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ABSTRACT

Sexual aggression and, more specifically, non-stranger sexual assaulgrdgmaferred
to asdate rape has been documented as a serious problem on college campuses for at least three
decades (Fezzani & Benshoff, 2003). Current research shows that collegétyraten are
more likely to rape or sexually assault college women than non-frateraityf{Bohmer &
Parrot, 1993; Boumil, Friedman, & Taylor, 1993; Sanday, 1990). This study supplemented the
existing explanations for high incidence of sexual assault by confirmmgpathesized model
to explain rape-supportive attitudes in fraternity males. Specificallystilndy hypothesized a
model in which moral disengagement and moral judgment explained the rape-sepporti
attitudes of fraternity members.

The Moral Disengagement Scale, Defining Issues Test-2, and SexaalltAgignette
were administered in a cross-sectional study to undergraduate fsa(bin@6) and non-
fraternity males (N=134). Preliminary analysis indicated thattingtty men were significantly
higher than non-fraternity men on moral disengageithéh®8) = 12.27, p<.04 = 1.7), lower
on measures of moral judgmen{198) = 3.85, p<.05] = .58) and higher on measures of rape-
supportive attitude@ (198) = -5.10, p<.05J=-.74). The path analysis indicated that there were
significant relationships between the variables in the hypothesized modelt-texd for
parallelism indicated that there were significant differences in e par fraternity and non-
fraternity men. The relations among constructs and significant diffey@mseores indicate that

future research on ethical interventions should be explored.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Sexual aggression is a pervasive problem on many college campuses (e.g., &ags, Gi
& Wisniewski, 1987; Sanday, 1996). Sexual aggression and, more specifically, noesstrang
sexual assault, commonly referred talate rape has been documented as a serious problem on
college campuses for at least three decades (Fezzani & Benshoff, 2003). In 2008, the
Department of Justice confirmed one of the most replicated findings in sesaaltassearch:
roughly one in four college women has experienced rape or attempted rape in thespyesar
or in her lifetime (Fisher, Cullen, & Turner, 2000). The Fisher et al. (2000) study shmple
thousands of college women in the United States, in which three percent reported rape or
attempted rape that academic year, 11 percent more reported a lifetidesaecof rape and 10
percent more reported a lifetime incidence of attempted rape. Other Sindaes have found
that the bulk of victimizations took place on college campuses (Copenhaver & Grau98dlz
Koss et al., 1987; Muehlenhard & Linton, 1987; Rivera & Regoli, 1987). These statistics ar
startling, and have provided widespread attention to this “epidemic” of sexualt asseollege
campuses. This “one in four” statistic is now used as part of an effective rapatjme
program targeting men (Foubert, 2005).

Despite university efforts to promote a safe campus through awaremgssigras and

interventions, current research shows that college fraternity men agdikedy to rape or



sexually assault college women than non-fraternity men (Bohmer & PE9AR; Boumil,
Friedman, & Taylor, 1993; Sanday, 1990). A widely cited statistic in date rapernpion
programs indicates that 55 percent of gang rapes on college campuses attéecooymi
fraternity men (O’Sullivan, 1991). Research has found that fraternity housesueotati
provide a social space in which women are sexually assaulted (Warshaw, 189888 de
Man, 1997). Studies demonstrate that 75 percent of the men and at least 55 percent of the
women involved in acquaintance rapes had been drinking or taking drugs just befaigcthe at
(Warshaw, 1994; Abbey et al., 2001; Sampson, 2002). The tight link between alcohol and sexual
assault suggests that many sexual assaults that occur on college camppsetyaspes.” A
recent report by the U.S. Department of Justice defines party rape asd fliatin of rape, one
that “occurs at an off-campus house or on- or off-campus fraternity and involves . g.glyin
woman with alcohol or targeting an intoxicated woman” (Sampson, 2002). In line with
Warshaw and others’ findings, Boeringer, Shehan, and Askers (1991) found thaityrater
members are more likely to use alcohol and drugs as a strategy to obtaimssntimembers.
Overall, researchers have found that Greeks are more likely to be sexuadgsaggrand to
accept date rape myths than non-Greeks (Kalof & Cargill, 1991). These fimgdefysther
evidenced by recent cases released to the media at Montana State Uraadrltyversity of
Wisconsin-Madison (Simms, 2008; Smetanka, 2007; Penzenstadler, 2007). In these cases
women were assaulted by fraternity men, either at the fraternity houséheiridorm room on
campus. These and other incidents of sexual assault continue to occur, despiteséreiortesf
higher education officials.

The proposed study will increase the understanding of why fraternity meotnensit

acts of sexual assault on college campuses by using developmental and sodiaécogni
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perspectives of moral theory. The researcher will gather unique infommatithe
environmental mechanisms of the fraternity climate and the cognitiveairgers in the ethical
decision-making of its members. This data will give researchers and sdmoioistrators a new
perspective as to why students commit these acts, which will lead to rfemtévefinterventions
for sexual assault on college campuses. In addition, this study will increasecteers’
knowledge of the link between moral judgment, attitudes, and behavior choices.

The first chapter of the dissertation presents the problem of collegiamiyasexual
aggression and the purpose of the study, describes its significance, and presentseam alver
the methodology used. The chapter concludes by noting the limitations and assumptiens of t

study.

Statement of the Problem

Most researchers who study sexual aggression in college students camaisdxaal
victimization is widespread on college campuses (Gilbert, 1991; Fezzani &dBErZ03).
Interestingly, there is a long history associated with this finding. Fonpbe, in early studies,
Kanin and his colleagues found that 20-25 % of college women reported forcerfubtstiat
sexual intercourse by their dates, and 26% of college men reported a foteshpitdb obtain
sexual intercourse (Kanin, 1957; Kanin & Parcell, 1977; Kirkpatrick & Kanin, 1957). Other
early studies concluded that college men reported that they would rape if teethkyevould
not be caught (Malamuth, 1981; Rapaport & Burkhart, 1984). Furthermore, these felwnlies
that the more sexually aggressive college men had personality traits aodiahbeliefs similar
to convicted rapists, such as irresponsibility, lack of social conscience vahgearientation

legitimizing aggression (Malamuth, 1981; Rapaport & Burkhart, 1984).

3



A groundbreaking national study on sexual assault on college campuses found that one in

twelve men admitted to forcing a woman to have sexual intercourse againsi (i€oss,
Gidycz, & Wisniewski, 1987). The Koss, Gidycz, & Wisniewski study (1987) isfsignt
primarily because it looked at a national college sample representativehgftiee education
student population in the United States (32 institutions that included community colgges, i
league schools, state universities, etc.). The study demonstrated thataasewith greater
frequency in institutions of higher education than in national statistics oépelported
incidences, which revealed the huge disparities between them. Koss et al (198 Th&b@4%
of rape victims knew their assailants, but only 27% realized that their asdlwittiin the legal
definition of rape. Over 46% believed that they had been victims of a “serious
miscommunication” instead of rape. Many of these early studies on rape focusesvomtre
as victims and the men as perpetrators because women represented virtually feji¥éenl
rape victims at that time (Koss, Gidycz, & Wisniewski, 1987).

There is an abundance of past studies that demonstrate that college canepa$esan
for incidents of sexual assault. To connect this research with the currenttlseudggearcher
must take into account the finding that of surveyed college women, about 90% of rape and
sexual assault victims knew their attackers prior to the assaultsr(F2608). This finding,
along with the overwhelming amount of research about the high incidence (but unreported
number) of rapes on college campuses, encouraged researchers to study tleristiesaantd
support systems of these male perpetrators. These few recent studiesnicwaed that male
groups - most specifically fraternities - support, encourage and mayeage conditions for
this type of abuse (Schwartz & Nogrady, 1996; Lackie & de Man, 1997; Frintner & Ruabins

1993; Koss & Gaines, 1993).



To explain the high incidence of sexual assault in fraternities, reseahaher evaluated
several theories that address how fraternities create a climatad¢batages and creates
opportunities for sexual assault. First, some researchers have argueatéhaityrparties in
which fraternity men host women produce a setting that is conducive to sexudl @yaul,
1987; Copenhaver & Grauerholz, 1991; Boswell & Spade, 1996; Martin & Hummer, 1989;
O’Sullivan, 1991). For example, Bryan’s study (1987) argued that 70% of reporésdotas
gang rape have occurred at fraternity parties. In Warshaw’s book (1988¢r Called It Rape
a number of examples of gang rapes are provided that take place in frateusi&ég, although he
notes that more “one-on-one date rapes and acquaintance rapes occur in frateestyhaouso
gang acquaintance rapes” (p.104).

In a study assessing sorority women, Conpenhaver and Grauerholz (1991) found that
almost half of the women they studied had experienced some form of sexual coercion, 24%
experienced attempted rape, and 17% experienced completed rapes. They camaiunled t
50% of the rapes occurred in a fraternity house, mostly during a fraternity function.

Given the cited studies and their findings, the question becomes, what are tlsaifiactor
the environment of a fraternity house or a fraternity party that createtopipies for sexual
assault? In a significant study by Boswell and Spade (1996), the authors foundehatyra
parties with a higher male ratio, more gender segregation, fewer mixed-gendersations,
dirtier bathrooms, louder music and less dancing, less friendly brothers, aret gleatol
consumption were more dangerous for females. In Alan DeSantis’ Insale Greek Umany
of the women who he interviewed described most fraternity parties as haviadghboges,

especially at fraternities with the most members and the biggest gBei®antis, 2007).



Two empirically tested explanations in the sexual assault literatanepatto describe
why fraternity men commit more acts of sexual assault on college canthasasn-fraternity
men. These explanations point to the high incidence of alcohol consumption by fraternity
members and to the promotion of traditional gender views by fraternity merkélirayall,
Williams & Reis, 2008). The first theory notes that most fraternity men are Iikely than
independents to use alcohol in an attempt to have sex with women (Boeringer, Shehars, & Ake
1991). The second explanation emphasizes the climate created at fratermsytpatti
objectifies women and facilitates sexual coercion by promoting tradigemaer views and
hypersexuality (Sanday, 1990; 1996). Although these explanations are useful in disehgsing
acts of sexual assault happen on college campuses, interventions focused omga@itodip
use and promoting non-traditional gender views have been shown to be relativebtireeffe
(Kolivas & Gross, 2007). In a significant study comparing fraternity mesrtbenon-members,
Brown, Sumner, & Nocera (2002) indicated that fraternity membership, conserattiudes
towards women, and viewing contact sports were significant predictors of sggtedsion
against women.

There are several issues that need to be addressed when looking at thees@aectt on
fraternities and sexual assault, and the reasons why fraternity noetorteestudied.
Specifically, these include the prevalence of the problem on college campuses,iafidathee
that fraternity men have on campus and in the business world and community aftg. colle

Although the “one in four” statistic has been replicated across campusaschess find
it difficult to obtain consistent and accurate prevalence rates of incidehaesnen’s
experiences of sexual assault and men’s history of sexual aggression (Kossjst#d3Ckillen,

& Turner, 2000). There are two main reasons for this finding: 1) many victims depoot r
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incidents of sexual assault 2) there are methodological problems when gl on sexual
assault. Most of the reported cases are very difficult to prove, and often thes\atsexual
assault are doubly victimized, first by the attack and then by its aftermaibk({®an-Johnson &
Struckman-Johnson, 1991). When the victims blame members in high status social groups (i.e.
fraternities), they are often taunted by other students, and they often drop chaaf s
(Struckman-Johnson & Struckman-Johnson, 1991). Another reason for the lack of police-
reported rape is that most of the rapes on campuses are acts of non-strarsjj@ggeassion

(i.e. date rape), and this makes victims less willing to report theikatsa(Check & Malamuth,
1983). Ininside Greek Uqualitative research found that many of the women interviewed had
experiences of sexual assault, yet never reported the incident (DeSd&js, ¥@any leading
researchers are aware that the self-report questionnaire method isabtd fet accurately
assessing both the victim’s and the perpetrator’s reports of sexual asséivligI& Gross,

2007).

Although the media learns about only a few incidents of sexual assaultginifres, the
actual number is much greater (Koss, et al., 1987; Fisher, et al., 2000). In one saseiat the
University of Wisconsin-Madison, the media only discovered that one of the nehdzkbeen
asked to leave the Sigma Phi Epsilon fraternity because of an incident of assaudt after the
fraternity house burned down and the police began looking for possible arsonists(2D08).
In another case reported at the University of Wisconsin-Madison the preeiayshe Associate
Interim Dean was angered that the victim went to the police and not the univeisigioéfter
being raped because officials wanted to investigate the incident within the itpivers
(Penzenstadler, 2007). These cases are just a few examples of instancéatehaity men are

protected by their brothers, alumni, and the university. There are countlegdesxafrhow
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men, particularly those with power and social status, are protected or negedchih rape.

Unique to the university in which the current study will take place, some of tadratgrnities
are also members of a more exclusive secret society that keeps ceztlroganizations in

political power on campus by block voting (“The Machine,” 2004). The more genekalfla
consequences for fraternity men is a problem addressed in this study.

In summary, sexual assault is a problem on many college campuses, spea#idab
perpetrated by fraternity men. Some research has been done on the high incidiutebf
consumption and traditional gender views of fraternity males, although the intengeusing
this research have been relatively ineffective. There are methodolisgioas that arise when
collecting data on sexual aggression and rape-supportive attitudes, partibelassue of social
desirability in achieving accurate responses from participants. Howeigenecessary to
research these groups (fraternities) and their ideologies to combat behatisra serious

problem for colleges in the United States.

Purpose and Significance of the Study

The purpose of this study is to gain insight into the college fraternity culture, its
members, and sexual aggression (measured by rape-supportive attitudeg)aby esraluating
the fraternity environment’s influence on cognitive orientations and the neasdming of its
members. This study goes beyond the traditional theories of why frateemtppens commit
acts of sexual assault by examining the social context, cognitive doestaind moral thinking
connected with the social behaviors of sexual assault. The controversial cdritaternities
provides a sample that interests many researchers. Fraternitev@m@sollegiate elitism on

many campuses because of their exclusivity and high social status. rdemgity (and
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sorority) members maintain positions of leadership on college campuses, and adtiveyge
the attitudes and lifestyles of college students as a whole (DeSantis, 200Rj4chiae,”
2004). Their impact as a group and as individuals goes beyond their role on college campuses.
Nationwide only about 8.5% of all American college students join Greek organizations
however, 18 U.S. presidents since 1877, over 76% of U.S. senators, over 63% of U.S.
presidents’ cabinet members since 1900, and 85% of Fortune 500 executives were mwiembers
fraternities and sororities (“Riven by booze, hazing and sex,” 2007). Frateargiexclusive in
that a student must be asked to be a member, and members must pay dues to reap shed benefit
these organizations. Many claim that these benefits offset the costs eatmundies provide
networks for future internships, jobs, and the protection of “brotherhood” for their members
(DeSantis, 2007).

Past empirical studies demonstrated that alcohol consumption and traditional gender
views are linked to acts of sexual assault by fraternity men (Schwattmgady, 1996; Lackie
& de Man, 1997; Frintner & Rubinson, 1993; Koss & Gaines, 1993). This study will assess the
paths (relationships) of moral disengagement and moral judgment to perceptiexisabf s
assault in fraternity members and non-members. Over the past decadesyssearch studies
looked to explain the relationship between moral thinking, social behavior, and sociat conte
(Bandura, 1986; Crick & Dodge, 1994; Dodge & Crick, 1990; Kohlberg, 1969). There are no
studies to date that specifically look at the relationship between moral juotignaeal
disengagement, and sexual assault.

Research has demonstrated that methodology is a problem in these studies due to the
reliability of victims and perpetrators in self-reporting incidents of deagsault (Kolivas &

Gross, 2007). The methodology used in this study does not ask the participants to disclose any
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information about their experiences with sexual assault. Instead, this stsdy validated
vignette of sexual assault that is context-specific to the fratermbgte at the university where
this study will be administered. This methodology presents a new way s$iagste attitudes
and reasoning about sexual assault situations of the participants withoutlgxgsidng them
about their beliefs on and attitudes towards sexual assault. Specificafpgrticgpants will be
presented with an ambiguous case of sexual assault, and then asked to make a decision as
members of a student jury whether to dismiss or pursue the case. Their acties ohdite
case will be followed by assessing the blame using a Likert scale ontkéhectim or the
perpetrator. This measure is a subtler and more accurate way to assesppape+s attitudes
of participants (Rosenthal, Heesacker, & Neimeyer, 1995; Muehlenhard Blddgbton, 1988).
High-quality quantitative research on fraternities is limited, eapigcelated to
controversial topics such as sexual assault and ethical decision-makingenf\sned in the
problem statement, this lack of research is due in part to the protective redakareby various
parties to protect Greek systems on college campuses. The “protectorsfrafdireties (and
sororities) range from the influential alumni of the fraternities to uniyeosiicials who reap the
benefits of an active, influential Greek system. This often disallows adratoistfrom
proactively addressing the situation with interventions on college campuseasstudy would
contribute greatly to university administrators, school officials, andladir@roups that are
looking to create effective methods to combat sexual assault on their college @ampus
This study will additionally make a significant contribution to the regeiarthe field of
moral development because it examines the relationship between moral thinkirlg, socia
behaviors and social context by specifically looking at the relationshigbetmoral judgment

and moral disengagement. Studies have demonstrated that fraternity membdosvbalevels
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of moral reasoning than their non-Greek counterparts (Cohen, 1982; Sanders, 1990; Kilgannon &
Erwin, 1992; Derryberry & Thoma, 2000). Specifically, fraternity membeysmelre on their
own personal interests and social rules (schemas) when making moral juslgift@ststudy
predicts that fraternity men and non-fraternity men have lower levels of moraigmd@s
indicated by the use of their own personal interests to make moral judgmergstutlyi
hypothesizes that moral judgment will have an indirect effect on theorship between moral
disengagement and rape-supportive attitudes for both fraternity and non-fyateenit When
moral judgment is higher, the relationship between moral disengagement and rap8vguppo
attitudes becomes weaker. However, when moral judgment is lower, thensigii between
moral disengagement and rape-supportive attitudes is strengthened, whedethreher
hypothesizes as a path in the proposed model.

It is necessary at this point to state that theory does not dictate morglagiserent as a
stable trait, but rather as a cognitive orientation to the world that develapgnogeand is
influenced by the social contexts in which one operates (Moore, 2008). Individuals’dével
moral disengagement would be amenable to intervention (Moore, 2008). This data will inform
researchers of the paths by which these theories operate, and the concluginrigodrahis
study will highlight some factors for an effective intervention for all indivisluaut specifically,

for social climates that promote moral disengagement and aggressive behaviors.

Design of the Study and Overview of Methodology
The goal of this study is to compare the moral reasoning, moral disengagerdent, a
outcome measures related to sexual assault between fraternity menadbeos-anembers using

reliable and valid scores from quantitative measures. Specifically,sdarcaer will look at t-
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test and mean differences and path analysis to assess the measuresfiaémegnmembers
and non-members at a large, public, Southeastern University. The primasisawdlytest the
means using independent t-test to see whether or not there are differencesneastires
between the groups. This analysis is core to answering the central questioproptised
study - whether or not fraternity men have higher levels of moral disengaggenterape-
supportive attitudes, and lower levels of moral judgment. The secondary anallysgewi
LISREL_SIMPLIS Version 8.0 to test the theoretical model using path analysgesearcher
will use path analysis to determine whether the proposed paths between moralgdisesTy,
moral judgment, and rape-supportive attitudes exist in the full data set aneéme@&ah group.
For the final analyses, the researcher will perform a multiple-grobpgpaiysis to test whether
there are differences in the overall model. These analyses wilietewhether the overall
models are different between groups. Then, the researcher will perfetasafor parallelism

to determine which paths are different between the samples.

Research Questions
RQ1: Are fraternity men significantly higher on measures of moral disengagement and rape-
supportive attitudes when compared with non-fraternity men? Do fraternity men have

significantly lower scores of moral judgment when compared to non-fraternity men?

RQ2: Does the data fit the theoretical path model? Are there relationships between the paths of

moral disengagement and moral judgment with rape-supportive attitudes in both groups?

12



RQ3: Is there a difference in the proposed path model between fraternity and non-fraternit

males?

RQ4: Are the paths (relationships) from the observed variables different betweerf?groups

Definitions

The following terms were defined for this study:

Fraternities- social organizations that are commonly associated with big parties, ngedgl
hazing, and communal housing.

Sexual Assault/ Sexual Aggression- any sexual contact or sexual attention committgwbut
permission by use of force, threats, bribes, manipulation, pressure, tricks, oceiatel
including kissing, fondling, attempted rape, and rape.

Rape- nonconsensual sex, including oral, anal, or vaginal intercourse.

Non-stranger Rape/Date Rape- nonconsensual sex occurring within a “dating” relationship.
Stranger Rape- nonconsensual sex perpetrated by someone unknown to the victim.
Sexual Victimization- when coercion is used to gain sexual advantage.

Independents/ Non-Fraternity M en- refers to men who are not members of a fraternity.

Limitations of the Study
The present study will reflect the following limitations:
1. The study will be confined to fraternity members and non-members at one

southeastern university.
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2. The fraternity sample will be predominantly white, middle-upper classmale
Fraternities in the Inter-Fraternity Council (IFC) at the universisyesn where the
study will be administered are comprised of mostly white males (over 988 {840
fraternity males are white). The semester dues for the frégsrrange from $2200-
$2500, with no scholarship options; therefore, it can be assumed that the members are in

the middle-upper socioeconomic range.

3. The setting of where/how the surveys were administered.

4, The surveys will be administered using an online software progrard calle
Surveymonkey.

5. One of the measurements (Vignette 2) is context-specific to the fratdimate at the

university where the study was conducted.

Assumptions

Assumptions of the study are as follows:

1. Participants were/will be honest in their responses on the instruments.
2. Study’s samples will be representative of the target population.

3. All participants will take the surveys in similar settings.

4, Men are the sexual aggressors (Koss, Gidycz, & Wisniewski, 1987).
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

The literature review was divided into the theoretical and current ealpigisearch on
fraternities and sexual assault, and the proposed theoretical and emgseeath of two
perspectives of moral theory. This study’s intention is to complement theanadlifneories and
studies of sexual assault by gaining insight into the social contextefiitags through
evaluating the moral judgment and moral disengagement of a fraternégdens. The
traditional research on sexual assault in fraternities is subdivided into theifgltopics: (a) a
history of fraternities (b) a historical background of fraternities on the wiiy@ampus of
interest (c) alcohol consumption in fraternities and (d) the use of tradigender views and
hypersexuality in fraternities. The research on moral theory is subdividetdienfimlbwing

perspectives: (a) moral disengagement (b) moral judgment and (c) an edegaatl model.

History of Fraternities

It is necessary to evaluate the history of fraternities and Greek atjangzto shape a
context for this study. Fraternities and sororities are named by a coimbiobGreek letters;
they are referred to as Greek letter organizations. There are tieeenditypes of Greek letter
organizations: honor societies, professional fraternities and sororities, aaldradernities and

sororities. The research described in this review is specifically gediout social fraternities
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and sororities, which are commonly associated with big parties, pledgingzang, tzand
communal living (DeSantis, 2007). The first of these social organizations was founded in 1776
at the College of William and Mary in Williamsburg, Virginia. The origimarpose of this
organization was to create a men'’s club that offered brotherhood, secrecy anctuialelle
discussion to its members (Winston, Nettles, & Opper, 1987). Phi Beta Kappa wastdiffere
from modern fraternities because it was restricted to only upperclasschéacalty, and
members met to engage in debates and for “good fellowship” (Hastings, 1965)firsthis
Greek-letter fraternity created chapters at Yale and Harvard, amthenghip became more of an
honor- hence the inception of the Phi Beta Kappa honor society (Hastings, 1965). The first
modern Greek letter fraternity is considered to be the Kappa Alpha Sostatyljished at Union
College on November 26, 1825 by John Hart Hunter. Kappa Alpha's founders adopted many of
Phi Beta Kappa's practices but designed their organization as solely fortstlideas been
reported that students liked the idea of a secret society but faculty opposhtbéthese types
of organizations (Birdseye, 1907). The establishment of Kappa Alpha Order set@deptefor
the inception of other fraternities on campuses all over the United States. Thadochmapters
of some of the largest, most influential fraternities were founded in the mid-18@8s a
campuses such as Yale, Dartmouth, Harvard, and the University of AlabamérsiThe
fraternities were founded on high-minded principle of developing well-disctpleeders for the
country. Fraternities were founded on inspiring values; they promoted friendsdpnac
achievement and community service. However, fraternities were segtegstitutions - only
available for wealthy, white, Christian men (Winston, Nettles, & Opper, 1987).
Approximately 40 years later, organizations for women and African Americaires w

founded to provide social gathering and leadership development benefits like thik-fitste
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fraternities. In the late 1800s, college women started to form their ownaalité srganizations,
giving white women a forum to discuss literature, poetry and moralitygiteS 2007). The
first of the all-women fraternities, now called sororities, was founded in 188Esieyan
College in Georgia (Ross, 2000). In the early 1900s, African-Americamgdotheir own
fraternities and sororities to engage in the financial and social netwohniahigad formed in the
fraternities and sororities of white men and women. The first Africanrisarefraternity was
established in 1906 at Cornell University in New York (Ross, 2000).

After World War Il ended in 1945, there was a dramatic change in the growth and
purpose of the fraternities and sororities for all groups. New Greek organizattbne\a
chapters of previously founded Greek organizations were cropping up on collqueseanall
over America (Winston, Nettles, & Opper, 1987). Because of the unprecedenteld gfrowt
students on college campuses, and the increase of membership in Greek avganizati
fraternities and sororities started building their own houses to meet, liven@abp@alize
(DeSantis, 2007).

Fraternities took a new shape after this growth, although they kept some of tiseantlial
traditions created when the fraternities were founded. For instancejifrateand sororities
“rushed” new members, invited pledges to learn about the fraternity, and crasbdto
“initiate” pledges into the fraternity (DeSantis, 2007). These pradieestill a part of the
Greek system today, and the traditions of fraternities and sororitiessadheaexclusivity of the
membership, because only the “brothers” (i.e. other male members in theityatarsisters”
(i.e. other female members in the sorority) know the secrets and rituals (Be3@0T).

Although this study concentrates on some of the negative aspects of fydiiernitis

necessary to mention the benefits of fraternities and sororities to students atidgmn c
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campuses as a whole. Fraternities and sororities are praised for tragithpbpic work and
leadership development. Specifically, philanthropy is usually a part ofateyrfity's or
sorority's program and supported by all active members. Typically, a chalptther engage
in fund-raising activities, or the members will volunteer for programsoagfit the community
where the chapter is located (“Fraternities and Sororities,” 2009). mitateembers often hold
positions of leadership in the fraternity organization and in the overall universigseT
opportunities allow for leadership development, and interaction with other organiZations
fraternity and sorority members (“Fraternities and Sororities,” 2009)négioned in the
introduction, the large percentage of national leaders in politics and business wdronare f
fraternity and sorority members is frequently promoted as a benefit obensiip.

Although some students have attempted to integrate existing Greek organipations
create their own Greek organizations, these new fraternities and sofmaiteesot been
recognized by the governing councils that oversee traditional fragsraitid sororities. The
homogeneity of fraternities and sororities is criticized frequently ell@dtual and moral
development research (King & Mayhew, 2002; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). nkragegind

sororities are still some of the most segregated institutions in Amem&a(idis, 2007).

Historical Roots of the University of Interest for this Study

Fraternities were founded at the university in which this study takes place in 847. A
women's enrollment increased at this university, the first sorority chapsestarted in 1904.
When the university population began to diversify, the first national historicatti biaternity
and sorority formed on campus in 1974. Taken together, these organizations have made

important contributions to university life, and at the present time of this study ®a&
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students — 27% of the undergraduate student population - belong to one of the 25 fraigrnity a
21 sorority chapters.

Although social fraternities and sororities are only represented by 27% of the
undergraduate students at the university where this study will be adneidjdtezy still remain
an integral and visible part of student life on the campus. There are many reasos<cfaim.
The fraternity and sorority houses maintain a physical presence on the catmphsuses are
very large and in close proximity to the main quad and football stadium. In a focuslgbup t
the researcher used to gather information leading to this study, manystideats admitted
that they thought the campus was 70-80% Greek. They were shocked to learn thétdsate
and sororities represented less than 30% of undergraduate students. Many of théeatiglent
positions on campus are held by fraternity and sorority members. Most notably astth@d
years, the SGA president has been a member of a fraternity or sorahtpniyi a handful of
exceptions. This is in part due to an alleged secret society that supports one eandrdag
for SGA every term, and ensures that candidate’s election by a block votinggprddany
articles have been written about “The Machine,” the secret society thaesldre SGA
candidate in this controversial process unique to this university (Flowers, 2007).

At this university, membership in African-American fraternities and sageritas
decreased significantly in the past several years. As of 2006, less than oneqiaaltte
fraternity men were members in an African-American fraternity. Bt because African-
Americans have joined traditionally white fraternities. Much like in the gegaT Of
fraternities across America, this university’s Greek systenilisety much segregated. The
low percentage of African-American fraternity members and pledgg®rist because African-

Americans represent 12% of the student population at the university. In genera§ teeye
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little literature on African-American fraternities and sororities. @uinor, Walter Kimbrough,
discussed the decrease of enroliment in these groups across America; howeated, iereal
reason for this decline (Kimbrough, 2005).

Regardless of its racial make-up, a university fraternity falls undeyabernance of the
Inter-Fraternity Council (IFC), which selects the rules and mandatdsefdraternities. For a
fraternity to have membership in IFC, it must sign the IFC constitution. One lohsine
expectations listed in IFC’s constitution states “I will respect theiyigf all persons; therefore,
| will not physically, psychologically, or sexually abuse or haze any hulemng,” Although
this is clearly stated in every fraternity’s constitution, some fratesnvictimize men and
women through sexual assault and hazing practices. Past research has lookextiat the s
context of fraternities to give clues about how and why these incidents pe¢ragrd by
individuals in a fraternity. Two traditional theories suggesting why fratenmembers commit
acts of sexual assault emphasize the high incidence of alcohol consumptioeroytyrat

members and the promotion of traditional gender views.

Alcohol Consumption

Research has demonstrated that one common denominator at most frateragy parti
where incidents of sexual assault occur is alcohol (Trockell, Wall, Will&mReis, 2008).
Recent college student surveys demonstrated that 43% of students indicateataraddenol
use (drink one time per week at least one week per month), 24% reported frequent aécohol us
(drink from three times per week to daily alcohol use), 18% reportedly used alcobquinitly
(drink from one-six times per year), and only 16% of college students reported yhao that

use alcohol. Additionally, four out of ten students indicated that they engaged in bingegjrinki
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which was defined as five or more drinks in one setting occurring at least ona am&a week
time period (Presley et al. 1996). A Harvard study found that 86% of men who live i
fraternities are binge drinkers, meaning they have four or more drink®wn @ least once
every two weeks (Wechsler & Nelson, 2008).

Most studies have found that fraternity members consume larger amountshof aled
drugs than non-members (Gwartney-Gibbs & Stockard, 1989; Kalof & Cargill, 1994inCa
Presley & Meilman, 1998). Most fraternity men are more likely than naerfridy men to use
alcohol in an attempt to have sex with women (Boeringer, Shehan, & Akers, 1991). In Frintner
& Rubinson’s study (1993), they found that there was an increased incidence of sexual
victimization when there was extensive alcohol use, often at the fraternity. hous

Given the strong correlation between alcohol and sexual assault in fragennis
necessary to explore the norms of fraternity culture with regard to alcohaolnaptign as well
as how this culture influences decisions about sexual behavior with women. Ressatobwra
that 75% of men and 55% of women involved in rape situations consumed alcohol or other drugs
immediately before the rape took place (Koss, Gidycz, & Wisniewski, 1987). Qiderss
show that dates involving sexual aggression often involve alcohol abuse (Muehlenhard, &
Linton, 1987). In a study of a successful rape prevention program, fraternity angaimed that
more education is heeded about making responsible decisions about sexual behavior when they
and/or their potential partners have consumed alcohol (Foubert & Cowell, 2004).

Why does alcohol consumption correlate so highly with sexual assault andatshefr a
sexual aggression? Some theorists propose that when men are intoxicateccthey p@men
as being less distressed and less disgusted by the attack than sober mgnGblonge, Davis,

Martel, & Leonesio, 1999). After watching a fictitious taped scenario inhndniwoman is
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sexually assaulted after “saying no,” non-aggressive men believed thahoodeh discontinue
sexual advances after three verbal protests from a female partnenddpafter watching the
same fictitious taped scenario, aggressive men believed that it was aeceptabitinue sexual
advances past these verbal protests and would only identify behavior as probidreattbe
advances were met with more vehement resistance (Foubert, 2005). When alcahodésliin
such scenarios, sexually aggressive men are more tolerant of coercionr@sdiagdy males
toward females than in situations in which alcohol is not involved. In contrast, the reponted poi
at which non-aggressive men believe that men should stop sexual activity rembaarsgeaic
when alcohol is involved in scenarios (Foubert, 2005). This finding has sparked the argument
that alcohol functions as a disinhibiting cue for sexually aggressive men todasserance
over women (Bernat, Calhoun, & Stolp, 1998). This notion is particularly important in the
context of research showing that men who engage in more serious acts of saulahes also
more likely to get drunk when they consume alcohol than other men (Koss & Gaines, 1993).

There are several important issues when looking at a theory in which alcohol
consumption and fraternity membership are the explanatory factors in predeting assault.
In Koss and Gaines’ study (1993), the authors found that fraternity men wereexuaaéys
aggressive than non-fraternity men, especially when large quantitienbbbivere consumed.
Researchers find that heavy drinking is related to sexual aggression, anaténaities typically
have members who drink heavily; therefore fraternity members must be moadi\se
aggressive, although heavy drinking is not limited only to fraternity membédra/é8e &
Nogrady, 1996).

Interestingly, the research that shows these high correlations ofitsateen, alcohol

consumption and sexual assault is often undermined because of the reports that wonmmen who a
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sexually assaulted have a higher weekly drinking frequency than other woareng(t, Lydum,
Anderson, and Turner, 1999), and are more likely than other women to participate in high-risk
drinking behavior (Silverman, Raj, Mucci, & Hathaway, 2001). In fact, one reseathlsts

shown that college women who reside in sorority houses, are under twenty-one, drink heauvil
are white, and frequent fraternity parties are at a higher risk of rapediMoib, Dowdall, Koss

& Wechsler, 2004). In conclusion, using extensive alcohol consumption as the determinant
casual factor to explain why fraternities report higher levels of segsauh is not singularly
sufficient. The ineffectiveness of this theory has been evident in sexual assanghess

programs that only provide alcohol prevention (Foubert, 2005). There must be more toyraternit
culture that promotes and encourages sexual assault in order for the membensitcticese

abhorrent actions.

Traditional Gender Views and Hypersexuality

A second theory that explains how fraternities promote and encourage seaulil ass
suggests that a fraternity creates a climate that objectifies nvantefacilitates sexual coercion
(Sanday 1990; 1996). Martin and Hummer (1989) argue that fraternity members ati&ehore
to have a narrow view of masculinity, espouse group secrecy, and sexually phjeatién. In
fact, one study on how fraternities objectify and commodify women discusseattraifres’
designation of “little sisters” for the fraternity houses, which arec@jtyi subservient roles for
sorority women that enable them to be passed around (sexually) by frateenifstambler,
1994).

Psychologically, fraternity men often sexually objectify sorority worf@penhaver &

Grauerholz, 1991; Rivera & Regoli, 1987). This is evident in the choosing of themes for
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“swaps,” which are parties in which one fraternity and one sorority meet tdizmatance, and
consume alcohol. Typically, these “swaps” are themed so that the women salinlsexy
outfits and the men will dress like dominant males. Examples of these swapspseaRd
Hoes, Principals and Schoolgirls, CEOs and interns, and Golf Pros and Tennis Haeh dh e
these themes, the fraternity men dress as dominant, prototypically sucoesshi(in shirts and
ties), while the women dress in short skirts and tight outfits (DeSantis, 2007).

Additionally, fraternity men have more traditional attitudes toward women than ot
college men do (Schaeffer & Nelson, 1993). Boeringer found that fraternity sneroee
likely than other men to believe that women enjoy being physically "roughed upwdheen
pretend not to want sex but want to be forced into sex, that men should be controllers of
relationships, and that women secretly desire to be raped (Boeringer, 1999is évdlence of
the claim that fraternity men ascribe to rape myths at a high levar{@ay-Gibbs & Stockard,
1989; Kalof & Cargill, 1991).

Like fraternities, sororities also hold very traditional ideals about gemtksexuality
(DeSantis, 2007), which only compounds the problem of sexual exploitation and opportunity for
sexual assault. DeSantis describes the most elite and exclusive (bestitiea as those with
the toughest guys. These are the fraternities that are the best in iatrgpauts, that win the
fights with other fraternities, and that claim the attention of and have sexatanslwith the
most girls (Malamuth, Sockloskie, Koss, & Tanaka, 1991). Many of the women in DeSantis’
book described themselves as desiring “a tough guy from a good fraternity;atker \gays may
be nice, but no one wants to date those guys” (DeSantis, p.101). Many of the women in
DeSantis’ focus groups discussed the pressure that fraternity men ang saorén put on

sorority girls to be thin, feminine, and prudish. One sorority girl explained, “I hadfadmalyin
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one of the most popular fraternities, we partied a lot and | gained some weight. piddum
out of the blue, another guy told me it was because | got fat and wasn’t hot an{iDeahtis,
2007, p. 120). This pressure often contributes to the unrealistic body type that many sororit
women try (at unhealthy lengths) to obtain. In a controversial case thad gainenal attention
(CNN, New York Times), 23 of the 35 members of the struggling Delta ZetatgabbePauw
University were thrown out of their campus’ chapter by the national (head)izagan for what
they said was “lack of commitment to recruiting new members” (Dillon, 2007 &t ¥ént this
case into a media firestorm was the fact that the 23 members includeadvevweay who was
overweight or an ethnic minority (Korean and Viethamese members). The dodentst
allowed to stay were white, slender, pretty, and popular with fraternity meRauv University
retaliated by throwing the sorority off campus after the students coragland went to the
media (Dillon, 2007b).

Fraternity men hold more traditional attitudes about and beliefs about masdulamty
non-fraternity men (Koss & Gaines, 1993). Sexually aggressive men tend to stooe hig
measures of masculinity (Tieger, 1981). Several studies have demonsiaafeatérnities
promote hypermasculinity (Koss & Gaines, 1993; Malamuth, et al., 1991). Theeealima
ideals, including toughness, aggression, and dominance, are often promoted insidetitg frate
structure with some harsh consequences for the women involved. The promotion of aspects of
hypermasculinity - including characteristics like toughness, aggeesss, and dominance - can
manifest itself in sexual aggression toward those perceived as weakeol(gge women)
(Boeringer, 1999; Malamuth, et al., 1991). In DeSantis’ book (2007), the author discusses the
promotion of masculinity and hypersexuality (seeking frequent and multiple ®Rrasebeing

dominant in the fraternity culture (p. 97). Most fraternity members must nmamntzery
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hypersexual attitude towards women in order to avoid the alternative, which is beieiy¢®
as or called a homosexual. Many of the fraternity brothers in DeSantis’ baataimahat
homosexuality is the largest taboo in the fraternity culture (p. 41). This promotion of
hypersexual behavior in the fraternity culture often leads to members’ haveng degrading
view of women, which in turn leads to further objectification.

Similar quantitative research suggests that fraternity cultuhgdes group norms that
reinforce within-group attitudes perpetuating sexual coercion of women (B&s®pade;

1996; Martin & Hummer, 1989). These cultural norms exert powerful influences on men's
behavior. Research exploring interactions among male peer groups has showrateatity f
man’s interpersonal exchanges contribute to aggression toward women (Capaldi, Dishion,
Stoolmiller, & Yoerger, 2001). This aggression can be accounted for, in part, by men's
engagement in hostile talk with male peers about women, especially when #dikutgsexual
behavior with women (DeSantis, 2007). For instance, some of the fraternity menabers t
DeSantis interviewed admitted to setting up contests to see who could sledpevaitbst
sorority women.

Interestingly, one of a sorority woman’s biggest “taboos” might be turnindratexnity
member for sexual assault. DeSantis (2007) interviewed several sororignwadm admitted
to instances of sexual assault but did not report them, mostly because, “He wasaa big
campus. | didn’t want to be pointed at or blamed if | told everyone about it” (DeSantis, 2007,
p.101). When focus group members described incidences of sexual assault, most of them
reported feeling guilty. They felt like they did something to cause theentto happen, such
as drinking a lot, looking sexy, or making out (without the intention of having sex) (p.103).

Studies have found that a higher percentage of women who believed that "leading a man on"
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justifies unwanted sexual intercourse reported having had unwanted sex bleeaysgtner

had become so aroused that they felt it would be useless to stop him (Muehlenhard &
MacNaughton, 1988). Similarly, Cornett and Shuntich (1991) reported that self-blanea$
several common attributions for rape made by victims seen at rape entassc This self-

blame was very evident in the accounts of DeSantis’ sorority women (DeSantis, 2007, p. 103).
Similarly, DeSantis’ interviews with the males are reminiscent of pdguiald rape myths: “I

mean if a girl is making out with you, she just can’t stop and expect you to gocamohmet get

laid,” one popular fraternity guy said (p. 103).

Many fraternity men ascribe to popularly held rape myths (Gwartnklgsa Stockard,
1989; Kalof & Cargill, 1991). In Warshaw’s study on college men and rape myth acegptanc
one in twelve men admitted to acts that met the legal definition of rape, and of thgsiifre
were adamant that what they did was not defined as rape, evidencingraislgaterstanding of
the legal and cultural definitions of rape (Warshaw, 1994). These quantitative andigealita
findings are disturbing, because they reveal reasons why there is suchydisaevalence
rates and police-reported rapes on campus.

The majority of literature on sexual aggression and sexual assauls gigté)
fraternities are places where alcohol is consumed, which raise thiedi@lof sexual assault,
and 2) fraternities promote traditional gender values of masculinity andskypatity, which
create a climate that encourages sexual aggression. These thearigsralicate a fraternity
climate that encourages sexual aggression. This study seeks to use diffspattpes of
moral development theories to complement this research and further aid in unttiegstew

fraternity men make moral judgments about situations of sexual assault, andgriiave
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strategies and justifications allow these men to disengage from theisrancatommit acts of

sexual assault.

Moral Disengagement

In the framework of social cognitive theory, moral thought and environmental factors
influence each other bidirectionally (Bandura, 1991). Moral reasoning (as desorthedhiext
section) is linked to moral action through affective self-regulatory mesmanimotivation) by
which moral agency is exercised (Bandura, 1991). Bandura called this sogittveagpncept
“moral self,” which encompasses mechanisms that are self-organiniagtipe, and self-
regulative (Bandura, 2001). Through socialization, people construct moral stamdiards f
exposure to self-evaluative standards modeled by others (Bandura, et al., 1996).e€mnce th
moral standards are formed, people use them as guides for their actions. Thdsstagdéate
an individual’s behavior by giving consequences for actions, which leads a persbaito r
from behaving in ways that violates one’s moral standards (Bandura et al., 1996)raBandu
described self-sanctions as consequences that keep conduct in line with an indiinteralal
standards (Bandura, 2002).

How is this self-regulatory system relevant when talking about individuadscammit
moral transgressions? What about those students, specifically fratermtyense who engage
in sexually aggressive acts? Bandura attempted to explain how individu&ysthesti
abhorrent actions by disengaging self-sanctions from their own inhumane coraudt i@
1991). The model holds that moral standards play the role of regulating an individual’s
behaviors (Bandura et al., 1996). However, these standards do not necessarily fariictézh a

internal controls of behavior. The self-regulatory system does not operateiuislessivated,
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and there are several methods by which self-sanctions can be disengaged froon beha
(Bandura, 1991). A negative self-reaction, or self-censure, is ordinarilyi@xged when one
violates one’s moral standards. Engagement of one’s moral code or allowind tmbsel
subject to self-censure (i.e. guilt, remorse) after violating one’s rooda is an active process.
Similarly, when the choice is made to avoid self-censure and set aside or disamgjagroral
standards, it is what Bandura refers to as “moral disengagement” (1991).

There are several points in the process of moral control at which morshsetfens can
be disengaged from inhumane conduct (Bandura, 2002). The social climate surrounding an
individual triggers certain mechanisms (either one, several or all) to afiomdividual to
disengage from his/her moral self and more easily commit a moral trasiegreb the culture
of a fraternity, this proposal has discussed at length the prevalence ofassawdt and the
correlational factors (alcohol, gender views) that allow these incidengppeh in this given
environment.

However, Bandura’s theory of moral disengagement further explains the poevafe
sexual assault in fraternities by exploring eight mechanisms thatialttviduals in a fraternity
to justify their actions. These mechanisms are moral justification, eugtielanguage,
advantageous comparison, displacement of responsibility, diffusion of resptysilstorting
consequences, attribution of blame, and dehumanization. These mechanisms not only account
for some of the moral motivation for an individual’s actions, but also provide some tdaaity
construct that explores the moral climate of fraternities, which are gbthe most powerful

and influential groups on college campuses.
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Moral Justification

People do not usually engage in harmful conduct until they have justified, to thesnsel
the morality of their actions (Bandura, 1990). By using the mechanism of jostitation,
inhumane conduct is made personally and socially acceptable by portrayisgntiag socially
worthy or moral purposes (Bandura, 1990). Moral justification is a mechanism|ea$t ¢
revealed in military conduct (Bandura, 1991). Bandura (2002) connected this mechanism
directly to Bin Laden and how he “ennobled his global terrorism as serving a tpayaitve,”

(Bandura, 2002).

Euphemistic Labeling

Euphemistic language provides a convenient device for masking reprehensiiiesact
or even giving them a respectable status (Bandura, 1991). Bandura discussed GdaiB)’
work on identifying different varieties of euphemisms, specifically the thahrelies on
sanitizing language (Bandura, 2002). Through sanitizing language, killing a human being lose
much of its repugnancy; for instance, soldiers “waste” people rather thamekill(Bandura,
2002). Other examples of sanitizing language include describing civilidad By bombs as
“collateral damage,” or referring to a bombing mission as “servicinggattaBandura, 2002).
In these examples, the linguistic conversions clearly deflate thetigsanfi war by giving them
formalized names.

Fraternity members often use euphemistic labeling when talking about ptedtjtte
sisters” to describe subservient persons that they aggress. The positive camobtati
euphemistic language like “pledging,” or “little sister,” diminishke negative connotation of

what most fraternities report is actually “hazing” or using a soronityay sexual favors (Drout
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& Corsoro, 2003). The use of euphemistic labeling in this example, by maintaininigethat
victims of “hazing” are only “pledging” to a fraternity, helps explain tinelifigs that members
of Greek organizations displayed more positive beliefs about the purpose of pledgiragland h

more positive perceptions of Greek organizations than nonmembers (Drout & Corsoro, 2003).

Advantageous Comparison

Behavior can assume a different quality depending on what it is contrasted with
(Bandura, 1990). By exploiting the concept of advantageous comparison, reprehersitde act
be made righteous (Bandura, 1990). Terrorists see their behavior as actsss seiftyrdom
when comparing it with other widespread cruelties inflicted on the people with tisym
identify (Bandura, 1999). The more flagrant and reprehensible the contrastg@scthe more

trifling and benevolent one’s own harmful conduct seems (Bandura, 1999).

Displacement of Responsibility

Under displaced responsibility, individuals view their actions as stemnangthe
dictates of authorities, and do not see themselves as being personally respamitibha
(Bandura, 1990). Or, individuals believe that their actions spring from the socsilifge of
others rather than something for which they are personally responsible (Andrus, 1h969).
studies of disengagement of moral control by displacement of responsibility, aeshori
explicitly authorize injurious actions and hold themselves responsible for the adtmihers
(Bandura, 2002). Furthermore, authorities often act in a way to keep themsealngenatly

uninformed (Bandura, 2002). Implicit agreements and insulating social arrangeneetrtsated
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that leave the higher authorities’ unblamable, thereby removing respdpdroin all parties

(Bandura, 2002).

Diffusion of Responsibility

Moral control is weakened when personal agency is obscured by diffusion of
responsibility for detrimental conduct (Bandura, et al., 1996). Group decision-making is
common practice that enables otherwise considerate people to behave inhloypaiféhging
responsibility to everyone (Bandura, et al, 1996). Group action can weaken moral control
because any action done by the group can be attributed largely to the behaviaisof othe
(Bandura, et al., 1996).

The final set of mechanisms of disengagement centers around the consequences and
victims of the detrimental acts. The strength of moral self-censure depends drehow t

perpetrators view the people whom they mistreat (Bandura, 1990).

Disregard of Consequences
When people pursue activities that harm others, they often avoid facing the harm tha
they cause, or they minimize it. If minimization does not work, they often distne evidence
of the harm (Bandura, 2002). This mechanism of disengagement can be seen in situatens whe
photos are taken of abhorrent atrocities in war. Because of the credible eviggnchrings,
the military now bans cameras from the battlefields to block disturbing inoglesith
(Bandura, 2002). As mentioned before, members of fraternities tend to keep a sariaédis
from out-groups as part of their exclusivity. Empirical evidence sugdedt&teek affiliation is

associated with higher levels of ethnocentrism (Sidanius, Van Laar, Levincaigi 2004), and
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this allows members to better disregard the consequences of their actions.gladaate rape
or nonstranger sexual assault from this perspective elicits questions abdénenetot the
open rejection of the woman by the man is actually a way to avoid the consequences of his

behavior (Fezzani & Benshoff, 2003).

Dehumanization of Victims

Bandura cited Milgram’s (1974) studies on obedient aggression as evidence that good
people can perform cruel deeds (Bandura, 1990). It is difficult to mistreat laadaraople
without risking personal distress and self-condemnation (Bandura, 1990). In thers@miese
are often referred to using a slang term in order to further dehumanize them into suts-hum
without feelings, hopes, or concerns (Bandura, 1990). In experimental studies, when people
were given punitive power, they treated dehumanized individuals more ruthlessly than
humanized ones (Bandura, et al., 1975). This was most evident in Zimbardo’s prison study
(Zimbardo, 1995). This mechanism of moral disengagement can be connected to sexual
aggression on and off campus by students and adults. The empirical research oty fredbtrait
concludes that fraternity men value a narrow definition of masculinityriblatdes dominance,
sexual conquest and control of women, and an overall dehumanizing view of women (Martin &

Hummer, 1989).

Attribution of Blame
Bandura describes this mechanism or moral disengagement strategyngsbtaste

upon the victim by making the victim responsible for one’s morally objectionable behavior
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(Bandura, 1990). By attributing their blame to others, aggressors can not only ptaeeohl

others, but feel self-righteous in the process (Bandura, 1990).

Moral Disengagement Model

It is possible to use multiple strategies of moral disengagement simuisineBandura
(1991) contended that the more moral disengagement mechanisms are used gihéhgreat
likelihood the self-censure is reduced, and the more likely the individual is to engageaint devi
behavior. Moral disengagement is also an additive construct, in that the greattertbiéy and
frequency of the use of mechanisms, the weaker the self-sanctions beconma@{yBandura,
1990). This is evident in recent research that found that chronic moral disengagens beore
disengaged and more aggressive over time (Paciello, Fida, Tramontano, LupinetiragaCa
2008). Interestingly, this longitudinal study found that small levels of moehgigement

decreased from early to late adolescence.

Recent Research

Overall, the empirical research on moral disengagement is thin, and confinedrad se
journal articles and dissertations. There are a few related jourcésaranging over the
disciplines of education, psychology, and business. One of the most significanta&mmrks
in this field is Bandura’s study on elementary and high school boys’ patterggression and
mechanisms of moral disengagement (Bandura et al., 1996). Bandura and colleaguestfound th
high moral disengagers were much more inclined to engage in delinquent behaviorhkad hig
levels of aggression, and had lower levels of guilt and prosocial orientation (Baatdhlr,

1996). This research is notable because it tested the conceptual model of the patienoginfl
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through which moral disengagement produces its behavioral affects. Particighigstudy
were middle school (grades six-eight) Italian students, with a mean agi8ofehrs. This study
found that moral disengagement was positively related to aggressive betma/imegatively
related to prosocial behavior across the three age groups. The children’s behaviated by
self-rating, teacher ratings, and peer ratings.

There are a handful of dissertations that evaluate relationships of aggeessaes or
deviant behaviors with moral disengagement. These include three dissertationsion mor
disengagement and aggression in children and early adolescents (overt anaalelggression,
physical violence, and juvenile offenders), and one study on college studentsanuyche
behavior. A recent dissertation found that there was a relationship between oveldtanthle
aggression and moral disengagement in elementary students (Bussman, 2007). Angther stud
demonstrated relationship between violent behaviors and moral disengagement seatoles
(Vargas, 2000). A similarly themed dissertation assessed moral disengagseraeneasure of
proneness in evaluating whether or not an empathy training program for jusféeriders of
violent acts would be effective (Mulford, 2004). Of most interest to this study, Sertditon
on cheating and moral disengagement hypothesized moral disengagement asimgmedia
variable between cheating beliefs and self-reported cheating. Thecteseconcluded that high
moral disengagers felt less guilt after cheating when compared witlgeatudents who had
lower scores on the measure of moral disengagement (Cava, 2000).

One field of study that is currently theoretically discussing the mechammoral
disengagement in its proposals is business. In an exceptional paper thilyy aitataates
organizational corruption, Celia Moore hypothesizes that organizational corrutgiotiin

the framework of moral disengagement. She connects the two because the theorp sheaks
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awareness of the ethical decisions that people make, as well as théiobkehf making
unethical decisions which advance organizational interests and, ultimatelysibent up the
corporate ladder (Moore, 2008). Moore discusses what will happen when moral disesrgagem
manifests itself over a long period of time in organizations - eventuallyesiting actions can
ultimately threaten or destroy a business entirely (i.e. Enron). Moore’s svpdttinent to this
study because fraternity members are frequently students in the upper-ctaddlelite of the
university (DeSantis, 2007). They find job opportunities through social networking in the
fraternity that propels them in to businesses that may further encouragtuoftigs: for
disengagement.

Moore’s paper hypothesizes a significant assumption about the theoretizaicteon
moral disengagement. Moral disengagement is not a stable trait, but rathertee
orientation to the world that develops over time and is influenced by the social camtgkish
one operates (Moore, 2008). Individuals’ levels of moral disengagement would be aenabl
intervention (Moore, 2008). This is a foundational point of the theory, and it opens doors to

intervention for these groups on college campuses.

Moral Judgment

Moral judgment is defined as the process by which individuals determine whether a
decision in a particular situation is morally right or wrong (Rest, Thoma, & Eldwa997).
Kohlberg’'s Moral Development theory is a stage theory that emphasizegudgraent and
proposes that the stages are acquired by individuals ascending stagemfspanreodes of
judgment to more complex ones. Kohlberg studied the processes or judgments an individual

uses to come to a decision instead of focusing directly on the choice of whatlig orora
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socially right or wrong (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987). Kohlberg, following the ideologghef
developmental theory that Piaget used in his stages of cognitive developmeadl argiatstage
theory of moral development. Kohlberg described the development of moral reasoiiieg
advancement of a sociomoral point of view across three levels of developmenth bf tee
three levels there are two stages, the second of which is a more advangedntidvan the first
(Lapsley, 1996). A key element of Kohlberg’s theory is that a person’s agedsrredated with
his/her development in a certain stage, unlike Piaget’s cognitive development threfargt,
studies have demonstrated that some groups function at the lowest stages of mo@aheeve
regardless of age. Kohlberg’s model demonstrated the hierarchal diffetetogen
preconventional, conventional and postconventional thinking about moral judgment.

The preconventional level, the lowest level in Kohlberg's theory, is charadiéyze
behavior motivated by anticipation of pleasure or pain. Consisting of two stagesps&ais
referred to as “punishment and obedience orientation” where individuals followawdesid
punishment. This level ends with stage two, labeled “Instrumental Exchamgividuals
reason that a tangible reward usually follows from doing something right.s Peespective in
this stage is “you scratch my back, I'll scratch yours."

At the conventional level, which follows the pre-conventional level, acceptance of the
rules in society and the standards of one’s group (family or social group) occwiduat at
stage three, “Interpersonal Conformity,” will act to gain the approvalhefret and what is right
consists of conformity to the expectations of one’s peers. In stage four, fica@rder,”
conduct is regulated by societal rules, laws, and authority figures. The needtemthe

social order influences one’s actions.
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At the postconventional level, which is the final and most sophisticated level, one
identifies with and is motivated by general moral principles. The laws, rul@gx@ectations of
society are subservient to moral principles (Lapsley, 1996). An individual fatted dilemma
at this level would most likely make appeals to basic fairness and equalithevezed to
maintain stability and order within society. For an individual in stage five jdBGontract
Orientation,” laws are acceptable only if they do not clash with one’s moralsheStage six,
“Universal Ethical Principles,” is the highest stage in Kohlberg’'s moratldpment theory, and
virtually no one functions consistently at this stage. An individual at this stagéhasse=f-
prescribed ethical principles of his or her own conscience to determinamgjlirong.

When looking at sexually aggressive acts (moral transgressions) in thendaadoral
theory, moral judgment, moral motivation and behavior of the aggressor are of thenoeshc
for this paper. In a revision of Kohlberg’s theory, James Rest and his colléRgsesNarvaez,
Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999) described three main schemas that people use to think about moral
issues: the personal-interest schema, the maintaining norms schema, ancttmy@asbnal
schema. Rest and colleagues did not see the hard set stages that Kohlberg envissmed, but
that individuals developed through sequence of schemas (Rest, et al., 1999). The personal
interest schema centers on one’s personal interests (Stages 2 and 3) adigea horal
dilemma, a person considers gain or loss that may result from that decisiomaifiteaning
norms schema focuses on the norms, laws and authorities of society (Stagevijudlsdiising
the maintaining norms schema tend to hold that these rules and laws should apply without
exception, because once exceptions are made then exceptions could be madgoioe,eaeal
disorder ensues. An individual who reasons in the postconventional schema understands that

laws and rules have underlying principles, but believe that sometimes laws wandigStages
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5-6). Morality in this schema takes a much broader definition in that it accoutitg for
principles of justice.

In accordance with Kohlberg’s (1984) theory, the Defining Issues Tes} @hbws
individual moral judgment development in adolescence and adulthood, typically developing
from conventional to postconventional thinking. The DIT has served to support evidence of
these three schemas (Thoma, 2006). Generally, moral development between amboéasten
young adulthood proceeds from the personal-interest schema to the maintainiagcioema,
followed by the postconventional schema (Thoma, Narvaez, Rest & Derryberry, 1999).

In the third and fourth stages (maintaining norms), indicators show an individwaéis m
reasoning takes into consideration the rules and laws that uphold a society whemtaeing
dilemmas. Kohlberg's theory suggests that the college—aged population could make mor
judgments within the parameters of conventional thinking, which would indicate the amp®rt
of group norms in moral judgment (Kohlberg, 1984). While research has shown that college
promotes moral development (Rest, 1979; Rest & Thoma, 1985; King & Kitchener, 1994),
studies have demonstrated that membership in Greek organizations is linked witlel@geof
principled moral reasoning (Cohen, 1982; Sanders, 1990; Kilgannon & Erwin, 1992; Derryberry
& Thoma, 2000). Derryberry & Thoma (2000) found that students with higher friendship
densities (the Greek organizations being very dense, especially in thedisstdrs) had more
homogenous interactions and less multiple perspectives, which allows for a lagrarttegion
of moral development (at a time of rapid moral growth for most college students)esStade
shown that Greek organizations reward members for conformity and dependRitiity2006).

This theory fits when applied to social fraternities, which DeSantis (200@/)loss as

homogenous and adhering to traditional views. A crucial point of this study is the figespec
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that this social climate actually creates a moral climate thattanas a set of group norms and
ideals to which all of the individuals must ascribe. As described in the traditeonell assault
empirical literature, these fraternity group norms are binge drinking andseyp@l behavior,

which are conducive to acts of sexual assault. Studies have demonstratetktimtlyfra

members have lower levels of moral reasoning than their non-Greek countéCpaes, 1982;
Sanders, 1990; Kilgannon & Erwin, 1992; Derryberry & Thoma, 2000). This study predicts that
lower levels of moral reasoning will impair fraternity members’ mardgment in making

decisions in sexually ambiguous situations, and that lower moral reasonersrargely to

engage in their dominant culture (i.e. fraternity climate).

For the purposes of looking at morality in this proposal, it is necessary to locaie mor
reasoning within the broader realm outlined by the Four Component Model (FCM) oftilorali
First described by James Rest and his colleagues at the University osMan(ieest, Bebeau,

& Volker, 1986; Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999), the FCM addressed the limitations of
Kohlberg's stage theory in favor of one that provides a more and comprehensive actioeint of
moral situation (Walker, 2004). This expanded model grew out of the increasing contearn tha
singular focus on moral judgment, without linking it to motivation and action, was inadequate
(Blasi, 1980). The Minnesota group became convinced that the concern was not methodological
but conceptual. A complete model of moral functioning, according to Rest (et al., 1999),
includes not only judgment but also other processes, namely sensitivity, motivatiootiand a
Concurrent with Blasi’s work (1980, 1984) focusing on the transition from moral cognition
through moral motivation to moral action, the FCM provides the structure within which to
understand the relationship between these processes; and, it provides a framework for

understanding the distinct components of moral behavior as conceptualized by theotdinnes
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group. The Four Component Model provides a link between judgment and behavior, which
allows the aforementioned theory of moral judgment and Bandura’s theory of moral
disengagement to coexist in a theoretical model. Moral disengagement isréhenotivation
piece of the Four Component Model that links judgment to action.

The Defining Issues Test (DIT) was introduced in 1974, and quickly became tkie mos
used measure in the moral development field because of its accessibijityseaand
established validity (Walker, 2002). Over 400 reports on the DIT were published that
consistently supported its validity (Rest et al., 1999). Developed by James Rest and hi
colleagues, the DIT activates the three moral schemas and assessesténers of a
respondent’s justification ratings. The DIT is a recognition preferestéhi asks subjects to
evaluate actions and rank justifications. It consists of six moral dilepimeasding one which
is an adaptation of Kohlberg’s well known “Heinz and the Drug” dilemma, and standasd item
After reading a dilemma, the subject is asked to make an action choice on whtaelstory
(e.g., steal or not steal the drug in the Heinz’ case). There is no “righwrong” decisions to
any dilemma. Next, the participant rates 12 items in terms of their impentahelping the
participant think through the dilemma. These items reflect Kohlberg's sthgesral
development. Participants are then asked to order their top four most importame¢istat@ut
of the 12 items). The P-score, which is the raw principled morality score,asaggsh from this
ranking across the six dilemmas. Numerous research studies demonstratedssisaction of
any population, including college students, will reveal a large number of individualfeat alif
moral stages (Bunch, 2005; King & Mayhew, 2002). Rest believed that people situated at

different moral stages or schemas would view moral issues differeathglgy, 1996).
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The DIT-2 was developed in response to criticism that the content of the original D
was becoming outdated. The DIT-2 is a modified version of the DIT that updated d#deamnoh
items, shortened the original DIT, streamlined the instructions, and incoppeateipant
reliability checks that purge fewer respondents (Rest, Narvaez, Bebe&wongaT1999b). The
test was shortened from six dilemmas to five dilemmas. These five staseniad the same
type of dilemmas as in the original DIT, but with a different context. yaté DIT-2
incorporated a number of new indices. In addition to the P-Score which the DIT ugsd for
primary score, the DIT-2 computes the N2 developmental index, which has replacesttre P
in importance. The N2 scores are used to adjust the P-score based on a pastabpanto
distinguish between P items and lower-stage items (Thoma, 2006). Developmental phase
indicators that include indices of consolidation and transition were also credtese imdices
attempt to measure the degree to which subjects was transitional (not@Eelesnce for
particular stage-based items) or consolidated (evidence of a clear pecefrespecific stage-
based items).

This study predicts that fraternity men will have lower scores of moraiedgas
measured by the DIT when compared with non-fraternity men, and the FCM moudal e
researcher to further make assumptions about the role of moral disengagemeptopdked
model for this study. Specifically, the researcher assumes that merajagement is the
motivation piece in the four component model, linking judgment with action. The action choice
that the participant will make in the date rape vignette will complete the proposeld mode

highlighted in Chapter 3.
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Integrated Moral Model

The proposed integrated model maintains that there is a relationship between moral
disengagement and rape-supportive attitudes, as well as a relationship betvagmdgiorent
and rape-supportive attitudes, and that moral judgment has an indirect effect oatitvestep
between moral disengagement and rape-supportive attitudes. There have been cal empiri
studies that have theoretically proposed or tested a full model using moral judgoraht, m
disengagement and aggression.

The closest study that assesses similar constructs, along with mergjatjement, is the
Aquino, Reed, Thau and Freeman (2007) study. Aquino, et al. (2007) attempted to explain how
moral disengagement and a construct that they comexdl identity,jointly drive reactions to
war. For this study, it is of most importance to look at their conceptualization afribuct,
moral identity Researchers define theral selfas a person who constructs his/her identity on
moral grounds, and who has moral schemas that are readily available andcatasitgd for
processing social information (Blasi, 1980; Lapsley & Lasky, 2001). Aquino & RE62Y
perceivemoral identityas a one of the possible identities that people use as a basis for self
definition, which suggests that most people possess a cognitive schema of th¢ isabiaibed
around a set of moral trait associations. Aquino & Reed (2002) measure this constroic of
identity by assessing how centrally a person’s moral identity is rooted witroretathis/her
core being (i.e. internalization). Aquino & Reed (2007) hypothesized that a “strangl self
would neutralize (or buffer) the effect of moral disengagement. When looking &télory
critically from the aforementioned model of moral judgment ntioeal selfconstruct is very
similar to how the researcher in this study hypothesizes the role of moralgntgraderating

the relationship between moral disengagement and rape-supportive attitudes.
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In a recent study by Paciello and his colleagues (2008) the researcheusledhat
future research should combine the study of moral disengagement (Bandura, 1991) with the
examination of moral reasoning and moral judgments. The proposed study follows from this
argument and suggests that disengagement leading to inappropriate behavigrsniiagriced
by moral judgment development. This study will benefit the field of moral derednt by
evaluating a model in which an individual's moral judgments moderate the eftastludr
ability to disengage from his/her actions. This model looks to assess the judgtientiak in

moral development literature.

Summary of Literature Review

It is necessary to fully evaluate the theoretical and empiricadrels of the setting
variable (fraternities), and the two variables of moral theory (moral ghgmment and moral
judgment) to develop a theoretical framework for the proposed model in this study. The
proposed model establishes a model that will overall explain the paths betweentbask of
theories, but specifically, the higher frequency on the measures for thaifyateen, will allow

researchers to target an at-risk population for the most effective intervent
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

This study will increase the understanding of the proposed model of rape-supportive
attitudes of fraternity and non-fraternity men using developmental and behavevalafimoral
theory. The researcher gathered information on the social context, moral thimkirsgpcaal
behaviors of fraternity members and compared those variables with those of nberseirhis
data will give researchers and school administrators a new perspectikg sfugents commit
these acts, which will lead to more effective interventions for sexuallassacollege
campuses. The study was conducted using a detailed procedure for collectinghdateeus
measures described in this chapter. The software programs SPSS v 16.0 and LIBIRELS S
version 8.0 were used to perform several statistical analyses to tesotleichémodel. SPSS
was used to test the mean differences between fraternity and nenHyateen on the measures
and LISREL_SIMPLIS version 8.0 was used to conduct path analysis and multiple-group
comparison path analysis to test for differences in the model betweenifyad@d non-
fraternity men. Prior to data collection, the Institutional Review Boardeobtiiversity of

Alabama approved the research study.

Context
This study was administered to undergraduate students at a large, public, student-

centered, research university in the southeast. Enrollment at this large stauthstate
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university is approximately 27,000 students, with 83% classified as White nomldisph. 6%
as Black non-Hispanic, 1.5% as Hispanic, .6% as American Indian or Alaskan nadive%a

Asian or Pacific Islander. Approximately 47% of the total enrollmemtake; 53% is female.

Participants

The participants were 200 undergraduate students from a large, public uninerssty
southeastern United States. The sample was 95% Caucasian (N= 189) and &#s Afric
American (N=11). Over 85% of enrolled students at the university are witeyvar 99% of
fraternity men at the university are white, so the researcher piethetethe sample of
participants would be predominantly white. The sample was comprised of 35%ifyateales
(N=66) and 65% non-fraternity males (N=134). The difference in the sample simehe
groups was representative of the percentages of the university in which gheostuglace.
Greek organizations include approximately 27% of all undergraduate studentgofiistion
has increased in the past 10 years from 19% to 27% of the student population. Greek men
comprise 23% (1,900) of all undergraduate male students. The sample was traxtitiegat
aged students between 18 and 22 years of age. All four levels of undergraduate students were
represented. The highest percentage at 42% was Freshman males (N= 84kt ohihe
sample was 27% Sophomores, 20% Juniors, and 11% Seniors. Because of the increase in
enrollment in the past year, this sample is representative of the population avérsityni
These percentages are similar to those reported in other significant studies dereal
aggression and fraternities (Brown et al., 2002; Cashin, Presley, & Meilman, 1998).

Because of the sensitive nature of this study, the participants wguerits/ reminded

that their participation in this study was voluntary and confidential, and theegshasere not
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attached to the study in any way. In regulation with the university’s Ihteeaew Board,
participants could stop at any time and receive the extra credit in fullcipamts were treated
according to ethical guidelines set forth by the American Psychologssalchation (APA,

1992).

Measures

Demographics.The university student participants reported gender, ethnicity, age, year
in school, and school major. They were asked whether or not they were memberseohigyfrat
or sorority. Please see Appendix A for specific questions.

Moral Disengagement The Moral Disengagement Scale is a 32-item questionnaire
designed to assess an individual’'s proneness to moral disengagement (Baradlyu)24).
The Moral Disengagement Scale assesses the eight mechanisms afiseoighgement: moral
justification, euphemistic language, advantageous comparison, displacemesgarfsibility,
diffusion of responsibility, distorting consequences, attribution of blame, and dehatraniz
Each of these eight mechanisms is represented by a subset of four items. Respoisseer on
a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree goeajida= agree, 5 =
strongly agree). The items on each of the scales are summed to form allikexdted rating
scale. The measure was first developed by Bandura and Elliot in 1992, as a 53-item
guestionnaire for adolescents. Bandura and colleagues (1996) did further psyichenmastses
to eliminate some questions to form the widely used 32-item measure, whileiniainta
reliability and validity.

Higher scores on each subscale indicate a higher score for that mechidigber

scores on the summed factors indicate higher moral disengagement. In thith&tuedgearcher
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is specifically interested in looking at the summed score of moral disengagas consistent
with the theoretical model. In a study of 799 adolescents, a one-factor model providestthe
fit to the data, and the items were summed to provide a composite measure of moral
disengagement with a reliability coefficient of .82 (Bandura, et al., 1996). nduBa, et al.’s
1996 landmark study, the researchers investigated how the full set of moral gikseaga
mechanisms operates with antisocial conduct under naturally occurring conditrosasesearch
was notable because it tested the conceptual model of the paths of influence throbghavaic
disengagement produces its behavioral effects. Participants in this stedy greup of middle
school (grades 6-8) Italian students, with a mean age of 11.8 years. This studgembtitat
moral disengagement was positively related to aggressive behavior and mggaitied to
prosocial behavior across the three age groups. The children’s behavior wayg sati¢adting,
teacher ratings, and peer ratings.

In a recent study completed on a college-aged population, the researchers found that
higher scores of moral disengagement were related to physical aggr€ssiail & Thoma,
2009). Similar to the Carroll & Thoma’s (2009) modified version of the moral disengayg
scale, a longitudinal study used a modified version on late adolescencddP&icia,
Tramontano, Lupinetti, & Caprara, 2008). This includes simple modifications such g&chan
“kid” to “person” or “student.” Both studies found that the simple modifications maeddhe
validity and reliability of the original measure.

Defining Issues Test-2 (DIT-2)'he DIT-2 is a modified version of the DIT, which is the
most extensively validated and vastly used measure of moral judgment (Bebéama,

1998). It is a paper-and-pencil test of moral judgment that consists of five hygadthet

dilemmas (see Figure 2). The version used in this study is actually an spdiciée version of
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the measure (see Appendix A). Each dilemma is followed by a list of 12 mguatents for
resolving the dilemma, with each argument representing different stageslbelkg’s stages of
moral development (stages two through six). The 12 items are rated and ranked for importanc
by the participant. The participant is also asked to choose what action tlgopisitan the

story should take in response to the dilemma. There is no “right” or “wrong” choitesfive
dilemmas. Based on the individual's responses, the DIT-2 provides information on whHat mora
schemas (personal interest, maintaining norms, or postconventional) the partizijpents the

task.
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Figure 1 Dilemmas Presented by the DIT-2

DILEMMA 1. Famine Story: Should a father whose family is near
starvation steal food from a rich man who is hoarding
food to sell later for a profit?

DILEMMA 2. Reporter Story: Should a news reporter write about
information regarding a political candidate that relates
to something that happened 20 years ago?

DILEMMA 3. School Board Story: Should a School Board
Chairman cancel the second open meeting about
closing a school in the district because the first open
meeting was a debacle that almost ended in a fist
fight?

DILEMMA 4. Doctor Dilemma: Should a doctor give an increased
dosage of medication to relieve the pain of a patient
in the last stages of colon cancer because the patient
requested it, even though this may hasten death?

DILEMMA 5. Student Demonstration Story: Should students
demonstrate against use of U.S. troops by taking
control of a college building?

The DIT-2 presents information on the moral schemas using several difecees. The
N2 index assesses the prioritizing of higher stages and discrimination artbnegd the lower
stages. The postconventional score (P-score) indicates a respondent’sigedtaratilizing a
postconventional moral schema (Kohlberg'’s stages five and six) when reasoning throogal
dilemma. When faced with a dilemma, a respondent with a high P-score is mgreolikel
consider the moral point of view prior to social conventions and legal rules. P-aoores
considered an overall index of moral development and are interpreted as the peraentag

postconventonal items selected as most important in defining the centraldedtilme five
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dilemmas. The maintaining-norms score (MN-score) indicates an indivsdaraklivity to base
his or her moral thinking on rules, codes, and regulations (Kohlberg's stages thfeerand
Lastly, the personal-interest score (Pl-score) provides information on arduraligsitendency
for self-interested moral thinking (Kohlberg’s stages one and two). An individual whateper
within the personal-interest schema is egocentric and acts to meét, selfisrete-
individualistic goals (Lapsley, 1996). The researcher will use the N2 index asrah ove
measure of moral judgment in the model and the PIl-score as a secondaryrdteraralysis.
The DIT-2 takes approximately 35 minutes to complete. Extensively testediddility
and validity, the DIT-2 is reported to have good psychometric characterigtfickigh levels of
internal consistency in the 0.80 range and firm construct validity (Rest #989a; Rest et al.,

1999D).

Date Rape VignetteAttitudes and beliefs about sexual aggression/assault are sensitive
constructs to measure. Numerous studies have cited problems with trying tbdaileia
which participants must self-report about instances of sexual assaulin(Bropal., 2002; Koss,
1993). Men’s histories of sexual assault are typically measured with pgtedktionnaires to
the women'’s survey which ask them to report personal instances of sexual attm{Kolivas
& Gross, 2007). Although much is known about the reliability and validity of the women’ self-
report measures, very little is know about the reliability and validity ofritye’'s measures
(Kolivas & Gross, 2007). In several studies where men have to self-report incidénces
aggression the findings are inconclusive, and the researchers conclude ttipapgstdo not

answer the questions honestly (Schwartz & Nogrady, 1996; Koss & Gaines, 1993).
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Participants were reluctant to self-report incidents of sexual assalitften fell prey to
social desirability when answering measures on sexual assault (ScBvdogrady, 1996; Koss
& Gaines, 1993; Hamby & Koss, 2003). This is evident when the participant does not want the
researcher to see him/her in an unfavorable light. Instead of asking patfidgpadmit to either
perpetrating or experiencing an act of sexual assault, which has shownidspaself-report
and prevalence rates (Koss & Gaines, 1993; Hamby & Koss, 2003), the reseseatest a
context-specific date rape vignette about an incident of sexual assaultoni&et-specific date
rape vignette was created using the methods described in studies on sexuadsape-
supportive attitudes (Muehlenhard & MacNaughton, 1988; Rosenthal, et al., 1995). Rosenthal
and colleagues (1995) used the date rape vignette by Muehlenhard & MacNaughton (1988) to
serve as a measure of rape-supportive attitudes. This measure wad belemmtise of its high
degree of ambiguity and its ability to predict sexually aggressive attitndmllege men
(Rosenthal, et al., 1995). An example of the vignette used in this study follows:

Mike asked Amy, a classmate, to a party. Amy wore a black,
low-cut blouse, a miniskirt, high heels, and a lot of makeup. In
the car, Amy sat near Mike and put her hand on his knee. At
the party, when the music got slower, she pulled him closer
and kissed him. Later she wanted to leave so they could be
alone, and she mentioned that her roommate was out of town.
Back at Amy's dorm room she closed the door and started
kissing him. Mike became sexually aroused and tried to take
off Amy's blouse. She protested, saying, 'No, not on the first
date!" Mike ignored her statement, and after a struggle, succeeded
in removing all of Amy's clothes. He then had sex with

her against her will. (p. 69)

After reading the vignette, participants answered four questions on a scateyrimom 0
to 9. These questions were: "How responsible was Amy for what happened?" "ldonsibke
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was Mike for what happened?" "How much did Amy want sex?" and "How justified was Mike i
doing what he did?" Responses to this type of vignette have been shown to be more rape-
supportive for traditional individuals (Check & Malamuth, 1983) and for victims of sexual
aggression (Check & Malamuth, 1983; Jenkins & Dambrot, 1987; Quackenbush, 1989) than for
nontraditional individuals and nonvictims.

Following the Check and Malamuth (1983) vignette, the researcher in this statiydca
context-specific vignette. The new vignette was constructed becauseviewas as advisable
to have an updated vignette specific to the context of the university in which the sgidy wa
administered. The researcher wanted to assess the rape-supportive attdubrsston-making
process of the participants by asking them to place blame on the victim or thegperpe the

story, and list reasons why the incident took place.

The steps in creating the vignette were as follows:

Step 1. The researcher first synthesized the literature and made some amthkistons as to

what the measure would need to accomplish. The researcher concluded that thesaatlial a
would have to be ambiguous in nature so that the participant taking the study would have to
decide whether or not the sexual act was an act of assault or consensual sexticifenpa

acting in the role of a student on the school’s judicial committee, will readghettie and

make a decision on whether or not to pursue the case (in support of the victim) or drop the case
(in support of the perpetrator) of an incident of sexual assault. The resedscheoncluded

that it was important for the participant to rate who was responsible for tdenban a likert-

type scale. This rating is followed by asking the participant to list thesons why he/she

thinks the incident took place.
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Step 2. A focus group of undergraduate students, enrolled at the university where tlheemeas
will be administered, created the story in the vignette. The focus group was eshgbrd
current students, equally balanced between fraternity and sorority ngeamokenon-members.
The story was constructed from a situation experienced by one of the studenfedushgroup,
and all of the students in the focus group determined that the story and justifieadrens
realistic. In fact, several of the students in the focus group maintainetdfdiad heard of
similar things happening to at least one of their friends. This rate was fogliee fraternity

and sorority group. The story was created and then revised by this focus grouitisessra
The story for the context-specific date rape vignette follows:

Susan and Marie were really excited about going to the biggest party ohthe ye

on campus. They went shopping early in the week to get sexy outfits for the
theme party. Susan and Marie were nervous when they first got to the party, so
they immediately went to get some drinks. Susan had been talking to Ben, who
invited her to the party. She looked for him for a while, and was excited when he
came over with a few beers for Susan and Marie. Ben and Susan danced for a
while, did some shots, and partied all night. Ben was positive that he and Susan
were going to “hook up,” as he had been telling his friends all week. After seeing
her sexy outfit, he was sure he was going to get some. Susan liked Ben and really
was hoping that he would ask her to the football game after hanging out at the
party. When the party was breaking up, Susan was too drunk to walk home by
herself. She couldn’t find Marie anywhere, so she asked Ben to take her home.
Ben told her to go up to his room if she was tired, until he could take her home.
Susan was pretty drunk, so Ben had to carry her up to his room. Ben told her to
stay awake while he went back to the party for a while. Ben returned to the room
about 20 minutes later and woke Susan up. One thing led to another and they
ended up having sex. The next morning Susan woke up and didn’'t remember
anything after she took shots at the party. She saw a condom wrapper on the floor
and freaked out. She went to the Women'’s resource center and told them she had
been raped at the party. When they questioned Ben about the night, he said that it
was mutual consent.
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Participants taking the study were asked, “Imagine you are on a studiersl|
committee and you must decide whether or not to dismiss or pursue this case’flilther?
participant made a decision whether to dismiss or pursue the case. The patwegrardsked,
“Which of the two parties was more responsible for the incident?” The particiadedsthe
guilt of each party by answering whether or not they think the victim or the peguas guilty
by placing blame on Susan or Ben.

Step 3. As a final pre-study step to assessing the validity and reliability of thky nenstructed
measure, the researcher tested the vignette on several sections of aradonderglass that is
comprised of fraternity and sorority members and non-members acrosssaleckds. The
classes took the measure and answered the following questions, and then theeressleed for
feedback on the measure. All of the students commented that the vignette isas agal
“happened all of the time at the university.” The students were mixed on theiodéais
dismiss or pursue the case, which supports the ambiguity of the instrument inimgetsur
rape-supportive attitudes and beliefs of the participants, similar to pdsss(Check &

Malamuth, 1983).

Data Collection Procedures

It is necessary to use the best procedures available when collectingpadeszntative of
fraternity and non-fraternity men from a university. It is assumed thatygog a broad
spectrum of majors on a university will give a representative samplatefrfity and non-
fraternity members for the study. However, it is difficult to conclude thatdy $as a truly
representative sample of fraternity men without randomly sampling all &fetieenities.

Obtaining buy-in from the university is ideal when studying this specific popuala
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(fraternities). Because of the exclusivity and secrecy in these ortyanszas described in the
above literature and participant description, it is a struggle to obtain sensitisreatibn that
may show fraternities in a bad light. With permission from the Director aflGAfairs at the
university, the researcher presented the study and a list of the randomly caoses to the
appointed Inter-Fraternity Council delegates of each fraternity at one wfeiikly Inter-
Fraternity Council (IFC) meetings. Using an excel spreadsheetaifth current pledges and
active members of the IFC Fraternities, the researcher randondeseleaternity members
from each class level (Freshman, Sophomore, Junior, Senior) from each frabetaity the
study. Again, this method is related to the success of the study becauseati gasdom
sampling among members of the fraternities, and allowed the researches eodsanple that is
truly representative of the fraternity population. The survey was adminigtgrager and pen
and online format. In the online version, the researcher put the paper and pen versions of the
demographics, moral disengagement scale, DIT-2, and 2 date rape vignettes into an online
survey format using the Surveymonkey®© software program. There are ts¥ongof the survey
(both paper and pen and online) with a different ordering of the measures in eamh versi
Version one had the ordering: demographics, moral disengagement measure, DéTréalat
vignettes and questions. Version two had the ordering: demographics, DIT-2, date rape
vignettes, moral disengagement measure. This ensures that there are nogffaciagn the
ordering of the measures. For those individuals taking the online version of the survey, the
researcher sent an email message to the participants with a link to the stireeemail

explicitly informed the participant that they were completing a survayasessed their moral
reasoning with social issues. The participants were instructed to homestipenly fill out the

surveys. The researcher granted the participants (fraternity membersgéks from the date of
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the Inter-Fraternity Council (IFC) meeting to turn in the completed suteaye Director’s

office for the researcher to pick up. The researcher gathered 35 surveys usinghibis me
Non-fraternity and some fraternity males were solicited from HuneuelDpment,

History, Educational Psychology, and Business classes. These classebogen because they

demonstrate a wide range of majors and the researcher had access toisttitkesgscourses.

Participants received extra credit for taking the survey. The reseaisited each class of

participants to announce the purpose of this study. The participants received |amithntiae

link to the survey. Total data collection using these two methods took approximételgeks.

Data Analysis

Prior to data analysis, the data set was examined using SPSS v 16.0 to determine the
accuracy of the data entry, missing data, and skewness. There were @batia®in the data
set with missing data, and these cases with missing data included one ofghees)dherefore
the cases were thrown out of the analysis. Prior to analyzing the resporseMars, DIT-2
and Date Rape Vignettes, the researcher reviewed questionnaire comiotess to identify
invalid data. First, the researcher took a mean completion time (35 minutes) asutl uuKgeys
that were completed in less than 15 minutes from data analysis. The DIT-di#talso
enabled to purge invalid responses. Valid questionnaires were further anallieed:sdarcher
used SPSS to score the measures, gather descriptive information on the meamslard! st
deviations of each group, and run t-tests and correlations on the measures.

The hypotheses of this study can be summarized in to two main analyses of.the data
First, the researcher hypothesized that the fraternity men would score dngmneasures of

moral disengagement and rape-supportive attitudes, and that their moral judganeatwould
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be lower than non-fraternity men. This primary hypothesis was analyzed uSSgvSE6.0 to
perform t-test to see if there were significant mean differencesbetthe groups. SPSS v 16.0
was also used as a preliminary analysis to see whether or not correlristed ketween the
variables that were used in the path analysis. The secondary hypothesiseasasdassing
LISREL 8.8 to perform path analysis to test whether the proposed model of moral
disengagement, moral judgment, and rape-supportive attitudes fit the data. Thss pfoce
model specification determined if there were significant paths (direct dimdaheffects) of the
hypothesized model (see Figure 2). The researcher then assebssgiepseparately to see
whether the proposed paths are significant in each group of data (fratermonyvisaternity
men). The researcher hypothesized that there would be differences in the pathimodel
fraternity and non-fraternity men. The final research questions were raaswsang multiple-
group comparison analysis and t-tests of parallel slopes to see if the pathwerddlse same
or different between the groups and to see if the paths are different betweatetimety and

non-fraternity samples

Research Questions
RQ1: Are fraternity men significantly higher on measures of moral disengagement and rape-
supportive attitudes when compared with non-fraternity men? Do fraternity men have

significantly lower scores of moral judgment when compared to non-fraternity men?

RQ2: Does the data fit the theoretical path model? Are there relationships between the paths of

moral disengagement and moral judgment with rape-supportive attitudes in both groups?
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RQ3: Is there a difference in the proposed path model between fraternity and non-fraternit

males?

RQ4: Are the paths (relationships) from the observed variables different betweerf?groups

Figure 2 Proposed Path Model of Moral Disengagement, Moral Judgment, and Rape-

Supportive Attitudes

Moral
Disengagement

Moral Judgment

(N2 score, Pl-score)
\ 4

Rape-Supportive
Attitudes

(Decision, Response)
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Summary of Methodology
Data will be collected from a large, public, southeastern university usingabedores
described in this chapter. The measures of moral disengagement, moral judgthesqpiea
supportive attitudes (date rape vignette) will be used to test the thearatiball. SPSS v.16.0
and LISREL 8.8 were used to perform t-tests and conduct a path analysis to ttesbitécal

model. Multiple group comparison path analysis was used to cross-validate the propdeked m
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

Overview of the Results

The results are presented in three sections. The first section presemis g
descriptive analysis of group means of measured variables by group {@mifyass. non-
fraternity) and correlations. The second section includes the results oftilraquidl analysis
for the full data set and fraternity and non-fraternity groups. The third sectisens the
results of the multiple group comparisons of the path model by group, and the test of the
differences between paths in the groups. In the conclusion of this chaptesutteeakthe
hypothesis testing are summarized.

The first analysis answered the first research question about meansmtldferences
and correlations, while the path models determined whether or not both groups fit the proposed
theoretical model (research questions 2, 3, and 4).

For ease of conveyance and understanding, each research question is employed as a
header and is followed by a presentation of the analysis and methodology usedeiatiaas

guestion.
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Research Question 1: Mean Differences between Groups
1. Are fraternity men significantly higher on measures of moral disengagement and rape-
supportive attitudes when compared to non-fraternity men? Do fraternity men haveangyific
lower scores of moral judgment when compared to non-fraternity men?

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations and t-test for each grénapefingy
vs. non-fraternity) on the measured variables. The table also reports theie#dor each test,
where Cohen defined effect sizes as sndall,2, mediund=.5, and largel=.8 (Cohen, 1988)
Overall, fraternity men reported significant differences in mean levetsddl disengagement,
moral judgment as indicated by the N2 score and personal interests sesrer@| and the two

variables that measured rape-supportive attitudes.
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Table 1

Independent t-test of Fraternity and Non-Fraternity Males

Groups Both Fraternity Non-Fraternity t-test

M SD M SD M SD df t p d
MD 72.73 18.17 89.7 16.03 64.37 12.46 19812.27 .000 1.76
N2 Score 2462 13.56 21.35 12.49 26.23 23.8 198 -2.42 .016 -.37
Pl-Score 30.73 11.71 35.12 10.89 28.65 521. 198 3.85 .000 .58
Decision .62 49 38 .49 .73 .45 198 05.1.000 - 74
Response 3.52 1.78 3.00 1.61 3.77 181 1982.93 .004 -.45

Note.N=200, N (fraternity) = 66, N (non-fraternity) = 134

As indicated in Table 1, moral disengagement (MD) was significarghehifor
fraternity men than for non-fraternity me(il98) = 12.27, p<.05 (one-tailed)= 1.7. The
moral disengagement scale ranges from 32-160; therefore, a 25 point differeeasdns
significant between the two groups. There were significant differencibe eneasure of moral
judgment between fraternity and non-fraternity men. The version of the mézetuneas used
in this study, the DIT-2, computes the N2 developmental index (N2 score). The B2 ar
used to adjust the P-score based on a participant’s ability to distinguish betwems Brid
lower-stage items (Thoma, 2006). Fraternity men had significantly lowerad¥@ssihan non-
fraternity ment (198) = -2.42, p<.05 (one-tailed)=-.37. The DIT-2 also computes the
personal interest score (Pl-score), which was also used as a spea#ioenef moral judgment
in this study. The personal interest score (Pl-score) provides informatem iadividual’s
tendency for self-interested moral thinking (Kohlberg’s stages one and twohdkidual who

operates within the personal-interest schema is egocentric and acts selfirde concrete-
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individualistic goals (Lapsley, 1996). This variable functions differently impné¢ing high and
low scores of moral judgment, in that high Pl-scores indicate lower levels of jomigaient.
Fraternity men had significantly higher mean PI-scores with a mediunt sitfet (198) = 3.85,
p<.05 (one-tailed)d = .58, which indicates a lower level of moral judgment. The Pl-score is
notable because it assesses moral judgment by looking at an individual’s tendemcy to us
personal interest when making moral decisions. Specifically, this t-tesihdates that
fraternity men are more likely to use a personal interest schema wkergmeoral decisions.

The importance of this finding will be discussed in Chapter 5.

Rape-Supportive Attitudes

Rape-supportive attitudes weneasured by two observed variables. The first, a
dichotomous variable, measured the DECISION to dismiss or pursue the caseBayaitise
perpetrator of the sexual assault. The decision to dismiss the case sdicgie-supportive
attitude because the participant makes a decision that the case is naifa®agal assault
(Rosenthal, et al, 1995, Check & Malamuth, 1983). This dichotomous variable was dummy
coded (0= dismiss, 1= pursue) for the primary analysis and further path andlysigfore,
scores closer to zero indicate more rape-supportive attitudes. Table 1 detasrisat
fraternity men were significantly higher on this measure of rape-suppattitudeg (198) = -
5.10, p<.05 (one-tailedyi=-.74 than non-fraternity men. The effect size associated with this
mean difference is considered large. The second variable that measuratpaptve
attitudes was the RESPONSE variable. The RESPONSE variable measuttes! wiee
participants placed blame on Ben or Susan on a scale of one to six. Higher scores on this

measure indicate that the participant placed more blame on Susan (theafichedct of
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sexual assault than Ben (the perpetrator). Scores closer to six inkdatgiarticipants placed
more blame on Ben (the perpetrator) for the act of sexual assault, whiclesitgss rape-
supportive attitudes. This scale measures the rape-supportive attitudeshsrsnantd non-
members using an ambiguous vignette of sexual assault (Check & Malamuth, 198@h&pse
et al., 1995). Fraternity men were significantly more likely to place btanteusan for the act
of sexual assault than non-fraternity mief1,98) = -2.84, p<.05 (one-tailed)= -.45, which
indicates that fraternity men identified with the perpetrator and werelikelgto blame the
victim, which is a rape supportive attitude.

The information gathered from the descriptive statistics and indeperéstg bf the
variables grouped by member (fraternity and non-fraternity) indicatéhdia were mean
differences between the studied variables, with fraternities demamgtnggher moral
disengagement, lower moral judgment, and more rape-supportive attitudes thasteron:yf
men. This analysis answered the first research question about group difered@®nfirmed
the researcher’s hypothesis that fraternity men would be higher on the sezsucgal

disengagement and rape-supportive attitudes, and lower on the measures of moraitjudgme

Correlations

Pearson’s test for correlations was used to explore bivariate relg®ashong the
variables in the full data set (n=200), fraternity members (n=66) and non-nsefnb&B4) (See
Tables 2, 3, and 4). In the full data set, as Table 2 demonstrates, all of theecheasiables
were significantly correlated.

Moral disengagement was negatively correlated with the N2 scere336, p<.01).

This indicates that higher moral disengagement is correlated with lowal jodgment as
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measured by the N2 score. These correlations for both groups fit within the proposéd mode
that will be tested in the path analysis. Moral disengagement is positived{ated with the PI-
score (personal interests score) of moral judgnrent356 p<.01), which implies that an
individual with an increased reliance on the personal interest schemapmnsttiee Pl-score

also has higher moral disengagement. Moral disengagement is significarglated with both
measures of rape-supportive attitudes. Higher moral disengagement igatggatrelated with
the DECISION variabler(=-.394, p<.01) and the RESPONSE variabte-(276, p<.01), which
implies that higher moral disengagement is correlated with a decision teslitrmicase and
place the responsibility on Susan (the victim), which are both indicators ofuppersve
attitudes. The two moral judgment variables (N2 score and Pl-score) wafeandly related

to the rape-supportive attitude variables. The lack of predictive value of thechidled the
researcher to determine that this measure would not be useful in the path aAalsipected,
the N2 score was positively correlated with higher scores on the DECISION82, p<.05)

and RESPONSH € .268, p<.01) variables. The Pl-score variable was negatively correlated
with the DECISION ( = -.325, p<.01) and RESPONSEH-.270, p<.01) variables, which
suggests that higher orientation towards personal interests (indicatoreofntmsal judgment) is
related to placing responsibility on the victim (more rape-supportiitedes). The researcher
was interested in determining the correlation of the rape-supportive attitadeneeto further
validate the rationale for the abilities of the measures. RESPONSE an&IDECvere
positively correlatedr(= .418, p<.01),which suggests there is a relationship between dismissing
the case and blaming Susan (the victim) for the act of sexual assault or pursuwiagd and

blaming Ben (the perpetrator) for the act of sexual assault.
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Table 2

Correlations of Moral Disengagement, Moral Judgment, and Rape-supportive Attitude Variables

1 2 3 4 5
N=200 N=200 N=200 N=200 N=200
1. Pledge
2. Moral -.B657**
Disengagement
3. N2 Score 170* -.336**
(Moral Judgment)
4.Pl-score -.264** .356** -.642**
(Moral Judgment)
5. Decision 341** -.394** .182* -.325%*
(Rape-supportive
Attitudes)
6, Response .204** -.276%* .268** -.270** A438**
(Rape-supportive
Attitudes)

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

When the researcher split the file to run Pearson’s correlations on theifysded non-
fraternity men separately, the correlation matrix looked similar intthreand strength for each
group. However, there were a few differences between the correlatithresrobral
disengagement and rape-supportive attitude variables. In the fraterntie 4diaole 3),
DECISION { =-.333, p<.01) and RESPONSIE(-.335, p<.01) are strongly correlated to moral
disengagement. However, the non-fraternity sample’s correlations are ndicangmn the
relationship between moral disengagement and RESPONSEL(18). There are differences
between the correlations of the moral judgment variables and the rape-suppbitigde at
variables between samples. The rape-supportive attitude variablesratatedwith the N2
score in the fraternity sample=(.346, p<.001),r& .513, p<.001). However, there are no
significant relationships between the N2 score variable and the rape-suppttitude variables

in the non-fraternity sample € . 032), ( = .136). As expected, there are significant negative
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relationships between the Personal Interest score and the rape-suppatiide adtiables in the
fraternity sampler(= -.329, p<.001),r(= -.274, p<.001) and the non-fraternity sample {

225, p<.001),r(=-.211, p<.001).
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Table 3

Correlations of Moral Disengagement, Moral Judgment, and Rape-Supportive Attitude
Variables for Fraternity Groups

N=66 N=66 N=66 N=66

1. Moral
Disengagement

2. N2 score -.522%*
(Moral Judgment)

3. Pl-score 460** -.629**
(Moral Judgment)

4. Decision -.333** 346** -.329**
(Rape-supportive
attitudes)

5, Response -.335** b513** -.274* 489+ *
(Rape-supportive
attitudes)

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 4

Moral Disengagement, Moral Judgment, and Rape-Supportive Attitude variables for Non-
fraternity groups

N=134 N=134 N=134 N=134

1. Moral
Disengagement

2. N2 Score -.185*
(Moral Judgment)

3. Pl-score 132 -.628**
(Moral Judgment)

4. Decision - 177* .032 -.225%*
(Rape-supportive
attitudes)

5, Response -.118 .136 -.211* .361**
(Rape-supportive
attitudes)

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

The correlation matrix of the full data set indicates that there areisagifelationships
between the moral disengagement, moral judgment and rape-supportive attitiaddsss/ar the
hypothesized direction and magnitude. This analysis was a preliminary sté@rmidimg
which variables would be appropriate for each observed variable in the path modetj(Bee F
2). The path model is comprised of one measured observed variable of moral disemgage
moral judgment, and rape-supportive attitudes. The rape-supportive attitucesenewere
significantly correlated, which indicates that they are both accepiedaéctors of rape-
supportive attitudes. However, the DECISION variable and the RESPONSHean@asured
two different features of the individuals’ perceptions and beliefs about sexuassiggr

Although they both measured rape-supportive attitudes, one variable specifieafiyned the
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action choice (decision) to pursue the case of sexual assault, while the respaide v
measured victim blaming, which is a more descriptive type of rape-supporiivdeatt
(Rosenthal, et al., 1995). The researcher used both of these variables as meagpees of

supportive attitudes in the path analysis.
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Figure 2 Path Model of Moral Disengagement, Moral Judgment and Rape-Supportive Attitudes.
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RQ2: Do the data fit the theoretical path model? Are there relationships between the paths of
moral disengagement and moral judgment with rape-supportive attitudes in both groups? Are

there relationships between the paths in each of the samples?

Path Analysis

Path analysis is a form of Structural Equation Modeling that is used to stuclyadide
indirect effects of variables. Path analysis is not necessarily use@tmuohet causes; instead, it
tests theoretical relationships between variables and may determing ica&isgoral ordering
of variables exists, covariation or correlation is present among variattestrer causes are
controlled for in the model (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). In this study, the reseamhted
to demonstrate causal relationships in the theoretical model, and fit the datador the

relationships in the path model. The strength of using this statistical proosduregression
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is that this method allows for simultaneous testing of multiple mediatorsmgla snodel while
also testing for moderator effects. This technique provides model fitistatts an overall
model. The fit statistics for a model in which the parameters are held mvarahe paths
between variables of interest are compared to a model in which the parameetdiered to be
freely estimated. Significant improvement in model fit, as the resealtbess for the direct
and indirect effects to differ based on the grouping variable, addresses whethaues of

model parameters vary significantly between groups (Kline, 2004).

RQ2: Do the data fit the theoretical path model? Are there relationships between the paths of
moral disengagement and moral judgment with rape-supportive attitudes in both groups?
The researcher used LISREL 8.8 to construct a path analysis to test patditeat and
direct effects of moral disengagement and moral judgment on the rape-suppbttige a
variables. The initial model tested the direct effect of moral disengagemeape-supportive
attitudes while simultaneously testing the direct effect of moral judgorerape-supportive
attitudes and the indirect effect of moral judgment on rape-supportive atttvdeigh the path
of moral disengagement. Because a path analysis was only used to depathsrzetween
observed variables, the researcher did not need to determine model fit until tipéergudtiup
comparison analysis. In this step, the researcher’s primary inteergtswether or not the
paths were significant and in the direction of the hypothesized path modeli¢8ee3). The
researcher ran two different path analyses on the full data set, the tyasample, and the non-
fraternity sample to test the hypothesized model using the moral disengagenmeble, the

moral judgment variable and the DECISION variable for the rape-suppattiteles variable.
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The first hypothesized model used moral disengagement, moral judgment, and the
DECISION variable to measure rape-supportive attitudes. Table 5 ilassthee path

coefficients for the tested model.
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Table 5

Path Model 1
Effects N2> Moral Mora> DEC N2 DEC N2 Moral>DEC Total Effects
Formula 1 2 3 (I%2) (1x2)+3

B error B error B error
Both -0.451* (0.089) -0.025* (0.004) 0.006 (0.004) 0.011 0.017
Fraternity -0.67* (0.137) -0.017* (0.007) 0.022* (0.01) 0.012 0.034
Non-Fraternity -0.167* (0.077) -0.019* (0.006) 0.001 (0.006) 0.003 0.004

*indicates a significant path.
**|ndicates the indirect effect of the N2 variable on Decision.

In the model using moral disengagement, moral judgment variable, and DEC4ASION
the rape-supportive attitudes variable, the directions of the path coefficfeaitshree tests of
direct effects are in the direction of the hypothesized model. In all trwapgy the significant
paths between N2 Score and Moral Disengagement are negative, which mehighénahoral
judgment scores are related to lower moral disengagement in the full datateetjtfr, and
non-fraternity samples. The parameter estimate for the path in theitsasample was
particularly strong (B = -.67, p<.001), indicating that moral disengagemeatstesng direct
effect on moral judgment in fraternity males. As expected, the pathsdretaaral
disengagement and decision was negative (and significant in all three groupk), whi
demonstrates that high moral disengagement is related to higheupgquetsve attitudes as
evidenced by choosing to dismiss the case of sexual assault. The paths betwiexd gnozat
and rape-supportive attitudes were different in the fraternity and non-ftgteample in this
model. The fraternity sample’s significant positive path between moral judgmé rape-
supportive attitudes confirmed the hypothesized model, that higher moral judgmestaies

to lower rape-supportive attitudes (B = .022, p<.05). However, the direction of theepaten
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moral judgment and rape-supportive attitudes was different for the nomitasample. This
path was not significant, and neither was the path between moral judgment asdppeive

attitudes in the full data set.

Indirect Effects and Total Effects

As expected, the overall effect of the indirect effect of moral judgment on d¢lstote
(rape-supportive attitude) was stronger for fraternity males (.012) thafratemity males
(.003). However, they were overall small effect sizes. Similarlytatad effect of the
independent variables (moral disengagement and N2 score) on the outcome vapable (r
supportive attitudes) indicates a slightly stronger effect in fratemmties (.034) than non-
fraternity males (.004). This total effect indicates that the frayenmbdel accounts for more
variance than the non-fraternity model. These findings indicate that the cdreffieet of
moral judgment and moral disengagement on rape-supportive attitudes is strongee ot

males than for non-fraternity males.

Path Analysis for the Model 2
The second path model tested the paths between moral disengagement, moraljudgme
and the RESPONSE variable for rape-supportive attitudes. Table 6 i#adtiatpath

coefficients for the tested model.
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Table 6

Path Model 2
Effects N2> Moral Mora®> RESP  N2RESP NZ2Moral>RESP Total Effects
Formula 1 2 3 (I%2) (1x2)+3

B error B error B error B B
Both - 0.451* (0.089) -0.02* (0.006) 0.025* (0.009) 0.009 0.034
Fraternity -0.67* (0.137) -0.009 (0.012p.059* (0.016) 0.006 0.065
Non-Fraternity -0.167* (0.077) -0.014 (0.012) 0.015 (0.011) 0.002 0.017

* Indicates a significant path.
**Indicates the indirect effect of the N2 variable on Decision.

In the second path model, there is a significant negative path between marentdg
and moral disengagement in the full data set, and between the fraternity anatenty
samples. When looking at the path between moral judgment and moral disengagement in the
first path analysis, the researcher found that the paths in each of the groeip$entcal to
those in the second analysis. In other words, the path between moral judgment and moral
disengagement is the same whether the rape-supportive attitudes vari2lb@ 510N or
RESPONSE. In the path between moral disengagement and response, the oidgrgigaih is
in the full data set of both samples (B = .022, p<.05). However, the paths between moral
disengagement and rape-supportive attitudes (RESPONSE) are in the hypdti&sizion in
all three of the groups. High moral disengagement is related to lower score RESRONSE
variables, which indicates high rape-supportive attitudes, because the indohidsalto blame
the victim for the act of sexual assault. The absence of significant pathdrzténeity and
non-fraternity sample was expected because of the non-significant congla¢itween these
variables in the correlation matrix. The paths between moral judgmentmdupportive
attitudes were significant in the full data set (B = .025, p<.05) and frateanityls (B = .059,

p<.05) and positive in all three samples. These results confirm the expected hypdtmexiel,
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in that higher moral judgment relates to lower rape-supportive attitudes est@adby higher

RESPONSE scores.

Indirect Effects and Total Effects

As expected, the overall effect of the indirect effect of moral judgment on the
RESPONSE (rape-supportive attitude) variable was slightly strong&afternity males (.006)
than non-fraternity males (.002). Similarly, the total effect of the indepemdgables (moral
disengagement and N2 score) on the outcome variable RESPONSE (rape-supptuties atti
indicates a stronger overall effect in fraternity males (.065) than nomritgtenales (.017). The
variables account for more variance in the fraternity model than the nomityateodel. These
findings indicate that the combined effect of moral judgment and moral disengagemape-
supportive attitudes is stronger for fraternity males than non-fraternigsma

The above path models indicate that the paths in the overall model (both fraternity and
non-fraternity men) fit the theoretical path model in both groups. The hypothesitemodel
also fits the data of each of the groups (fraternity vs. non-fraternity) witly significant paths
in both groups. Overall, the researcher found that there were stronger indeetst afid total
effects of the variables for fraternity men than non-fraternity menrekttagly, the direct
effects of the moral disengagement and moral judgment (N2 score) on rape-supfaridesat
were not significant in either the fraternity or non-fraternity samplgben taking into account
combined and total effects of the variables on the rape-supportive attitudes outdatbile,he
findings were similar. The fraternity sample had stronger indireatteféd moral judgment
through moral disengagement and stronger total effects of the models. These fintings w

discussed in Chapter 5.
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Path Analysis for Model 3

The third path model tested the paths between Moral Disengagement, tbeeRissthe
Moral Judgment variable and the DECISION variable for rape-supportiuedatit The PI-
score is a not an overall measure of moral judgment, but rather specloociklyat an
individual's preference for using personal interest when making a decision abolut mora

judgment. Table 7 illustrates the path coefficients for the tested model.
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Table 7

Path Model 3
Effects P> Moral Morab> DEC P DEC PP Moral>DEC Total Effects
Formula 1 2 3 (I%2) (1x2)+3

B error B error B error B B
Both 0.553* (0.103) -0.021* (0.003) -0.024* (0.005) -0.011 -0.035
Fraternity 0.677* (0.163) -0.019* (0.008) -0.025* (0.011) -0.012 -0.037
Non-Fraternity 0.143  (0.093) -0.016* (0.006) -0.024* (0.007) -0.002 -0.026

*Indicates a significant path.
**|ndicates the indirect effect of the N2 variable on Decision.

Again, in all three models the direction of the paths of the models confirms the
hypothesized model. A high personal interest score (Pl-score) indicatesrddvel of moral
judgment. Therefore, in this model the path between high personal interests andraigh m
disengagement was positive, and significant in the fraternity sample (B p86.05). High
moral disengagement has a relationship with lower moral judgment, and lowejudgraent
has an effect on higher rape-supportive attitudes as evidenced by the directiopab the
estimates in the model. Interestingly, the paths (direct effectsgbptmoral disengagement

and decision and personal interest and decision were significant in this model.

Indirect Effects and Total Effects

Interestingly, the indirect effect of personal interest score on H@&EION variable
(rape-supportive attitude) was stronger for fraternity males (-.012)nibwafraternity males (-
.002). Similarly, the total effect of the independent variables (moral disengatgemaeP |-
score) on the outcome variable (rape-supportive attitudes) indicates a istedatenship (-

.037) than non-fraternity males (-.026). This indicates that the model of morajatisement
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and PI-score accounts for a larger amount of variance of the outcome variabuppgive
attitudes). These findings indicate that the combined effect of moral judgment aid mor
disengagement on rape-supportive attitudes is stronger for fraternitythreateson-fraternity

males.

Path Analysis for Model 4

The fourth path model tests the paths between moral disengagementstbesRis the
moral judgment variable and the RESPONSE variable to measure rape-suggitttises. The
Pl-score is a not an overall measure of moral judgment, but specifically looksdtatual’s
preference for using personal interest when making a decision about mora¢nidgrable 8

illustrates the path coefficients for the tested model.
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Table 8

Path Model 4
Effects P> Moral Mora®> RESP PPRESP PP Moral>RESP Total Effects
Formula 1 2 3 (I%2) (1x2)+3

B error B error B error
Both 0.553* (0.103) -0.021* (0.007) -0.029* (0.011) -0.012 -0.041
Fraternity 0.677* (0.163) -0.026* (0.013) -0.022 (0.019) -0.017 -0.039
Non-Fraternity 0.143 (0.093) -0.013 (0.012p.031* (0.013) -0.002 -0.033

*Indicates a significant path.
**Indicates the indirect effect of the N2 variable on Decision.

Again, in all three models the direction of the paths of the models confirmed the
hypothesized model. A high personal interest score (Pl-score) indicatesrddvel of moral
judgment. Therefore, in this model the path between high personal interests and kaigh mor
disengagement is positive, and significant in the fraternity sample (B=-.677, p<igh)mbtal
disengagement has a relationship with lower moral judgment, and lower moral judgrmemt
effect on higher rape-supportive attitudes as evidenced by the direction of thstpa#tes in

the model.

Indirect Effects and Total Effects

As expected, the overall effect of the indirect effect of moral judgment on ¢tseothe
(rape-supportive attitude) was stronger for fraternity males (-.01@ )ntbra-fraternity males ( -
.002). Similar to the previous model using Pl-score, the total effect of the indepeadailes
(moral disengagement and Pl-score) on the outcome variable (rape-supgtittides)
indicates similar effects in fraternity males (-.039) and non-fiatemales (-.033). This

indicates that Pl-score and moral disengagement account for slighdy dangunts of variance
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in the dependent variable (rape-supportive attitudes) in both groups. These findifgs will

discussed in Chapter 5.

RQ3: Is there a difference in the proposed path model between fraternity and non-fraternit

males?

Multiple-Group Comparison of the Path Model

After the researcher determined that the model fit the full data set eéimdreap
(fraternity and non-fraternity) separately, the third research guestis addressed using
multiple-group comparison to see if the hypothesized model was different fogreagh
Specifically, the researcher wanted to demonstrate that the thdbrgtiioposed link between
moral judgment, disengagement and rape-supportive attitudes were thacsassehe groups.
The mean differences do exist between groups, but the paths and the overall model should be the
same for both groups. The separate analysis determined if the theoegtiaalqalel fit each
group of data: fraternity and non-fraternity. If the separate samptizgafit the model for each
group, respectively, then a test of whether the same path model fits both groups can be
conducted. A multiple group analysis was conducted to determine if the path model was
different for each group. The chi-square values were interpreted flulltheodel (both
samples) and each separate model. A non-significant chi-square indicatesia@dbd tlata
to the path model.

A global chi-square value for the group path models under the assumption of a simila
path model will be interpreted as non-significant (similar path model) orisgmif(dissimilar

path model). A global chi-square value for the group path models under the assumption of a
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different path model will be interpreted as non-significant (similar path modsiynificant
(dissimilar path model).

A chi-square difference test was computed using the CV.XLS program lliSRE&L
8.8 tutorial folder of the software. The researcher used the CV.XLS progaun the two
Global chi-square values into the EQUAL and UNEQUAL columns respectively tputera
chi-square difference test.

The test for the first path model of moral disengagement, N2 score, and rape-gepporti
attitudes (DECISION) yielded a significant chi-square vaj2g3, N = 200] = 9.92, p = .001),
which means that the overall path models are different for each group. This finding is a
expected, considering that the total effects of each group in the above patk actcdehted for
a different amount of variance in each model.

For the second path model of moral disengagement, moral judgment, rape-supportive
attitudes (RESPONSE) the chi-square value is signifig&t3; N = 200] = 9.98, p = .019),
therefore the overall path models are different for each group (i.enftatend non-fraternity).
This finding is as expected, considering the total effects of each group in the altoregats
accounted for a different amount of variance in each model.

The researcher performed the chi-square difference test for thedthrchpdel of moral
disengagement, Pl score, and rape-supportive attitudes (DECISION). inggyeghe chi-
square value is not significani2([3, N = 200] = 5.48, p = .139); therefore, the overall path
models are the same for each group. This finding is as expected considerujhgabups
accounted for a similar amount of variance in the models.

The researcher performed a chi-square difference test for the fourthohodeal

disengagement, Pl-score, and rape-supportive attitudes (RESPONSE).$hearkivalue is not
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significant(y2 [3, N = 200] = 5.53, p = .137); therefore, the overall path models are the same for
the fraternity and non-fraternity groups. This finding is as expected cangideat both groups
accounted for a similar amount of variance in the models.

The multiple-group comparison analyses indicate that the path models that Ne the
score for the measure of moral judgment are different for fraternity anftaternity men.
However, the path models that use the Pl-score as the measure of moral juddroata ihat
the overall path models are the same for fraternity and non-fraternity rhese findings are as
expected due to the analyses of the total effects of each path model. Howeedinthegs
prompted the researcher to further analyses to determine which paths aeatdiffieeach group
in the path models using a t-test for parallelism (Kleinbaum & Kupper, 1978). Thysiarvaill

answer the research question 4.

RQ4: Are the paths (relationships) from the observed variables different betvoegsgr

Which paths are different between fraternity and non-fraternity males in the model?

The researcher used a t-test for parallelism (Kleinbaum & Kupper, 1978) toetestferences

between paths in both models between the fraternity and non-fraternity saifipéegaths of

the first model are demonstrated in Table 9.
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Table 9

Path Model 1 t-test for Parallelism

EFFECTS N2SCOREB MORAL MORAL- DECISION N2SCORPDECISION
B B B

Fraternity -0.67* - 0.017* 0.022*

Non-Fraternity -0.167* -0.019* -0.001
t-value t-value t-value

Differences 3.224 0.417 4.339

df 200 200 200

p-value .001 677 .001

* Indicates a significant path.

The researcher computed the t-test for parallelism by computing thestfi@m the

parameter estimates (betas) and the standard deviations of the varialdanaulé¢h The t-

values are computed in Table 9. The researcher computed the critical t to ctraparawe of

each path to determine whether or not the slopes were the parallel. Thetggtich653.

Because the absolute value of the t-values of the two path models from N2 scof S6@NE

(rape-supportive attitudes) and N2 score to moral disengagement in Tablargar¢han the

critical t-value, then the researcher can determine thatE By was rejected and that two

paths are different for fraternity and non-fraternity males. However, théopaween moral

disengagement and DECISION (rape-supportive attitudes) is the sameiinifysand non-

fraternity males. Moral Judgment as measured by the N2 score hasentpith to moral

disengagement and to the outcome variable (rape-supportive attitudes) in both gra#use Be

there are two path models that are different in the model - the previous multtiplp -g

comparison demonstrated that the overall models were different.
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Table 10

Path Model 2 t-test for Parallelism

EFFECTS N2SCOREB MORAL MORAL-> RESPONSE N2SCORBRESPONSE
B B B

Fraternity -0.67* - 0.009 0.059*

Non-Fraternity - 0.167* -0.014 0.015
t-value t-value t-value

Differences -3.224 0.278 2.316

df 200 200 200

p-value .001 .781 .021

* Indicates a significant path.

The researcher computed a t-test for parallelism in the model of morajaligsment,
moral judgment, and rape-supportive attitudes (RESPONSE). Similar testhgath model, the
researcher computed the t-test for parallelism by computing the t-vaiodle parameter
estimates (betas) and the standard deviations of the variables in the modelallies are
computed in Table 10. The researcher computed the critical t to compare the ¢fvadhch path
to determine whether or not the slopes were the parallel. The cri§isal 653. The researcher
found similar results to that of the first path model. The t-values of the path madels 2
score to RESPONSE (rape-supportive attitudes) and N2 score and moral disamjagem
above the critical t-value, therefore the researcher can determimétiBat= Byr was rejected
and that two paths are different for fraternity and non-fraternity maleseter, the path
between moral disengagement and rape-supportive attitudes as measureRBEyRGNSE
variable was the same in both fraternity and non-fraternity groups. Moral Judagnmeeasured
by the N2 score had a different path to moral disengagement and to the outcome (vapable
supportive attitudes) in both groups. Because there are two path models that ranmt difthe
model the previous multiple-group comparison demonstrated that the overall models were

different.
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Table 11

Path Model 3 t-test for Parallelism

EFFECTS PI-SCOREB MORAL MORAL- DECISION PI-SCORPDECISION
B B B

Fraternity 0.67* - 0.019* -0.025*

Non-Fraternity 0.143 -0.016* -0.024*
t-value t-value t-value

Differences 2.818 0.625 0.167

df 200 200 200

p-value .004 .532 .867

* Indicates a significant path.

Personal Interest Paths

The researcher computed a t-test for parallelism in the model of morajaligsment,
moral judgment, and rape-supportive attitudes (DECISION). The reseaachputed the t-test
for parallelism by computing the t-value from the parameter estirttagéss) and the standard
deviations of the variables in the model. The t-values are computed in Table 11. Tioheesea
computed the critical t to compare the t-value of each path to determine whetbetla slopes
were parallel. The criticalds= 1.653. The absolute value of the two paths from personal
interest score to the dependent variable DECISION (rape-supportiveed)iand moral
disengagement to DECISION (rape-supportive attitudes) were belowtibal drvalue.
Therefore, the researcher can determine thaBH= By is accepted and the paths between
personal interests and moral disengagement and rape-supportive attitieldseveame for both
groups. As demonstrated by the high t-value in Table 11, the path between persoesikint
score and moral disengagement was different for the fraternity and nanifyateen in the
model. Because two of the paths are the same in the model, the test of the overallingpdel us

the multiple-group comparison test demonstrated that the overall models weaenthe
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Table 12

Path Model 4 t-test for Parallelism

EFFECTS PI-SCOREB MORAL MORAL-> RESPONSE PI-SCORBRESPONSE
B B B

Fraternity 0.67* -0.026* -0.022

Non-Fraternity 0.143 -0.013 -0.031*
t-value t-value t-value

Differences 2.818 0.722 0.385

df 200 200 200

p-value .004 A71 .701

* Indicates a significant path.

The researcher computed a t-test for parallelism in the model of morajaligsment,
moral judgment, and rape-supportive attitudes (RESPONSE). The researcpetetbthe t-test
for parallelism by computing the t-value from the parameter estirttagéss) and the standard
deviations of the variables in the model. The t-values were computed in Table 12. The
researcher computed the critical t to compare the t-value of each pathrioitietghether or
not the slopes were the parallel. The critigaFt1.653. Similar to the findings in Table 16, the
researcher found that the two path models from personal interest score and reapense (
supportive attitudes) and moral disengagement and response (rape-suppdtidesattiere the
same in both groups as indicated by the having lower t-values than the triata in Table
12. However, the t-value of the path between personal interest score and moral dieengag
was higher than the critical t, which indicated that the path was diffenefiaternity and non-
fraternity males. Because two of the paths were the same in the model, tfi¢hesiverall
model using the multiple-group comparison test demonstrated that the overall moddisewer

same.
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Summary of the Results

The results confirmed the hypothesized model of moral disengagement, moraljudgme
and rape-supportive attitudes, using the two variables of rape-supportive a(id&dHSION
and RESPONSE). The researcher performed a preliminary analysisngspgndent t-tests to
assess mean differences in scores for both fraternity and non-frateatety, nihe researcher
found that there were mean differences in moral disengagement, personakistyaestthe N2
score, and the rape-supportive attitude variables between fraternity andteonify males.
Correlational analyses indicated that there were significant relagsisbiween these variables.
These relationships were further explained using path analysis to seemthetk were
significant paths in the overall data set, and the fraternity and non-fratatétyget. Four
separate path models were tested to see whether or not paths existed betakeen mor
disengagement, the two rape-supportive variables, and the two moral judgment priatilesa
The results demonstrated significant paths between the variables. Magitbple€omparison
analyses indicated that the overall path models were different for ftgtena non-fraternity
groups in the path models when using N2 score as the moral judgment variable. Hatvemer
the researcher tested whether the overall path models were differenthespagdonal interest
variable for moral judgment, the researcher found that overall path modelshe@esrame. Using
a t-test for parallelism, the researcher found that the paths from the N2csowreal
disengagement and rape-supportive variables were different for fragmdityon-fraternity
males. However, the path between moral disengagement and the rape-suppturties atas
the same for both models. Interestingly, the researcher found the oppostte/eéieaising the
personal interest score as the moral judgment variable. The paths betrseaalpaterest

score and moral disengagement and moral disengagement and the rape-supjtodire att
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variables are the same for both fraternity and non-fraternity men. Howevpatkhleetween
personal interest score and moral disengagement is different fonitieteand non-fraternity

men. The significance of these findings will be discussed in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to increase the understanding of rape-suppomnidesattit
in fraternity and non-fraternity men using developmental and behavioral gienived from
moral theory Specifically, the researcher assessed the links between moralagjserent,
moral judgment, and rape-supportive attitudes using a hypothesized path model in @raich m
judgment and moral disengagement both related to rape-supportive attitudes, and moral
judgment intensified the relationship between moral disengagement andipgoetise
attitudes. The preliminary analyses indicated that there were samifiifferences in the
variable means and correlational relationships between the variables sugopbitie
hypothesized model. Also consistent with expectation, the path analyses and +grdtiple
comparison tests concluded that significant differences existed in the pathigwofify and non-
fraternity males. This discussion of the results will interpret the theaksignificance of these

results and give recommendations for practitioners in the field.

Relations among Variables
As expected, there were mean differences in all of the measured \sammathle model
between fraternity and non-fraternity men. These mean differences wéa t®the purpose

of the study in confirming past research which suggested that frateemtypens are higher in
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moral disengagement (Carroll & Thoma, 2009), lower in measures of moral jud@oen,
1982; Sanders, 1990; Kilgannon & Erwin, 1992; Derryberry & Thoma, 2000), and higher on
measures of sexual aggression as measured by rape-supportive attitudebdResaht 1995;
Koss & Gaines, 1993; Muehlenhard & MacNaughton, 1988). The observed difference was
large, with the mean score for the fraternity men almost 25 points higher tharatesnify men
on the measure of moral disengagement. The effect size for this meksure) (s considered
very large (e.g., Cohen, 1982), which indicates that there is significant supportdssémon
that fraternity men are higher than non-fraternity men on the measure of nserajatyement.
This supports the hypothesis that fraternity males are more likely taqydgefrom their
social/moral perspectives, and therefore more likely to engage in maltass without guilt
or remorse (Bandura, 2000).

The lower score of moral judgment for fraternity members replidatdohgs that
fraternity and sorority members have lower postconventional moral reasoniag gt non-
members (Cohen, 1982; Sanders, 1990; Kilgannon & Erwin, 1992; Derryberry & Thoma, 2000).
This study specifically looked at the N2 score of the DIT-2, which is an oseak of moral
judgment. The N2 scores are used to adjust the P-score based on a participiyts abil
distinguish between P items and lower-stage items (Thoma, 2006). Fraternitydnen ha
significantly lower N2 scores than non-fraternity men. The moderate sitectl= -.37)
indicates that fraternity men scored approximately .4 standard deviattsriawer on this
overall measure of moral judgment compared with non-fraternity men. Althoughysiesst
have compared the two groups using variables explaining postconventional moral ggasonin
none have looked at relationships between moral judgment and moral disengagement in

fraternity and non-fraternity males. The researcher was alsostadrnia using the personal
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interest score (Pl-score) as a dimensional score of moral judgment. r§begbénterest score
(Pl-score) provides information on an individual’s tendency for self-interesteal thorking
(similar to Kohlberg’'s stages one and two). An individual who operates within the dersona
interest schema is egocentric and acts to meet selfish, concrete-ingsticigaals (Lapsley,
1996). This variable functions differently when used for interpreting high and toessof
moral judgment, in that a high Pl-score focuses on the usage rates ofdeeleof moral
judgment. Fraternity men had significantly higher mean Pl-scores wittdeum effect size] =
.58, which indicates over a .5 standard deviation difference in the use of loweokvelsl
judgment. The PI-score is significant to this study because it assess¢guagment by
looking at an individual’'s tendency to use personal interest when making moral decisions.
Theoretically, the personal interest score fits well with the theonyarél disengagement
because individuals seek to alleviate personal guilt by justifying tb@na, thus acting in their
own self-interest.

The development of the vignette to measure rape-supportive attitudes wadke \cdri
particular interest to the researcher. The sexual assault vignettewebgdd through a series
of steps described in the methodology section of this study. It was based ornutieassault
vignette used in past research on sexual aggression (Rosenthal, et al., 1989&nihue &
MacNaughton, 1988). The DECISION variable, derived from the participaattoa to the
vignette, attends to the participant’s decision whether to dismiss or purstsséhef sexual
assault. Findings using DECISION indicated that fraternity men wgnédisantly more likely
to choose to dismiss the case than non-fraternity men, as demonstrated bkaayeezffect
size,d=-.74. This “decision” was used as a proxy for the participant’s action choiagskeuia

the decision to pursue the case further or dismiss it completely. As expeetadlividuals
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who dismissed the case placed the blame on Susan, the victim, in the case afssexuial
Similarly, the RESPONSE score measured where the participants ptaspdrisibility” for the
act of sexual assault described in the vignette. This score was measngeal arse to Six item
likert scale, ranging from placing all of the blame on Susan (score = Bdiaghll of the blame
on Ben (score = 6). Fraternity men were significantly more likely to flkeee on the victim

as demonstrated by a medium effect size;.45. This score was similar to the findings of the
DECISION score in that fraternity men were more likely to blame Susan (e )vthan Ben
(the perpetrator) for the act of sexual assault. Taken together, thet¥igreasure, in line with
past similar vignettes on sexual assault, determined rape-supportivéesttyy indicating
whether the participant used rape-supportive attitudes in making a decisioa @asatof

sexual assault (Rosenthal, et al., 1995; Muehlenhard & MacNaughton, 1988). This measure
of most interest to the researcher because of the significant differeanezbdraternity and
non-fraternity men in choosing to dismiss or pursue the case. Fraternity menochosie the
case only 38% of the time, while non-fraternity men chose to pursue the case hg%iroét

This difference, much like the overwhelmingly different scores of mosahdjagement,
demonstrated clearly that fraternity men as a group hold more rape-suppttittidesthan non-
fraternity men, and were less likely to take action to pursue a case of agsaat. This finding
is alarming because of the aforementioned research demonstrating thhssauklis are more
likely to happen at fraternity events and by fraternity men (Bryan, 1987; Copeighave

Grauerholz, 1991; Boswell & Spade, 1996; Martin & Hummer, 1989; O’Sullivan, 1991).

Correlational Analyses
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The correlations that were found in the preliminary analysis in this stadtifidd some
expected relationships between variables in this study. As hypothesizedyeéneggnificant
relationships between all of the measured variables in the full data set. Timsisahét there
are relationships between the variables chosen by the researcher to #rtaodel of moral
disengagement, moral judgment, and rape-supportive attitudes. In the full dgtaiget
membership had the strongest correlation with moral disengagenyen667, p<.001). This
finding was expected considering the significant mean differences Vatheeffect size
between the groups mentioned earlier. In addition, there were significant neglaiveships
between the rape-supportive attitudes variables and moral disengagementngtheahigher
moral disengagement was related to lower scores or higher rape-supptttidesat Notably, in
the non-fraternity sample, the correlation between moral disengagemehed&E3IPONSE
variable is not significant (r =-.118). This correlation is particularly ingmbitvecause it is
consistent with the view that the setting variable (fraternity membensiuggrates the
relationship between moral disengagement and rape-supportive attitudes (RESP@ other
words, the setting variable (fraternity) has a significant correlatiomeles an individual's
tendency to disengage and decision to blame the victim. This correlation is niatasgyim the
non-fraternity setting because those links are not pronounced. As discussed irathedite
review, a majority of the research on sexual aggression has linked rapeisemitttdes to
fraternities through a number of factors including alcohol consumption and tradgecer
values (Trockell, Wall, Williams & Reis, 2008). These significant cotigza indicate that
there is a relationship between higher rape-supportive attitudes and hglaédisengagement,
specifically in fraternities, which indicates that there are factorsibui the fraternity setting

that increase the likelihood of moral disengagement. As the literature réwgiewgsed, there are
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many characteristics of the fraternity setting that could promote miseaigagement, such as
the promotion of traditional gender views and hypersexuality (Sanday, 1990; 1996), thespress
to consume large quantities of alcohol (Boeringer, Shehan, & Akers, 1991), and haznog] (C
& Thoma, 2009) .

In the full data set combining fraternity and non-fraternity members, mmgijent
development (N2 score) is significantly correlated with moral disemgagie in that higher
moral disengagement is correlated with lower moral judgment. In fragstrthe analysis
yielded a significant correlatiom € -.522, p<.05), however the relationship is not significant in
non-fraternity menr(= -.185). This finding supports the view that the fraternity setting
intensifies the relationship between moral judgment and moral disengagemleny i
account the average higher scores of moral disengagement and the lower aoeesgef snoral
judgment, this analysis highlights the strength of relationship in those high andolies.s

Interestingly, the correlation between moral judgment (N2 score) andugpertive
attitudes was significantly positively correlated in the fratersgtyple, where higher moral
judgment was related to lower rape-supportive attitudes. However, in the teonifyasample,
the correlation between moral judgment and rape-supportive attitudes wasamthelirection,
but was neither significant nor strong. The results were consistent with tbie tiati fraternity
membership intensifies the relationship of moral judgment and rape-supportivéestti
Possible explanations for these findings will be discussed in referencepathhmodel

analyses.
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Path Models

The hypothesized path models fit the data in the full data set, as wedl fagternity and
non-fraternity samples. Specifically, and as hypothesized, the overall modetaif
disengagement, moral judgment, and rape-supportive attitudes (DECISIOi)ddta for the
total as well as the fraternity and non-fraternity samples. Overallngiadndicate that there is a
direct effect of moral judgment on moral disengagement, with higher moral jutigateted to
lower moral disengagement. As expected, moral disengagement was cetatsel$upportive
attitudes, with higher moral disengagement associated with higheruppersve attitudes.
Notably, the findings indicate that moral judgment was related to thé @0 variable
through a significant path between moral judgment and rape-supportive attitudes ireonly t
fraternity sample, with higher moral judgment related to lower rape-siygpattitudes. That is,
the hypothesized direction of the link in this path was found in the fraternity sample, but not
the non-fraternity sample. Comparing the paths generated by the two models tisasgfor
parallelism provided a more nuanced view of the differences between groups.

Overall, the comparison between the path models highlights the view tisatting
variable (fraternity or non-fraternity) influences how the variabdete to one another in the
model. In the fraternity model, moral disengagement is significantliedeta rape-supportive
attitudes, and this path is strengthened when moral judgment is introduced in the nsodel. A
expected, when moral judgment is low the result is an intensified relatidretinpen moral
disengagement and rape-supportive attitudes. However, when it is high moral judgment
development buffers the relationship between moral disengagement and rapevs&upftibades
in fraternity men. By contrast, in the non-fraternity model, the relationbleipgeen these

variables are not as clear cut. Inspections of the paths in the non-fyasamjtle indicate that
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the paths between moral judgment and rape-supportive attitudes and moral judghmeota
disengagement are different than in the fraternity model. Specificaltg, dhe differences in
the paths between moral judgment and rape-supportive attitudes. This path is hoasigni
the path model, and only accounts for a small amount of the variance. This findiegtsubgt
the setting variable has an effect on strengthening the relationships.

To more precisely assess differences by setting, the within greegsasents were
supplemented by a multiple-group comparison test for parallelism. Thisianatlisates that
there is a setting effect (i.e. fraternity vs. non-fraternity) as sipwdifferences between the
paths and the fit of the overall models. The difference between settinghés hughlighted by
the finding that the amount of variance in rape supportive attitudes differedtimatiggoups.
Specifically, moral disengagement and moral judgment development accountr@rataount
of the variance in rape supportive attitudes in the fraternity sample gsuedto the non-
fraternity sample. Taken together, these findings indicate that the detialong about
situations related to sexual aggression is better captured by moraladjserent and moral
judgment for fraternity members. Furthermore, these data are congisletite view that the
fraternity setting influences sexual aggression by removing prohibitionssagsese actions.
Thus, this study shows a clear mechanism by which fraternity environmaat® laggression,
particularly against women.

In addition to the finding on moral disengagement, the lower moral judgment scores
associated with the fraternity environment suggest that the growth-produeimtg &ypically
found in college are less likely for fraternity members. This finding is pmadile because, as

the study indicates, moral judgment development can buffer the moral disengag&oesd.pr
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More generally, however, lower moral judgment scores have been shown to bityaihabi
making a range of moral decisions (e.g., Thoma 2006; Thoma & Bebeau, 2008).

The findings for non-fraternity men suggest a more complex picture and thenee
search for additional processes or personal experiences to better expltangthef rape-
supportive attitudes in this population. It may be, for instance, that frataraléyattitudes are
formed by more specific experiences such as familiarity witht®ngthat relate to rape-

supportive attitudes.

Relations Among Constructs

Beyond the finding that fraternity men are more morally disengaged, haserwaval
judgment, and have higher rape-supportive attitudes, the major purpose of thisasufthding
that the hypothesized model of moral disengagement, moral judgment, and rapé&waippor
attitudes represented a reasonable description of the relationships betweealbhes\at
interest. Moreover, the confirmation of this hypothesis indicates that moral gmtlgumd moral
disengagement are linked, which in turn links two different approaches of the studyabf m
development. A recent study by Paciello and his colleagues (2008) concluded tleat futur
research should combine the study of moral disengagement with the examinationl of mora
reasoning and moral judgments. This study is the first to test a model that corhbsestivio
theoretical perspectives and finds unique relationships between them. Spedifieadtudy
finds that moral judgment can buffer moral disengagement by strengthenieglogmng its
effects on an individual’s attitudes and action. Interpreting this findingregbect to the Four
Component Model (FCM) of Morality, first described by James Rest and his c@keagthe

University of Minnesota (Rest, Bebeau, & Volker, 1986; Rest, Narvaez, Bebdawgr&a,
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1999), this study looks at three of the four components to validate a model that links moral
judgment (N2 score, Pl-score) to Action (rape-supportive attitudes) througth rmativation
(moral disengagement). The path model demonstrated that a significant amamdrafe was
accounted for in the fraternity model by moral judgment, moral disengagemerdpand r
supportive attitudes. This pattern of findings demonstrates that theorettiangtips between
these constructs do exist and in specific settings that are signifibagttlgr than moral
disengagement. Specifically, this study supports the view that fratemréate a climate that
directly affects the moral motivation piece of the Four Component Model. Thegeys
suggest that when high disengagement and low moral judgment are combinedrdpgh
supportive attitudes will exist, which then predicts higher rates of agedsehavior. This
study is one step in the direction of empirically validating models that coreset theoretical
constructs.

It is also important to point out that by linking these two theoretical perspectives
researchers can understand the combined elements that account for aggreasing hghavior
in individuals, especially in individuals in at-risk groups (i.e. fraternitie$)ese€ findings
indicate that the social climate of the fraternity intensifies theteffemoral disengagement on
moral judgment, moral judgment on rape-supportive attitudes, and moral disengagempet on ra
supportive attitudes. As expected, fraternity membership encourages higaker mor
disengagement, lower moral judgment, and higher rape-supportive attitudedy tGéeegsults
of this study support a programmatic effort by administrators to addreasjodgment
development, particularly within settings in which moral disengagement istedpge.

fraternities, athletics, etc.)
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Limitations

The current study has several limitations to consider. The sample wampradtly
Caucasian, middle to upper class males, thus limiting the generalizabrgsudfs and
preventing analyses to investigate the role of SES, gender, or raf@egnites in the
relationships between moral disengagement, moral judgment, and rape-suppdadesatust
as fraternity members are not typical of their college peers, a studly felsuses on them can
only generalize to other similar groups and not colleges students as a whole ti€ipapts
were predominantly lower classmen (69%). Therefore, these results can noétadiged
across the entire study body of fraternity and non-fraternity maleseaRd has demonstrated
that fraternity members are more involved in their groups as freshman and sophoscarese
the fraternity mandates that they spend more time at the fraternity halisa &aternity
activities (DeSantis, 2007), and so, these effects cannot be generalas=sicdasses and may
have skewed some of the results by focusing on fraternity members and non-ntaattames
the most influenced by fraternity setting.

As mentioned in the literature review, Greek organizations are some of thesota=d
and protected social spaces on college campuses. The researcher attebrptddthrough this
barrier by going through the appropriate venues to administer surveys fdecrate sample
from the fraternities. However, because there was no incentive for thraitsateen to
complete the questionnaires, the researcher received less than one-third @fsinesne
administered. The difficulty in obtaining data from Greek organizations miagtéscult to
research on these groups. Generally, Greek organizations steer awayyfrdateathat may
reflect poorly on them; therefore, it may be necessary to encouragestcaors to monitor

Greek organizations rather than to rely on social studies research biécanseot require
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participation due to IRB standards. This limitation is interesting bedaumesg have actually
represented a narrow view of fraternity men. Most of the one-third of the sédmapieturned
the surveys were in some way affiliated with leadership in the fraternityatinterfraternity
Council representatives and fraternity Presidents administered thenmianties that they were
given on the randomized list (in leadership meetings, etc). This could hatezllthee sample to
some of the fraternity men that participated in meetings and leadership riatémaify, which
would skew the sample to a small group of fraternity men, and in turn could underetignate
orientations and attitudes of the fraternity men. The way in which the ftegeimandled the
procedure was indicative of the secretiveness of the organizations themselesu i
research could find other ways to build in mandatory testing for the fratpoptyation using
this model.

The researcher used an online format through the software prograng’$onkey© and
handed out paper and pen questionnaires to the randomly selected fraternity ntedeghAhe
use of online questionnaire delivery systems is relatively new there is evitlf@¢hese
different systems do not alter the quality of the data. (Turner, 2008). However, the
administration of these surveys was a limitation because the resdaadh®&s control over the
environment in which the participants answered the surveys. Furthermore, and altieough th
researcher attempted to prevent a social desirability effect ingdhsure of rape supportive
attitudes by creating a sexual assault vignette, there is still arndheé some participants may
have altered their responses in order to present themselves in a positive ligltonThis is
always present when assessing emotional issues such as rape, sanch resedemonstrated
that methodology is a problem in studies of sexual assault due to the rglaiskf-report

methods (Kolivas & Gross, 2007). Although the self-report issue is one that is figquent
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associated with this type of research, the results demonstrated thatuleassault vignette is a
valid one for testing rape-supportive attitudes. This study is important becdas®nstrates
that the vignette can be used as a valid measure of rape-supportive attitudeg@stotients.

The researcher advocates that future studies should be administered usangrsthiods.

Implications for Future Research

As mentioned in the introduction, fraternities are inclusive organizationsigwiey
their members, alumni, and administrators (DeSantis, 2007). However, the datagudere
and in the literature suggest that they are a group that needs to be fise¢herhed, and targeted
for interventions. Fraternities preserve a collegiate elitism on mangusses because of their
exclusivity and high social status. Their impact as a group and as individuals goes beiyond th
role on college campuses. Many fraternity members go on to become ledu&smess and
politics. In this period of development, fraternity males’ preference for gsimgmas of lower
moral judgment and proclivity to succumb to mechanisms that distort their masadit
particular danger because these characteristics can be hazardaugp$oogitside of the
fraternities. In other words, some of the attitudes and beliefs that students laternities are
not only dangerous to other students on college campuses, but they are dangerous tolathers in t
real world. For instance, an individual who starts to morally disengage in cotlatgefurther
use these mechanisms in decision-making, leading to instances of organizatiamqdion as
discussed by Celia Moore and her colleagues (Moore, 2008). Good empirieaatmeseuld aid
in understanding specifically how the Greek setting encourages moralatisemgnt. This
research can be accomplished by specifically looking at what mechaofismosal

disengagement are most pronounced in fraternity men. This study was limited in laoking
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those specific mechanisms because of limitations of sample size and the fihmuseskarch
guestions in looking at moral disengagement as one construct in a theoretical Hoaeler,
future studies should separate the mechanisms of moral disengagementh@iseraghanisms
are most prevalent in fraternity males. Similarly, this study was ubtablee class rank as a
variable due to the small percentage of upperclassmen. Future studies should look at the
fraternity experience by class rank, specifically whether fratennén have higher moral
disengagement and lower moral judgment as lower classmen, then level outhtmomatc
fraternity men in their senior years. These research questions could bgategdsising a
larger sample of fraternity and non-fraternity men across class rank.

The idea of self selection and pre-existing conditions are also factors that ksoul
addressed in future research. For instance, do males who are higher in reagdgiksnent,
lower in moral jJudgment, and higher in rape-supportive attitudes seek outifraseor does the
fraternity climate solely have an effect on creating or intensiffhege characteristics?
Longitudinal studies could use the path model to administer surveys to risihghnBresand then
track their attitudes and orientations across all academic years.nfbinrmation would allow
researchers and practitioners to see where intervention would be mosteffecti

Additional research that compares attitudes across genders isa esttemsion of this
study. Sorority women hold beliefs similar to those of fraternity men atamitional gender
values (DeSantis, 2007). One research study has shown that college womendeha resi
sorority houses, are under twenty-one, drink heavily, are white, and frequentifygbarties are
at a higher risk of rape (Mohler-Kuo, Dowdall, Koss & Wechsler, 2004).

It would be interesting to see whether sorority and non-sorority women fiathenodel

used in this study or whether it is specific to males and the fraternitygseEurthermore,
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another group that is of particular interest but was not addressed in the shalg gudent
athletes. It has been shown that athletes are more sexually aggresmsinertkathletes on
college campuses and that they fit a pattern much like fraternity men (K@Gsin&s, 1993).
Thus, athletes would be another interesting at-risk group to investigate usimgdtieesized

path model, and another group focus for intervention.

Recommendations for Practitioners

The findings of this study were alarming in terms of the magnitude offfieeedice on
the measures of moral disengagement, moral judgment, and rape-supportive aftitudes
fraternity men when compared with non-fraternity men; specificallthe high scores of
fraternity men on the destructive measures of moral disengagement andpppeige
attitudes. As discussed earlier, only 38% of fraternity men were liaglyrsue the case of
sexual assault, and their scores of moral disengagement were over 25 pointsrhaerage
than non-fraternity men. Paired with the significant findings that fragemmen rely heavily on
personal interests and have overall lower moral judgment scores, thénsligdtes that
fraternity men are an at-risk group on college campuses. Although this studyeograbded to
look at more variables including class rank, pre-existing conditions, and sororignyns
clear that the development of interventions to combat these cognitive orientaticaisitades is
necessary.

Some administrators and faculty promote the abolishment of the fraterndiss@rities
altogether. While such a view may be warranted, fraternities and s@roeitn@ain permanent,
influential, pervasive forces on many campuses, especially at the univansity this study

took place. Most fraternity and sorority members agree that the benefiendfership -
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friendship, community, and leadership development, to name few - outweigh the negatives of
Greek life. These students suggest that Greek members achieve a selwsgywigoe many of
these organizations, and social development - although sometimes with dangerogisermese

- still remains an integral developmental task in college. This study was npletedin hopes

of abolishing fraternities, but rather to explore the mechanisms of trekdtefaviors of this
group, with the goal of creating an effective intervention.

This study validated a theoretical model including moral disengagement, odgadgnt,
and rape-supportive attitudes. Therefore, a relevant recommendation would be tarcreate
ethical intervention that supports moral judgment growth to reduce the retépbitetween
moral disengagement and rape-supportive attitudes. It has been shown that@zneielations
have lower density friendship networks, which leads to lower moral judgmemyeay &

Thoma, 2000). Overall, fraternity men have an “us/ them” perspective withraased sense

of moral disengagement and personal interest, which harnesses a liabtlitgm to make

ethical decisions. The necessary steps to weaken the fraternity s#tctgvould be to

promote university and community building in the fraternities themselves, andidratesnity
members to form relationships with individuals outside of the Greek Organizatbmsal
development that focuses on discourse to promote moral judgment development would be centra
to an intervention for fraternity men. Developing relationships with communignaations

would allow fraternity men to get out of their “setting effect” and promote the useraf

developed schemas in make decision-making. This is an alternative to othénsaeaess

interventions, but one that could have lasting effects on the cognitive orientationsapfrisks

group.
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Conclusion

This study complemented the two empirically tested explanations in the aszaalt
literature. Past research found that the sexual assault was relatedhoreidience of alcohol
consumption and traditional gender views of fraternity males, although the intengeusing
this research have been relatively ineffective. Fraternity and nonaitgteren were compared
on a hypothesized path model of moral disengagement, moral judgment, and rape-supportive
attitudes. The researcher found that the direct effects of moral diseregagard moral
judgment were explanatory variables of rape-supportive attitudesemitgtmen. Fraternity
men also had significant differences in means, including higher moral disemeyagwer
moral judgment, and higher rape-supportive attitudes. This study also sighjifaanttibuted
to the field of moral theory by validating a hypothesized model that found links atmeng
relational constructs of two perspectives of moral theory. Recommendationtuferresearch

and ethical interventions were discussed.
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APPENDIX

Demographics, Moral Disengagement Scale, Defining Issues Test-2, and pateiRaette

Copy of DIS_MD_SA_DIT_CARROLL

1. IC

The University of Alabama
RESEARCH PARTICIPATION AGREEMEMNT

PURPOSE: You are invited to participate in a study about moral beliefs and attitudes.

PROCEDURES & TIME COMMITMEMT: This study is completely voluntary. You will be asked to complete
several questionnaires that assess different ways of thinking about social issues. You will also be asked
some demographic information relating to you personally such as your age, gender, ethnicity, your level
of education, involvement in school-affiliated groups and organizations, and frequency of alcohol
consumption. Completing these surveys should take no longer than one hour. You will have the
opportunity to learn about the data analysis and results if you wish.

CONFIDENTIALITY: The surveys are strictly confidential and there will not be any way to identify you
with your responses to either the guestionnaires or the demographic questions. All responses will be
used for data analysis and archival purposes only. To further ensure confidentiality, all data will be kept
in a locked cabinet in 307 Carmichael Hall at the University of Alabama.

YOUR PARTICIPATION: Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate or
withdraw from the study at any time. You must be 19 years or older to participate in this research
study.

RISKS AMD BENEFITS: There are no potential risks to your participation in this research. You currently
possess the necessary skills needed for participation. The benefits which may reasonably be expected to
result from this study are the opportunity te further the research on social and moral reasoning and aid
in the understanding of research on moral issues and sexual aggression.

PARTICIPANT STATEMENT: I have read the explanation provided to me. I have had all my questions
answered to my satisfaction, and I voluntarily agree to participate in this study. I have been given a
copy of this form.

FOR QUESTIONS ABOUT THE RESEARCH CONTACT Jessica Ashley Carroll, a graduate student in the
Department of Educational Psychology, jashleycarroll@gmail.com. This consent explains the research
study. Please read it carefully and ask any guestions about anything you do not understand (may be
done via email). If you do not have questions now, you may ask later.

If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in a research project, you should contact
(anonymously, if you wish) Ms. Tanta Myles, Research Compliance Officer, 205-348-5152.
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2. Social Issues Questionnaire

Please provide the following demographic information.

* 1. Age:
|

* 2. What is your ethnicity?

|:| 1. Asian or Asian American, including Chinese, Japanesa, and cthers.

|:| 2. Hispanic or Lating, including Mexican American, Central American, and others.
|:| 3. Black or African American.

|:| 4, White, Caucasian, .&r‘.gll:\r Eurcpean Americans; not Hispanic.

I:' 5. American Indian/ Native &merican

D £. Mixed; Parents are from two different groups.

D 7. Other
* 3. Gender:
O Male {:} Femals

* 4. Student Level:

O Freshman
O Sophomare
O Junior

O Senior

O Other (please spacify)

* 5. Are you a member or a pledge of a sorority/fraternity?
C_) Yes
li:] Mo

6. If yes, which fraternity or sorority are you a pledge or member?
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3. MD SCALE

This survey is part of an investigation of general public opinion concerning a variety of social issues. You
will probably find that you agree with some of the statements and disagree with others, to varying
extents.

Please indicate your reaction to each statement by choosing the answer that best fits your attitude.

* 7. It is alright to fight to protect your friends.
O 1-strongly disagres
O 2-disagree
() 3-neutral
() 4-agree
() s-strongly agree
* 8. Hitting and shoving someone is just a way of joking.
O 1-strongly disagres
O 2-disagres
O 3-neutral
() 4-agree
() s-strongly agree

* 9, Damaging some property is no big deal when you consider that others
are beating people up.

O 1-strongly disagres
O 2-disagree

O 3I-neutral

O 4-agree

-
l\_:] S-strongly agree
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* 10. A person in a gang should not be blamed for the trouble the gang

Causes.
N
W/ 1-strongly disagree

{'"\ . .
) 2-disagree

O S-strongly agres

*11.1f people are living under bad conditions they cannot be blamed for
behaving aggressively.

1-strongly disagres

"

-disagree

P
A
ra

[

Pt

-neutral

4-agree

,
(N

() 5-str =
L S-strongly agres

* 12. It is okay to tell small lies because they don't really do any harm.
(__:l 1-strongly disagree

2-disagree

Ny
|
.

3-neutral

(F\
\_/

4-agree

P
l\_/ p—

S-strongly agres

* 13. Some people deserve to be treated like animals.
{ ) 1-strongly disagree

2-disagree

Z-neutral

[ ) 4-agree

) S-strongly agree
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* 14, If students fight and mishehave on campus, it is usually the school's
fault.
P
\J 1-strongly disagres
o
" _}l 2-disagree
P
|\_ _/l 3-neutral
L
| __/l 4-agree

.

£y
I\._.fl S-strongly agres

* 15, Itis alright to beat someone who bad mouths your friends.
'f_j 1-strongly disagres

2-disagree

.-r\_p

/'\ (""\.

_) 3-neutral

( ) 4-agree

—
(L | S-strongly agres

* 16. To hit obnoxious friends is just giving them "a lesson."

—
| a
L) 1-strengly disagree

/ H -
S \1 -disagree
.~

% } 3-neutral

/ j 4-agree

,—

C \1 S-strongly agres

* 17. Stealing some money is not too serious compared to those who steal a
lot of money.

Yy .
I\_/I 1-strongly disagrea

s
| ) 2-disagree
p— g
Ay

L) 3-neutral
p—

a

|| 4-agree
. q

)
\J S-strongly agres
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* 18. A student who only suggests breaking rules should not be blamed if
other students go ahead and do it.

T
| |

\_ 1-strongly disagres

FaY )
| 2-disagree

-

o
Lt

-neutral

Ty

O

—
-

4-agree
\___/I S-strongly agres

* 19, If students are not disciplined for their behavior then they should not be
blamed for their behavior.

P

W S NS
(5]

[

-strongly disagres

-disagres

(]

-neutral

(::\l |'f _\| |'f_\
Y

A

-agree

O

-strongly agresa

* 20. Students do not mind being made fun of because it shows an interest in
them.

™
o
-

-strongly disagres

ra

-disagree

TN Ty
RN

(]

-neutral

O
Y

-agree

l:::l S-strongly agres

* 21. It is okay to treat somebody badly who behaved in an underhanded
way.
IC_::I 1-strongly disagres
IC:l 2-disagree

N

{0 3- -
\_J)3 neutral

Ty
L__/I 4-agree

Ir""‘\ _ I
\.-)I J-strongly agres
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* 22, If students are careless where they leave their things it is their own
fault if they get stolen.

N .
W/ 1-strongly disagree
P .
) 2-disagree
N
J 3-neutral
':_j 4-agree
O S-strongly agres
* 23. It is alright to fight when your group's honor is threatened.
f:::l 1-strongly disagree
(::J 2-disagree
f:j:l 3-neutral
(::l 4-agree
O S-strongly agree
* 24. Taking someone's car without their permission is just borrowing it.
le 1-strongly disagres
(::l 2-disagree
Lf::l 3-neutral
Lf::l 4-agree
(:’r S-strongly agree
* 25. It is okay to insult a person because beating him/her is worse.
O 1-strongly disagres
(;:I 2-disagree
Ii_:l 3-neutral
|C_;I 4-agrea
IC:I S-strongly agres
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* 26. If a group decides together to do something harmful it is unfair to blame
any one person in the group for it.

If"“\l ) Iy di
I, 1-strongly disagree

If"‘\ . . )
) 2-disagree

O S-strongly agres

* 27. People cannot be blamed for using bad language when all their friends
do it.

A
[

-strongly disagres

-disagree

P
L
[X]

"y
]

-neutral

/_\1 If_\l |
J
N

-agree

O

-strongly agres

* 28. Joking with someone does not really hurt them.
(__jl 1-strongly disagree
Lf::l 2-disagree

3-neutral

e
-

4-agree

ST Ty
N

L

S-strongly agres

* 29. Someone who is obnoxious does not deserve to be treated like a human
being.

' .
I\,_J\I 1-strongly disagree

(") 2-disagr
L)z disagree

)
I 3- "
() neutral

Pt

{ ) 4-agre
. 4-agree

Pl
J S-strongly agres
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* 30. People who get mistreated usually do things that deserve it.

P .
) 1-str =
() 1-strongly disagree

Y d&i )
\/I 2-disagree

Y 5 )
\__J) 3-neutral

=

' g
\_/I 4-agree

I.r'_'\ .
\/I S-strongly agres

* 31. It is alright to lie to keep your friends out of trouble.
() 1-stronaly disagree
() 2-disagree
() 3-neutral
() 4-agree
() s-strongly agre=
* 32. It is not a bad thing to "get high" once in a while.
() 1-stronaly disagree
() 2-disagree
() 2-neutral
() 4-agrae
() 5-strongly agres

* 33. Compared to the illegal things people do, taking some things from a
store without paying for them is not very serious.

)] 1-strongly disagree

C

!
.
ra

-disagree

\.f_\(

_J
B

-neutral

S
[

-agrae

N
RN

o

-strongly agree

-
kN

130



Copy of DIS_MD_SA_DIT_CARROLL

* 34, It is unfair to blame a student who had only a small part in the harm
caused by a group.

f"'\l i Iv di
-, 1-strongly disagree

2-dizagres

\___/I S-strongly agres

* 35, Students cannot be blamed for misbehaving if their friends pressured
them to do it.

1-strongly disagree

Pl
SN A

2-disagree

3-neutral

TN T

(Y 5-str -
\_.il S-strongly agres

* 36. Insults among friends do not hurt anyone.

-
-\l 1-strongly disagres

-
ra

-disagree

| I/_\I IC_

w

-neutral

N

-agrae

_/Il“_/\‘

TN TN T

o

-strongly agree

L

* 37. Some people have to be treated roughly because they lack feelings that
can be hurt.

{ -str =
- 1-strongly disagree
pus
Y ) 2-disagree
g 3

)]

-neutral
o

N

IM ‘Jl 4-agrae

Pl
\J S-strongly agres
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* 38. Students are not at fault when they get in trouble if their parents force
them too much.

et

\J 1-strongly disagree
T

) 2-disagree

5

W/ 3F-neutral
i

f_‘\l i
. 4-agree

—
'\__/' S-strongly agres
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4. DIT-2

This portion of the questionnaire is concerned with how you define the issues in a social problem.
Several stories about social problems will be described. After each story, there will be a list of questions.
The questions that follow each story represent different issues that might be raised by the problem. In
other words, the questions/issues raise different ways of judging what is important in making a decision
about the social problem. Please use the following scale to indicate how you feel about each
question/issue. If you think it was of great importance to you in your making the decision, then select
“GREAT". If you think it is irrelevant or doesn’'t make sense to you, then select "NO". In addition, you are
asked to rank the questions in terms of importance (#1-12 represent the item number). Please consider
all 12 items (questions/issues) when you indicate your top four choices. Remember there are no right or
wrang answers.
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5. EXAMPLE of the task

Imagine that you are about to vote for a candidate for the Presidency of the United States. Imagine
that before you vote, you are given severzl questions, and asked which issue is the most important to
you in making up your mind about which candidate to vote for. In this example, 5 items are given. On a
rating scale (Great, Much, Some, Little, No) please rate the importance of the item (issue) by checking
the appropriate box.

* 39, Rate the following issues in terms of importance.
No ittl Some Much Great

1. Financially are you
O _ O O

personally better off

m

D)
D,

O

-
L

now than you were four

years ago?

2, Does one candidate ' Yy

. O O O O O
have a superior moral
character?
3. Which candidate Y '
stands the tallest? O e ~ O O
4. Which candidate Y '

O O O O O

would make the best
waorld lzader?
5. Which candidat= O O O O O

has the best ideas for
our country's intarnal

prablems, like crimea

and health care.

Note that same of the items may sz2em irrelevant to you (as in item #3) or not make sense to you--in that case, rate
the item as "NO" impeortance. Note that the actuall stories will be followead by 12 items for each ane, not five,

After you rate all of the items you will be asked to RANK the top four items in terms of importance. Note that it makes
sense that the items you RATE as most impertant should be RANKED as well, So if you only rated item 1 as having

great impartance you should rank it as most important.

* 40. Consider the 5 issues above and rank which issues are the most

important.
1 2 E] 4 3 & 7 8 3 10 i1 iz
Mozt important item 'O O O () @ S O Ol O O O D

OC
OC

O.

000 QO
00000
O 0000

Again, remember to consider all of the 12 items (in the following stories) before you rank the four mast important

Second most impeortant 'Q O

. ) ) s ~
Third mest important \_) k)

C

Ty

o R
- ; . g 'd Y Yy Yy

Fourth most important \_) \_) - \/ 1,

"
S

Y
R

\
S
0O00OC

iterns and be sure that you only rank items that you found important.
Finally, note that before you begin te rate and rank items you will be asked to state your preference for what action to

take in story.

Thank you and you may begin the guestionnaire.
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6. Story 1

Faming

The small village in northern India has expariencad shortages of food bafare, but this year's famine is worse than ever.
Some families are even trying to feed themsalves by making soup from tree bark. Mustag Singh's family iz naar
starvation. He has heard that 2 rich man in his village has supplies of food stored away and is hoarding food while its
price goes higher so that he can sell tha food later at a huge profit. Mustag is desperate and thinks about stealing
some food from the rich man's warehouse. The small amount of focd that he needs for his family probably wouldn't

even be missad.
* 41. What should Mustaq Singh do? Do you favor the action of taking food?
O Should take the food

O Can't decide

O Should not take the food

* 42, Rate the following issues in terms of importance.
Mo Little Somea Much Graat

1. Is Mustaq Singh (_;l O C O

couragecus enough to

O

risk getting caught for

stealing?

2. Isn't it only natural O

for a loving father to

O
O
O
O

care so much for his
family that he would
steal?

3. Shouldn’t the
community’s laws be
upheld?

4, Does Mustaq Singh
know a good recipe for

@)
O
O

O

O
O O
O O

O
preparing socup from
tree bark?

5. Does the rich man

o)
O
O
O
O

hawe any lzgal right te

store food when other

people are starving?

6. Is the motive of / :]
Mustag Singh to stzal

Y
A
-

S
£y
S
T
o

oy

for himself ar to st=al

for his family?
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* 43,

C
-
5
i

Some Much Great

O O
O O

7. What values are

()z
O
O

geoing to be the basis
for social cooperation?

2. Is the epitome of

O
O

eating reconcilable
with the culpability of
stealing?

9. Does the rich man

O

O O

deserve to be rebbed
for being sc greedy?
10, Isn't private
proparty an institution
to enable the rich to
exploit the poor?

11. Would stealing

O O O O
O
O
O

O O O

O
O
O

bring about more total
good for everybody
concerned or wouldn't
it?

12, Are laws getting in O

the way of the mest

O

O O O

basic claim of any
member of a society?

* 44. Consider the 12 issues above and rank which issues are the most

important.
1 2 3

Most important item O O O
Secend most impertant O O ':_\)
Third most impeortant O O Q O
Fourth most important O O o O O O

7. Story 2

Reporter

O 0 O
O 0 O

[
o
[
-
-
[

000"

O

O
oleleler
oleleler
olelele
olelele
olelele

Molly Dayton has been a news reporter for the Gazette newspaper for ower a decade. Almest by accident, she
learned that cne of the cadidates for Lisutenant Governor for her state, Grover Thempson, had been arrested for
shop-lifting 20 years earlier. Reportar Dayteon found cut that =2arly in his life, Candidate Thompson had undergone
a confused period and dene things he later regretted, actiens which would be very cut-of-character now. His
shoplifting had been a2 minor offense and charges had bean dropped by the department store. Thompson has not
only straightened himself cut since then, but built a distinguished record in helping many pecple and in leading
constructive community projects. Mow, Reporter Dayton regards Thempson as the best candidate in the fizld and
likely ta go on to important leadership positions in the state. Reporter Dayton wonders whether ar not she should
write the story about Thompsen's earlier troubles because in the upcoming clese and heated election, she fears
that such a news story could wreck Thampsen's chance o win.
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* 45. Do you favor the action of reporting the story?

(_) Should report the story

(:) Can't decide

( J Should not report the stary

Mo
1. Doesn't the public ‘Y
have a right to know e
all the facts about all
the candidates for

office?

2. Would publishing Y
the story help —
Reporter Dayton's

reputation for

investigative

raparting?

3. If Dayton doesn't Y
publish the story el
wouldn't ancther
reporter get the story
anyway and get the
credit for investigative
raporting?

4, Since voting is such Oy
a joke anyway, does it
make any difference
what reporter Dayten
does?

5. Hasn't Thompson

£y

L

shown in the past 20
vears that he is a
better persen than his
earlier days as a
shop-lifter?

&. What would best

sarvice society?

-
.,

* 46. Rate the following issues

in terms of importance.

Little Some Much
I./'_"\I Ir"_‘\l I/'_
L e R
lﬁl I/-‘_‘\I l/_nl
N R A
" T Y
[ { )
A L L
T £ T
[ { )
A p— M
' ' ( ]
N Ny o
Pt P Pt
I\,_JI I\_ I\_/J

Great

O

O

N
W

,\
A

C \
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*47.

Na Little Some Much Great

O O O O
O O O O

7. If the story is true,

O

how can it be wrong to
report it?
2. How could repaorter

O

Dayton be so cruel

and heartlass as to

report the damaging

story about candidate

Thompson?

5. Does the right of O ,C) O O O
"habesas corpus” apply

in this case?

10. Would the election O ,O ,O O O
process be more fair

with or without

reporting the story?

11. Sheould reporter O ,O O O O
Dayton treat all

candidates for office

in the same way by

reporting everything

she learns about

them, good and bad?

12, Isn't it a reporter's O |

duty te report all the

O

O O O

news regardless of the

circumstances?

* 48. Consider the 12 issues yvou rated above and rank which issues are the

most iI'I'IDDI'tEII'It.
1

[
(=]
[
-
[
=]

-
Most important item l\)

O

—

Second most important l\)
—

Third most important O

-
Fourth most impertant Q

8. Story 3

School Board

ole
olelelel
0000*
oleloler
olelelel
olelelef
olelolel
olelelel
olelel®

olelel®

olelele

O

Mr. Grant has been elacted to the School Board District 190 and was chosen to be Chairman. The district is bitterly
divided ower the closing of one of the high schocls. One of the high schoels has to be closed for financial reasons,
but there is no agreement over which scheool to clese. During his election to the Scheol Beard, Mr. Grant had
proeposad a series of "Open Meetings" in which members of the community could veice their opinicns. He hoped
that dialogue would make tha community realize the necessity of closing one high scheosl, Also he hoped that
through ocpen discussions, tha difficulty of the dacision would ba appreciated, and that the community would
ultimately support the school board decision. The first Open Meeting was a disaster. Passionate speaches
dominated the microphones and threatenad viclence, The meeting barely clesed without fist-fights. Later in tha
waek, school beard membars received threatening phene calls. Mr. Grant wonders if he cught to call off the naxt
Open Meeting.
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* 49, Do you favor calling off the next Open Meeting?

( ) Should call off the next open meeting

(:) Can't decide

(_ j Should have the next open meeting

* 50. Rate the following issues in terms of imortance.

Na Little Some
1. Is Mr. Grant Y Yy ‘M
reguired by law to el el el
have Open Meetings
on major school board
dacisions?
2. Would Mr, Grant be Yy Yy Yy
braaking his election e ~ ~
campaign promises to
the community by
discontinuing the
Open Meetings?
3. Would the ,/_h‘| ,"-_h‘| ,"'_H‘|
community be even b b b
angrier with Mr. Grant
if he stopped the
Open Meetings?
4. Would the change ,/_"‘I ,"-_h‘| ,"'_H‘|
in plans prevent — — —
scientific assessment?
5. If the school board ,/_\I ,f_\| ,"r_\|
b L L

is threatened, does
the chairman have the
legal authority to
protect the Board by
making decisicns in
closed meetings?

&. Would the - Yy ™y
community regard Mr.

Y
N,
.
LY
.,

Grant as a coward if
he stopped the open
meetings?

Much

P
A

",

—
R

"
./

"
\_J

Great

O

O

o
)

-
A
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* 51,

No Little Some Much Great
7. Does Mr. Grant O ,/i) f_) O O
have another = < B k
procedura in mind for
ensuring that
divergent views ara
heard?
&, Does Mr. Grant O ,O O O F’:j
have the authority to ~
expel troublemakers
from the meetings or
pravent them from
making lang
speeches?
5. Are some people O ,C) ,O O O
daliberataly
undarmining the
school board process
by playing some sort
of power game?
10, What effect would O ,O O O O
stopping the
discussion hawve on
the community's
ability to handle
controversial issues in
the future?
11, I=s the trouble O ,O f’-\) O O
coming from only a -2
few hotheads, and is
the community in
general really fair-
minded and
democratic?
12. What is the (:) (:) {:) (:) (:j
liklihcod that a good
decision could be
made without ocpen
discussion from the

community?

* 52. Consider the 12 issues yvou rated above and rank which issues are the

nlustin1portant.
7 g

O O
O O
O O
O O

9. Story 4

Cancer

[y
o
[y
-
[
r

Most important item
Second most important

Third most important

OO0~
OO0O*
O000«
0000~
O000*-
O00QO-
O00Q0-
O000O

0000

0000

Fourth mest impeortant
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Mrs. Bennett is 62 years old, and in the last phases of colon cancer. She is in terrible pain and asks the doctor to
give her more pain-killar medicine. The doctor has given her the maximum safe dose already and is reluctant to
increase the dosage because it would probably hasten her death. In a clear and rational mental state, Mrs, Bennett
says that she realizes this; but she wants to end her suffering even if if means ending her life. Should the doctar
givar her an increased dosage?

* 53. Do you favor the action of giving more medicine?

( Should give Mrs. Bennett an increased dosage to make her die.

O Can't decide

O Should not give her an increased dosage

* 54, Rate the following issues in terms of imortance.

Ma Little Some Much Great
1. Isn't the doctor ' ‘Y ‘Y £y l"_j
obligated by the same el el el el =
laws as everybody
else if giving an
overdose would be the
same as killing her?
2. Wouldn't society be ,/ﬂ‘| ,/ﬂ‘| ,/_H‘| '/_:I ,-"_:I
bkattar off without so e e ~ ~ -
many laws about what
dactors can and
cannot de?
3. If Mrs. Bennett ‘Y ‘Y ‘Y £y ,-"J
dies, would the doctar = = = \_J =
be lzgally responsible
for malpractice?
4, Does the family of I Yy Y "f_:l "f_:l
Ly Ly N . -
Mrs. Bennett agres
that she should get
more painkillar
medicine?
S - ™ - T ™,
5. Is the painkiller ,:_J '(-_,-l ,:' ) '\_-/I r\_/l

medicine an active
heliotropic drug?
€. Does the state ( . ’

|\ |\ | I |\ {
hawve the right to force —~ —~ - _/I \_/I
continued existence of
those whe den't want

to live?
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* 55,

MNa Littlz Some Much Great
7. Is helping to end O ,/) ’F) O O
another's life ever a < ki N b
rasponsible act of
cooperation?
8. Would the doctaor
show more sympathy
for Mrs, Bennett by
giving the medicine or
not?
5. Wouldn't the doctor
feel guilty fram giving

O

O O

O

O

Mrs, Bennett 5o much
drug that she died?
10, Should only God
decide when a

O
O O

O

person's life should
end?
11. Sheuldn't society

protect everyone

O

against being killed?
12. Where should

society draw the line

o O O O
O

O O

O O O O

between protecting lifa
and allowing someona
to die if the person

wants to?

* 56. Consider the 12 issues you rated above and rank which issues are the

most ill'II}DI'tEInt.
1
Most important item O

=
Second most important Q

O O
_ O O
Fourth mest important Q O O

10. Story 5

Demonstration

[y
(=]
[y
[
[y
]

ICI B ra

=
Third most important Q

O
OOCO-
0000
OOOCO~
OO0CO-
OOOCQO-
0000
0000
0000

O

Political and economic instability in a South American country prompted the Praesident of the United States to send
troops te "pelice” the area. Students at many campuses in the U.5.A. have protested that the United States is using
its military might for economic advantage. There is widespread suspicion that big oil multinational companies are
prassuring the President to safeguard a cheap oil supply even if it means loss of life. Students at one campus tock
to the streets in demonstraticns, tying up traffic and stopping regular business in the town. The president of the
university demanded that the students stop their illegal demonstrations. Students then toock over the collega's

administration building, completely paralyzing the college. Are the students right to demonstrate in these ways?




Copy of DIS_MD_SA DIT_CARROLL

* 57. Do you favor the action of demonstrating in this way?

( ) Should continua demonstrating in these ways
( ) Can't decide

( ) Should not continue demonstrating in thase ways

* 58. Rate the following issues in terms of importance.

Na Littlz Some Much Great
1. Do the students ' Yy Y £y '8
have any right to take e = b b —
over property that
doesn't beleng to
them?
2. Do the students ,ﬁl ,ﬁl ,"H_“| ,"'_"‘| f_)
realize that they — ~ ~— ~ -
might be arrested and
fined, and even
expelled from school?
3. Are the students ' ‘Y Yy '[_::I .-/_j
serious about their b e b = -
cause or are they
doing it just for fun?
4, If the university ‘Y Y Y '[—:I .-/7
president is soft on — — — M~ —
students this time, will
it lead te more
diserder?
5. Will the public 'S Y Y ,f':, ,-”“::,
blame all students for e e e = =
the actions of a few
student
demanstrators?
&. Are the authorities ,:_} (_:I ,:::, ,C:I C:‘J

to blame by giving in
to the gresd of the
multinational oil

companies?
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* 59,

No Littla Some Much Great
7. Why should a faw O ,'/) ' O O
people like Presidents = = . 3
and business leaders
have more power than
ordinary people?
8. Does this student
damanstration bring

O

O O

O

O

about more or less
good in the long run
to all people?

9. Can the students
justify their civil
disebediance?

10. Shouldn't the
authorities be

O
O O
O

respacted by
students?

11. Is taking over a
building consistent
with principles of
justice?

-

o O 0O O
O

O
O
O
O

O
o O

12, Isn't it everyonea's

O

duty to cbey the law,
whether one likes it or
mot?
* 60. Consider the 12 issues vou rated above and rank which issues are the

most im portant.
=] ] 7 =]

O O O O O O O O
O 0O O 0O 0O o O O
O 0O O O O O O O
OO OO OIOIOI®

1 2 3

Most important item O O O
Second most important L':_) O O
Third most important Q Q Q

ra o o
Fourth most important L\_) l\_, l\_)

FPlease provide the following information about yourself:

0000+

* 61. In terms of your political views, how would you characterize yourself?
() very Liberal
() semewhat Liberal
O Meither Liberal nor Conservativa

O Somewhat Conservative

O Wery Conservative

Please read the vignette below and answer the following questions.

Susan and Marie were really excited about going to the biggest party of the year on campus. They
went shopping early in the week to get sexy outfits for the theme party. Susan and Marie were

144
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11. Vignette

Please read the vignette below and answer the following questions.

Susan and Marie were really excited about going to the biggest party of the year on campus. They went
shopping early in the week to get sexy outfits for the theme party. Susan and Marie were nervous when
they first got to the party, so they immediately went to get some drinks. Susan had been talking to Ben,
who invited her to the party. She loocked for him for a while, and was excited when he came over with a
few beers for Susan and Marie. Ben and Susan danced for a while, did some shots, and partied all night.
Ben was positive that he and Susan were going to “hook up,” as he had been telling his friends all week.
After seeing her sexy outfit, he was sure he was going to get some. Susan liked Ben and really was
hoping that he would ask her to the football game after hanging out at the party. When the party was
breaking up, Susan was too drunk to walk home by herself. She couldn't find Marie anywhere, so she
asked Ben to take her home. Ben told her to go up to his room if she was tired, until he could take her
home. Susan was pretty drunk, so Ben had to carry her up to his rcom. Ben told her to stay awake while
he went back to the party for a while. Ben returned to the room about 20 minutes later and woke Susan
up. One thing led to another and they ended up having sex. The next morning Susan woke up and didn't
remember anything after she took shots at the party. She saw a condom wrapper on the floor and
freaked out. She went to the Women'’s resource center and told them she had been raped at the party.
When they questioned Ben about the night, he said that it was mutual consent.

62. Imagine you are on a student judicial committee and you must decide
whether or not to dismiss or pursue this case further?

63. Which of the two parties was more responsible for the incident?
O Susan was mostly responsibls

() susan was somewhat rasponsible

O Susan was a little responsible

() Ben was a little responsible

() Ben was somawhat respensible

'S .
Q Ben was mostly respensibla
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12. You Are Finished!

You have just completed the social reasoning questionnaire. Thank you for your participation! To receive
your research participation credit:

1. Please type in your name and student ID.

2. Your instructor will be notified that you completed the following survey and you will recieve the
specified amount of extra credit.

* 64. Name:
|

* 65. Campus wide ID:
|

66. If you are taking this for class credit, please type the name of the class
here.
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