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"SOME COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF SOCIAL DIVERSITY EDUCATION"
By Maurianne Adams and Yu-hui A. Zhou

SUMMARY

This cognitive cdevelopmental, learning style and attitudinal
study of %19 college students enrolled in a general
education "diversity core" undergraduate course on social
diversity and social justice was undertaken in 1988-89, with
a parallel study during Spring-Fall 1989, at a large
Northeastern public research university. It presents pre-and
post-test results from four assessment instruments: Baxter-
Magolda's Measure of Epistemological Reflection (MER), a
Perry measure for cognitive development; Rest’s Defining
Issues Test (DIT), a moral judgment measure adapted from
Kohlberg; Hudson and Ricketts’ Index of Homophobia (IMT) and
Kolb’s Learning Style Inventory (LSI). The college student
sample includes two sub-groups: students who enroll in open
sections and resident assistants who take the course as part
of their inservice training. The paper describes each
instrument and reports demographic profiles together with
Time 1 and Time 2 descriptive statistics for each of the four
assessment instruments. Descriptive statistics for the
epistemolegical developmental measure alsc include two
component domains of the MER measure -- Domain 4 "Role of
Peers" and Domain 6 "Nature of Knowledge"-- which are
hypothesized to be of particular relevance to the Social
Diversity course. The findings show the expected positive
direction of change on developmental and attitudinal
instruments and unexpected change in the Learning Style
Inventory.
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SOME COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS OF

SOCIAL DIVERSITY EDUCATION

College and University campuses over the past decade have
shown evidence of continuing violence and harassment against
students on the basis of gender, race, sexual orientation,
religion and sexual orientation. I refer not only to some of the
more dramatic and well—-documented racial confrontations at
Dartmouth College and the Universities of Michigan and
Massachusetts, but to the increasing reports of date—rape and
sexual vio.ence, the harassment o{'gay, lesbian or bisexual
students in the residence halls and at campus social ewents, the
anti—-Semitic graffiti and menacing telephone threats, the racial
slurs and demeaning assumpticons about reverse racism and
affirmative action cases. These aspects of campus life, whether
they occur in the residence hall or classroom, may be more
readily Known by Deans of Students or residence hall staff than
by faculty, who may not be in a position to see the intergroup
dynamics played ocut among students who bring their preconceived
stereotypes, assumptions and beliefs to campus from their home
communities,

In & large state University these dynamics often reflect
the intergroup stresses experienced within the larger state and
national context. Two decades after the Kerner Commission
(1948), an ACE Commission on Minority Particiﬁation in Education

and American Life reports "that America is moving backward -~ not




forward -— in its efforts to achieve the full participation of
minority students in the life and prosperity of the nation®
(One~-Third of a MNatior, 1988)., The ACE Commission focusses upon
colleges and universities as "a vital social laboratory in which
solutions to Knotty national problems have beén tested and
perfected” (ACE, 1988) and especially urges creative efforts to
value diversity in the academic atmosphere and campus culture.
These dimensions of cross-— of muiticultural campus life
provide a context for the exploratory study described beiow,
which is directed to better understanding the characteristics of
learning and change experienced by students in a credited course

on Secial Diversity. Even if campuses were entirely and equally

safe for ail students and if communication among members of
diverse social and cultural groups successful, educational
interventions focussed on Social Diversity would still have
intrinsic value. But in the current climate there is special
urgency in our better understaﬁding the ways in which our
students can unlearn their stereotypes and prejudiced attitudes,
try on different cultural perspectives and develop strategies to
intervene in harassing and discriminatory tiehaviors.

Briefly told, this paper is part of a larger exploratory
study which will examine social cognitive development in two
groups of college undergraduates involved in a fourteen-week
credited academic course on Social Diversity. One group concists
of undergraduate student staff who take the credited course as
part of their University General Education curriculum and also as

‘oart of their in—-service training. This first group actively

§




attempts to appiy classroom learnings and skills to real-world
residence hall settings. The second group of undergraduates
experience the same curriculum in the context of their General
Education requirement but w}thout the.same degree of intentional
application outside the classroom. "

The courée is based on an educational approach.which
integrates cognitive development with the experiential aspects of
social learning. Course content consists of social and cultural
identity, social diversity and societal manifestations of
oppression in the areas of gender, race, religion, sexual
orientation, and physical/mental disability, Explicit'learning
objectives for the course include (1) Awareness of one’s own
cultural wvaluec and perspectives and those of other social

groups; (2) Information about the history, cultural values

and social context of various social groups including one’s ovwn;
(3) Understanding of the principles of socialization and the
dv¥namics of social oppression;'(4) Recognition of real-world
situations embodying differing social and cultural perspectives

or manifesting social oppression; and (S) Interventions, seen

as skills on a continuum from non-collusion in socially
insensitive situations to actions which educate others or

transform oppressive situations. The cognitive development

aspects of the course are described more fully below.

Research Questions.
The primary long-range goal for our exploratory research

is to identify and document the developmental changes,

transitions or consolidations demonstrated by studente whose
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experience of the course is augmented by direct application of
classroom learning and skills to real-world situations. We will
compare their developmental profiles with developmental profiles
for a s>cond group of students who experience the same curriculum
but who are not directly engaged in similar practice.

To assist us in the overall process of research
exp]oration and discovery, we have developed the following
research questions, which we will revise at each stage of
research as our findinge guide our understanding of the problem.
These questions at present are:

(1> What social cognitive domains and skills are most
directly related to the Social Diversity course content and
procedures?

(2 How do students at different developmental positions
interact with course content and procedures?

(3> Are there identifiable developmental preconditions or
outcomes in the domains of se]?—knbw]edge, social identity,
social perspective taking, moral judgment and complex
problem~-sclving for students’ achievement of the course goais?

(4) Are there identifiable developmental domains or
skills related to social diversity course content and procedures,
other than those named above?

(3) Are there metacognitive or strategic skills involved
in the application of Knowledge and skills from the classroom to
real-world settings?

It is important to emphasize the longmrénge exploratory

nature of this research and of the inquiry suggested by these

10
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questions. These long-ramge research questions are presented as

a framework for the initial research and preliminary findings
discussed in this paper. Ths paper presents the first step in
this investigation and suggests further steps which are dischssed
at the conclusion of this paper.

This initial research step is directed téward four
immediate goals, three of which result in findings reported
in this paper and a fourth which is curréntly in progress:

(1) estabiish base~line descriptive cognitive

developmental profiles for the primary and the parallel

undergraduate populations;

(2) identify areas of commonality or difference in the

base-1ine develomental profiles of the two student

pecpulations; |

(3) use several methodologies to provide a preliminary

assessment of fruitful areas for further inquiry;

(4) establish a framework for future qualitative study.

These research questions reflect our view, derived from
vears of teaching social diversity courses but not empirically
tested, that achievement or non-achievement of our course
objectives is related to various developmental profiles in
domains of self-knowledge, social identity, social perspective
taking and moral judgment and to developmental skills such as
complex problem-solving and recognition of real-world examples in
critical incidents. Further, it is possible that the social
diversity course supports, and possibly facil}tates, development

in related developmental domains. Finally, the capacity of
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students to apply new skills of sel f-awareness, social
perspective—taking and complex problem-solving toc real-world
settings appears to call into operation a second level of
strategic 1earﬁing or metacPQnitive skills. It seems desireabie
therefore to better understand the cognitive, psychosacial and
strategic or executive skills relevant to reai-world transfer and
application as well as those involved in classroom learhing
(Rest, 1986; Perkins & Salomon, 198%; Alexander & Judy, 1988).

The first section of this report will more fully describe
the background and developmental context for the social diversity
course. The second section will review the conceptual framework
of social cognitive development theory which shapes the research
and governs research goals, questions, and selection of

assessment methods. The third section will present and discuss

the methodology and findings for this first stage of research,
with comments or the second stage currently }n progress and
implications for future research. Further research in progress

or projected includes a replication study of the developmental

profiles and a control group of students not involved in social

diversity education.

SECTION I. PBACKGROUND AND EDUCATIONAL CONTEXT.

The Social

Diversity course was initially designed to

provide experiential learning about social and cultural diversity

for undergraduate Resident Assistants in a large state university

(undergraduate enrollment 25,000) with a resident undergraduate

population of 11,800. It integrated instructional innovations
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and social identity development theofy piloted by colleagues
(Weinstein, 1988; Weinstein & Bell, 1985; Jackson & Hardiman,
1988) directed to the pragmantic concerns of residence life. The
Resident Assistants are.student staff who, beyond their other

duties, assume leadership in modelling positive relationships

among members of diverse social and cultural groups. As

front-line residence hall staff, student leaders, role models and
peer educators, they are situated to apply whatever they can
directly to their residence hall communities. Eventually the
course was extended to the general student poputation as an
elective within the General Education curriculum of the
University. Although it is still an experiential educational
intervention, the course also includes complex problem-solving
and inductively arrived at conceptual, understanding.

The course is taught by faculty, professional statf and

graduate teaching assistants each semester in multiple sections.

. The student staff (Resident Assistants) are taught by

professional Student Affairs staff In designated sections, and
the general student populations are taught by School of Education
faculty and graduate teaching assistants in open sections. All
seciions share the same general curriculum, similar instructional
designs and activities and parallel writing assignments. The
designated sections for student staff differ mainly in their more
explicit attention to real-world case studies drawn directly +rom
residence hall student 1ijfe. OQur instructional designs are
derived from social identity and experiential’ training models

noted above (Weinstein, 19838; Weinstein & Bell, 1985; Jackson &

13




Hardiman, 1%988), éxperientjél learning theory (Kolb, 1984) and
cognitibe developmental theory-to-practice instructional models
(Knefelkamp, 1974; Widick, 197, 1978; Mentkowski, 1983>. I[A
full analysis of the SociaI‘Diuersity course is forthcoming.]
Prior to setting out ;n this exﬁloratory research eft+ort
to identify more precisely the developmental characteristics of
the social diversity course, the only descriptive and evaluative
data on changes which occurred within the course -- beyond
anecdotal or impressiocnistic evidence —~- came from
end-ot—-semester LiKert-type student course evaluations,
supplemeiited by open-ended student self-reports. These
evaluations helped shape aur rese;rch questions. At a future
time, these evaluative data will be considered along with our
developmental profiles, usiﬂg a research principle of
triangulation through several data sources, multiple perspectives

and.intersecting methode (Denzin, 1978; Patton, 1980,

SECTION II. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK: SCCIAL COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT.

Research and empirical evidence support the theory-based
view that gains in sccial cognitive development can be
facilitated by learning environments characterized by challenge
(dissonance or contradiction, calling for accomodation) and
support (asgcimilation, reinforced by peer interaction) if these
learning environments are designed to match the cognitive
developmental perspectives or positions of the students (Sanford,
1966, 19673 Widick, 1975, 1978; Knefelkamp, 1974, 19748). There

is also evidence that the development of moral judgment, as a
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specific cognitive developmental domain, can be facilitated by
active practice in moral problem—-solving which involves active
discussions among peers and in which one position beyond the
students is explicitly mode}]ed (Kohlperg, 1969; Rest, 1986&).
These applications of cagnitive deuelopment.theory
provide our major conceptual base. We beliv ‘e that the learning
and sKill represented by the objectives of the social diversity
course go beyond the realm of attitudinal change to more
fundamental social cognitive developmental issues. It will be
important to know whether achievement of course goals entail
developmental change in identifiable domains or whether the goals
entail consolidation of pre-existing developmental profiles in
new content arexs. At the same time, the instructional design
and procedures for the Social Diversity course are also derived
from established social cognitive development principles. The
course incorporates experience-based learning and attempts to
balance challenges to student éssumptions and established
perspectives with support through peer affiliation and structured
interactions (Perry, 1970, 1981; Kitchener, 1982; Kegan, 1981).
The specific domains of social cognitive development which we
think bear on these educational efforts in the field of Social
Diversity include social-perspective taking (Selman, 1979, 182>,
self-Knowledge development (Weinstein & Alschuler, 1985) and
moral judgment (Rest, 1979, 1984). Further, the newly emerging
field nf anti~oppression training theory (Weinstein, 1988) and
social identity development theory (Jackson & Hardiman, 1988) are

directly relevant to the conceptual frameworK for this worK.

_
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Finally, our efforts to encourage the application of
classroom learnings tc real-world situations are ghaped by two
directions in recent developmental research. On the one hand,
there is evidence that optimal skill development is limited to
the immediate facilitating environment (Fischer, 1980, 1984>. On
the other hand, research suggests that transfer across
environmgnts.or domains i3 itself a skKill which can be
facilitated by intentionally combining an information base with

explicit teaching of meftrtognitive strategies (Alexander & Judy,

1988; Perkins & Salomon, 198%9).

gonceptual Framework: Selection of Assessment Methods.

(1) The Perry Scheme and Measure of Epistemological Reflection.

The cognitive deuelopmenf transitions outlined in the
Perry scheme (Perry, 1970, 1983) represent a map of development
familiar to teachers of college undergraduate~. These positions
are somewhat arbitrarily defined, for Perry‘s emphasis is upon
the markKers or cues of developmental movement through
qualitatively different views of Knowledge from certainty through
uncertainty to contextual thought. This scheme tracks students”’
gradual loss of the view that Knowledge is certain and authority
absolute (the Dualist, Positions 1 and 2), their discovery that
some uncertainty seems undeniable, the truth not always Known and
authorities useful in suggesting procedures for problem solving
(Multiplicity, Position 3>, until they are able toc accept |

\ e

16




uncertainty (Multiplicity, Position 4) begin to think

contextualiy (Relativism, Position S) and establish commi tments
within a relativistic framework (Positions & to 9).

This account of cognitive development from a dichotomous
to a contextual way of thinking and from an external to an
internal locus of authority fph.intellectual Judgments, provides
a useful conceptual framework for the intellectual perspectives
called for in Social Diversity education. The Perry scheme alco
provides a reference point for instructional design and
assessment (Knefelkamp, 1974; Widick, 1978; Mentkowski, 1983).
Learning environments can be t..ted: toward contradiction or
disequilibrium to promote change, or toward support and moderated
diversity when contradictions seem overwhelming. And finally,
the Perry model has been shown to suggest the emergence and
evolution of social perspective taking and empathy, meaning the
Capacity to coordinate muitiple frames of reference and to
differentiate "my experience" ar perspective from “your
experience” or perspective (1981). *“The relativist . . . can
understand the differences in experiences as reflecting the
differences in perspectives. Unlike the dualist, the relativist
expects that people will have somewhat different
interpretations of the same event. He or she sees no
contradiction in multiple views of a situation, each having
‘validity’ or ‘truth’" (Benack, 1984).

The Perry scheme has gained currency among college
teachers because of its descriptive power and'its predictive

potentiality. But the translation of theory into practice called

17




for valid assessment technjques to identi?y where students are on
“the developmental s~heme and to assess appropriate developmental
interventions. The absence of a practical as well as accurate
and reliable production instrument prompted the development of
tre Measure of Epistemologi;al Refiection (MER) (Baxter Magolda
tTaonri, 1983, 1984; Baxter Magolda & Porterfield, 19835, 1988).
The MER is a standardized, written production task instrument,
with a series of questions that probe separately six domains
intermingled in Perry research for separate written response and
Justi?ication: educational decision-making, role of the learner,
role of the instructor, role of peers, evaluation, and nature of
Khowledge. The justifications or reasoning structures evoked by
the probes provide units of analysis or cues for coding, based on
a scoring manual which describecs position descripticns and
reasoning structures for each of the six domains. Perry
paositions | through 5 are assigned in each of the six domains on
the basis of Jjustifications elicited by the written prompts. The
positions assigned to the six domains are then averaged for a
Total Protocol Rating. Two trained raters separately rate each
domain of each protocol working from a rating manual (Baxter
Magolda & Porterfield, 1988) constructed to clarify distinctions
among reasoning structures and justifications within each
position., The two raters then reconcile their differences (if
anyy> and arrive at an agreed-upon TPR. Training for raters
occurs through an independent study or seminar method utilizing
the MER Manual and practice protocc's with feedback prior to

~ompleting test protocols to establish agreement with expert
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rater (Baxter Magolda, 1987a).

As noted earlier, Perry’s scneme provides an excellent
fit to the cognitive developmental dimensions of Social Diversity
edﬁcation: internal locus fPr Judgments and decisions, complex
problem solving, abstract and complex thought. The application
of the model to social perspective taking, the coordination of
multiple frames of reference and ability to differentiate among
experiences and points of view (Benack, 1981) confirmed Perry as
a model of choice, despite the restriction of its origin in data
generated by research at an elite private college with pfimarily
male subjects.

The MER’s value as a research tool derives from its
production format, its ease as a paper and pencil instrument with
written questions and probes, the clarity and supportes built into
the Rater Training procedures, and the usefulness of the Rater‘s
Manual with its comprehensive listing of reasoning structures or
justifications for each Perry position in each domain. It is
also useful as a diagnostic tool for syllabus revision or
instructional design, not only from the cuecs of Perry positions
but also from the substance of written recsponses concerning the
role of learner, instructor, peers, and evaluation. [Refer to

Endnote 1 for a more detailed account of the Perry model and

other assessment alternatives.]

(2) The Development of Moral Ju ent an efining Issuyes Test.
The cognitive developmental theory of moral Jjucdgment

locates the emergence of complex and inclucive moral reaconing in

19
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a person’s encounter with moral perspectives or moral dilemmas
that challenge one’s present cognitive structure. Lawrence
Kohlberg developed both a theory of moral! judgment and an
intervention process whereby moral learning environments would
involve exposure to the next higher level of moral reasoning,
stimuli that pose conflicts or contradictions to the present
reasoning structure, and an open format in which conflicting
moral views could be compared (Kghlberg, 198%, 1976; Smith,
1978>. Kohlberg also predicted that there would be regular,
invariant, hierarchical forward movement from lower to higher
stages of moral judgment. [Refer to Endnote 2 for a more
detailed summary of Kohlberg’s theory of moral judgment and the
Defining Issues Test (DIT) model.]l

That this expected cutcome did not always emerge from the
longi tudinal data (Kohlberg & Kramer, 1969), which for some
subjects showed a dip downward during their early college vears,
prompted the view that cotlege'students might exh{bit
transitional moral thinking derived from their discovery of the
uncertainty or relativity of human values (Turiel, 1974),
Gilligan draws upon the Perry scheme to help account for this
transitional moral thinking among college students. She notes
that the discovery of multiplicity by students (positions 3 & 4
could seem to negate the prior certainty of moral judgments,
derived from a newly discredited dualism, but without providing
the criteria or contexts which they discover at position 35
(Gilligan, 1981; Gilligan & Murphy, 1979)., "This transformation

signified a development from the formal mode of Kohlberg’s

20
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principled sclutions to a contextual mode wherein the moral
problem was seen, in Perry’s terms, to be one of commitment in
relativism" (Gilligan, 1981, p. 154).

Kohlberg’s model of moral judgment development, like
Perry’s model of intellectual development, is built upon
empirical data gathered through indepth 1longitudinal interviews,
a method similarly followed in the work of Gilligan (1977) and
Belenky et al (1986). The Kohlberg approach involves an interview
protocol based on hypotheﬁical moral dilemmas (the Heinz dilemma,
for example) with probes to establish a subject’s justification
or reasoning structures. These reasoning structures are matched
to an extensively detailed rating manual to establish Judgment
position along with other information. Interviewers and raters
both require training and certification.

The Defining Issues Test (DIT), by contrast, is an
objectively scored recognition or preference task instrument used
extensively in moral judgment Eesearch. As a recognition or
preference instrument it produces higher stage levels than an
interview or sentence completion format (Rest, 197&; Mines,
1982>. It consists of a moral dilemmas followed by a number of
questions and probes to establish a subject’s reasoning
structures or justifications for the preferred response to the
dilemma. Responses are marked directiy on a form that is machine
scorable. The scoring system provides a profile for each the
subject’s responses at each stage level, the P score (percentage
of Principled or ztage 5 and & responses), reiiability and

consistency checks and several other features (Rest, 1979; Mineg,

21
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1982, .

The DIT over the years has been used in numerous studies
to measure increases in moral Jjudgment attributed to educational
programs and other interven?ions across age groups and
educational levels (Rest, 19846). Rest provides detailed analyses
of these, from a cross-sectional and Iongiﬁudinal perspective
(Rest, 1979) and across cul ture, gender and reiigion (Rest,
1986). According toc analyses and meta—analysis of a
representative sample of S5é DIT studies and over 4000 subjects,
the gender effect on the DIT is thought to be insignficant, as is

the interaction between gender and age/education (Rest, 1%8é>.

(3> Experiential Learning Theory and Learninq Stvle lnventory.

Virtually all educational efforts to stimulate active or
experience—~based learning derive from the work of Piaget, who has
shown in careful descriptive studies of infants, children and
adolescents the interrelation of intellectual growth with active
experimentation and direct, concrete experience (Piaget,
193271965, 1972, 1977>. Kohlberg’s theory of the development of
moral Jjudgment and Perry’s theory of intellectual development as
described above are obviously based upon Piaget’s example.
Piaget’s influence can alsc be seen in the currency of
experiential learning theory (Kolb, 1981, 1984), which has other
roots in Kurt Lewin‘s (1931) application of action-research to
planned-change interventions in small groups, large organizations
and community systems. The Lewin—trad{tion can be traced in the

T~groups and sensitivity training of the fifties and sixties,
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applied to human relations  and the dynamics of group- and
inter—-group interventions and social change. The Social
Diversity course owes its simulaticas, small group discussions,
personal inventories, structured exercises, observation tocols and
sKill-building activities to thece two traditions of social
learning -—- Piagef and Lewin == that converge in the experiential
learning model of David Kolb (1981, 1984).

The ccore of Kolb’s experiential learning model is a four
stage cycle -- from Concrete Experience (CE) through Reflective
Observation (RO) and Abstract Conceptualization (AC) to Active
Experimentation (AE) -- which represents the transformation of
exper 1ce into concepts and behav}or, provides a basis for
identifying different orientations to learning or learning types,
and demystifies theory by rooting it firmly in the concrete
and reflective components of learning (Kolb, 1981). [Refer tb
Endnote 3 for further discussion and illustrative figures,]l

Kolb“s learning model is applicable to the Social
Diversitf course in several ways: (1) as a description of the
four mzior components or stages of social fearning, (2) as a
typology for individual orientations or preterences toward one
comporient over the others and (3) ac a frame of reference for
intentional experiential learning design. Its capacity to
reprecsent the learning cycle as a recurrent phenomena at
increasing levels of complexity, within which all four components
are integrated and consolidated, givee it further value as a

cognitive developmental interwvention as well.

The 1983 revised Learning-Style Inventory (LSI 1%85) ic a




twelve—i tem rank-order forced choice questionnaire designed to
provide information on a subject’s learning strle preference.
Subjects rank-order their preferences among the four possible
responses to each question, - the four responses reflecting the
four learning modes -- Concrete Experience (characterized by
feelingy, Reflective Observation (watching), Abstract
Conceptualization (thinking), and Active Experimentation
(doing>. The LSI measures the respondent’s relative’
orientation toward each of the four learning orientations -- CE,
RO, AC, and AE —-- as well as the two combination scores
indicating preference of abstractness over coﬁcreteness (AC-CE»
.and action over reflection (AE-ROib(Smith & Kolb, 1%8S).

The LSI ¢1985) had value for this initial stage of
exploratory research for at least two reasons. First, we draw
directly on the Experiential Learning model to substantiate Qur
application of all four learniqg modes in instructiconal design
and use the four components of the model to explain to students
our ratidna]e for various instructional activities. This is
important in an experientially taught course which otherwise
seems to some students to contradict the norm they have
experienced of large lectures emphasizing passive learning. The
second reason is to test the possibility that the student staff
in our primary population may differ from the general student
sample in our parallel population on the basis of learning strle
orientation or preference. Although this possibility is derived
mainly from impressionistic evidence, it achi;ves some support

from the practical orientation expressed by some memberc of the
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primary population whose orientation is toward direct application

of skKills, We also believe this aspect of research, along with
the two measures of development, will provide valuable student
profiles for our instructors at the same time that we are
refining our research questions and characterizing the

developmental processes in the domain of social diversity.

(4) Index of Homgphobia.

It seemed important for us to utilize one assessment
instrument at least that measured course content attitudinal
change as distinct from the structural developmental features
of perspective and meaning-making;. The research principle of
triangulation (Patton, 1?80) provides the raticonale toc draw on a
related but distinctive methodology to augment the range of data.
Further, we cannot be sure until we examine our findings thaf the
changes we are locoking for are.primarily developmental or
attitudinal, or the degree to which various aspects of personal
change and learning intersect. It will be clear that as
described thus far, two of the four quantitative measures (the
MER and DIT) focus on cognitive development, while the third
(LSI) =-- although a learning style instrument -=— is nonetheless
derived from a compatible developmental conceptual frameworks.

A word, first, about the domain to which the selected
Index of Homophobia (Hudson & Ricketts, 1980) belongs. One goal
of this exploratory long-term study is to understand whether (and
if so, to what extent) the cutcomes of Social.Diversity education

in the domains of self-awareness, social perspective—taking and
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complex problem solving, are developmental in nature and have
developmental preconditions. Since our curriculum takes up five
general subject areas -- gender, race, religion, sexual
orientation and physical or mental disability -- we are including
one content attitudinal indicator. We chos: an indicator of
homophobia, because course evaluations and classroom observation
suggested that our students had the least prior exposure to
education about sexual orientation and had less prior awareness
of the socially desireable responsee that might cloud an
attitudinal measui ~ Further, the classroom resistance we had
experienced in dealing with sexual orientation as a topic for
study further suggested that the pre~ and post—test resulte on a
reliable inctrument might provide useful information, quite apart
from ite value in triangulating a developmenta!.study. And
finally, if we were to discover more significant change on an
attititudinal measure than in our pair of developmental

instruments, we would Know to shift focus in later stages of our

inquiry. We selected an instrument which focussed upon affect
and feeling toward homosexuality rather than judgments about the
morality of homosexuality or Knowledge or responses corcerning

beliefs or legality, in order to assess the depth and range of

attitudinal cihhange.

The Index of Homophobia or IHP (Hudsocn & RicKetts,

1?80) is a 25-item summated category partition scale with a score
ranging from 0 to 100, Subjects rank their answerces from i (=
Strongly agree) to 5 (= Stron,;ly disagree) in response to

twenty-five statements which probe feelings of fear, disqust,
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anger, discomtort and aversion which the authors characterize as

indicating homophobia. 12 of the 25 statements are positively
stated ("1 would feel comfortable . . . " "I would enjoy"); 13 of
the 27 statements are negatively stated ("I would feel
uncomfortable . . ) and must be reverse scored before the final
score is tallied (e.g., 1=5, 2=4, 4=2, S=1). Recspondents
expressing low discomfort or aversion gain low scores and
conversely, respondents expressing considerable dread, disqgust or
fear show high scores. ([Reliability and validity information

appears in Endnote 4.1

SECTION III. METHODOLOGY AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS:

STAGE ONE OF RESEARCH.

This paper reports on the research design, methodclogy
and preliminary findings at thé first stage of long—-term
exploratory research. The primary recearch objectives at this
initial stage are (1) establishment of base-!ine developmental
profiles for the two undergraduate populations involved in a |
fourteen week credited Social Diversity course, (2> preliminary
compérison of the populations and (2) consideration of the
relative value of findings from instruments drawn €rom several

methodologies, ucing the research principle of triangulation.

Participants and Cohort Sample Size.

Stage one of the research focussed upon creation of

base~liine developmental profiles for two parallel undergraduate

2




populations engaged in a course on social diversity education.

" The primary populations consists of undergraduate Resident
Assistants who are front-line residence hall student staff and
who participate in designated sections of the course augmented by
concurrent application of classroom learning to real-worid
situations. The parallel population is a sample of the general
student population enrolled in open sections of the same course
but not augmented by concurrent application to non-classroom
settings.

The primary population sample size started at 174, but
reduced to 14% by the end of the year through normal mid-year
attrition for student staff. Thié‘group -- Cohort | -- included
all Resident Ascsistants themn on staff in their first year of
service as student staff. They range in age from 18 - 23, in
college class from sophomore to senior and represented nearl} all
college majors available, as described by an official list of
departmental majors in the University.

44% of Cohort 1 participants who completed the study were
male (n = &8>, 544 were female (n = 83). The Cohort | pre-tests
were administered inm early September 1987, while student staf+f
were together in pre—service training but six months betore the
beginning of their Social Diversity course. Post-tests were
administered in mid-May 1988 during the last week of the course.
Nine months elapsed between the two testing periods.

The parallel sample consisted of 7?0 students enrclled in
three open csections of the Social Diversity cﬁurse during the

1989 academic year: 1 section (n = {?) from Spring 1989 and 2
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sections (n = 28 and 23) from Fall 1989. This sample is
identified as Cohort 2 and consisted of 21 men and 44 women, all
four college classes, an age range from 18 to 22 and a number of
departmental majors. The open sections from which the parallel
population was drawn were taught using the same syllabus and
instructional design, the same writing assignments and the same
readings as were used in the designgted sections for the student
staff. The only differences between the two samples derive from
the direct application of learning and skKills practiced by
members of the primary population.

It was not possible to replicate in the study of Cohort 2
the nine-month interwal that elapséd between the pre- and
post—test administrations for Cohort {. 1In the case of Cohort 2
we had only a ten—weekK interval between the pre- and post—tésts.
Further, a full academic year elapsed between the completion'of
Cohhort { post-tests and administration of Cchort 2 pre—~ and post
tests. To strengthen future camparisons between the two
popui;tidns represented by Cohorts | and 2, we added a small
second sample from the primary population. Thic sample of 24 —-
identified as Cohort 3 -- is drawn from the primary population of
student staff as is Cohort 1, but was studied within the same
time frame as Cohort 2 thereby providing a closer approximation
for the primary population of the conditions under which we
studied the parallel population. The small sample size for
Cohort 3 is problematic but we note that further samples now in
progress but not reported in this paper will ﬁrouide better

balanced sample sizec. [See discussion (&) below at p. 43.1
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Cohort 3 student staff were enrolled in designated sections of
the course in Fall 1989. The Cohort 3 age spread was 18-24 with
29% (n = 7) male and 71¥% (n = 17) female. All four college

classes were represented in:;this small sample and a range of

college majors.

Pre—tests for Cohorts 2 and 3 were administered during
the first three weeks of the semester. Posts~tests were
administered during the last week of the semesteb, with a ten to
twelve week interval between the two tests. All 70 students in
Cohort 2 and all 24 students in Cohort 3 completed the pre- and
post—tests, although not all students in these sampleé completed
all aspects of every instrument. fWe indicate the missing data in
the discussion which follows.

Procedures.

Participants in the three cohorts completed four
instruments during both the pre- and post—-tests with one
exception: Cohort 1 was admin{stered the Learning Style
Inventory +for one test only, whereas Cohorts 2 and 3 took the LSI
in both pre— and post-tests to discover whether the LSI profiles
remained constant. The instruments, described in Section II
above, included six domains of the Measure of Epistemological
Reflection (MER), six dilemmas of the Definming Issues Test (DIT),

forced rankings of the 12-item Learning Style Inwentory (LSI) and

the 25 item five-ranked responces to the Index of Homophobia (IHP).
In this initial data base, we collected minimal
"demographic information so as ndt to be intrusive: age, gender,

college clacsg, college major, parental occupation. We plan to
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gather further demographic-data as we determine fram these

findings what demographic information we need and toward what
purpose. For qualitative study at a later research stage,

we pre—collected from members of the three cohorts written
examples of complex problem solving. These examples of writing
were produced by a structured Social Issuec Inventories. [Refer
to (&) below for a description of this instrument.]l We also
collected course evaluations from the semesters and cource
sections pertinent to the three cohorts. These evaluations
consist of Likert-style response items as well as written
responses to open—ended questions.

Rating of the LSI involved basic addition in each of the
four columnes indicating the four learning orientations: CE, RO,
AC and AE. On the LSI we looked simply for the means for each of
the four modes of experiential learning to establish profilec for
individual studente and means for each of the cohorts.

The IHP called for transﬁosing the numbered responces for

the negatively-worded items so that a response of 5 = 1, 4 =2, 2

= 4 and ! = 3, and adding the numbered responses. There is a
formula to adjust for missing iteme.

The DIT was computer read at the Center for the Study of
Ethical Development at the University of Minnesota and computer
reread by us. The Center provided complete printout readings and
a floppy disk, with profiles for all respondents across all
stages. The information in respondent profiles included a
P-score (percentage of principled responses, é.g. regponges at
stages 5 and 4>, an M-scare (Meaningless responzes) ac well asg
31
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other information we will makKe use of in a later stage of

research. The Center established descriptive statistics based
upon a purged sample: All respondents who failed the Centers’
Meaningless and Consistency. checks were deleted from their
statistical analysis, which resulted in a considerably smaller
sample size. In the discussion of findings we draw on both the
purged samples from the Center and our recalculations of
non—-purged responses from the entire samples.

Rating the MERSs required the establishment of at least

two raters who had been trained, tested and certified. A
research team of one faculty member, two doctoral students and
two masters students met throughod% the Fall 1987 semester to
train for testing and certification. This research team was
engaged in Partnership Research derived from the faculty-Student
Affairs partnership which makes possible the participation o?
student staff in Social Diversity education. This research team
worked with a pre-publicétion ;lthough revised version of the MER
Rating Manual (Baxter Magolda & Portertfield, 1988). The team
followed a procedure that combined the workbook method with
weekly seminar meetings, practiced on MER protocols for which
expert ratings and explanations had been provided, and
supplemented our work with individual study as descrubed in
Baxter Magolda, 1987a. Raters were then tested on MER protocols
they had not seen betore, and their responses compar’ by Baxter
Magolda with expert ratings for the test protocols. All five
members of the Partnership Research group weré certified with

inter-rater reliability ranges from .81 to .94.
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Cohort 1 MER rating occurred atter the post-tests had
been administered, following a process by which pre— and
post-tests were'intermingled to reduce possible rater
prejudgments but differentiated pre- and post by a color-cade
unknown to the raters. The five raters formed four rating teams
of two. This overly elaborate process was not followed for
Cohorts 2 and 3, which were rated by two raters only, with
interrater reliability of .91 and .94 at prior certification.

Normally raters work independently and reconcile
differences in the Total Protacol Rating only. For the purposes
of this study, however, raters reconciled differences for every
one of the six domains. We did so ¢c arrive at base-line data
which included frequencies and percentages for two of the six MER
domains which were of special interest to us -- Domain 4, Role of
Peers and Domain &, Nature of Knowledge and Truth . These data

will be included in the discussion section that follows,
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PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS: STAGE ONE.

(1) Demographic Data:

The age range for participants ?n the three Cohorts

ranged from 18 to 24, with the majority between 19 and 20 (74,54

for Cohort 1, age 19 (33¥%) for Cohort 2 and age 20 (30X) for

Cohort 3 at the time of the post-test. Table 1.1 shows +frequency

distribution and percentagecs for age across the three cohorte.

Table 1.1: Age across Cohorts

C Age
Q
.h . .
o] 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 Missing
r
t ; & ar o 2 o
# %’ Z KA F fa S % F /e b3 /e * 3 b e
1 7 3 32| 38 391 40 221 18 7 3 2 1 0] 0 0 0
2 16| 22 231 33 141} 20 8| 11 pA 3 0 0 0 0 71 10
3 1 4 2 8 12] 50 71 29 1 4 0 0 1 d 0 0 ‘

| | t | |
Conorz l: N=149 Cohort 2: N=70

Cohort 3: ¥N=24
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As noted earlié%, the gender balance within the 149

Cohort 1 sample was 44Y% was male, Sé% female. In Cohort 2 (n =

700, 304 were male and 43 ¥ female, with 7% missing data. In

Cohort 3 (n = 24>, 29% were'male, 71 female. Table 1.2 shows

frequency distribution for gender across cohorts.

Table 1.2: Gender across Cchorts

G Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 3

e (N=149) (N=70) (N=24)

n

d

e & % a % a %

r

M 66 44.3 21 30.0 7 29.2

3 83 55.7 14 62.9 17 70.8
Missing 0 0.0 3 7.1 0 0.0

All three samples presented a range of college majors

with no special clustering of academic interects. This is not

surprising in the case of Cohort 2, made up of studentes taking

Social Diversity primarily to fulfill a University General

Education requirement, but it did surprise us in the case of
student staff in Cohorts 1 and 3. In Cohort | fn = 149>, the

college majors generated 23 different major departments, with no

one major exceeding the higﬁ of 14X «n = 21) for Management

majore., Only two other majors had more than 10 of the Cohort 1

sample of 14%: Science majors from College of Arts and Sciences

were 1% (n = {7

and Communication Studies majors 10X n = 195).
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The next two were 84 for both Engineering and Psychology (n =

125,

Cohort 2, a smaller sample (n = 70), had only slightly
less variety, 17 academic majors with ¢ (134 missing data. The
three majors over 10% for this group were Engineering 20% (n =
14>, English 104 (n = ?) ang History 194 (n = 13).

Cohort 3, a smaller sample of student staff (n = 24),

represented {1 majors. In this sample only three majors showed

at the 12.54 (n = 3): Political Science, Psychology and History.

Missing cases were 12.5¥4 (n = 3).

477 of Cochort | were juniors (n = 70), not surprising in

the light of eligibilify recstrictions for student staf+.
Similarly, $2.54 (n = 135) of Cohort 3 -~ the smaller sample of

student staff ~-~ were also juniors. 1In Cohort 2, the sample was

fairly evenly distributed among first-year studentz, sophomores
and juniors. Table 1.3 shows frequencies and percentages for

distibution of college class across the three cohorts.

Table 1.3: College Class across Cohorts

Cc Cohort 1 Cohort 2 Cohort 3

1 {(N=149) {(N=70) (N=24%)

a

s

s 2 . ¥ % r %
Fr 0 0.0 17 24.3 1 +.2
Soph a7 31.5 2% 34.3 1 3.2
Jr 70 47 .0 16 22.9 15 §2.3

»

S. 32 21.5 8 % 11.4 7 22,32

Missing 0 0.0 5 7.1 0 . 0.0
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(2) The Measure of Epistemoloqical Reflection (MER).

We used the MER to estab]ish.deve!opmcnta] profiles for
each sample and to assess the effects of time, which we
had been unable to hold equ;1 across cohorts. we.also looked for
differences between the two student populations. Finally we
looked for developmental profiles which might support the
current instructional design, keyed primarily to Position 3
(Multiplicity) but with moderate attention to needs of students
in Position 2 (Dualism) and Position 4 (Relativism).

OQur on-going observation of student staff —-- the
population from which Cohorts 1 and 3 were drawn -~ had led us to
believe that Domain 4 (Role of Peers) and Domain $ (Mature of
Knowledge and Truth) should bear special scrutiny. Student stxf+f
charactéricstically seemed especially interested in the views. of
their peers and they seemed unusually aware that their peers had
subjective points of view that differed from their own, a
developmental perspective which has been shown to be congruent
with Relativistic thinking (Benack, 1984). We hypothesized that
Domains 4 and & might be a leading edge for development in a
course devoted to Social Diversity and social perspective—-taking
for the general student population in the open sections
(represented in our sample by Cohort 2) as we]] as for the
student staff in designated sections.

The majority of participants in each of the three cohorts
responded according to Position 3 (Multiplicity) across most
domains. A notable exception occurred in Domain & (Nature of

Knowledge and Truth), where the three cochorts had a stropg
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Position 4 (Relativism shbwing. Statistical analysis showed no
significance at .05 for the Domain 4 and Domain & frequencies.
Table 2.1 shows MER means and s*andard deviations across
the three cohorts. Table 2.2 (next page) shows the frequencies
and percentages across cohorts for MER Domain 4 (Role of Peersy,

Domain ¢ (Nature of Knowledge and Truth) and Total Protocol

ratings.

Table 2.1: MER: i)escriptive Statistics for Pre and Post Tests across
Cohorts

C .
o T MER 4 MER 6 TPR
h e
o s .
r t Mean |Std.Dev. Mean |Std.Dev. Mean {Std.Dev.
t
P
r 3.13 0.69 3.47 0.66 3.31 0.56
e
1
P
o 3.15 0.59 3.53 0.67 3.29 0.60
s . :
£
P
r 3.05 0.686 3.16 0.64 2.91 0.34
e
2
P
o) 3.24 0.60 3.41 0.64 3.16 0.38
s
£
P |
r 3.21 0.59 J.52 0.359 3.11 0.34
e
3
P .
o) 3.28 0.58 3.71 0.47 3.33 ~0.32
s
£

Cohort 1 Pre=tegt: N=112; Cohort 1 Post-tesat: N=108; Cohort
2 Pre~test: N=5§7; Cohort 2 Post-test: N=62; Cohort 3 Pre-
test: N=21; Cohort 3 Post-test: N=1T7.
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Table 2.2: MER: Frequencies and Percentages across Cohorts

P
o MER 4 MER 6 TPR:%
C s
o i
hi{ t Pre-Test | Post-Test Pre-Test | Post-Test Pre-~Test | Post-Test
o i
r| o
ti n F % # - % - # % # % # % # %
2 19 12.8 11 7.4 10 €.7 7 4.7 2 1.3 5 3.4
3 60 | 40.3 67 | 45.0) 39 26.2| 38| 25.5} 76 51.0} 67 45.0
1 4 31 20.8 27 18.1( 62| 41.6| 56| 37.6} 31 20.8| 35 23.5
5 1 0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 2.0 21 1.3 1 0.7
Missijg 38 25.5| 44| 29.5| 38| 25.5! 45| 30.2| 38 25.5 1 41 27.5
2 13 18.6 ] 8.6 9| 12.9 5 7.1 6 8.6 1 1.4
3 38 54.3| 34| 48.6| 36 | 51.4| 27| 38.6) 58| 82.3{ a7 67.1
2
4 16 22.9 19| 27.1| 22| 31.4| 29| 41.4 3 4.3 14 20.0
Missing 3 4.3 11 13.7 3 4.3 31 12.9 3 4.3 8 11.4
2 2 8.3 1 4.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
3 15 | 62.5 11 45.8 12 | 50.0 5| 20.81 21| 87.3 9 37.5
3 4 T 29.2 6 25.0 10 | 41.7 12 | 50.0 3 12.5 8 33.3
5 0 0.0 0 Gg.0 1 4.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Pissiug 0 0.0 ] 25.0 1 4.2 71 29.2 0 0.0 T 23.2

*3Note: TFR position is computed in the following manner:

to 3.49 = 3; 3.30 to 4.49 = 4; 4.30 to 5.49 = 3.

Cohort 1:

N=149

Cohort 2: N=70
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We must comment on missing cita in the MERs, primarily in
the sampies of student staff (Cohorts 1 and 3), which range for
Cohort 1| (n = 149) from 25% (n = 38) among pre—tests to 30X (n =
4S) for post—-tests; the smailer sa@plé of Cohort 3 (n = 24)
reaches 29% (n.= 7) for post—-tests. We found student staff
extremely hard-pressed at the end of the semester, more so than
the general student population, and they cut corners even when
otherwise compieting their responses to the post—tests. Some
Cohort 1| MER post-test protocols were terse to the point of
unratability, a problem we later worKed to correct with Cohorts 2
and 3, where we stressed the importance of cbmplete responsces.
As a result of 28% missing data, we question the reliability of
Cohort § TPRs. The same is true for Cohort 3. The replication
study currently in process should correct this problem and
provide reliable profiles.

A1l three zamples gshow modest increases in mean scores
for Domain 4 (Role of Peers) and Domain & (Nature of Knowledge
and Truth). (See Table 2.1 above.)> It is notable that these
Domain-specific gains hold true even for Cohort 1, where
otherwise the TPR mean zhows a slight overall decrease of .02 fom
3.31 to 3.29. Again, it will be important toc see whether these
domain~specific increases repeat in the replication study. It
wiil alsec be interesting to consider whether the student staff
cohort, studied over a nine-month period, was showing
consclidation at Position 3 (Multiplicity) in a challenging
education—~to-practice program in a new domain of learning, rather
than movement to Position 4 (Relativism) except in Domain &
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(Nature of Knowledge and Truth).

Cohort 3 shows a slight gain from a TPR mean score on the
pre—test of 3.11 (SD = .34): to a TPR mean score on the post-test
of 3.33 (SD = .32) with 7 missing cases. Cohort 2 showed a
larger gain, although from a lower pre-test TPR mean of 2.%1 (SD
= .34) with 3 missing cases, to a post-test TPR of 3.1& (SD =
+38) with 8 missing cases. In all three cohorts we may be seeing

either movemant into Position 3 (Multiplicity) or consclidation

within Position 3.

(3> The Defining Issues Test (DIT).

At this initial stage of research, in which the primary
emphasis is upon creation of base-line developmental profiles for
both student populations, we are focussing primarily on the P (=
Principled) score for the DIT. P-scores represent the percentage
of answers to the moral dilemmas for a given respondent at the
stage S and & levels. As noted above, we are working here with
two sets ot descriptive statistics for DIT findings. The first
set derives from a purged sample prepared for us by the Center
for the Study of Ethical Development (University of Minnesota)
which omits any DIT protocols failing the Meaningiess,
Consistency or multiple error checks. The smaller size of this
DIT sample, &after purging, creates problems of sample size (with
concomi tant assets of sample reliability) equivaient to our
removal of MER protocols with missing or unrafable responses

(reported as missing cases in the MER sample). We recalculated
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DIT data in our unpurged samples. These data report a larger

sample size but less reliable findings. Missing cases in this

second instance result from protocols without answers or

protocols not turned in. i
Table 3.1 (wWhizh appears on the following set of pages) f§

shows the purged sample across coho#ts, and within Cohort 2

across subgroups from the 3 open sections of the Social Diversity

course. These are the data as sent to us from the Center for the

study of E:hical Development at the University of Minnesota.

Their descriptive data enables us to examine movement across

individual stage positions rather than focus upon the percentage

of principled answers only. They'also provide norms for

comparison (Rest, 1979), Table 3.2 {next pages) presents the E

means and standard deviations for the three cohorts from the

purged sample and %rom our larger inclusive sample. . ;L
It is important to Keep iin mind the purged sample sizes

if one is tempted to interpret the stage—-to-stage movement shown

in Table 3.1 or changes from pre—test to post—test. Although the

Cohort 1 data, for example, show a slight decrease in Stage 2, 3

and 4 scores concomitant with a slight increase in Stage 3Sa, 5Sb

and & scores, the sample loss is 45 within the purged sample,

drawing sample size down from 135 pre-test subjects to 20

post-test subiects. The pre-test purged sample (n = 133> has 13 —;

fewer than our inclusive sample (n = 148 with | missing case) and

at the post-test the purged sample (n = 90) has S5 fewer than our

inclusive sample (n = 145 with 3 missing cases).




Table 3.1:

DIT: Descriptive Statistics for Purged Samples Across Cohorts and

Subgroups
" -
C |S e Stage
o u | T a
h |bje n .- A M P
o G | s / 2 3 S5a 5b [
r Tr t S
t |lp D
P M 3.30 8.55(16.99 | 18.10 4.75 3.82 2.34 2.38 | 44.11
T
e .
n D 2.99 5.23 6.64 6.73 | 13.77 2.84 2.59 2.14 | 14.13
o
1 n
e [P | M 2.75 7.81115.16 |19.686 5.05 4,30 2.49 2.78 | 48.35
(o}
s
t | D 2.81 4.81 6.79 6.58 | 15.02 3.20 2.60 2.41 | 14.39
P M 2.79 7.06 |17.02 |18.74 5.11 4.49 2.79 2.00 { 47.24
bl
e
D 2.09 7.06 8.98 7.10 2.93 2.28 2.16 2.45 | 14.38
1
PIM 2.67 7.89 | 15.63 {19.71 4.83 4.28 2.67 2.34 | 48.03
o
s
t | D 2.64 3.72 6.53 6.15 3.77 3.68 2.00 2.41 | 15.25
Pl M 3.33 111.49) 13.45 |18.47 4.57 2.16 4.06 2.48 | 42.0G
r-
e
D 2.95 4.59 8.39 5.22 2.53 2.04 3.47 2.21 9.59
2 2
P M 2.79 9.051| 13.94 |(19.09 4.89 4.04 3.30 2.89 | 46.72
o
s
t D 3.06 4,08 8.71 6.03 2.94 2.62 3.06 2.33. 12.31
P M 2.00 {18.41 | 20.24 7.71 2.65 2.12 5.29 1.59 | 20.79
r
D 2.490 4.15 3.87 3.67 2.87 2.29 2.57 1.37 8.26
3
Pl M 4.01 7.67{ 16.37 |17.71 4.68 3.18 2.50 3.78 2.61
o)
s
t D 3.29 3.87 5.32. | 8.14 2.25 3.32 2.36 2.29 ] 15.48
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Table 3.1: DIT: Descriptive Statistics for Purged Samples, continued from pre-

vious vage

M
C S e Stage
o) u {T ta
hlble |Dn N A M. b
al G ls |/ 2 . 4 5a |. 5o
r r t s
A D- D
. 1P 1M 3.57 | 16.62 | 18.76 9.48 | 2.71 3.42 | 2.85 | 24.85
T
a -
n 7] 3.45 4,94 | 4.49 4,22 1.98 2.45 | 2.00 7.30
3 o : .
n .
e |P IM 3.71 2.73 |17.72 115.28 3.60 3.26 3.76 { 38.04
5 )
s
t |D 3.20 4,37 5.61 1 6.87 3.47 3.01 | 2.49 | 13.08
M 3.03 8.80 | 17.01 {15.81 | 3.20 2.54¢ | 2.89 [43.18
Norm :
D 2.81 5.14 | 8.07 | 6.31 3.40 2.81 | 2.24 14.32

Conore 1: TFre-Test = N=133; Post-Test

Cohorz 2, Subgroup 1:
Conhort 2, Subgroup 2:
Cohort 2, Subgroup 3:

P An— gt

College Norm Sample:

Pre~Test - N=i6:
Pre-Test - N=22;
Pre-Test - N=17;
Cohiort 3: DPre-Test - N=1T;
N=270

- N=¢0
Post-Test - N=
~ Post~Test - N=
Post-Test - N=
Post-Test - N=12

o oG )

These descriptive statistics were prepared from the purged DLT Samples by the
Center for the Study of Ethical Develorment at the University of Minnesota.

For an evplanation of the college norm sample, see Rest, 1978.

Table 3.2: "DIT PTScores:'Descriptive Statistics for ?urged and Total
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As Table 3.2 indicates, the Cohort | purged sample (n =

135) had considerably higher P-score means than the complete
sample P-score means. The purged sample had P-score means of
44.11 (8D = 14.13) and 48.3% (8D = 2.268) whereas the total
inclusive sample P-score means of 41.83 (SD = 15.38) and 33.06
(8D = 23.3). We are puzzled by this score loss in the total
inclusive sample; which clearly does not accord with gain
predictions from moral judgment deuelopmené theory. Gain loes
did not occur in the other samples and, more important, did not
appear in the purged DIT Cohort 1 sample which showed a P-score
gain. To add to the puzzle, the purged post-test sample from
Cohort 1 -- when compared by the gtatistical service at the
Center for the study of Ethical Dewvelopment to the norms they had
established for College Age respondents to the DIT (Rest, 19?9)
-=- indicated statistical significancé (p < .05 in relation to
their college norms.

We did a simple Pearson correlation between Cohort i pre—
and post—~tests for total samples and we find a significant
correlation in the case of stages 4, Sa and 6, as well as the
Meaningless check and the P-scores. We are not ready to
interpret these findings and will reexamine them in the light of
findings from the replication study currently in progress. {See
discussion in (&) below.]

Table 3.2 shows that Cohorts 2 and 3 gaihed as predicted
from developmental theory (Rest, 1979, 198&) by as much as 10%
for the total sample of Cohort 2 and 12% for the purged and total

samples of Cohort 3 (10 missing post—test cases).
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We will peturn to these data for an inter—stage and
intra~cohort analysis of both purged and total samples within
each of the three cohorts at a later stage of research. At a

later time we will study gain scores in our replication study and

test again for significance.

(4) Learning Style Inventory (LSI>.

In the initial research plan, we had intended to
administer the LSI once only and did so with Cohort 1. Cohorts 2
and 3 were given the LSl at both pre- and post—test periods. For
cross—cohort comparison in this initial report, therefore, we
compare the Cohort { single LSI test findings with the éohorts 2
and 3 pre~tests results,. The pre= and post-test recsults for
Cohorts 2 and 3 revealed interesting differences and we will
present them ceparately.

Table 4.1 shows the frequency and percentage means for
each of the four learning style orientations (CE, RO, AC and AE>

across the three cohorts. One finding, which contradicted our

Table 4.1: LSI: Frequencies and Percentages Across Cohorts

C

o CE RO AC AR Missing
h

o

T # % # % # % # % # %
£

1 25 16.8 20 13.4 39 26.2 21 14.1 44 29.5

2 6 8.6 14 20.0 14 20.0 21 30.0 15 21.4

3 5 20.8 4 16.7 6 25.0 8 33.3 1 4.2

Cohort 1: N=149 Cohort 2: N=T70

Q 4(3
40

Cohort 3: N=z24




initial expectation that the profile for Cohort 1, which

was made up of student staff who expressed strong interest in the
“practical” applications of the Social Diversity skills,; showed
the largest clustering -- 26.2% (n = 39> -- in Abstract
Conceptualization with a balanced profile among the other three
orientations (44 missing cases). On the other hand, the smgll
Cohort 3 sample supported our expectation, with 33.3% ¢(n = 3)
preferring Active Experimentation at the pre—test, but the second
highest mean of 254 (n = &) preferring Abstract
Conceptualization. 30X (n = 21) of Cohort 2 favored AE, followed
by a tie at 204 (n = 14) favoring AC and 20% favoring RO (15
missing cases).

These data provide interesting discomfirmation of an
assumption that students who self-select into the role of student
staff (represented in Cohorts ! and 3) select any one learning
style orientation or preference.

It is of further interest that the results from pre- and
Qost test administration of the LSI suggested shifts in
orientation within the Cohort 2 and 3 samples. Thece
intra-cohort changes in overall profile are shown in Table 4.2
(see next page). Statistical analysis suggested that the
intra-cohort changes from pre~ to post-tests for Cohorts 2 and 3
reached significance (p < .05). We will study the results of the
replication study in progess to see whether the intra-cohort
changes in learning style orientation over a 10 week interwal

recurs.

We do not have comparable data or norms regarding changes
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in learning style orientation during an equally short period

Table 4.2: LSI: Frequencies and Percentages for Pre-Test and Post-Test:
Cohorts 2 and 3

C
o T CE RO AC AE Migsing
h e -
o s
T t ¥ * # % # % # % # %
£
P .
T 8 8.6 | 14 |20.0 | 14 |20.0 | 21 |30.0 | 15 |21.4
e
2
P
o) 14 |20.0 | 12 [17.1] 18 (22.9 | 16 |22.9 {12 |17.1
s ) N
t
P
T 5 120.8 4 |16.7 6 |25.0 8 |[33.3 1 4,2
e
3
P
Q 2 2.3 4 116.7 4 116.7 4 116.7 | 10 41.7
3
t
Cohort 2: N=70 Cohort 3: N=24

between tests. We will want to Know whether changes in

orientation by individual students is related to our even—handed

emphasis upon each of the four dimensions o+ the Experiential

Learning Cxcle as reference points for insstructional activities

and assignments. The number of missing cases makes us reluctant

to overtax these preliminary data and we will reexamine this

aspect of the study with the replication study and comparison

study.

(3) Index of Homophobia (1HP).

It will be remembered that the IHMP 1 - 100 scoring svstem
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is one in which the lTower score indicates greater comfort toward
Qays and lesbians and the higher score indicates greatef dread or
disgust, indicative therefore of greater homophobia. Table 5.1
shows the decreased scores in each cohort. It was not surprising
that Cohort 2 general stude;t sample éhowed higher pre-scores for
homophobia —-- although still below 30% =-- than the two samplec of
student staff. Statistical analysis found significant change for
Cohorts | and 2 in the two test perfods (p < .035). Thig change
affirms student assertions in the ocpen—ended course eualuatioﬁs
that their most memorable learning dealt with homophobia, in part

(they asserted) because they had the least awareness or Knowledge

in that area.

Table §5.1: MHP:-Descriptive Statistics for Pre-Test and Post-Test
Across Cohorts

Cohort 1 _ Cohort 2 Cohort 3
(N=149) ‘ (N=70) (N=24%)
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Pcst
Mean 41.7 36.0 48.4 | 39.3 29.4 27.8
Std.Dev. | 16.2 16.6 18.8 20.2 16.8 17.1
# cases 148 107 69 62 23 18
Missing 1 42 1 8 1 6
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(8) Implications for Further Research: Next Steps.

This initial report represents the first stage of a
larger exploratory study, currently in progress. The base-line
developmental profiles presented here are limited by some of the
methodological difficulties that emerged in the initial stages of
administering the instruments. Briefly, these difficulties
included differing sample size across post—test cohorts,
different time frames for Cohort 1 and Cohorts 2 and 3, and
incomplete post—-tect protocols marring MER and purging DIT
.results. Thece difficulties will be corrected in the replication
study currently in progress, which include these changes: (1)
Evenly matched (n = 150) large sample size for the primary and
parallel populations; (2) Equivalent time frames for the primary
and parallel populations (e.g., both tested in the same Spring
1990 semester); (3) Efforts to elicit thorough completed profocol
responses; (4) Additional demographic data, such as ethnic and
racial background and GPAj; (5)-Statistica1 analysis for
significance of overall gains (wherever they occur) and to test
for the effects of time, age, college class and gender.

Confirmation or disconfirmation of the preliminary
findings reported in this paper can be provided at the next
stage. In particular, confirmation or disconfirmation will be

looked for in the following areas:

(1) Demographic Data: Do departmental majors of college

students bear on response to Social Diuersity.education? On

learning sty¥le (Kolb, 1?81>7? What are the comparable effects of

o0




age in relation to college class on MER or DIT scores? Is there

-

a geﬁder effect? 1Is there a race or ethnicity effect? And does

GPA correlate with developmental level or movement?

(2) MER: We would want to canirm the overall Position 3
(Multiplicity) profile for these students and confirm the
preliminary evidence that Domain 4 (Role of Peers) and Domain ¢
{(Nature of Knowledge and Truth) develop in advance of other
domains., In particular we will look for confirmation of gain
scores in those two domains. We will read for gender effects in
st¥le of response. insofar as those are notable in the language
produced by the MER probes (Baxter Magolda, 198%9a & b). We will
also look to TPRs fdr confirmatioﬁ of developmental corsciidation

within Multiplicity for the new domain of social and cul tural

diversity, rather than developmental movement, given the time

effect and limitations of a single 14-week semester,

(3> DIT: We need to provide an inter-stage intra-cohort
analysis if we are td interpret the nature af individual and
cohort profiles, a procedure recommended by Rest (1979). Such an

analysis is called for in the current samples as well as the

replication study.

(4) LSI: We will wanﬁ to confirm the distribution of

tearning styles within separate sections of the Social Diversity

course as well as between or across cohorts. More important we
will monitor changes in learning style orientation and preference
- 45 =




between pre— and post-tests.

(5> IHP: Gain scores on the content attitudinal measure

appeared our most clear-cut. We will confirm these findings and
evaluate the use of other c;ntent attitudinal measures, in other
content areas of the Social Diversity course: race, gender,
anti—Sgpitism for example. It is possible that short term
change;/in attitude and feeling toward specific course content
are more visible than structural qualitative changes in

developmental domains, at least as those changes are currently

measured by existing assesement instruments and within a fourteen

week time frame.

Mext, a step especially critical toward ocur long-term
research goals involves the establishment of base-line ] g

developmental profiles for a comparison sample of undergraduate

students matched for college class, age and gender but not
involved in the Social Diversity course or pther formal classroom
or training'aspects of social diversity education., Such a
comparison profile will help us disentangle the effects of formal
social diversity education from the common experience among all
students of the effects of time, exposure to college, and

exposure to social and cultural differences on campus or in home

communi ties.

Finally, we wil]l examine the feacibility of identifying

qualitative developmental descriptors for students selected from

D&




the initial as well as our~!ater samples. We will do this by
examining éocial Issues Inventories written by and cqllected from
members of Cohorts 2 and 3, for developmental cues in the domains
of self-knowledge (Weinstein & Alschuler, 1985), social identity
development (Jackson & Hard?man, 1998) and social perspective
taking (Selman, 1978, 1980; Benack, 1984). This will be a pilot
e%fort to assess the feasibility of more systemmatic qualitative
research in identified cognitive domains. Such deuelopﬁental
cues generated from student writing, once established, would
provide a valuable qualitative elaboration for the information

provided by our base-line developmental profiles.

We will foilow those students from Cohorts { and 2 who
remain available and interested, by re-admin}stration of all
instruments, supplemented with taped interviews. A pilot
follow=-up will explore the long—term dewvelopmental effects and
generate information from student self-reports concerning
subsequent appiication to real-world situations of the course
Knowledge and skille. 1In parti&ular we intend to characterize,
from a student point of view, the factors that facilitate or
inhibit continuing application of social diversity awareness,
Knowledge and skill to real world settings. These factors

clearly merit further study.

923

- 47 -




3 -

ENDNOTES AND ILLUSTRATIVE DIAGRAMS. -

(1) The Perry Scheme, Assessment Measures, and the Measure of
Epistemclogical Reflection.

The process by which college students achieve tne overall A
intellectual goals of higher education == internal
self-regulation of thought :and behavior, critical thinking,
compiex problem-soclving, abstract and complex thought —-- has been
convincingly described by William Perry (1970, 1981) as a
Pilgrim’s Progress, complete with Sloughs of Despond, along a map
of qualitatively different, sequential perspectives on meaning.
These positions describe intellectuai development from dichtomous
or Dualistic intelliectual constructe (the first two Perry

pocitions) to a complex, contextual or Relativistic understanding o
of Knowledge and readlity at position 3. NEE

Uncertainty, first hinted at in position 2, is understood S
at pocition 3 as a temporary phenomenon under the belief that all
will be Known in the future. Position 4 students believe most if
not all knowledge is uncertain and lack procedures or criteria to
evaluate one opinion in relation to another, although the il
transition involves procedures and methods to think about 2
Knowledge. Within the stages described as Multiplicity
(positions 3 and 4), diversity of opinion is accomodated as a
special caze within a dualistic epistemology, until the
achievement of a Relativistic perspective at Position 3.

The transition to Relativism is characterized by a
turning away from diversity of opinions as a special case within
Dualiem ("not Known yet") or separate legitimacy in limited
domains (*humanities* or "arts"), toward the existence of diverse
perspectives or contexts as frameworks from which judgments can
be derived. By position § Xnowledge is understood to be
contextual, with perspectives adjusted in the critical light of
relevant evidence. This scheme of development has been found to
characterize the evolution of students’ thinking in a variety of
educational cettings and across course content domains (Perry,

1981: Knefelkamp, 17274; Kurfiss, 1975, 1977; Stephenson & Hunt,
19773 MentKowskKi, 1983).

The Perry scheme of development precents a nine position
evolutionary movement, of which only the first five stages or
posi tione are underztood to describe distinct cognitive
structures. The the remaining four describe modes of ethical
commitment in relativiem. The two diagrams reproduced here from
Perry’s 1981 essay "Cognitive and Ethical Growth: The MaKing of
Meaning” “rovide wvisual representations of the scheme.

The adaptability of the Perry scheme to the transitions
and transformation of intellectual percpective experienced by
college students has prompted a'number of assessment tools.

Al though some researchers have employed the original interview
me thodology to replicate or extend Perry’s work for new
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Figure 1. Scheme of Cognitive and Ethical Development

Positon |

Transition

Position 2 -

Authorities know, and if we work har
learn Right Answers, all will be well.

But what about those Others I hear about? And differ
ions? .And Uncertainties? Some of our own Authorities disagree

with each other or don’t seem to know, and some give us prob-
lemns instead of Answers,

True Authorities must be Right, the others are frauds. We remain

Right. Others must be gifferent and"Wrong. Good Authorities give

us problems so we can learn to find the Right Answer by our own
independent thought.

d, read every word, and

ent opin-

Transition But even Good Authorities admit they don’t know all the answers
vert

Position 3 Then some uncertainties and different opinions are real and legiti-
mate remporariiy, even for Authorities, They’re working on them
to get to the Truth.

Transition

Posirion 4a

But'there are 5o many things they don’t know the A
And they won’t for a long time,

Where Authorities don’t know the Right Answers, evervons has a
= P

right to his own opinion;: no one is wrong!

nswers tol

Transition But some of my friends ask me to Support my opinions with fac:s
{and/or) and reasons. :
Transition Then

Position 4b

wiat right have They to grade us? Abour what?
In certain courses Authorities are not asking for the Rien

gnt Answer:
They want us to rhink about things in a certain way, supporting

-ovinion with data. That's what they grade us on.

Transition But this “‘way” sesms to work in most courses, and even outside
them. '

Position § Then all thinking must be like this, even for Them. Everything is
relative but not equally valid. You have to understand how each
context works. Theories are not Truth but MmeIaphors to interpre:
data with. You have to think about your thinking.

Transition But if everything is relative, am I relative t00? How can [ know
I'm making the Right Choice?

Position 6 I see I'm going to have to make my own decisions in an uncertain
world with no one to tell me I'm Right.

Transition

Position 7

I'm lost if I don’t. When [ decide en my career (or marriage cr
values) everything will straighten out.

Well, I've made my first Commitment!

Transition Why didn"t that sertle evervthing?

Position 8 ['ve made several commitments. ['ve got to balance them—how
mary, how deep? How certain, how tenrative?

Transition Things are gertting conrtradictory. [ can't maike logicai sense our of
life’s dilemmas.

Position 9

This is hew life will be. | must be wholeh
fight for my vaiues yet respect others, bei
right yet be ready to learn. [ see

earted while tentative,
leve my de=pest values
that I shall be retracing this whole

journey over and over—but, [ hope, more wisely,

From William G. Perry, J.
in Arthur W. Chickerin

"Cognitive and Ethical Growth: Th

e Making of Meaning,"
g (Ed.), The Modern Americ

an College (Jossev Bass, 1981), p.79.
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Figure 2. A Map of Development ' .

» Development

R
Dualism modified by ‘i . . o
Multiplicty s, % Evolving Commitments

POSidon 1——,2——,36(1/(} 3 ' 6-._»} 3 .

- ' 407 1 .
i
S -
m

J

Reweat Escape

Dualism. Division of meaning into two re..lms—Good versus Bad. Right versus Wrong, We
versus They, All that is not Success is Faifure, and the like. Right Answers exist
somewhere for every problem and authorities know them. Right Answers are 10
be memorized by hard work. Knowiedge is quantitative. Agency is experienced as

“out thers” in Authority, test scores, the Right job.

Mulrplicity. Diversity of opinion and values is recognized as legitimate in areas wiere
right answers are not vet known. Opinions remain atomistic without pattern or
system. No judgments can be made amonc them so “‘everyone has a right to his
own opinion; none can be called wrong.”

Relarivism. Diversity of opinion, values, and judgment derived from coherent sources. evi-
dence, logics. systems, and patterns allowing for analysis and comparison. Scme
ovinions may be found worthless, while thers will remain matiers about wilich

reasonable people wiil reasonably disagree. Knowledge is qualitative dependent
on contexts.

Commirment (uppescase C). An affirmation, choics, or decision (career, values. poiitics,
personal relationship) made in the awareness of Relativism (distinct from lower-

case ¢ of commitments never questioned). Ace'xcv is experierniced as within tne
individual.

Temporizing. Postoonement of movement for a vear or more.

Esczpe. Alienation. abandonment of responsibility. Expioitation of Multiplicity and Rela-
tivism for avoidance of Commitment.

Rerrear. Avoidance of compiexity and ambivalence by regression to Dumxsn colored by
hatred of otherness.

.

From William G. Perry, Jr. '"Cognitive and Ethical Growth: The Making of Meaning."
In Arthur W. Chickering (Ed.), The Modern American College (Jossey Bass, 198l), pp 79-8(¢
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popul tians (Clinchy,; 1931; Belenky et al, 1984), the first
practical assessment tool was the paper and pencil instrument
called *he Kneli (Knefelkahp, 19745 Widick, 1979)> later adapted
to the Measure of Intellectual Development (MIDY, a .
semi-structured written production instrument which focusses (as Il
do tater instruments) on the intellectual aspects of the Perry

model (positions {-5) in three specific domains: decision-makinrqg,
careers and classroom learning. I¢s major Tiabilities are its

scoring system and the tinme and expense involved in training
(Mines, 19282).

The Reflective Judgment Instrument (RJI) developed by
Kitchener and King is a semi-structured interview production
procedure which invites probed responses to "ill-structured
praoblems" (Kitchener, 1%977; King, 1977; 1981>. aAlthough related
to Perry’z intellectual development model, it measures a
gistinctive construct of reflective Judgment, and like the MID is .
expensive in terms of training, time to administer, transcription .
and training to rate (Mines, 1982). ' 2

Two instruments developed as practical Perry measures
sacrifice the reliability of production for the efficiency of
objective recognition (Erwin, 19833 Parker, 1984; Baxter Magoclda,
19874, Rest (i978) notes that recognni tion or preference
measures elicit different Kind of data from production meazures,
in that students can recognize and prefer a reasoning structure 2
before they can produce it. The students may be located at t

different pasitions or stages depending on the type of measure
used (Hanson, 1992:. ‘

Initial reliability for the Meazure of Epistemological
Reflection {MER) -- which is a structured production instrument
=~ Was supported by interrater agreement and interrater

‘reliability resulte (Baxter Magotda, 1983, 1984; Baxter Magolda

and Porterfield, 1988). Exact percentage agreement on total
protocol .ratings between the two MER authors was 634 for the
derivation sample and &8% for the cross-validation sample,
Initial validity was assessed through analysis of variance of MER
fcores across educational lewels. Seven crosc-cectional studies,
conducted in conjunction with other investigators using the MER
in various practice settings, has contributed to the reliability
and validity data for the MER (Baxter Magolda pascsim, Baxter
Magolda & Porterfield, 1988). It can be hoped that the use of the
MER for research will result in a rich data base similar te the
data DIT has generated for moral Judgment research (Rest, 1988).

The concern -about gender bias in the Perry model, a model
which waz derived from a predominately male get of subjects, is
alleviated in part by the choice of the MER as the Perry
Production measure, an instrument which has revealed no gender
differences at the level of structural position (Baxter Magolda,
1788>. Further recearch by Baxter Magolda (198%a) has
demonstrated gender differences’ of st¥le or proportionate
selection of reasoning structures consistent with the "two e
per<Zpectives" delineated by Lyons (1983 and elaborated in the ’ﬂ
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morai and intellectual domains by Gilligan (19773 and Belenky et
al (19840,

-

(2) Development of Morai Judgment and Defining Issues Test.

The stud- of moral development as a domain or a
manifestation of cognitive development is roocted in Piaget’s
observation of the moralities of constraint and of cooperation
used by children (Piaget, 1945 [19321), a line of study takKen up
by Kohlberg, who traced the evoluticn of adolescent moral
Judgment with a longitudinal sample of 84 boy3 aged 10-16
(Kohlberg & Kramer, 19269). Kchlberg’s theory of the development
of moral Jjudgment involved a gradual, hierarchically arranged
expansion in the social unit to which moral judgments applied,
with a related construct of justice. His model for this
evolution involved three general levels == preconventional,
conventional, postconventional -— with two stages at each level.
The six stage model describes the evolution of increasingly
complex structures of wmoral judgment, including rules or
decision-makKing procedures, interpersonal problem—-colving, social

perspective—~taking, and the underlying logic embedded in moral
choices. ' i

From his longitudinal interviews with the adclescent
boys in his sample, Kohlberg identified two stages of physical
or hedonistic orientation to rules at the Preconventional Lewel:
the Punishment/Obedience Orientaticn (Stage 1) and the pragmatic
Instrumental exchange of favors (Stage 2). The Conventional
Level is characterized by lovalty as well as conformity af
personal expectaticns or the norms of one’s larger social group,
through a concern with pleasing others and heing approved (Stage .
3) or a concern to maintain the social orcer and do one”’s duty
(Stage 4). The Postconventional Level i< characterized by the
intrinsic value of principled thinking disentanglied from the
groups or paersons holding or identified with the principles,
wihether with reference to social utility and the social good

(Stage S) or with reference to universally consistent ethical
principies (Stage 6:.

The Defining Issues Test (DIT) precents a reformulation
of the Kohlberg six-stage scheme based in part on twu factors
which emerged the interview data recsulting in the DIT model of
moral Jjudgments: coordination of expectations about each other’s
actions and balance cf interects of people in a

a cooperating group
(Rest, 1?489). Although the overall conceptualization on which

the DIT is based resembles the Kohlberg scheme, there are several
aignificant differences —-— the two factors noted above,
cimplification of Kohlberg’s rating methodology and a more
complex multiple-stage profile for each subject with a range or
mixture of featurec that more closely represents Rest’s
understanding of the complex, uneven and probabilistic nature of
the development of moral judgment, rather than the gingle stage

score provided by Kohlberg based on a single stage model (Rest,
1979 .
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Test-retest reliabilities in the high .70s or .80s were
reported for the DIT across several studies and Cronbach’s alpha
internal consistency indices in the high .70s (Rest, 1979, 1984,

- 1987). The reliabilities for specific stage scores are more
moderate in the ,50s and .40s. Rest describes ecriterion
validity from cross-cectional and'longi tudinal studies that show
an unpward stage change across age and education levels not
accounted for by generational or cohort effects. Rest provides

impressive reliabiiity and walidity from the numercus and warious
studies on record which use the DIT (Rest, 1979).

For illustrative com
-are reproduced here,
Rest (1979).,

parison, two companion stage models
the one from Kohlberg (19783, the other from
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Figure 3
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(3) The 1985 Learning-=Style Inventary (LSI 1985

The L3I 1785 User’s Guide reportz high internal
consistency, with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients from .73 - .88
for the four basic and two combination scales. Split-half
reliability with the original LSI on the same sample ranged from
.73 - .81 (Smith & Kolb, 1983). It also provides ccale norms at.d
demographic analysis derived from a large ethnically diverse
cample, balanced for gender and distributed for sge, education
and career fields.
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Figure 6.

/ Concrete experience \‘

T?SUHQ lnlpi}catlons Observations and
o coqcep S in new reflections
situations -

.
*

Formation aof abstract
concepts and generalizations

Figure 2.1 The Lewinian Experiential Learning Model

From David Kolb, Experieﬁcial Learning: Experience as the Source of
Learning and Development. Prentice Hall, 1984 p.2L

Figure 7

Concrete .
Phenomenalism

Enactive
Learning

Ikonic
Learning

. Sensory- 2. Representa-
motor Stage ) tional Stage

‘Active Internalized
Egocentricism Reflection
4, Stage of 3. Stage of
Formal Concrete
Operations Ovperations
Hvpathetico- inductive
deguctive Learning
Learning y_/ .

Abstract
Constructionism

Figure 2.3 Piaget's Model of Learning and Cognitive Development

From David Kolb, Experiential Learning: Experience as the Source
of Learning and Development. Prentice Hall, 1984 p.25
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Figure 2.4 Similarities Amang Concaztions of Basic Adactive Procasses: Inguiry/Resazarcn,
Craativity, Decision Making, Froblem Sclving, Learniig

From David Kolb, Experiential Learning: Experience as the Source of Learning and
Development. Prentice Hall, 1984. p. 33 :
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(4) The Index of Homophobia (IHP).

Reliability was examined by computing coefficient alpha,
which was found to be .?0!, and by also computing the standard
error of measurement which was found to be 4.75 (Hudson %
Ricketts, 1980). The authors claim high reliability and low SEM
for the IHP (Hudson & Ricketts, 1980). Construct validity was
examined using several criterion variables. The authors beliewed
that perscone who wer2 conservative in their attitudese toward the
exprzession of sexuality would tend to bDe more homopnhaobic than
percone more liberal in their attitudes. They used scores
derived +from their subjects’ Sexual Attitude Scale (SAS, Hudson &
Murphy 1278) to examine the validity of the IHP and found a
correlation of .33, cignificant at p ¢ .001, examined correlates
to indicators of personal distrese in perconal relationships. and
examined factoral validity {each item show higher correlations
with the IHP total score than with the SAS total (Hudson &
Murphy, 1980).
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