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ABSTRACT 

The study was designed to measure the extent to which 

Grade Seven pupils, in their decision- making, employ principle as opposed 

to self-interest, and to determine whether or not significant differences 

in this measure would appear when the means of three different types of 

school (public, private secular, and private religious) were compared. 

Two parallel forms of a moral dilemna questionnaire were 

devised, each containing twenty items . Ss were required, on each item, 

to read a brief account of a dilemma situation, and then to make two 

choices••the first indicating which of two given mutually exclusive 

courses of action they would select in the circumstances outlined; and 

the second indicating which of four given reasons was closest to their 

own main reason for so selecting. For each pupil, then , two scores were 

obtained••a score on first choices ("apparently principled" choice of 

action), and a score on second choices ("principled motivations") . 

The instrument was administered to a sample consisting of 

241 Grade Seven pupils from the Greater Victoria area. Verbal and non• 

verbal I.Q. ratings were obtained for the 80 public school Ss, and inform-­

ation on which SES ratings - could be based was obtained from all Sa. 

Statistical treatment of the data included an analysis of 

variance with scores on the instrument as dependent variables and type 
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of school and sex as independent variables; calculation of correlation 

co fficient betw en I.Q. and SES ratings on one hand, and the d pendent 

vari bl son th other; nd an analysis of co•variance with SES ratings 

s th covariat. 

The only differ nces which reached statistical significance 

at the .01 level were those betwe n the means of girls and the ans of 

boys, with girls' scores exceeding boys' scor son all measures of the 

d p ndent variables. 

It was found that mean scores of Type 1 (public) schools 

regularly exceeded those of Type 2 (private secular) schools, which, in 

turn, were consistently higher than those of Type 3 (private religious) 

schools . It was flt that the consistency of this trend, and the fact 

that it reached stati tical significance at the .05 1 vel on one variable, 

justified further re earch to determine whether or not causal relation• 

hips exist betw en these difference in means and differ nces in procedures 

within the schools themselves. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The stated objectives of schools and school systems have 

traditionally included the development of personal qualities, frequently 

grouped under such comprehensive headings as "character", "citizenship", 

and "the highest morality". In the public schools of British Columbia, 

little organized and overt attention is generally given to methods by 

which students can be helped to achieve these goals; and while in some 

private school• such methods may be stressed, attempts at empirical evalu• 

ation of the students' success are rare. This investigation was an attempt 

to make such an evaluation in both public and private schools in the 

Greater Victoria area. 

The investigation clearly falls within the area loosely 

identified by the term "morality"; since, however, no general agreement as 

to any precise connotation of this term is apparent in the literature, the 

terms "principled choice" (of a course of action), and "principled motivation" 

will b used throughout. ''Principle" is here defined as a ruling or guiding 

belief by which the rights and interests of others are given a force at least 

equal to those of aelf•protection and self-gratification. An action will be 



termed "app rently principled" if it coincides in fact with one motivated 

by such a principle. The term "motivation" ii restricted to the non•tech• 

nical sense of a consciously recognized reason for action; and a motiva• 

tion will be described as "principled" if it arises from a principle a 

herein defined. Thus an action may be appar ntly principled even though 

it springs from purely pragmatic considerations, and has no basis in 

principle. While the study concerns it elf with all the apparently 

principled choices of action made by the Ss, principled motivations are 

much more directly relevant to its central purpose, which is, essentially, 

to determine the extent to which such principles do, in fact, direct the 

actions of students at the Grade Seven level . Accordingly , an attempt was 

de to determine, first, the number of "apparently principled" decisions 

that might be expected of the pupils in a serie1 of imaginary test 

situations presented to them; and, second, the number of those decisions 

that might be attributed to "principled" motivations . 

In addition, an attempt was made to ascertain whether or not 

differences with re pect to the degree of application of such principles 

might be found to correlate significantly with level of intelligence, with 

sex, and with type of school (public, private secular, and private 

religious). It i• realized, of course, that differing levels of achieve• 

ment of individual students in this area are attributable in part to the 

influence of the school, in part to that of home environment, and in part 

to a wide variety of almost iDDusurable variables, each of which foI'!pS 

part of the student ' s total environment. The study, therefore, aims solely 

at making empirical observations concerning outcomes, and in no sense attempts 



to establish direct c usal relationships between such outcomes and speci• 

fie proce11es within either the school or the home, cons'idered separately. 

I t i s apparent, on the other hand, that school and home each form part of 

a singl e complex variable, in that certain major factors of the home 

environment help to determine the selection of type of school. The 

findings, therefore, insofar as they are able to be generalized at all, 

refer not to the separate influence of types of school, but rather to the 

combined i nf luence of each type of school and of the type of home back• 

ground mos t typical of it students. 

The study is felt to make two contributions to the general 

body of knowledge in its field: the provision of an inst rum nt which may 

subsequently be developed and improved; and the establishment of certain 

findings, albeit tentative and provisional , which might also provide a 

useful base for further research in this area. 

The instrument itself, while in some respects similar to others 

already in use, makes use of an approach to motivation, which, as far as i s 

known to the investigator , has not previously been employed, and which, 

with 90difications suggested by its use in the preeent study, might well 

offer a flexible and adaptable means of measuring such variables as peer­

group pressure and adult influence simultaneously. 

The intrinsic value of the findings may well be somewhat 

limited by the compa.rative smallness of the individual sub- sections of the 

sample; yet the con1istency shown by the results obtained suggests , that they 

are. in fact, indicative of general patterns existing within the Greater 

Victoria area, at least. 
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II. REVIEW OF THE RELEVANT LITERATUBE 

Much of the literature on measurement in the area of moral• 

ity takes as its inmediate concern the validation of some specific theory 

of moral development, whether cognitive•developmental, maturational, or 

psycho-analytical. Since the present study deals only with measurement 

at a single point in time, it is concerned only indirectly with longitu• 

dinal aspects of moral development. That is to say, questions such as the 

existence or non-existence of Kohlberg•s "invariant stages", or the 

validity or non-validity of Piaget's postulated development from concepts 

characterized by fear to those based on contractual or co- operative 

considerations, or the question of cultural influence upon the rate or 

nature of roral development••such questions as these are not of primary 

concern, although they may well have to be considered in any interpretation 

of the findings. 

Of much more direct concern, however, are questions of what 

may in fact be legitimately considered as moral components, on the one hand, 

ar.d the relationships existing between these components and the variables 

of sill, type of training, socioeconomic status, and intelligence, on the 

other. These aspects will be considered separately. 
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A Components of morality 

In the absence of any simple and wid spread agreement 

concerning the nature of morality, and in view of much of the literature's 

apparent identification of moral behaviour with sociali&ed behaviour, it 

se d advisable to select a number of aspects of behaviour concerning which 

a reasonable degree 9£ agre nt might be expected among both the followers 

of traditional Christian teachings, and the supporters of mre strictly 

humanistic socialization theories. Thus, the four areas of stealing, 

cheating, disobedience to lawful authority, and lying, were selected; and 

a fifth was added, dealing largely with vandalism and grudge- bearing. 

Difference of opinion, of course was to be expected even here. 

Maccoby (1968, p. 256) for instance, deals with the difficulty of teaching a 

child 11that he must not lie unless to tell the truth would do such injury 

to another person that the child would be justified in lying in order to 

spare the person that injury •• • " The teaching of many religious groups, on 

the other hand, utterly rejects the idea that an end, however desirable in 

itself, cai justify improper means, and regards any denial of truth as 

wrong per se. Neither view, however, appears to offer any support whatso• 

ever for lying, cheating, stealing, etc., for purely personal gains, or even 

for the personal pleasure that may be derived from helping others . It was 

with this consideration in mind that both situations and motivations for 

the questionnaire were selected••that is to say, situations were chosen in 

which the ends proposed were unlikely to be generally considered as justifi• 

c tion for the suggested means; and of the mtivations pffered, only one was 

given which was likely to be considered selfless or altruistic. 

While direct support for these categories is not easy to find 
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in the literature, indirect support is plentiful. Thus it is quite possible 

to regard them as, in a sense, sub-divisions of Wilson's (1967, p. 192) PmL 

and EMP (respectively "the degree to which one can identify with other 

people, in the sense of being such that other people ' s feelings and interests 

actually count or weigh with one, or are accepted as of equal validity to 

one's own", and "awareness or insight into one's own and other people ' s 

feelings !'). 

I t should be noted, moreover, that although Bronfenbrenner (1962) 

did not specifically concentrate on these aspects of behaviour, a consider• 

able number of his moral dilemmas do, in fact, fit well into the chosen cate• 

gories; and that when Paton &nd Beloff (1969) replicated his study in Scotland, 

they found it advisable to add a section dealing with "&hop-lifting, cheating 

in a Duke of Edinburgh Award Endeavour, and embezzling parents' money . " 

Since it was not thought advisable to follow Bronfenbrenner's 

method, by which "the scoring key for the items is based on a priori inter• 

pretation of the xoorally acceptable answer" (Paton and Beloff, 1969) a 

judging•panel technique ~as employed. This will be more fully described in 

a later section. 

B The effect of sex 

While findings relating sex with moral development are plentiful 

enough, consensus here is hard to find. In the early study of Hartshorne 

and May (1928), girls consistently exceeded boys in their apparent moral 

knowledge and sensitivity to social and conventional standards of behaviour. 

This, however, being based on a largely cognitive measure, does not positively 
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indicate that girls have a higher level of moral development than oys of 

the same age; "the cognitive and behavioral aspects of morality," according 

to Maccoby (1968, p. 230), "appear not to follow the same developmental 

paths, nor to predict one another reliably . " 

More significant, perhaps, is a study by Sears , Maccoby, and 

Levin (1957), which reports a significantly higher proportion of girls aIOOng 

the group distinguished by evidence of "highly developed conscience"; or 

the fact that Porteus and Johnson (1965), in a study which used "cognitive 

(c) and affective (A) measures of moral judgement", concluded that "girls Ss 

showed greater moral maturity • • • •• than did boys on both C and A measures . " 

Indeed, they report that "the only variable which had a significant effect 

on the A measure wit h a p ( .01 was the sex of the Ss . " 

I<ohlberg (1963) refers to Terman and Tyler (1946) as indicating 

that "girls have a lower rate of delinquency, (and) have fewer school and 

home behaviour problems leading to clinical r eferral. 11 On the other hand , 

he reports 

that few sex differences in resistance to temptation have 
been found . When differences in honesty appear, they tend 
to favour the boys ; when differences appear i n "service" , 
they tend to favour the girls . Other studies of cheating 
have found no sex difference . 

Similarly, Boehm and Nass (1961) reported no significant sex 

differences in their findings, and interpr eted this as contradicting previous 

studies which suggested "that girls :Show a more advanced development than 

do boys on an overall basis . " Kellm"!r Pringle and Edwards (1964) likewise , 

report that on the basis of their ''Moral Incidents" test, "the majority of 

children came down on the side of honesty and truthfulness , and there was 

little difference between boys and girls . " 

Such references to conflicting findings could readily be 
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multiplied; their significance for the present study, however, is already 

clear. No consensus exists that would justify a clear directional pre­

diction concerning the scores of boys and girls on the measuring instrument. 

C Type of training 

The essential difference in the types of training involved lies 

in the fact that private schools, especially religious ones, presumably 

devote a significantly greater amount of time and energy to both cognitive 

and affective aspects of character or t00ral training than do public schools . 

While no attempt can be made here to measure home influence, it is assumed 

that parents who freely choose one form of education in preference to another, 

are in substantial agreement with the methods employed in that form of educa• 

tion, and are likely, on the whole., to lend their sup,ort to such methods in 

the home. 

Hartshorne and May (1928), cited by Kohlberg (1963, p. 279), 

"found no relation between honesty or 'service' behavior tests and exposure 

to zooral training in Sunday school , Boy Scouts, or character-education classes. " 

In another context, Kohlberg (1967, p. 180), states that "in 

fact we find remarkably little use of religion in American children's responses 

to llX>ral dilem:nas , regardless of denomination"; and that "no differences in 

moral development due to religious belief have yet been found ••• " He concludes 

that "religion is not a necessary or highly important condition for the 

development of moral judgement and conduct •• • " This conclusion is perhaps 

supported by Bronfenbrenner's findings that the strictly secular Russian ap• 

preach• based on adult manipulation of peer-group pressures, resulted in 

scores of his moral dilem:nas which were very significantly higher than those 

obtained in either the United States or Great Britain••countries where, 
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presumably, religion is still a major force . 

The same view is presented by Berkowitz (1964, p. 64) who writes , 

"there is little evidence that the church member's religious training has 

influenced his moral behavior . " His general conclusion, after examining the 

available evidence, is that "religion, as it is currently practised, may 

promote asceticism, at least in some cases, but it does not in itself reduce 

the incidence of stealing, cheating, or aggression. " 

Finally, Hirschi and Stark (1969), in a discussion of religious 

training, conclude that "those variables affected by church a ttendance ••• are 

unrelated to the comnission of delinquent acts, while the variables strongly 

related to delinquency are unaffected by church attendance." 

It is apparent that these views are not shared by the supporters 

of private schools in general, and of religious schools in particular; yet no 

significant evidence can be adduced to support the opposing view. Nor • •and 

this point will be cons idered later•-do such views constitute a reason f or 

rejecting religious education; Kohlberg (1967, p. 181) suggests that "the 

primary purpose of religious education in our society is not ~o develop m:>ral 

character, but rather to develop religious beliefs and sentiments ; " and 

Berkowitz (1964, p. 66) similarly, suggest s that 

we may still want to give our young people religious 
training, but that would be for other reasons . We 
cannot expect religious training, as it is ordinarily 
provided, to lessen anti• social i : li'ality . 

In this area, at least, while again there is no consensus , the 
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empirical evidence suggests only one conclusion relevant to the present 

investigation-•that no significant differences should be expected between 

types of school-•at least on the basis of the actual training their students 

arc likely to receive either at school or at home. 

D Socioeconomic status 

While Kohlberg believes that children pass through "invariant 

stages" of tooral development, he maintains that the rate at which an indivi • 

dual progresses through the stages to complete internalization of a society ' s 

values is influenced by a number of factors; thus peer-group participation and 

membership in a higher social class tend to encourage more rapid development . 

On the assumption that the nature of the private secular school encourages 

peer-group participation, and that , on the whole, the socioeconomic status 

of its average student is likely to be significantly higher t han the corres­

ponding means in the other types of school , it might seem reasonable to 

predict somewhat higher levels of moral development aioong Ss from Type 2 

(private secular) schools . 

Nor does this conclusion depend entirely upon acceptance of 

Kohlberg ' s developmental theory; in a comparison of this view with those of 

social-learning theorists, Maccoby (1968, p. 262) states that "for both 

theoretical points of view, high social status is a factor which should 

promote adult- like and pro- social development, but the implied mechanisms differ. " 

Support for this view is also to be found in Harrower ' s (1935) 

replication of part of Piaget's 1932 study, in which "at the higher socia l 

level • • • • younger children from the very beginning gave high percentages of 

mature responses; ••• " 
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It should be noted, however, that this study was conducted over thirty years 

ago, and that Bronfenbrenner (1962, p. 5) suggests "from a survey of class 

differences in childrearing over a twenty-five year petiod, that the gap 

between the social classes appears to be narrowing." 

In the light of this evidence, then,some differences in scores 

favouring the private secular schools might be expected on the basis of 

socioeconomic status, although there is no indication in the literature that 

these differences are likely to achieve statistical significance. 

E Intelligence 

Maccoby (1968, p. 258) maintains that "a reasonable degree of 

cognitive maturity would appear to be a necessary, but not sufficient 

condition for certain levels of overt, mature moral behavior." The implication 

is that increased cognitive maturity, with concomitant increase in the under• 

standing of the consequences of actions, may well contribute to an increase in 

100ral , or pro- social activity, but may equally contribute to the ability to 

engage in immoral or anti- social activity. Empirical evidence, however, shows 

that the former is the 100rc conmon situation. Kohlberg (1964, p. 392) has 

shown that older children, in experimental situations, tend to cheat and steal 

as much as, but apparently no more than, younger children. Somewhat ioore 

positively, McFarlane (1954) reports that "the frequency of lying (as 

reported by parents) declines with age through the age range six through eight"; 

while Pringle and Edwards (1964, p. 213) find that "more advanced stages of 

moral development are reached earlier by more intelligent children" and that 

the view is thus confirmed that "the moral concepts and judgments of duller 

children tend to be less mature, less clear and more limited than those 

of their brighter contemporaries. " 



It appears reasonable, then, in view of these findings, to predict 

that correlations betw en I.Q. ratings and scores on the mral dilemna 

ques tionnaire should be at least positive, althou h pr obably too low to be of 

any practical f cance . 

In ummary, the liter ture r viewed suggests that few definite 

and directional hypotheses c n be framed in relation to the present study. 

Differences in type of school cannot, apparently, b expected to produce 

significant mean differences in either "apparently principled" choices or 

"principled m:>tivations" of the students. Neither, inde d, can signific nt 

differences between the means of boys and those of girls be expected on these 

variable; and whil both SES and intelligence may well be expected to correlate 

positively with both dependent variables, it appears likely that the 

correlations should be relatively low. Finally, since Bronfenbrenner 's findings 

appear to be generally pplicable to the Victoria area*, all actual an scores 

on both dependent vari bles are likely to be rather low. 

The support or rejection of hypotheses ba ed on the theory reviewed 

should provide some guid nee in relation to two ba ic questions: 

l. Tow t extent do Grade Seven pupils employ "principle", 

s here defined, in their decision-making processes? 

2. Arc pupils fro schools which are appar ntly more 

directly concerned with ch r cter development (i.e. 

private schools) more likely to employ "principle" 

than those from the public schools? 

* Mason (1970, in press) , in a nine-classroom experiment, showed th ta 

random ample of th Victoria public schools yielded results very close to 

those of the Edinburgh sampl. 
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III. THE @IRICAL STUDY 

A. Sample 

The sample consisted of 241 Grade Seven students drawn more o 

less equally from publ i c, privates cular, and private religious 

(Catho l ic) schools i n the Greater Victo ia area. (Details are given 

16 i n Tabl e 1 on page ). 

To ensure as repr esentative as possible a selection of public 

school chil dren, n stratified random sampling method was used. The 

city was divided into four geographical areas (N,W., N.E., S,W., and 

S.E.), and two schools were randomly selected from each area. Students 

were then drawn randomly from the Grade Seven class lists of these schools, 

the total from each school varying roughly in proportion to the Grade 

Seven population of that school. Verbal and Non-verbal I.Q. ratings 

(Lorge-'l'ho.n i e) wera obtained for these stu ents from existing 

records before testing began, and w re recorded in coded form on the 

response she ts. 

The Catho lic school students consisted o f the ent ire available 

Grade Seven opulat i on of three large Catholic element ary schools, and 

certainl y cont ined th majority of t he Grade Seven Catholic school 

students of the area . 
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Simi14vly the entire Grade Seven population of four major 

private secular schools was used, giving again the majority of such students 

in the Greater Victoria area . Unfortunately, suitable I . Q. ratings were 

not available for the private school students, with the result that the 

portion of the investigation dealing with intelligence had to be restricted 

to Type i . (public) schools . 

TABLE I 

SCHOOLS INVOLVED IN THE INVESTIGATION 

TYPE 1 SCHOOLS (Public) 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

TYPE 2 SCHOOLS 
9 . 
10. 
11. 
12. 

TYPE J SCHOOLS 
13. 
14. 
15. 

TYPE l TOTAL 

(Private secular) 

TYPE 2 TOTAL 

(Private religious) 

TYPE 3 TOTAL 

NUMBER OF SUBJECTS 
M F 
5 5 
5 5 
4 4 
6 6 
4 4 
6 6 
4 4 
6 6 

40 40 

15 
18 

21 -
22 
43 33 

15 4 
9 14 

18 25 

42 43 



• 17 • 

B. Th Instrument 

The form of the test itself wa suggest d by Bron£ nbrenner ' s 

(1967) moral dil test, although certain fairly jor changes were 

introduc din both form and content. 

CU Pogn 

For each form of the test, twenty question w r sed, each based 

on a dilemna situation, and each offering a forced choice between 

mutually exclusive courses of action. Following Bronfenbrenner 1s 

example, the queat1ons w re grouped into sub-sections , each designed 

to asure a specific variable; and questions from all sections were 

randomly mixed to giv the final form of the test. Detail of the 

subgroups in each form are shown in Table 2 below. 

TABLE 2 

Al@.YSIS OP INSTRUMENT BY Q]JE§TION 

SUB-GROUPS. FORMS, AND QUESTIONS 

Question Groups Quest!s>P• 

Stealing ----------.-- Form 1 1, 2, 13, 
Form 2 40, 39. 28, 

Cheating ----------- Form 1 3, 12, 15, 
Form 2 38, 29, 26, 

Disobedience------- orm 1 4, 5, 14, 
Form 2 37, 33, 27, 

Lying•-------- --~- Form l 6, 10, 18, 
Form 2 34, 31, 22 

0th rs ------------- Form l 7, 8, 9, 
Form 2 24, 36, 32, 

Here, perhaps, the simil rity ends. 

19 
23 
16 
25 
17 
21 

11, 20 
30, 35 

In place of Bronfenbrenner's sel ction of a Likerttype scale with 

assigned weights for varying degrees of certainty of respons • it was 

d cided to utilize a possibly simpler thod by which each "correct" 

course of action scored one point on the first of two asures. This 



• 18 -

first choice, aa 1n lronfenbrenner's instrument, deals purely and a ply 

with th actual ction which the subject believes he would tak in the 

given circu tances, and ignor s completely the wide variety of possible 

reasons which might underlie that action. Thus, for example, Bronfenbrenner, 

in dU headed ''The Halloween Prank", pre ents the following prob le : 

"Suppose your friends decided to soap a few windows. 

What would your ally dof 

GO ALONG WITH MY FlU1!ffl>S REFUSE TO GO ALONG WITH MY FRIENDS 
: ____ _ 
Absolutely 
certain 

: ____ _ 
lairly 
certain 

• ·----I guess 
so 

. . ·------·-----Absolutely 
certain 

Fairly 
certain 

. ·------I gueaa so" 

Presumably a pupil who is "absolutely certain" that be would 

refuse is consid red to b acting in a m.,ral manner; yet hie decision 

might be due to the fact that he would be very much afraid of the 

conaequencea of discovery••or that he simply does not consider soaping 

windows to be much fun••or even, in an extre case, that he would much 

prefer to break the, and would exert all his efforts to persuade his 

friends not to waste their ti with soap. 

It was this lack of consideration of the underlying reasons for 

actions that dictated the provision, after each pair of possible 

actions, of a group of four probable motives for each. Thus, for 

ex ple, Question No. 13 presents the following problem: 

•~n a larg depart nt store the clerk becomes confused, and asks 

you whether you gave her a $5 bill or a $10 bill. You know that it 

was a $5 bill, but feel that if you say $10, she will believe you. 

What would your ally do? 

A. Say $5.becaus ; 

1. the store might make her 
pay the $5 difference, 

B. Sy $10, because; 

1. she deserved to lose $5 
for her carelessness, 
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2. it really was a $5 bill, 2. the store could easily afford 
to lose $5, 

3. it'• not worth the risk 3. you don't often get the 
of being found out for ch nee of gaining $5 so 
only $5, easily, 

4. abe might be trying to 4. she could never prove that 
test you. it wasn't a $10 bill." 

Pupil who selectaction "A" are acting in what app ars to b 

a principled manner; whether or not their action is truly principled, 

however, i not made imnediat ly cl ar by the re selection of course 

of action. They may, for example, be giving up the chanc of gaining 

$5 merely because they feel that this is th hone t cour e of action 

(reason 2); or they y be impelled to do so through fear of being 

found out if thy anew r dishonestly (reason 4); or possibly they may 

f el that while stealing from n individual is wrong, it is morally 

acceptable to steal from a store, especially if it is a large one 

(reason l); or, fin lly, stealing may app ar to them to be worthwhile 

only if the reward is considerably higher than $5 (reason 3) . Of 

these responses, only No. 2 was con idered to be truly "principled"; 

and only the sel ction of No. 2, accordingly, would scor a point on 

th second measure. Thus each student who selected response ''A" 

scored a point on th "apparently principl ed choice" me sure, and those 

who followed this up by rking reason No. 2 scored one point on the 

"principled motivation" m asure. 

Similarly, in Question 16, the pupils are given the following 

situation to consider: 

''You have been trying very hard to raise your grade in rit tic. 

The teacher 1 ts you add up th marks on your own test p pers, and 
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you f ind that i f you dd just two marks ~o your actual score, you will 

get the letter•grade you want d. What would you re lly do? 

A. Leav mark as it 
is. : 

1. you would rath r tell the 
truth than raise your grade, 

2. your teacher might check the 
totals later, 

3. it woul d be too bard to 
keep up the at ndard later 
on, 

4. it wouldn't b worth the 
ri k to change it. 

1. you would really like a 
higher grade, 

2. a change of two marks is 
not very much , 

3. you had really b en trying 
v ry hard in arith tic, 

4. it doesn't seem fair to 
miss a whole letter-grade 
for just two marks . " 

Students who decide to cheat by adding the two extra rks are 

given variety of r tionalizations to select from to justify their 

decision••the unfairneSI of the grading sy tem, their desire for a 

higher letter•grade, the mallness of the actWll change, and the fact 

that they had really been trying hard. Neither the ctual choice of 

action nor ny of these ration lizations, however, can be considered 

to be even "apparently principled". 

On th oth r band, tho e who deny themselves the addition 1 marks 

are asked to indicate wh ther this "apparently principled'' choice of 

action is based on fear of di covery (reason 2), fear of possible 

punishm nt if di covered (reason 4), the practical difficulty of sub• 

sequently maintaining the deception (reason 3), or a genuine preference 

for the truth for its own sake, even at the expense of their own 

letter• grade. Only the last choice w s consid red to be a "principled 

motivation". 
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(2) Content 

Whereas all six of Bronfenbrenner's variable, as well as the 

method of administering the test its lf, involve me sure of peer­

group and adult influence on th Ss' actions, the variable sel cted 

for this test w re all consider d to be compon nts of 100ral behaviour 

relevant to the age-group for whom it was d signed (See page 5); 

and peer•group influ nee and the d sire to be well•thought-of by 

adults were included only incidentally in the 11 t of suggested 

motivations. Noma ure of the influence of either per or adult 

w s imed at, !though the effects of such influ nces were allowed 

for in almo t every question. 

Th 12·13 ge•group w s select d for two in rea ons: it was 

felt that children of this ge were generally less likely than older 

students to have dev loped the "sophisticated'* type of outlook which 

might have resulted in deliberate £al 1fication of responses; and it 

seemed lik ly that it would be co aratively easy to devise moral dilemmas 

that were rel vant to the problems of 12•13-year•olds• -and to obtain a 

reasonable consensus concerning th "approved" responses. In this con• 

nection, Bronfenbr nn r's difftcultie with the group of item headed 

''Whether toy ld to adult pressure to inform on peers" were seen as a 

sound r ason for avoiding this particular type of dilem:na altogether. 

Where there is no consensus there is no valid basis for scoring the 

students' responses. 

(3) Reliability 

Table 3 and 4 (P ge22 ) indicate that correlations obtained 

between Form 1 and Form 2 totals re, with on notable exception, 
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accept bly high, ranging from 0.729 to 0.885. The exception is the 

0.369 correl tion for 1st choice sco 1 8 made by boys of Type 2 schools: 

and for this low correlation two possible reasons may be examined. In 

the first place, it was unfortunately necessary to admini ter the 

questionnaire to these pupils in the final week~•and in one case on the 

final day••of the summer term. The consequent probabk; reduction in 

concentration might well have led to so degree of random answering 

at least in the fir t choice required in each item. Neverthele • it 

appears that greater consistency was shown in second choices; yielding 

an overall correlation of 0.755. This would be hard to explain if con~ 

ditions of administration of the test were taken th reason for the 

apparent inconsistency of first choices. An alternative reason may be 

found in the actual nature of some of th test items, considered in 

conjunction with the significantly higher SES of the pupils concerned. 

Mot of the questions were deliberately restricted to transgressions 

which, while not nece arily winor in themselves, nev rtheless involved, 

for example, theft of a comparatively small amount, or cheating of a 

comparatively minor nature. It seems possible, therefore, tha t a 

doctor•s or lawyer's son, accustomed to a high standard of living. might 

be le3s wi! ling to t~:~@ seriously a question dealing with, say, purloining 

twenty-five cents from his parents, than would a child from a poorer 

family, to whom twenty-five cents would be correspondingly m:>re igni-

ficant amount. Thi is not to say that h would, in reality, be more 

willing to steal it, but rather that he might be less willing to consider 

seriously whether or not he would. This attitude might well lead to a 

certain amount of random selection of first choice re ponses; having 
\ 

de this choice, however, the pupil would be then faced with th task 
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of justifying it by sel cting the most logical re on-•and inc the 

triviality or immen ity of the supposed offence is no longer relev nt, 

the second choices would tend to show higher degree .of consi t ncy. 

The con istency of the positioning of this group's mean scores 

in relation to tho e of other groups suggests that even if this is the 

ease, comparatively few students were guilty of random choices; under 

the circumstances, a relatively small number of pupils might well 

seriously affect the corral tion coefficient, although their scores, 

being partly random, would t nd to scatter round the mean, affecting 

it comparatively little. 

Correl tions between the two forms of the test were 0.768 for 

First Choice scores, and 0.826 for S cond Choice cor s; and while 

these are too low to per it the use of a ingle form when the 

purpose is easure ent of individuals, they indicate an dequately 

L gh reliability for th present study, which is concerned only with 

the comparison of group means. If the test 1 regarded as cont ining 

11 forty question, and ach form i consider d to b , therefore, 

only half of one combined whol , then th Spearman- Brown Prophecy 

Formula, applied to th split•half correlations of 0 . 768 and 0.826, 

yields over•all test reliabilities of 0.868 and 0.904 respectively. 
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(4) Validity 

Insofar as the instrument concentrates on certain rea onably 

well defined ar as of behaviour, and is restricted to certain 

reasonably widely-accepted components of morality, it may be 

considered to have a considerable measure of content validity as 

a general measure of mral development. A major limitation in this 

resp ct, how ver, i the fact that it is, indeed, restricted to five, 

or at most six, such areas. Neverthele s, these are, in all 

probability, tho e 100st relevant to the moral d velo ment of children 

of the age-level for which it was designed. 

The use of a judging panel oft achers, mor over, to deter ine 

the "approved" or "corr ct 11 re pones is held to support the te t's 

validity in r lation to its illl.1\ediate objective•-i.e. to measure the 

Ss' progre s towards set of resumably p cific behavioural goals 

set by those represented by the panel me ers. 

c. Experimental material 

The materials used consisted of 40-it m multi le- choic 

questionnaire, parate response sheet, and 

the items on the questionnaire. 

tape recording of all 

The instrument its lf, cons ructed for the investig tion, 

consisted of two parallel forms, each containing 20 questions, uh­

divided into five grou s or from three to five que tion each. Each 

question consisted of a brief story designed to present a moral 

nil emma ~ to which two mu ually exclusive rs one w r provi ed. 

Having selected a re ponse, each subject wa, th n required to choose, 
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from four listed motivations, the one which most closely resembled his 

Oln. Since the first choice ind cates only the election of course 

of action, and makes no reference to it motivation, scores on thi 

choice will be referred to as "apparently principled choic " score ; 

since the second choice indic te the IOOtivation for the s lected 

course of action, scor s on this choice will be referred as "principled 

motivation" cores. 

D. Experimental procedure 

Each of the fifteen schools was visited in turn, and the students 

whose names had been randomly selected were released from their regular 

classes for the period of approximately an hour that was required to 

complet t e questionnaire. Each student was given a copy of the 

questionnaire and separate respon e sheet. To ensure uniformity of 

presentation, nd to concentrate attention on each problem in tur, 

the tape-recording of the test was played to the group, question by 

question, ith brief but adequate delay for the indication of each 

response. All group ere given very fi rm reassurance concerning the 

complete anonymity of their responses, and were specifically told that 

neither their parent nor their teachers would receive any indication 

of individua cores. It was pointed out to them that, in view of 

thi, they had absolutely no thing to gain by falsification of responses, 

and nothing to lose by strict honesty. 

Following the administration of the questionnaire, information 

concerning the occupation of the male head of each family was obtained 

from stud nts in all three groups. This information was subsequently 
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used in conjunction with Blishen's Occupational Class Scale (1958) 

to provide SES ratings for all 241 subjects. 

E. Validation of {!pproved resegnses 

The mere act of constructing a moral dilemma te t implies some 

prejudgement of the approved or "correct" response. In spite, 

therefore, of the efforts, previously described, to ensure that none 

of the anticipated responses would prove controversial, it w s 

considered advisable not to rely on the unsupported opinion of the 

investigator, but to refer the matter to a p nel of judg s. Since 

the reference to "the highest morality" in section 167 of the B.C. 

Public Schools Act was, in a sense, one sta:cting oint for this 

investigation, and since .teachers are appar ntly entrusted, without 

benefit of further official guidance on the point, with the task of 

determining what ts, in fact, "the highest morality", it appeared 

reasonable to allow teacher to decide what the II pproved" re ponses 

to the questionnaire items would be. Accordingly, 21 teachers, some 

randomly chosen from the schools visited, and others forming a grad te 

class in Education at the University of Victoria, were taken as a 

judging panel. Given the same response sheets as those us d by the 

students, they were asked to indicate those respon es which they felt 

should be marked by" pupil for whom school, ho , and the entire 

environment had succeeded in inculcating 'the highest morality'." 

While a small amount of disagreement was apparent, none of the 

anticipated response received fewer than 17 choices, and unanimity 

was attained in 22 cas s. Over-all agreement was in the region of 

951, and uch of the remaining 5% was accounted for by three response 
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sheets, some of whose nswers suggested misreading of either the 

q estions or the instructions, since they could not rea onably be 

considered ''moral" on either Christian or humanistic grounds. 

The originally inten ed "approved" responses were accordingly 

taken as having be n upheld by the judging panel , and as representing, 

in the given situations, the panel's int rpretation of "the big est 

morality." 

F. Design 

Scores (both "apparently principled choice" and "principled 

motivation" were obtained for both forms oft e test, for the entire 

test, and for each subsection of each form. These totals, together 

with the SES ratings, and, in the case of Type 1 schools, Verbal and 

Non-verbal I.Q. ratings, constituted the d ta for analysis. 

A two-way analysis of variance was employed, with "apparently 

princ pled choice" scores and "principled motivation" scores as the 

dependent variables, and sex and type of school as indepen ent variables. 

In addition, Pearson product moment correlation coefficients were calculated 

between I.Q. ratings (whore av ilable), S S ratings (in all cases) , and 

the dependent variables. 

Finally , since SES ratings presented an unexpected and comparatively 

high mean difference between sexes, an analysis of covariance was 

applied, with SES ratings as the covariate. 
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G. Hypotheses 

Hypotheses derived from the theory discus i c ion 2 c n be 

formulated in statistically t st le form follows: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Ther will be no significant differe ce tween th 

proportion of "appar ntly pr inc ip led" choices made by 

pu Us of th thre typ s of school. 

There will b no si nificant difference tween the 

proportion of "principl d" motiv tions selected by 

pupil of the three typ of school. 

Th re will be no significant difference between he 

pro ortion of "a par ntly principl d" choic de by 

boys nd the proportion of" p arently principled" 

cboic s d by girls. 

ere will be no ignificant iff rence between the 

roportion of "principle " motiv tions selected by boys 

and the proportion of ''principled" motivation sel cted 

by girl • 

5. There i 1 b no significant de ree of cor elation 

between the umber of "ap arently rincip ed" choice 

mad and r tings on li h n's Occupational Clas Scale 

(1958). 

6. There will be no ignificant degree of correlation 

between th number of "principled" motivations selected 

and ratings on Blishen's Occupational Class Scale. 

7. There ill be no significant degree of correlation between 

the number of "apparently principled" choices made and 

eitb r Verbal or Non-verbal I.Q. ratings based on the 

Lorge-Thorndike Aptitude Tests. 
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8. There will be no significant degree of correlation between the 

number of "princi led" motivations selected and either Verbal 

or Non-verbal I.Q. ratings based on the Lorge•Thorndike Aptitude 

Teets. 
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IV RESULTS 

On the ba is of the nalysis of variance and the correl tion 

matrix, the following conclusions were arrived at ·th reference to 

the hypotheses. For convenience, e!(ch hypothesis wU!. ½e restated, 

with the relevant conclusions immedi.ately following. 

Hl and H2 

1. There will be no significant difference between the 

proportions of "apparently rincipled" choices made 

by pupils from the three types of school. 

2. There will be no significant difference between 

the proportions of "principled" tootivations selected 

by pupils from the three types of school. 

Tables 5 through 10 on pages 32, 33, and 34 show that a very clear 

trend emerged with reference to differentiation between types of 

school. On all six variables, the mean for School Type 1 exceeded that 

for School Type 2, which, in turn, was consistently higher than that 

for School Type 3. This difference reached statistical significance at 

the .05 level on First Choice totals for Form I (Table 5), and approached 

it (p • 0.0602) on Table 9 (the "apparently principled" choices for the 

combined forms). 
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Since, however, Hl and H2 must be consid red only on the basi 

of total scores (i.e. score on both forms taken together), and 

since these scores failed to reach significance at the .05 level, 

the e two nu hypotheses cannot be rejected. The trend, how ver, 

is cl ar and consistent enough to merit further discussion, and, in­

deed, appears to justify further research. 

TABLE s 
ANALYSIS OF SCORES BY SEX AND SCHOOL TYPES 

FORM I - -lst, CHOICE TOTALS 

School Group 1 2 3 

M 

F 

-X 

14.075 

N• 40 

15.300 

N• 40 

14.69 

Na 80 

12.953 

.. 43 

15.605 

N=- 33 

14.104 

N• 76 

TABLE 6 

12 . 381 

N• 42 

14.256 

N• ~d 

13.33 

N• 85 

ANALYSIS OF SCORES BY SEX AND SCHOOL fflES 

FORM II-• lst , CHOICE TOTALS 

School Group 1 2 3 

M 

F 

-X 

13 . 700 

N• 40 

14.900 

40 

14.3 

Na 80 

12.000 

N• 43 

15.121 

N :..3 

]11 . 3 5 

N• 76 

11.571 

N- 42 

14.233 

Na 43 

12.92 

N• 85 

-X N 

13.12 125 

14.99 116 

14.02 241 

X N 

12.40 125 

14. 72 116 

13.515 241 



- 33 -

TABLE 7 

ANAIYSIS OF SCORES BY SEX SCl!OOl TYPES 

Schoo l Group 

FORM I •-2nd CHOICE TALS 

M 

F 

X 

TABLE 8_ 

1 

4.800 

N = 40 

6. 50 

N = 40 

5 . 65 

Na 80 

ANALYS S OF SCORES BY SEX AND SCH 

FORM II--2nd CHOICE TOTALS 

School Group 

M 

F 

X 

1 

4. 600 

N = 40 

6.175 

ti= 40 

5. 87 

N .. 80 

2 

3.558 

N 43 

6 . 121 

= 33 

4.671 

N =76 

ES 

2 

3 . 651 

N =- 43 

6.000 

N = 33 

4.671 

N.,. 76 

3 X N 

4.119 4.144 125 

N = 42 

5. 140 5 .888 116 

N 33 

4. 635 4. 983 241 

N 85 

3 X N 

3 . 500 3. 904 125 

N 42 

4. 721 5.586 116 

43 

4. 117 4.714 241 

~ 85 
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TABLE 9_ 

ANALYSES OF SCORES BY SEX AND SCHOOL TYPES 

FOfflS and II ( GRANT TOTAL) 1st . CHOICE 

School Group 

M 

F 

X 

TAB • l Q 

1 2 

27. 775 24.953 

N = 40 N • 43 

30. 200 30. 727 

N = 40 N = 33 

28 . 990 27.460 

N • 80 N a 76 

3 

23.952 

N = 42 

28.488 

Na 43 

26 . 25 

N • 85 

ANALYSES OF SCORES BY SEX AND SCHOOL TYPES 

ORMS I AND I I (GRANT TOTAL) 2nd , CUOI CE 

School Group 1 2 3 

9. 400 7.209 7.619 

M N = 40 N = 43 42 

12.675 12.121 9.860 

F N = 40 N = 33 N 43 

X 11. 03 9 .34 8 . 76 

N "' 80 N c:: 7 6 N • 85 

X N 

25. 52 125 

29. 720 116 

27.539 241 

X N 

8.05 125 

11. 47 116 

9.697 241 
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H 3 and H 4 

3. There will be no significant iffcrence e en the 

proportion of " ppare tly principled" choices made 

by boy , and the proportion of "app rentl principled" 

choices de by gi r ls. 

4. There will be no significant dif f erence between the 

proportion of "principled" motivations se lected by 

boys and the proportion of nprincipled " motivations 

se lect ed by girls. 

Tabl es 5 t hrou h 10 show t hat the total scores for girls exceed 

those for boy in all six vari ables . The probabil i t i es associ at d with 

the e differences are 0.00007 , 0 . 00006 , 0.00135, 0.00632, 0. 00003, and 

0.002 respectively . H3 and H4 are, accor dingly , r e j ected. 

B 5 and H 6 

5. There will be no significant degree of correlation 

between the number of 11apparently principled" choices 

made and ratings on Bli shen's Occupational Class Scale . 

6. There will be no signifi cant degree of correlation 

between the number of "principled" motivations 

selected and ratings on Blishen's Occupational Class 

Scale. 

A very wide range of SES was found to exist, both between school 

types ( p = 0.000001) and, rather surprisingly, between sexes ( p = 0.066539). 
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Neverthel ss, correlations betwe n SES and the two dependent variables 

were, in general, very low, the highest being 0.504, nd the majority 

being consider bly lower (see Table 13). egative correlations ranging 

from -0.00008 to 0.298 oc urred. H 5 and H 6, therefore cannot be 

rejected, although it should be noted th t the t nd sugge ted by the 

liter ture was not observed. 

TABLE 11 

CORRELA;rIONS BETWEEN SES AND THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

SES and 1st~ choice 
("Apparently principled 
actions") 

SES and 2nd. choice 
( "Principled 
Motivations") 

I:I 7 and H 8 

Form 1 

0.061 

0 .014 

Form 2 Total 

0.023 0.043 

0.056 0.038 

7. There will be no significant degree of correlation 

between the number of "apparently principled" choices 

made and either Verbal or Non- v rbal I.Q. ratings based 

on the Lorge- Thorndike Aptitude Test. 

8. There will be no significant degree of correlation 

between the number of 11principled" motivations 

selected and either Verb 1 or Non-verbal I.Q. 

ratings ased on tho Lorge-Thorndike Aptitude Te t. 

These hypotheses were tested in relation to only Type 1 

schools ( n = 80 ). Here again, all correlations were extremely 
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low, 1th mall negative correlations outnumbering positive ones. 

(see Table 12). No evidence was found which woul justify rejection 

of II 7 or II 8. 

2 

I,g. RATI GS AND THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

Sex Choice Fo m 1 Form 2 Total 

M Verbal I.Q. 1st - 0.109 - 0.009 -0.057 

M Verbal I.Q. 2nd. -0.026 0. 079 0.030 

M onverbal I.Q. 1s t . - 0 . 169 0. 041 -0 .057 

M onverbal I.Q. 2nd. -0 . 104 -o. 11 -0 . 057 

F V rbal I.Q. 1s t . 0 . 135 0 . 016 0.073 

F Verbal I . . 2nd. 0 . 119 - 0.108 -0.006 

F Nonverbal I. Q. 1s t. 0.004 - 0. 084 -0.046 

F Nonverbal I.Q. 2nd. -o. 203 -0.361 -0.310 
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V, DISCUSSION 

A, Scores 

The raw score eans for all 241 Ss for First Choice ( "apparently 

principled" action) , and for Second Choice (•principled motivation") 

w re 27.775 and 9.400 respectively. When it is remembered that scoring 

was done on the bas is of teachers' judgement of responses to be expected 

of a perfectly moral student, and that such a student woul d have scored 

40 on each choice, one is at once aware of a very wide gap between the 

idea l and the act 1. 

It is important, owevcr, not to confuse this gap with any gap 

that mig t be pre cd to exist between generations represented by 

teachers on the one and, and students on the other. Teachers w re 

a ke for w twas, in effect, a purel y cognitive response-•pupils for 

a combination of cognitive and affective . In other words, no indication 

s cit sought or given of whether the teachers themselves, in similar 

dilellllla situation, would actually have done what they expected of the 

student or of hether the students thems elves, had they been asked, 

mig th vc cioonstrat a uch knowledge of the expected ano ers as did 

the teachers. 
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There does, however, seem to be a clear indication, in the 

obt ined mean scores, of the failure of the present generations of 

adults (at least in the geogr phical area involved in the investigation) 

to pas on to children tho e standards which the judging panel' choices 

indict d thy would like to see transmitted. For, while the score of 

27.775 for "apparently principled" actions may appear to be reasonably 

high, it is apparent that only fraction over one in three of these 

actions is bas d upon principle. One ust ask how dependable or 

consistent is a system of "moral" action based largely upon the chance 

operation of a variety of self-centered and pragmatic motivations; and 

the conclusion seems inescapable that both home and school 4re currently 

failing to "inculcate the highest morality"•-at any rate on the basi 

of their own interpretation of the term as illustrat d by the adult 

judging panel's choices. 

If this fact is accepted, the question must be asked--whether this 

is simply a failure, due to faulty communication techniques, or whether 

there is perhaps some iadication of a genuine intergenerational change 

of accepted moral standards nnd values. According to Maccoby (1, pp.263· 4), 

Reiss (19) * believes that "in a roodern, complex society, the maintenance 

and transmission of values is a fairly specialized function that is 

* Unfortunately the reference to Reis m st be a secondary one, since the 

work referred to is unpublishe, and, at the 100ment, unavailable. The 

basic idea, however, is clearly enough explained by Maccoby, and is used 

here because of its obvious relevance. 
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concentrated in a set of social institutions (the courts of law, the 

police, and to some extent the schools}", and that "the family is not 

a particularly significant element in mediating change." If this is 

true••and it will be suggested later that the present study lends 

some support to this view••then the failure is p rhaps inevitable. 

Nevertheless, a recognition of the failure is surely a necessary 

preliminary to any attempt to deal with the problem of moral education 

in the schools • 

• B. , The effect of sex 

The superiority .of girls• scores to those of boys is carried 

conaistently through 11 six tables on pages 32, 33 and 34 

and, indeed, issho n in very school group on every variable. A 

possibly confounding variable emerged from the data analysis in the 

form of an unexpectedly high difference in SES means, favouring the 

boys. (p • 0.066) Nevertheless, in an analysis of covariance in which 

the effect of SES was controlled, F ratios obt ined for the effect of 

sex gav high tatistical ignificance on all six variables. (See 

Table 13). Thi i taken as clear indic tion that the difference 

in scores is rel ted only to the sex of the Ss, and not to their SES 

or school type. It seems clear that girl Ss in this investigation 

expressed a ignificantly higher degree or moral developmeut th n the 

boy Ss. 

Choice 

1st 
1st 
1st 
2nd 
2nd 
2nd 

TABLE 13_ 

Analysis Of Cov ri ce - Covariat SES 
Sou;ce of Variance . Sex 

Form L 

1 17.62 
2 17 .24 
Total 19.87 
1 10.98 
2 8.26 
Total 10.40 

Prob bility 

0.00004 
o.0000s 
0.00001 
0.00107 
0.00442 
0.00144 
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(c) Type of School 

The consistency with hich Type 1 school s cor s exceeded t hose 

of Typ 2 schools, nd with which these, in turn, exceeded th se of 

Type 3 has a lready b en noted. The only v ria tions in t his general 

pattern show tha t on t he 1st choice(" ppar ntly pr inci pled" choice of 

action) girls of Type 2 schoo l s regular l y obt ained the high st scores, 

while for Form 1 2nd choi ce scores ( "princi pled" motivation) , Type 2 

boys scored low• t. Since the N for boys in this group is the highest, 

nd that fo r girls the lowest, it i apparent that the relative position 

of Tye 2 schools is somewhat lower than it would have been had all Ns 

been equal . Nevertheless, a calculation bas don the means actually 

obtained indicates that the increas in scores that might have been 

expected would not hav been appr ciable, and would certainly not have 

changed the relative positions of the three types of school. 

One possib y relevant factor to account for the l ower scor s of 

the private schools is the sug estion that parent s f r equently consider 

such schoo t o have considerable advantages over the publi c schools 

in their ab 1 t y to work i th "probl m" cbildren--children whos 

fail ure to adapt to th requir ments of their social environment has 

hindered their educat i onal progress . Thus, it might be suggested, a 

random sampling of their populat i on would be likely to contain a 

sufficient nud>er of such students t o produce noticeably l ower cor es 

on the measuring in trument, d ite the normal or high scores of the 

others. This rgu nt, of course, i plie t hat a genuinely random 

e l ection of pr i va schoo student ould b, in effect , a sampling of 



two dit inct populations, and implies that a much wider scatter should be 

found in the scores of Type 2 and Ty e 3 schools than in those for Type l. 

Examination of the releva.nt standard deviations, however, reveals that, 

in general. the reverse is true. (See Table 7) Type 2 and 3 schools 

show not only consistently lower mens, but generally smaller standard 

deviations, indicating more, rather than less homogeneity of population. 

The explanation of the lower scores must be sought elsewhere. 

The effect of the SES variable is perhaps best considered in 

relation to the question of school types, since the two are so closely 

related. A cle r distinction between SES mens for the three types 

of school appe rs, showing st tistical significance well beyond the 

.001 level. Three reasons may be advanced, however, for suggesting 

that SES in itself had no significant influence on the outcome. In 

the fir t place, Type 2 schools have the highest SES mean, followed , 

in order, by Type 1 and Type 3--an order which does not coincide with 

that based on mean scores on the moral dilemmas. In the second place, 

correlations betwe n SE and dependent variable scores were all very 

low, ranging f rom 0.132 to -0.059; and, finally, the analysis of 

covari nee, in which the ffect of SES was controlled, produced no 

change in the ordering of the school types on the dependent varia les. 

If, then, SES can be interpreted as a reasonably consistent 

and trustworthy general indicato of home influence, and if, as 

appears to be the case , this influence ha no consistent relationship 

with the degree to which children pply principle to behaviour, then 

we have perhaps some support for the theory of Reiss, noted above (p.39 ). 
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More significantly, in the absence of any apparent link between cores 

and home background , the differences in means of the school types 

would appear to be related to some as-yet•un etermined aspects of the 

schools themselves. As previously stated, however, the attempt to 

es t ablish and identify c u a l relat ionships between outcomes nd 

processes within the schools is beyond the intent and scope of the 

present inquiry. The implication is hard to resist, ho ever, that such 

relationships may wel l exist; and if this should prove to be so, further 

research to establish their nature would appear to be essential to the 

success of any attempt at moral education in the schools. 
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Below are aome little etori • describing i itu tion in which you might 

possibly find youraelf some day . You are to imagine that you are 

really in ach situation, and to decide which of the two auggeat d 

thin • you would be more likely to do. (Theae ar marked "A" and "B") . 

Pl•••• do not rk what you think 1omebody elae might do, or w t you 

think you ought to do, but what you think you really would do . 

When you have decided on this, (either "A" or "B"), look ca.refully 

at th• four reuona 1uggeated under the one you have chosen. (You 

may ignore the four liated under the oth r letter. ) You may well find 

that more than on of th••• appear• reasonable to you , but you are to 

chooae the one which teem.a moat important to you -- th one which 1• 

cloaeat to your own reason for choosing in the way you did. 

Ke1111ember, then: for each s ituation choose either "N' or "B", and t en 

choose th one reason which• ems to be cloaeat to your own reaaon. -
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1. You badly want to go to a particular movie, but are twenty•five 

ce t a abort . Your parent• refua• to give it to you. You know 

that your mother ke pa ••veral dollar■ in amall change in a can 

ill the kitchen, an4 t t aha never•• to know exactly hov 

ch ahould be there . What would you really do? 

A. Take guarter f rom the B. Decide to mi•• the vie , 
cana becauae: becauae: 

1. •h• would never ai•• 1. 1be might catch you 

it, taking it, 

2. ab ahould have given 2. you shouldn't take 

it to you anyw y, what la not your1 , 

3. you couldn't 3. ahe juat ight know 
0 

how much should be in without it, the can, 

4. ahe ahould be more 4. it would be hard to careful with her xplain later how you ey . bad managed to go to 
the movie . 
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2. One day when you have forgotten to bring a ball- int pen to school. 

you find an obviously expen ive one lying in the school yard. You 

use it that day, beaus it ' s the only one you have, and nobody 

even notices it. The idea comes to you that you could keep it. 

What would you really do? 

A. Kee)? !ta because: ». liimd it ;Lo (tg a tii~W,J:: 
2r to the lost-gnd•found}a 
bes;;1use: 

1. its original owner 1. it wasn't really yours, 
didn't f;'leem to miss 
it, 

2. it was a much better 2. t he t acher would like 
one than your own, you better for being 

honest, 
3. its owner didn't 3. you might just be 

deserve it back if fo und out if you kept 
he was so careless, it, 

4. nobody could pJ:ove 4. there might be a reward. 
that it wasn't yours. 



3. Av ry good friend of yours who 1• i n another class finda 

A. 

arit tic very hard . Aft r school his (her) te cber1 .1k8 you 

to he l p to ataple t og t her t he p s•• of an rit t ic tat 

which your fri nd will have to writ e t he next day. You could 

eaai l y take copy of the teat and give it to hilll (her) that 

ni ght , What would you really do? 

Take co2z of th te•t , . Do nothing. bee us: 
b cause: 

l. a teacher shouldn't 1. You ight just 

be 10 carele•• with get caught, 

t eat s , 2. pa ing th test 

2. you ight help your wulf1~ 't really 

friend to pu1 the help your frien · , 

t t, 3. if the t st waa the 

3. t her ' • not hing 
next ay he woul 't 
ha e ch time to wrong in t aking just study for it anyway, a couple of aheeta 

of paper, 4. it'• u di1hone1t 

4. you wouldn't be 
to cheat for s one 
else u it is to cheat doing it for your• for your elf. elf . 



- 51 -

4. Your claaa ia taught by a atu t teacher for thr e eka . On 

her laat day in the school• geta v ry annoy d with you , and 

A. 

gi •• you d tenti •• to be taken t t day and the ay aft r . 

xt day, what wold you really do? 

Serve the eecond 
detention becauae: 

1. ah woul probably 
have to~,. your 
regular teacher, 

2~ • body elee in the 
cl • might t 11 
him about it, 

J e •he had.. C 

right to give you 
detention■ aa your 
regular t eacher, 

4 . it wouldn ' t do you 
any ham anyway. 

B. Forget about the detention, 
because: 

1. ah WlU 't your 
regular teacher, 

2. he ahoultl't h ve 
give you two deten• 
tione, 

3. ahe woul n't ow 
w ther you served it 
or not, 

4. yo r own t ch r 
wouldn't h ve given 

ou the detention. 
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S. J.a a punia nt, your parent• have forbidden you to go to the 

fair . One night whe they are out viaiting frienda, and have 

A. 

told you that they will not b back b fore midnight, a friend calla 

and aab you to o to the fair . You very much v t to go . ~ 

would you really dot 

Go to the fair , becauae: • llefuae to go 1 becau1e: 

1. your parent• would never 1. you don't want to 
know, diaobey your parents, 

2. it waa an unfair puniah- 2. someone aight t 11 
nt a yway, your par nte later, 

3. you wouldn't like to 3. you ' d be afraid to 
a it to your friend take the chaa.ce, 
that you weren' t 
allowed to go, 4. your parent• juat 

might come 
4. you want to go . earlier than they 

aaid . 
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6. Suppose that your friend finally persuaded you to go to the 

A. 

fair anyway. Th next day your parents ask you directly, ''Did 

you go to the fair last night?" Wh t would you really do? 

dmit it. bee use; B. Deny it. bee use; 

1. they prob bly wouldn't do 1. they'd be very angry 
uch about it, if hey knew, 

2. they might juat have 2. telling a lie ould be 
seen you there, no wore than di ob ying 

the in the first place, 

3. you wouldn't want to 3. they houldn 1t expect you 
tell a lie, to give yourself away, 

4. you friend might giv you 4. they'd punish you 
y lat r. e re y if they kn • 
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7. Two -rr i en cs you really lik uk ou to co with th one evening 

A. 

for• real fun. You find out that the "r al fun" meana going 

into a house whoae owner ia away on holiday, turning on the 

water in the bathroom, and watching it flood the houae . 

would you really do? 

What -

J·J.in them, b cause: B. Refua to go , becauae: 

1. you don't want 1. you might get cau~ht, 
the to think 
you're acared, 2. you don' t even know 

whose houae it ia, 
2. lot o'." kida do 

thing like that, 3. it doean't really 
aound lik much fun , 

3. nobody would know 
who did it, 4. you ahould reapect 

other people ' • 
4. it aounda like fun . property . 
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8. One day you try to play a trick on your teacher, but it is 

apoiled by another pupil who gives you way. All a result you ar 

given a lecture and kept late after school . ome time later you 

A. 

re about to throw away a sandwich from your lunch because you don't 

like the filling, when the aame pupil ••Y•: "Don't put that in 

th garbage •· I forgot my lunch and I' atarving!'' What would you 

really do'l 

Give it to the other 
pupil, becauae: 

l. you didn't want it 
anyway, 

2. bearing a grudge 
would make you u 
bad u him, 

3. you might get some• 
thing in exchange, 

4. it would make the 
others think you 
were much nicer than 
hew•• • 

B. Throw it in the garbage, 
because: 

1. he didn't deserve it, 

2. you would like to teach 
him a lesson, 

3. you don't have to help 
anyone else, 

4. he shouldn't have told 
the teacher about you 
before . 
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9. A teacher you juat can't get along with keeps you in late one 

day. This caueea you to miss an important softball game, and 

your team loses . Next day, in claaa, you nc,tice an open ink 

bottl balanced just above aw 11 display that the teacher ha• 

spent hours aking. You could aaeily knock it over, ruin the 

diaplay and make it look like an ccident . What would you really 

A. Knock it over, becauae: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

revenge i• sweet, 

he couldn't prove 
you clid it on 
purpose, 

he deserved it for 
keeping you in late, 

it would teach hi 
a leason. 

B. Do nothing, because: 

l . 

2. 

4. 

h might punish you 
anyway, 

you would be too scared. 
ven to try, 

it wouldn'' t do you 
any good, 

it's bett r for every• 
one if you don't bear 
grudges . 



- 7 -

10. A very strict rul of your chool ia that you muat nev r boo 

A. 

visiting sport te In o • oc:c r g 

visiting team ia trying to kick your te 

you f el that the 

inst d of the ball. 

You et so mad that you boo very lo dly. A few inut a 1 ter a 

teach r aab you: "Wae that you king that noiae?" What would 

you really do? 

it 1t 1 becauae: B. Deny it 1 because: 

1. ha had probably seen 1. you might be punished, 
you anyway, 

2. it 's none of his 
2. he might let you off buaineaa, 

if you were honest, 
3. he couldn't possibly 

3. ou want to give a prove that it waa you , 
truthful anawer, 

4. the school baa no 
4. be would just go on right to make rule• 

aaking until he found like that . 
out anyway. 
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11. One night you ar walking pat a achool with your beat f r iend, 

when he uggesta th t you both walk round t h ack out of eight 

and thro rocks a t the windows . He aaya t hat he' don i t often 

and never b n c ught . Wh t would your a lly do? 

A. Agre t o do ao 1 b c uee: . t o do so. bee uae: 

1. t hrowing rocks ia 1. you might just get 
alwaya fun, caught tbi• time, 

2. you couldn' t poaaibl y 2. you ought not to 
hurt anybody, dam ge thing juet f or 

fun, 
3. you wouldn ' t w t your 

beat f r i end to think 3. it doesn 't really 
you were acared, sound like much fun 

nyw Y, 
4. it sounda exciting. 

4. you'd ratbar be th 
on WO su gests things 
to do. 
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12 . Your par nts "heu.p" you so much with a homewor k s signm nt t hat 

you hardly do any of it yourp lf . You ban it in, nd t he t acher 

i• ao pl ased wi t h it that he gives you a apeeial award for out­

standing work. What would your ally do? 

A~ dmit the t r uth1 because: 

1. it would be bar t o 
keep up t he pretence 
1 t r, 

2. he ight find out 
anyway, 

3. it would be much 
wor e for you if she 
f ound out later, 

4. you should a lways t 11 
t he truth . 

" 

1. i t es no di f f rence 
to her who wrote the 
assignment, 

2. 11 the o her kids 
probably got he lp t oo, 

3. i t woul d improve th 
teacher ' s opinion of 
you, 

4 . you 1~ght be puni hed 
1£ you ad.mit t d t h 
truth. 
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13. In a large department store, the clerk becomes confused, and asks 

you whether you gave her a $5 or a $10 bill. You know that it 

was a $5 bill, but fe 1 that if you say $10 she will believe you. 

What would you really do? 

A. Say $5 . because; I. Say $10 , because: 

1. the store might make 1. she deserved to lose 
her pay the $S $5 for her carelessness, 
difference, 

2. it really was a $5 bill 2 . the store could easily 
afford to 1 e $5, 

3. it's not worth the risk 3. you don't often get 
of being found out fot: the chance of gaining 
only $5, S so easily, 

4. she might be trying 4. she could never prove 
to test you. that it wasn't a $10 

ill. 
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14. Your parents have strictly forbidden you to have anything to do 

with a neighbour who has recently been in trouble Yitb the police. 

One day you pass his house and see him playing with a tiny pup 

that you find most appealing. He calls to you and tell you to 

come over to see it. ,!'{hat \-'ould you really do? 

A. Accent h s of er , because: B. Say "No hanks . " because : 

1. yau find the pup so 1. You would be af raid 
attractive, that your parents might 

find out, 
2. your parents shouldn't 

have been so strict, 2. you would be afraid of 
the ne i ghbour , 

3. you know how to look 
aft r yourself, 3. you fee l that you ought 

not di obey your parents, 
4. it would be the pup 

you were going to see , 4. if you told your parents 
not the neighbour. that you had refused, they 

would think well of you. 
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15. A very ood friend who happen to be very lazy tells you that he 

ia going to be in aerioua trouble wi b bis science teacher, 

becauee h has not made up an sign d list of definitions . You 

could easily 1 t him copy your definition during recess . ~ 

really do'l 

A. Offer hi your list, • Do nothing because: 
becauae: 

1. you object to cheating, 
1. you wouldn't want 

him to g t into 2. you don ' t••• why he 
troubl, ahould get the benefit 

of your work, 
2. you would lose nothing 

yourself, 3. you think it might 
even do him good to gt 

3. the teacher would into trouble , 
never know, 

4. the tech r might find 
4. it would b fun to out, and you'd both be 

fool the teacher . in trouble . 
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16. You have be n trying very hard to raise your grad in arithmetic. 

A. 

Th te cher 1 ts you d up th rks on your own test papers, 

and you find th t if you add just two marks to your actual score, 

you will get the letter- rade you w nted. What would you really 

Leave your mark as it is. 
because: 

1. you would rather tell 
the truth than raise 
your grade, 

2. your teacher might check 
the tO't ls ater, 

3. it would be too hard 
to keep up the standard 
later on, 

4. it wouldn 't be worth 
the risk to change it. 

B. Add the two marks 1 because; 

1. you would really like 
a high r grade, 

2. a change of two marks 
i not very much, 

3. you had really been 
trying very hard in 
rithmetic, 

4. it doesn't seem fair to 
miss a whol letter•grade 
for just two mark. 
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17 . Your parent• have told your teen-age aiater Betty that ahe must 

A. 

atay at home one evening, and muat do a lot of housework . en 

your parents go out to visit friends, Betty offer you two dollar• 

to do the work and let her go out . What would you really do? 

Agree to l t her go, 
because: 

1. 

2. 

l . 

4. 

you'd rally l i ke the 
two dollar•, 

what ahe dos i• her own 
buaineaa and your parent• 
aho ldn't int rf r , 

you'd like to help your 
-ist r , 

it seems like a fair 
barg in . 

B. Refuae because: 

1. 

2 . 

3. 

4 . 

it would be worth a lot 
ore than two doll re 

to do all the work, 

you hat hous work, 

you wouldn't want to 
gt into trouble for 
someon el 's sak, 

you wouldn't want to 
help her to be disobedient . 
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18. Suppose that your sister has be n very per ua ive, and you have 

final y agreed to do the hou ork and let her o out. Th 

A. 

n xt day your p rent ask you dir ct y: ''Did Bet go out la 

night? What would you really do? 

Admit it, because; B. s y 11No", because: 

1. it's be t to tell 1. she had id you two 
the truth, d 11 rs , 

2. she deserved to be in 2. you wouldn I t want to 
trouble anyway, get her into real 

trouble, 

3. they ight really 3. they shouldn't expect 
know the truth and be yo to " qu l" your 
testing you , own sist r, 

4. she would be in 4. it's none of their 
trouble, not you. business. 
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19. You are in a atore one evening, and ar lookina at a game you 

would like to have, but can' t afford . Suddenly there ia a power 

failure, and all the lighta go out . You could euily put the 

aw under your arm and walk out in the dark. What would you really 

dot 

A. Take the g 

1. Jou really want it , 

2. you couldn' t get it 
any other vay, 

3. lota of other pe ple 
would take thing• 
anyway, and a g e 
ian't very important, 

4. the power failure 
make• it look al.m t ­
•• if fate ia helping 

~ ~·,u. 

a. Put it back on the counter, 
becauae: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

you wouldn ' t want to 
bee a thief, 

the atore detective 
might be waiting at the 
door, 

you wouldn ' t want to 
become thief for any­
thing ao unillportant 
••• 8 ' 

you could really do with­
out it . 
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ot r pe le. t t 1 

••1 •ne•t• that of your hie de, la at rouply a character. 

La er t t day, • ac,uo of JOl&t cln1•utu are taUd.111 to .. ther, 

• 

• 

3. 

• 

8ClllltOM UU yo if you 

tic 1ar frtea • 

• 

your friend would never 
OW that JOU 

• n41d the atori , 

vou1dn' t really 
be hurttaa aayMCly. 

• 

1 • 

2 • 

3. 

4. 

y dot 

. fuae to repeat what 
uu' ht•rct. beffUf•: 

yo m. t et ,ouraelf 
int trou 1• if t 
•tort .. we.reo't troo, 

you• lclD't aay thin .. 
like tlult about a peraon 

o in' t t re to f ~ 
biaaelf, 

' t WCQt t t 

10\I • 
friancla to 
liatea.e to 
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21. When your parents go away for kend, they tell your old r 

A. 

brother Bill that he at not ua the family car, which t ey are 

le vin at ho • 0D the S turday ev ning, Bill off ra to driv you 

to a movie that you would v ry ch like to se if yo will gr e 

not tot 11 that be us d th car . What would your ally do? 

ec use : B. Agree, because: 

1. l e'd need t o giv you 1. you don't aee why he 
mor than j ust a movie, shouldi 't be allowed 

to use it, 
2. be might get into an 

accident, 2 . you would like to see 
the movie , 

3. you do ' t aee why you 
should get into trouble 3. it wouldn ' t do anybody 
for hia aake, any harm, 

4. you wouldn't want to be 4. it seems 11 a fir 
partly to blame f ~~ bia arrangement . 
disobedience. 
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22. Suppose t t Bill has actually p r u ded you to go long with hi• 

augg ation abo t t he car . Wh n your par nts r turn, they ask you 

A. 

i r ctly, "Did Bill drive th c r'l" 

Admit it 1 becauae: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

it ' bat tot 11 the 
truth, 

he really deserved 
troubl anyway, 

they gbt know what 
reall y happened, and be 
testing you , 

h woul be the on in 
trouble , not you. 

B. 

you really do? 

Say "N; " 1 becauae : 

1. he had taken you to a 
movie, 

2 , you wot1ldn' t want 
hi to get into real 
trouble, 

3. they shouldn't expect 
you to "squeal" on 
your own brother, 

4 . it'• none of heir 
business . 
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23. You re in oolco with a group of friencla that you really admire. 

A. 

On of them suggest, that each of you ahould try to pick up a pen 

or pencil and walk out without paying for it . H says that this ia 

really j~t a kind of game. What would you really do? 

, fuse to do ao 1 because: 

1. you don't really need 
a p or a pencil, 

2. no pen or pencil ia 
worth the risk, 

3. it'a wrong to steal, 

4. you'd be afraid even 
to try . 

B. ;Agree to do ao 1 because: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

you don't want them to 
call you "chicken" , 

you are aure that you won't 
be caught , 

you don ' t want to be 
differ ent from your 
frienda , 

; . it sound• exciting . 
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24. Your best riends are me ers of a little group who seem to have a 

lot of fun together. You would like to be one of them, but they 

tell you that before you can join you must lash a tire on a car 

in a nearby parking lot, or do something else like that. 

would your ally do? 

A. Agree to do B. 

1. you really want to join, 1. you might get caught, 

2. lots of kids do things like that, 2. you wouldn't even know whose 
it was, 

3. nobody could prove it was you, 3. you'd be too scared, 

4. you wouldn't want the others to 4. you should respect other 
think you were scared. people's property. 

tirE 
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25~ Your p rents have promised you something you very muc want if your 

A. 

report card has no grade lower than C In one subject you score c- . 

A friend suggests that you should ch nge the c- into C+ by imply 

making one short line on the card. 

What would you really do? 

Leav sit !s, because; 

1. it's always best to be honest, 

2. your parents might find out 
from your teacher, 

3. your friend might tell other 
people, 

4. the teacher might notice when you 
handed the card back. 

B. Change the mark, because: 

1. you would really like the 
reward, 

2. it 's only a very mall 
change, 

3. you did your best in that 
subject anyway, 

4. you feel that you really 
deserve the r eward. 
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26. A friend's younger brother is entering an art competition, and 

shows you the pi ture he is sending in. You are very good at 

art, and see t once that in five minutes you could improve 

his picture a great deal. He asks you to do so. 

A. 

at would you really do? 

Improve the pictur, because: 

1. nobody else would know, 

2. you would really liko him to 
win the cone t, 

B. Refuse to hel 

l. you would gain nothing yourself, 

2. you ight be em arrassed if you 
h d i he till didn't 
win, 

3 . proba ly all the ot r contestants 3. e ght give yo away, 
woul th 1 oo, 

4. it w u n ' t a y od ny bar. 4. you o 1 both be cheating. 

I i 
II 
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27. Your pa ents h ve abso utely forbidden you to go aroun at all with 

A. 

a certa'n fr end ho as recently be n in a lot of trou 1 ith the 

police. One ot Saturday afternoon you met im acci ent ally, and 

he invit s you to his house, here, h sys there is a swi ing pool. 

What would you 

Go with him, because; 

1. you eally ant to go, 

2. your parents ought not to have 
forbidden you, 

3. you wouldn't want him to think 
that you had to do just ~ht your 
parent said, 

4. you couldn't cally get into 
serious trouble at his house. 

B. ,Sefuse hi offer , because: 

1. you would be afraid to disobey 
your parents, 

2. your p rents ight find out, 

3. you feel that you should obey 
your parent. 

4. if you told your pr nts that 
you had refused, t hey might 
give you something to make up 
for it. 
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28. our mother send you to the lo 1 stor to buy some grocerie. 

A. 

On your ay home you realize that you hav not c t c rhange. 

tlhen you do, you find that yo h ve cen iven a doll r oo much. 

What 1ould you really o? 

Knep the dolla~. because: 

1. it ~oesn't belong to your 
nX>thcr, 

2. it was given to you, 

3. your mother doe n't need it a 
much as you do, 

4. you didn't n nything dishonest 
to get it. 

Giv~ it to your mother and 
exp ain. bee use; 

1. the store clerk might come 
and al for it, nd you could 
get into trouble, 

2. your moth r might 1 you 
·eep to anyway, 

3. you would have no ight to 
keep it, 

4. you would 't want to be 
ishonest for jut a dollar. 



29. 

A. 

- 7( -

Yot on our h ork for a co 1 of w k ' nd the 

t at ed h yous verely if yo do no 

e ert in t. You do not co te i , b• t us 

be o ecb s a fr end, '1 0 i a ood student, o.ffers to give you 

his asai nment to hand in as your own. What would iou realli do? 

Refuse his offer, b cause: B. ,Accept his offer, becaus ; 

l. he ight just get into trouble. 

2. it would b che ti~, 

3. if you e c found out, the 
p nishmcnt would be much worse. 

4. it wo1ldn' rally help your work 
at all. 

1. you wouldn't want to be 
punished, 

2. your fr 
into tro 

nd -JO ldn 't get 
le anyway, 

3. you feel that pupils ought 
not to be punished for not 
doing hom ... vork, 

4. your teacher would think 
better of you if you handed 
it in. 
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30. You are stayin overni ht at a fricn ' hose, an ne rb some 

house are bing bu· t. He su gests t t you shou d o · lon wi t h 

A. 

hi anc have so e f n t1ro n rock tthewnorn. e ys t t 

you'd be quite safe, because the caretaker is away ick. What 

tould you really do? 

Go along with him, because: 

1. it would be exciting, 

2. your parent s would never know, 
because you are at your fri nd's 
house, 

3. you wouldn't be hurting anybody i 

4. if you refused, he might think 
yo were scared. 

B. Refuse to go, bec~u e: 

1. you mig t be c ught, 

2. you ought not to damage 
thing jut for fun, 

3. it doe n't sound like much 
fun anyway, 

4. your f r iend 's parents might 
f d out nc t 1 y urs. 
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31. Your teacher i ver angry on day b c use too many upil h v been 

A. 

king a noise. Sh de nds bsolut sil nee and thre en to punish 

severely anyone who talks srain. Without thinkin, you turn nd ay 

omet ing to another pupil. The teacher ask you directly: ' as it 

you w o spoke just now?" What 10uld you really do? 

Admit it, h cause: B. Deny it, ecause: 

1. she might let you off if you 1. you wouldn't want to be punished, 
owned up, 

2. she probably knew it was you 2. you don't really believe that 
nyway, you deserve to b puni hed, 

3. it really was you who spoke, 3. she couldn't prov it was you, 

4. she might punish the whole 4. she shouldn't hav got so 
class if you didn't admit it. a gry over such a lit t le thing. 



32. 

A. 
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0 n ' 1 ma you sta, n ate to rte out 

ou fee t t th s i un a r, n to too 

lon to e OU vc not cc - 0 ng 

for "' t C t C r been orking on for urs, lying n a 

1 d near the door. Yo could e sil dump them in the janitor 's 

r a"'e cont incr i about tot ke own to the nc norator. 

Wh d you really do? 

Le e: 

1. b dy mig t C OU, 

2. you'd get a much worse 
punish ent if you wer 

caught, 

3. the teacher would probably have 
copic of them nyway, 

4. it 's ab d thing to bear a 
grudge again t anybody. 

B. Dump them ir . because: 

L t IOU 

te cher 
r a y teach the 
le son, 

2. the teacher had astcd your 
time, so you ' like to waste 
the teacher's time, 

3. revenge is sweet, 

4. nobody c uld prove th t you 
had done it. 



33. 

A. 
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y ti C ol wo ' h, n t e n go our nt 

fo bi OU to w tch T.V. r aw o eek. One th y 

ao out vi itin , n h re s a on th t y V 

nt to . B for thy go you ask for permission to tc it, 

but they refuse. What would ~OU r 

latch it, becau e; 

1. t1ey ould never know, 

2. it wouldn't do anybody any harm, 

11;2 do? 

B. Leave th TV. turned off b cause · 

l. they mi 0 t ~ome ome early and 
catch you, 

2. you ought to do as your parents 
say, 

3. the punishment doesn't seem fair, 3. you probably wouldn't be 
missing m ch anyway, 

4. they probably wouldn't even ask you 4. 
aftc~ ards. 

you'd be afraid to take 
t c nee. 
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34. Suppos that you fin the attraction of the .. so strong th t you 

A. 

finally decide to watch the program anyway. 

hom , they o c you directly, ''Did you watch 

en your p ent come 

you 

A .cguse: 

1. thy probably wouldn't 
punish you if you were 
honest about it, 

2. they might have noticed 
that the T.V. set was still 

B. D ny it. because: 

l. you might be severely pun shed, 

2. you night not be llo~ed to 
Yatch T.V. for two weeks, 

3. you wouldn't want to add lying 3. 
to di obedience, 

it's not fair to expect you to 
give yourself ~ay, 

4. you might forget later, and give 4. t ey probably wouldn't trust you 
yourself aw y. ag in if you admitte it. 
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35. A friend tells you a lot of very unplea ant things about te cher 

you both know. If half the things are true, the teacher should b 

A. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

in jail. Th next d y, four or five other friends ask you tor pet 

all the stories for them to her. What would you really do? 

Tell them. becaµ§e: 
it's always fun to gossip about 
other people, 

the teacher deserved to bet lked 
about, 

he wouldn't know that you had 
spread the stories. 

you would~•t really be hurt ing 
nybody. 

·B. Re{use to tell them, becayse: 

1. you lllight get yourself into 
trouble, 

2. you shouldn't say things like 
that about a person who isn't 
ther to defend himself, 

3. you wouldn't w nt to get involved, 

4. you wouldn't want your friends to 
think that you listened to go sip. 



36. The boy in the next seat to you is never very nice to you, and often 

calls you names that you don't like. One day you are about to tear 

up a mag zine picture which you no longer need, when be says, 

A. 

"Don't tear that up! It's just what I need for my social studies 

assignment!" What would y;ou i:e@lly dg? 

Tear it up, because: 

1. he didn't deserve it, 

2. it would teach him a lesson, 

3. you don't have to help anybody 

B. Giye it to htm. beeause: 

1. if you bear a. grudge, you' re 
as bad as he is, 

2. it's no good to you anyway, 

else, 3. he might give you something 
in exchange, 

4. h should have been nicer to you 
~fun. ~ it would make other people 

think you were much nicer 
than he was. 
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37. Your teacher ia away at one-day eting, and a substitute 

teacher takes th class for that day only. She gets annoyed with 

you, and gives you n extra assignment that you don't feel you 

deserve. She t lls you to bring it to class the next day. 

A. 

What would you really do? 

Do t and bring it the next 
day, because: 

1. she might tell your 
regular teacher about it, 

2. somebody else in th cl ss 
might tell about it, 

3. you should obey her just 
as much as you obey your 
regular teacher, 

4. it wouldn't do you ny 
harm anyway. 

B. Forget all about it, because: 

1. she isn't your regular 
teach r, 

2. you don't think you deserve 
it, 

3. she wouldn't be ther the 
next day, 

4. your own teacher wouldn't 
have giv n you the assign• 
ment. 
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38. All Grade Seven pu ils are being given the same Socia1Stud1es 

test, your class on Monday, and the others on Tuesday. Some 

of the questions are taken from the text-book, and you can 

remember which they were. A good friend phones you on Mondy 

night and asks you to tell him. Wtat would you ,;ea}l:y; do? 

A. Tell him. because: 

1. it would be the teacher's fault 
for rranging the test o 
badly, 

2. you would like your friend to 
do well in the test, 

3. everybody cheats anyway. 

4. it's not wrong to help some­
body else. 

B. Refuse to tell him, because: 

1. you feel that this would 
be cheating, 

2. he might get a better 
mark than you. 

3. he probably wouldn ' t 
know the answers anyway, 

4. somebody might find out 
lat r. 
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39. There is a boy at school whose parents are rich, nd seem to 

giv him just about everything he wants. He has a beautiful 

catcher's mitt t at you would love to have. One day he l ses 

it on the w y to school, and you find it. You could eitb:~:: 

keep it or return it. a t would you really do? 

A. Give it back to him, because: B. Keep it , because: 

1. he might give you a 1. his parents would buy 
reward, hi m another one , 

2. someone might have seen 2. you'd never get one like 
you finding it, i t any other way, 

3 . h~ might recognize it 3 . he should have taken 
later, better care of i t, 

4. it real ly belonged to 4. nobody woul d ever kno 
hi m. who had found it . 
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40. You very much want to buy a 25¢ ticket for a schoo l concert, but 

you have no money, and your parents won't give you any. When 

your Dad sends you t o t he l ocal stor e, he tells you to ge t money 

from his jacket pocket in another room. You find the pocket f ull 

of assorted change -- qu rters, nickels, and dimes. What would 

you really do? 

A. Take only the money for t he 
store 1 because : 

B. Take an extra quar t er , becausg : 

1. he might catch you, 

2. you wouldn 't want t o 
s teal, 

3. he might know bow much 
he had in the pocket, 

4. he would wonder how you 
managed to buy a ticket. 

1. he would never know, 

2. he was mean to r efuse you 
in the f i rst place, 

3. you would have to iss the 
concert otherwi se, 

4. he deserved to lose it 
because of the careless 
way he kept his money. 
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