral level. Each of these correlations is
an index of the degree to which the two subjects rank-order the values
in the same way. Within each moral-level group, these terminal and
instrumental correlations are averaged to obtain indexes of intragroup
terminal and instrumental value system similarity. The more a group
tends to share the same value preferences, the higher the mean intra-
group similarity index will be.20

Table 13 presents the mean pretest intragroup value system similarity
indexes for both the terminal and instrumental value systems and it is
apparent that value system similarity increases with moral development
as predicted in hypothesis 4. For the terminal values, the average
system correlation among the level I subjects is only .20. This in?
creases to .27 among the level II subjects and to .39 among the level

III subjects. The pattern for instrumental value system similarity is

2°An alternative index which might have been employed is Kendall's

concordance coefficient, W (Siegal, 1958). W is a linear function of
the mean intragroup correlation.
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TABLE 13. Mean intralevel value system similarity coefficients (rho).

Level of Moral Development

I I1 ITI

N = 42 204 33

Terminal Value System: .20 .27 .39

Instrumental Value System: .23 .26 .32
Note.-- A larger similarity coefficient indicates greater intragroup

value system similarity.
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the same. The similarity index increases from .23 at level I to .26 at
level II and to .32 at level III.

Since the individual correlations among subjects within a moral
level are not independent, the means in Table 13 cannot be tested for
differences with the usual statistical tests. However, the null hypo-
thesis implicitly being tested in hypothesis 4 is that the order of the
means in Table 13 is unrelated to moral level. If the order of the
terminal or instrumental means is randomly determined, there are six
equally-likely orders which the three means might assume. Thus, there
is one chance in six of obtaining the exact order predicted (XI<X <

IT
X ). In addition, the null hypothesis assumes that the order of the

III
terminal means is independent of the instrumental means because the two
scales are ranked independently and because Rokeach (1973) reports that
the average correlation between terminal and instrumental values is .0l
among a sample of the American people. Thus, the joint probability of
obtaining the exact order predicted for both systems in hypothesis 4
is (1/6 x 1/6) = 1/36 or .028. Therefore, we reject the null hypothesis
and conclude that value system similarity increases at each successively
higher level of moral reasoning.
Although hypothesis 4 is confirmed, this overall value system
similarity data does not reveal which particular values are being
shared or which values distinguish subjects at the various moral levels.
Tables 14 and 15 display the mean pretest value rankings and the
composite rank orders of the means for subjects at each moral level.
Additionally, the F ratios provide a relative index of the between-
group differences in the value rankings. Significant (p< .05) F ratios

are observed for four of the terminal values and for seven of the
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TABLE 14. Mean pretest terminal value rankings and composite rank orders
for subjects at three levels of moral development.

Moral Level

I II III
N =42 204 33
'Méan po1 Mean pn i Mean g F
*
A comfortable life 10.64 4, 12.20 15 13.76 16 4.4
An exciting life 9.95 11 11.21 44 11.39 44 1.4
A sense pf accompl. 8.00 g 9.13 4 8.79 10 1.2
A world at peace 7.69 4 7.82 8 5.55 3.0*
A world of beauty 10.36 ;4 11.19 4, 11.09 ;, <1
Equality 9.07 10 9.17 6.97 4 3.3*
Family security 10.26 ¢, 9.14 19 9.97 1 1.5
Freedom 6.67 o 6.46 5.88 , <1
Happiness 5.81 1 5.51 1 6.30 3 <1
Inner harmony 8.00 ¢ 6.90 3 6.55 5 1.1
Mature love 6.86 4 7.04 o 6.52 , <1
National security 13.36 1¢ 14.78 ;g 15.85 ;g 4.5*
Pleasure 11.29 ;5 12.38 ¢ 13.42 ¢ 2.6
Salvation 13.88 15 11.81 4, 12.91 4, 1.9
Self-respect 8.38 9 7.58 7 7.61 9 <1
Social recognition 14.26 18 14.24 44 14.67 45 <1
True friendship 8.19 4 7.00 , 7.03 g 1.8
Wisdom 8.33 g4 7.53 ¢ 6.76 ¢ 1.3

*p <.05.
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TABLE 15. Mean pretest instrumental value rankings and composite rank
orders for subjects at three levels of moral development.

Ambitious
Broadminded
Capable
Cheerful
Clean
Courageous
Forgiving
Helpful
Honest
Imaginative
Independent
Intellectual
Logical
Loving
Obedient
Polite
Responsible

Self-controlled

Moral Level

I II ITI

= 42 204 33

Mean Rnk Mean Rnk Mean Rnk .
8.67 9.42 9.61 <1
6.43 6.97 5.61 1.3
9.40 10.20 10.27 <1
8.93 8.57 9.48 <1
11.93 13.57 14.94 4.8**
9.62 10.34 8.88 1.8
8.29 . 6.42 .21, 3.7%
9.57 ., 8.33 .24 2.8
6.26 4.28 5.09 4.6%
9.48 11.18 9.76 _, 3.1%
7.51 9.39 .73 3.2%
10.52 10.82 . 9.39 1.1
10.19 |, 11.30 11.73 1.2
6.00 5.25 5.76 <1
16.50 o 14.81 o 16.15 5.4%*
13.76 12.32 13.45 3.4%
.14, 7.40 7.713 <1
10.74 | 10.43 , 10.97 , <1

* p<.05, **p< .01.



113

instrumental values.

Before interpreting these value differences, two important con-
siderations should be stated. First, moral development theory does
not necessarily imply that individuals at the lower two levels will
rank any particular value high or low. At levels I or 1I, values are
thought to reflect the society's or the group's values, so that what-
ever the society or the group considers important should also be ranked
highly by the level I or II subjects. It is only at level III, where
values are self-chosen principles, that any particular values should
necessarily be emphasized. Clearly, moral development theory predicts
that equality would be ranked highest at level III since equality is a
core principle of the post-conventional morality.

The second consideration involves the stage-level distinction in
the moral development typology. Certain values, if responsive to the
moral dimension, should be differentially ranked by subjects at adjacent
moral stages. For example, salvation would probably be ranked higher
by the stage-4 (rigid rule orientation) subjects than by the stage-3
("good boy-nice girl") subjects. Since level II consolidates stages 3
and 4, this distinction is not visible in Table 14. Similarly, stage-l
(punishment and obedience) subjects should rank obedient higher than
stage-2 (naive instrumental hedonism) subjects. However, in this sample
of college students, the level I group which consolidates stages 1 and 2
does not contain any "pure" stage-l subjects. For the reader interested
in the value differences between moral stages, Tables 20 and 21 in Appendix
0 present the value means for the five moral stage groups. However,
since this research focuses on levels of moral development, only Tables
14 and 15 will be discussed.

Among those values with significant (or nearly significant) F ratios,



114

four show a pattern of declining importance over the moral levels.

A comfortable life, national security, clean and pleasure (p <.08)

are ranked highest at level I and lowest at level III. Recalling that
all level I subjects are stage-2 instrumental relativists, it is con-
sistent with the Kohlberg typology that these subjects would emphasize

the hedonic values pleasure and a comfortable life. The relative higher

ranking of national security at level I may be consistent with level I's

recognition of power as crucial to the resolution of moral problems.
However, it is more probable to have expected the level II moralists to

have emphasized national security because of their presumed strong iden-

tification with the social structure and their desire to maintain that
structure. It is likely, however, that at the time of this study
(January, 1972) that the level II subjects were responding to the strong
undercurrents of anti-war, anti-military sentiments engendered by the
prolonged American involvement in the Indochina war.

The only value which shows a consistent level-to-level increase
is helpful (p <.07). This is consistent with the increasing inter-
personal concern which reaches its zenith at the post-conventional

level III. Two other values, equality and a world at peace, stay

constant at levels I and II and then increase sharply at level III.
This increase in equality is precisely what moral development theory
would predict because justice and equality are the core principles of

the level III morality. A concomitant high ranking of a world at peace

would also reflect these concerns.
A number of the values reveal either U-shaped patterns or inverted-
U patterns across the moral levels. The two values which seem depressed

at the middle (level II) are imaginative and independent. Both the
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instrumental pre-conventional morality at level I and the self-chosen
principles of level III strongly imply a sense of individual independence.
The level II morality, with its emphasis of group identification,
obviously would find independence less desirable than either level I

or III moralities. Interestingly, the value freedom does not reflect

this same pattern shown by independent. Freedom is ranked uniformly

high at all three levels. However, this is also consistent with the
Kohlberg typology since the values at level I and II most directly
reflect cultural influences and freedom, perhaps more so than any other
single value, is emphasized in the American culture.

The inverted-U pattern is found for the values forgiving, honest,

obedient and polite. Forgiving and honest are valued least at level I,

most at level II and intermediately at level III. Obedient and polite

are also valued most at level II but levels I and III do not differ
greatly from one another in their lower ranking of these values.
Certainly, obedience, honesty and politeness are important aspects of
being a "good boy," "good soldier," or "good citizen" in this culture
and we would expect the conventional moralists at level II to emphasize
them. Forgiving probably is reflecting the formal, conventional
Christian emphasis of that value in America.2l

One way of characterizing the content of the value system similarity
observed at level III is to simply list thosg values which, on the

average, are ranked consistently highest or lowest by the level III

subjects relative to the other levels. Disregarding significance of

21But note in Table 20 (Appendix O) that forgiving is ranked highest
on the average by the subjects at stage 6. At stage 6, forgiving is a
true moral principle.
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the F ratios, level III subjects have the highest average pretest and

posttest ranking of the following values: (Terminal) a world at peace,

equality, inner harmony, mature love, wisdom; (instrumental) broadminded,

courageous, helpful and intellectual. The level III subjects have the

lowest average ranking of: (Terminal) a comfortable life, happiness,

national security, pleasure; (Instrumental) ambitious, cheerful, clean

and logical. This listing provides some notion of the values which the
post-conventional moralists tend to share and which distinguish the
principled morality from the conventional and pre-conventional moralities.
Examination of these value differences reveals a pattern which is
generally consistent with expectations derived from Kohlberg's scheme.
However, it is not possible to say that the value patterns "prove" or
"disprove" the moral development scheme since moral development theory
does not predict any specific universal pattern of value choices. Value
choices, at least at levels I and II, are intimately related to the
individual's social environment and moral development theory speaks more
directly to how these choices are made than to what choices are made.
Depending on one's theoretical biases, one may conclude either that
moral levels do not predict values very well or that moral levels predict
values surprisingly well. First, if value theory and moral development
theory are viewed as overlapping to a considerable extent, then it is
apparent that the range of value content found among these subjects is
not greatly reduced when the moral dimension is added. Many of the
values are not at all differentially ranked by subjects at the various
moral levels. In contrast, if value theory is seen as a theory of
value content and moral theory is seen as a theory of value structure,

it is surprising that the subjects at the different moral levels evidence
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as much value difference as they do. Structure would not be expected
to perfectly predict content.

It is not our intent here to pit the two theories against one
another since one focuses on content and the other focuses on structure.
The more appropriate approach is to try to reconcile and integrate the
two theoretical positions into a more harmonious global view of the
nature of the valuing process. Neither theory is so well established
that it could wholly replace the other and both theories have sufficient

empirical support to warrant continued investigation.

Values, Attitudes and Moral Level

In looking for the correlates between moral development and values,
we have thus far examined only value-to-value linkages. The structural
characteristics of cognitive systems which affect these linkages are
also thought to affect value-to-attitude linkages. Hypothesis 5 (page
60) suggests that the single value equality will be a better predictor
of racial attitudes among subjects at moral level III because of the
unitary nature of the level III cognitive systems.

A basic value theory assumption is that attitudes are some probab-
alistic function of value preferences. In particular, subject responses
to the ninety racial attitude items of the multifactor racial attitude
inventory should reflect each subject's equality ranking because the
concept equality is implicated in every attitude item. Under the
assumption of a single, unitary value system, an individual's racial
attitude will be functions of a constant set of value weights. That
is, a high value for equality vis-a-vis other values will result in

racial attitudes highly favoring egalitarianism. A low value for
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equality will result in racial attitudes favoring competing and more
highly placed values. Under the assumption of a fragmented value system
where values become more or less important as the situation varies, an
individual's racial attitudes will be functions of a constantly changing
set of value weights. That is, a high value for equality vis-a-vis all
other values may not accurately represent the actual importance of
equality in a particular attitude situation. Equality may be important
for attitudes toward legal rights but may be unimportant for attitudes
toward dating patterns.

The total racial attitude score for subjects represents the sum of
ninety racial attitudes across a wide range of social, political, and
business settings of varying generality. It is this complexity of
attitudes which provides a test of the predictive powerlof the single
value equality. Within level III, a subject's equality ranking is
expected to be more uniformly weighted across all the racial attitudes.
Thus, equality should better predict his total racial attitude score.
Within levels I and II, a subject's equality ranking is expected to vary
from attitude to attitude and thus equality will provide less information
about the subject's total racial attitude score.

Table 16 shows that equality rank correlates .58 with the total
racial attitude score among level III subjects. This same value-attitude
correlation is only .24 among level I subjects and only .26 among level
II subjects. Comparison of the level III correlation with the level I and
level II correlations by Fisher's Z transformation reveals that .58 is
significantly greater than either .24 (z = 1.72, p <.05) or .26 (z = 2.03,
p<.05). 1In terms of explanatory power, equality accounts for more than

33 per cent of the variance in total attitude score among level III subjects
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TABLE 16. Correlation between equality rank and total racial attitude score.

Moral Level

I II ITI

r = .24 .26 .58




120

while it accounts for less than 7 per cent among level I or level II

subjects. Hypothesis 5 is thus confirmed.

Effects of Moral Level on Value Change

Chapter II set forth two partially contradictory expectations about
the geﬁeral effectiveness of the value-change treatment for subjects
at the different moral levels. First, the principled moralists at
level III are expected to change least due to their greater initial
egalitarianism and greater value system stability. Second, level III
moralists, to the extent that they possess contradictory values, are
expected to change most due to their greater need for consistency.

The results to this point clearly support the expectation of
less change among the level III subjects. The value equality is ranked
significantly higher at the pretest by the level III subjects (inI =
6.97) than by the level I subjects (YI = 9.07, t = 2.1, p<.05) or the
level II subjects (?&I = 9.17, t = 2.2, p< .05). Similarly, the level
III racial attitude score (X&II = 67.4) is significantly higher than
either the level I mean score (i} = 61.0, t = 2.6, p<.05) or the level
II mean score (X}I = 60.7, t = 2.7, p<.05). Level III subjects also
report that they engage in equality-related behavior (e.g., tutoring
minority students) more often than the subjects at the lower levels.22
Additionally, we have seen that level III value systems are more stable

than value systems at the lower levels.

22The percentage of subjects at levels I, II and III reporting that
they engage in equality-related behaviors is 10.5%, 7.4% and 27.4%
respectively. The Chi-square analysis of the frequency distribution
is significant beyond the .0l level (Chi-square = 9.27, df = 2).
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The clear implication of these findings is that level III subjects,
as a group, are less likely to discover any motivating inconsistencies
between values and self-conceptions because such inconsistencies are
less frequent. Nevertheless, our second expectation (i.e., greater
change among level III subjects with low initial value rankings) remains
viable since some level III subjects do, in fact, rank equality or
freedom relatively low. Testing this expectation, however, is difficult
because there are so few level III subjects in each treatment group and
fewer still who rank the target values low. Nonetheless, we may attempt
to compare the responses of the subjects with low initial value ranking
by pooling all the experimental treatments. Table 17 displays the mean

equality and freedom changes for experimental and control subjects at

each moral level who ranked either target value at or below the median
at the pretest.

By pooling the experimental subjects in Table 17, the distinction
between effective and ineffective value-change treatments is blurred and
thus the differences between moral levels must be interpreted cautiously.
Nevertheless, the means in Table 17 are quite suggestive. The level III
moralists who ranked equality tenth or lower at the pretest show the
greatest mean increase (3;50) in equality ranking. Although this finding
does not approach statistical significance, it is in the expected direc-
tion. The results for freedom are even more interesting in that among
those subjects who ranked freedom fifth or lower at the pretest, level
III subjects changed the least (2.27) and level I subjects changed the
most (4.83). The F ratio for the between-level comparisons of mean
freedom-change is significant beyond the .20 level.

The directions of the differences in these mean changes for those
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TABLE 17. Mean equality and freedom change scores for experimental
and control subjects at each moral level who ranked each
value at or below the median at the pretest.

Equality Freedom
Exper. Control Exper. Control
mean mean mean mean
(n) change (n) change (n)" change (n) change
(13) (8) (18) (6)

Level I 2.23 2.13 4.83 1.33
(82) (13) (90) (16)

Level II 1.78 1.46 2.99 1.13

(6) (3) (11) (4)
Level II1 3.50 .67 2.27 .50
F= .61 .29 2.16" .13
* p < .20. Note.-- Subjects from all four experimental groups are

combined. Only those subjects who ranked equality
10th or lower or who ranked freedom 5th or lower
at the pretest are included in this table.
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subjects with low initial value rankings are suggestive of the role of
self-conceptions in the value-change process. The morality of level I
subjects reflects the paramount importance of their own relativistic,
instrumental needs in dealing with their environment. Thus, when a
level I subject discovers his own low ranking of freedom, he should
discover a value/self-conception inconsistency of major importance. When
he discovers his low equality ranking, he should discover a less com-
pelling inconsistency because egalitarian considerations are not an
important aspect of his self-conception.

At the other extreme, the morality of level III subjects reflects
the paramount importance of universally-applied principles of justice
and equality. Thus, when a level III subject discovers his own low
ranking of equality, he should discover a value/self-conception incon-
sistency of major importance. When he discovers his low freedom ranking,
the level III subject should discover an inconsistency which is much less
compelling.

Thus, the direction of the means in Table 17 is consistent with
value theory: The subjects change most that value which, if ranked low,
reflects the most compelling value/self-conception inconsistency. For
level I, that value is freedom. For level III, that value is equality.
For the conventional moralists at level II, whose morality is less

completely centered on either freedom or equality, neither value/self-

conception inconsistency is quite as compelling as it is for level I

or level III subjects. Of course, the nonsignificance of the F ratios
in Table 17 make this interpretation most speculative. However, further
research should consider the potentialities of the suggested differences.

As noted, Table 17 cannot address itself to questions of the
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interactions between moral level and types of value-change procedure
since all the experimental groups are pooled. Table 18, however, retains
the treatment-group distinction and presents the mean equality and free-

dom change scores for all subjects regardless of initial value rank.23

Analyses of variance across moral levels yield only one significant F
ratio: in the Others' Feedback group, level I subjects apparently
increased their freedom ranking considerably more so than either level
II or level III subjects. The level I subjects increase their freedom
ranking an average of 6.60 units while increases for levels II and III
average 1.80 and 1.25 respectively. This level I freedom increase is
coupled with an average decrease in equality of 2.80 units. Thus, the
result of the OF treatment on level I moralists is to increase freedom
and to decrease equality: a pattern of anti-egalitarian change rather
than egalitarian change. It would seem that level I subjects, when
confronted with information about their peers, tend to reinforce their
self-centered morality.

In contrast, the OF subjects at level III increase their equality
ranking the most and their freedom ranking the least, thereby reinforcing
egalitarian self-conceptions. Table 18, taken as a whole, suggests that
moral level is not implicated in the value-change process in any simple

or direct manner. However, the scarcity of significant results in Table

23The mean raw-change scores are used in Table 18 since, due to initial
value differences related to moral level, neither mean posttest-rank com-
parisons nor covariance analysis is appropriate. Also, an overall two-
way (Treatment x Level) analysis of variance on raw-change scores is in-
appropriate since Treatment effects were examined earlier in the covariance
analysis in Table 6. However, for historical purposes, the two-way ANOVA's
on raw-change scores are preserved in Tables 22 and 23 in Appendix O.
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TABLE 18. Mean Equality and Freedom change scores.
Moral Level
1 11 ITI F
(n) (10) (34) 9
CONTROL  Equality .60 -.79 .11 .87
Freedom .70 .65 -.56 .60
(n) (12) (37) (6)
SOF Equality 1.42 1.49 1.17 .02
Freedom 1.00 .84 .50 .04
(n) (5) (41) (8)
OF Equality | -2.80 .39 .88 1.59
Freedom 6.60 1.80 1.25 5.15°*
(n) ) (46) (5
SF Equality .29 .13 .40 .02
Freedom -1.00 .57 -.60 .89
(n) (8) (45) (5)
SOF/N Equality .63 .11 -.60 .26
Freedom -1.38 .73 1.00 1.61
*x p < .0l. Note.-- Change is treatment-to-posttest (except

pretest-to-posttest for OF group).
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18 is ambiguous since the moral-group differences in initial value rank
may be masking some interactions. Tables 17 and 18 together at least
suggest that further research into these possible interactions may be

potentially profitable.

Summary and Discussion

The results are clear that the values and value systems of college
students are influenced by their developmental level of moral reasoning.
Not only is the content of their values related to moral level but,
more importantly, so are the structural characteristics of their value
systems. As we move up the developmental scale, we find that value
systems become increasingly more stable, increasingly more homogeneous,
increasingly more integrated, and increasingly more predictive of attitudes.
All these results confirm our speculation that value systems, no less
than other cognitive components, are subject to the organizational in-
fluences found in cognitive development and cognitive functioning. These
influences partly determine the structural characteristics of values and
their interactions with other cognitive components.

The increased stability of values found at level III of moral
development reflects the greater internalization and integration of
value choices among individuals who have achieved a principled level of
morality. The passage of this highest level encompasses a shift from
external to internal sources of support for values. Values become more
nearly self-chosen principles designed to facilitate the individual's
social interaction. This reliance on self-chosen principles reduces
the need to seek social approval for value choices and simultaneously

reduces the influence of day-to-Qay social pressures. Although the
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evidence concerning value change resulting from the experimental treat-
ments is weak, it seems likely that the stability mitigates against
‘short-swing changes in values among level III subjects while not inter-
fering with long-term changes resulting from self-confrontation. 1In

the future, where intervention techniques are aimed at values not
importantly related to the moral dimension (e.g., cheerful), the effects
of this greater stability may be even more important.

The relationship between value content and moral level has a number
of important dimensions. First, the finding that values are shared more
by subjects at the highest level is some evidence in support of Kohlberg's
notion that there are fewer satisfactory values for postconventional
moralists and that the higher stages do represent some goal toward which
moral development is aimed. The value survey, however, reveals that
even that group which has achieved the highest moral level is a markedly
diverse group. Although the level III moralists are more like one
another on the average, the range of value diversity is not less than
the diversity found among the other levels as evidenced by the fact
that the target values are ranked anywhere from first to last at all
three levels.

Many of the value terms in the value survey are seemingly unrelated
to the developmental dimension. Thus, while there is overlap between
the value and moral development concepts, the value concept supplies
information about subjects far beyond that supplied by moral develop-
ment. However, the fact that the content of values extends beyond the
content boundaries of moral development does not suggest that these
values are wholly untouched. It is the structural properties of the

moral development dimension which are the potentially most useful for
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value theory. The operationalization of the wvalue concept into two
rank-order scales, while admirable for its simplicity and ease of ad-
ministration, pays for this simplicity by forcing structurally diverse
individuals into the same mold, thereby distorting the value systems
of some.

Kohlberg's moral development theory provides only one approach
to measuring the structural properties of cognitive systems and in
retrospect this approach may not have been optimal for our experiment.
Since the moral levels represent both structural and value content
differences, the effects of structural difference on value change are
confounded by the value content differences. Perhaps it would have
been more advantageous to utilize a more "value-free" measure of
cognitive structure which was not so intimately related to the target
values. However, moral theory suggests that the correlation between
value structure and value content is inherent in the human organism
and efforts to consider one apart from the other distort the dis-
tinctively huﬁan nature of values.

In addition to the other value-moral development relationships
reported, there seems to be an "activation" relationship. The effect
of equality and moral development on racial attitudes is a case in
point. Table 19 displays the mean pretest racial attitude scores for
subjects at the three moral levels separated according to initial
equality ranking (high, medium, or low). Since both the main effects
for equality and moral level have been documented, the analyses in
Table 19 allow us to compare racial attitudes related to moral levels
for subjects essentially equated for equality ranking. Table 19 shows

that there are no significant differences between the racial attitudes
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TABLE 19. Comparison of racial attitudes among moral levels for subjects
who rank equality high, medium, and low.

:Moral Level
I II III F
(n) (16) (66) (17)
High (1-6) *
mean | 60.81 63.08 72.12| 7.10
4
[=]
o @ | s (84) (11)
N Medium (7-12)
- mean | 67.07 61.76 66.00 | 1.88
3
m
(n) (12) (54) (5)
Low (13-18)
mean | 54.33 55.96 54.60 | .09

* p < .05.
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of subjects at the various moral levels when these subjects rank equality
either medium or low in importance. However, for those subjects who

rank equality in the upper one-third of their values, it is the level

III subjects who have the most egalitarian racial attitudes. While it

is clear that both equality rank and moral level separately affect racial
attitudes, it is the combination of a high equality ranking and a
principled level III morality which yields an unusually egalitarian atti-
tude. This suggests that the value equality is "activated" in the con-
text of a principled morality.

The failure of the moral levels to shed much light on the differen-
tial effectiveness of the value modification procedures or to predict
value change should not be taken to suggest that no relationships exist.
On the contrary, the results revealing structural variation in value
systems related to the cognitive-moral dimension continue to suggest
that particular value change strategies will be more or less successful
for individuals at the various levels.

Even more importantly, it seems likely that there may be quali-
tatively different types of value change related to moral levels. For
example, the preconventional morality of level I, with its deference to
authority and its instrumental approach to human problems, suggests that
value change among level I individuals might often involve a process
similar to the process of opinion change identified by Kelman (1961) as
compliance. A compliance-type value change would be based on the
subject's concern for the social effect of his values and maintenance of
the value change would be dependent on a particular set of social condi-
tions and external demands. Thus, the change would be short-lived or

observable only in the change agent's presence.
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A second type of value change derived from Kelman's analysis
(identification) seems to reflect the type of change which may occur
among conventional level II moralists. The values of level II moral-
ists are dependent on their identification with some social group and
this concern for social anchorage is the basis for inducing change in
Kelman's identification process. We would expect that wvalue change
among level II moralists would be most easily induced by utilizing
social expectations. However, maintenance of the changes would depend
in part on maintaining the subject's satisfying role relations.

The third of Kelman's processes, internalization, seems to suggest
the type of value change which occurs among the level III moralists.
Value change here occurs only when there is appropriate concern by the
individual for his own self-chosen principles rather than mere concern
for his social position. Value changes involving this internalization
process would be the most difficult to induce yet they would be the
most long-lasting changes and they would be expected to manifest them-
selves in the whole range of behavior.

This research unfortunately has not provided an ideal test of either
the different antecedents to change or of the different consequences of
qualitatively different types of change. However, it is possible to
conceptually transpose Kelman's three types of opinion-change processes
into a description of individual types of wvalue-change processes which
overlay the three levels of moral reasoning. That is, the three moral
levels identify types of cognitive systems in which values are embedded
and the three Kelman processes describe the corresponding processes
by which individuals at each moral level modify their values. With this

transposition, it may be seen that value modification efforts should be
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more successful if they are able to utilize external procedures matched
to the internal processing capabilities of the subjects. At the same
time, however, one would recognize that the outcomes of the various
change procedures would exhibit qualitative differences related to the
level of reasoning already achieved by subjects. For example, an
internalization value-change procedure would be most effective for level
III subjects but less effective for level I subjects. A compliance-type
value-change procedure, while most effective only for level I subjects,
would hot be effective in the same way since values and value systems
are qualitatively different between moral levels.

This research has provided some limited information useful for
further research on value change by identifying some of the structural
value system differences related to differences in moral reasoning
ability such as stability, homogeneity, integration, and the like.
However, examination of the dynamics of value system change with a
research paradigm which acknowledges these differences is still a goal
for the future.

These speculations suggest that further research into the complex
nature of the valuing process would be most useful for both theoretical
and practical reasons. The theory of values, as we have seen, does not
yet fully capture the complexity of individual differences in the struc-
ture of values. To deal effectively with these important differences,
the theory should generate further hypotheses and research to test the
limits of the valuing process.

In practical terms, the sociological view which considers social
survival as a function of value patterns and moral functioning requires

adequate methods for establishing appropriate childhood and adult value
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patterns. Efforts to move a society towards any particular goal require
effective methods of inducing appropriate changes in both the end desires
and means of achieving these ends within the population. Value theory
and value modification research can contribute considerable inputs into
the practical decisions which must be made to effect such changes. Aas
value theory grows in its understanding of the valuing process and value
modification research extends its range of techniques, the practical

choice problem will become more rationally solvable.
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APPENDIX A

Pretest session cover sheet

ATTORMATION SiUIT/WINTER 1572 SURVEY

Please keen this for rcfercace

This study is part of a long-range, naticn-wide study of human beliere
and values. Our ovcrall concern is with the antccedents and consequences
of ivportaat human beliefs and the processes of believing and valuing.

Participants in the study will meet in groups 3 times cver the term,
for a tetal of 3 hours. The tasks will finvolve responding to question-
naires, interpreting social conflict situations, and analyzing social
prediction theories on the basis of their own experiences.

IMPORTANT NOTES:

1. There is no intent on our part to deceive cr unwittingly manipulate
&ny partieipant. The purposcs of the study are (a) for us to learn
frow your beliefs and (b) for you to learn from your belicfs.

2. CONF1DENTIALITY: Everything donc by you in the context of this studv
is strictly confidential, Access to any data or information is re-
stricted to the professional project staff, Since it is necessary to
contact participants about later sessions, we do ask for names. How-
ever, atter zll data has been collected and collated, all names will
be removed from the data. Also, no information on any participaat
will be requested from any other source and none of our inforcation

will be available to anyone other than each participant having access
to bis or her own file.

Tines for second and third sessicas will be arranged and narticipaants
will bte acvificd ip advance. Since each person's contrib:tion is useful
oaly if Lhe or she attends all 3 sessions, credit is awarded for total nar-
ticipation orly. Individual arrangci=nts may be wade in the event of ill-

ress or serious coenflict. Questions or requests should be directed to the
praject director or his staff:

Dan lclellan, project director
206D 01ds Hall
355-3441% (office)

355-5553 (Lome)

This etedy is suprorted by a erant from tle National Scicnce Foundation:
Mliton Rolescl, Principal Investipator.
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APPENDIX B

Rokeach Value Survey

SN
VALUE SURVEY
BIRTH DATE SEX: MALE_____ FEMALE_____ _ _

CITY and STATE OF B!R1H _

AME (FIlL IN ONLY IF REQUESTED)

DIEUTRD Ay,
HAIGKE = 1°LTS
© 1907 BY R1LTON KOREACH 4 c.1935 SIIFLRSCs L L AVE
SutiNY VALE, CHTOANIS 4087
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APPENDIX B - continued

wSTLULTIONS

Cn the next paye ave 18 valuzs listed in alphabeticul order. Your task is to
arrcnge them in order of their importance to YOU, as guiding principles in YOUR
lite. Each value is printed on @ gummed lakel which can be easily peeled off and

pusted in the boxes on the left-hand side of the page.

Study the list czrofully and pick sut the ore velue which is the mect

impertant for you. Peet it off and paste it in Box 1 on the left.

Then pick cut the value which is second mest important for you. Peel it off
end saste it in Eux 2. Then do the same for each of the remaining values. The

valve which is icasi important goes in Gox 18.

Work slowly and think carefully. If you change your mind, feel free to change
y-ur enswaers. The labeis peel off easily and can be moved from ploce to place.

The end result should truly show how you really feel.
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W N =

Sz N

0O N O

MATURE LOVE

e
we

A COMFORTABLE LIFE
(o prosperous life)

AN EXCITING !IFE
(a stimulating, active life)

A SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT
(lasting contribution)

A WORLD AT PELCE
(free of war and conflict)

A WORLD OF BEAUTY
(beauty of nature and the arts)

EQUALITY (brotherhood,
equal opportunity for al!)

FAMILY SECURITY
(taking care of loved ones)

FREEDOM

(independence, free cheice)

HAPPINESS
(contentedness)

INNER HARMONY
(freedom from inner conflict)

(sexval and spiritual intiniacy)

NATIONAL SECUR'TY
(protection fron attack)

FLEASURE

(an enjoycble, leisurely life)

SALVATION
(saved, eternul life)

SELF-RESPECT
(sclf-esteem)

SOCIAL RECOGALTION
(resp2ct, admiration)

TRUE FRIENDSHiP
(close cornpanianship)

WISDOM
(a mature vnderstendirg of life)

WHEN YOU HAVE FINISHED, GO TC THE NEXT PAGE.
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APPENDIX B - concluded

Below is another list of 18 values. Airange them in order of importance, the same as before,

~— et

&

AMBITIOUS
(hard-working, aspiring)

BROADMINDED
(open-minded)

CAPABLE
(competent, effective)

CHEERFUL
(lighthearted, joyful)

CLEAN
(neat, tidy)

COURAGEOUS
(standing vp for your beliefs)

FORGIVING
(willing to pardon others)

HELPFUL (working
for the welfare of others)

HONEST
(sinceres, truthful)

WO N O Ot A W N~

hS)

IMAGINATIVE
(daring, creative)

o

INDEPENDENT
{self-reliant, self-sufficient)

———l
d

INTELLECTUAL
(intelligent, reflective)

w—
N

LOGICAL
(consistent, rational)

——t
w

LOVING
(affectionate, tender)

owevad
N

OBEDIENT
(dutiful, respectful)

woned
n

POLITE
{courteous, well-mannered)

—
(o)

RESPQNSIBLE
(dependcble, reliable)

™

SELF-CONTROLLED
(restrained, self-disciplined)
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APPENDIX C

Multifactor racial attitude inventory

OPINTON INWVENTORY

Form C-3

Here are some questions we ere asking stuvdeats in different parts

of the United States. Please give your own opinion.

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE IN THTS BCOKLET,

This booklet contains numbered statements. Read each statement
carefully. Tf you agree with it more than you disagree, check under
"A" (agree) on the answer sheet. If you disagree uwith it more than
you agree, check under "D" (disagree).

Do not leave any blanks. Please answer every stateuwcnt.

Be sure that the number of the statement agrees with the nuaber

ure

on your answer sheet,

Now turn the page and go ahead, Work fast.
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APPENDIX C - continued

-2-
DG NCT MAKE ANY MARKS ON THIS BOOXLET

The Negro should be accorded equal rights through integration.

I would have no worries &about going to a party with an attractive
Negro date,

I would accept &n invitation to a New Year's Eve party given by a
Negro couple in their own houe,

There is nothing to the idea that the Negro's troubles inm the past have
built {in him a stronger character than the white wan has.

I think it {s right that the colored race should occupy a somevhat lower
position social}ly than the white race.

A hotel owner cught to have the right to decide for himself whether he
is going to rent rooms to Negro guests.

The Negro and the white man are inhorently equal,

There should be a strictly enforced law requiring restaurant owners
to serve persons regardless of race, creed or color,

Negroes sometimes imagine they have been discriminated against on
the basis of color even when they have been trested quite fairly.

If I wer2 & teacher, T would a0t mind at all taking advice from a Negro
priucipal,

In a local community or campus charity drive I would rather not be
represented by a Negro chairman even if he or she were qualified for the job.

Society has a moral right to insist that a community desegregate even if
it doesn't want to,

Gradual desegregation is a mistake because it just gives people a chance
to cause Further delay,

School officials should not try placing Negro and vhite children in the
same schools because of the danger of fights and other problems.

I probably would feel scmowhat self-conscious dancing with a Negro in a
public place. .

The people of ecach state should be allowed to decide for or againmst
iategretion in stare maticrs.

Tt is becter to work gradually touvard integration than to try to bring
it about all at once.

I thiok that Negroes have a8 kind of quiet courage which few white people
have,

I would not take e Negro to eat with me in & restavrant where I was well
known.

Sowe Negrocs are so vonchy about getting their rights that {t is difficult
to get along with thowe,

CC 0¥ TO THE NENT PAGE a
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22,

23.

28,

29.

30.

31.

32.

33,

34,

35.
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APPENDIX C - continued

-3-
A person should not have the right to run a business in this country if
he will not serve Negrocs,

I would rather not have Negroes swim in the same pool as I do,

Civil Rights workers should be supported in their efforts tc force
acceptance of desegregation,

Those who advice patience and '"slow down" in a desegregation are wrong,

I favor gradual rather than sudden changes in the soclial relations
between Negroes and whites,

I can easily imagine myself falling in love with and marrying a Negro.

Suffering and trouble have made Negroes better able to withstand the
stresses and strains of mcdern life than most whites,

I believe that the Negro is entitled to the same social privileges
as the yhite man.

I am willing to have Negroes as close personal friends.

There is no basis in fact for the idea that Negroes withstand misfortune
more couregecusly than do most whites,

We should not integrate schools until the Negro raises his standards
of living,

Many Negroes should receive better education than they are now getting,
but the emphasis should be on training them for jobs rather than
preparing them for college.

Barbers and beauticians have the right to refuse service to anyone they
please, even if it means refusing Negroes.

Although social equality of the races may be the democratic way, a
good many Ncgroes are not yet ready to practice the self-control that
goes with it,

If I were being interviewed for a job, I would not miad at all being
eveluated by a Negro personnel director.

It would be a mistake ever to have Negroes for foremen and leaders
over whites.

Many Negroes spend money for big cars and television scts instead cf
spending it for better housing.

I would feel somcwhat uncacy talking about intermarrjage with Negrces
whom ¥ do oot know vell,

Tntegrstion will result in pgreater understanding between Negroes and
vhites.

Since we live in a democracy, if we don't want integration it ghculd
not: hea forced upon us.
GO ON TC THE WEXT PAGE
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53.

54,

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.
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e
I would not mind at all {f my only friends were Negroes,

There should be a law requiring persons who take roomers in their
homes to reant to anyone regardless of race, creed or color,

In fields where they have been given an opportunity to advance, Negroes
have shown that they are good sports and gentlemen.

I would willingly go to a competent Negro dentist,

It i{s not right to ask Americans to accept integration if they
honestly don't believe in it,

I feel that moderztion will do more for desegregation than the efforts
of civil rights workers to force it immediately on people.

Negroes should be given every opportunity to get ahead, but they could
never be capable of holding top leadership positions in this country.

If a Negro 1s qualified for an executive job, he should get it, even
1f it means that he will be supervising highly educated white persons.

If I were eating lunch in a restaurant alone with a Negro, I would
be less self-conscious 1f the Negro were of the same sex as I rather
than the opposite sex.

Even if there were complete equality of opportunity tomorrow, it would
still take a long time for Negroes to show themselves equal to whites
in some areas of life,

Integration of the schools wiil be benericial to both white and Negro
children alike.

There is no reason to believe that what Negroes have suffered in the
past has made them a more noble people than are vhites.

I would rather not have Negroes as dinner guests with most of my white

friends.

I think that Negroes have a sense of dignity that you see in few white
people.

If I were a business man, I would resent it if I were told that I had
to scrve Negroes.,

Locel coumunities should have no right tc delay the desegregation of
their community facilities.

In the long run desegregation would go more smoothly if we put it
into effect iamediately.

Integration should not be sttempted because of the turmoil it causes.

Lven if Negroes are given the opportunity for college education it will
be several generations before they are ready to take advantage of it,

The fact that Negroes &rc human beings can be recognized without
raising them to the sociul level of whites.

GO ON TO THE NEXT PACE
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APPENDIX C - continued
. -5=
61, There 1s nothing to the fdea that Negroes have more sympathy for other
minorities than wost whites do,

62, I have no objection to attending the movies or a play in the company
of a MNcgro couple.

63, Tiie inability of the Negroes to develop outstanding leaders rbstricts
them to a low place in society,

64, Intcgration is more trouble than it is worth.

65, It docan't work to force desegregation on a community before it is
ready for {t,

66. The history of the Negro in Awerica shows that the process of gradual
integrstion of the races is much too slow.

67. 1If desepregation is pushed tco fast the Negro's cause will be hurt
rather than helped,

€8, PReal estate agents should be required to show homes to Negro buyers
regardless of the desires of home owners,

69. If I were a lardlerd, I wculd want to pick my own tenants even if this
meant renting only to whites,

70. Lven though Negrocs may have some cause for complaint, they would get
vhat they want faster if they were a bit more patient about it,

71, I feel ir sympathy with resporsible Negroes who 2re €ighting for
descgregetion,

72. Most Negroes really think and feel the same way most whites do.

73. In this day of rush and hurry, the Negro has met the problems of society
in a much calwer manner than the white man,

74, Before I sponsoved a Negro for membership in an all white club, I
would think a lot about how this would make the other members feel toward me.

75. If I were invited to be a guest of a mixed Negro and white group on a
weekend pleasure trip, I would probably not go.

76, If the llegroes were of the same social class level as I am, I'd just
as soon move into a colored neighborhood as a white one,

77. 1 would rather not serve on the staff of a Negro congressman,

78. The problem of racial prejudice has been greatly exaggerated by a few
MNegro agitators,

79. If he were qualified I would be willing to vote for a Negro for Congress
from my district,

380, Many favor a more roderate policy, but I believe that Negroes should
be encourzped to picket and sit in &t places where they are not treated
fairly,

GO ON TO THE REXT PAGE
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APPENDIX C - concluded
-6-

Desegregation laws often violate the rights of the 1ndividua1 who
does not want to associate with Negroes.

There is no basis in fact for the idea that the Negro's misfortures
have mada him & more understanding person than the average white.

Since scgregation has been declared illegal, we should integrate schools.
I'd be quite willing to consult a Negro lawyer.

I would rather not have Negroes live in the same apartment building I
live in,

I would be willing to introduce Negro visitors to friends and neighbors
in my houe town,

The Negro's own experience with unfair treatment has given him a
sensitivity and understanding that will make him an excellent supervisor
of white people,

The best vay to integrate the achocls is to do it all at once.

People vho don't have to live with problems of race relations have no
right to dictate to those who do.

If 1 were vworking on a community or camwpus problew with somebody, I
would rather it not be a Negro.

When 1 see a Negro persoun and a white person together as a couple,
I'm inclined to be wore curious about their reilatiousiip than 17 they
were both Regro or both white,

It 1s a good idea to have separate schools for Negroes and whites.

Race discrimination is not just a local community's problem but one
which cften demands action from those outside the coumunity,

I have as much respect for some Negrocs as I do for some white persons,
but the average Negro and I share little in common.

It makes ro difference to me whether i'm Negro or white.

kegardless of his own vieés, an employer should be required to hire
workers withcut regard to race.

Although cocial mixing of the races may be right in principle, it s
jmpractical urtil Negroes learn to accept wcre '"don'ts' in the relations
between tecnage boys and girle,

I cculd trust a Negro perscn as easily as I could trust a white person
if T keow hie well enough.

fchsol integration should begin with the first few grades rather than
all grades at ouce.

Tf I were a Negro, I would not want to goin entry into places vhere 1
wes not realliy vanted,
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Kohlberg moral judgment interview

INSTRUCTIONS FOR DECISTON SITUATIONS

The purpose for these situations and questions is to
better understand hou peodsle make decisions in social con-
flict situations. Read each situation and answver the
questions in as much detail as possible. Please urite
down all the ideas or feelings that come to mind rather
than giving just "yes or "no'" answers.

Remember, in answering the questions, we are most
interested in THE REASONS WHY you feel or think the way
you do about the issues.

NOTE: There is a blank sheet at the end of each situation.

If you run out of room on any question countinue your
answer on that blank sheet.
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SITUATION A (part 1)

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 ex-

o Ppensive to make, but the druggist was charging ten times what the druy cost
Qf im to make. He paid $200 for the radium and charged $2,000 for a emall 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. BDut the druggist said, "No, I discovered the
drug and I'm going to make money from it."

So leinz got desperate and broke into the man's store to steal the drug

for his wife.

1. Should Heinz have done that? Was it actually wrong or right? WHY?

2. Is 1t a husbaad's duty to steal the drug for Lis wife if he can get it mo
other way? Would a gcod busbaud do it?

3. Did the druggist have the right to charge that much when there was no law
actually setting a limit to the price? WHY?

Arsver the vext tvo* questicng only if you think he SHOULD steal the drug.

®4, If the husband does nct feel very close or affectiocnate to his wife, should
he stiil st=al the drug?
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A-2

*5. Suppose it wasn't Keinz's wife who was dying of cancer but it was Heinz's
best friend. His friend didn't have any money and there was no one in his
family willing to steal the drug. Should Heinz steal the drug for his friend
in that case? WHY?

Ansver the next r.wo+ questions only if you think Heinz should NOT steal the drug.

+
6. Would you steal the drug to save vour wife's life?

+
7. If you were dying of cancer but wvere strong enough, would you steal the drug

to save your own life?

Everyone should ansver this question.

8. Heinz broke in the store and stole the drug and gave it to his wife. He
was caught and brought before the judge. Should the judge send Heinz to
jail for stealing, or should he let him go firee? WHY?
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SITUATION A (part 2)

The drug didn't work, and there was no other treatment known to
nedicine which could save Heinz's wife, so the doctor knew that she
kad only about six months to live, She was in terrible pain, but
ghe was so weak that a good dose of pain-killer like ether or morphine
would make her die sooner. She was delirious and almost crazy with
pain, and in her calm periods, she would ask the docter to give her
enough ether to kill her, She said she could not stand the pain and
that she was going to die in a few months anyway.

16

[
-

7. Should the doctor do what she asks and give her the drug that will
make her die? WHY?

8. Vhen a pet auniral {s badly wounded and will die, it is killed to put
it out of its pain. Does the same thing apply here? WHY?

The next thcee* qurstions apply only if vou think the doctor should NOT give
her the drug.

*3. Would you blame the doctcr for givirg her the drug?

*10. What would bave been best for the woman herself, to have had her live
for six wmontihs wmore in great pain or have died sooner? WHY?
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Some countries have a law that doctors could put away a suffering
person vho will die anyway. Should the doctor do it in that case?

Everyone should answver the remainines questions.

12,

13,

14,

15.

The doctor finally decided to kill the woman to put her out of her
pain so he did it vwithout consulting the lew, The police found

out and the doctor was brought up on the charge of murder. The jury
decided he had done 1it, so they found him gullty of murder even
though they knew the woman had asked him. What punishment should
the judge give the doctor? WHY?

Would ft be right or wrong to give the doctor the death sentence?
VHY?

Do you bLelieve that the death sentence should be given in some cases?
WHY? .

The law prescribes the death penalty for tresson against the country.
Do you think the death sentence ghould be given for treason? WWHY?
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APPENDIX D - continued
SITUATION B

Joe is a l4-year-old boy who wanted to go to camp very much, His father
promised him he could go if he saved up the money for it himself., So Joe worked
hard at his paper route and saved up the $80 it cost to go to camp and a little
more besides. But just before camp was going to start, his father changed his
mind, Some of his friends decided to go on a special fishing trip, and Joe's
father was short of the money it would cost. So he told Joe to give him the
money he had saved from the paper route. Joe didn't want to give up going to
camp, so he thought of refusing to give his father the money.

Should Joe refuse to give his father the money? WYl

Does his father have the right to tell Joe to give him the money?

Dces giving the money have anything to do with being a good son?

4. thich is worse, a father breaking a prouise to his son or a son breaking a

promige to his father?

S. Why should a promise be kept?
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APPENDIX D - concluded
STTIUATICN C

There were two prown up brothers who had gotten into serious trouble,
They were secretly leaving town in a hurry and cceded woney, Alex, the
older one, broke into a store and stole $500. Joe, the younger one, went
to a rctired old man vho was known to help people im town. Joe told the
man that he was very sick and he necded $500 to pay for the operation.
Really he wasn't gick at all, and he had no intention of paying the money
back, Althcugh the mar didn't kinow Joe very well, he loaned him the money.
So Joe end Alex skipped town, each vith $500.

If you had to say who did werse, would you say Al did vorse to break in

the store and steal the $500 or Joe did worse to borrow the $500 with no
intention of paying it back? ukY?

Would you feel like a worse person stealing like Al or cheating like Joe?

Why shouldn't someone steal from a store anyhow?

Who would feel worsce, the storeowner who was robbed or the man who was
cheated out of the loan? VHY?

5. Whizh should the law be more hacrsh or strong against, stealing like Al or

chieating lile Joe? WHY?
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

Department of Psychology

NOTICE OF SECOND SESSION
VALUES/BELIEF STUDY
Winter 1972

Dear Participant,

As you will recall, you took part im the first session of this study
one night during the week of January 10-14, You and the 340 other students
who took part are to be commended for your thoughtful cooperation during
that lengthy and somewhat tedious first session.

As promised, the second session scheduled for next week will be shorter
(about 45 minutes) and more interesting. We will be able to feed back some
of your first-session responses and use these as a basis for your evaluation
of some of our ideas., We think that you will find this session both inter-
esting and worthwhile,

I realize that it is a burden to keep coming out on these cold nights,
but your cooperation thus far has been enormously worthwhile and your con-
tinued help is crucial to the ultimate worth of this study.

We would like you to come to the second session at the time and place
circled below.

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday
6:45 p.m. - 7:45 p.m,
316 Bessey Hall 317 Bessey Hall 111 Olds Hall
We asked during the first session to indicate nights you would be free
(some people came later and missed this) and we have attempted to schedule
you on one of your free nights. However, there is nothing sacred about this
scheduling, so 1f you are unable to attend on this night, please call 355-3441

(Dr. Rokeach's office) or 355-5888 (Dan McLellan) and make altermate arrange=
ments with whoever answers. Or, stop by 204C Olds Hall if you're close by.

At any rate, we look forward to your return.

Dan McLellan
Study Director

Please keep this letter for reference.
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Self & Others' Feedback (SOF) treatment booklet
VALUE SURVEY - PART 1

This is & continuation of the scientific survey of value systems. Again, therc
are no rizht or wrong answers in this study. The best answer is your own per-
sonal opicnion.

These questionnaires are intended not only to gather new scientific facts, but
also to serve as a teaching device. In return ior your cooperatioan, we hope
to provide you with some intercsting insights into yourself.

Below is a 11st of 18 valucs arranged in alphabetical order. These are some of
the same valucs you arranged at tha first session. We are imtercsted in your
telling us again the relative importance of these values for you.

Study the list carefully. Then place a 1 next to the value which {8 most {m-
portaant to you; place a 2 next to the value which is second most important; etc.
The value which is least important should be rankad 18.

When you have completed ranking all of the values, go back and check over the

list., Feel free to make changes. Please take all the time vou ucecd to thinok
about this, so that the end result truly represcnts your values.

e A COMFORTABLE LIFE (a prosperous lifc)

AN EXCITING LIPE (a stirulating, active life)

A SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT (lasting contribution)
e . A WORLD AT PEACE (fvee nf war and conflict)

A WORLD OF BEAUTY (beauty of nature nnd the arts)

EQUALITY (brotherhood, equal opportunity for all)

PAMILY SECURITY (taking care of loved ones)

FREEDOM (independence, free choice)

HAPPINESS (contentedness)

INNER HARMOXY (freedum frem inner conflict)

MATURE LOVE (sexual and spiritual intimacy)

NATIONAL SECURITY (protection from a'.tact)

PLEASURE (an enjoyatle, leisurely liie)

SALVATION (saved, eternal life)

SELF-RESPECT (self-estcen)

‘SOCTAL RECOGNITION (respect, admiration)

TRUE FRIENDSHIP (close companionship) .

WISDOA (& mature uuderstanding of life)

When you finish this page, go right on to the next page.

~
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Now we are interested in knowing how you feel ahout the way ycu ranked these
18 valucs in general. Please circle one number on the following scale:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
I care very 1t does not
much about make much
the order in difference
which I ranked which order
these values. I put theam io.

Below you will find the samc 18 values listed again. This time, rank them
in the order you think MSU studeants on the average would rank thea.

A COMFORTABLE LIFE (a prosperous life)

AN EYCITING LIFE (a stimulating, active life)

_ A SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT (lasting contribution)
A WORLD AT PEACE (free of war and conflict)

—— A VORLD OF BEAUTY (beauty of nature and the arts)
o EQUALITY (brotherhood, cqual opportunity for all)

FAMILY SECURITY (taking care of loved ones)

FREEDOM (independence, riree choice)

——_HAPPINESS (contentcdness)

—_INNER HARMONY (freedom from inner conflict)
—____MATURE LOVE (sexual and spiritual intimacy)
NATJONAL SECURITY (protection from attack)

!

PLFASURE (an enjoyable, leisurely life)

SALVATION (saved, eternal life)

SELF-RESPECT (self-esteem)

——"

SOCIAL RECOGNITION (respect, admiration)

TRUE FRIENDSHIP (close companionship)

____WISDOM (a mature understanding of lifc)

You have now completed Part 1 of the Value Survey.

When you firicsh this page, go righ® on to the next page.
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APPENDIX F - continued
Name

VALUE SURVEY - PART IIX

Now copy your answers from the value scale on Page 1 (your own value rankings)
onto this page,

MY OWN VALUE SYSTEM

A COMFOKTABLE LIFE

AN EXCITING LIFE

A SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT

A WORLD AT PEACE

A WORLD OF BEAUTY
— FQUALITY

—_ FAMILY SECURITY
_ FREEDOK
—__HAPPINESS
—___INNER HARMONY
—__MATURE LOVE

NATIONAL SECURITY

PLEASURE
SALVATION

SELF-RESPECT

SOCIAL RECOGNITION

—

TRUE FRIENDSHIP

WISDOM

When you have finished this page:

1.) Hand in Part 1.
2,) wait for further instructions. DO NOT GO ON TO THE NIXT PAGE,
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Now, I would like to tell you some things we have already found out about the
value systems of Michigan State students from the first session. I am sure
that many of you would like to know what they are.

As you will recall, the same value survey was corpleted by everyone at the
first session. The responses of all 304 of you studcats were averaged to-
gether. The table below shows the results.

TABLE 1.  RANK ORDER OF IMPORTANCE TO 304 MICHIGAN STATE STUDENTS

15 _ A COMFORTABLE LIFE

12 AN EXCITING LIFE
__9 A SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT
8 _ A WORLD AT PEACE
13 A WORLD OF BEAUTY
10 _ EQUALITY
_ 11 PAMILY SECURITY
__2  FREEDOM
__1__ HAPPINESS
3__ INNER HMARMONY

4 __ MATURE LOVE

18 _ NATIONAL SECURITY

14 _ PLEASURE

17 __ SALVATION
——1___ SOCIAL RFCOGNITION

16 SELF-RESPECT
__5__ TRUE FRIENDSHIP
6__ WISDOM

.

Onc of the most {nteresting findings shown in Table 1 {s that ynu students, on
the zverage, fcel that Freedom is very important--it i{s ranked 2; but you felt
that Equality was considerably less important--it is rarked 10. Apparently
Michigan State students value Freedom far more highly than they value Equality.
This sugyests that MSU students in general are wuch more interested ia their
own freedom than they are in freedom for other people.

Feel free to spend a few minutes comparing your ouq rankings on the preceding
page with those of all 304 students, shown in Table 1. After doing that, please
stop and wait for further imstructiona. DO NOT GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE.
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We have one other finding which we think i{s unusually interesting. 1In order
to make this finding more meaningful and relevant to you personally, you
should first answer honestly the following question on civil rights:

Are you sympathetic with aims of civil rights activists (e.g. to get equality
in jobs or education)?

Yes, and I have been personally active in these efforts.
e Yes, but I have not been active omyself.

———— Fo.

From the questions asked at the first session, it is possible to deteraine
which students are sympathetic or not and which have been active or not in
civil rights efforts. The 304 studeats wcre divided into three groups
according to what they reported about themselves. Table 2 shows the average
rankings of Freedom and Equality for each of these three groups.

TABLE 2. AVERAGE RANKING OF FREEDOM AND EQUALITY BY MSU STUDENTS FOR AND
AGAINST CIVIL RIGHIS,

For civil rights Yor civil rights Against

and active but not active civil rights
FREF.DOM B 2 3
EQUALLITY 3 11 15  § _
burmmmzl +2 [ -9 l -12 l

Notice in Table 2 that:

1. Pro- and cnti-civil rights s2tudentc all value Frcecom relatively
highly. Of 18 values all groups rank freedom among the top five,

2, Students who are stronely for civil rights efforts value Fquality
rather highly-=they ranced it 3rd; but those spainst civil rights
place a much lcwer value on Equality--they ranked it 15th in impor-
tance, Those who are sympathetic butiuon-participants ranked Equality
11th.

3. The distance betwcen Frecdom and Equality is +2 for the strong civil
rights group, -9 for the uiddle group, and -12 for the anti-civil
rights group.

Apparently both Freedom ard Equality are importsnt to some people, while
to others Frecdom is very important but Equality is mot.

This raises the question as to whether those who are against civil rights
are really saying that they care a great deal about their own freedom but
are indifferent to other people's frecdom. Those who are for civil rights
are perhaps really saying they not only want freedom for themselves, but
for other people too. What do you think?

(Please circle one number)

1 ‘2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9
T agree I'm not I disagree
strongly with this sure strongly with
interpretation. this interpretation.

Before you go on to the last part of this questionnaire, plcase spend &
few winutes comparing your ovn rankings from the first page with these
results, Then go on to the next page.
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We would now be most interestcd to find out how ynu feel about
this method we have used to teach you something about values

(circle one number)

1. How well did you understand the material we presented?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
I understood I did not
it completely understand
it at all

2. Did you find it thought-provoking?

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9
Extremely Extremely
thought-provoking boring

3. Do you think this technique will lead you to do some more
thinking about your own values?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Yes, very No, not
mich at 2ll

4. Do you feel that your responses were in any way hypocritical?

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9
Yes, very : No, not at
hypocritical all hypocritical

5. Right now, how satisfied do you feel about the way you have
ranked the eighteen values?

1 2 3 4 5 6 ? 8 9
Extremely Extremely
satisfied dissatisfied

6. To what extent Jdo you feel your time is being well spent
by participation in this study?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
I am wasting It is very
my time . worthwhile

GO RIGHT ON 70 THE NEXT PAGE
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tlow 1ook again for 3 mom~nt at ycur ovm rarkinas or th~ first rago.
'Inich rankings do vou nrov feel satisfied or dissitisfinod with?

Plrase in.icate vurtiior you now foel satisfied or (issatisficed for
eacn one, by a ciicch mark or ar ).

I am satis- 1 am dis-

fied vith my satisfied uith

rankirg of: my rarking of:

A COYFOPT/SLE LIFE
AN EXCITIG LIFE

A SEI'SE OF ACCOI'PLISKI LT
A 'IMRLY AT PTACE
b UML) OF CEALTY
EQUALITY

FAILY SECQLRITY
REEIO

HAPPI!'ESS

TURER HAQIONY
"FTRE LOVE
NATICHAL SECLRITY
PLEASURE
SZLVATIC!
SELF-2ESPECT
SOCIZL MECOTIITIC:!
TRUC FRICNSHIP

—
——
—

WIS

In your own oninfon, do you think that the “‘iehinan State
findings I nave doscrited to you are sciorrificallv valid?

Yes Jer't Frov Mo

In th2 space helov, nlease exnlain viwv vou answerad the
orevious oucstion the *ay you did if you can.

Jo you have any other comacpts vou wish te make about this study?
Please conmient 1i. tie snace tclow, 2crerber, 2vervthing in

this nuostionraire is absolutely confidertial, and to lo used
only for scientific purposes., .

Thark vou fer your coarcratien thus far. T-e final sessiecn il
be hald the veek bafors finals veck and we will contact vou
acain atout 1S, Alse, ve 1111 sion cxnarinental “cradit

cards" at the finail s2ssion. Frocltack on vour ovn resnonses
thus fer vili also Lo proviued at tiie last sossion.
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o APPENDIX G
Feedback/No Interpretation (SOF/N) treatment booklet
VALUE SURVEY = PART I

Name

This is a continuation of the scientific survey of value systems. Again, there
are no ripht or wrong answers in this study. The best answer is your own per-
snnal opinfion,

These qrestionnaires are intended not only to gather new scientific facts, but
alco to serve as a teaching device. In return for your cooperation, we hope
to provide you with some interesting insights into yourself.

Below is a 1ist of 18 values arranged in alphabetical order. These are some of
the same valucs you arranged at the first session. We are interested in your
telling us again the relative importance of these values for you.

Study the list carefully. Then place a 1 next to the value which is wost im-
portant to you; place a 2 next to the value which is second most jmportant; etc.
The value which is lcast importaot rhould be ranked 18.

Wnen you have completed ranking all of the values, go back and check over the

list. Feel frce to wake changes. Please take all the time you need to think
about this, so that the end result truly rcpresents your values.

A COMFORTABLE LIFE (8 prosperoue life)

AN EXCITING LIFE (a stimulating, active life)

A SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT (lasting contribution)
A WORLD AT PEACE (free of war and conflict)

A WORLD OF BEAUTY (beauty of nature and the arts)
EQUALITY (brotherhood, equal opportunity for all)
. PAMILY SZICURITY (taking care o€ loved cnes)
FREEDOY ({adependence, free choice)
HAPPINESS (contentedness)

INNER HARMONY (freedom from inner conflict)
MATURE LOVE (sexual and spiritual fntimacy)
NATIONAL SECURITY (protection from a’tack)
PLEASIKE (an enjoyable, lcisurely life)
SALVATION (saved, eternal life)
SELF-RESPECT (self-esteew)

SOCIAL RECOCNITION (respect, admiration)
TRUR FRIENDSHIP (close cumpanionship)

WISDGM (8 mative understanding of life)

When you finish this page, go right on to the next pege.

~



161

APPENDIX G - continued

Now we are interested In knowing how you fcel about the way you ranked these
18 values in general. Please circle one number on the following scale:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
I care very It does not
ouch about make much
the order in difference
which 1 ranked which order
these values. I put them in.

Below you will find the same 18 values listed again. This time, rank them
in the order you think MSU students on the average would rank them.

A COMFORTABLE LIFE (a prosperous life)

AN EXCITING LIFE (a sticulating, active life)
—— A SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT (lasting contribution)
——— A WORLD AT PEACE (free of war and conflict)
e WORLD OF BEAUTY (beauty of pature and the arts)
—_EQUALITY (brotherhood, equal opportunity .for all)
—FAMILY SECURITY (taking care of loved ones)
—FREEDOM (independence, rree choice)

o HAPPINESS (contentedness)

—INNER HARMONY (freedom from inner conflict)
—-MATURE LOVE (sexual and spiritual intimacy)

— _NATIONAL SECURITY (protection from attack)

- PLEASURE (an enjoyable, leisurely life)
—uSALVATION (saved, eternal life)

o SELF-RESPECT (sclf-esteem)

—_SOCIAL RECOGNITION (respect, admiration)

- _TRUE FRIENDSHIP (close companionship)

e WISDOM (o mature understanding of life)

You have now completed Part 1 of the v‘lue Survey.

Whea you finish this page, go right on to the next page.
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Name

VALUE SURVEY = PART I1I

Now copy your answers from the value scale on Page 1 (your own value rankings)
onto this page.

MY OWN VALUE SYSTEM

A COMFORTABLE LIFE

AN EXCITING LIFE
A SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT

A WORLD AT PEACE

A WORLD OF BEAUTY

— EQUALITY

— _PAMILY SECURITY
FREEDOM

—_ HAPPINESS

——_INNER HARMONY

- MATURE LOVE

—_NATIONAL SECURITY

— _PLEASURE

——__SALVATION

o _SELP-RESPECT

. SOCIAL RECOGNITION

- __TRUE FRIENDSHIP

WISDOM

Wnen you have finished this page:

1.) Hand in Part 1.
2,) Wait for further instructions. DO NOT GO ON TO THE NZXT PAGE,
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Now, I would like to tell you some things we have already found out about the
value systems of Michigan State students from the first session. I am sure
that many of you would like to know what they are.

As you will recall, the same value survey was completed by everyone at the
first scssion. The responses of all 304 of you students were averaged
together, The table below shows the results.

TABLE 1. RANK ORDER OP IMPORTANCE TO 304 MICHIGAN STATE STUDENTS

15 A COMFORTABLE LIFE
12__AN EXCITING LIFE

9 __A SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT

' __8 A WORLD AT PZACE
_13 A WORLD OF BEAUTY
_ 10 EQUALITY
_ 11 PAMILY SECURITY

2 _FREEDOM

—.

1__HAPPINESS
3 _INNER HARMONY

4 _MATURE LOVE

18 NATIONAL SECURITY

14 _PLEASURE

17 SALVATION

16 _SOCIAL RECOGNITION

SELF RESPECT

-1

S _TRUE FRIENDSHIP

6 WISDOM

One interesting firnding shown in Table 1 is that you students, on the average,
feel that Frcedom is very important--it is ranked 2; but you felt that Equality
was considerably less important--it is ranked 10. What, if any, significance
does this have? Briefly state why or why not you think this finding 1is
significant:

Feel free to spend a few minutes comparing your own rankings on the preceding
page with thase cf all 304 students, shown im Table 1. After doing that,
please stop and wait for furiher instructions. DO NOT GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE.
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We have one other finding we would like you to look at. In order to make this
finding more mearingful and relevant to you personally, you should first answer
honestly the following question on civil rights:

Are you sympathetic with the eims of civil rights activists (c. g. to get
equality in jobs or education)?

Yes, and I have been personally active in these efforts.
Yes, but I have not been active myself.
No.

From the questiors asked at the first session, it is possible to deteraine
which students are sympatnetic or not and which have been active or not in
civil rights efforts. The 304 students were divided into three groups
according to what they reported about themselves. Table 2 shcws the average
rankings of Freedom and Equality for each of these three groups.

TABLE 2, AVERAGE RANKING OF FREEDOM AND EQUALITY BY MSU STUDENTS FOR AND
AGAINST CIVIL RIGHTS.

For civil rights For civil rights Against

and active but not active civil rights
FREEDOM S 2 3
EQUALITY 3 11 15
DIFFPERENCE [ +2 -9 ] -12

Notice in Table 2 that:

1. Pro- and anti-civil vights students all value Freedom relatively
highly. Of 108 values all groups rank Freedom among the top five.

2. Students who are stroagly for civil rights efforts value Equality
rather highly--they ranked it 3rd; but those agalnst civil rights
place & much lower value on Equality--they ranked it 15th in impor-
tance. Those who are sympathetic but non-participants ranked Equality
11th,

3. The distance between Freedom and Equality 1s 42 for the strong civil
rights group, -9 for the middle group, and -12 for the anti-civil
rights group.

Again, we would like to know what, {f any, sigonificance you find in these
differences. Briefly cowment below: :

Before you go on to the last part of this questionnaire, please spend a
few minutes comparing your oun rankings from the firet page with these
results. Then go on to the next page.
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We would now be most interested to find out how you feel about
this method we have used to teach you something about values

(circle one number)

1. How well did you understand the material we presented?

1 2 3 4 E) 6 7 8 9
I understood I did not
it completely understand
' it at all

2. Dié you find it thought-provoking?

1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9
Extremely . Extremely
thought-provoking boring

3. Do you think this technique will lead you to do some more
thinking about your own values?

1l 2 3 4 S 6 ? 8 9
Yes, very No, not
much at all

4. Do you fecel that your responses were in any way hypocritical?

1 2 3 4 S 6 ? 8 9
Ycs, very No, not at
hypocritical all hypocritical

5. Right now, how satisfied do you feel about the way you have
ranked the eighteen values?

1 2 3 ) 5 6 7 8 9
Extremely Extremely
satisfied dissatisfied

6. To what extent do you feel yocur time is being well spent
by participation in this study?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 am wasting It is very
my time . worthwhile

GO RIGIT ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
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o Yook again for a moment at your cvm rarkinas on th2 first oage.
"ich vankings do you now fecel satisficd or dissatisfind with?

Please fndicate victher you now foel satisfied or ¢issatisfied for
each on¢, by a cliech mark or an X.

I am satis- 1 am dis-

fied vith my satisfied with

ranking of: my ranking of:

A COIFCRT/BLE LIFE

AN EXCITI!G LIFE

A SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHIENT

A YIRD AT PEACE

— e
——

£ UL OF BEAUTY
EQUALITY

FAILY SEQRITY
FREMON
HAPPII'ESS

THNER HAQITONY
TRE LOVE
HATICM/L STCRITY
PLEASWRE
SILYATION
SELF-RESPECT
SCCIAL RECOGMITIC
TRUE RIEDSHIP
WISHOt

In your o'n oninfon, do you think that the "‘ichioar State
findings I have doscrited to you arc sciartifically valid?

Yes __ _dor't bnov No
In the space below, pleasc exnlain vty you answerad the
previous auestion the way you d¢id 1f you can.

Jo you have any other comacpts you wish to make about this study?
Please corment in the seace tclow. 2cmember, 2verything in

this quastionraire {s absolutely confidential, and to be used
only for scientific purposcs.

Thark you for your coonaration thes far. T-e firal sessfon vill
be held the veek bafore finals vveck and we will contact you
again at:out 1t. Also, ve will siqn exnerimental “credit

cards® at the fipal sassion. Feaclack on vour cwn resnonses
thus far vill also te proviced at thz last soscion.
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Self Feedback (SF) treatment booklet
VALUE SURVEY - PART I

Name

This 1s & continuation of the scientiflc survey of value systems. Again, there
are no right or wrong answers in this study. The best answer is your owa per-
sonal opinfon.

These questionnaires are intended not only to gather new scientific facts, but
also to serve as a tcaching device. In retura for your cooperation, we hope
to provide you with some interesting insights into yourself.

Below {s a 1ist of 18 values arranged in alphabetical order. These are some of
the same values you arranged at the first gession. We are interested in your
telling us again the relative importance of these values for you.

Study the list carefully. Then place a 1 next to the value which is oost f{m-
portant to you; place a 2 next to the value which is second most jmportant; etc.
The value which 18 least important should be ranoked 18.

When you have completed ranking all of thc values, go back and check over the

list. Feel frce to muke changes, Plecase take all the time vou necd to think
about this, so that the end result truly rcpresents your values.

A COMFORTABLE LIFE (a prosperous life)
AN EXCITING LIFE (a stimulating, active life)

A SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT (lasting coatribution)

]

A WCRLD AT PCACE (free of war &unu conflict)

A WORLD OF BEAUTY (beauty of nature and the arts)

|

EQUALITY (brotherhood, equal opportunity for all)

|

PAMILY SECURITY (taking care cf loved ones)
FREEDOM (independence, free choice)

HAPPINESS (contentedness)

|

INNER HARMONY (freedom from inner conflict)

MATURE LOVE (sexual and spiritual intimacy)

NATIONAL SECURITY (protection from a'tack)

|

PLEASURE (an enjoyable, leisurely life)

SALVATION (saved, eternal life) .
SELF-RESPECT (self-estaem)

SOCIAL RECOGHNITION (respect, admiration)

TKUE FRIENDSHIP (close companionship)

T

W1SZOM (a mature uundersztanding of life)

When you finish this page, go rigﬁt on to the next puge.
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Now we are interested in knowing how you feel about the way you ranked the 18
values in general., Please circle one number on the following acale:

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9
I care very . It does not
euch about wzke much
the crder in difference
which I ranked which order 1
these values. put then {n.

Vhen: you finish, please wait until everyone is done. DO NOT GO ON
TO THE NEXT PAGE.
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Now, I am interested in hn&lng you examine your own values more closely, Axong
the most interesting values in the list are Freedom and Equality. These two
values reflect how you feel about your own freedom and about the freedom of
others.

1f you have ranked Frecdom very highly, you are saying that your own frecdon
is very important to you. If you have ranked Fquality lower than Frcedonm,
you are apparently saying that you are much more interested in your own
freedom than you are in freedom for other people.

Take a look at your own values on the first page and see where you ranked
Frecdon and Equality.

Now, let's look even closer at your values. But first you should answer
honestly the following question on civil rights:

Are you sympathetic with the aims of civil rights activists (e. g. to get
equality in jobs or educacion)?

Yes, and I have becen personally active in these efforts.
Yes, but I have not been active myself,
No.

Bascd on how you answered this question, let's look at what I feel your
values should be., Table 1 shows how the values Freedom and Equality
reflect attitude,

TABLE 1. IMPORTANCE OF FREEDOM AND EQUALITY FOR OR ACAINST CIVIL RIGHTS

For civil rights For civil rights Agsinst

and active but not active civil rights
FREEDOM IVery important Very i{mportant Very important
EQUALITY [Very {mportant Medium to low Low iaportance

importance
:

DIFFERFNCE Medium to lerge Large dif!er-‘
BETVEEN difference with ence with
FREEDOM & mall difference Freedon more Freedom much
EQUALITY feportant more igportant

Notice in Table 1 that:

1. Regardless of your attitude (pro- or anti-civil righkts), Preedom is
relutively fmportant.

2. 1If you are gtrongly for civil rights efforts, Bquality is also very
fuportant. If you are against civil rights, Equality is very uanimportaant,
If you are sywpathetic but not active, Equality is of uedium-to-low
importance,

3. The difference between Freedom and Equality is slight {f you are strongly
for civil rights. If you are sympathetic but not active, Freedom is mcre
foportant than Equality. If you are against civil rights, FPrecdom is much
more important than Equality.

What I am suggesting is that both Freedoo ard Bguality may be important to

you or Freedom is very important but Equality is not., This is because if you

are agafnst civil rights you perhaps are really saying that you care a great

deal sbout your owr frccdom but are indifferent to other people's freedom.

If you are fog civil rights you are perhnps really saying that you mot only

want freedom for yourself, but for other people too. What do you think?
(Please circle one number)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
I agree I'm not 1 disagree
strongly with this sure strongly with

interpretation this interpretaticn.

Before you go on to the last part of this questiecnafire, please spend a few
winutes comparing your own rauking from the first pase with this. Then go
an to the next page.
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Ve would now be most interested to find out how you feel about
this method we have used to teach you something about values

(circle one number)

1. How well did you understand the material we presented?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
I understood I did not
it completely understand
it at all

2. Did you find it thought-provoking?

1l 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9
Extremely . Extremely
thought-provoking . boring

3. Do you think this technique will lead you to do some more
thinking about your own values?

1l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Yes, very No, not
nuch at all

4. Do you feel that your responses viere in any way hypocritical?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Yes, very No, not at
hypocritical all hypoeritical

S. Right now, how satisfied do you feel about the way you have
ranked the eightcen values?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Extremely Extremely
satisficd dissatisfied

6. Tc what extcnt do you feel your time is being well spent
by participation in this study?

b 2 3 4 5 G 7 & 9
I am wasting It is very
wy time - worthwhile

GO RIGHT ON TO TiHk NEXT PLGE
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fiow 102k aaain for a moment at your o:rn rarkings on t-e first paoa.
¥hich rankings do you now feel satisficl or dissatisfiad vith?
Please indicate wiether you nov foel satisfied or disatisfied for
cach one, by a check mark or an x.

1 am satis- 1 am dis-

fied with my satisfied vith

ranking of: my ranking of:

A COVFIRTABLE LIFE
Rl EXCITING LIFE
A SE!SE CF ACCOMPLISH'ENT
A UCRL) AT PEACE

A OO OF BEAUTY
EQUALITY

FAILY SECLRITY
REEDON

HAPPINESS

I'iEY HR'TY
MATIRE LOYE
HATICHAL SECURITY
PLEASURE

SALVATIC
SELF-RESPECT
SCCI/L RECOCRITION
TRUE RIEMSHIP
WIS

——
—
— ——
—
—
—_—

Jo you have an comments you wish to make akout this study? Pleass corment
in the space telow. Remember, everything in this ouestiornaire is
absolutely confidential, and to b2 used only for sciertific nurooses.

Thank vou for your cooncration thus far. The third and final session
vi1l be held prior to finals week. You vi11 again “e notified.
Experimental "credit cards™ will b2 sfgnod at that session. Also,
e will feedback somo of your responscs thus far so t“at vou may

lock at them.
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Others' Feedback (OF) .treatment booklet

VALUE SURVEY - PART I

Name

This is & continuation of the scientifi: survey of value systems. Again,
there are no right or wrong answers in this study, 7The best answer is your
own personal opinion,

These questionnaires are intended not only to gather new scieatific facts,
but also to serve as a teaching device. In return for your cooperativn, we
hope to provide you with some intcresting insights.

Below 1s a list of 18 values arranged in alphabetical order. You will recall
that at the first session you ranked thesc values in order of importance to
yourself. Your task now is to rank them in the order you think MSU students
on the average would rank thea.

Study the list carcfully. Then place a 1 next to the value which you think
most MU students rank as most important for themselves.  Place a 2 next to
the value which you think MSU students rank second most important. The value
you think MSU students rank least important should be ranked 18.

A COMFORTABLE LIPE (a prospcrous life)

AN EXCITING LIFE (a stimcletinn, active life)

A SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT (lasting coatribution)

A WORLD AT PEACE (free of war and conflict)

- — A WORLD OF BEAUTY (beauty of nature and the arts)

EQUALITY (brotherhnod, equal opportunity for all)

FAMILY SECURITY (taking care of loved ones)

FREEDOM (irdependence, free choice)
HAPPINESS (contentedness)
INNER HARMONY (freedom froc inner coaflict)

——e

MATURE LOVE (sexual and spiritual intimacy)

NATIONAL SCCURITY (protection from attack)
PLEASURE (an enjoyable, leisurcly life)

—_——

. SALVATION (saved, eternal life)
SFLF-RESPECT (self-esteer)

SCCIAL RECOGHITION (respect, admirationm)
TRUE FRTFNDSHIP (close companioaship)

WISDOM (a mature understanding of life)
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VALUE SURVEY = PART II

Name

When you have finished Part I:

1.) Hand in Part I,

2.) wWait for furthrr instructions.
DO NOT GO ON ‘PO THE NEXT PAGE.
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VALUE SURVEY - PART II

Now, I would like to tell you some things e have already found out about the
value systems of Michigan State students firom the first session. 1 am sure
that many of you would like to know what they are,

A3 you will recall, the samec value survey was complcted by everyone at the
first session., The responses of all 304 of you students were avcraged to-
gether. The tadble below shows the results.

TABLE 1. RANK ORDER OF IMPORTANCE TO 304 MICHIGAN STATE STUDENTS

15 __ A COMFORTABLE LIFE
12 _ AN EXCITING LIFE

9 __ A SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT

8 _ A WORLD AT PEACE
13 _ A WORLD OF BEAUTY
10 EQUALITY
11 PAMILY SECURITY

2 _ FREEDOM

- L _ MAPPINESS
3 INNER HARMCNY
-—_&  MATURE LOVE
16 _ NATIONAL SECURITY
14 __ PLEASURE

17 __ SALVATION

7 _ SOCIAL RECOGNITION

16 _ SELF-RESPECT

5__ TRUE FRIENDSHIP

———

6__ WISDOM

One of the most {ateresting findings shown in Table 1 i{s that you students, on
the average, feel that Freedom is very important--ift is ranked 2; but you felt
that Equality wan ccnsicdarebly leas important--it is ranked 10. Apparently
Michigan State students value Precdom far more highly than they value Equality.
This suggests that MSU students in general are uuch more interested in their
own freedom than they are in freedom for other pcople.

Feel free to spend a few minutes looking at these rankings. Afcer doing that,
pleasc stop and wait for further instructions. DO NT GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE.
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We have one other finding which we think is unusually interesting. From the
questions we asked at the first session, it is possible to determine how
syupathetic each student was toward the aims of civil rights activists

(e. g. to get equality in jobs or education). We also were able to determine
which students were active in any civil rights efforts. The 304 students
were divided into three groups according to what they reported about them-
selveg, Table 2 shows the average rankings of Frcedom and Equality for

each of these three groups.

TABLE 2, AVERAGE RANKING OF FREEDOM AND EQUALITY BY MSU STUDENTS FOR AND
AGAINST CIVIL RIGHIS.

Por civil rights For civil rights Against

and active but not active civil righte
FREEDOM 5 2 3
EQUALITY
3 11 15
mrmumcz[ +2 -9 . =12 J

Notice in Table 2 that:

1. Pro- and anti-civil rights students all valuc Frecdom relatively
highly. Of 18 values all groups rank Freuvdom uciong the top five.

2. Students who are strongly for civil rights efforts value Equalfty
rather highly-~thcy ranked it 3rd; but those azainst eivil rights
place 8 much lower value on Equality--they ranked it 15th in impor-
tance. Those who are sympathetic but mon-participants ranked Equality
11th,

3. The distancc between Preedom and Equality is 42 for the strong civil
rights group, -9 for the middle group, and -12 for the anti-civil
rights group.

Apparently byth Freedom and Equality are important to some people, while
to others Frecdom is very important but Equality is not.

This raises the question as to whether those who are apainst civil rights
are really saying that they care a great deal about their own freedom but
are indifferent to cther people's freedom, Those who are for civil rights
are perhaps really saying they not only want freedom for themselves, but
for other peoplc too. What do you think?

(Please circle one nuaber)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
I agree I'm not 1 disagree
strongly with this sure . strongly with

interpretation this interpretation
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We would now be most interested to find out how yoy feel about this method
we have used to teach you something about values.

(Circle one nuxber)

1. How well did you understand the material we presented?

-

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 understood I did not
it coupletely understand
it ot all

2. Did you find it thought-provoking?

s et = o
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Extremely . Extremely
though¢-provoking dboring

3. Do you think this technique will .lead you to do some more
thinking about your own values?

¢ ]

1 2 k) 4 5 6 7 8 9
Yes, very Ko, not
wmuch at all

4. To what extent do you feel your time is being well spent by participating
in this study?

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9
I am wasting ’ It {s very
my time worthwhile

In your own opinion, do you think that the Michigan State findinge I have
described to you are scientifically valid?

Don't
Yes Koow ]

—

In the space below, please explain why you answered the previous question
the way you did, i{f you can.

Do you have eany other comments you wish to make about this study? Please
comment on the reverse side. Remember, everything im this questionnaire
is absolutely confidential, and to be used only for scientific purposes.

Thank you for your cooperation thus far. The final session will be held the
week before finals week and we will coatact you again about it. Also, we will
sign experimental "credit cards" at the final session. Feedback on your own
responses thus far will also be provided at the last session,
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Control treatment booklet
VALUE SURVLY = PART I

This ir a continuation of the scientific survey of value systems. Again, there
are no right or wrong answers in this study. The best answer is your own per-
scnal opinfon.

Plcase read all the directions carefully so that you know what is asked of you.
If you have any questions, please ask.

Below is a 113t of 18 calues arranged in alphabetical order. These are some of
the same values you arranged at the first session. Ve are interested in your
telling us again the relative importance of these values for you.

Study the list carefully. Then place a 1 next to the value which ts wost io-
portart to you; place a 2 next to the value which is second most important; etc.
The value which is least important should be ranked 18.

When you have completed ranking all of the values, go back and check over the

l1ist. Feel free to make changes. Please take all the tiwe you need to think
about this, so that the end result truly represents your values.

A COMPORTALLE LIFE (a prosperous life)

AN EXCITING LITE (a stimulating, active life0

A SFNSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT (lasting contribution)

A WORLD AT PEACE (free of war and conflict)
e A VORLD OF BLAUTY (becauty of nature and the arts)

EQUALITY (bkrotherhood, equal opportunity for all)
e .. FAMILY SECURITY (toking care of lovecd ones)

FREFDUM (1ndependence, free choice)

HAPPINESS (contentedness)

INNER HARMONY (freedom from inner conflict)
MATURE LOVE (scxual and spiritual intimacy)
NATIONRAL SECURITY (protection from attack)

—_———

PLUASURE (ar. enjoyable, leisurely life)

—. SALVATION (saved, eternal life)

SELF-RESPECT (self-esteem)

—— e

SOCIAL RECCGNITION (respect, adnirction)

e eo——

TRUE FRIENDSHIP (close companionship)

—— —

WISDOM (a8 mature understanding of life)

Whea you finish this page, go right on to the next page.
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Now we are intercsted in knowing how you feel about the way you ranked these
18 values in general., Please circle one number on the following scale:

1 2 3 4 5 6 ? 8 9
I care very It does not
much about make auch
the order in difference
which 1 ranked which order
these values. I put them in.

Belov you will find the same 18 values l‘lsted again. This time, rank them
in the order you think MSU studcnts on the averaze would rank theam.

____A COMPORTABLE LIFE (a prosperous life)

AN EXCITING LIFE (a stioulating, active life)
___ A SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT (lasting contribution)
_ A WORLD AT PEACE (free of war and conflict)
_____A VORLD OF BEAUTY (beauty of nature and the arts)

EQUALITY (brotherhood, equal opportunity for all)

—___FAMILY SECURITY (taking care of loved ones)
—___FREEDOM (independence, free choice)
—_RAPPIBESS (contentedness)

___INNER HARMONY (freedom from inner conflict)
— _MATURE LOVE (sexual and spiritual intimacy)
__ NATIONAL SECURITY (protection from attack)
PLEASURE (an enjoyable, leisurely life)

—_—

SALVATION (saved, cternal life)

SELF-RESPECT (self-esteem)

—t

SOCIAL RECOGNITION (respect, sdmiration)

TRUE FRIENDSHIP (close compenionship)

WISDOM (& mature understanding of life)

You have now completed Part ! of the Value Survey.

when you finish this page, go right on to the next page.
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MORAL VALUES

This “moral values" questionnaire has been given to college students at
regular intervals gince the 1920's. Your task will be to respond to the
questions on the basia of your cun beliefs today. You will see that &
couple of the qucstions ere somecuwlhiat dated, bul please answer them as
best you can.

This questionnaire presents S0 acts or situations which you are to
evaluate in terms of '"rightncss’ or "wrongness' ranzing from 1 to 9.
Circle 1 {f the item seews leact wrong or not wrong at all, and 9 if it
seems most wrong or ''wrongest' possibls. Use in-betwcen nuabers for
in-between degrees of 'wrongness.' The higher the number, the more wrong
it becomes,

45817389 H Killing a person in defense of one's own life.

L56789 H Kidnapping and holding a child for ransom.

hS8 729 H Having sex relations while unmarried.

456739 H Forging a chech.

45617289 s Habitually failing to keep prorises.

6551739 H Girls smiking cigarettes.

455789 An fndvstry wnintaining working conditions for its worvers
knovwn to be Jdetrimental to their Lealth,

4587239 s A doctor allovinr a Sadly deforzed vauv to die +hen he
could save its lie but not cure it3 deforafty.

“506,89 : A lezislacor, for a tisancra: consiceration, using his
fnfluence to sccure i gassaze of a liw ancwen ta Le
coutrary to public intercst.

4561729 : Testlfying falselv In court -+heca under oach.

456 ' CS% . Betting on horse voces.

456729 A ration dealing unjustly vith a weaker nation over
vhich {t has pover.

4567¢9 A Jury frecing e father vho has killed & man for rape
against his vounz doushter.

34568728 H Living bevrond one's -:cans in order to poszess luxuries

enjoyed by friends an! asseciasics.

LS5789 Bootlegging under prohibition lar,

456789 Heving 11licit sox relatiors efter marrfage.

456739 : Driving an avtociobiie while drunk but without accldent.

455671¢9 : A prosperous Incdustry paying workers less thac a ifving
wage.

456789 Holding up and robbing & persoa.

456789 Yot giving to cherity whea able.

4561739 Not taking the trouble tc wvute &t priomsries &nd elccticos.

456789 : 4 strong commircial concern selifeg bLelow cost to crowd
out a wesker coapetitor,

456789 Falgifyting about a child's age to secure reduced fare,

4561739 A student who s clloved te erade hiq own prpev veport-

ing a higher grade taan the oae earmed.
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Not giving to support religion when able.

Keeping over-change given by a clerk ia mistake.
Copying from another's paper in a school examination.
Speeding away after one's car knocks down a pedestrian.
Charging interest above a fair rate when lending money.
Falsifying a federal income tax retura.

Buying bootleg liquor under prohibition law.

Married persons using birth-control devices.

Seeking divorce because of incompatibility when both
partics agree to sepcrate (assuming no children).

Depositing more than one ballot in an election in order
to aid a favorite candidate,

Living on inherited wealth without attempting to render
service to others.

Taking one's own life (sssuuing no near relstives or
dependents).

Using profane or blasphemous speech.

Being habitually cross or disagreeable to meambers of
one's own faumily.

Seeking amusement on Sunday instead of going to church.
Refusing to bear ar=s in a var on® believes to be unjust.

Advertising a medicine to cure a disease known to be in-
curable by such a remedy,

Misreprescnting the value of an investment im order to
{oduce credulous percons to inves..

Teking money for one's vote in an electios.

Newspapers trcating crime news so as to make hoodlums
and gangsters appear heroic.

A man havir;; & vocant buiiding he cenno: rent sets it on
fire to collect insurance,

Nations at war using poison gus on the homes and cities
of its encmy behind the liue.

Slipping out secretly and going among people when ore's
home is undcr quarantine for a coutagious discase.

A man deserting a girl whom he hias got into trouble
without himself taking respomsibility.

Disbelieving in God.

A wan not marrying a gir]l he loves because she is
markadly his fnferfor socially awd fa education.
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Participants in other sections of this second session are involved in
different tasks. Many of them are directly concerned with the values
ranked earlier. Since you did not have an opportunity to see how all
304 participants ranked the values at the first session, we thought
you might like to see them now.

The responses of all 304 students were averaged together and the list
below shows the average order of importance.

13 _ A COMFORTABLE LIFE
_ 12 _ AN EXCITING LIFE
—9__ A SENSE OF ACCOMPLISHMENT
— 6 __ A WORLD AT PEACE
13 _ A WORLD OF BEAUTY
10 EQUALITY

11 _ PAMILY SECURITY
—2 _ FREEDOM

—1__ HAPPIKESS

—3 _ INNPR HARMONY
—8__ MATURE LOVE
18 _ NATIONAL SECURITY
14 _ PLEASURE

11 __ SALVATION

16 _ SOCIAL RECOGNITION
—1__ SELF-RESPECT
——_3 _ TRUE FRIENDSHIP

6__ WISDOM

To what extent do you feel your time is being well speat by participation
in this study? .

1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9
I em It is very
wasting oy time worthwhile

Do you have any cooments you wish to make ahout this study?! Please comment
on the reverse side. Remembar, cverything in this questionnaire {s absolutely
confidential, and to be uscd onlv for scientific purposes.

Thank you for your cooperation thus far. The final sessfon will be held the
veek before finals week and wve will contact you again about it. Also, we
will sign experimental 'credit cards" at the final session. Feadback on
your responscs thus far will salso be provided at the last session.
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Callback Letter for Posttest Session

MICETS AN STATE UNIVERGITY

Dcnnltment of PsVCHnLogy

VALUZS/BELIEF STURY
Vinter 1972

Deer Participant,

It's that time again! The third (and final!) sessicn is coming up
duriuy the week of Fobruary 28-liarch 2. Your cooperation thus far has been
most gratifying: of the more than 300 participants, over 977 were able to
get o rhe second session. More importantly, your cooperation and
thoughtful comments were invaluable,

This final session is going to be based on the suggestions that many
of you made about the study and our procedures thus far. As I mentiored
at the first session, one of our wajor interests was to have you tell us
what might be right or wrong with our ideas. Having read ard re-read all
the comments, we feel that wany of your suggestions &nd critical comments
offer ideas for meaningfully iwproving our procedures. So, at this final
session, we will ask you to help evaluate your own suggestions.

Additionally, we are preparing some materials which report your oun
individual responses, the responses of all tliose in the study, and those
of Americans in our r2cent national survey., These materfals wiil be yours
to keep and hopefully you will find thew interesting. You will be able to
pick tlicse up at this last session (Gud and the Cuamputer willing).

We would ask that you come to the final session on:

TUESDAY - February 29
7:00 p.m.
111 Olds Hall

This is the same night of the week you came to the seccond session.
Since icentical srssions are being held each night of the week (Monday
through Tnursday) at the same time and place, you may re:chcdule yourself
to any otber night for any reason. However, if you change nights, PLEASE
CALL 355-3441 (Dr. Rokeach's office) or 355-5338 (Dan McLellan) as 'soon as
possible to tell us what night you wish to sttend., Othervise, we will not
have your matericle available for vou oa the new nlight.

With the wiscries of winter and apnroachiry finel exéms, this request
tor rore of your time may scem cxcessive., However, your help thus tur has
provided a unigue wealtn of information for sacial science and this final
seesion is esseniial to the complete succass of the study. Also, let us nct
forget that we will siga your experimental "credit cards" at this time.

We again look forvard to your return, And plLease rev2mber to:
BRING YOUR FXPERIZi:LTAl. “CRIEDIT CARD" TO THIS SESSION

Fan Mclellan
Study Diractor
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Value Importance Scale

VALUE _SURVEY -~ PART 2

BE SURE YCU HAVE FINISHED RANKING ALL THE VALUE LARELS IN VALUE SURVEY
BOOXLET BEFORE BEGINNING THIS PART

Among the most common comments made about sessions 1 & 2 were those
expressing sowe dissatsifaction with the Value Survey. Many of you said
that being forced to rank the values 1 thru 17 restricted your efforts to
show how you really feel. For example, some people said that "just a few
of the values are really important." Others said "most of the values are
very important yet I'm forced to rank some very low." And others said,
'some of the values are of the same importance but I'm forced to choose
betveen them."

In an effort to give vou the oprortunity to better express yourself,
we have developed a new ranking scale which reflects many of your comments.
1his new scale of value importance runs from 1 to 99 rather than from 1 to
18. With tiis longer scale, 7ou can indicate the absolute importance of

cach value for yourself and also indicate what vslues tend to cluster to-
gether,

The procedure is very simple: you simply assign a new scale number
to each of the values you ranked indicating wvhere on the new scale the
value falls for you. You are free to use as much or as little of the new
scale as ycu nced to show how you truly feel about the values,

Follow the directions on the next page and work quickly. Don't ponder
too long ou any value,

BFFORE YOU BLGIN, CAREFULLY RFMOVE AND DISCARD THRE WAXY BACXING SHEETS ON
WialCH THE VALUE LABELS ORIGLNALLY APLZARTED., YOU WILL WRITE IN THE NEW
SCALE NU,ZSERS NEXT TO EACH VALUE IN THZ BOOXLET,
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THE NEW "VALUE IMPORTANCE SCALE"

Fcllow these easv directions:
1. Do each page of values separately,

2. Look at the value you put Ja box #1 (most importanmt). Decide whcre you
would place that value on this new scale - then write the gcale nunber
next to the value in the booklet.

3. Next, look at the value you put in box #18 (least important). Decide
wvhere it should go on this new scale - then write the scale numbei noxt
to the value in the booklet,

(NOTE: You may wish to mark on the new scale where these top
and bettom values were rated.)

4. Then go on and rank the remaining values somewhere between the tcp and
bottom values,

(NOTE: Values of equal importance may get the same number if
they are of ecual importance to you,)

* 0k Kk & Kk ¥ Kk % Kk *
The most important guiding
principle in my life.
Everything I believe and
do is based on this value,-~

*

* * * * * * * % v

iiﬁ-ﬁ
Extremely Importsnt. My whole
life is organized around these
principles,

SNASANNY
b

20

Very Icmoortant. These
<1 F 30 principles are major gulde-
lines in oy life.

i
;/ 40
;;' Moderataly Important. These
1T 50 principles are important but
e not central principles for
71' my life.
~+ 60

Slightly Tm-ortant. These
4 +70 principles are of only limited
and minor importance in my life.

80

Unimportant. These prlacivles
- -+ 90 play very little or no impor-
tance in my life.

NN

Not at all important to we.
Hothine T belicve or do is .
cver based on this value, ({99!

\\\‘4\ ™

99
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Posttest Racial Attitude Inventory Instructions
OPINION INVENTORY

This booklet contains the same statements you responded to at the
first cession., The major criticism to this questionnaire was that we
provided only two alternatives with which you could express your opinion:
"Agree" and "Disagree'". Many of you felt that this approach was too
simplified.

To allow for a more sensitive expression of your own opinions, we
have expunded the response categories from 2 to 8.

DIRECTIONS: Please read each statement carefully. Then £ill in the number
on the separate answer sheet which best represents your oun opinion about
each statcment, Do not leave any blanks. Please answer every statement.

Be sure that the number of the statement agrees with the pumber on
your answer sheet. Use pencil only on the answer sheet.

RESPONSE KEY:

Agree Completely
Agree Strongly
Agree Somewhat
Agree Slightly
Disagree Slightly
Disagrce Somewhat
Disagree Strongly
Disagree Completely

OOV WN =
a0 880 800

NOTE:

(=]
Q
jo
o
[ad
12}
"

|

» the "0" or "9" gpaces on your answer sheet.

Now turn the page and go ahead., Work fast.



186
APPENDIX N
Posttest Feedback Sheet

VALUES-BELIEFS STUDY

Winter 1972

PURPOSES.

1. To continue investigations into the interrelationchips of values, attitudes,
and woral reasoning abiifity.

2. To assess your interpretation of and reaction to some theoretical concerns
relating values and behavior. .

3. To find ways of improving tcsting procedures from the participant's point of
view.

What you were asked to do and why

Session 1. You completed (a) the Rokeach Value Survey, (b) an attitude question-
naire on race relations, and (c¢) the Kohlberg Moral Judgment Interview (stories
about Heinz's wife dying of cancer, etc.).

The Value Survey consists of two lists of 18 value terms which you ranked
in order of {fmportance, Cne list is of desirable end-stateg of existence (e.gz.,
A Comfortable Life) callad Terminal Values and the other list is of dcsirable
macdes of behavior (e.g., Honest) called Instrumental Values, The computer pre=
pared siicet on the front shows how you ranked these values at the first session.
The nevt two przcs show how everyon2 ia thisg ctudy racked them and how a sample
of the Awerican people rarked thew {both are elsc broken down by sex). The Value
Survey was developed by Professor Milton Rokeach of MSU and has received wide usage
both as a vesearch tool and a teaching device.

The Moral Judgment Interview gave you an opportunity to express, in your own
words, how you solve moral conflict situationa. Professor Lauwrence Kohlberg of
Harvard has postulated an invariant sequence of stages in the develorucnt of moral
reasoning and this interview is his method of determining how far you have develop~
ed along this sequence of stages.

Our major interest here is looking at the differences and similarities in
values and attitudes for people at different stages of moral reasoning ability,
Anothter concern is whether or not we can determine your stage of moral reasoning
from the much sieplor and quicker Value Survey as opposed to the loanet, hand-
written interview techulque,

Secsion 2, Five different groups were established and each group was asked either
to cvaluate scme of our ideas or to complete a questionnaire., In the four evalua~
tion groups, ve presented some information about the relationships between values,
attitudes, and behavior.

The presentations to each evaluation group were gimilac in that we talked
about the suzue thecoretical relationships betwecen certain atiitudes, values, and
vehavior, The presentations diffcred by variously adding oxr subtracting the
followinug elemeunis from the presentation: (a) Fresentation of actual data to
support our theory (we want to know if the supporting data mide our ideas any

clearer); (b) Ranking your own values again (we want to know if being able to
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"fit" yourself into the thcory made it any clearer. Also, we wanted to know
how stable your own valuec vankings were over the three week interval); (c)
Presentation of our own interpretation of the supporting data (we want to know
1f those who wrote out their own. 1nterpretation came to the same conclusions
we did), '
The fifth group responded to a values questionnaire which has been given
since the 1920's, We want to compare theee responses with those of earlier
generetions of college students,

Session 3. From your reactions to the first two scssions, it was clear that -
many of you felt the Value Survey and the Attitude Quectionnaire did not give

you enough latitude in your responscs to adequately tell how you really feel,

kased on some of your suggestiorns, we modified both questionnaires in order

to give you a better opportunityto truly express how you fezl. In this way,

ve can compare the relative cffectiveness and utility of the earlier versions

of these tests with the new formats, while assessing the stability of your re~
sponses over an extended period of time,

dedeichtehchdodok kirkokoiokdok MHW**WWWM*W****

A number of you haVe expressed an interest in finding out more about the
issues and tests in this study. If you are interested, there are four articles
in Psycholoov Today magazine which deal directly with the issues and tasts used.
Psychology Today is written for the layman and uses little stetistice. The
articles are short and easy to read if you have a few spare woments in the Library.

VALITES .
1. Mtlton Rokeach, ‘"Persuasion that persists.”" 1971,
‘(A report on a value-modification experiment done here at MSU in
Madison and Briges Colleges fn 1968-69.)
2. Milten Rokeach, "Faith, hope, and bigotry." April, 1970.
(A report on values and religion in the American people.)

MORAL JUNALITNT . '
1, an-(nce Kohxberg. "The child as a moral philosopher." 1968
{This 18 the essence of his theory of woral devalnpment.) .
2, C. Hoopton~Turner & P, Whitten., 'Morals left and right." April, 1971,
(Poitical beliefs and behavior in coutext of Kohiberg's stages.)

% Sk Akl Ak Ak k ok drhdok ko Ak *’k*‘k***s\**i*r\%’*****mﬂ*‘ bbbt bbbt datsbkabbbibst bbbt

Ve want to thank you for your pariticipation and ccoperation during this
study, Regardless of what you personslly have felt abour vour tasks, you have
made a subsiantial contribution to sociel science. Ideally, each-of .you would
have had an invaluable experience by virtue of your participation, From your
couments, we know.that this, unfortunately, is not the case. The exigen:ies of
the research process are tha major caure of this, However, we want you-to. feel
free to atop by our offices (204 C-D Olds Ball) if you have any questions, would
like to review any of your responses, or are curious about any phase of the study.
Since your own responses are confidential, please bring your I.D, if you wish Lo
sce them,

Again, thank you for your participation,

Daa Mclellan
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Supplementary Tables

TABLE 20. Pretest terminal value means for subjects at five stages
of moral development.

Stg 2 Stg3 Stg 4 Stg5 Stg kb

n= 4 117 63 22 11 F
A comfortable 1ife 10.80 12.18 12.14 13.00 15.27 2.46%
An exciting life 10.12 11.00 12.21 11.77 10.64 1.47
A sense of accompl. 8.07 9.13 9.13 8.36 9.64 <1l
A world at peace 7.85  7.03  8.60  5.68  5.27 2.42%
A world of beauty 10.41 10.85 12.06 11.09 11.09 1.24
Equality 9.02 8.60 9.41 7.18 6.55 1.65
Family security 10.10 9.46 8.71 9.77 10.36 <1
Freedom 6.59 6.38 6.87 6.32 5.00 <1
Happiness 5.56 5.57 5.56 6.55 5.82 <1
Inner harmony 7.88 6.92 6.38 6.95 5.73 <1
Mature love 6.59 7.56 6.63 6.82 5.91 1.01
National security 13.63 14.57 14.84 15.68 16.18 1.72
Pleasure 11.20 12.24 12.92 13.23 13.82 1.75
Salvation 13.88 12.66  9.43 12.77 13.18 3.79**
Self-respect 8.37 7.97 7.06 7.91 7.00 <1
Social recognition 14.44 14.50 13.98 14.27 15.45 <1
True friendship 8.10 6.77 7.59 7.05 7.00 1.17
Wisdom 8.39 7.61 7.46 6.59 7.09 <1

*p <.05 **p<.ol.
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TABLE 21. Pretest instrumental value means for subjects at five
stages of moral development.

Stg 2 Stg3 Stg4 Stg5 Stg b

n= 41 117 63 22 11 F
Ambitious 8.61 9.36 9.48  8.86 11.09 <1
Broadminded 6.27 6.37  7.46  6.32  4.18 1.51
Capable 9.49 10.16 10.11 10.36 10.09 <1
Cheerful 8.85 8.97 7.95 9.86  8.73 <1
Clean 12.17 13.54 13.87 14.23  16.36 2.55%
Courageous 9.61  9.99 11.05 9.23  8.18 1.50
Forgiving 8.41  6.44  6.29  8.23  5.18 3.05*
Helpful 9.63  8.27  8.05 7.59  6.55 1.64
Honest 6.39  4.21  4.08  5.45  4.36 3.17*
Imaginative 9.27 11.11 12.06 9.77  9.73 2.79*
Independent 7.5  9.53 10.10 7.82  7.55 2.46*
Intellectual 10.41 10.59 11.08 8.82 10.55 <1
Logical 10.02 11.12 11.60 11.77 11.64 <1
Loving 6.05 5.48  4.97  6.18  4.91 <1
Obedient 16.51 15.32 13.81 15.68 17.09 5,135
Polite 13.76 12.81 11.71 12.64 15.09 3.18%
Responsible 7.20 7.23 7.59 7.23  8.73 <1
Self-controlled 10.80 10.50  9.75 10.95 11.00 <1

*p<.05, *™* p<.o01.
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TABLE 22. Mean changes in equality ranking.

Moral Level

I I1 ITI Total
(n) (10) (34) ) (53)
Control Tp-Tj3 .60 -.79 .11 -.38
T1-T3 1.90 -.50 -.67 -.08
(n) (12) (37) (6) (55)
T1-T3 1.67 .46 1.33 .82
(n) (5) (41) (8) (54)
OF TZ-T3 - - - -
T1-T3 -2.80 .39 .88 .17
(n) 7) (46) (5) (58)
T1-T3 -1.57 -.28 -1.00 -.50
(n) (8) (45) (5) (58)
SOF/N  Tp-T3 .63 .11 -.60 .12
T1-T3 -.75 .38 -.20 .17
Tota
@) gy |62 9 (203 55 B3 g
ANALYSES OF VARIANCE:
SOURCE df MS F P
Treatment (A) 3 12.10 1.24 ns
T)-Tj Moral Level (B) 2 3.02 .31 ns
A x B Interaction 6 2.01 .21 ns
Error 212 9.80
Treatment (A) 4 18.38 1.18 ns
T1-T3 Moral Level (B) 2 2.41 .15 ns
A x B Interaction 8 16.44 1.05 ns
Error 263 15.63

Note.-- T9-T3 = 4 week treatment-to-posttest period,
T1-T3 = 7 week pretest-to-posttest period.
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TABLE 23. Mean changes in freedom rankings.
Moral Level
I 11 111 Total
(n) (10) (34) 9) (53)
Control Tp-Tj3 .70 .65 -.56 .45
Tl—T3 .70 .35 -.78 .23
(n) (12) (37) (6) (55)
T1-T3 3.25 © .86 .83 1.38
(n) (5) (41) (8) (54)
OF T,-Tj3 - - - -
T1-T; 6.60 1.80 1.25 2.17
(n) 7 (46) (5) (58)
SF  Tp-Tj -1.00 .57 -.60 .28
T1-T3 -.29 .87 -.40 .62
(n) (8) (45) (5) (58)
SOF/N  Tp-T3 -1.38 .73 1.00 .47
T1-T3 .75 1.31 1.60 1.26
@ 1,1y (1) .03 (162) g (25 g
Total
(@) 71—y [(42) 1,98 - (203)3.97  (33) .42
ANALYSES OF VARIANCE:
SOURCE af MS F )
Treatment (A) 3 6.28 .57 ns
T2-T3 Moral Level (B) 2 7.71 .70 ns
A x B Interaction 6 6.94 .63 ns
. Error 212 11.00
Treatment (A) 4 48.38 4.01 <.01
T1-T3 Moral Level (B) 2 35.93 2.97 <.10
A x B Interaction 8 19.17 1.59 ns
Error 263 12.08

Note.-- To-T3 = 4 week treatment-to-posttest period,

T1-T3 = 7 week pretest-to-posttest period.
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