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Abstract
In the context of Kohlberg's (1984) and Gilligan's (1982, 1988) models of moral
judgment, three studies investigated the relation of gender and type of moral dilemma to
moral judgment. In Study 1, 30 male and 30 female participants listed the main issues
they saw to be involved in descriptions of real-life dilemmas. The types of issue listed
were determined by both the dilemma and within-person factors, but the latter were not
gender-related. In Study 2, 15 male and 15 female participants made moral judgments
regarding some of the dilemmas. In Study 3, 40 male and 40 female participants made
moral judgments about dilemmas on Kohlberg's test and about two antisocial and two
prosocial real-life moral dilemmas they had experienced. There were no overall gender
differences in moral judgment. Moral judgment varied across dilemmas. A new

approach to the study of real-life moral judgment is discussed.
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Real-Life Moral Judgment

Kohlberg's (1984; Colby & Kohlberg, 1987) and Gilligan's (1982, 1988) cognitive-
developmental models of moral judgment share the assumption that differences in moral
judgment stem primarily from internal differences among people. According to
Kohlberg, moral judgment is determined by cognitive "structures of the whole" that
define stages of moral development. According to Gilligan, moral orientation--defined
as the tendency to construct moral problems in care-oriented or justice-oriented ways--
stems from gender-related differences in cognitive orientation and in identity acquired
during early socialization. Both theorists assume that moral judgment is consistent
within people across varying content or types of moral dilemma. For Kohlberg, people
are expected to display only the form of moral judgment characteristic of their current
stage of moral development or, if they are in transition, of their current stage and the
next, more advanced, stage. For Gilligan, people are expected to view moral problems in
predominantly justice-oriented or in predominantly care-oriented ways.

In support of Kohlberg's (1984) assumption that moral judgment stems primarily from
internal, cognitive structures, Colby and Kohlberg (1987) have demonstrated that the
structure (moral stage) of people's moral judgments across the dilemmas on Kohlberg's
test is highly consistent--91% of Kohlberg's participants made moral judgments at the
same or an adjacent stage across all nine dilemmas on his test. However, Kohlberg's test
and scoring system may exaggerate stage consistency (Krebs, Vermeulen, & Denton,
1991). Research on the structural consistency of moral judgment has been reviewed by
Krebs, Vem.leulen, Carpendale, and Denton (1991) and Krebs, Vermeulen, and Denton
(1991). Some studies have supported Kohlberg's assumption that moral judgment is
structurally homogeneous (Bush, Krebs, & Carpendale, 1993; Higgins, Power, &
Kohlberg, 1984; Linn, 1987a; Walker, de Vries, & Trevethan, 1987), but several studies
have found that people invoke significantly lower stage forms of moral judgment in

response to nonKohlbergian moral dilemmas than they do in response to the dilemmas on
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Kohlberg's test (Bartek, Krebs, & Taylor, 1993; Carpendale & Krebs, 1992, in press;
Denton & Krebs, 1990; Higgins et al., 1984; Linn, 1984, 1987b; Pratt, Golding, & Kerig,
1987; Wark & Krebs, 1996). In particular, people have been found to invoke lower stage
structures when reasoning about dilemmas they have actually experienced (e.g., Wark &
Krebs, 1996).

According to Kohlberg (1984), moral development involves the transformation and
displacement of old stages by new, more advanced stages of moral reasoning.
Transformational-displacement models of moral development maintain that people
cannot invoke lower stage forms of moral reasoning because they are no longer available.
The evidence, however, instead supports an "additive-inclusive"” model of stage change
(see Levine, 1979) in which older (lower) stage-structures are retained and invoked in
response to certain types of moral dilemma (Carpendale & Krebs, 1992; Krebs,
Vermeulen, Carpendale, & Denton, 1991; Krebs, Vermeulen, & Denton, 1991). If the
stage-structures people invoke in response to the hypothetical dilemmas on Kohlberg's
test are different from the forms of moral judgment they invoke in response to different
types of dilemma, it becomes important to investigate how and why people invoke
certain forms of moral judgment in response to certain moral dilemmas, particularly in
the context of everyday life.

In a recent study, Wark and Krebs (1996) asked a sample of males and females to
make moral judgments about the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test, and to report and to make
judgments about an impersonal real-life dilemma and a personal real-life moral
dilemmal. Wark and Krebs classified each real-life moral dilemma into one of the
following four main types: philosophical dilemmas involving classic moral issues such
as abortion, war, euthanasia, and capital punishment; antisocial dilemmas involving
reacting to transgressions or resisting temptation; prosocial dilemmas involving issues
about loyalty or helping; and social pressure dilemmas involving reacting to pressure

from peers or parentsz. The authors found that the hypothetical dilemmas on Kohlberg's
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test and the impersonal, philosophical types of real-life dilemma evoked Stage 3/4 and
higher moral judgments. In contrast, the personal, prosocial dilemmas evoked Stage 3
moral judgments and the personal, antisocial dilemmas evoked Stage 2 and 2/3 moral
judgments.

Thus, contrary to Kohlberg's (1984) assumption of within-person structural
consistency, Wark and Krebs (1996) found that the structure of moral reasoning was
determined primarily by the type of dilemma about which people made moral judgments.
Indeed, when all the moral judgments made by each participant across the Kohlbergian,
impersonal, and personal dilemmas were examined, Wark and Krebs found that 85% of
their participants made moral judgments that spanned between three and six substages on
a 9-point scale (e.g., Stage 1, Stage 1/2, Stage 2, etc.), with 25% of the participants
making moral judgments that spanned five or more substages.

Like Kohlberg, Gilligan attributed differences in moral judgment to internal
differences between people. Unlike Kohlberg, Gilligan (1982, 1986, 1988) claimed that
males and females are inclined to think about moral problems in qualitatively different
ways. In particular, Gilligan (1988) argued that males think about moral problems
primarily in terms of equality or justice, "symbolized by the balancing of scales" (p.
xviii), and females think about moral problems primarily in terms of care, "symbolized
by a network or web" (p. xviii). According to Gilligan (1982, 1988), this gender
difference in moral orientation stems from gender-related differences in identity acquired
during early socialization. The controversial nature of Gilligan's (1982) assertion stems
primarily from her claim that Kohlberg's conception of moral development is biased
against females and people with a feminine gender-role identity because it devalues their
care-based moral orientation. According to Gilligan (1982), Kohlberg's scoring system
assigns the care-based moral judgments females prefer to lower stages (Stage 3) than the

justice-based moral judgments preferred by males (which are classified as Stage 4 or
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higher). Walker (1984; 1991), however, reviewed the research on moral development

and concluded that there are no unqualified gender differences.

Gilligan and Attanucci (1988a) asked a sample of people to report and to make
judgments about moral dilemmas they had experienced in their everyday lives. The
authors scored the judgments as either justice based or care based and, for each
participant, determined the relative number of justice-based to care-based judgments
made. In support of Gilligan's (1982, 1988) theorizing, Gilligan and Attanucci found that
the majority of their participants made either predominantly care-based moral judgments
or predominantly justice-based moral judgments about the real-life dilemmas they had
reported. Those who made predominantly care-based moral judgments were primarily
female and those who made predominantly justice-based moral judgments were primarily
male. Although Gilligan and Attanucci (1988a) interpreted these findings as support for
Gilligan's position, other investigators have questioned their methods and conclusions
(see Vasudeyv, 1988, and Gilligan & Attanucci, 1988b, for a rejoinder). Particularly
problematic, though neglected by Vasudev (1988), was a possible confound between
gender and type of real-life dilemma. In the Gilligan and Attanucci study, each
participant reported a different real-life dilemma. It is possible that the observed gender
difference in moral orientation occurred because the female participants reported more
moral dilemmas involving care-based issues than the male participants reported, and
male participants reported more moral dilemmas involving justice-based issues than the
female participants reported.

Indeed, in all the studies that have examined gender or gender-related (e.g., gender-
role) differences in stage of moral judgment and/or moral orientation on real-life moral
dilemmas (Donenberg & Hoffman, 1988; Ford & Lowery, 1986; Gilligan & Attanucci,
1988a; Lyons, 1983; Pratt et al., 1987; Pratt, Golding, Hunter, & Sampson, 1988;
Rothbart, Hanley, & Albert, 1986), it is unclear whetherlthe gender differences that were
observed stemmed from intémal, cognitive differences between females and males or
from the tendency for females and males to report, and therefore to make judgments
about, different types of moral dilemma. Post hoc analyses by Pratt et al. (1987, 1988),
Walker et al. (1987), and Yussen (1977) revealed that females reported more personal
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and relationship-based real-life dilemmas than males reported, and Walker et al. (1987)
found that these types of real-life dilemma evoked more care-based moral judgments than
other types of dilemma.

Wark and Krebs (1996) examined this issue and found that when males and females
were asked to report and to make judgments about a personal real-life dilemma, females
made more care-based moral judgments than males, which is consistent with Gilligan's
(1982, 1988) theorizing. However, the authors also found a gender difference in the
types of personal dilemma males and females reported: five times as many females as
males reported prosocial types of dilemma, and twice as many males as females reported
antisocial types of dilemma. (An equal number of males and females reported social
pressure dilemmas.) The prosocial dilemmas evoked more care-based moral judgments
than other types of dilemma from both males and females, and when type of dilemma
was controlled, the gender difference in moral orientation disappeared. There was a
tendency for females to make more care-based moral judgments than males to the social
pressure dilemmas, but the difference was not statistically significant.

Gilligan's (1982, 1988) assertion that people tend to construct moral problems in terms
of one moral orientation also was not supported by the results of the Wark and Krebs
(1996) study. When the authors examined all the moral judgments made by each
participant across the Kohlbergian, impersonal, and personal dilemmas, none of the
participants viewed all dilemmas in predominantly care-based or justice-based ways, and
only 8.5% of the participants obtained the same moral orientation score on all three

dilemmas.

One of the limitations of the Wark and Krebs (1996) study, as with virtually all studies
on gender differences in real-life moral judgment, is that the different real-life dilemmas
reported by their participants were treated as equivalent. For example, Wark and Krebs
equated all the dilemmas within categories (e.g., prosocial and antisocial) even though

.each dilemma in each category was unique. The primary purpose of the present research
was to determine whether male and female participants would view the same stimuli--the

same prosocial, antisocial, and social pressure real-life dilemma--in the same ways, or
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whether females would view them in more care-based ways than males would view them.
Would the type of dilemma determine the way in which it was viewed, or would internal
cognitive orientations produce gender differences in moral judgment? To examine this
issue, I conducted three studies. In the first two studies, the relation of gender and type
of moral dilemma to moral orientation was investigated. In the third study, the
relationship of gender and type of moral dilemma to moral maturity and moral
orientation was investigated.

Study 1

In this study, I investigated (a) the extent to which people perceive the issues in
dilemmas in terms of internal cognitive structures or "moral orientations" and the extent
to which characteristics of dilemmas determine how they are perceived, and (b) Gilligan's
(1982, 1988) claim that females view or construct moral problems in more care-based
terms than males do. To determine whether male and female participants would view the
same moral dilemmas as involving the same or different issues, I asked university
students to (a) read general, composite descriptions of two prosocial types of real-life
moral dilemma, two antisocial types of real-life moral dilemma, and two social pressure
types of real-life dilemma--dilemmas representative of the types of dilemma experienced
by people of their age--and to indicate what issues they perceived the dilemmas as
involving and (b) rate each type of dilemma on the extent to which they viewed it as
involving care-based versus justice-based issues.

If Gilligan's (1982, 1988) position is correct, I would expect females to list more care-
based issues than males across dilemmas; I would expect males to list more justice-based
issues than females would across dilemmas. According ’to Gilligan, females should rate

_the dilemmas higher in care and lower in justice than males rate them. Gilligan (1982,
1988) asserted that people tend to construct moral problems in terms of their moral
orientation. However, the results of the Wark and Krebs (1996) study led to the

expectation that different dilemmas will be perceived in different ways. In particular, I
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expected the prosocial dilemmas to be perceived as involving primarily care-based issues
and the antisocial dilemmas to be perceived as involving primarily justice-based issues.

In the Wark and Krebs (1996) study, there were no overall gender differences found in
moral orientation. However, there was a noteworthy trend for females to make more
care-based moral judgments than males made to social pressure types of dilemma. Based
on these results, I investigated the possibility that females would perceive the social
pressure dilemmas as involving more care-based issues than males would perceive them
as involving.

If, as Wark and Krebs (1996) suggested, gender differences in real-life moral
orientation stem primarily from gender differences in the types of moral dilemma
reported by males and females--that is to say, if there are no gender differences in moral
orientation when type of dilemma is controlled--it becomes important to understand why
males and females report different types of real-life dilemma. I investigated four possible
sources of such a difference: males and females may differ in (a) the extent to which
they experience different types of moral dilemma, (b) the significance they attach to
them, (c) their willingness to disclose different types of dilemma, and (d) the extent to
which they view different types of dilemma as moral in nature.

Method
Participants

The sample was composed of 30 male and 30 female undergraduate students who
volunteered for the study to fulfill a psychology course requirement. The average age of
males was 22 (range = 17 - 29) and of females was 21 (range = 17 - 40), t(58) = 1.06, ns.
The mean SES ratings (based on parents' occupation anci income) on a scale ranging from
one to five for males was 4.00 and for females was 3.78, t(43) =0.77, ns. The mean
grade point average of males was 3.03 and of females was 3.02, t(45) = 0.10, ns. All but

two of the participants (one male and one female) were unmarried3.,
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Procedure

Participants were tested individually in one session. After giving informed consent,
participants were asked to complete a questionnaire containing (a) a request for
demographic information and (b) instructions to read general descriptions of six real-life
moral dilemmas (two of each of the three main types reported by participants in the Wark
and Krebs, 1996, study)4. Two dilemmas were prosocial in nature; two were antisocial
in nature, and two involved social pressure. The types of dilemma are described in detail
in the Wark and Krebs study. The first type of prosocial dilemma involved deciding
whether to engage in proactive behavior by intervening in another's business or personal
affairs for his or her sake, such as telling a friend that he or she is in a bad relationship,
expressing concern about a friend's health, or assuming responsibility to support a friend.
The second type of prosocial dilemma involved deciding whether or to whom to be loyal
when, for example, one is torn between two friends or relatives who dislike each other
but with whom one wants to maintain relationships, or one is deciding whether or not to
see a friend's ex-partner. The first type of antisocial dilemma involved deciding whether
to be honest with others by resisting the temptation to comrmit a transgression such as
cheating at a game, receiving more pay than one deserves, or stealing money. The
second type of antisocial dilemma involved reacting to a transgression, such as
shoplifting or cheating on an exam, committed by a friend. The first type of social
pressure dilemma involved deciding what to do when a friend pressures one to engage in
identity-inconsistent behaviors that violate one's values, such as using drugs or alcohol,
theft, or premarital sex. The second type of social pressure dilemma involved deciding
whether to do what one's parents want and expect of oné, or to do what one wants when,
for example, choosing an academic career, religion, or lifestyle. The dilemmas were
presented in random order.
After participants read the description of the first dilemma, they were instructed to

respond to the following open-ended question, "What did you see to be the main issue(s)
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involved in the decision; that is, what do you see to be at stake?" Next, participants were
asked to respond to five questions, set up in a 7-point Likert format, which asked to what
extent they (a) had experienced this type of dilemma in their own lives, (b) deemed it
significant, (c) would be willing to discuss it on an anonymous questionnaire if they were
experiencing it, and (d) viewed it as constituting a moral dilemma. In addition, after
participants read definitions of care and justice (see Lyons, 1983), they were asked to
what extent they viewed the dilemma as involving issues of care versus justice.
Participants were then asked the same questions about the second type of dilemma, then
about the third, and so on. The questionnaire took approximately 1 hour to complete.

Classification of Issues

Together with a research assistant, I read all the issues each participant listed for each
of the six types of dilemma. I explored several ways of classifying the issues, ultimately
settling on a system that distinguished between four main categories: issues concerned
with upholding justice, self-oriented issues, other-oriented issues, and issues concerned
with relationships. Within these categories, I identified several subtypes of issue (see

Table 1 for descriptions and examples).

Insert Table 1 about here

All issues were classified in the categories in Table 1 by the authors and a research
assistant. A second research assistant, who was not involved in the original classification
and who was blind to the purposes of the study and to all other information about the
participants, classified two-thirds of all the issues. Inte\rrater reliability was 78%
agreement.

Gilligan and her colleagues (Gilligan & Attanucci, 1988a; Lyons, 1983) have defined
moral considerations concerned with relationships, caring, the promotion of the welfare

of others or prevention of their harm, understanding others in their own terms, and
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context-dependent decision as care based, and considerations concerned with conflicting
claims between self and other (including society) and the maintenance of impartial rules,
principles and standards, particularly those of fairness and reciprocity, as justice based.
According to this definition, all but one of the other-oriented and relationship-type issues
in Table 1 are care based. The issue about respecting others seems both care based, in its
concern for others, and justice based, in its concern for rights and autonomy. All but one
of the upholding justice and self-oriented issues are justice-based. The procedural
fairness concern with contexts or circumstances seems care based.

Scoring of Issues

To determine both the frequency and the consistency with which particular issues
were listed across dilemmas, participants were given one point for each issue classified in
a particular category for each dilemma. To illustrate, if a participant's list of issues for
one dilernma consisted of two statements about procedural fairness and one statement
about upholding relationships, he or she would receive two points for procedural fairness,
one point for upholding relationships, and no points for the remaining categories.

Results
Gender and Dilemma-Based Variations in Types of Issue Listed

A total of 1031 issues were classified. Across dilemmas, 19% of the issues were
classified in the upholding justice category, 37% of the issues were classified in the self-
oriented category, 24% of the issues were classified in the other-oriented category, and
20% of the issues were classified in the relationship category. There were no overall
gender differences in types of issue listed or number of issues listed. Fifty-nine percent
of the justice-based issues were listed by males, and 4§% of the justice-based issues were
listed by females. Forty-nine percent of the care-based issues were listed by males, and
51% of the care-based issues were listed by females. The mean number of issues listed

across dilemmas was 12 (range =7 - 33).
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To determine the extent to which participants viewed particular types of dilemma in
terms of particular types of issue, I examined the distribution of issues listed for each
dilemma. The types of issue listed for each dilemma are reported in Table 2. The
numbers in Table 2 represent the percent of issues classified within a particular issue
category. For example, of all the issues listed for the antisocial, temptation dilemma,

29% of them were about consequences to self.

Insert Table 2 about here

As the data in Table 2 indicate, the most frequently listed types of issue for the
antisocial, temptation dilemma were self-oriented. The most frequently listed type of
issue for the antisocial, transgression dilemma was about combatting immorality. The
most frequently listed types of issue for the two prosocial dilemmas were relationship-
type issues and issues about caring for others. The most frequently listed types of issue
for the social pressure dilemmas involved autonomy.

Both care-based and justice-based types of issue were listed for all dilemmas, but
some dilemmas pulled more strongly for one or the other (see Table 2). Tests for
differences within dilemmas on the proportion of care-based issues versus justice-based
issues listed were conducted. Participants listed a higher proportion of care-based issues
than justice-based issues for the prosocial dilemmas (zs = 9.2 and 20.4, ps <.01), and
participants listed a higher proportion of justice-based issues than care-based issues for
the antisocial dilemmas (zs = 4.33 and 16.0, ps < .01.), and for the social pressure
dilemmas (zs = 12.0 and 15.3, ps < .01). |

Tests for differences between dilemmas on the proportion of care-based issues listed
were also conducted. Participants listed a higher proportion of care-based issues for the
prosocial dilemmas than for any of the other dilemmas (zs = 6.8 - 18.6, ps <.01).

Participants listed a higher proportion of care-based issues for the prosocial, helping
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dilemma than for the prosocial, loyalty dilemma (z = 5.2, p < .01), and participants listed
a higher proportion of care-based issues for the antisocial, transgression dilemma than for
the antisocial, temptation dilemma and the social pressure dilemmas (zs = 3.9 - 5.2, ps <
01).

Within-Person Consistency

To determine the extent to which individuals view moral dilemmas in terms of
internal, cognitive moral orientations, I examined the extent to which participants listed
the same type of issue across different dilemmas, that is, the degree of within-person
consistency. The criterion for high within-person consistency was set at listing the same
issue for three (50%) or more of the dilemmas. According to this criterion, 34
participants (16 males and 17 females) listed one type of issue consistently. Sixteen of
these participants (eight males and eight females) listed one type of issue consistently
across four or more dilemmas. And five of these participants (three males and two
females) listed one type of issue consistently across five diltemmas. No participants listed
one issue across all six dilemmas.

Table 3 contains the types of issue participants listed consistently across dilemmas.
Both care-based types of issue (e.g., caring for others, nature of relationships) and
justice-based types of issue (e.g., consequences to self, self-respect) were listed
consistently across dilemmas. Although there was a tendency for females to list the care-
based types of issue more consistently than males, and for males to list the justice-based
types of issue more consistently than females, which supports Gilligan's (1982, 1988)

position, thege differences were small.

Insert Table 3 about here

Another way to assess within-person consistency is to determine the average number

of dilemmas across which participants listed particular issues. For example, if a
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participant listed issues about caring for others for three of the six dilemmas, issues about
self-consequences for two of the six dilemmas, and issues about combatting immorality
for one of the six dilemmas, the participant would receive a consistency score of 33.33%
(an average of two out of six dilemmas). Overall consistency scores were calculated as
well as separate consistency scores for the care-based and justice-based issues. The
overall mean consistency score for males was 27.80 and for females was 27.70. The
mean consistency score for care-based issues was 27.97 for males and 28.83 for females.
The mean consistency score for justice-based issues was 28.43 for males and 26.37 for
females.

Gender and Dilemma-Based Variations in Perception of Care versus Justice

A 2 X 6 (Gender X Dilemma) analysis of variance (ANOVA), with repeated measures
on the last factor, was conducted on the Likert-scale ratings of the extent to which
participants perceived care versus justice issues in each of the six types of dilemma. The
results did not show a significant main effect for Gender, E(1, 58) = 2.02. There was a
highly significant main effect for Dilemma, E(5, 290) = 23.94, p < .00001. Post hoc
comparisons using Tukey's procedure revealed that (a) participants rated the two
prosocial types of dilemma (Ms = 4.7 and 4.3, SDs = 1.3 and 1.5) as significantly more
care based (less justice based) than the social pressure dilemmas (Ms = 2.8 and 3.1, SDs
= 1.9 and 1.9) and the antisocial dilemmas (Ms = 2.1 and 2.8, SDs = 1.6 and 1.7) and (b)
participants rated the social pressure, parent dilemma as significantly more care based
(less justice based) than the antisocial, transgression dilemma. As expected, females
tended to rate the social pressure, parent dilemma as more care based on the Likert scale
(M = 3.7) than males rated it (M = 2.6), t(58) =2.18 aﬂd 2.24,p <.03.

Gender and Dilemma-Based Variations in Experience, Significance, Willingness to

Discuss, and Perceived Morality

A series of 2 X 6 (Gender X Dilemma) ANOVAs, with repeated measures on the last

factor, were conducted on the Likert-scale ratings of participants' perceptions of the types
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of dilemma. These analyses revealed a significant interaction between Gender and
Dilemma on the experience question, E(5, 290) = 3.07, p < .01, and perceived
significance, E(5, 290) = 5.40, p <.0001. Analyses of simple effects revealed that males
reported experiencing antisocial, transgression types of dilemma (M = 4.9, SD = 1.5)
more often than females reported experiencing them (M = 3.6, SD = 1.3), and females
deemed prosocial, helping types of dilemma as more significant (M = 6.2, SD = 0.9) than
males deemed them (M = 4.6, SD = 1.7). There were no significant effects related to
Gender on the question about willingness to discuss. However, there was a significant
main effect for Gender, E(1, 58) = 4.18, p <.0S5, on the question about perceived
morality: Females viewed the full set of dilemmas as involving more moral concerns (M
= 5.5, SD = 1.3) than males viewed them as involving M = 5.1, SD = 1.6).

Discussion

In Kohlberg's classification system, moral judgments are classified as upholding one
of 12 moral "norms" in terms of one of 17 "elements" of morality, and are matched with
the prototypic "criterion judgments” in Colby and Kohlberg's (1987) scoring manual (see
p- 42). The criterion judgments were derived from the moral judgments made to the
hypothetical dilemmas on Kohlberg's test by the participants in his longitudinal sample.
The extent to which this sysfem pertains to the issues people believe are involved in real-
life moral dilemmas is unclear.

I found that many of the types of issue I identified in participants’ responsés to
descriptions of real-life dilemmas resembled the elements identified by Kohlberg in his
scoring system. For example, Kohlberg's retributing (exonerating) element (#3)
resembles the combatting immorality category, and the ﬁpholdin g law category
resembles Kohlberg's normative order elements and law norm. The general utilitarian
considerations category resembles Kohlberg's good/bad group consequences element
(#9). Self-respectis an element in Kohlberg's scheme (#11) and is a category in the

present scheme. Finally, the positive reciprocity and procedural fairness categories
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resemble two of Kohlberg's fairness elements, namely, reciprocity or positive desert
(#15), and maintaining equity and procedural fairness (#16), respectively.

Some of Kohlberg's elements, however, fail to capture the exact nature of the types of
issue the participants listed. For example, although Kohlberg identified balancing
perspectives as a fairness element (#14), I distinguished between perspective-taking for
the sake of making fair and objective decisions (within the procedural fairness category)
and perspective-taking for the sake of listening to and understanding others. I deemed
the latter as more empathy based or care based than the former.

Kohlberg also did not distinguish between self and other to the extent that I did in the
present classification system. For example, although Kohlberg's good/bad individual
consequences (element #8) resembles the caring for others category, and although
Kohlberg's upholding character element (#10) resembles the positive social influence
category, my categories are defined as specifically other-oriented. The egoistic
consequence elements that Kohlberg identified--good/bad reputation (#6) and seeking
reward/avoiding punishment (#7)--resemble two of my issue categories, namely,
reputation and self-consequences, but my categories are specifically self-oriented. As
another example, Kohlberg identified one element (#13) about serving human dignity and
autonomy, whereas I identified three such categories (i.e., self-autonomy, others' respect
for self, and self's respect for other). In addition, some of the elements identified in
Kohlberg's system were not represented in the issues the participants listed. ‘For example,
no issues were considered to be concerned with serving social ideal or harmony (element
#12), or maintaining social contract or freely agreeing (element #17).

Although the caring for others category resembles Kohlberg's good individual
consequence element, some aspects of the category are not captured adequately by
Kohlberg's system. The caring for others category is defined not only by concern for
good consequences to others, but also by altruism, compassion and love, and

responsibility toward others. Gilligan (1988) argued that Kohlberg's system does not
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adequately deal with issues of care, and I have found this to be the case. Unlike Gilligan
and her colleagues (Gilligan & Attanucci, 1988a; Lyons, 1983), I distinguished between
issues concerned with relationships and issues concerned with caring for others, and I
have found this to be a meaningful distinction. In fact, I found that people's issues about
relationships were divided between those that were concerned with upholding
relationships, trust and honesty in relationships, and the nature or quality or relationships.
Neither Gilligan's definition of care nor Kohlberg's affiliation norm seemed to capture
this distinction.

To summarize, many of the issues the participants listed as involved in (descriptions
of) real-life dilemmas resembled the types of issue or moral elements identified by
Kohlberg in responses to the hypothetical dilemmas on his test. Kohlberg's content
classification system handles the justice-based issues raised in real-life dilemmas
relatively well. However, the participants placed greater emphasis on self-oriented
issues, issues about caring for others, and relationship-type issues than is evident in
Kohlberg's scheme. Indeed, 37% of the issues classified were self-oriented in nature. In
Wark and Krebs (1996), we scored the 708 criterion judgments in Colby and Kohlberg's
(1987) scoring manual for moral orientation and found that only 12% of them were care
based, compared to 44% of the issues I identified in the present study. It is important to
note that I did not ask the participants to list the moral issues they saw to be involved in
the dilemmas. Kohlberg's classification scheme is based on people's moral judgments. It
is possible, for example, that the care-based issues that participants listed were not all
considered moral in nature by the participants.

Contrary to Gilligan's (1977, 1982, 1986, 1988) positibn, females did not view the set
of moral dilemmas as involving more care-based issues than males did, and males did not
view the dilemmas as involving more justice-based issues than females did. These
results differ from those of other studies reporting gender differences in real-life moral

judgment (e.g., Gilligan & Attanucci, 1988a; Lyons, 1983). With dilemma held constant,
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males and females did not differ in the types of issue they perceived to be involved.
Consistent with the results reported in Wark and Krebs (1996), both males and females
listed more care-based issues for the prosocial types of dilemma than for other types of
dilemma, and both males and females listed more justice-based issues for the antisocial
types of dilemma than for the prosocial types of dilemma.

On average, one third of the issues listed for each dilemma were classified in one
predominant issue category, and half of the issues were classified in two categories, and
these categories differed across the different types of dilemma. In every case, the type of
issue listed most frequently was a direct reflection of the nature of the dilemma. For
example, the prosocial, helping dilemma was described as involving a decision about
whether to engage in proactive behavior, such as assuming responsibility to help another.
Over a third of the issues participants listed as involved in the helping dilemma were
classified as concerned with caring for others. In essence, participants restated the nature
of the dilemma, or, in other words, participants viewed the dilemma in terms of the
information it supplied. This is an important finding when we consider the gender
differences in moral orientation reported by studies in which dilemma content was not
held constant (e.g., Gilligan & Attanucci, 1988a; Lyons, 1983). If, for example, the
female participants in these studies reported relationship-type conflicts more often than
the male participants reported them, and if the male participants reported transgression-
type conflicts more often than the female participants did, we would expect females to
make judgments centered around relationship-type issues more often than males would,
and for males to make judgments centered around combatting immorality more often
than females would. The answer given is to a large extent determined by the question
asked. An orientation to care or justice is as much in the moral dilemmas a person may
face as it is within the person. Some dilemmas involve mainly care-based issues, other
dilemmas involve mainly justice-based issues, and a substantial number of people see

them in these terms.
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The dilemmas differed, however, in the extent to which they were viewed in terms of
the information or issues they supplied versus the issues participants projected or read
into them. Some dilemmas were interpreted more strongly in terms of the intrinsic types
of issue than other dilemmas. For example, 27% of the issues participants listed for the
antisocial, transgression dilemma were considered intrinsic in the description of the
dilemma (combatting immorality), whereas, 44% of the issues participants listed for the
social pressure, parent dilemma were considered intrinsic in the nature of the dilemma
(self-autonomy). These findings demonstrate that moral dilemmas may differ in the
strength of the structure they impose on those who view them. Like objects in the
physical world, some moral dilemmas are simple; others are complex. Some clearly
assume one form; others, like ambiguous or reversible figures, may be viewed in
different ways.

It should be noted, however, that no dilemma was viewed entirely in its own terms.
Even the social pressure, parent dilemma, which was interpreted strongly as oriented
around the issue of self-autonomy, was not viewed in entirely this way by all
participants; it was viewed in other terms by a substantial number of participants. Some
viewed it in terms of consequences to themselves. Others viewed it in terms of its
implications for relationships. And others viewed it in terms of procedural fairness.

It seems important when investigating people's interpretations of moral dilemmas to
attend to the determining power of the dilemmas. The data in Table 2 suggest that most
moral dilemmas are viewed predominantly in their own terms, at least in terms of the
major issues they raise, but that different people read different secondary issues into
them. It is as though people say they see a tree when you show them a picture of a tree,
but different people focus on different aspects of it when considering its significance.

It also seems the range of secondary issues people see in dilemmas is influenced by
the structure of the dilemma. For example, when participants read a description of a

conflict about whether or not to resist the temptation to gain something for the self
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through immoral behavior such as dishonesty, the salience of self-consequences may
have increased the salience of related secondary issues such as self-respect and fairness
(reciprocity). The emphasis on combatting the immorality of a friend in the antisocial,
transgression dilemma may have directed participants to think of issues centered around
procedural fairness and positive social influence. The emphasis on self-autonomy in the
social pressure dilemmas, particularly the peer dilemma, may have made other self-
oriented issues salient. Lastly, the emphasis on caring for others in the prosocial, helping
dilemma and the emphasis on relationship-type issues in the prosocial, loyalty dilemma,
may have made other associated care-based issues more salient than for other dilemmas.

The results of the content analysis of the types of issue participants listed are
supported by the participants' Likert-scale ratings of each dilemma. Participants listed
more care-based types of issue for the prosocial dilemmas than for the other dilemmas,
and participants rated the prosocial dilemmas as involving more care-based issues than
the other dilemmas. Participants listed more justice-based types of issue for the
antisocial and social pressure dilemmas than for the prosocial dilemmas, and participants
rated the antisocial and social pressure dilemmas as involving more justice-based issues
than the prosocial dilemmas.

Although there was no gender difference in the types of issue listed for the social
pressure, parent dilemma, females tended to rate the dilemma as involving more care-
based issues than males rated it as involving. Although the statistically nonsignificant
interaction between gender and dilemma on the Likert ratings precludes any conclusions,
this is an intriguing finding given the trend noted in Wark and Krebs (1996), namely, that
females tended to make more care-based moral judgments than males made about the
social pressure dilemmas.

If the ways people viewed moral dilemmas were determined only by the type of
dilemma, we would expect everyone to view particular dilemmas as involving the same

issues. Conversely, if the ways people viewed moral dilemmas were determined only by
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internal, moral orientations, we would expect differences between people with different
moral orientations, and we would expect within-person consistency across different
dilemmas. The data do not support either of these scenarios. Rather, the data support a
more interactional model: The ways people view moral problems is determined to a
large extent by the type of dilemma, but different people also construct the same
dilemmas in different ways.

The examination of within-person consistency revealed that approximately half of the
participants--an equal number of males and females--consistently listed one type of issue
across three or more dilemmas. There were individual differences in the tendency to
construct dilemmas, but the differences were not gender-related (although there was a
nonsignificant tendency for males to see more justice-based issues across dilemmas, and
for females to see more care-based issues across dilemmas). Both justice-based
(upholding justice and self-oriented) and care-based (other-oriented and relationship)
types of issue were consistently listed across dilemmas.

The results of the analysis of within-person consistency in issues seen in different
dilemmas suggest there are individual differences in the extent to which people interpret
moral dilemmas in their own terms, as opposed to the terms of the dilemmas. Some
participants viewed most of the dilemmas primarily in terms of the issues most salient in
the dilemmas. Other participants viewed most of the dilemmas in terms of a particular
issue that seemed to be salient to them--some participants in terms of the implications for
themselves; other participants in terms of the implications for others; and still other
participants in terms of the implications for relationships. It seems important in the
study of moral judgment to determine the extent to which people accommodate to the
stimuli they encounter and the extent to which they assimilate stimuli into issues that are
important to or salient to them.

A related issue concerns the extent to which participants viewed all dilemmas in terms

of one or two, versus many, issues. Some participants listed only one or two issues for
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each dilemma. Other participants listed many. It is possible such differences may be
related to characteristics such as cognitive complexity and flexibility.

Finally, I attempted to understand why females in the Wark and Krebs (1996) study
reported more prosocial real-life dilemmas than males did, and why males reported more
antisocial real-life dilemmas than females did. The data suggest that males reported more
antisocial dilemmas for different reasons from why females reported more prosocial
dilemmas. Males reported experiencing more antisocial (transgression) types of dilemma
in real life than females reported experiencing. Thus, the notion that males make more
justice-based moral judgments in real life may be correct, but it may not be because
males construct moral problems in more justice-based ways than females. Rather, it may
be because males experience more justice-based dilemmas than females experience. The
data did not, however, support the converse possibility that females experience more
prosocial types of dilemma than males experience. Rather, the findings suggest that
females attribute more significance to prosocial (helping) types of dilemma than males
do. The tendency for males and females to report different types of real-life dilemma, in
part reflecting their experience and in part reflecting the significance they attach to
different dilemmas, may be a more powerful source of gender differences in moral
judgment than internal moral orientations.

To conclude, it would seem that Gilligan's (1982, 1988) model of moral judgment has
underestimated the strength of the determining influence of different types of dilemma.
The results suggest a more complex, interactional model than that offered by Gilligan.
Dilemmas may influence the issues people see in them, but dilemmas may differ in their
determining power. Some dilemmas may be weak, ambiguous, multidimensional, or
complex. Others may be strong, clear, unidimensional, or simple. Individuals differ in
their tendency to view dilemmas in terms of features of the dilemma, versus in terms of
the issues that are personally salient or important to them. Some individuals are more

"projective” or "constructive" than others. Individuals differ in both how many issues
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they see in dilemmas and what issues they see in dilemmas. These differences, however,

are not gender-related. They may stem from personal experience, or from internal

cognitive phenomena like values or cognitive complexity. This remains to be discovered.
Study 2

Study 2 was designed as a follow-up to Study 1. In Study 1, participants were asked
what issues were involved in different types of dilemma. The failure to find any overall
gender differences in the perception of different issues, however, does not establish that
the moral judgments males and females make about the same dilemmas will not differ in
moral orientation. To examine this issue, a sample of males and females was asked to
make moral judgments about descriptions of three specific dilemmas chosen from the
real-life dilemmas provided by participants in the Wark and Krebs (1996) study. The
first dilemma was chosen on the basis that it evoked primarily care-based moral
judgments from the participant who reported it. It was classified in Wark and Krebs
(1996) as prosocial (helping). The second dilemma was chosen on the basis that it
evoked primarily justice-based moral judgments from the participant who reported it. It
was classified as antisocial (transgression). The third dilemma was classified as a social
(parent) pressure type of dilemma and it evoked an equal amount of care-based and
justice-based moral judgments from the participant who reported it. In addition, given
Gilligan's (1977, 1982) criticism of Kohlberg's theory of moral development and her
contention that males and females respond differently to his test, participants were asked
to make moral judgments about dilemmas on Kohlberg's test.

Gilligan (1982, 1988) asserted that people tend to construct moral problems in terms
of their moral orientation. However, the results of the Wark and Krebs (1996) study have
led to the expectation that people will invoke different forms of moral judgment when
reasoning about different types of dilemma. In particular, I expected the prosocial
dilemma to evoke primarily care-based moral judgments, the antisocial dilemma and the

dilemmas on Kohlberg's test to evoke primarily justice-based moral judgments, and the
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social pressure dilemma to evoke an equal proportion of care-based and justice-based
moral judgments.

In Wark and Krebs (1996), females tended to make more care-based moral judgments
than males to the social pressure dilemmas. Although this tendency was statistically
nonsignificant, I investigated the possibility that females would make more care-based
moral judgments than males to the social pressure dilemma.

As in Study 1, participants were asked to rate each dilemma on a number of
dimensions. Participants were asked to what extent they viewed each dilemma as
involving care-based versus justice-based issues. Based on the results of Study 1, I
expected (a) males and females to rate the prosocial dilemmas as involving more care-
based (less justice-based) issues than the antisocial and social pressure dilemmas and (b)
males and females to rate the social pressure dilemma as involving more care-based (less
justice-based) issues than the antisocial dilemma. Based on the trend reported in Study 1,
I investigated the possibility that females would rate the social pressure dilemma as
involving more care-based issues than males would rate it as involving. Participants
were also asked about their experience with similar dilemmas, how significant and how
moral they deemed each type of dilemma, and how willing they would be to discuss each
type of dilemma. Based on the results of Study 1, males were expected to report
experiencing dilemmas similar to the antisocial dilemma more often than females, and
females were expected to deem the prosocial dilemma as more significant than males

deemed it.

Method

Participants

The sample was composed of 30 undergraduate students (15 males and 15 females)
who volunteered for the study to fulfill a psychology course requirement. The average
age of males was 21.9 (range = 18-28) and of females was 20.1 (range = 18-24), t(28) =

1.83, ns. The mean SES ratings (based on parents' occupation and income) on a scale
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ranging from one to five for males was 3.88 and for females was 3.77, t(22) = 0.30, ns.
The mean grade point average of males was 2.94 and of females was 2.81, t(24) = 0.89,
ns. All participants were unmarried.

Procedure

Participants were tested individually in one session. After giving consent, participants
were asked to complete a package of questionnaires containing (a) a request for
demographic information, (b) a short form of Kohlberg's test, (c) a prosocial dilemma, (d)
a antisocial dilemma, and (e) a social pressure dilemma, in random order. The
questionnaires took approximately 1 1/2-2 hours to complete.

Kohlberg's test. Kohlberg's test was administered in accordance with the instructions
outlined by Colby and Kohlberg (1987). Kohlberg's test consists of a set of hypothetical
dilemmas, such as whether a man named Heinz should steal an overpriced drug to save
his dying wife, followed by a set of probing questions. As in other research (see Krebs,
Vermeulen, Carpendale, & Denton, 1991; Wark & Krebs, 1996), participants in the
present study were given the two most frequently employed dilemmas--Dilemmas 11

(Heinz dilemma) and III' (Officer Brown dilemma) from Form A of Kohlberg's test.

Real-life-like dilemmas. For the antisocial dilemma, participants were asked to
imagine themselves dealing with a professor who, during lectures, tends to impose
prejudiced points of view on the class and, in turn, expects students to endorse his or her
views on exams. While opposition to the professor's views maintains self-respect, it also
raises the possibility of receiving a poor grade. For the prosocial dilemma, participants
were asked to imagine themselves in the position of deciding how to help a younger
sister, who has admitted to being sexually abused by a cousin, without causing a
disruption in the family. For the social pressure dilemma, participants were asked to
imagine themselves deciding whether to obey house rules and fulfill their parents'

expectations, or to assert their independence and move out.
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For each real-life-like dilemma, participants were first asked to describe the nature of
the dilemma and to state the points of view of all parties involved. On ensuing pages,
participants were asked to respond to a set of probe questions such as, "What would you

see to be the issues involved? What is at stake?", "What makes it a moral conflict?",

"What options would you consider?", "What do you think you would think about if you
were faced with this conflict; how would you feel?", "How would you resolve the
conflict? Would that be the right decision? If not, what would be the right decision?".

As in Study 1, participants were asked to rate each dilemma on the following five
dimensions set up in a 7-point Likert format: the extent to which they (a) viewed the
dilemma as involving issues of care versus justice, (b) had experienced this type of
dilemma in their own lives, (c) deemed it significant, (d) would be willing to discuss it on
an anonymous questionnaire if they were experiencing it, and (e) viewed it as
constituting a moral dilemma.

Scoring Moral Orientation

In Lyons' (1983) scoring system, moral considerations concerned with relationships,
caring, and the promotion of the welfare of others or prevention of their harm are defined
as care based, whereas considerations concerned with conflicting claims between self and
other (including society) and the maintenance of impartial rules, principles and standards,
particularly those of fairness and reciprocity, are defined as justice based. Lyons (1983)
classified moral considerations as either care based or justice based, calculated the '
relative number of care-based and justice-based considerations made to a dilemma, then
classified the moral orientation as either primarily care based or primarily justice based.
Investigators such as Gilligan and Attanucci (1988a) and Brown and her colleagues
(1987) added a third category (care/justice) in order to classify moral orientations
considered to be both care and justice. I have found Lyons' (1983) scoring system to be

the most reliable. Although Lyons' procedure has been used primarily to classify
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judgments about real-life dilemmas (Gilligan, 1982; Gilligan & Attanucci, 1988a; Lyons,
1983), the procedure may also be used to score hypothetical dilemmas.

As in previous research (e.g., Krebs, Vermeulen, Denton, & Carpendale, 1994; Wark
& Krebs, 1996), I employed a refined version of Lyons' system--a 5-point scale--to assess
moral orientation. Judgments that were exclusively care based received a percentage
score of 100, and judgments that were exclusively justice based received a percentage
score of 0. Judgments that involved equal concerns about care and justice received a
percentage score of 50. Judgments that were predominantly care based, but that harbored
an element of justice, received a percentage score of 75; judgments that were
predominantly justice based, with some care, received a percentage score of 25 (see
Table 4 for examples of scored judgments). The average number of scorable judgments
in the dilemmas was approximately 7. A mean percent care score was calculated for each

participant on each dilemma by averaging all scored judgments.

Insert Table 4 about here

Scoring for moral orientation was conducted blind to all other information about the
participant, and one quarter of the Kohlberg, antisocial, prosocial, and social pressure
dilemmas was scored by a second scorer. There was 88% agreement within 12.5
percentage points (half way between adjacent categories) for the social pressure dilemma,
and 100% agreerhent for the Kohlbergian, antisocial, and prosocial dilemmas, rs(6) = .80,
.96, .22, and .96, respectively. (The relatively low interrater correlation for the antisocial
dilemma was due to small variability between the raters' scores.)

A number of different procedures for determining consistency in moral orientation
have been employed (e.g., Lyons, 1983; Pratt et al., 1988; Walker et al., 1987). Asin
previous research (Wark & Krebs, 1996), I assessed the consistency of moral orientation

in terms of the same or an adjacent score on a 5-point scale (i.e., J, J(C), C/J, C(J), C).
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Results

Consistency in Moral Orientation Across Dilemmas
Contrary to Gilligan's (1982, 1988) expectations, none of the participants obtained the
same moral orientation score on all four dilemmas, and only two of the participants

(males) obtained the same or an adjacent moral orientation score on all four dilemmas.
Gender and Dilemma-B Variations in Moral Orientation

A 2 X 4 (Gender X Dilemma) ANOVA, with repeated measures on the last factor, was
conducted on the moral orientation scores. This analysis revealed a significant main
effect for Gender, F(1, 28) = 6.98, p < .02: Females made more care-based moral
judgments than males. There was a highly significant main effect for Dilemma, E(3, 84)
=123.62, p <.00001. As expected, post hoc comparisons revealed that the prosocial
dilemma evoked primarily care-based moral judgments, the social pressure dilemma
evoked equal proportions of care-based and justice-based moral judgments, and the
antisocial dilemma and the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test evoked primarily justice-based

moral judgments (see Table 5).

Insert Table 5 about here

These effects, however, were qualified by a significant Gender X Dilemma
interaction, E(3, 84) =2.74, p < .05. Analyses of simple effects revealed that females
made significantly more care-based moral judgments than males on only one type of
dilemma--the social pressure dilemma (see Table 5).

Gender and ISilgmma—Based Variations in Perception of Care versus Justice

A 2 X 4 (Gender X Dilemma) ANOVA, with repeated measures on the last factor, was
conducted on the Likert-scale ratings of the extent to which participants perceived care
versus justice issues in each dilemma. There was no main effect for Gender, F(1, 28) =

0.23, ns. However, there was a significant main effect for Dilemma, F(3, 84) = 14.82, p
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<.00001, unqualified by any interactions. Post hoc comparisons revealed only one
systematic difference: The antisocial dilemma was rated as involving more issues of
justice than the other three dilemmas (see Table 5). Contrary to expectation, the
prosocial dilemma was not rated as more care based than the social pressure dilemma.

Gender and Dilemma-Based Variations in Experience, Significance, Willingness to

Discuss. and Perceived Morality
A series of 2 X 4 (Gender X Dilemma) ANOVAs, with repeated measures on the last

factor, were conducted on the Likert-scale ratings of the extent to which participants have
experienced similar dilemmas, viewed them as significant, would be willing to discuss
them, and perceived them as moral. Consistent with the results reported in Study 1,
males reported experiencing dilemmas similar to the antisocial dilemma more often than
females (Ms = 4.00 vs. 3.20), and females rated the prosocial dilemma as more
significant than males rated it (Ms = 5.87 vs. 5.46); but, these differences were not
statistically significant. It is plausible that the absence of a statistically significant
difference is due to the small number of participants and the specificity of the dilemmas:
the antisocial dilemma involved school-related issues--issues with which both the male
and female undergraduate participants would be expected to be familiar--and the
prosocial dilemma involved a particularly significant issue, namely, sexual abuse. The

6 across studies, however, produced highly

Stouffer method of aggregating probabilities
significant gender differences: (a) males reported experiencing dilemmas similar to the |
antisocial (transgression) types of dilemma more often than females, Z = 2.46, p < .007,
and (b) females deemed the prosocial (helping) types of dilemma more significant than
males deemed them, Z = 2.37, p < .009.
Discussion
Contrary to Gilligan's (1977, 1982, 1986, 1988) position, I found no evidence that

females possess an unqualified tendency to think about moral dilemmas from a more

care-based perspective than males. Consistent with the results reported in Wark and
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Krebs (1996), participants made primarily care-based moral judgments about the
prosocial dilemma, an equal proportion of care-based and justice-based moral judgments
about the social pressure dilemma, and primarily justice-based moral judgments about the
antisocial dilemma and the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test. Moral orientation was primarily
a function of the type of dilemma about which people reasoned. Only two participants
displayed within-person consistency in moral orientation across the different dilemmas.

Consistent with the results reported in Study 1, there were no gender differences found
in the care-justice Likert ratings of the dilemmas. Also consistent with Study 1,
participants rated the antisocial dilemma as involving primarily justice-based issues.

This finding supports the results reported above, namely, that participants made primarily
justice-based moral judgments in response to the antisocial dilemma.

Contrary to expectation, the prosocial dilemma was not rated as involving primarily
care-based issues, nor was it rated as involving more care-based issues than the social
pressure dilemma. Interestingly, the prosocial dilemma was also not rated as involving
more care-based issues than the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test. In fact, the dilemmas on
Kohlberg's test were rated as involving slightly more care-based issues than the prosocial
dilemma. However, participants made primarily justice-based moral judgments in
response to the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test. It is possible that the care-based issues

perceived in the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test were not considered moral issues, and when

participants made judgments about the dilemmas, they oriented their judgments around |
the moral issues (i.e., the justice-based issues). This explanation, however, is limited in
so far as it dges not explain why participants made primarily care-based moral judgments
about the prosocial dilemma.

The results suggest that although people may identify or perceive different types of
issue as involved in a dilemma, they may tend to orient to certain types of issue when
they make moral judgments about the dilemma. It is possible that participants oriented

their judgments around the issues inherent or most salient in the dilemmas. In Study 1,
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participants listed care-based and justice-based issues for all dilemmas, but they focussed
on those that were most salient in the dilemmas. When the participants in Study 2 made
judgments about the prosocial dilemma, they may have oriented their judgments
primarily around the most salient issue (caring for others), and when participants made
judgments about the social pressure dilemma, they may have oriented their judgments
around the justice-based issue of self-autonomy. I did not ask participants to list the
types of issue they saw to be involved in the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test. Although the
Kohlbergian dilemmas were rated on a Likert scale as involving both care-based and
justice-based issues, participants made primarily justice-based moral judgments. It is
possible that justice-based issues would be listed as those that are most salient in the
Kohlbergian dilemmas.

According to Gilligan (1982), real-life moral dilemmas are like ambiguous figures in
that they are weak in terms of their care-justice structure. That is, they may be perceived
either in terms of care or in terms of justice. In support of Gilligan's contention about
gender differences in moral orientation, and in support of the trends noted in Wark and
Krebs (1996) and in Study 1, females made more care-based moral judgments in
response to the social pressure dilemma than males did. However, females did not rate
the social pressure dilemma as involving more care-based issues than males rated it.

Interestingly, the social pressure, parent type of dilemma resembles the real-life
experiences Gilligan (1982) claimed are the source of gender differences in moral
orientation. According to Gilligan (1982), the early processes of identity formation and
socialization in boys involve identification with their fathers and, thus, separation and
autonomy from their mothers. Whereas girls identify with their mothers and, thus,
maintain the connection and attachment to their mothers. Justice-based issues such as
autonomy, then, become more salient for boys, and care-based issues such as relationship
maintenance become more salient for girls (Gilligan, 1982). Itis also possible that the

gender difference may have stemmed from a gender difference in the nature of the
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relationships the university-aged participants have with their parents or guardians:
Females may feel closer or value the relationship they have with their parents to a greater
degree than males do, and, consequently, females may orient to relationship issues when
reasoning about social pressure, parent types of dilemma more than males do. Further
investigation of this issue is encouraged.

The results of Study 1 and Study 2 suggest that the tendency for males and females to
report different types of real-life moral dilemma may be related to gender differences in
experience with and significance attached to different types of moral dilemma. This is a
novel and interesting finding. For instance, it is plausible that because males report
having more experience than females with antisocial dilemmas involving transgressions--
dilemmas which pull for justice-based moral judgments--males may be more familiar
with justice-based ways of thinking and may be more inclined to view moral problems
from a justice-oriented perspective, which is consistent with Gilligan's position.
However, the results suggest that males do not, in general, interpret moral problems in
more justice-based ways than females do. Similarly, it is possible that females are
socialized to attach more significance to dilemmas about relationships and caring for
others than males are, but the present results suggest that females are not, in general,
inclined to interpret all moral problems in more care-based ways than males do.

To summarize, the results of this research suggest a systematic tendency for people to
make more care-based moral judgments about prosocial types of dilemma than about
antisocial types of dilemma, social pressure types of dilemma, and the dilemmas on
Kohlberg's test, even though they do not rate the prosocial dilemmas as involving more
care-based issues than the social pressure and Kohlbergian dilemmas. I have found this
pattern of moral judgment to hold regardless of whether people actually experienced the
dilemmas, as in Wark and Krebs (1996), or responded to descriptions of dilemmas, as in
Study 2. Study 1 and Study 2 also revealed a systematic tendency for people to (a) rate

the prosocial dilemmas as involving more care-based issues than they rated the antisocial
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dilemmas as involving, and (b) rate the antisocial dilemmas as involving more justice-
based issues than they rated all other types of dilemma as involving.

It is important to note that the participants in Study 1 and Study 2 did not make moral
judgments about dilemmas they had actually experienced in everyday life. And although
the participants in the Wark and Krebs (1996) study reported dilemmas they had actually
experienced, different participants made judgments about different specific dilemmas
(classified for type by the experimenters). To establish whether males and females view

the same types of real-life moral dilemma in the same or in different ways, an

investigation of the forms of moral judgment invoked across a broad range of different
types of real-life dilemma is required. The need for a larger sample of real-life moral
reasoning has been acknowledged by others (e.g., Pratt et al., 1988), but, to date, no study
has undertaken this task. Particularly challenging is the need to hold dilemma content
constant. This may be approximated by asking people to report and to make moral
judgments about a number of particular types of real-life moral dilemma they have
experienced. I employed this type of design in the third study of this research, which
enabled me to test for gender-based and dilemma-based variations in moral maturity and
moral orientation within and between the particular types of real-life moral dilemma.
Study 3

The first goal of this study was to examine the structural consistency of participants'
moral judgment across several types of moral dilemma they had experienced in their
everyday lives. Past research has found that people tend to display (a) similar forms of
moral judgment across similar types of dilemma (e.g., across the nine dilemmas on
Kohlberg's test, and across Kohlberg's dilemmas and philosophical types of impersonal
dilemma), but (b) dissimilar forms of moral judgment across dissimilar types of dilemma
(e.g., across hypothetical dilemmas and real-life dilemmas). To date, no study has
investigated the forms of moral judgment people invoke across similar and dissimilar

types of real-life moral dilemma. In the present study, I investigated the structural
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consistency of people's moral judgment across hypothetical and real-life moral dilemmas
and across different types of real-life dilemma. In particular, I asked males and females
to make moral judgments about dilemmas on Kohlberg's test and to report and to make
judgments about two antisocial types of real-life dilemma and two prosocial types of
real-life dilemma’.

If Kohlberg's (1984) assumption of structural consistency in moral judgment is
correct, people should base their moral judgments on the same or an adjacent stage across
all types of moral dilemma. However, the results of the Wark and Krebs (1996) study
have led to the expectation that people will invoke different forms of moral judgment
when reasoning about different types of dilemma. In particular, I expected the dilemmas
on Kohlberg's test to evoke predominantly Stage 3/4 moral judgments, prosocial types of
real-life dilemma to evoke predominantly Stage 3 moral judgments, and antisocial types

of real-life dilemma to evoke predominantly Stage 2 and Stage 2/3 moral judgments.

A second goal was to further examine Gilligan's (1982, 1988) assertions about gender-
related differences in moral judgment. In particular, I set out to determine whether males
and females invoke the same or different forms of moral judgment to the same types of
real-life dilemma. Following Gilligan's (1982; see also Lyons' 1983) theorizing about
self-concept, I also investigated the relation between gender, self-concept, and moral
judgment. A number of studies have tested Gilligan's idea that the moral judgments of
persons with a feminine gender-role identity (especially females) are primarily care based
and scored at Stage 3 in Kohlberg's system, and that the moral judgments of persons with
a masculine gender-role identity (especially males) are primarily justice based and scored
at Stage 4 (or higher). However, the results of past research on the relation between
gender-role, as assessed by a variety of instruments, and moral judgment have been
mixed (e.g., Ford & Lowery, 1986; Leahey & Eiter, 1980; Lifton, 1985; Lyons, 1983;
Pratt & Royer, 1982; Pratt, Golding, & Hunter, 1984; Pratt et al., 1988). In an earlier

study (Wark & Krebs, 1996), we failed to find a relation between gender-role, as
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measured by the Personal Attributes Questionnaire (Spence & Helmreich, 1978), and

moral judgment.

Gilligan (1982) not only theorized that females and feminine people value the care
aspect of morality more than males and masculine people value it, she also argued that
self-concept is particularly bound to a sense of morality in women. Thus, for the
purposes of the present study, I decided to ask participants to indicate how important
being a caring and/or a just person is to their identity or self-concept, and I used this
measure, instead of a standard gender-role measure, to investigate possible self-concept-
related differences in moral judgment.

If Gilligan's (1982, 1988) assumption of consistency in moral orientation is correct,
people should consistently make either primarily justice-based moral judgments or
primarily care-based moral judgments across different types of moral dilemma. The
results of Study 2 and the results of Wark and Krebs (1996), however, have led to the
expectation that prosocial dilemmas will evoke more care-based moral judgments than
antisocial dilemmas and the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test. Although the dilemmas on
Kohlberg's test and the antisocial dilemmas constitute different types of dilemma, I
expected both types to evoke primarily justice-based moral judgments. Thus, I expected
relatively high levels of consistency in moral orientation across the dilemmas on
Kohlberg's test and the antisocial dilemmas.

If Gilligan's (1982) theorizing about gender differences is correct, females should
make more care-based, Stage 3 moral judgments than males make, and males should
make more justice-based, Stage 4 judgments than females make. Following Gilligan's
(1982; also Lyons, 1983) theorizing about self-concept, females should regard being a
caring persor; as more important to their identity or self-concept than males should, and
males should regard being a just person as more important to their identity or self-
concept than females should. To the extent that moral judgment is tied to self-concept in
the way that Gilligan and her colleagues (Gilligan, 1982; Lyons, 1983) theorize, identity

ratings of care should be negatively related to moral maturity and positively related to the
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proportion of care-based moral judgments made, whereas identity ratings of justice
should be positively related to moral maturity and negatively related to the proportion of
care-based moral judgments made.

As in the first two studies, participants were asked to rate each dilemma on a number
of dimensions. Participants were asked to rate each dilemma on the extent to which they
viewed it as involving issues of care and issues of justice. Given the results of Study 1
and Study 2, I expected that the prosocial dilemmas will be rated as involving more care-
based issues and less justice-based issues than the antisocial dilemmas will be rated as
involving. Given the results of Study 2, I expected that the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test
will be rated as involving more care-based issues than the antisocial dilemmas will be
rated as involving.

Participants were also asked about their experience with similar dilemmas, how
significant and how moral they deemed each type of dilemma, how easy is was to discuss
each type of dilemma on a questionnaire, and how difficult they found each moral
decision to be. Based on the results of Study 1 and Study 2, males were expected to
report experiencing dilemmas similar to the antisocial, transgression dilemma more often
than females, and females were expected to deem the prosocial, helping dilemma as more

significant than males deem it.
Method

Participants

The sample was composed of 40 male and 40 female undergraduate students who
volunteered for the study to fulfill a psychology course requircmentg. The mean age of
the male participants (23.3 years; range = 17-50) did not differ significantly from the
mean age of the female participants (23.3 years; range = 17-40), t(78) = 0.00. The mean
SES ratings for males (2.73) did not differ significantly from the mean SES ratings for
females (2.72), t(77) = 0.00. The mean grade point average (GPA) of males (3.03) did
not differ significantly from the mean GPA of females (2.97), t(72) = 0.51. Of the 77

participants who reported ethnicity, 41 were Caucasian, 22 were Asian, two were Middle
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Eastern, one was Hispanic, one was Spanish, one was Portuguese, and one was
Metis/Venezuelan (eight of the participants stated they were Canadian). Five participants
(three males and two females) were married, two were engaged (one male and one
female), and two were divorced (one male and one female).

Procedure

Participants were tested individually in one session. After giving informed consent,
participants were asked to complete a package of questionnaires containing (a) a request
for demographic information, (b) a self-concept questionnaire, (c) a request to supply a
list of moral dilemmas encountered in the past few years, (d) a short form of Kohlberg's
test, and (e) instructions for four real-life moral dilemmas (two antisocial and two
prosocial). The dilemmas were given in random order, but the dilemmas on Kohlberg's
test were always presented together. The questionnaires typically took 2-2 1/2 hours to
complete.

Self-concept. Participants were provided with a definition of a caring person--a
person who is concerned with and values relationships, caring, and the promotion of the
welfare of others or prevention of their harm--and a definition of a just person--a person
who is concerned with individual rights, autonomy, reciprocity, and fairness, with
reference to moral principles. Participants were then asked to respond to three questions,
set up in a 7-point Likert format, which asked (a) how important to their identification, or
self-concept, it is to be a caring person, (b) how important to their identification, or self-
concept, it is to be a just person, and (c) if they had to choose between being a person
who values care more than justice and being a person who values justice more than care,
which would they choose? (For the first two questions, zero represented not important
and seven represented very important. For the last question, zero represented care and
seven represewnted justice.)

Kohlberg's test. Kohlberg's test was administered in accordance with the instructions

outlined by Colby and Kohlberg (1987). Kohlberg's test consists of a set of hypothetical
dilemmas, such as whether a man named Heinz should steal an overpriced drug to save
his dying wife, followed by a set of probing questions. According to Colby and Kohlberg

(1987), the structure of people's moral judgments to the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test is
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highly consistent. It is therefore possible to assess stage of moral development with a
small number of moral dilemmas (Kohlberg's "short form"). As in other research (see
Krebs, Vermeulen, Carpendale, & Denton, 1991, for a review and justification; Wark &
Krebs, 1996), participants in the present study were given the two most frequently
employed dilemmas--Dilemmas III (Heinz dilemma) and III' (Officer Brown dilemma)
from Form A of Kohlberg's test.

Real-life dilemmas. Employing the distinctions made post hoc by Wark and Krebs
(1996), I asked participants to recall and to describe two antisocial types of dilemma and
two prosocial types of dilemma they had experienced. For the antisocial, "transgression"
dilemma, participants were asked to describe an experience in which they had to make a
decision about how to react to a transgression (for example, involving violations of rules,
laws, or fairness) committed by someone important to them. For the antisocial,
“temptation” dilemma, participants were asked to describe an experience in which they
were faced with the temptation to meet their own needs or desires, acquire resources, or
advance their own gain by, for example, violating rules or laws, behaving dishonestly,
immorally, or unfairly. For the prosocial, "loyalty" dilemma, participants were asked to
describe an experience in which they were faced with two or more people making
inconsistent demands on them, with implications for their relationship with each person.
And for the prosocial, "helping" dilemma, participants were asked to describe an
experience in which they had to make a decision about whether or not to take
responsibility for helping someone important to them. In order to insure that participants
responded appropriately to the real-life dilemmas--that is, that they discussed the types of
dilemma requested--a research assistant who was blind to the purpose of the study and |
blind to information about the participants and to the identity of each real-life dilemma,
read all real-life dilemmas and classified them into the four categories. All 80
participants evmployed in this study supplied complete and appropriate data.

For each real-life dilemma, participants were first asked to describe the dilemma and
to state the points of view of all parties involved. On ensuing pages, participants were
asked to respond to a set of probe questions such as, "What did you see to be the issues

involved at the time?", "What made it a moral conflict?", "What options did you
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consider?”, "Do you think you did the right thing? Why or why not?", and "Is there
another way to see the problem?". Approximately a quarter of a page was supplied for

participants to answer each probe question.

As in Study 1 and in Study 2, participants were asked to rate each dilemma on the
following dimensions set up in a 7-point Likert format: the extent to which they (a) had
experienced similar dilemmas in real life, (b) deemed each type of dilemma significant,
(c) found it easy to discuss this type of dilemma on this questionnaire, and (d) deemed
each type of dilemma as moral. Participants in this study also were asked to rate each
dilemma on the extent to which they (a) found the decision in each dilemma difficult, (b)
viewed each type of dilemma as involving issues of care, and (c) viewed each type of
dilemma as involving issues of justice.

Scoring

Moral maturity. The dilemmas on Kohlberg's test were scored by according to the

procedure outlined by Colby and Kohlberg (1987). Kohlberg's scoring system produces
two equivalent scores: (a) global stage scores that range from Stage 1 to Stage 5,
including transitional stages such as 1/2, 2/3, etc., and (b) moral maturity scores (called
weighted average scores by Colby and Kohlberg, 1987) ranging from 100 to 500 (see
Colby & Kohlberg, 1987, pp. 158-188). One-quarter of the dilemmas were scored
blindly by a second expert scorer. Interrater reliability was 100% agreement, r(18) = .97,
within 25 weighted average points (one-quarter stage).

Real-life dilemmas involve moral issues similar to the moral issues in the dilemmas on
Kohlberg's test. For example, real-life dilemmas involve decisions about how to react to
(a) the transgression of another (Officer Brown), (b) the temptation to engage in
antisocial behavior (Heinz), (c) issues of loyalty (Judy), and (d) prosocial responsibility
(Dr. Jefferson). Thus, as in other research (Wark & Krebs, 1996), it was possible to
calculate stage scores and moral maturity scores for the real-life dilemmas by matching
them structurally with the criterion judgments in Colby and Kohlberg's (1987) manual
(see also Krebs, Vermeulen, Carpendale, & Denton, 1991, for a review and justification).

Table 6 contains examples of real-life moral judgments with their corresponding criterion
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judgment matches. Interrater reliability on one-quarter of the transgression, temptation,
loyalty, and helping real-life dilemmas, scored blindly, was 90%, 100%, 100%, and
100% agreement, respectively, within 25 weighted average points (one-quarter stage),
1s(18) = .86, .99, .97, and .92.

Insert Table 6 about here

As in other research, the criterion for structural consistency in moral judgment I
employed was the same or an adjacent stage on a 9-point scale (e.g., Stage 1, Stage 1/2,
Stage 2, etc.) (see Krebs, Denton, Vermeulen, Carpendale, & Bush, 1991, for
justification).

Moral orientation. As in Study 2, I employed a refined version of Lyons' (1983)

scoring system--a 5-point scale--to assess moral orientation. Table 6 contains examples
of real-life moral judgments with their corresponding moral orientation scores. The
average number of scorable judgments in the real-life dilemmas was approximately 7. A
mean percent care score was calculated for each participant on each dilemma by
averaging all scored judgments.

Like scoring for stage of moral judgment, scoring for moral orientation was conducted
blind to all other information about the participant, and one quarter of each type of
dilemma were scored by a second scorer. Interrater reliability was 90%, 95%, 90%,
100%, and 90% agreement, for the Kohlberg, transgression, temptation, loyalty, and
helping dilemmas, within 12.5 percentage points (half way between adjacent categories),
1s(18) = .88, .92, .94, .98, and .93, respectively. |

As in Study 2, the consistency of moral orientation was assessed in terms of the same
or an adjacent score on a 5-point scale (i.e., J, J(C), C/J, C(J), O).

) Results
Self-Concept

A series of t-tests was conducted on the Likert-scale ratings of the extent to which

participants (a) viewed being a caring person as important to their identity or self-

concept, (b) viewed being a just person as important to their identity or self-concept, and
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(c) would choose between being a person who values care more than justice and being a
person who values justice more than care. These analyses revealed that there were no
significant differences between males and females in (a) their identity ratings of care (Ms
= 5.93 and 6.23, respectively), t(78) = 1.38, ns, (b) their identity ratings of justice (Ms =
5.73 and 5.50, respectively), 1(78) = 0.85, ns, and (c) the extent to which they would
choose being a person who values care versus being a person who values justice, (Ms =
3.03 and 2.78, respectively), £(78) = 0.57, ns. Matched t-tests revealed that (a) females
rated being a caring person higher in importance than being a just person, t(39) =4.13, p
<.0002, and (b) males did not rate being a caring person significantly higher in
importance than being a just person, t(39) = 1.16, ns. The correlations between self-
concept ratings of care and self-concept ratings of justice for males and females did not
differ (rs(38) = .49 and .49, ps < .01, respectively).
Relations between Moral Judgment and Self-Concept

There was one weak but systematic relation across dilemmas between moral judgment
and self-concept: moral maturity was significantly positively related to identity ratings of
justice, 1s(78) = .21 to .28, ps < 05°. (The relation was positive, but not significant on
Dilemma III', £(78) = .15.) However, when examined by gender, the positive relation
between identity ratings of justice and moral maturity was significant for males only,
1s(38) = .32 t0 .39, ps < .05. Further, the relation for males was positive, but not
significant on the antisocial, temptation dilemma, r(38) = .27, and on the prosocial,
helping dilemma, r(38) = .28.

Variations in Moral Judgment Across Dilemmas
onsi in Moral e Across Dilemm

Contrary to Kohlberg's (1984) expectation, the majority of participants did not base
their moral judgments on one stage-structure. None of the participants obtained the same
global stage score (on a 9-point scale) on all six dilemmas, and only 23% of the
participants (18% of the males, 28% of the females) obtained scores at the same or an

adjacent substage. When the stage-score of each specific judgment was considered, I

found that no participant based all his or her judgments on the same stage across all six
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dilemmas, and only one participant based all his judgments on the same or an adjacent
substage across all six dilemmas; 99% of the participants made judgments that spanned
between three and six substages.

To compare the level of consistency of moral stage across similar versus dissimilar
dilemmas, the percentages of participants who obtained the same or an adjacent substage
across all pairs of dilemmas were calculated (see Table 7). Across the two dilemmas on
Kohlberg's test, 44% of the participants (38% of the males, 50% of the females) obtained
the same global stage score, with 95% of the participants (95% of the males, 95% of the
females) obtaining scores at the same or an adjacent substage. Across the two antisocial
dilemmas, 49% of the participants (48% of the males, 50% of the females) obtained the
same global stage score, with 85% of the participants (85% of the males, 85% of the
females) obtaining scores at the same or an adjacent substage. Across the two prosocial
dilemmas, 51% of the participants (40% of the males, 63% of the females) obtained the
same global stage score, with 89% of the participants (83% of the males, 95% of the
females) obtaining scores at the same or an adjacent substage. (The latter percentage of
females meeting the consistency criteria was greater than the percentage of males, z =
2.08, p <.05.) As the pattern of percentages displayed in Table 7 suggests, the structural
consistency of people's moral judgments was higher across similar types of dilemma
(e.g., across the two dilemmas on Kohlberg's test) than across dissimilar types of

dilemma (e.g., across the two dilemmas on Kohlberg's test and the antisocial dilemmas). '

Insert Table 7 about here

Gender and Dilemma-Based Variations in Moral Maturity

A 2 X 6 (Gender X Dilemma) ANOVA on moral maturity scores, with repeated
measures on the last factor, revealed a highly significant main effect for Dilemma, F(5,
390) = 96.69, p < .00001, unqualified by any interactions 10, The main effect for Gender

was not significant, E(1, 78) = 0.22. There were no statistically significant differences
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between the two dilemmas on Kohlberg's test, nor were there any differences between the
two prosocial dilemmas, or between the two antisocial dilemmas. As suggested by Table
8 and Table 9, the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test tended to evoke Stage 3 and 3/4 moral
judgments, the two prosocial dilemmas evoked Stage 3 moral judgments, and the two

antisocial dilemmas evoked Stage 2 and Stage 2/3 moral judgments.

Insert Tables 8 and 9 about here

In all, 99%, 94%, 83%, and 81% of the participants scored higher on Kohlberg's
dilemmas than on the antisocial, temptation real-life dilemmas, the antisocial,
transgression real-life dilemmas, the prosocial, loyalty real-life dilemmas, and the
prosocial, helping real-life dilemmas, respectively.

Consistency in Moral Orientation Across Dilemmas

Contrary to Gilligan's (1982, 1988) expectations, none of the participants obtained the
same moral orientation score on all six dilemmas, and only two of the participants
(females) obtained the same or an adjacent moral orientation score on all six dilemmas.

The percentages of participants who obtained the same or an adjacent moral
orientation score across all pairs of dilemmas were calculated (see Table 10). Across the
two dilemmas on Kohlberg's test, 43% of the participants (38% of the males, 48% of the
females) obtained the same moral orientation score, with 90% of the participants (83% of
the males, 98% of the females) obtaining the same or an adjacent moral orientation score.
(The latter percentage of females meeting the consistency criteria was greater than the
percentage of males, z = 2.49, p <.05.) Across the two antisocial dilemmas, 38% of the |
participants (33% of the males, 43% of the females) obtained the same moral orientation
score, with 75% of the participants (73% of the males, 78% of the females) obtaining the
same or an a(;jacent moral orientation score. Across the two prosocial dilemmas, 28% of
the participants (20% of the males, 35% of the females) obtained the same moral
orientation score, with 68% of the participants (63% of the males, 73% of the females)

obtaining the same or an adjacent moral orientation score.
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Insert Table 10 about here

Gender and Dilemma-Based Variations in Moral Orientation

A 2 X 6 (Gender X Dilemma) ANOVA on moral orientation scores, with repeated
measures on the last factor, produced a significant main effect for Dilemma, E(5, 390) =
81.04, p <.00001, unqualified by any interactions. The main effect for Gender was not
significant, E(1, 78) = 0.50. As shown in Table 8, the prosocial dilemmas evoked more
care-based moral judgments than the other dilemmas. The dilemmas on Kohlberg's test
and the antisocial dilemmas evoked more justice-based moral judgments than the
prosocial dilemmas. Although there were no statistical differences between the two
dilemmas on Kohlberg's test or between the two prosocial dilemmas, the antisocial,
temptation dilemma evoked more justice-based (less care-based) moral judgments than
the antisocial, transgression dilemma.

To summarize, there was considerable inconsistency in moral stage and moral
orientation across dilemmas. Less than one-quarter of the participants scored at the same
or an adjacent moral stage across all six dilemmas, and only two of the participants
obtained the same or an adjacent moral orientation score across all six dilemmas.
Although it is easier to obtain consistency by chance on a 5-point scale than on a 9-point
scale, there tended to be less consistency in moral orientation than in moral maturity
across dilemmas. The level of consistency improved across similar types of dilemma,
namely, across the two dilemmas on Kohlberg's test, across the two antisocial dilemmas,
and across the two prosocial dilemmas. The proportion of females who scored at the
same or an adjacent moral stage across the two prosocial dilemmas was significantly
higher statistically than the proportion of males, and the proportion of females who were
consistent in :‘noral orientation across the two dilemmas on Kohlberg's test was
significantly higher statistically than the proportion of males. However, in terms of
numbers, these differences were small (38 females vs. 33 males in the former case, and
39 females vs. 33 males in the latter case). Both males and females made lower-stage

moral judgments in response to the real-life dilemmas, particularly the antisocial
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dilemmas, than in response to the hypothetical dilemmas on Kohlberg's test. And both
males and females made more care-based moral judgments about the prosocial real-life

dilemmas than about the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test and the antisocial dilemmas.
ender and Dilemma-B Variations in Perception of it tic

A 2 X5 (Gender X Dilemma) ANOVA, with repeated measures on the last factor,
conducted on the Likert-scale ratings of the extent to which participants perceived care
issues in each dilemma failed to reveal a significant main effect for Gender, E(1, 76) =
0.12, but revealed a highly significant main effect for Dilemma, F(4, 304) = 46.97,p <
.00001. The mean care ratings are displayed in Table 11. Consistent with the results of
Study 1 and Study 2, post hoc comparisons revealed that the two prosocial dilemmas
were rated as involving more issues of care than the two antisocial dilemmas. The
antisocial, transgression dilemma was rated as involving more issues of care than the
antisocial, temptation dilemma. Consistent with the results of Study 2, the dilemmas on
Kohlberg's test were rated as involving more issues of care than the antisocial dilemmas,
and there was no significant difference between the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test and the

prosocial, helping dilemma in ratings of care (see Table 11).

Insert Table 11 about here

A 2 X 5 (Gender X Dilemma) ANOVA, with repeated measures on the last factor,
conducted on the Likert-scale ratings of the extent to which participants perceived justicé
issues in each dilemma revealed significant main effects for Gender, F(1, 76) = 5.36, p <
.023, and for Dilemma, F(4, 304) = 26.55, p < .00001. The mean justice ratings are
displayed in Table 11. Contrary to Gilligan's (1982, 1988) expectation, females rated all
dilemmas as involving more justice issues (M = 4.37) than males rated the dilemmas as

involving (M = 3.78). Post hoc comparisons revealed that the two prosocial dilemmas
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were rated as involving fewer issues of justice than the two antisocial dilemmas and the
dilemmas on Kohlberg's test (see Table 11).

A series of matched t-tests were conducted to test the differences between the care and
justice Likert-scale ratings for each dilemma. As would be expected, the care ratings
were significantly higher than the justice ratings for the prosocial dilemmas, ts(78) = 9.53
and 7.97, ps < .00001, and the justice ratings were significantly higher than the care
ratings for the antisocial, temptation dilemmas, ts(78) = 6.19, ps < .00001. However, the
difference between care ratings and justice ratings for the antisocial, transgression
dilemma was not significant, t(78) = 1.19. For the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test, the care
ratings were significantly higher than the justice ratings, t(78) = 5.09, p < .00001.

Gender and Dilemma-Based Variations in Experience, Significance., Ease of Discussion,

Difficulty of Decision, and Perceived Morality
A series of 2 X 5 (Gender X Dilemma) ANOV As, with repeated measures on the last

factor, was conducted on the Likert-scale ratings of the extent to which participants had
experienced similar types of dilemma, viewed them as significant, found it easy to
discuss them, found each decision difficult, and perceived them as moral. The mean

ratings are displayed in Table 12.

Insert Table 12 about here

These analyses revealed only one significant main effect for Gender: Females rated
the decisions involved in all of the dilemmas as more difficult than males rated them (Ms
= 4.23 and 3.60, respectively), E(1, 78) = 8.74, p < .004. There were significant main
effects for Dilemma on the experience question, F(4, 312) = 24.39, p < .00001, on the
significance question, F(4, 312) = 3.03, p < .018, on the difficulty question, F(4, 312) =
8.34, p <.00001, and on the moral question, F(4, 312) = 10.67, p <.00001. Differences

between the means are indicated in Table 12.
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As expected, females rated the prosocial, helping dilemma as more significant than
males rated it (Ms = 4.91 vs. 4.25). However, as in Study 2, this difference was not
statistically significant. The Stouffer method of aggregating probabilities across studies,
however, produced a highly significant gender difference: Females deemed the
prosocial, helping dilemmas as more significant than males deemed them, Z = 2.62, p <
.004. Contrary to expectation, females reported experiencing dilemmas similar to the
antisocial, transgression dilemma more often than males (Ms = 3.40 vs. 2.93); but this
difference was not statistically significant1 1

Discussion

The results of this study did not support Kohlberg's (1984) assumption that the
structure of moral judgment is consistent within people across moral dilemmas.
Consistent with the position advanced by Krebs, Denton, Vermeulen, Carpendale, and
Bush (1991), stage of moral judgment varied across types of dilemma. None of the
participants scored at the same global stage (on a 9-point scale), and less than one-quarter
of the participants scored at the same or an adjacent substage across the six moral
dilemmas. When all the specific moral judgments made by each participant in this study
about all six moral dilemmas were considered, virtually all of the participants (99%)
made moral judgments that spanned between three and six substages.

Colby and Kohlberg (1987) demonstrated that the structure (moral stage) of people's
moral judgments about the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test is highly consistent. In support
of this, 95% of the participants obtained scores at the same or an adjacent substage across
the two dilerr}'mas. Other research has shown that people's moral judgments also tend to
be structurally consistent across Kohlbergian and similar types of philosophical dilemma
(Bush, Krebs, & Carpendale, 1993; Wark & Krebs, 1996). The results, however, suggest
this level of consistency is not exclusively due to within-person cognitive structures, as
Kohlberg argued, but also to structural similarities in the dilemmas. Kohlberg's (1984;

Colby & Kohlberg, 1987) claim that moral judgment is structurally consistent was based
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on his examination of people's judgments about hypothetical, philosophical dilemmas.
The findings suggest that people's moral judgments also may be structurally consistent
across real-life dilemmas involving similar issues. Indeed, 85% and 89% of the
participants obtained scores at the same or an adjacent substage across the two antisocial
dilemmas and across the two prosocial dilemmas, respectively.

Participants invoked different forms of moral judgment in response to different types
of moral dilemma: The dilemmas on Kohlberg's test evoked Stage 3 and 3/4 moral
judgments, the prosocial real-life dilemmas evoked Stage 3 moral judgments, and the
antisocial real-life dilemmas evoked Stage 2 and 2/3 moral judgments (cf. Wark &
Krebs, 1996). Clearly, contrary to Kohlberg's position, the structure of moral judgment
was influenced by the type of dilemma. However, the pull of the dilemmas for particular
stage-structures was not so strong as to cancel out all individual differences. For
example, a small number of participants made Stage 2/3 moral judgments in response to
the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test, some made Stage 4 moral judgments in response to the
prosocial dilemmas, and some made Stage 3/4 moral judgments in response to the
antisocial dilemmas.

It is important to emphasize that consistency was highest across similar types of
dilemma because similar types of dilemma evoked similar forms of moral judgment
(stage-structures). It is interesting to note, however, that the forms of moral judgment
evoked by the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test were more similar to--that is, there was more |
overlap with--the forms of moral judgment evoked by the prosocial dilemmas than by the
antisocial dilcimmas and, consequently, the level of consistency between the dilemmas on
Kohlberg's test and the prosocial dilemmas was higher than between the dilemmas on
Kohlberg's test and the antisocial dilemmas. Similarly, there was higher consistency
across the prosocial and antisocial dilemmas than across the Kohlbergian antisocial
dilemmas. In general, pairs of similar dilemma related to other pairs of dilemma in

similar ways. For example, the moral stage scores of both the dilemmas on Kohlberg's
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test were more consistent with the moral stage scores of the prosocial dilemmas than of
the antisocial dilemmas.

Why did participants invoke lower stage structures when they responded to the real-
life dilemmas than when they responded to the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test?
Participants performed well below their level of moral competence in the real-life moral
situations, but why? Some insight is gained by examining the participants' particular
responses to each dilemma. In contrast to the hypothetical dilemmas on Kohlberg's test,
the real-life dilemmas involved making choices involving actual and immediate
consequences to self and other, and typically took place in circumstances constrained by
limited time. The decisions involved in the antisocial dilemmas centered around self-
satisfaction and reward, concern for punishment, fairness, and consequences to self and
others. The dilemmas on Kohlberg's test raise questions about societal and institutional
issues. Inresponse to the Kohlbergian Dilemma III, one participant, for example,
expressed a Stage 4 judgment that laws should be followed "because laws are usually
based on moral rules agreed to by a society, and to follow them is to contribute to a
healthy society" (CJ #26, Form A, Law). However, when this participant was faced with
the decision about whether to obey the law or not in a real-life situation, what she
ultimately felt she should do was influenced by the circumstances she found herself in, as
illustrated in the following Stage 2 judgment: "I did what I could in the circumstances.
In a perfect world, I would have reported the amount as I made it, but I made my decision
... the alternative was starvation or suffering" (CJ #7, Form A, Life). In everyday life,
people typica}lly do not have the luxury to sit back and contemplate the societal
ramifications of each and every moral decision they are faced with and must make.
People's moral judgment in everyday life may not typically stem from lofty ideals, but,
rather, from the immediate circumstances and consequences and from emotional

responses. In support of this, a significant proportion of the issues participants in Study 1
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perceived to be involved in (descriptions of) real-life dilemmas were self-oriented in
nature.

Kohlberg (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987) defined Stage 2 morality as individualistic and
instrumental. I examined the distribution of elements across stage in Colby and
Kohlberg's (1987) scoring manual and found that nearly one half (47%) of all the
criterion judgments classified as upholding the seeking reward/avoiding punishment
element were at Stage 2. Only one criterion judgment was at Stage 2/3, and only one was
at Stage 3. There were no criterion judgments upholding this element found at higher
stages. The reason why the moral judgments participants made about the antisocial
dilemmas were scored at relatively low stages may be because most of their judgments
were based on self (individual) consequences and self-oriented reward and punishment
issues.

The structure of the prosocial dilemmas differed from the structure of the antisocial
dilemmas in that they involved mostly caring and relationship-type issues. In the
prosocial dilemmas, participants were drawn to attend mostly to role obligations (e.g.,
whether or not to assume responsibility to help someone in need) and immediate
relationship issues. Kohlberg (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987) defined Stage 3 morality as
involving concerns about living up to others' expectations, fulfilling role obligations,
being a good person, showing concern for others, and the maintenance of trust, loyalty,
and respect in relationships. When the same participant who is quoted above was faced |
with the decision about whether to help a friend, she focussed not on herself as she did in
the antisocial',dilemma, but on the bond that she and her friend shared, as illustrated in the
following Stage 3 judgment: "I decided against this because I wanted to help my friend
and felt that refusing would jeopardize our relationship ... loyalty is more important than
self-righteousness" (CJ #18, Form A, Contract). In contrast to the antisocial dilemmas,
which tended to invoke self-oriented interpretations, the circumstances in the prosocial

dilemmas encouraged participants to adopt others' (their friends') perspectives. In
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support of this, the participants in Study 1 listed issues about listening to and
understanding others and about anticipating others' reactions more often for the prosocial
dilemmas than for the antisocial dilemmas.

The results of this study also did not support Gilligan's (1982, 1988) assertions about
gender-related differences in moral judgment: Females did not score at lower stages than
males on Kohlberg's test or on any of the real-life dilemmas, and females did not make
more care-based moral judgments than males. In fact, when participants were asked to
rate the dilemmas on the extent to which they viewed them as involving issues of care
and issues of justice, females rated all dilemmas as involving more issues of justice than
males rated them. Although gender differences in real-life moral orientation have been
found in some studies (e.g., Gilligan & Attanucci, 1988a; Lyons, 1983; Pratt et al., 1988;
Wark & Krebs, 1996), these differences may have been confounded by a tendency for
males and females to report, and therefore to make judgments about, different types of
dilemma. In the present research, a large sample of real-life moral reasoning was
obtained; content related to type of dilemma was held constant, and males and females
were found to display the same forms of moral judgment (both stage and orientation) to
the same types of dilemma.

Consistent with Gilligan's theorizing, there was a positive relation between moral
maturity and the extent to which being a just person was deemed as important to the self-
concept, but this relation was weak and pertained only to the male participants. I did not
find a negative relation between moral maturity and the extent to which participants
deemed bein% a caring person as important to their identity or self-concept, nor did I find
any relations between gender, self-concept and moral orientation (cf. Wark & Krebs,
1996). Although females rated being a caring person higher in importance to their self-
concept than being a just person, which supports Gilligan's position, there were no

differences between males and females in terms of the extent to which being a caring or
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just person was rated as important to their identity or self-concepts. Considered together,
these findings supply little support for Gilligan's position.

Contrary to Gilligan's (1982, 1986, 1988) model, moral orientation was not consistent
within people across moral dilemmas. None of the participants obtained the same moral
orientation score across the six dilemmas, and only two of the participants obtained the
same or an adjacent moral orientation score. This low level of consistency has been
reported by other investigators (e.g., Krebs et al., 1994; Pratt et al., 1988; Rothbart et al.,
1986; Walker et al., 1987; Wark & Krebs, 1996) and is consistent with the results of
Study 1 and Study 2. However, like the moral stage-structure of people's judgments, the
level of consistency in moral orientation improved when examined across similar types
of dilemma (e.g., across the two prosocial dilemmas). Consistent with the results
reported in Wark and Krebs (1996) and in Study 2, participants made more care-based
moral judgments about the prosocial dilemmas than about the antisocial dilemmas and
the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test.

The moral orientation of the judgments evoked by the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test
were more similar to and more consistent with the moral orientation of the judgments
evoked by the antisocial dilemmas than the judgments evoked by the prosocial dilemmas.
This is because the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test and the antisocial dilemmas evoked
primarily justice-based moral judgments, whereas the prosocial dilemmas evoked
primarily care-based moral judgments. Once again, pairs of similar dilemma related to
other pairs of dilemma in similar ways. It is interesting to note that for moral stage, the
Kohlbergian gilemmas were more similar to the prosocial dilemmas than to the antisocial
dilemmas, but for moral orientation, the Kohlbergian dilemmas were more similar to the
antisocial dilemmas than the prosocial dilemmas.

Consistent with Study 1 and Study 2, males and females rated (a) the prosocial
dilemmas as involving more care-based issues than they rated the antisocial dilemmas as

involving, and (b) the prosocial dilemmas as involving fewer justice-based issues than
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they rated the antisocial dilemmas as involving. Consistent with Study 2, the dilemmas
on Kohlberg's test were rated as involving more care-based issues than the antisocial
dilemmas were rated as involving. Participants also rated the dilemmas on Kohlberg's
test as involving more issues of care than the prosocial, loyalty dilemma and, consistent
with the results reported in Study 2, there was no difference in ratings of care between
the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test and the prosocial, helping dilemma.

In Study 1 and Study 2, participants were asked to rate each dilemma on the extent to
which each involved issues of care versus issues of justice. In this study, participants
were asked to rate each dilemma on the extent to which each involved issues of care and
issues of justice; the participants were provided with two scales, one for care and one for
justice. The findings show that care and justice are not mirror images of each other--the
relationship is not one of either/or. (The correlations between the care and justice ratings
for each dilemma were nonsignificant, rs(78) = -.007 to -.21, ns.) Although people may
emphasize one type of issue over the other in a dilemma, they always view dilemmas (at
least the ones in this study) as involving both.

Inspection of the care ratings and justice ratings for each dilemma revealed that males
and females rated the prosocial dilemmas significantly higher on the care scale than they
did on the justice scale, and males and females rated one of the antisocial dilemmas
(temptation) significantly higher on the justice scale than they did on the care scale. This
pattern is consistent with the finding that males and females made (a) more care-based
moral judgments than justice-based moral judgments about the prosocial dilemmas and
(b) more justige-based moral judgments than care-based moral judgments about the
antisocial dilemmas. In other words, males and females made care-based or justice-based
moral judgments about dilemmas they viewed as involving predominantly care-based
issues or predominantly justice-based issues, respectively. The prosocial dilemmas
emphasized or clearly involved issues of care (e.g., concern with relationships and with

helping another) and the antisocial, temptation dilemma emphasized or clearly involved
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issues of justice (e.g., violations of law, rules, and faimess)lz. However, it is important
to note that none of the dilemmas in this study was perceived in entirely care or justice
terms. Participants "read" care-based issues into the antisocial dilemmas (particularly the
antisocial, transgression dilemma) and participants read justice-based issues into the
prosocial dilemmas.

Interestingly, although participants made more justice-based moral judgments than
care-based moral judgments in response to the antisocial, transgression dilemma and in
response to the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test (see Table 8), they did not rate these
dilemmas higher on the justice scale than on the care scale (see Table 11). Participants
rated the antisocial, transgression dilemma as involving both care and justice issues, and,
contrary to Gilligan's (1982, 1988) assertions, participants rated the dilemmas on
Kohlberg's test significantly higher on the care scale than they rated them on the justice
scale. Although the antisocial, transgression dilemma was rated as involving fewer care-
based issues than the prosocial dilemmas, the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test were rated as
involving at least equal amounts of care-based issues as the prosocial dilemmas. Note,
however, that the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test were rated as involving as many justice-
based issues as the antisocial dilemmas.

Why did participants make more justice-based moral judgments than care-based moral
judgments about the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test and about the antisocial, transgression
dilemma when they rated them as involving high levels of both care-based and justice-
based issues? What was it about these types of dilemma that evoked justice-based rather
than care-basgd moral judgments? Are all dilemmas involving care and justice resolved
in favor of justice (cf. Kohlberg, 1984)?

It is possible that people deem justice-based issues as more moral in nature than care-
based issues and, consequently, when people are confronted with moral dilemmas
involving both types of issue, they resolve the dilemmas from the most moral perspective

(i.e., justice). Given this possibility, I would expect people to deem prosocial dilemmas,
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which involve predominantly care-based issues, as less moral in nature than antisocial
dilemmas, which involve predominantly justice-based issues. The participants in the
present study, however, did not rate the prosocial dilemmas as any less moral than they
rated the antisocial dilemmas. Further, even though participants rated the dilemmas on
Kohlberg's test as involving relatively high levels of care-based issues, the dilemmas on
Kohlberg's test were rated as involving significantly more moral concerns than any of the
other types of dilemma. There was a significant positive correlation between care ratings
and moral ratings for the Kohlbergian dilemmas (r(78) = .32, p < .01). In contrast, there
was a significant positive correlation between justice ratings and moral ratings for the
antisocial, transgression dilemma (1(78) = .29, p < .01).

It is possible that the tendency for both males and females to make more justice-based
than care-based moral judgments about the Kohlbergian and antisocial, transgression
types of dilemma may have stemmed from an association between particular moral stage
structures and particular moral orientations. In the Wark and Krebs (1996) study, we
found that the criterion judgments in Kohlberg's scoring manual were predominantly
justice based at all stages, but that the proportion of justice-based to care-based criterion
judgments varied across stages 13 In particular, the proportion of care-based criterion
judgments is relatively high at Stages 2/3 and 3 (25% and 23%, respectively), and
relatively low at Stages 2 and 4 (15% and 4%, respectively). It is possible that in
invoking high proportions of Stage 3 moral judgments (70%), the prosocial dilemma
evoked high proportions of care-based moral judgments. Even though the dilemmas on
Kohlberg's test and the antisocial, transgression dilemma were rated as involving high
levels of both care-based and justice-based issues, these dilemmas evoked fewer care-
based moral judgments because they evoked more Stage 4 and Stage 2 moral judgments,
respectively (see Table 9). This explanation, however, is limited because not all of the

considerations scored for moral orientation were scored for moral stage.
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As suggested in Study 2, it is possible that participants oriented their judgments
around the issues inherent or most salient in the dilemmas. Although participants in
Study 1 listed both care-based and justice-based issues for all dilemmas, they focussed on
thosé that were most salient in the dilemmas. It is possible that when the participants in
Study 3 made judgments about the antisocial dilemma, they may have oriented their
judgments around the most salient issue, namely, the justice-based issue about
combatting immorality. As discussed in Study 2, I did not ask participants to list the
types of issue they saw to be involved in the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test. It is possible
that participants made primarily justice-based moral judgments because the most salient
issues they perceived the dilemmas to involve were justice based.

According to Nunner-Winkler (1984), Kohlberg's dilemmas involve conflicts between
care and justice and, therefore, should evoke both care and justice moral reasoning.
However, it is possible that participants made more justice-based moral judgments than
care-based moral judgments to the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test because of the nature of
the probe questions. That is, the questions on Kohlberg's test may have pulled more for
justice-based moral judgments than care-based moral judgments.

As in Study 1 and Study 2, I investigated possible reasons why females in the Wark
and Krebs (1996) study reported more prosocial real-life dilemmas than males, and why
males reported more antisocial real-life dilemmas than females. Across the three studies,
I found a tendency for females to attach more significance to prosocial dilemmas than
males attach to them. Across Study 1 and Study 2, I found a tendency for males to report
experiencing gntisocial moral dilemmas to a greater extent than females reported
experiencing them, but this pattern was not replicated in Study 3. It is conceivable that
the difference in results may have stemmed from a difference in the format of the
dilemmas employed: The participants in Study 1 and Study 2 responded to descriptions
of dilemmas, whereas the participants in Study 3 reported and made judgments about

dilemmas they had actually experienced. It is possible that the process of actively
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recalling and reasoning about different types of actually-experienced dilemmas alters the
perceived salience or experience of each type.

One interesting gender difference did emerge: Females rated the decisions involved in
the dilemmas as more difficult than males rated them. Although this finding does not
supply an explanation for the observed gender differences in type of real-life dilemma
reported, it is an intriguing result. Although females rated the decisions in all types of
real-life dilemma as relatively difficult, when asked to discuss a real-life dilemma,
females tend to report the type (prosocial) involving the most difficult decisions. A
similar finding was reported by Ford and Lowery (1986). They found that females rated
their real-life dilemmas as more important in their lives and as involving more difficult
decisions than males rated their real-life dilemmas, and, for both males and females, the
more important the conflicts rated, the more care-based reasoning was used.

Why males and females tend to report different types of real-life dilemma remains to
be answered. It is possible that females experience more guilt with regard to prosocial
types of real-life dilemma than males experience, and males may experience more guilt
with regard to antisocial types of real-life dilemma than females experience. Although I
did not explore this possibility in the present study, some research (Williams & Bybee,
1994) suggests that females feel guilty about different types of transgression from those
males feel guilty about. Further investigation of this possible gender difference should
prove fruitful, particularly if it can be established that males and females report the types |
of real-life dilemma they feel most guilty about. How we interpret and experience moral
situations is aE least as important as how we resolve them (Walker, Pitts, Hennig, &
Matsuba, 1995).

General Discussion

According to Kohlberg, people interpret and understand moral information in terms of

general, highly organized cognitive "structures of the whole" that define their current

stage of moral development (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987). According to Kohlberg (1984),
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moral development involves the transformation and displacement of old stages by new,
more advanced stages of moral reasoning. People, therefore, cannot invoke lower stage
forms of moral reasoning, because they are no longer available. The results of this study,
however, support an "additive-inclusive" model of stage change (see Levine, 1979) in
which lower stage-structures are retained and invoked in response to certain types of
moral dilemma.

I found that moral judgment was structurally consistent across similar types of moral
dilemma (e.g., across the two Kohlbergian dilemmas, across the two prosocial dilemmas,
and across the two antisocial dilemmas). However, different types of moral dilemma
evoked different stages of moral judgment. In support of the results reported in Wark
and Krebs (1996), I found that the prosocial dilemmas tended to evoke Stage 3 moral
judgments and the antisocial dilemmas tended to evoke Stage 2 and 2/3 moral judgments.
In support of Kohlberg's (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987) contention that his test assesses
moral competence, the dilemmas on Kohlberg's test tended to evoke Stage 3, 3/4, and
higher moral judgments from the participants.

The results suggest that the almost exclusive use by researchers of the moral dilemmas
on Kohlberg's test may have led to a fundamentally flawed model of how people make
moral judgments to dilemmas of varying content and, especially, to dilemmas
encountered in everyday life. Although the examination of people's moral judgments to
real-life dilemmas suggests that many of the issues people raise are similar to the moral
elements identified by Kohlberg in people's responses to the hypothetical dilemmas on
his test, some‘of the issues the participants raised are not well represented in Kohlberg's
scheme. Kohlberg (1984) believed that morality is based in a concern with justice. In
this research, it was learned that people do indeed attend to justice-based issues in real-
life dilemmas, but it was also learned that people perceive and attend to issues about

caring for others, relationships, and about themselves.
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Although Kohlberg's model of moral judgment has taught us a great deal about the
development of people's most advanced ability to understand philosophical moral
problems--the development of moral competence--it has not provided us with an
adequate model of how people actually make moral decisions in their everyday lives.
Surely, our ultimate goal is to understand how people make moral decisions in everyday
life. Although people may make high-stage moral judgments in response to the
hypothetical dilemmas on Kohlberg's test, the constraints inherent in real-life dilemmas
may lead people to invoke lower stage structures. It therefore becomes important to
investigate further the structures and constraints inherent in real-life moral situations. In
this study, it was learned that the structure of the antisocial dilemmas pulled participants
to attend to issues about themselves and about fairness, whereas the structure of the
prosocial dilemmas pulled participants to attend to issues about caring for others and
about relationships. Clearly, we need more than Kohlberg's test to predict people's moral
jﬁd gment and moral behavior in everyday life. If we want to understand how people
make real-life moral judgments, we must attend to how people understand and respond to
real-life moral situations.

According to Gilligan (1982, 1988), moral orientation stems from gender-related
differences in cognitive orientation; thus, moral orientation should be consistent within
people across varying content or types of moral dilemma. The results of this research,
however, suggest that moral orientation is largely a function of the type of moral
dilemma about which people reason. I found no unqualified gender differences in moral
orientation. Bpth males and females viewed prosocial dilemmas in more care-based
ways than they viewed antisocial dilemmas. The prosocial dilemmas involved issues
about caring for others and relationships--issues that Gilligan considers care based. The
antisocial dilemmas involved issues centered around self consequences, combatting

immorality, and fairness--issues that Gilligan considers justice based.
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There was a tendency toward a gender difference in moral orientation: Females
tended to view social pressure, parent types of dilemma from a more care-based
perspective than males viewed them. The female participants in Study 3 rated being a
caring person higher in importance to their self-concept than being a just person, but
there were no relations between self-concept ratings and moral orientation. I also found a
gender difference that contradicted Gilligan's expectations: The female participants in
Study 3 rated all the dilemmas as involving more justice-based issues than males rated
them as involving.

To conclude, it would seem that Gilligan's (1982, 1988) model of moral judgment,
like Kohlberg's model, has underestimated the strength of the determining influence of
different types of dilemma. The results of this research suggest a more complex,
interactional model. Dilemmas may influence the issues people see in them, and
dilemmas may influence the type of moral judgments people make about them. Although
I found individual differences in the ways dilemmas are viewed, these differences were
not gender-related, as Gilligan contended.

I encourage further investigation of the types of real-life dilemma people encounter,
especially across different life stages, and examination of the relation between moral
experience and moral performance across the lifespan. Research on developmental
differences in real-life moral reasoning has begun (e.g., Walker et al., 1995), and
promises to contribute significantly to the field of moral development, especially in light |
of the implications for moral education and moral experience. Researchers such as
Damon (19772 and Grusec and Goodnow (1994) have shown that children's moral
judgments may be context and domain specific, and, as discussed elsewhere (Wark &
Krebs, 1996), moral judgment may become more context and domain specific with

development.
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Footnotes
IWark and Krebs (1996) employed the distinction made post hoc by Walker et al.
(1987) and asked participants to recall and to describe two significant real-life moral
conflicts, one that did not directly involve them (impersonal real-life dilemma) and one
that directly involved them and another person or group of people with whom they had a

significant relationship (personal real-life dilemma).

20f those dilemmas classified in Wark and Krebs (1996) as antisocial, 73% were
about transgressions, and 76% of those classified as prosocial were about helping.

3Pa.rticipants in the Wark and Krebs (1996) study were drawn from the same
population as participants in the present research. Samples from each study did not differ
in terms of age, SES, grade point average, or marital status.

4All material (e.g., questionnaires) employed in the present research is available on
request of the author.

STwo additional types of dilemma were provided, but only the six representing the
three most frequent types were included in statistical analyses.

6 As described in Walker (1984; p. 687), the Stouffer method involves (a) computation
of the exact p value of the test statistic, (b) computation of the Z scores associated with
each p value, (c) division of the sum of the Z scores by the square root of the number of
test results being combined, and (d) computation of the appropriate p value for this
overall Z score. This latter p value is the probability level for the observed pattern of

results.
"Due to the time and effort demands placed on the participants, I did not ask them to
report and to make moral judgments about social pressure types of real-life dilemma.
8Although a total of over 100 participants volunteered for the present stﬁdy, only
those participants who supplied complete sets of data were employed. Some participants
did not complete the set of questionnaires due to time and effort constraints, and some
failed to follow the instructions. An examination of the uncompleted sets of

questionnaires did not reveal any systematic patterns in the types of questionnaires or
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dilemmas left unanswered. The participants who did not supply complete and
appropriate sets of data did not differ from those who did in terms of age, SES, GPA, or
scores on Kohlberg's test.

9A 2 X 5 ANCOVA on moral maturity, controlling for self-concept (on the justice
scale), was conducted. The analyses revealed a signiﬁcaht covariate effect, E(1, 77) =
11.11, p <.0013. However, the pattern of effects were identical to the original
ANOVAs.

10A 2 X 6 ANCOVA on moral maturity, controlling for moral orientation, and a2 X 6
ANCOVA on moral orientation, controlling for moral maturity, were conducted. The
analyses revealed significant covariate effects, Fs(1, 389) = 3.92, p < .05. However, the
pattern of effects were identical to the original ANOVAs.

1176 determine whether the pattern of results changed across studies, a 2 X 3 (Gender
X Study) ANOVA was conducted on the Likert-scale ratings of the extent to which
participants have experienced dilemmas similar to the antisocial, transgression dilemma.
The ANOVA failed to produce a significant main effect for Gender, E(1, 164) = 2.10, or
a significant main effect for Study, F(2, 164) = 0.56. There was a marginally significant
interaction effect, F(2, 164) =3.02, p <.051. As would be expected, analyses of simple
effects revealed that the pattern of differences between the genders was the same only
across Study 1 and Study 2.

A 2 X 3 (Gender X Study) ANOVA was conducted on the Likert-scale ratings of the
extent to which participants viewed the prosocial, helping dilemma as significant. The
ANOVA revealed a significant main effect for Gender, E(1, 164) = 10.51, p <.001:
Across studies, females rated the helping dilemmas as more significant than males rated
them. The main effect for Study was significant, F(2, 164) = 3.85, p <.023. The
interaction between Gender and Study was not significant, F(2, 164) = 2.60, indicating
that the patterrl of differences between the genders did not change across studies.

12Demonstrating that males and females view prosocial types of dilemma as
involving primarily care-based issues and antisocial types of dilemma as involving
primarily justice-based issues is not tautological because participants' responses were not

simple restatements of the descriptions they read. For example, participants raised
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several care-based issues (e.g., trust, empathy, understanding others, loyalty within the
context of relationships, caring, concern for others and others' feelings, etc.) when they
were reasoning about the prosocial dilemmas that were not referred to in the instructions
they were provided with for those types of dilemma, and participants raised several
justice-based issues (e.g., concern with upholding principles for self and society,
punishment and retribution, interfering in others' business, respecting the rights of self
and others, etc.) when they were reasoning about the antisocial dilemmas that were not
referred to in the instructions they were provided with for those types of dilemma.
Although the perceived presence of certain issues (e.g., justice-based issues) may have
made associated issues (e.g, other justice-based issues) more salient, I do not believe this
is tautological. Rather, I believe that these results demonstrate the determining power of
the type of real-life dilemma on how people perceive different situations and, therefore,

on the forms of moral judgment people invoke in different situations.

13Two scorers independently scored all 708 criterion judgments in Colby and
Kohlberg's (1987) scoring manual for care and justice (see Wark and Krebs, 1996).
There was 91.8% agreement (Kappa = .89) between the two scorers. The following
percentages represent the percent of all the judgments at a particular stage that were
scored as care based (i.e., C or C(J)): Stage 1: 0%; Stage 1/2: 0%; Stage 2: 15%; Stage
2/3: 25%; Stage 3: 23%; Stage 3/4: 20%; Stage 4: 4%; Stage 4/5: 10%; and Stage 5: 3%.
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Table 1

Descriptions of Issue Categories

I. Upholding Justice

Normative order: Concern with upholding laws, codes of conduct, rules, religion, and

concern with legality of events/occurences (1%).

Combatting immorality: Concern with the righting of wrongs or with getting even (e.g.,
evening things up by transgressing; justifying transgressions in terms of principles of
equity or reciprocity; retribution; reporting (repeat) offenders (6%).

Positive reciprocity: Concern with upholding positive reciprocity through (a) upholding

deservingness (e.g., earning reward through hard and honest work), (b) upholding
fairness (e.g., how fair one is to others, upholding fairness in general), (c) upholding
reciprocity (e.g., pay back favors) (2%).

Procedural fairness: Concern with making fair decisions through (a) balancing
perspectives (e.g., considering perspectives of all parties involved, including self and
other), (b) reaching agreement or compromise, through communication and diplomacy,
(c) analyzing situations and problems with objectivity and/or neutrality (e.g., assessing
accuracy of evidence, considering who has the right or objective assessment of situation,
having an open mind), and (d) consideration of circumstances, factors involved, and
degree of seriousness in situation (8%).

General utilitarian considerations: Concern with consequences (and their severity) of

actions or decisions to either (a) unspecified other (e.g., consequences) or (b) society

(e.g., concern for general good, avoidance of chaos in society) (1%).

table 1 continues
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II. Self-Oriented Consequences

Consequences to self: Concern with gains/losses to self (e.g., avoiding situations that

pose difficulty or bother, concern with self's happiness and other benefits, concern with
avoidance of losses or harm to self, concern with relevance of situations to self) (12%).
Consequences to self-reputation: Concern with (a) maintenance of good reputation and
avoidance of bad reputation and (b) approval by others (e.g., what would others think,
would they approve?) (2%).

Consequences to self-respect: Concern with how one view's oneself in terms of (a) being

true to oneself and/or abiding by one's standards/morals (e.g., honesty with oneself,
integrity, concern with personal values), (b) how one feels about oneself (e.g., ability to
live with oneself or one's decision, self-image, self-worth), and (c) guilt or sense of
conscience (8%).

Self-autonomy: Concern with making one's own decisions without being influenced by

others, and concern with independence, self's rights, and self choice (e.g., doing what self
thinks is right, going by self’ judgment) (13%).
Other's respect for and trust in self: Concern with (a) maintaining others respect for self,
self's right to decisions, self-autonomy (e.g., friends should respect self's decision, will
self lose other's respect) and (b) maintaining other's trust in self (e.g., will self lose other's
trust?) (2%).

III. Other-Oriented Consequences

Listening to. considering, and understanding perspectives: Considering and identifying

others' though&s, feelings, and opinions (e.g., considering whether someone knows that
something is wrong or that they need help, considering the importance or value of a
position another is holding, how another person feels), and understanding others' motives
and intentions (e.g., why someone is requesting something of the self, why someone has
a certain point of view or has done something) (3%).

table 1 continues
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Putting self in other's shoes: Understanding a situation or person by placing oneself in
the position, to figure out how the self would feel if faced with the same situation (1%).
Adapting self’s response to anticipated reactions of others: Consideration of other's
reaction to the self's action, inaction, decision, or intervention (e.g., will the other respond
or listen to help/advice, how others will react) (2%).
Positive social influence: Encouraging moral behavior by confronting or by offering
advice or support to other in order to (a) have them take responsibility for their
wrongdoing, (b) correct the wrongdoing, or (c) have other realize that he/she has done
wrong (1%).
Respect for others and their rights and autonomy: Concern with upholding (a) respect for
and value of others, (b) respect for other's opinions and their value, (c) others' rights, and
(d) others' right to decide and their ability to make sound judgments without influence
from self (3%).
Caring for others: Concern with helping others, prevention of harm to others,
consequences to others, compassion and love, and the responsibility of the self to help
others or to please others and make them happy (14%).

IV. Relationship Issues
Upholding relationship: Concern for the maintenance of relationships and relations with
others (e.g., connection with others, loss of relationship or support from other, avoidance
of conflict or aggravation in relationship, how decisions or actions will affect
relationships) (10%).
Upholding trust and honesty in relationships: Concern with the maintenance of trust and
honesty in relationships (e.g., other's loss of trust, honesty between friends) (2%).

Loyalty: Concern with conflicting loyalties (e.g., loyalty to duty or to friend) (0.2%).

table 1 continues
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Nature of relationship: Concern with and consideration of the nature or quality of
relationships (e.g., the degree of closeness to others, how much one cares for other and
how much other cares for self, how important the other is to self, how long the self has

known the other, history of relationship, openness of relationship) (9%).

Note. The percent of all issues classified (total = 1031) in each category are in brackets.

Percentages do not add up to 100 due to rounding.
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Type Number of participants who listed
of Issue issue for at least 3 dilemmas

Br Ii

Upholding Justice 22 (13 males and 9 females)

Self-oriented
Other-oriented
Relationship

Subtypes of Issue:

Caring for others

Nature of relationships

Consequences to self

Upholding relationships

Self-respect

Procedural fairness

Respect for others

Anticipating others' reactions

Listening to/understanding perspectives
Positive recipiocity

Upholding the law

30 (16 males and 14 females)
29 (13 males and 16 females)
28 (12 males and 16 females)

15 (7 males and 8 females)
11 (7 males and 4 females)
11 (8 males and 3 females)
8 (2 male and 6 females)
7 (1 male and 6 females)
5 (4 males and 1 female)
2 (1 male and 1 female)

1 (female)

1 (male)

1 (male)

1 (female)
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Table 4
Examples of Classified Moral Judgments

Care:

"I would have to determine which is more important; the health and welfare of my sister
or being afraid of what effects this will have on my family."

"... love has no boundaries. If he is passionately in love with her he would give his own
life to save hers."

Care(Justice):

"His wife is dying, she should have the company of her husband in her dying days, Heinz
is also suffering enough, that should be punishment enough."

"... has an obligation to wife. Love involves commitment and putting the other person's
interests ahead of one's own ... marriage is a special relationship.”

Care/Justice:

"...by telling everybody what happened I'm protecting others from my cousin and I
believe everybody has the right to know."

"I don't consider hurting anyone ... as a right decision ... as far as standing up for and only
thinking of my sister, I believe that's right."”

Justice(Care):

"... what he is doing is very wrong just because some people are slightly different. He
must be stopped ... many people may be suffering ... the needs of the many outweigh the
needs of the few."

"We are not the only ones in this world. We must respect others and their
opinions/beliefs. We must do our utmost to ensure safety, happiness and stability."
Justice:

"... the professvor is discriminating ... he should be treating everyone equally".

"If they are not punished there will not be any order in our society."
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Table 5
Moral Orientation as a Function of Gender and Type of Dilemma

Type of Females Males Both Genders
Dilemma M SD M SD M SD

Moral Orientation Scores?

Kohlberg 24.1 95 227 125 234, 109
Antisocial 5.7 10.1 53 74 5.5, 8.7
Prosocial 72.2 19.1 613 17.3 66.7, 18.8
Social Pressure 58.3. 16.2 41.0¢ 15.1 49.74 157
Mean 40.1 129 326 124 363 128

Care/Justice Liken-Scaleb

Kohlberg 43 24 42 2.6 42, 25
Antisocial 14 1.1 20 1.9 L7y 1.6
Prosocial 43 2.1 29 26 36, 23
Social Pressure 49 1.7 47 25 48, 2.1
Mean 37 1.8 35 24 3.6 2.1

4Moral orientation scores represent the mean percentage of care-based moral judgments.
DThe scale ranged from 0-7; the higher the score, the more the care.

Note. Means from the same column with different subscripts were different at

the p < .008 level or lower. Means for males and females with different subscripts were

different at p <.01. M = Mean; SD = Standard deviation.
&
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Examples of Classified Real-Life Moral Judgments
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Real-Life Moral Kohlberg Criterion
Moral Judgment Orientation Judgment Match
Score
I feel I did the right thing Justice [Heinz should not steal]
because ... I protected myself J because he would be taking too
against getting a possible great a risk (Form A, Law, CJ
speeding ticket. #8, Stage 2, p. 70)
there was only one option really J [Joe should give his father the
to consider which was obeying money] because his father has
my father since I lived under his done a lot of things for him, fed
roof and he fed and clothed me. him, bought his clothes ...
(Form A, Authority, CJ #7,
Stage 2, p. 249)
to report him is wrong ... his Care/Justice [Heinz should not be reported]
crime didn't take any lives, so C/A because he wasn't really hurting
it's not too serious. anyone ... (Form A, M&C, CJ
#10, Stage 2/3, p. 113)
I think that the best or the Care [The judge should punish
"right" thing to do is o tell my C Heinz] in order to make things

family ... because its safer for
my cousin and for others whom

she is selling drugs to.

safer for people (Form A,
Punishment, CJ #11, Stage 2/3,
p- 156)

table 6 continues
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Real-Life Moral Kohlberg Criterion

Moral Judgment Orientation Judgment Match
Score

the other aspect of morality C [It is important to keep a

meant I care for my mother and
do not want to have her

arrested, embarrassed or feel

hurt & betrayed by me.
I couldn't stand by while this Care(Justice)
guy was doing something CQJ)

wrong, [I] decided to tell her
because I felt it was my
responsibility as a friend to do

SO.

The police had their job--to J
maintain that rules & laws

protecting my rights and the

rights of others are obeyed.

[Did you do the right thing?] C/I
Yes, because you have a greater

responsibility to yourb friends.

promise] because if you don't,
you hurt the other person's
feelings (Form A, Contract, CJ
#17, Stage 3, p. 208)

[Heinz should steal the drug]
because he shouldn't just sit
back and watch her die ... he is
still her husband. (Form A,
Life, CJ #13, Stage 3, p. 26)

[The judge should punish
Heinz] because a judge's
function is to uphold the law
(Form A, Punishment, CJ #20,
Stage 3/4, p. 164)

[Heinz should steal the drug]
because he would feel a
responsibility to care or provide
for his wife (Form A, Life, CJ
#21, Stage 3/4, p. 34)

table 6 continues
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Real-Life Moral Kohlberg Criterion
Moral Judgment Orientation Judgment Match

Score
I thought it was wrong because Justice(Care) [It is important to keep a
not lying is important in [(®)] promise] for the sake of the
maintaining a cooperative orderly or smooth functioning
system for a greater benefit to of society (Form A, Contract,
all. CJ #30, Stage 4, p. 223)
At stake was my initial J [It is important to keep a

committment and honor to work
... What should have been done
was that I continued my job ...

as I was obligated to do.

promise] for the sake of
personal honor, integrity, or
self-respect (Form A, Contract,
CJ #32, Stage 4, p. 225)

Note. The decontextualized moral judgments were interpreted by scorers in the context of

participants' general statements.
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Table 7
Percent of Participants Obtaining the Same or Adjacent Stage Across Types of Dilemma

Kohlberg Prosocial Antisocial

m mr' Helping Loyalty = Transgression Temptation
Kohlberg:
m -—- 95 69 79 50 46
' --- 75 81 56 49
Prosocial:
Helping - 89 75 51
Loyalty --- 79 71
Antisocial:
Transgression --- 85
Temptation ---

Note. The criterion of structural consistency was same or adjacent stage on a 9-point

scale.
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Table 8

Mean Moral Maturity and Moral Orientation Scores as a Function of Gender and Type of
Dilemma

Dilemma Females Males Both Genders

Moral Maturity

Kohlberg:

m 330.8 (48.6) 333.8 (44.4) 3323, (46.3)
mr 319.3 (39.4) 336.8 (44.9) 328.0, (42.9)
Prosocial:

Helping 286.3 (26.6) 289.3 (29.9) 287.81, (28.2)
Loyalty 290.0 (28.2) 292.2 (41.9) 291.1 (35.5)
Antisocial:

Transgression 256.8 (37.5) 250.1 (44.0) 2534, (40.8)
Temptation 2439 (45.7) 240.5 (37.5) 2422, (41.6)
Mean 280.3 (35.9) 281.5 (38.9) 280.9 (37.5)

Moral Orientation

Kohlberg:

I 28.8 (13.7) 28.5 (13.7) 28.6y (13.7)
m' 28.8 (14.3) 24.4 (18.8) 26.6y, (16.7)
Prosocial:

Helping 63.7 (27.3) 64.6 (24.9) 64.2, (26.0)
Loyalty 67.5 (24.3) 57.4 (28.6) 62.5, (26.9)

table 8 continues
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Dilemma Females Males Both Genders

Moral Orientation

Antisocial:

Transgression 274 (23.2) 26.6 (21.9) 27.0, (22.4)
Temptation 13.3 (17.8) 17.6 (25.5) 154, (21.9)
Mean 40.2 (21.0) 38.5 (22.9) 39.3 (22.0)

Note. Means from the same column that do not share a similar subscript are different at
the p <.003 level or lower. Standard deviations are in brackets. Moral orientation scores

represent the mean percentage of care-based moral judgments.
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Table 9
Percent of Participants at Each Moral Stage as a Function of Type of Dilemma

Moral Stage

2 2/3 3 3/4 4 4/5 5
Kohlberg:
m 0 6 44 30 16 3 1
mr' 0 5 49 30 14 3 0
Prosocial:
Helping 5 19 71 5 0 0 0
Loyalty 1 23 69 3 5 0 0
Antisocial:
Transgression 24 43 29 4 1 0 0
Temptation 28 55 15 0 3 0 0

Note. Percentages added across stages do not always add up to 100 due to rounding.
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Table 10
Percent of Participants Obtaining the Same or Adjacent Moral Orientation Score Across
Types of Dilemma
Kohlberg Prosocial Antisocial

m ' Helping Loyalty = Transgression Temptation
Kohlberg:
m - 90 38 46 81 74
mr - 41 44 78 75
Prosocial:
Helping --- 68 41 30
Loyalty --- 38 30
Antisocial:
Transgression --- 75

Temptation




Table 11
Mean Care and Justice Likert Scores?

Type of

Dilemma Care Justice
Kohlberg 6.2, (1.3) 47, (20
Prosocial:

Helping 5.8;¢ (L) 3.0, 22)
Loyalty 5.6p. (1.6) 2.7, (2.2)
Antisocial:

Transgression 454 (20) 5.0, (1.9
Temptation 28, (24) 5.0y 2.1)

4The scale ranged from 0-7; the higher the score, the

more the care or justice.

Note. Means from the same column that do not share

a similar subscript are different at the p < .005 level or

lower. Standard deviations are in brackets.
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Table 12

Mean Ratings as a Function of Type of Dilemma and Question

Real-Life Moral Judgment 88

Question

Exp- Signif- Easy Difficulty Moral

erience icance to discuss of decision Concern
Type of
Dilemma M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
Kohlberg 1.6, 1.7 4.6, 2.0 27 1.8 32, 1.8 59, 14
Prosocial:
Helping 3.6pc 2.3 4.644 1.9 32 1.9 4.4y 1.9 4.8, 1.6
Loyalty 4.1, 2.0 4.7, 1.9 27 1.9 4.7, 1.9 4.6, 15
Antisocial;
Transgression 3.2, 2.0 4.4, 1.9 28 1.9 4.0, 1.9 50p 1.5
Temptation 3.7pc 2.0 3.9y 2.1 27 2.0 3.3, 20 49, 1.8

Note. The scale ranged from 0-7. Means from the same column that do not share a

similar subscript are different at the p < .005 level or lower. M = Mean; SD = Standard

deviation.





