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ABSTRACT

It is widely accepted that alcohol impairs judgments such as
perceptions of speed and distance. The research presented here
investigates the effects of alcohol and social context on another kind of
judgment--moral judgment. Twenty male and 20 female adults were given (1)
two classical dilemmas from moral philosophy (from Kohlberg's 1987 test of
moral judgment) and (2) a real-life dilemma about drinking and driving (a)
while drinking in a social environment, and (b) at home or at University,
in interview format. Degree of intoxication was determined by a
breathalyzer. In addition to the "should" questions on the moral judgment
interview, subjects were asked "would" gquestions about drinking and
driving, including whether they would drive homé that evening. Subjects
were followed up and interviewed a second time, in an academic context, to
determine (1) whether they drove home the night they were interviewed, (2)
their customery drinking and driving behavior, and (3) their ideal level of
moral reasoning. Two control groups, each consisting of 10 males and 10
females, were interviewed in a similar format. A within-subjects
comparison revealed that people employ lower structures of reasoning while
in drinking establishments, especially when they have had a lot to drink.
This difference is attributed to the effects of alcohol and the social
setting. In addition, what subjects in the social drinking setting said
they should do in response to the drinking and driving dilemma bore little
resemblance to what they said they would do and had done. In contrast,
control subjects thought they would not drink and drive. These
predictions, however, did not correspond well to subjects' self-reported

drinking and driving behavior. Virtually all subjects believed they should
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not drink and drive, but admitted they would, and do. Indeed, with only

“one exception, all intoxicated subjects in the study drove home, whatever

their stage of moral development.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Drinking and driving is a dangerous combination, a serious social
problem and a crim.e.1 This message has been widely broadcast; virtually no
one questions it,‘at least while sober. Why, then, do so many people drive
while intoxicated? This question is a specific aspect of a larger issue,
concerning the relationship between judgment and behavior. Researchers
have examined this issue from several theoretical perspectives, with the
goal of improving their understanding of criminal behavior, but no éttempt
has yet been made to examine the relationship between people's judgments
about drinking and driving and their tendency to drive while impaired.
Impaired driving research, has, instead, focused on education and
deterrence (Haight, 1985). Unfortunately, however, most of these efforts--
which have been instrumental in effecting changes in the law and law
enforcement--have failed to significantly reduce the incidence of drinking
and driving in Canada (Ross, 1985). It seems, then, that before any
further social policies are implimented, it is necessary to examine the
drinking driver up close.

Do people choose to drive impaired? Do people make rational choices
under the influence of alcohol? What role does the social setting play in
people's choices? Intervention strategies have convinced sober people of
the dangers of drinking and driving, but what about drunk people; do they
think it is wrong to drive impaired? Knowing the answers to these

questions is essential for an intervention program to be successful.

1. Sections 234 and 236 of the Criminal Code of Canada prohibit
driving while impaired by alcohol.




Clearly, with fhe high incidence of drinking and driving in Canada,
SOﬁething mist be clouding people's judgment when drinking in social
settings. Is it alcohol? The social setting? What about individual
differences? Surely alcohol and social contexts do not affect everyone in
the same way? Perhaps some people are more resilient to these influences
than others. If so, researchers may gain important insights into
preventing the offense by analyzing the differences between drinking
drivers and people who do not drink and drive.

In a recent review of programs, campaigns, policies and changes in law
enforcement directed at reducing the incidence of drinking and driving,
Ross (1985) concluded that people were less likely to drive impaired when
the certainty of punishment was high. When people think there is a good
chance that they may be punished, they are less likely to drive impaired.
Unfortunately, however, "in all instances where a deterrent effect was
reported from these efforts, the effect was of short duration--generally a
matter of a few months" (Ross, 1985, p. 122). Wilson and Herrnstein (1986)
attribute this finding to people's (changing) perception of risk: "In the
long run, there is a tendency for behavior to return to the preenforcement
level, in part because the chances of being caught and punished while
driving under the influence of alcohol are so small--one authority
estimates it to be about four chances in ten thousand--that even very large
increases in the chance of arrest (say, by tripling it) would still leave
very high odds in favor of a drunk driver on any given trip" (p. 398).
Given this probability estimate, it seems that efforts directed at
preventing people from driving impaired based on external controls are
destined to fail. Crack-downs in law enforcement will work only until

people no longer perceive their chances of getting caught while driving



impaired as high (Cook, 1980). It only takes a few uninterrupted trips
'home (sober or impaired) to realize the police are not everywhere.

Perhaps, then, a better way to prevent drinking and driving is to
cultivate internal standards that endure past the closing of counterattack
campaigns. Ironically, counterattack programs may work against the
cultivation of internal standardsQ—instilling in people low level standards
that define behavior in terms of the avoidance of punishment, thus
permitting people to justify impaired driving when the probability of
panishment is low. People who do not perceive drinking and driving as
another rule of the road, which, like speeding, they obey only when they
are at risk of being caught, may not need external controls to keep them
from driving impaired. People with strong internal standards do not need
penalties to give them a reason to exercise caution. Thus, their internal
standards may carry them beyond holiday seasons when the risk of
apprehension is increased.

The present study investigated the relationship between internal
standards--moral judgments--and impaired driving from the perspective of
moral development theory. Although virtually everyone, at all stages of
moral development, may believe drinking and driving is wrong, people at
different stages may base their beliefs on different reasons, and these
reasons may be differentially amenable to rationalizations or excuses which
justify violations. People at higher stages of moral development should be
less susceptible to these kind of excuses, and, therefore, they should be
more likely to do what they should do--refrain from driving impaired.
However, decisions about drinking and driving usually are not made in
contexts conducive to high level moral decision-meking. Consequently, the

interaction between alcohol and the social setting may overrride high level



moral reasoniﬁg, inducing people with normally high moral standards to base
their decisions to drive on the types of external, low level reasons
emphasized in counterattack campaigns.

The effect of alcohol on moral reasoning was tested by Graham et al.
(1979) in a controlled experiment comparing subjects' moral reasoning when
sober with their moral reasoning aftervconsuming low and moderate amounts
of alcohol. With Rest's Defining Issues Test of moral reasoning as the
dependent measure, Graham et al. concluded the 'there was no evidence that
gross impairment of moral reasoning occurred with alcohol consumption
(1979, p. 444). Graham et al. attributed this finding to the artificiality
of the environment in which it was conducted, suggesting that "it may be
that impairment of moral reasoning occurs only when the effects of alcohol
interact with the social-drinking setting" (1979, p. 444). Although the
test Graham et al. (1979) employed (Rest's DIT) is a test of moral
preference rather than moral reasoning, this conclusion seems plausible.

When people are out drinking, they may not think much about the
morality of drinking and driving, reacting instead to the demands of the
situation--it's time to go home. The idea thaﬁ people do not consider the
implications of their behavior in dynamic social settings is well
documented in social psychological research (Prentice-Dunn & Rogers, 1983,
Zimbardo, 1970). Highly engaging social situations may induce a loss of
self-awareness and "deindividuation." As a result, people may lose contact
with their own standards of behavior, and react to salient external cues.
The role of alcohol may be indirect. Hull and Young (1984) have found that
alcohol induces a reduction in self-awareness. According to Prentice-Dunn
and Rogers (1983), when people lose self-awareness they respond to the most

salient behavioral cues from their environment; they do whatever they see



others doing,'including engaging in criminal behavior. Thus, if the
‘salient behavioral cue is to drive home, people in deindividuated states
will drive home. And, this, of course, usually is the case. There are
always people driving home from social situations. The behavior of sober
drivers may supply cues to deindividuated and intoxicated drivers to drive
home .

The effects of alcohol and the social situation, then, may interfere
with people's ability and/or inclination to make prudent judgments when
faced with a decision about driving impaired. Or, it magy interfere with
their ability to follow through with their moral judgments--creating
inconsistency between moral judgment and moral behavior.

The relationship between moral reasoning and behavior is complex.
Barly studies, such as Hartshorne and May (1928), that addressed the
relationship suffered from methodological problems (see Burton, 1976;
Kohlberg, 1984). Indeed, it was not until recently that a model linking
moral reasoning to behavior was advanced (Kohlberg & Candee, 1984). Prior
to this contribution, researchers testing the relationship had "only the
vaguest guidelines for approaching the relations of cognition and action"
(Blasi, 1980, p. 1); consequently, studies repofted inconsistent results.

In a recent and influential review of studies that used acceptable
measures of moral reasoning, Blasi (1980) found "considerable support for
the hypothesis that moral reasoning and moral action are statistically
related" (p. 37). Blasi concluded that the evidence "is strongest for the
hypothesis that moral reasoning differs between delinquents and non-
delinquents" (p. 37). As a group, delinquents score lower on tests of
moral development than their non-offending counterparts. The problem is no

one knows why (see Blasi, 1980). Perhaps this is because most studies that



have compared'the moral reasoning of delinquent and non-delinguent samples
‘have relied solely on standard tests of moral reasoning involving dilemmas
that are unrepresentative of the kinds of conflicts delinquents--or anyone
for that matter--face in their everyday lives. Reasoning about whether a
hypothetical character named Heinz should_steal an overpriced drug to save
his dying wife is quite different from the kinds of criminal decisions most
delinquents face. It would be more informative to know how juveniles
resolve conflicts such as whether or not to steal a car stereo to obtain
membership in a gang. As Blasi notes, "a practical way of decreasing the
&ap between general moral criteria and specific actions is to assess moral
reasoning, as Damon (1977) [and Thornton and Reid (1982)] did, using the
hypothetical situations that resemble the behavior to be studied" (1980, p.
10). With this advice in mind, the present study assessed subjects' moral
reasoning about drinking and driving as well as their level of moral
reasoning using Kohlberg's Moral Judgment Interview.

In Chapter II the theoretical foundation for the present study is
discussed. This chapter (a) examines moral reasoning, what it is, how it
is tested, and how it develops; (b) defines moral behavior; (c) outlines
the relationship between moral reasoning and méral behavior; and, (d)
introduces the present study. The next chapter, Chapter III, describes the
research design, including how interviews were scored and how the data were
analyzed. Chapter IV presents the results of the study. These results are
discussed in Chapter V. TFinally, Chapter VI discusses the implications of

the study's findings for intervention.



CHAPTER IT
MORAL REASONING, MORAL BEHAVIOR AND THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN.

REASONING AND BEHAVIOR

Moral Reasoning

When a person is asked to take a position on a moral issue, he or she
st make a moral Jjudgment: what is the right thing to do or what should be
done. DMoral reasoning is demonstrated in the justifications used to
support such judgments. According to Kohlberg, moral reasoning develops
[1ike other cognitive processes] in stages, with new forms of reasoning
replacing 0ld ones. Kohlberg identifies five stages of moral development,
defined in terms of the structure of moral reasoning (see Table 1).
Structure is a difficult construct to define, but it may be thought of as
the lens through which moral conflicts are perceived and resolved.
Structure of moral reasoning defines whose perspective to take, and how'to
operationalize difficult principles such as equity, equality, and
reciprocity, when faced with moral conflicts. TFor example, a person with a
Stage 2 structure of moral reasoning would perceive moral conflicts from an
individualistic perspective and operationalize reciprocity as tit for tat--
do unto others as they do unto you—, whereas a person operating from
within a Stage 3 structure would perceive moral conflicts from the
perspective of a "generalized other" and operationalize reciprocity in
terms of the Golden Rule--do unto others as you would have them do unto
you.

The Measurement of Moral Reasoning. The most popular and fully

elaborated test of moral reasoning is Kohlberg's Moral Judgment Interview

(MJI). Kohlberg's test consists of three forms of three hypothetical
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dilemmas which'pit one moral value against another. Tor example, in
Dilemma IV, the mercy killing dilemma, the preservation of life is pitted
against the quality of life. Interview questions follow the dilemma,
asking subjects to choose between conflicting issues, and to support their
choices. As the interview progresses, qualifying questions invite subjects
to make fine distinctions and to resolve logical inconsistencies between
Judgments. For example, if a subject favors performing the mercy killing,
he or she eventually will be challenged by a question which asks "Is it
important for people do everything they can to save another's life?".
Interviews are scored for stage of moral development in accordance with the
terms of a (1,200 page) scoring manual (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987). In
Kohlberg's system, stage of moral development is determined entirely by the
structure of the moral justifications used to support competing claims.

The content of the claims, that is, the choices people make, are
independent of stage. It is, therefore, possible to support any moral
decision from any of Kohlberg's five stages of moral development.

The Consistency of Moral Reasoning. There is no question that

individuals employ the hierarchically-ordered structures of moral reasoning
described by Kohlberg in response to the dilemmés on his test (see Colby,
Kohlberg, Gibbs & Lieberman, 1983), but it is unclear how representative
these structures are of moral reasoning about different issues, in
different psychological states, and in different contexté. On the one hand
the structures of moral reasoning evoked by Kohlberg's test may be entirely
representative of how people reason across issues, states, and contexts.

On the other hand, the structures of moral reasoning evoked by the abstract
philosophical dilemmas on Kohlberg's test may be no more representative of

moral reasoning about other issues, in other states and in other contexts
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than competencé on an English exam is representative of how people compose
letfers to their friends, comprehend written instructions when intoxicated,
or converse with members of their family. Pure moral reasoning, like
perfect sentence structure and grammar, may be reserved for the academic
arena.

Kohlberg's position on the consistency of moral reasoning is implicit
in his theory of moral development. True to the Piagetian tradition,
Kohlberg's stage theory of moral development maintains that the cognitive
structures associated with stage of moral reasoning dévelop in an orderly
(invariant) fashion: "a new form of reasoning emerges first in some areas
of an individual's thinking and rather gradually generalizes across the
moral domain® (Kohlberg & Colby, 1983, p. 123). "Accordingly, higher
stages displace (or, rather, integrate) the structures found at lower
stages" (Colby & Kohlverg, 1987, p. 7), creating consistency in moral
reasoning across issues. It is important to note, however, that Kohlberg
qualifies this "structure of the whole" notion of moral reasoning to allow
for the influence of performance factors. According to Kohlberg, certain
performance factors, such as the atmosphere of a group or institutional
context, may constrain the level of moral competence people display on his
test, thus, giving the impression of stage inconsistency (Colby & Kohlberg,
1983, p. 121).

In contrast to Kohlberg's assumption that moral reasoning is organized
in one overriding structure, theorists such as Fischer (1980) and Damon
(1977) believe that (a) although the development of conceptions within a
domain proceed through structured stages in an orderly manner, different
aspects of the domain develop relatively independently, and (b) the

environment, context, or situation plays a significantly greater role in
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determining whether "high" or "low" conceptions are used than that are
ackhowledged by Kohlberg. Levine (1979) challenges Kohlberg's assumption
of stage-based consistency on another, potentially more theoretically
challenging, basis. Levine questions Kohlberg's transformational-
displacement model of stage change, advancing in its stead an "additive-
inclusive" model based on the assumption that "higher stages include
components of earlier stages but do not replace these stages" (p. 155).
Levine argues that lower structures are retained and used in certain
situations, and "that the stability or variability of moral reasoning
should be understood as a case of 'best fit' between one of several
equilibrated moral structures, person characteristics, and recurring
patterns of environmental stimuli" (p. 156).

Given these opposing theoretical views of the organization of moral
reasoning, it is not surprising that Kohlberg's critics predict
inconsistency in moral reasoning between Kohlberg dilermas and (a) actual

real-life dilemmas (Baumrind, 1978), (b) dilemmas which involve issues

other than justice (Gilligan, 1982), (c) dilemmas which involve the self as

opposed to hypothetical characters (Gerson & Damon, 1978), (d) dilemmas in
interpersonal contexts as opposed to.traditionai philosophical contexts
(Haan, 1978), and (e) dilemmas from within different cultures and
subcultures (Simpson, 1974). The following section reviews empirical
evidence for the consistency of moral reasoning between Kohlberg dilemmas
and (a) other hypothetical dilemmas, including hypothetical dilermas
involving the self, and (b) real-life dilemmas.

Empirical Evidence for the Consistency of Moral Reasoning Across

Hypothetical Dilemmas. Seven studies have compared stage scores on

Kohlberg's test with stage scores on other hypothetical dilemmas. All but
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one (Lockwood,'1975) found a significant difference between scores on
Kohlberg's dilemmas and scores on the other dilemma or dilemmas. In five
of the studies, subjects tended to score lower on the non-Kohlberg than
Kohlberg dilemmas. Gilligan, Kohlberg, Lerner, and Belenky (1971), found
that 40% of a high school sample scored lower on dilemmas involving sexual
issues, with 10% scoring higher. Linn (1984) found that 32% of a saﬁple of
daycare workers scored lower on a hypothetical dilemma about daycare, with
18% scoring higher. Kohlberg, Scharf, and Hickey (1972) found that prison
inmates scored approximately one stage lower on hypothetical dilemmas
ratterned after those typically experienced in prison than on Kohlberg
dilemmas. Higgins, Powers, and Kohlberg (1984) found that students from
regular high schools scored an average of one-half stage lower on dilemmas
about moral conflicts typically experienced in high school than on Kohlberg
dilemmas (but students from "just community" schools scored at the same
stage). Finally, Leming (1978) found that a sample of high school students
scored significantly lower when deliberating about how they should deal
with typical high school dilemmas than when making moral judgments about
how the hypothetical characters on Kohlberg dilemmas should deal with them.
Only one study (Haan, 1975) reported significanfly higher scores on non-
Kohlberg than Kohlberg dilemmas: 46% of a sample of Berkeley University
students scored h%gher on a dilemma about free speech during the Berkeley
Free Speech crisis in the 1960's, with 20% scoring lower.

Considered as a whole, the available evidence suggests subjects tend
to score lower on hypothetical dilemmas more representative of those with
which they have had experience than on the more philosophical dilemmas on
Kohlberg's test--evidence that seems more consistent with Levine's (1979)

additive-inclusive model than with Kohlberg's transformational-displacement
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model. But the data are far from conclusive. Some subjects score higher
on hon—Kohlberg dilemmas, and many score at the same stage.

Empirical Evidence for the Consistency of Moral Reasoning Across

Hypothetical and Real-life Dilemmas. Four studies have compared subjects'

moral reasoning about the hypothetical dilemmas on Kohlberg's test to their
moral reasoning about conflicfs they have faced (or are presently facing)
in their lives. Two of these studies involve women confronting aertion.
In the first real-life abortion study, Gilligan and Belenky (1980)
interviewed 24 pregnant women about 1) the abortion they were considering,
2) a hypothetical abortion dilemma, and 3) hypothetical dilemmas from Form
A of Kohlberg's test, and found that 15% of the women scored lower when
reasoning about the real-life abortion dilemma than when reasoning about
the hypothetical dilemmas on Kohlberg's test; 40% scored the same, and 45%
scored higher. Unfortunately, Gilligan and Belenky (1980) did not report
the results of the hypothetical abortion-Kohlberg comparison.

In the second study on abortion, Smetana (1982) compared the moral
reasoning of 48 pregnant women considering abortion and 22 controls, about
abortion with their moral reasoning about Kohlberg dilemmas. Smetana
reports a correlation of .70 between the two tyﬁes of dilemma for subjects
who perceived abortion as a moral conflict, and a correlation of .27 for
subjects who regarded abortion as a personal conflict. However, Smetana
fails to report the group means, leaving the question of consistency across
types of dilemma unanswered.

The only other studies comparing Kohlberg moral reasoning to moral
reasoning about real-life moral conflicts were conducted by Linn (1987) and
Walker, de Vries and Trevethan (in press). Linn (1987) compared the moral

reasoning of 50 Israeli physicians about a bitter strike in which they were
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involved with their moral reasoning on Kohlberg's test and found that the
théicians tended to reason at Stage 4 on Kohlberg's test and at Stage 3 on
questions pertaining to the physicians' strike. Such inconsistency was
not, however, reported by the investigators of the fourth and most recent
study of moral reasoning across real and hypothetical dilemmas (Walker et
al., in press). In this study, Walker, de Vries and Trevethan (in press)
found that 91% of their subjects (N = 240) scored at the same or adjacent
stage when reasoning about Kohlberg dilemmas and real-life dilemmas they
recently experienced.

The results of these four studies are inconclusive. Real-life wmoral
dilemmas elicited higher structures of moral reasoning in one study, lower
structures in another, similar structures in yet another, and in one case
the differences were not reported. Obviously, more research is need to
reach some closure on the consistency of moral reasoning across real and
hypothetical dilemmas.

Moral Behavior

Moral behavior is defined here as behavior which follows from (i.e.,
is consistent with) high level moral reasoning.

The Relationship between Moral Reasohing and Moral Behavior

Although consistency in moral judgment is significant theoretically,
it is of much less practical import than another kind of consistency--the
consistency between moral judgment and moral behavior: "moral action, not
thought, is society's ultimate criterion of moral wisdom as well as social
science's test of a conceptualization's validity" (Haan, 1978, p. 290).
Kohlberg and Candee (1984) outline a model linking moral judgment and moral
behavior. In this model, structures of moral reasoning give rise to two

types of judgment--(a) "deontic" decisions (for example, "the morally
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correct course 6f action is to take a taxi home, rather than drive
impaired") and (b) judgments of responsibility, connecting deontic
decisions to the self--("if I drink and drive I am threatening the lives of
others"). The connection between stage of moral development and deontic
choice is variable; in some situations--msking judgments about euthanasia,
for example--there is little agreement among people at the same stage about
what is right; in other situations--making judgments about stealing an
overpriced drug to save a life, for example——there is a monotonic increase
with stage of moral development in the tendency to make the "right" choice
(in this case in favor of stealing the drug to save the life), with an
almost perfect consensus at Stage 5 (Candee, 1976). The connection between
moral stage and judgments of responsibility is more straightforward, with a
monotonic increase in sense of responsibility with stage. Thus, although
it is not alﬁays possible to predict in advance what people will decide
they ought to do in a moral conflict, it is possible to predict whether
they will do what they think they should. Judgments of responsibility link
prescriptive (should) judgments to predictive (would) judgments—-the higher
the sense of responsibility, the closer the connection between should and
would. Where there is a consensus about what is‘right, there should be a
monotonic increase in the tendency of subjects to assume responsibility for
carrying out the prescribed behavior with stage of moral development
(Kohlberg & Candee, 1984).

The Kohlberg and Candee model is a long-awaited contribution to
psychology. Through empirical testing, it should also contribute to a
better understanding of the origins of social and anti-social behaviors.

To date, no studies have directly tested the Kohlberg and Candee model. A

few extant studies (e.g., McNamee, 1977; Haan, Smith, & Block, 1968) that
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have been reahalysed in terms of the model, however, have revealed
‘favorable results. The present study, then, as an empirical test of the
Kohlberg and Candee model, has both theoretical and practical value.

The Present Study

The purpose of the present study was three-fold: (1) to examime the
ability of people drinking in social settings to reason about moral issues,
(2) to evaluate the consistency of moral reasoning across types of dilemma,
and (3) to test the Kohlberg and Candee model of the relationship between
moral reasoning and moral behavior. Subjects in varying degrees of
intoxication were interviewed at pubs and parties about three moral
dilemmas: two hypothetical dilemmas from Kohlberg's test involving the
philosophical moral conflicts of hypothetical characters and one real-life
dilemma involving drinking and driving. The drinking and driving dilemma
required subjects to reason about what they should and would do at the end
of the evening if they were impaired, and why. Subjects were followed-up
to determine what they actually did at the end of the evening, and, in some
cases, to obtain a measure of their ideal (sober) moral reasoning. In
addition, to supply a more general measure of behavior, in the follow-up
interview subjects were asked about their past‘experiences with drinking
and driving. The reasoning of impaired subjects was compared to (a) the
reasoning of others who were not impaired, but who were in they same social
sétting (b) their own moral reasoning when sober in an academic setting,
and (c) the reasoning of subjects in two control groups tested in a
traditional academic context. The control groups supplied a basis for
testing whether people reason in the same way about drinking and driving
when facing a behavioral choice, when deciding about what they should do in

a hypothetical situation, and when deciding about what a hypothetical
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character should do in a hypothetical situation, and‘addressing the
controversial theoretical issue of the consistency of moral reasoning
across types of dilemma.

The SOCial environment was an important aspect of the study, for
several reasons. TFirst, moral decisions are rarely made in a comfortable
office setting devoid of time constraints. Second, the social setting
provided a means to evaluate the effects of behavioral demands and
consequences on subjects reasoning and behavior. Third, studies of social
influence have found that people may behave quite differently in dynamic
social contexts than they do in other situations, guided by external rather
than internal standards of behavior (Prentice-Dunn & Rogers, 1983).
Fourth, the naturalistic setting was free of constraints imposed on
laboratory experiments involving alcohol--so subjects could become
extremely drunk. Finally, as mentioned previously, a study by Graham et
al. (1979) failed to find that the consumption of alcohol significantly
affected moral reasoning, and attributed this outcome to the artificiality
of the environment in which the study was conducted.

Guided by the expectations of Graham et al. (1979) and the results of
research on the representativeness of moral reaéoning and the relationship
between reasoning and behavior, the following hypotheses were advanced: (1)
people will use lower structures of moral reasoning in a social setting
than in an academic setting, (2) especially after consuming large
quantities of alcohol; (3) people in a social environment will use lower
structures of moral reasoning when reasoning about drinking and driving
than when reasoning about philosophical moral issues (due to the
involvement of the self and the behavioral demands of the drinking and

driving dilemma); (4) people's responses to "should" questions about

18



drinking and driving will not correspond to their responses to "would"
‘quéstions; and (5) there will be a monotonic increase in the consistency of
moral reasoning and moral behavior (both specific and general) with stage

of moral development.
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CHAPTER III
METHODS

Subjects
Eighty subjects participated in this study: 40 in the experimental

group (20 male, 20 female, age 19 = 45, M = 25.3, 3D = 5.6) and 20 in each
of two control groups (10 male, 10 female, age 19 - 35, M = 24.9, D = 5.3;
and 10 male, 10 female, age 19 - 40, M = 25.1, SD = 4.5, respectively).
The mean number of years of post-secondary education for subjects in the
experimental group was 3.1 and the mean number of years of post-secondary
for subjects in the control groups was 3.15 (3.1 and 3.2, respectively).
Every attempt was made to ensure that groups were similar in age and level
of post secondary education; only subjects who matched the ages and years
of post secondary education of experimental subjects were selected in the
control groups. A post hoc comparison of subjects' drinking habits (i.e.
the frequency and quantity of alcohol consumed per week) revealed that the
groups were similar in this respect as well (on a 3 point scale, ranging
from 1--one or two alcoholic drinks per week or less--to 3--more than 12
alcoholic drinks per week, the mean score obtaiﬁed by subjects in the
experimental group was 1.6, SD = 0.7, and the mean scores obtained by
subjects in the control groups were 1.5, SD = 0.9, and 1.4, SD = 0.6).
Subjects in the experimental group were solicited in social drinking
settings (bars, nightclubs, the university pub, and parties) to take part
in a study about the effects of alcohol on reasoning. Subjects in the
control groups were volunteers recruited from the university and the
community who agreed to take part in a study on how people reason about

hypothetical dilemmas.
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Procedure

Control Group 1: Hypothetical Other. As shown in Figure 1, subjects

in the first control group were interviewed in an office setting about
three dilemmas: two from Kohlberg's Moral Judgment Interview (MJI) (either
Dilemmas IIT and ITI' from Form A of Kohlberg's test (involving a character
named Heinz who must steal a drug in order to save his wife's life and a
police officer named Officer Brown who must decide whether or not to report
Heinz for stealing) or Dilemmas IV and IV' from Form B of Kohlberg's test
(involving mercy killing and capital punishment), and a dilemma about
whether a hypothetical character named Jack should drive after he has been
out drinking with his friends, and suspects he may be legally impaired (see
Appendix A). The interviewer read a dilemma to the subject, and asked him
or her questions designed to elicit prescriptive judgments (e.g., "Should
Heinz steal the drug?"). After the subject responded fully fo the first
dilemma, he or she was given the second dilemma, then the third. After
responding to the "should" questions on the drinking and driving dilemma
(e.g., "Should Jack drive even though he may be legally impaired?"),
subjects were asked to predict what the character actually would do given
his situation (e.g., "Would Jack drive home?").A Predictive questions were
not asked for the Kohlberg dilemmas. Finally, subjects were interviewed
about their (self-reported) drinking and drinking and driving behavior (see
Appendix B).

Control Group 2: Hypothetical Self. Subjects in the second control

group were interviewed in the same format as subjects in the first control

group (see Figure 1), except they were asked to imagine they, rather than a
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hypothetical éharacter named Jack, had been out drinking with their friends
and suspected they were legally impaired when it came time to go home (see
Appendix C).

The average time per interview for subjects in the control groups was
approximately one hour.

Experimental Group. The researcher, a female university student aged

24, frequented local bars, nightclubs and parties in the evenings, joining
groups of prospective subjects, and, after becoming acquainted, soliciting
subjects to take part in a study on "the effects of alcohol on reasoning."
This approach always yielded at least one volunteer. Those who volunteered
were told the study required that they be interviewed twice: once the night
they were approached, and once later in the week, in an academic setting.
The subjects were also told they would be asked to take a breathalyzer test
to determine their level of intoxication, and that they would be asked
about their customary drinking and driving behavior. To examine possible
order effects, some subjects were first tested during the day, in an
academic setting, then, during the following week, in a social setting.1
In the social drinking setting, interviews were conducted in a manner
which resembled a close conversation between two people. Though subjects
were sometimes surrounded by other people, the interviews were private
(often inaundible to other members of the group because of the noise level
in the drinking establishment). Like the control subjects, subjects‘in the
experimental group were interviewed about two hypothetical dilemmas from

Kohlberg's MJI and a dilemma about drinking and driving (see Figure 1).

willing to be interviewed in a non-drinking environment, then in a drinking
environment, only twelve subjects were tested in this order.
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The Kohlberg interviews were identical to those for the control groups, but
'thé drinking and driving dilemma was given in a different format. Instead
of imagining that they or a hypothetical character named Jack faced a
dilemma about whether to drive home after an evening out with friends,
experimental subjects were asked to make judgments about what they thought
they should do if they were (still) legally impaired when it came time to
drive home (see Appendix D).

After the interview, subjects were asked whether they intended to
drive home and whether they thought they were impaired. They were then
asked to provide a breath sample. The breathalyzer instrument, a battery
operated, portable, alcohol test computer made by D