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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this research was to determine if 

secondary science and social studies teachers are using 

significantly more principled moral reasoning (stages 5 and 

6} than their students on environmental issues. Ancillary 

research questions included comparing the principled moral 

reasoning abilities of the following groups: social studies 

versus science secondary inservice teachers; preservice 

versus inservice teachers; college students enrolled in 

preservice science, preservice social studies, and environ

mental education classes; and male and female students in 

grades 9-12. An additional research question was posed to 

determine if there is a significant relationship between 

the use of principled moral reasoning and teacher age or 

years of teaching experience. 

The Environmental Issues Test was administered and res

ponses were analyzed using the "P"score (percent principled 

moral reasoning} for the following populations: A) college 

students enrolled in Teaching Techniques in Secondary 

Education- Science (~=10}, Teaching Techniques in Secondary 

Education- Social Studies (~=11), and Foundations of 

Environmental Education (~=28}; B) a preliminary sample of 

volunteer science teachers (~=10) and their students in 

grades 7-12; and C) a 15% random sample of central Wisconsin 
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(CESA 7) secondary science and social studies teachers 

(!!_=33) and their students in grades 9-12. 

Results indic;:ated that the teachers scored statistically 

significantly higher (£<.0001) than their students in 

principled moral reasoning on environmental issues. Individual 

teacher/class comparisons however revealed that over 15% of 

the teachers scored less than the mean "P"score of their own 

students. The educational significance of these results has 

not yet been established. 

Results of analyses for the ancillary research questions 

found no statistically significant differences (£).05) in 

principled moral reasoning on environmental issues between 

science and social studies teachers, between inservice and 

preservice teachers, between any of the three college classes, 

or between male and female students in grades 9-12. Further, 

the "P"score of the teachers was not significantly related 

(£>.05) to their age or years of teaching experience. 

Implications of these results for environmental education 

and for moral/values education in general are discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

General Rationale 

Moral/Values Education 

Moral issues have been receiving increased interest in 

recent years with the Vietnam War, Watergate and other 

political scandals, monopolistic multi-national corporations, 

the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, the Iranian hostage 

situation, the energy crisis, and others. Gallop polls in 

1975 and 1980 showed that 79% of the Americans polled favored 

some instruction in schools on moral values and behavior 

(Gallop, 1980). Metsker(l976) surveyed the attitudes of 

elementary teachers toward valuing education in the classroom 

and found that teachers had little knowledge of values 

teaching approaches (except values clarification), but that 

79% believe children should be taught values, 84% believe 

children should have knowledge of a valuing process, and 92% 

believe children should be helped to clarify values. A 

survey of junior high school teachers and parents of those 

students supported this notion that schools are important 

in moral/values education (Vanderveer, 1976). 

A number of reviews have been published on the types 

of approaches that can be used in educating students about 

values and moral issues (Florisha, 1976; Heslep, 1976; 

Lichona, 1977; Superka and Johnson, 1975). Britt(l977) 

surveyed the values/moral education approaches currently 
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being recommended and sponsored by the fifty state departments 

of education. Virtually all the states recognize values and 

moral education as a viable part of public instruction. 

Values clarification, values analysis, and moral development 

were found to be .the three most preferred approaches. 

Raths, Harmin, and Simon(l966) were primarily responsible 

for developing the values clarification approach. Values 

clarification emphasizes the active process of valuing rather 

than any particular set of values. This valuing process 

includes the following objectives: 

1. To encourage students to make choices and to make 
them freely. 

2. To help students discover and examine available 
alternatives when faced with choices. 

3. To help students weigh alternatives thoughtfully, 
reflecting on the consequences of each alternative. 

4. To encourage students to consider what it is that 
they prize or cherish. 

5. To give students opportunities to make public 
affirmation of their choices. 

6. To encourage students to act, behave, and live 
in accordance with their choices. 

7. To help students to examine repeated behaviors 
or patterns in their lives (Raths, Harmin, and 
Simon, 1966, p.38). 

Values clarification is perhaps the most widely accepted 

and understood approach (Metsker, 1976), but it has recently 

come under criticism by a number of researchers (Heslep, 1976; 

Iozzi and Cheu, 1978; Mcknight, 1977). The primary criticism 

concerns the fact that the theory provides no means of 

evaluating particular value judgments. Values clarification 

tends to be "values free" clarification. Value judgments are 

neither "right" or "wrong", but are simply relative to each 

individual's own value system. The weakness involves 
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decisions where there are obviously some values that are 

"better" than others. Values clarification is however an 

inherent part of the other two approaches. 

The values analysis or values inquiry model (Banks and 

Clegg, 1973; Hunt and Metcalf, 1968) was developed to empha-

size systematic, step-by-step, analysis of values problems. 

Steps in value analysis include: 

1. Identifying and clarifying the value question. 
2. Gathering and organizing the facts or statements 

claimed to be facts. 
3. Assessing the truth of facts. 
4. Showing that the facts are related to the value 

question. 
5. Arriving at a possible decision or solution. 
6. Deciding if the possible solution or decision 

is acceptable to the individual or individuals 
making the decision (Coombs and Meux, 1971). 

This values analysis approach has been limited in use 

principally to social studies education, although it seems 

to be applicable to other areas as well (Harshman, 1978; 

Miles, 1978). 

Lawrence Kohlberg(l958, 1975, 1977) formulated a cognitive 

theory of moral development that is now receiving wide attention 

from researchers and educators as a developmental working model 

for moral/values education. This theory's popularity is rapidly 

increasing for several reasons. The theory is a developmental 

model which can be used in conjunction with other developmental 

theory. It is based on cognitive (reasoning or thinking) 

skills which apply to both problem-solving and values analysis. 

The theory also provides a comprehensive means of evaluating 

value judgments that can be used in conjunction with values 

clarification teaching techniques. 
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Basically the theory states that as an individual matures 

both physically and intellectually, he or she also matures 

in his or her ability to make moral judgments. Development 

is viewed as a stepwise progression through three levels of 

moral reasoning involving six discrete stages. The stages 

are postulated to be.invariant in sequence. Stages are not 

skipped, nor does regression occur. At successive stages 

an individual's concerns take on broader perspectives. At 

the highest, principled stage~ reasoning is based on universal 

moral/ethical principles of social justice and individual 

rights. 

Kohlberg' s moral development theory is closely linked t.o 
Piaget's intellectual development theory (Piaget, 1966). 

Development is not simply accumulation of information or 

knowledge of any specific content. Rather, development is 

seen as changes in thinking capabilities, in the structures 

of thought processes. In the course of development higher 

thought structures are attained which extend the individual's 

social perspectives and reasoning capabilities. It has been 

found, however, that people may be arrested or fixated at any 

stage, and they do not necessarily advance at the same rate. 

Development occurs when reasoning from the next higher stage of 

reasoning is introduced. An individual introduced to higher 

stage reasoning will come to see the inadequacy of his/her 

own reasoning next to the more comprehensive reasoning of 

the next higher stage. These inadequacies create a disequili

brium in the individual's mind, and the process of resolving 
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this inadequate reasoning causes the individual to advance 

to the next higher stage. 

Since its formulation in 1958, a tremendous amount of 

research has been done trying to substantiate various aspects 

of the theory. Several extensive literature reviews have 

been published (Canadian Teachers Federation, 1974; ERIC 

Clearinghouse on Early Childhood Education, 1976; Klafter, 

1976; Rest, et.al., 1977; Rosenkoetter, 1977). Kohlberg(l975) 

has conducted over 20 years of longitudinal and cross-cultural 

studies. Other projects have included curriculum development 

and implementation. Numerous theoretical critiques of the 

model have also been included in the research effort. These 

critiques have formed the basis of several revisions in the 

theory including substantial revision and redefinition of the 

stages (Muson, 1979). Nevertheless, Muson(l979) considered 

Kohlberg's theory the most fully developed and sophisticated 

moral/values education approach around. It is for this reason 

that Kohlberg's moral reasoning model was chosen as the values 

education approach for thi.s study. 

Environmental Education 

Moral/values education has come to be regarded as an 

essential part of environmental education (Cummings, 1974; 

Knapp, 1973; Iozzi, 1978; Stapp, 1973). Stapp(l973) stated 

that the "two basic processes that are an integral part of 

environmental education are problem-solving and valuing. 

These processes, particularly the latter, lead to the learning 
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of skills which are necessary for coping with problems in 

general. These skills include problem definition, generating 

alternative solutions, and evaluating these alternatives and 

their effects" (p.l2). 

Iozzi and Cheu(l978) stated that a primary goal of 

environmental education is the "development of those skills 

necessary for complex environmental problem-solving" (p.2). 

However, "environmental problems, as we know, are not merely 

scientific and technological in nature, but are inextricably 

intertwined with value priorities and value decisions. There-

fore, environmental education must begin to address these 

issue s " ( p . 1 ) . 

Value and moral considerations of environmental problems 

were aptly noted by Barry Commoner(l972): 

•.• no scientific principle can guide the choice 
between some number of kilowatt hours of electric 
power and some number of cases of thyroid cancer, 
or between some number of bushels of corn and some 
number of cases of infant methemoglobinemia. These 
are value judgments; they are determined not by 
scientific principles but by the values we place on 
economic advantage and human life ••. These are 
matters of morality, or social and political judgment. 
In a democracy they belong not in the hands of experts 
but in the hands of the people and their elected 
representatives. (p.l98) 

The "Goals for Curriculum Development in Environmental 

Education" (Hungerford, Peyton, and Wilke, 1980) have recently 

been validated to provide direction for environmental education 

programs. Moral reasoning on environmental issues was regarded 

as an implicit process in these goals. Moral/values approaches 

and their applications for environmental education have recently 
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been outlined {Harchman, 1978; Miles, 1978}. Several studies 

have given specific attention to Kohlberg's moral reasoning 

model {Dispoto, 1977; Kauchak, et.al., 1978; LaHart and Tillis, 

1974} • 

The Socio-Scientific Reasoning Model {Iezzi and Cheu, 1978} 

was developed to incorporate the "hypothetico-deductive mode 

of scientific problem-solving with the social and moral/ 

ethical concerns of environmental decision-making The 

basic assumption of this model is that effective problem-solving 

in environmental issues requires simultaneous development in 

the realm of logical reasoning and social moral/ethical 

reasoning" (p.3}. Thus the Socio-Scientific Reasoning Model 

links Piaget's intellectual development theory with Kohlberg's 

moral development theory for environmental problem-solving. 

Iozzi(l978} suggested that "the bulk of our environmental 

problems stem from the fact that we have been making environ

ment-related decisions and exhibiting behaviors typical of 

Kohlberg's lower, self-serving/self-interest stages at the 

expense of our surroundings and our resources" (p.2}. Principled 

moral reasoning would allow environmental conflicts to be 

resolved on the basis of environmentally sound, universally 

equitable decisions, rather than lower, self-interest solutions. 

Perhaps this is one means of striving to achieve an environmental 

ethic as suggested by Aldo Leopold(l949). 

Environmental educators, and other teachers as well, can 

apply the moral reasoning model to their teaching (Oispoto, 

1977; Kauchak, et.al., 1978). First the model can be used 
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to insure that the level of complexity of instruction is 

matched to the moral thinking capabilities of the students. 

In this way the teachers would avoid reasoning over the heads 

of their students. Teachers could also provide reasons for 

certain environmentally sound decisions based on the students' 

level. 

A primary application of the model is to stimulate ·the 

moral development of students to higher reasoning stages. 

Students would develop more comprehensive and complex means 

of resolving value conflicts. Environmental education 

curriculum materials have been and are currently being 

designed to stimulate moral development (Henkin, 1979; Iozzi 

and Cheu, 1978a, 1978b; Maul, 1979). Preliminary studies 

evaluating these curricula suggest that they do have the 

potential to affect development in moral reasoning {Henkin, 

1979; Iozzi, 1980). These results compare favorably with 

results from numerous intervention studies outside of 

environmental education (Lawrence, 1977). These intervention 

studies suggest that moral reasoning levels of school children, 

college students, and other adults can be raised. The 

resulting developmental changes have also been shown to be 

relatively enduring (Blatt and Kohlberg, 1975). 

Statement of Problem 

Significance of the Problem 

While intervention studies do seem to indicate that moral 

development can be stimulated, success must still depend to 
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some degree on the teacher's ability to implement the 

curriculum. Iozzi(l976) suggested that further research 

should address the moral reasoning levels of teachers: 

In order for the teacher to effectively conduct 
such a moral education program, he or she would 
have to be able to comprehend the stage type of 
spontaneous responses quickly and accurately. 
It has been reported, however, that teachers 
commonly use conventional or lower reasoning 
more than they use principled reasoning (p.l24). 

Research by Napier(l978) indicates that teachers may have 

difficulty stage scoring responses. Cornett(l977) found 

that only 6 teachers out of 14 were reasoning at least one 

stage higher than the sixth grade students sampled in their 

classrooms. Studies by Bloom(l976) and Griffore and Lewis 

(1978) suggest that teachers reason at a level typical of 

other adults, but below that of many college graduates in 

other fields. Other studies however found junior high school 

teachers reasoning at significantly higher levels than their 

students (Hiett, 1977; Jacobson, 1977). No research has been 

done on the moral reasoning levels of teachers specifically 

relating to environmental issues, nor on the moral reasoning 

of teachers and students at the high school level. 

The purpose of this study is to determine if secondary 

teachers are using significantly more principled moral reasoning 

than their students on environmental issues. Since the moral 

reasoning capabilities of teachers should be closer to those 

of high school students (rather than other K-12 grade levels), 

a random sample of central Wisconsin high school science and 

social studies teachers was selected. The use of principled 
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moral reasoning by one class of each teacher's students was 

assessed. Whenever possible teachers were asked to select 

their highest grade level and/or highest ability class to 

test. 

The study is further designed to determine if there are 

significant differences in principled moral reasoning on 

environmental issues between the following groups: inservice 

teachers in science and social studies; preservice and 

inservice teachers; preservice teachers studying teaching 

techniques in science, social studies, and environmental 

education; and male and female students at each grade 

level (9-12). Relationships between principled moral 

reasoning on environmental issues of inservice teachers 

and their age or the number of years of teaching experience 

were also examined. 

Implications of this research are important both for 

environmental education and the more general field of moral/ 

values education. If it is found that tea·chers are not using 

more principled moral reasoning than their students, it would 

appear that any effort to introduce moral reasoning development 

curriculum materials into existing classes would first have to 

be preceded by an extensive moral reasoning development program 

for the teachers. If teachers are found to use principled 

moral reasoning more than their students, the teachers might 

be more able to effectively conduct moral reasoning development 

programs. Major efforts could then be directed toward 

curriculum development and dissemination. 
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A third possible result could be a mixing where some 

teachers are using more principled moral reasoning than their 

students, while others may not. Emphasis on teacher training 

or curriculum dissemination would have to be assessed on the 

basis of the needs of the specific population. 

Some differences in levels of moral reasoning have been 

reported between people in different subject areas (Bloom, 

1976), and between the two sexes (Holstein, 1976; Rest, et.al., 

1977). Since this study is dealing specifically with environ

mental issues, any significant differences found between the 

social studies and science teachers could have a major impact 

on implementation of environmental education programs involvipg 

moral reasoning. Sexual differences could cause concern to 

those seeking to validate the stage theory and instruments. 

Relationships between moral reasoning and age have been 

found using college, high school, and junior high students 

(Iozzi, 1978). Griffore and Lewis(l978) however did not find 

any significant relationship between use of principled moral 

reasoning and age of teachers. Cornett(l976) suggested the 

possibility that teachers may select and teach grade levels 

corresponding with their own levels of moral reasoning. This 

trend might tend to put a "ceiling" on the potential for 

student development, rather than stimulating moral maturity. 

It is hoped that the present study will help to clarify 

the many questions.posed in the studies noted above. 
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Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Specifically this study was designed to answer the following 

principle research question: 

1. Are there significant differences in principled moral 

reasoning on environmental issues between secondary 

science and social studies teachers and their students? 

In addition data will be collected to answer the following 

ancillary research questions: 

2. Are there significant differences in principled moral 

reasoning on environmental issues between secondary 

science and social studies inservice teachers? 

3. Are there significant differences in principled moral 

reasoning on environmental issues between preservice 

and inservice secondary (science and social studies) 

teachers? 

4. Are there significant differences in principled moral 

reasoning on environmental issues between college 

students enrolled in the following courses: Teaching 

Techniques in Secondary Education - Science, Teaching 

Techniques in Secondary Education Social Studies, 

and Foundations of Environmental Education? 

5. Are there significant differences in principled moral 

reasoning on environmental issues between male and 

female secondary students at each grade level (9-12)? 

6. Is principled moral reasoning on environmental issues 

of inservice secondary (science and social studies) 

teachers related to their age or years of teaching 

experience? 
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The hypothesis for statistical analysis of the principle 

research question is stated in the null form: 

HO.l There is no statistically significant difference 

between secondary science and social studies teachers 

and their students in principled moral reasoning on 

environmental issues. 

Null hypotheses for the ancillary research questions posed are: 

H0 • 2 There is no statistically significant difference 

between secondary science and social studies inservice 

teachers in principled moral reasoning on environmental 

issues. 

H0 • 3 There is no statistically significant difference between 

preservice and inservice secondary (science and social 

studies} teachers in principled moral reasoning on 

environmental issues. 

H0 • 4 There is no statistically significant difference between 

college students enrolled in Teaching Techniques in 

Secondary Education - Science, Teaching Techniques in 

Secondary Education - Social Studies, and Foundations 

of Environmental Education in principled moral reasoning 

on environmental issue.s. 

H0 • 5 There is no statistically significant difference between 

male and female secondary students at each grade level 

(9-12} in principled moral reasoning on environmental 

issues. 

H0 _6 Principled moral reasoning on environmental issues of 

secondary science and social studies teachers is not 

statistically significantly related to their age or 
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Assumptions 

For the purpose of this study the following assumptions 

were made: 

1. Following a review of the literature, Kohlberg's 

theory of moral development was assumed to be a valid 

working model for moral/values education. 

2. It was assumed that the "Goals for Curriculum 

Development in Environmental·. Education" (Hungerford, Peyton, 

and Wilke, 1980) are valid for environmental education, and 

that moral reasoning is implicit in these goals. 

3. Because the secondary science and social studies 

teachers were randomly selected, it was assumed that the 

results of this research could be generalized to similar 

populations in similar environments. 

4. The teachers involved in this study were responsible 

for selecting one of their classes of students to be tested. 

Whenever possible teachers were asked to select their highest 

grade level and/or highest ability class. It was assumed 

that the moral reasoning capabilities of the teachers would 

be closer to those of their highest grade level and/or ability 

class of students than their other students. 

5. It was assumed that the Environmental Issues Test 

(Iozzi, 1976) is a valid and reliable instrument to answer 

the research questions. 
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Limitations 

The following limitations were imposed on this research: 

1. This study was limited to a 15% random sample (~=40) 

of secondary science and social studies teachers from public 

schools in the Cooperative Educational Services Agency No. 7 

(24 school districts) in central Wisconsin. 

2. Due to time and monetary constraints only one class 

of students with each teacher was tested. Each teacher was 

responsible for selecting the class to be tested and for the 

actual administration of the test. Whenever possible teachers 

were asked to select their highest grade level and/or highest 

ability class. Beyond this suggestion the researcher had no 

control over the selection of students to be tested or the 

on-site administration of the test. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purposes of this study, the following definitions 

were used: 

1. Cognitive--as interpreted by Kohlberg (1975) it is 

based on the active thinking of a person about (moral) issues 

and decisions. 

2. Developmental--specifically used in this study as 

interpreted by Kohlberg(l975) to mean the growth or movement 

of an individual through a series of hierarchical stages. 

3. Environmental Education--that aspect of man's education 

that deals with culturally-imposed, ecologically-related 

problems in man's environment, further, the acquisition and 
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application of human values as related to the cultural use 

and misuse of biotic and abiotic resources (Hungerford and 

Litherland, 1970, p.3). 

4. Moral--relating to principles of right or wrong 

in behavior. 

5. Value--those beliefs, purposes, attitudes, and so 

on that are chosen freely and thoughtfully, prized and acted 

upon (Raths, Harmin, and Simon, 1966, p.38). 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

This research deals with the implications of Kohlberg's 

theory of moral reasoning development for moral/values 

education in environmental education. The following review 

of related literature will therefore focus first on Kohlberg's 

moral reasoning model, and second on applications of the 

model to environmental education. 

Kohlberg's Moral Reasoning Model 

Background of Theory 

The cognitive-developmental approach to moral/values 

education was first stated fully by John Dewey following 

the philosophical traditions of Socrates and Plato. The 

approach is cognitive because it is based on active thinking 

and reasoning about moral issues and decisions. The approach 

is also developmental because there is sequential movement 

through moral stages. 

According to Dewey: 

The aim of education is growth or development, 
both intellectual and moral. Ethical and psychological 
principles can aid the school in the greatest of all 
constructions - the building of a free and powerful 
character. Only knowledge of the order and connection 
of the stages in psychological development can insure 
this. Education is the work of supplying the conditions 
which enable the psychological functions to mature in 
the freest and fullest manner (In Kohlberg, 1975, p.670). 

Three levels of cognitive moral development were postulated 

17 
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by Dewey: 1) the preconventional or pre-moral level where 

moral behavior is based on the biological and social impulses 

of the individual, 2) the conventional level where the 

standards of his group are accepted and conformed to with 

little critical reflection on those standards, and 3) the 

autonomous level of behavior where the individual's own 

thinking and judgment on group standards is the basis for 

moral decisions. 

Building on the theoretical approach of Dewey, Jean 

Piaget(l966) first attempted to empirically define the stages 

of moral reasoning. Piaget used interviews with and obser-

vations of children playing games with rules as the basis for 

his definition of stages as: 

1) the pre-moral stage, where there was no sense of 
obligation to rules; 2) the heteronomous stage, where 
the right was literal obedience to rules and an 
equation of obligation with submission to power and 
punishment (roughly ages 4-8); and 3) the autonomous 
stage, where the purpose and consequences of following 
rules are considered and obligation is based on 
reciprocity and exchange (roughly ages 8~12) 
(In Kohlberg, 1975, p.670). 

Piaget's stages formed the basis for the first three stages 

in Kohlberg's(l958) stage sequence. 

In 1955 Lawrence Kohlberg began to redefine and extend 

the work of Piaget and Dewey. In his doctoral dissertation 

Kohlberg(l958) described a hierarchical sequence of moral 

reasoning development involving three levels with two stages 

at each level. A recent interpretation of the stage descriptions 

(Kohlberg and Gilligan, 1971) is given in Appendix A. The 

six stages are claimed to be validated by over 20 years of 
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longitudinal and cross-cultural studies (Kohlberg, 1975). 

Three fundamental characteristics of stages are 

implied by both Piaget and Kohlberg{l975): 

1. Stages are "structured wholes", or organized 
systems of thought. Individuals are consistent in 
levels of moral judgment. 

2. Stages form an invariant sequence. Under all 
conditions except extreme trauma, movement is always 
forward, never backward. Individuals never skip 
stages; movement is always to the next stage up. 

3. Stages are "hierachical integrations". Thinking 
at a higher stage includes or comprehends within it 
lower stage thinking. There is a tendency to function 
at or prefer the highest stage available (p.670). 

Substantiating Research on Three Fundamental Characteristics 

A tremendous amount of research has been aimed at sub-

stantiating or refuting these fundamental characteristics. 

Each of these characteristics will therefore be treated 

separately along with some of the major substantiating 

research. 

1. Stages are structured wholes and individuals are 

consistent in level of moral judgment. Primary support for 

this generalization stems from Kohlberg's{l975) findings 

that "more than 50% of an individual's thinking is always 

at one stage, with the remainder at the next adjacent stage 

(which he is leaving or which he is moving to)" (p. 670). 

Kohlberg postulates that each stage is qualitatively different 

from the others in structure, as distinguished from the 

content or moral judgment. 

The choice endorsed by a subject {steal, don't steal) 
is called the content of his moral judgment in the situa
tion. His reasoning about the choice defines the structure 
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of his moral judgment ..• The stage or structure 
of a person's moral judgment defines: 1) what he 
finds valuable in each of these moral issues (life, 
law), i.e., how he defines the value, and 2) why he 
finds it valuable, i.e., the reasons he gives for 
valuing it (Kohlberg, 1975, p.671-672). 

Colby(l979) presented reliability data on Kohlberg's 

interview scoring system. Almost all scores assigned to 

58 subjects during the interviews were from two adjacent 

stages. This consistency of moral judgment of individuals 

supports Kohlberg's theoretical predictions of stages as 

qualitatively distinct, structured wholes. 

2. Stages form a universal invariant developmental 

sequence. Rest, Turiel, and Kohlberg(l969) defined an 

invariant sequence as follows: "attainment of an advanced 

stage is dependent on the attainment of each of the preceding 

stages. It is further assumed that a more advanced stage is 

not simply an addition to a less advanced stage, but represents 

a reorganization of less advanced levels" (p.226). 

Four major forms of evidence for an invariant sequence 

were suggested (Rest, et.al., 1969): "age trends in various 

cultures and social classes supporting the ordering of the 

stages (Kohlberg, 1968); a Guttman 'quasi-simplex' pattern 

in the correlations between the stages (Kohlberg, 1963); and 

longitudinal studies of individual development (Kohlberg, 

1970). Experimental evidence comes from a study by Turiel 

(1966) II (p.226) • 

Age trends in moral reasoning levels were found in cross

cultural studies in the United States, Canada, Britain, Israel, 

Taiwan, Yucatan, Mexico, Turkey, and India (Kohlberg, 1968,1975; 
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Kohlberg and Gilligan, 1971) . These cross-cultural trends 

lend support to the universal nature of the stage sequence. 

Kohlberg observed that "in general, the cross-cultural studies 

suggest a similar sequence of development in all cultures, 

although they do suggest that the last two stages of thought 

do not develop clearly in preliterate village or tribal 

communities" (In Kurtines and Grief, 1974, p.461). 

Cross-sectional studies using the Defining Issues Test 

were recently reviewed by Rest, et.al. (1977). Age trends 

were found in studies by Blackner(l975), Martin, et.al. (1977), 

Rest, et.al. (1974), Yussen(l976), and others. Further cross

sectional data was compiled from 136 different samples con

taining nearly 6000 subjects (Rest,el.al., 1977). Analysis 

of variance across four student groups (junior high, senior 

high, college, and graduate students) revealed that 38% of the 

variance in scores is accounted for by grouping the students 

into these age-educational groups. No other demographic 

variables looked at were as powerful as age and education in 

accounting for this variance in DIT scores. 

Kohlberg(l963) noted that age trends in moral reasoning 

are not adequate by themselves as evidence for stage sequencing: 

"while the age trends indicate that some modes of thought are 

generally more difficult or advanced than other modes of thought, 

they do not demonstrate that attainment of each mode of thought 

is prerequisite to the attainment of the next higher in a 

hypothetical sequence" (p.lS-16). 

Kohlberg(l958,1963) used a Guttman 11 quasi-simplex" pattern 
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of correlations among the stages as support for an invariant 

sequence. Kurtines and Greif(l974) however examined this 

approach with Kohlberg's original sample. They found that 

the proper pattern of correlations could be found for a 

different ordering of the stages as well. 

Longitudinal studies of individual development do lend 

support to the invariant sequence of stages (Rest,et.al., 

1969). Kohlberg and Elfenbein(l975) published longitudinal 

data indicating that on every retest individuals were either 

at the same stage as three years earlier or had moved up. 

Rest(l975) found similar results using the Defining Issues 

Test for a two-year longitudinal study of 88 adolescents. 

Holstein(l976) empirically assessed the stepwise, 

invariant sequence issue in a 3-year longitudinal study of 

52 adolescents and their parents. Results from this combined 

with those from Kohlberg and Kramer(l969) supported the idea 

that "movement is stepwise and sequential from level to level 

rather than stage to stage" (Holstein, 1976, p.60). 

Colby(l979) however presented the findings of a 20-year 

longitudinal study using Kohlberg's(l958) original sample. 

Subjects were interviewed every four years from 1956 to 1977. 

Results indicated that in no case did a subject reach a stage 

without having gone through each preceding stage. Colby 

concluded that people do seem to go through certain qualita

tively distinct stages of moral reasoning through the course 

of development, and that these stages are invariant in sequence. 

A number of experimental studies provide the fourth major 
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source of evidence for an invariant sequence (Lawrence, 1977; 

Turiel, 1966). These studies are based on interventions which 

attempted to experimentally induce changes in the stages of 

moral reasoning. These intervention studies are reviewed in 

a later section on the Socio-Scientific Reasoning Model. 

From the evidence presented the stages would appear to 

form an invariant sequence. Further, individuals do not skip 

stages, rather movement is always to the next stage up. 

However, one remaining part of the second characteristic 

does still seem to be in question. Kohlberg stated that 

developmental movement is always in a forward direction, 

never backward. Regression in moral judgment scores has 

however been found in longitudinal studies (Rest, et.al., 1977). 

Rest, et.al. (1977) summarized data from four groups (~=163) 

and found on the average, over a 2-y~ar period, 53% of the 

subjects shifted upward and 15% of the subjects shifted 

downward in stage distribution of responses. Over a 4-year 

interval upward shifts were larger with an average of 66% of 

the subjects shifted upward, and 7% shifted downward. 

Holstein(l976} tested 52 high school subjects in a 3-

year longitudinal study and reported 63% of the subjects 

shifted upward and 6% shifted downward. An average of Holstein's 

data with longitudinal studies by Blatt and Kohlberg(l975), 

Kohlberg and Kramer(l969), Kuhn(l976), and White(l977), revealed 

an average upward shift of 50.2% and an average downward shift 

of 17.7%. Why a downward shift is present in these longitu

dinal studies is not apparent. Possibilities may include 
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problems in scoring systems or testing procedures, but further 

research is needed to clarify this discrepancy. As the re

search stands it seems most appropriate to simply state that 

most movement is forward in sequence. 

3. Stages are hierarchical integrations. Rest(l973) 

and Rest, et.al. (1969) attempted to show that "the sequence 

of the stages of development form a hierarchical organization. 

The hierarchy is conceived of as one of complexity; each 

higher stage is viewed as logically more complex than the 

lower ones. The implication is that moral development 

concerns the capacity for making increasingly more sophisticated 

moral judgments" (Kurtines and Greif, 1974, p.466). 

The above studies were designed to assess the preference 

for and comprehension of the types of reasoning characteristic 

of each of the six stages of moral reasoning (Rest, 1973; 

Rest, et.al., 1969). A sample of 45 fifth and eighth grade 

students (Rest, 1973) and a sample of 47 twelfth grade students 

(Res·t, et.al., 1969} were tested for stage of moral judgment. 

Preference for arguments on moral dilemmas and comprehension 

of those stage-characteristic arguments was determined for 

each subject. Preference was found to be consistently greater 

for moral reasoning higher than the subject's dominant stage. 

Comprehension was found to be greater for the lower stage 

reasoning and decreased with higher stages. Evidence from 

these studies does support the idea that the stages are a 

hierarchy of logical complexity, with the higher stages more 

logically complex than lower stages (Kohlberg, 1971). 
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Generalizations on the Theory 

Beyond the validation studies for the three fundamental 

characteristics of stages presented above, research on 

moral development has indicated the following six other 

generalizations: 

A) Moral development may not occur at the same rate 

for all people, and people may measure between stages (in 

transition) on tests of moral reasoning (Kohlberg, 1971; 

Muson, 1979). 

B) An individual may become arrested or fixated at 

any stage and at any age (Kohlberg, 1975; Rest, et.al., 1977). 

Kohlberg and Turiel(l971) found that only 10% of the adult 

population in the u.s. develops to stages 5 and 6. 

C) Certain role-taking skills are necessary for moral 

growth. Selman(l971) and Tjosvold, et.al. (1978} found that 

perspective- or role-taking, such as that necessary in 

hypothetical moral dilemmas, is essential for cognitive moral 

development. "In the cognitive-developmental view, morality 

is a natural product of a universal human tendency toward 

empathy or role-taking, toward putting oneself in the shoes 

of other conscious beings" (Kohlberg, 1975, p.675). 

D) Moral development is dependent on Piagetian logical 

development (Kohlberg, 1975): 

Piaget has found that after the child learns 
to speak there are three major stages of reasoning: 
the intuitive, the concrete operational, and the 
formal operational ••• Since moral reasoning clearly 
is reasoning, advanced moral reasoning depends on 
advanced logical reasoning; a person's logical stage 
puts a certain ceiling on the moral stage he can 
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attain. A person whose logical stage is only concrete 
operational is limited to conventional moral stages 
(stages 3 and 4). While logical development is necessary 
for moral development and sets limits to it, most 
individuals are higher in logical stage than they are 
in moral stage. As an example, over 50% of late 
adolescents and adults are capable of full formal 
reasoning, but only 10% of these adults (all formal 
operational) display principled (stages 5 and 6) 
moral reasoning (p.67l). 

That logical reasoning is a necessary, but not sufficient 

condition for moral reasoning has been substantiated by 

Faust and Arbuthnot(l978), Iozzi(l976), Lee(l97l), McMahon 

(1970), Smith(l978), and others. 

E) A rich social environment can facilitate development 

in moral reasoning (Kohlberg, 1975). Cross-cultural studies 

by Parilch(l975} of families in India and the u.s. indicate 

that parents of morally advanced children tend to reason at 

higher stages. It was suggested that the home moral environ-

ment facilitated exposure of the children to higher stage 

reasoning. Similarly classroom discussions of moral dilemmas 

involving a mixture of moral reasoning stages have been shown 

to facilitate moral development (Blatt and Kohlberg, 1975). 

A number of school classroom intervention studies have like-

wise shown significant positive changes in moral reasoning 

(see review by Lawrence, 1977). Kohlberg(l975) has recently 

started experimenting with the social environment or moral 

atmosphere of the school itself in his "Just Communities". 

Preliminary results suggest some positive changes in moral 

judgment and behavior (Muson, 1979; Wasserman, 1976). 

Kohlberg(l975) listed three conditions important for 
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moral development through moral discussion: 

1. Exposure to the next higher stage of reasoning. 
2. Exposure to situations posing problems and 

contradictions for the child's current moral structure, 
leading to dissatisfaction with his current level, and 

3. An atmosphere of interchange and dialogue combining 
the first two conditions, in which conflicting moral 
views are compared in an open manner (p.675). 

Findings of Tjosvold, et.al. (1978) supported this view of 

the important role of controversy in cognitive moral develop-

ment in their study of a group of 45 undergraduate students. 

Piaget(l970) theoretically described the process of 

development or shifting from one stage to the next higher 

stage in reasoning: 

It is only when disequilibrium is created that 
active restructuring of thought processes takes place, 
leading to movement to the next higher stage. Re
structuring occurs when internal disequilibrium is 
felt by the individual. That is, new experiences and 
input comprehensible to the individual challenge his/ 
her existing mode of thought revealing inadequacies 
or inconsistencies in the problem solving strategy. 
Arrestment at a given stage is explained ..• as the 
lack of opportunities that create conflict or 
dissonance, thereby placing the individual in a 
position where he/she needs to reassess his/her 
particular mode of thinking (In Iozzi and Cheu, 1978a) • 

F) Moral judgment is a necessary but not sufficient 

condition for moral action (Fenton, 1976; Kohlberg, 1975). 

Brockman, et.al. (1978) tested the moral reasoning levels and 

moral conduct of 139 elementary school children. Moral 

judgment (on Kohlberg's interview scale) and moral conduct 

were found to be positively correlated. A number of other 

studies have shown a modest positive association between 

moral judgment and behavior (Grim, et.al., 1968; Haan, 1975; 

Jacobs, 1977; Milgram, 1963; Saltzstein, et.al., 1972; 
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Schwartz, et.al., 1969). 

McNamee(l975) designed an experiment where subjects were 

faced with the choice of either remaining uninvolved observers 

or intervening to help another student while in the presence 

of an authority figure which discouraged any intervention. 

It was found that only at stage 6 did every subject go against 

the authority figure and help the student. An increasing 

percentage of subjects at each of the stages 1 through 5 

went against the authority. It was concluded from these 

results that moral judgment does predict moral behavior. 

Krebs and Kohlberg(l975) in a study of cheating behavior 

found that 15% of students showing some principled thinking 

cheated, 55% of conventional subjects cheated, while 70% of 

preconventional subjects cheated. Since some of the principled 

subjects did cheat it was assumed that other factors besides 

moral judgment may be involved in moral action. Individual 

motives, emotions, the situation and its pressures, and general 

sense of will or "ego strength" were noted as possible factors. 

Krebs and Kohlberg(l975) did find a relationship between 

moral action (cheating) and ego strength. Only 26% of the 

"strong-willed" conventional subjects cheated, while 74% of 

the "weak-willed" subjects cheated. 

Other factors have shown a relationship to moral reasoning 

and may influence moral action. Gibson(l977) found a positive 

correlation between level of self concept and level of moral 

reasoning in public elementary school children. Benninga and 

Meredith(l977) suggested a similar parallel relationship 
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between development of moral judgment and development of self 

concept. Benninga(l975) found some significant correlations 

between moral judgment and self concept in a study of 40 

kindergarten children. In a wilderness experience inter

vention study Winkie(l976) reported a distinct positive 

movement in adult subjects toward higher levels of both moral 

judgment and self concept. Just how much of a factor self 

concept may be in moral action has apparently not been 

researched. 

The theory of locus-of-control has also received some 

attention as a possible factor in moral action. Trainotti

Greiner(l978) studied the interrelationships between self 

concept, moral development, and locus-of-control in a 

population of teachers. This study concluded that individuals 

with better self concepts tend to have higher levels of moral 

development and greater degrees in internal locus-of-control.· 

Shaver(l978) however found no significant relationship between 

principled moral reasoning, self concept, and locus-of-control. 

Voloshen ·(1979) observed that, at least for males, internality 

of locus-of-control seemed to be essential for principled 

moral thought. It was suggested that this internality enables 

the individual to differentiate the cognitive structures of 

all earlier stages of moral reasoning. Bachrach, et.al. (1977) 

studied the relationship between locus-of-control and the 

development of moral judgment in children 7-11 years of age. 

Results indicated significantly increasing trends in both 

constructs with age, with intentionality (moral judgment) 
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appearing to precede internality (locus-of-control). However 

in a second study involving causal interpretations it appeared 

that internality was a desireable condition for the learning 

of moral judgment. From these studies it appears uncertain 

as yet how many of these four developmental constructs men-

tioned - moral reasoning, ego-strength, self concept, and 

locus-of-control - may be factors in moral action. Further 

studies are needed to clarify these interrelationships. 

Kohlberg(l975) sums up the importance of moral reasoning 

in moral behavior as opposed to other factors as follows: 

If maturity of moral reasoning is only one 
factor in moral behavior, why does the cognitive
developmental approach to moral education focus 
so heavily upon moral reasoning? For the following 
reasons: 

1. Moral judgment, while only one factor in 
moral behavior, is the single most important or 
influential factor yet discovered in moral behavior. 

2. While other factors influence moral 
behavior, moral judgment is the only distinctively 
moral factor in moral behavior .•. 

3. Moral judgment change is long-range or 
irreversible; a higher stage is never lost. Moral 
behavior as such is largely situational and 
reversible or loseable in new situations (p.672). 

Critique of the Theory 

Any theoretical construct such as the moral development 

theory is subject to critical analysis by researchers, and 

Kohlberg's theory is certainly no exception. Numerous 

critiques of Kohlberg's moral reasoning model have been 

published including those by Aron(l977), Atherton(l979), 

Fraenkel(l976), Kincaid(l977), Kurtines and Greif(1974), 

Leming(l974), Lewis(l978), Peters(l975}, Sullivan(1977), and 
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others. A complete critique is far beyond the scope of this 

paper, however an attempt will be made to at least broadly 

recognize some of the principle areas of contention. Many 

of these critic.i:sms have been responded to, with some resulting 

in revisions of the theory. 

Kurtines and Greif(l974) examined evidence supporting 

Kohlberg's theory and suggested several conceptual and 

methodological problems with the approach. They investigated 

stage-scored research involving Kohlberg's(l958) Moral 

Judgment Scale and noted that the derivation of the stages 

and the reliability and validity of the instrument were 

in question. Further they noted the absence or weakness 

of direct evidence supporting the basic assumptions of the 

theory. These researchers concluded: "Without additional 

information on the scale or an alternative way to assess 

stages of reasoning, we cannot know whether it is the scale, 

the model, or both that is problematic. Thus we can only 

conclude that the value of the model remains to be demon

strated" (Kurtines and Greif, 1974, p.469). In response 

to these criticisms of the stage-scoring instrument Colby 

(1979) published reliability data on the Moral Judgment 

Scale. Fifty eight American male subjects were selected in 

1955 and interviewed every four years using Kohlberg's 

Interview Forms A and B. Test-retest reliability ranged from 

.96 to .99 with Form A and B, and two raters. Alternate form 

reliability was .84 (correlation of form A to B), and inter

rater reliability was .98 (raters 1 and 2). Whether this data 
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will satisfy the critics or not remains to be seen. Several 

other instruments have also been developed which attempt to 

more objectively test for moral reasoning ability (see Chapter 

III, Instrumentation). Other researchers have suggested that 

there is a disanalogy between hypothetical moral dilemmas and 

real-life moral decisions (Atherton, 1979; Kincaid, 1977). 

Implications of this on instrument validity is not yet known. 

Some researchers have found unexplained sexual differences 

between subjects otherwise the same age, grade, and I.Q. 

(Garwood, et.al., 1979; Holstein, 1976; Rest, et.al., 1977; 

and others). Holstein(l976) studied sex differences using 

Kohlberg's Moral Judgment Scale and found that for both the 

16-year-old sample and the adult sample, the modal response 

for males was stage 4, while at the same age the modal response 

for females was stage 3. On the other hand Garwood, et.al. 

(1979) found high school and college females scoring at 

higher levels of moral reasoning than males in a study using 

Rest's Defining Issues Test. Kohlberg has recently revised 

the criteria of the stage-scoring manual for the t-1oral 

Judgment Scale which tends to eliminate much of the previous 

sexual biase (Muson, 1979). Rest, et.al. (1977) reviewed 

22 studies involving the Defining Issues Test and found that 

only 2 studies reported significant differences by sex. 

Further work is being done to determine if the sex of the 

protagonist in the moral dilemmas has any effect on sexual 

differences in responses (Garwood, et.al., 1979). Sexual 

differences in responses will be one of the variables 
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examined in the present study. 

A number of key assumptions of the theory have been 

criticized on both empirical and philosophical grounds 

(Kincaid, 1977; Leming, 1974; and others). Empirical 

evidence for the invariant sequence of the stages was 

challenged by Kurtines and Greif(l974), Fraenkel(l976,1977), 

and others. Supporting research in this area has been noted 

earlier. In particular the work of Colby(l979) and others 

appear to refute this challenge. The relationship between 

moral judgment and moral action has been similarly challenged 

(Kincaid, 1977; Kurtines and Greif, 1974), although evidence 

cited earlier appears to establish a significant positive 

correlation between the two. 

The universality of the stage theory has been challenged 

philosophically by Atherton(l979), Fraenkel(l976,1977), and 

others who feel that the theory is ethnocentrically biased. 

The overriding concept of justice as the endpoint of morality 

may not be the only philosophically defensible type of 

morality (Fraenkel, 1976, 1977; Peters, 1975). Supportive 

cross-cultural studies were noted earlier, however further 

studies are needed before the universality of the theory can 

truly be substantiated. 

Reservations have been expressed regarding the assumption 

that higher-stage reasoning is not only different, but morally 

better than lower-stage reasoning (Fraenkel, 1976,1977; Scriven, 

1975). Fraenkel(l977) stated that "the notion that a 'higher 

stage is a better stage' ••. is one that no moral philosophers 
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of whom I am aware endorse; and .•. it is a notion that is 

impossible to prove" (p.59). Alston(l971) noted that "the 

mere fact that one concept logically depends on another has 

no tendency to show that moral thinking involving the former 

is superior to moral thinking involving the latter" (p.275). 

"And if we cannot prove that higher is better, what justifi

cation do we have for designing educational materials 

which attempt to 'improve' children's moral reasoning by 

helping them to move •upward' through the stages?" (Fraenkel, 

1977, p.59). Kohlberg(l971) however notes that "our 'claims 

of superiority' for higher stages are not claims for a system 

of grading the moral worth of individual persons, but are 

claims for the greater adequacy of one form of moral thinking 

over another ••• Our claims of superiority, then, are claims 

for the superiority of stage 6 judgments of duties and rights 

(or of justice) over other systems of judgments of duties 

and rights" (p.214). Kohlberg(l971) used psychological 

findings and philosophical arguments to show that "our mature 

stages of judgment are more moral (in the formalist sense, 

more morally adequate) that less mature stages" (p.215). 

The existence of six discrete stages has been repeatedly 

challenged as problematic (Atherton, 1979; Fraenkel, 1976; 

Kincaid, 1977; and others). Kohlberg and Kramer(l969) found 

that some college subjects in a longitudinal study inexplicably 

regressed from stage 4 to stage 2 reasoning. In trying to 

explain these results the researchers postulated an anti

establishment type of reasoning as transitional between stages 
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4 and 5 (or stage 4~). ''In breaking out of the conventional 

mold of stage Four, they were questioning every standard of 

morality and passing through a phase in which all values not 

based on instinct were distrusted. (Some people referred to 

the transition as Stage Four-and-a-half, but Kohlberg says 

it is not considered a stage)" (Muson, 1979, p.54). Further 

revisions of the model were prompted by criticisms of the 

principled level as being elitist and culturally biased 

(Muson, 1979). Atherton(l979) described stage 6 as "problem-

atic, less adequate than its closest rival, stage 5, and in 

places, incoherent" (p.2727-A). Kincaid(l977) noted a 

blurring of stages 5 and 6. Fraenkel(l976) observed that 

"only three individuals have been identified as being at 

stage 6 - Kohlberg himself, one of his graduate students, 

and Martin Luther King" (p.219). 

A recent revision of this principled level involved 

splitting and redefining stage 5 into stage SA and stage SB 

(Kohlberg and Gilligan, 1971). Whether these revisions will 

satisfy critics or not remains to be seen, however much 

research has been done with instruments based on this revised 

version of the model (Iozzi, 1976; Rest, et.al., 1977). It 

is interesting to note that Kohlberg(l973) has mentioned the 

possibility of a stage 7 in later years of aging in which 

the question of morality ultimately becomes a question of 

the meaning of life and death: "Its essential is the sense 

of being a part of the whole of life and the adoption of a 

cosmic as opposed to a universal humanistic (stage 6) 
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perspective" (p.501). Kohlberg(l973) however concedes that 

this notion of stage 7 does not quite fit the structural 

assumptions of the other stages, and with an absence of· 

empirical data and philosophical guidelines, stage 7 is 

only speculative. 

Aside from these theoretical concerns, critics have 

challenged the rationale for initiating interventions in 

the schools designed to stimulate the moral reasoning 

development of children (Fraenkel, 1976; Peters, 1975). 

Fraenkel(l976) stated that "since Kohlberg himself estimates 

that a majority of people do not get beyond stage 4, it 

would seem important to devise ways to get everyone up to 

and firmly entrenched at this stage" (p.218). "The policeman 

cannot always be present, and if I am lying in the gutter 

after being robbed it is somewhat otiose to speculate at 

what stage the mugger is. My regret must surely be that he 

had not at least got a conventional morality well instilled 

in him" (Peters, 1975, p.678). The importance of achieving 

conventional reasoning versus emphasis on development of 

principled moral reasoning through interventions will pro

bably have to be decided with further intervention experience. 

Studies discussed later do, however, indicate that principled 

moral reasoning can be stimulated through interventions 

(Justice, 1977; and others). 

With regard to teachers involved in moral development 

interventions Fraenkel(l976) noted that "the theory places 

rather unrealistic demands on classroom teachers once they 
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do engage students in moral discussions" (p.218). It has been 

suggested that teachers need to be reasoning one stage above 

their students in order to stimulate their development 

(Kohlberg, 1975). In discussing teaching strategies, Fraenkel 

(1976) noted that it was unclear whether or not being able 

to stage-score moral responses of students is important for 

teachers. Napier(l978) found that many teachers did have 

difficulty stage-scoring responses on moral dilemmas. Fenton 

(1977) in a reply to these criticisms granted that "people 

who choose teachers to lead moral discussions with advanced 

high school students should attempt to make sure that they 

reason better than the students they instruct" (p.58). The 

question of how many teachers would actually meet this qual-· 

ification has received little study. The present research 

was conducted to help clarify this question. Further 

relevant literature on this point is reviewed in a later 

section dealing with the moral reasoning levels of teachers. 

It is apparent from this sampling of criticisms of and 

challenges to Kohlberg's theory of moral reasoning development, 

that many significant questions remain unanswered. Further 

dialogue and research on these and other questions will 

doubtless continue in the literature on moral development. 

Kohlberg's theory however remains a predominant, if dynamic, 

model for moral/values education. Kohlberg (In Muson, 1979) 

perhaps summed it up best using an analogy from Charles 

Peirce, a noted empiricist philosopher: "Peirce compared 

scientific theory to a leaky boat: you patch in one place 
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and then stand in another place while you patch or revise 

elsewhere ... Sometimes patching doesn't work and boat sinks. 

But not, as Thomas Kuhn points out, until another boat comes 

along the scientist can move to. I'd be happy to stop patching 

up Piaget's assumptions if I could see another boat on the 

horizon" (p.57). "Kohlberg's cognitive theory remains the 

most exciting one around. Many experts agree with Piaget 

that moral judgment does seem to unfold in a developmental 

pattern, and Kohlberg's theory has provided the most compre

hensive effort to describe it to date" (Muson, 1979, p.57). 

Moral Reasoning Model in Environmental Education 

Goals of Environmental Education 

"Goals for Curriculum Development in Environmental 

Education" have recently been developed by Hungerford, 

Peyton, and Wilke(l980). These goals were developed and 

validated to further define the general goals and objectives 

described in the Belgrade Charter(l975) and the Tbilisi 

Declaration(l977) to guide curriculum development in environ~ 

mental education. The superordinate goal was adapted from 

Harvey(l977): " ..• to aid citizens in becoming environmentally 

knowledgeable and, above all, skilled and dedicated citizens 

who are willing to work, individually and collectively, toward 

achieving and/or maintaining a dynamic equilibrium between 

quality of life and quality of the environment" (Hungerford, 

Peyton, and Wilke, 1980, p.43). Four levels of subgoals were 

developed to include: Level I. Ecological Foundations; Level 

II. Conceptual Awareness; Level III. Investigation and 
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Evaluation; and Level IV. Environmental Action Skills 

(Hungerford, Peyton, and Wilke, 1980). 

Champeau(l979) assessed teacher's understanding and 

use of these "Goals for curriculum Development in EE". He 

found that the majority of teachers in central Wisconsin 

1) comprehend the goals, 2) believe that the achievement of 

the goals is an important component of their students' educa

tion, 3) believe that there is a need for curriculum materials 

designed to aid students in achieving these goals, 4) believe 

that they personally have a need for these curriculum 

materials, and 5) agree that a need exists for teacher 

workshops designed to provide them with the skills and 

knowledge needed to assist their students in achieving these 

goals. Corresponding with the need for teacher workshops was 

the finding that the majority of teachers tended to be neutral 

to or disagree with statement "I possess the skills necessary 

to assist my students in achieving this goal" (Champeau, 1979). 

A number of assumptions were made during the development 

of the "Goals for Curriculum Development in EE" (Hungerford, 

Peyton, and Wilke, 1980). The following assumption was made 

specifically regarding the incorporation of moral/values 

approaches into the goals: "The process of valuing, values 

clarification and moral reasoni.ng are implicit in the goals, 

particularly (in levels) III and IV" (p.44). Moral/values 

education is thus assumed to be an inherent part of environ

mental education. 
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Moral/Values Education in Environmental Education 

The importance of moral/values education in environmental 

education has been well documented (Aird and Tomera, 1977; 

Allen, 1975; Barman, et.al., 1976; Cummings, 1974; Dispoto, 

1977; Hamann, 1973; Harshman, 1978; Iozzi, 1978; Kauchak, el. 

al., 1978; Knapp, 1972; LaHart and Tillis, 1974; Miles, 1978; 

Offrum, 1977; Stahl, 1979; and others). Knapp(l972) noted 

that "few people would argue that students should be assisted 

in the development of their attitudes and values about environ

mental education" (p.26). Miles(l976) suggested a number of 

humanizing approaches could be incorporated in environmental 

education, including moral development. 

Kohlberg's moral reasoning model has been outlined in 

several articles in the Journal of Environmental Education 

in an attempt to introduce environmental educators to this 

approach (Harshman, 1978; Kauchak, et.al., 1978; LaHart and 

Tillis, 1974; and Miles, 1978). Moral dilemma activities 

have been included in environmental education curricula 

(Offrum, 1977; Piburn, 1973; Stahl, 1979; and others). 

Empirical studies of moral development in environmental 

education however have been few (Dispoto, 1977; Iozzi,l976). 

Dispoto(l977) studied a population of college students 

"to explore hypothesized interrelationships among Kohlbergian 

levels of moral valuing and three aspects of environment

related behavior: environmental knowledge, emotionality, and 

activity .•• Four specific research questions were posed: 

1. Are moral valuing and environmental knowledge related? 
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2. Are moral valuing and environmental emotionality related? 

3. Are moral valuing and environmental activity related? 

4. Are environmental knowledge, emotionality, and activity 

interrelated?" {p.274). Dispoto concluded that moral reasoning 

was related to environmental knowledge, emotionality, and 

activity. Only about S-10% of the environmental variability 

however could be considered due to moral reasoning. In 

considering possible implications for science teaching, 

Dispoto(l977) suggested that "the adventurous teacher ... 

could teach facts while trying to stimulate concern and moral 

development. Emotional moral dilemmas can be written on 

factual issues and used for instruction. Environmental action 

would thereby be approached via three possible influencing 

factors (knowledge, emotion, and morality)" (p.280). 

Iozzi(l976) developed an instrument, the Environmental 

Issues Test, for assessing moral reasoning abilities relating 

to environmental issues. He found significant positive 

correlations between verbal ability, logical reasoning ability, 

and moral reasoning ability on environmental issues. It was 

these findings that formed the basis for the development of 

the Socio-Scientific Reasoning model by Iozzi and his collegues. 

Socio-Scientific Reasoning Model 

Iozzi and Cheu(l978a) developed the Socio-Scientific 

Reasoning model. in a major attempt to incorporate Kohlberg's 

moral reasoning model into environmental education, in con

junction with Piaget's logical development model. They 
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believe that 11 because the value component has such significant 

ramifications, environmental issues are in essence moral/ 

ethical issues in a scientific and technological and social 

context 11 (p.2}. 11 The pure objective scientific thinking 

cannot be applied in resolution of environmental conflict 

without regard to impact of those decisions on human needs 

and human goals and how they relate to our natural support 

system -- the environment. A technological solution may 

very well be feasible and logically consistent. But the 

question is whether or not it should be applied in light of 

the consequences on society or the environment. How best 

to prioritize our needs and evaluate trade-offs is thus in 

the realm of social moral/ethical reasoning 11 (p.3). 

Kauchak, et.al. (1978) described two primary ways that 

teachers can apply Kohlberg's theory (and thus the Socio-

Scientific Reasoning model) in their instructional strategies: 

The way in which an individual responds to an 
environmental issue involving a clash of values will 
depend upon his moral and intellectual development .•. 
Instruction that is aimed at a level of sophistication 
beyond the grasp of a student will be ineffectual. 
So one use of Kohlberg's stages is to insure a match 
between the level of complexity of the instruction 
and the moral thinking capabilities of the student (p.21). 

There are a wide variety of reasons for justifying each side 

of environmental issues that can be classified into moral 

stages. Teachers could provide environmentally sound arguments 

on an environmental issue based on the moral stage the students 

are reasoning at. An example would be the arguments justifying 

preservation of endangered species classified by LaHart and 
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Tillis as follows: 

Stage 1. I want to be loved by my mother who is worried 
about endangered species, or; I feel we should 
help the alligator because if we don't the 
deteriorating Everglades environment will 
hurt me. 

Stage 2. I want to save the indigo snake because when 
I want one for a pet, I can go out and catch 
one, or; I want to protect the ivory-billed 
woodpecker because someday I might be able 
to get one on my life list. 

Stage 3. If I help endangered species, people will like 
me, or; It's a class project and I want to fit 
in. Everyone is doing it. 

Stage 4. The President says it's good to preserve 
endangered species, or: they are God's 
creatures and we should preserve His creatures. 

Stage 5. A large number of people in the community 
feel that their life will be less human 
without many of the animals of the earth, 
therefore, it is my obligation to work for 
the preservation of these animals to help 
my brothers be humanists. 

Stage 6. We should help preserve endangered species just 
because they are fellow passengers on Spaceship 
Earth (Figure 2, p.45). 

Both pro and con arguments can and should be brought out in 

any classroom discussion of an environmental issue to main-

tain objectivity. Arguments for both sides however should 

be geared to the level of understanding of the students. 

The second application of the moral development model 

suggested by Kauchak, et.al. (1978) would be "as a means of 

helping students develop more comprehensive and complex means 

of resolving value conflicts, helping students move from one 

level to the next" (p.21). Iozzi(l978) described this appli-

cation as a major goal for the Socio-Scientific Reasoning 

model and environmental education as a whole: 

The basic idea and a fundamental goal of education 
programs based on Kohlberg's theory is growth and upward 
progressive development of cognitive structures through 
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an individual's learning experiences and interaction 
with his or her environment. For environmental educa
tion, this means that if we can provide experiences 
to help students advance through the stages more 
quickly and to their highest potential, then I main
tain that environmental conflicts can be resolved more 

·equitably; that decision-makers at all levels will 
make more environmentally sound decisions; that since 
reasoning level is related to actual behavior, society 
will begin to behave in a more environmentally respon
sible manner (p.201}. 

Environmental education curriculum strategies and 

activities have been developed based on the Socio-Scientific 

Reasoning model. These curriculum materials are specifically 

designed to stimulate moral reasoning development based on 

the idea of creating disequilibrium: 

The strategy underlying all of these activities 
is that of creating disequilibrium. According to 
Piaget it is only when disequilibrium is created that 
active restructuring of thought processes takes place, 
leading to movement into the next higher stage. Re
structuring occurs when internal disequilibrium is 
felt by the individual. That is, new experiences and 
input comprehensible to the individual challenge his/ 
her existing mode of thought by revealing inadequacies 
or inconsistencies in that problem solving strategy. 
Arrestment at a given stage is explained by the 
developmental theorist as the lack of opportunities 
that create conflict or dissonance, thereby placing 
the individual in a position where he/she needs to 
reassess his/her particular mode of thinking (Iozzi 
and Cheu, 1978, p.4}. 

About fourteen different 4 to 6 week curriculum modules 

have been developed for grade levels 7-12. A variety of types 

of educational activities are incorporated into these modules. 

Classroom dilemma discussions are commonly used by Kohlberg 

for general social issues, but they are set in an environmental 

context in these modules. The rationale for discussing 

hypothetical moral dilemmas is described by Iozzi and Cheu(l978) 
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as follows: 

Students choose a course of action that the main 
character should take and defend that position with 
supporting arguments and reasons. The idea is that 
within a classroom there is a diversity of stage rea~ 
soning models. In discussion students are thus exposed 
to divergences of viewpoint and different levels of 
reasoning. Students taking different positions will 
question and challenge 'why' a particular stance is 
held. In the course of discussion students will reflect 
on their own thinking, clarify their arguments and 
evaluate the adequacy of other reasons. The emphasis 
is not on the desirability/value of one position over 
the other, but the reasoning and how convincing the 
reasons are in support of the arguments. In a hetero
geneous group the students thus encounter higher level 
or +1 reasonings (p.5). 

Other related types of activities that were developed in the 

modules include role playing, simulation games, and futures 

forecasting. Intervention results using these curriculum 

modules indicate that exposure to these materials produces 

increases in knowledge content, critical thinking skills, 

and moral reasoning (Henkin, 1979; Iozzi, 1978 and 1980; 

Iozzi and Cheu, 1978a, 1978b; Maul, 1979). 

Numerous moral development intervention studies outside 

of environmental education have also produced significant 

positive results (Blatt and Kohlberg, 1975; Gallager, 1978; 

Johnson, 1978; Justice, 1977; Oja, 1978; Plymale, 1977; Sapp 

and Dossett, 1977; Small, 1974; Turiel, 1966; Winkie, 1976; 

and others). Lawrence(l977) critically reviewed 14 other 

intervention studies using the Defining Issues Test to assess 

moral development. Eight of these studies reported significant 

upward movement of moral reasoning on the DIT. These inter-

vention studies have varied widely in the populations used, 

duration of treatments, and types of treatments. 
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Dilemma discussion treatments were successful in stimu

lating the moral development of primary school children 

(Plymale, 1977}, secondary students (Gallager, 1978}, college 

students (Justice, 1977}, and inservice teachers (Oja, 1978}. 

Johnson(l978) studied the effect of three classroom interven

tion strategies on a sample population of 78 5th grade students. 

Three treatments were tested: 12 sessions of dilemma discus

sion, 12 sessions of role playing (creative dramatics}, and 

24 sessions - 12 with dilemma discussion and 12 with role

playing. Significant positive results in moral growth were 

found only for the group receiving both dilemma discussion 

and role-playing. Winkie(l976} studied the effects of an 

Outward Bound wilderness experience on moral development 

and found distinct positive movement toward higher levels 

of moral judgment in the participants. Blatt and Kohlberg 

(1975} found significant positive changes in the moral 

judgment of junior high and senior high students just after 

a semester intervention, and that change was maintained one 

year later. Changes in moral reasoning thus appear to be 

relatively enduring. Kohlberg(l975} reported that second~ 

grade teachers conducting moral discussions from filmstrip 

dilemmas yielded a similar amount of stage movement. Sapp 

and Dossett(l977} produced significant positive changes in 

preference for principled moral reasoning with a group of 

43 college juniors using discussions of moral dilemmas, 

role-playing, and moral devel:opment theory. However no 

significant changes were produced in a second intervention 
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using films, role-playing, and dilemma discussions with 180 

inner-city high school students. 

A number of other intervention studies failed to produce 

significant changes in moral growth (Cravens, 1979; Dockstader, 

1979; French, 1977). VanWinkle(l977) assessed the effects of 

participation by 6th grade students in a moral education prog-

ram on the students' moral behavior in school. He found no 

demonstrated positive change in their school moral behavior 

following participation in the program. Lawrence(l977) noted 

that "while no blueprint to the successful moral judgment 

intervention emerges, there are several indicators of what 

will contribute to confidence in the experiment's claim to 

have facilitated change: the duration, design, and charac-

teristics of the experimental program" (p.35). 

The importance of the teacher's role and training in 

moral development interventions has been noted by Plymale(l977). 

She studied the effects of two teacher training programs 

(developmental - 6 weeks, informed - 3 weeks, and control -

no training) and two discussion leadership techniques (peer-

led, and teacher-led). The following conclusions are from 

this study: 

First, sixth grade students who engaged in moral 
dilemma discussion sessions with a developmentally 
trained teacher showed greater forward movement in 
moral reasoning ability than students with informed 
or control teachers. 

Second, students who engaged in moral dilemma 
discussion sessions employing teacher-leadership 
technique, both in developmentally trained and in 
informed teacher classrooms, showed greater forward 
movement in moral reasoning ability than those in 
peer-led and control groups. 

Third, there are indications that a combination 
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of developmental teacher training and the use of teacher
leadership techniques in moral discussion sessions might 
be an effective intervention technique to promote moral 
growth in students of elementary school age {p.2062-A). 

An effective discussion-leading technique for teachers 

was described by Kohlberg(l975): 

In the course of these discussions among the 
students, the teacher first supported and clarified 
those arguments that were one stage above the lowest 
stage among the children; for example, the teacher 
supported stage 3 rather than stage 2 (where some of 
the students were reasoning). When it seemed that 
these arguments were understood by the students, the . 
teacher then challenged that stage, using new situations, 
and clarified the arguments one stage above the previous 
one: stage 4 rather than stage 3 (p.675). 

Fraenkel(l976) noted two significant problems relating 

to teachers engaging students in moral discussions in the 

classroom. One problem concerns the importance of the 

teacher's ability to identify the moral stage of spontaneous 

responses given by students during discussions. Fraenkel 

pointed out that "Kohlberg argues that children must be 

exposed to a stage of reasoning one stage higher than their 

current stage if stage development is to be fostered. To do 

this a teacher must listen to several responses of each 

student, figure out what stage of reasoning these responses 

suggest, and then either frame an appropriate 'one stage 

higher' response during on-going class discussions, or mix 

the students with others who are reasoning one stage higher 

so they may hear their arguments" {p.218-219). 

Beyer(l976) wrote that "teachers need not be able to 

identify the stages of reasoning their students use in order 

to be able to lead moral discussions. Unless a class is 
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extraordinarily homogeneous, it will usually contain.students 

who think at at least two and often three stages ..• Teachers 

who learn to encourage students to respond to each other can 

usually engage them in arguments at contiguous stages" (p.201). 

Fraenkel(l976) however noted an inconsistency in the above 

statement: "How can a teacher engage students in arguments 

'at contiguous stages' if he or she can't recognize the stages 

in the first place? ••• Evidently he is not sure himself 

about how important it is for teachers to be ahle to locate 

students at a particular stage .•• The question remains: Is 

being able to identify a moral stage important or isn't it?" 

(p.218). 

Napier(l978) studied the ability of teachers to stage 

score moral thought statements of students. The process of 

stage scoring requires a teacher to ignore the content of 

the statements to classify the reasoning or structure of 

those statements. Several stage scoring rater guides were 

used to assist the teachers, but none of the guides aided 

teachers to overcome the influence of the content of the 

moral issues in stage scoring responses. Napier(l978) 

concluded the following: "until research indicates what 

factors cause successful use of Kohlberg's stage scoring 

system, teachers should refrain from stage scoring because 

the validity of their stage scoring is open to serious 

question" (p.575). 

The second problem Fraenkel(l976} suggested deals with 

the moral reasoning ability of teachers and their students: 
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Since Kohlberg has stated that only ten percent 
of the population reaches stages 5 or 6, the laws of 
probability suggest that there are many teachers who 
themselves reason at the lower stages, and who accord
ingly are likely to come in contact with students 
reasoning at stages higher than their own. Will such 
teachers be able even to understand, let alone help 
such students? How can a teacher who reasons at 
stage 3, for example, be expected to present a stage 
5 argument to a stage 4 student (so as to foster 
stage growth} if he or she cannot understand what 
such an argument is? (p.218}. 

Fenton(l977} in a response to Fraenkel's critique conceded 

that "a small minority of senior high school students may 

reason at higher stages than a small minority of senior 

high school teachers" (p.58}. How many teachers constitute 

this "small minority" has not yet been established. Of 

24 teachers given instruction in conducting moral dilemma 

discussions, only about half were able to stimulate signifi-

cant moral growth in their classrooms involving upward stage 

movement of one-quarter to one-half a stage (Kohlberg, 1975}. 

Moral Reasoning of Teachers 

Iozzi(l976} summarized the need for further research on 

the moral reasoning of teachers: 

Very little research has been reported regarding 
the moral reasoning ability and existing levels of 
educators. Are teachers capable of stimulating the 
moral maturity of students in their classrooms? Are 
teachers at the high school level reasoning at a'higher 
moral level than their students? How do the moral 
reasoning levels of teachers compare with those of 
their students at various grade levels? (p.l24}. 

Several studies have been done more recently on the 

moral reasoning abilities of preservice teachers. Lockley 

(1976} examined the levels of moral reasoning of 190 freshman 
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and senior male college students majoring in the natural 

sciences and humanities using Rest's Defining Issues Test. 

No significant difference was found between student's moral 

reasoning ability and area of specialization or age. Stange 

(1977) studied the levels of moral reasoning of 114 under

graduate students in an introductory general education course 

with Kohlberg's Moral Judgment Interview. She reported that 

12% used pre-conventional reasoning, 68% used low level 

conventional moral reasoning, and 20% used at least some high 

level conventional and/or principled reasoning. Schnurer 

(1976) administered Kohlberg's Moral Judgment Scale to 100 

college undergraduates in education. "Only 9 percent of this 

sample of teachers in training had obtained the principled 

level of moral reasoning. This finding suggests an urgent 

need for colleges to develop programs to influence the moral 

development of future educators and parents" (p.4245-A). 

Wilkens(l980) presented data on the moral reasoning of 

55 Australian preservice high school teachers. Using Rest's 

Defining Issues Test he noted that "the moral reasoning 

capacity of some of these preservice teachers is below some 

junior high students, and a much larger proportion is below 

many senior high students ••• The implication to be drawn 

from these data is that, according to Kohlberg's theory of 

moral development and the teaching interventions based upon 

it, many of these preservice teachers would be incapable of 

understanding the moral reasoning of at least some of their 

pupils and even more incapable of reasoning one stage above 
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the ones they could understand in order to provide them with 

'plus one' exemplars in moral discussions" (p.549). 

Shafer(l978) found a relationship between attainment of 

principled moral reasoning and perception of moral stage, 

logical reasoning, and attitudes toward science teaching in 

elementary science methods students. These students were also 

involved in an intervention involving moral dilemmas and 

activities. This intervention was found to be effective in 

significantly stimulating increased use of principled moral 

reasoning. 

Bloom(l976) administered Rest's DIT to 82 education 

Master's degree candidates. His preliminary findings suggest 

that the moral reasoning abilities of these education students 

compare unfavorably with those of college students in other 

fields. The education student's principled response scores 

were significantly lower than those of college students in 

other published reports. 

A few studies have also been done on the moral reasoning 

abilities of inservice teachers. Fifty church school teachers 

were stage-scored with Kohlberg's Moral Judgment Interview in 

a study by Edwards(l978). He concluded that "teachers could 

be expected to choose grade levels at least one stage below 

their own, thus providing optimal conditions for advancing 

students to a higher stage of moral reasoning" (p.4016,...A). 

Hiett(l977) used Kohlberg's Moral Judgment Interview 

to study the moral judgment of disruptive and non-disruptive 

eighth grade students and their teachers. "Non-disruptive 
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students showed significantly higher levels of moral reasoning 

than disruptive students and showed evidence of more conven

tional moral reasoning according to Kohlberg's stages than 

disruptive students, who were primarily preconventional in 

moral reasoning. Teachers showed significantly higher levels 

of moral judgment than disruptive students and non-disruptive 

students, with the mean for teacher moral maturity closer to 

that of non-disruptive than to disruptive students" (p.4047-A). 

Possibly related to these conclusions are the results of 

Carella, et.al. (1974) which supported the hypothesis that the 

level of moral development of a preservice teacher influences 

his or her judgmental behavior regarding disciplinary actions 

related to disruptive behaviors. 

Griffore and Lewis(l978) studied the moral reasoning 

capabilities of 78 teachers enrolled in on-campus and off

campus education courses using Rest's DIT. "Results showed 

teacher capabilities in the most advanced, or 'principled', 

moral judgment to be at a level typical of other adults, but 

below that of many college graduates. Orientations toward 

Kohlberg's stages of moral judgment did not significantly 

differ by age, sex, educational attainment, degree of teaching 

experience, or level taught" (p.20). The teachers did score 

on the average above the level found in many junior high and 

senior high samples. Tierney(l979) found no statistical 

relationship between principled moral reasoning of teachers 

and type or size of college attended, number of humanities 

courses taken, parent income level, type of childhood com-
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munity, or length of service in teaching. 

Two other studies found by this researcher compared the 

levels of moral reasoning of teachers with their own students. 

Cornett(l977) described the moral judgment of fourteen sixth 

grade teachers and their students using Kohlberg's Moral 

Judgment Scale in standard interviews. Results indicated 

that 57% of the teachers were reasoning at stage 3, 36% at 

stage 4, and 7% (only 1 teacher) at stage 5. Only 6 teachers 

out of the 14 were reasoning at least one stage higher than 

the students sampled in their classrooms. Four teachers 

had at least 29% of their students on a moral stage equal to 

their own stage. Four other teachers had 50% of their students 

on the same stage as they were. Cornett concluded that the 

teachers' moral reasoning would be sufficient to challenge 

seventy percent of the student's moral reasoning at the sixth 

grade level in the school district studied. 

Jacobson(l977) studied the moral reasoning levels of 

teachers, students, and their mothers in a Department of 

Defense middle school using Rest's Defining Issues Test. This 

research found that the teachers scored at a significantly 

higher level of moral reasoning than both the mother and 

student groups. Further the group of mothers scored signifi

cantly higher in moral reasoning than their children. 

No studies were found by this researcher reporting the 

levels of moral reasoning of high school teachers and their 

own students. Furthermore, no studies were found on the level 

of moral reasoning of teachers and their students specifically 
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on environmental issues. The studies cited above dealt with 

moral reasoning on general social issues. Childress(l975} 

documented the need for further research within the entire 

field of environmental education. This literature review 

indicates a need for further research on Kohlberg's moral 

reasoning model, particularly on the levels of moral reasoning 

of high school teachers and their students. The present study 

was initiated to help meet the need for research in both 

areas. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

This research was designed as a descriptive study of the 

use of principled (stages 5 and 6) moral reasoning by secon-

dary science and social studies preservice teachers, inservice 

teachers, and the students of those inservice teachers on 

environmental issues. This study was conducted primarily 

during the spring of 1980. This chapter includes information 

on the sample populations and procedures, instrumentation, 

and data analysis techniques. 

Sample Populations and Procedures 

Populations of secondary science and social studies 

preservice teachers, secondary science and social studies 

inservice teachers, and high school students taught by each 

of the inservice teachers, were selected for testing with 

the Environmental Issues Test. Specific descriptions of 

these populations and testing procedures follows. 

' A. Preservice Teachers. Three classes of college students 

enrolled in education-related courses at the University of 

Wisconsin - Stevens Point were selected for this study. Two 

of the classes are required for education students obtaining 

certification to teach secondary science or secondary social 

studies in Wisconsin public schools. Students enrolled in 

56 



57 

Techniques in Secondary Education - Science (~=10) and Techni

ques in Secondary Education - Social Studies (~=11) were 

tested in March 1980. Students in a Foundations of Environ

mental Education class f!-!=28} were also selected. This class 

was tested in November 1979. All three classes tested were 

composed of junior and senior undergraduate students or 

graduate students (Master's degree candidates}. Biographical 

data collected with the test responses of the two techniques 

classes included the student's grade level, sex, and age. 

Only grade level information was obtained with the test 

responses of the environmental education class. All tests 

were administered by the researcher. 

B. Preliminary Sample of Inservice Teachers and their 

Students. A preliminary study was undertaken to determine 

the feasibility of data collection using teacher-administered 

tests. The researcher solicited cooperation from a group 

of inservice teachers (~=13) attending a workshop dealing 

with Piaget's logical reasoning theory at the University of 

Wisconsin - Stevens Point. The teachers were from schools in 

the central Wiconsin area. 

These junior and senior high school science teachers 

were first asked to take the test themselves, and then to 

test one of their classes of students. It was suggested that 

the teachers choose their highest grade level and/or highest 

ability class to test. The good response of these teachers 

(see results section) suggested that a desired random sample 

of teachers and their students might indeed be feasible. 
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Biographical data from these workshop teachers included sex, 

age, name of course taught, and grade level taught. Informa

tion from the students included grade level (7-12) and sex. 

c. Random Sample of Inservice Teachers and their Students. 

A random sample of secondary science and social studies teachers 

in the 24 Cooperative Educational Services Agency No. 7 (CESA 

7) school districts in central Wisconsin was chosen from a 

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction computer list of 

teachers and schools. The computer list included public high 

school science teachers in CESA 7 teaching the following 

subjects: Biology/Life Science, Chemistry, Conservation, 

General Science, Physics, Astronomy, Physiology, Earth Science, 

Geology, and Physical Science. Also included were secondary 

social studies teachers in CESA 7 teaching the following 

subjects: Broadfield Social Studies, Anthropology, Civics 

(Citizenship), Economics, Geography, International Studies, 

History, Philosophy, Political Science, Psychology, Sociology, 

and Social Problems. 

A total of 265 science and social studies public high 

school teachers were listed in the 24 senior high schools in 

CESA 7. A random numbers table was used to generate a 15% 

random sample of these teachers · (!!=40) • No attempt was made 

to stratify this sample on the basis of science versus social 

studies subjects taught. 

All contacts with the teachers were made by telephone or 

mail. The teachers were asked to take the test themselves and 

administer it to one of their classes of students. Again it 
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was suggested that the teachers choose their highest grade 

level and/or highest ability class to test. 

Biographical data from these teachers included subject 

taught (of the class they tested), sex, age, and number of 

years of teaching experience. Information from the students 

included grade level (9-12) and sex. Based on the random 

sampling procedures followed it was assumed that the results 

obtained from the population of teachers selected would be 

generalizable to secondary science and social studies teachers 

from the 24 CESA 7 public school districts. 

Instrumentation 

A number of instruments have been developed to assess 

the moral reasoning abilities of subjects for research on 

Kohlberg•s moral reasoning development theory (Burnham and 

Murphy, 1976; Kohlberg, 1958; Iezzi, 1976; Rest, 1975; 

Sullivan, 1978; and others). Kohlberg(l958) developed the 

Moral Judgment Scale during the process of defining and re~ 

defining his theory. Kohlberg•s scale uses standard interviews 

to assess the moral reasoning stage of his research subjects. 

Several stage~scoring systems have been developed and tested 

since his initial work in the on-going process of improving 

the theory and assessment techniques (Kuhmerker, 1978). 

Kurtines and Greif(l974) and Fraenkel(l976) however expressed 

concern regarding the subjective nature of the scoring and 

thus the inter-scorer reliability of the scale. These and 

other criticisms have been noted in Chapter II. 
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Defining Issues Test 

Rest(l975) developed an objective, paper-and-pencil 

test to assess the level of moral reasoning of students in 

an attempt to simplify the scoring of moral reasoning abilities 

and general test administration. Rest's Defining Issues Test 

(DIT) has since been used in well over a hundred studies, and 

its popularity is increasing rapidly: "The DIT's standardized 

format and objective scoring makes comparisons possible among 

studies, and this body of research comprises the most substan

tial data base yet accumulated on a single measure of moral 

judgment" (Rest, et.al., 1977, p.l). 

Subjects taking the DIT are asked to read a moral dilemma 

first, then rate a series of 12 statements about that issue 

on a 1 to 5 scale from "great importance" to "no importance", 

and finally rank the four top statements in order of impor

tance in the subject's consideration of that issue. Each 

of the 12 statements is written to represent reasoning at 

one of Kohlberg's moral stages - 2,3,4,5A,SB, or 6. Anti

establishment reasoning statements (stage 4~ or transitional) 

were also included, as well as several llhigh-sounding", but 

meaningless statements. Whenever a subject rated too many 

of the meaningless statements as important, Rest threw out 

the questionnaire. Similarly if subjects randomly assigned 

importance to statements, these questionnaires were thrown 

out as well. This is detected by checking the consistency 

between the ratings and rankings given to the statements. 

The DIT has six such dilemmas. 
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The DIT is scored primarily by calculating the "Principled 

Morality" or "P" score. This index is interpreted as the 

"relative importance that a subject gives to principled moral 

considerations (to stages 5 and 6) in making moral decisions 

on the dilemmas ••• This index is based on how many stage 5 

or 6 items are ranked in first, second, third, or fourth place 

of importance" (Rest, et.al., 1977, p.6). 

Rest(l976) used the following validating criteria for 

the ranking "P"score. He reported a test-retest stability 

correlation of .81, age trends correlation of .62, correlation 

with moral comprehension of .63, and correlation with Social

Political attitudes using Law-and-Order Attitude scale of -.59 

and the Libertarian, Democratic Attitude scale of .62. The 

DIT was also correlated with Kohlberg's measure of moral stages 

on forty seven subjects (Rest, et.al., 1974). While not high 

enough to regard the two tests as equivalent, Rest noted the 

correlation of .68 was the highest yet between Kohlberg's 

measure and any other moral judgment variable. Panowitsch 

(1975) also found that the DIT is statistically sensitive to 

gains in moral thinking. McGeorge(l973) found that the DIT 

was not susceptible to faking. Subjects could depress their 

scores by faking "bad", but could not increase their scores 

by faking "good". 

Reliability, validity, and design of the Defining Issues 

Test was independently assessed in a study by Martin, et.al. 

(1977). The main findings of Rest and his associates were 

replicated in this study. The results support the construct 



62 

validity of the "P"score based on the criteria of age group 

differences between college, senior high, and junior high 

students. The internal reliability was estimated to be 

.70 using the method of Kristof. 

Environmental Issues Test 

The Environmental Issues Test, or EIT, (Iezzi, 1976) is 

based directly on the Defining Issues Test. "While Rest's 

Defining Issues Test was developed to determine moral/ethical 

reasoning development related to general social issues, the 

Environmental Issues Test was designed to determine a similar 

kind of development but in an environmental context" (Iezzi, 

1978, p.203). A copy of the EIT is included in Appendix B. 

The EIT consists of five moral dilemma stories using 

environmental issues with the format identical to that used 

in the DIT. After reading the story subjects rate the impor

tance of 12 statements on the issue and then rank the four 

most important statements. The statements represent Kohlberg's 

stages 2,3,4,5A,SB, and 6. "M" or meaningless statements, 

and "A" or anti-establishment statements (stage 4~) are also 

included. The "P"score is again used to assess the relative 

importance subjects give to principled moral reasoning 

statements in making moral judgments: P = SA+~~+6 X 100. 

The EIT was validated using Rest's validating criteria, 

though because of its similarity to the DIT, Iozzi(l978) 

considered the EIT to have considerable "face validity". 

Reliability coefficient for test-retest stability of the EIT 
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(~:::;40 9th grade §_s) was .84 with a time interval of seven days. 

Age trends data indicated a statistically significant difference 

between ninth grade, twelfth grade, and college students (~= 

193}. A correlation of r=.36 with attitudes on environmental 

issues was reported using the Affective Subscale of Maloney 

and Ward's(l973) "Ecology Attitude Inventory". Moral 

comprehension correlated with the Defining Issues Test at .63, 

and since the issue statements utilized in the EIT are 

essentially the same, this correlation was considered to 

be applicable to the EIT as well. The Environmental Issues 

Test correlated with the Defining Issues Test at .73. "While 

this correlation, which is based on 189 §_s, is highly signi

ficant, it is not high enough to regard the EIT and the 

Defining Issues Test as equivalent. The differences in scores 

achieved on the two tests is, I feel, a result primarily of 

the different issues addressed by the instruments. That is, 

the EIT addresses moral issues in an environmental context, 

while Rest's test considers more general social issues" 

(Iezzi, 1978, p.206). 

Increases in scores after intervention which should 

accelerate higher stage development was the sixth validating 

criteria. Iozzi(l980} evaluated 10 of 14 curriculum modules 

in an environmental education program, Preparing for Tomorrow's 

World, designed to foster growth in moral reasoning. Statisti

cally significant pretest to posttest growth in "P"score was 

achieved by the treatment group for six individual modules 

and all modules combined following an intervention of only 



64 

2 to 6 week maximum. The comparison group showed no signifi

cant change. It was concluded that this change was both 

statistically and educationally significant. 

The Environmental Issues Test was selected to serve as 

the research instrument for the present study. As noted earlier 

the test was administered by the researcher to three college 

classes and to a voluntary group of inservice science teachers 

attending a workshop on Piagetian reasoning. All other tests 

were administered by the inservice teachers. All responses 

to the EIT were hand scored by the author. A consistency 

check developed by Rest for the DIT and used in scoring the 

EIT was conducted during the scoring process. If there were 

inconsistencies between the rating and ranking responses on 

more than two stories, or if the number of inconsistencies 

on any story exceeded eight instances the subject's test was 

thrown out. Incomplete tests were also not included in the 

data for analysis. 

Methods of Data Analysis 

All data were keypunched and double-checked by the author 

for accuracy during computer analysis. T-tests were used to 

analyze differences in mean "P"scores for a comparison between 

preliminary and random samples, between science and social 

studies teachers, between preservice and inservice teachers, 

and between male and female students at each grade level (9-12). 

Significance was established at the~s.os level. Since non

directional hypotheses were stated for these research questions 
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two-tailed tests of significance were used. 

One-way analysis of variance {ANOVA) was used to analyze 

differences in mean "P"scores between the inservice teachers 

and their students, and between college students enrolled in 

preservice science, preservice social studies, and environ

mental education classes. F probability significance was 

established at the ~ ~. 05 level. The Scheffe' test for post

hoc multiple comparisons among means was used when a signifi

cant F-ratio was obtained to determine which means differed 

significantly. 

Pearson product-moment correlation analysis was used 

to analyze the relationships between the inservice teacher's 

"P"scores and their age and years of teaching experience in 

ancillary research question 6. Again significance was 

established at the ~ ~. 05 level. 

The SPSS batch system served as the computer software 

package. All analyses were performed by the Computer Science 

Department at the University of Wisconsin - Stevens Point. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This chapter includes the descriptive data obtained from 

each of the sample populations: Preservice teachers, Prelimi

nary teacher/student sample, and Random teacher/student 

sample. A comparison of preliminary and random samples of 

teachers and their students is also included. Results from 

the analyses for each of the research questions is presented 

following the descriptive data. 

Results From Sample Populations 

A. Preservice Teachers. 

Complete responses were obtained from all of the subjects 

tested in the following college classes: Techniques in 

Secondary Education - Science, Techniques in Secondary Educa

tion - Social Studies, and Foundations of Environmental 

Education. Since only the first two classes are considered 

requirements for teacher certification in Wisconsin, data 

from these subjects will be used to represent preservice 

teachers in the data analyses. Mean "P"scores of the three 

classes and the combined social studies and science pre

service teachers are presented in Table 1. 

66 
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Table 1 

"P"scores of Preservice Science and Social Studies 

Teachers and Environmental Education Students 

Sample Population 

Preservice Science Teachers 

Preservice Social Studies Teachers 

Combined Preservice Teachers 

Environmental Education Students 

n 

10 

11 

21 

28 

M 

49.40 

48.73 

49.05 

56.50 

SD 

13.20 

14.57 

13.59 

12.28 

B. Preliminary Sample of Inservice Teachers and their Students. 

Of the 13 inservice science teachers tested, complete 

test responses and class samples were obtained from 10 of the 

subjects giving a return rate of 76.9%. In addition class 

samples were obtained from two teachers who had incomplete 

test responses themselves giving a 92.3% return of class 

samples. From these return rates it was determined that a 

random sampling procedure might be feasible and should be 

attempted for this study. 

Of the 273 students who were tested in this preliminary 

sample, 22 tests (8.1%) were thrown out due to incomplete 

or inconsistent responses. Mean "P"scores of the inservice 

teachers and their students (grades 7-12) are presented in 

Table 2. 
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Table 2 

"P"scores of Preliminary Sample of Inservice 

Teachers and their Students 

Sample Population n M 

Preliminary Teachers 10 53.00 

Preliminary Students Grade 12 49 41.43 

Preliminary Students Grade 11 15 29.60 

Preliminary Students Grade 10 71 37.66 

Preliminary Students Grade 9 42 34.33 

Preliminary Students Grade 8 63 31.60 

Preliminary Students Grade 7 11 33.09 

Combined Preliminary Students 251 35.64 

SD 

12.97 

13.78 

9.95 

11.83 

13.24 

10.43 

8.55 

12.43 

c. Random Sample of Inservice Teachers and their Students. 

A 15% random sample {~=40) of secondary science and 

social studies teachers were contacted by the researcher. 

Complete test responses were received from 33 of these 

teachers (82.5%) and their classes. One additional teacher 

had an incomplete test, but sent in completed tests from the 

selected class. Of the 777 students who were tested, 55 

tests (7.1%) were thrown out due to incomplete or inconsistent 

responses. Table 3 presents the mean "P"scores of the 

random inservice teachers and their students (grades 9-12). 
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Table 3 

11 P 11 scores of Random Sample of Inservice 

Teachers and their Students 

Sample Population n M 

Random Teachers 33 49.39 

Random Students Grade 12 216 37.41 

Random Students Grade 11 208 35.25 

Random Students Grade 10 204 35.40 

Random Students Grade 9 95 34.99 

Combined Random Students 723 35.90 

D. Comparison of Preliminary and Random Populations. 

SD 

16.31 

13.45 

13.39 

13.47 

10.73 

13.13 

A series of T-tests were used to compare the mean 11 P 11 

scores of the preliminary sample of voluntary teachers and 

their students with the random sample of teachers and their 

students. Student means were compared for grades 9-12 only. 

Results are presented in Tables 4 and 5. 

No statistically significant differences (£>.05) were 

found between the mean "P"scores of the preliminary sample 

of teachers and the random sample of teachers, or between 

the preliminary sample students and the random sample 

students grades 9-12. 
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Table 4 

T-test of Mean "P"score Differences Between Preliminary 

Sample and Random Sample Inservice Teachers 

Sample Population n 

Random Teachers 33 

Preliminary Teachers 10 

M SD t df 

49.39 16.31 -0.64 41 

53.00 12.97 

Note. Two-tailed probablity reported. 

Table 5 

0.53 

T-tests of Mean "P"score Differences Between Preliminary 

Sample and Random Sample Students Grades 9-12 

A. Grade 12 

Sample Population n M SD t df E 

Random Students 216 37.41 13.45 -1.88 263 0.06 

Preliminary Students 49 41.43 13.78 

B. Grade 11 

Sample Population n M SD t df 

Random Students 208 35.25 13.40 1. 60 221 0.11 

Preliminary Students 15 29.60 9.95 



Sample Population 

Random Students 

Preliminary Students 

Sample Population 

Random Students 

Preliminary Students 

71 

Table 5 (cont.) 

c. Grade 10 

n M SD t df 

204 35.40 13.47 -1.26 273 

71 37.66 11.83 

D. Grade 9 

n M SD t df 

95 34.99 10.73 0.31 135 

42 34.33 13.24 

Note. Two-tailed probability reported. 

0.21 

0.76 
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Analyses for Research Questions 

Principle Research Question 

1. Are there significant differences in principled 

moral reasoning on environmental issues between secondary 

science and social studies teachers and their students? 

Analyses were performed using both the preliminary and 

random samples of teachers and their students for this re

search question. The null hypothesis (H 0 _1 ) assumes that 

there is no statistically significant difference in prin

cipled moral reasoning (mean "P"score) on environmental 

issues between secondary science and social studies teachers 

and their students. 

Analysis of variance was used to test for significant 

differences in mean "P"scores between the preliminary sample 

of teachers and their students grades 7-12 {science only) . 

Results of this analysis are presented in Table 6. 

The ANOVA summary indicates that a statistically signifi

cant F-ratio {~7.60, E<-0001) was obtained for this prelimi

nary sample. The Scheffe' test was used to determine which 

means were significantly different ~~.05). Statistically 

significant differences were found between the mean "P"score 

of the teachers and the mean "P"score of each grade level of 

students (7-12). A significant difference was also found 

between grade 12 and grade 8 student means. No significant 

differences were found between student means at any other 

grade levels. 
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Table 6 

Analysis of Variance Results for Mean "P"scores of Preliminary 

Sample Teachers and Students Grades 7-12 

Sample Population 

Teachers 

Grade 12 

Grade ll 

Grade 10 

Grade 9 

Grade 8 

Grade 7 

Source 

Between 

Within 

Total 

df 

6 

254 

260 

n 

10 

49 

15 

71 

42 

63 

ll 

ANOVA Summary 

ss 

6548.28 

36464.81 

43013.09 

M 

53.00 

41.43 

29.60 

37.66 

34.33 

31.60 

33.09 

MS 

1091.38 

143.56 

***Significant beyond the 0.0001 level. 

SD 

12.97 

13.78 

9.95 

11.83 

13.24 

10.43 

8.55 

F F Prob. 

7.60*** o.oooo 
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Analysis of variance was also used to test for sig

nificant differences in mean "P"scores between the random 

sample of secondary science and social studies teachers 

and their students grades 9-12. Results of this analysis 

are presented in Table 7. 

The ANOVA summary indicates that a statistically 

significant F-ratio · (~=9.17, E <. 0001) was obtained for 

the random sample of teachers and their students. The 

Scheffe' test was again used to determine which means 

were significantly different <~~.05). Statistically 

significant differences were found between the mean "P" 

score of the teachers and the mean "P"score of each grade 

level of students (9-12). No significant differences 

were found between student means at any of the grade levels. 

Both the preliminary and random sample analyses indicated 

that the mean "P"scores of the teachers are significantly 

higher than the mean 11 P"scores of their students. 

Iozzi(l980) has noted that there is a concern regarding 

the possible differences between statistical and educational 

significance. Additional comparisons were made between 

individual teachers and their classes to try to assess 

this educational significance. 

Table 8 shows the breakdown between individual pre

liminary sample teachers and their students. The number 

of students from each of the classes with "P"scores at or 

above the "P"score of their own teacher was tabulated and 

then calculated as a percentage. The mean percentage of 
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Table 7 

Analysis of Variance Results for Mean "P"scores of Random 

Sample Teachers and Students Grades 9-12 

Sample Population 

Teachers 

Grade 12 

Grade 11 

Grade 10 

Grade 9 

Source 

Between 

Within 

Total 

df 

4 

751 

755 

n M 

33 49.39 

216 37.41 

208 35.25 

204 35.40 

95 34.99 

ANOVA Summary 

SS MS 

6451.90 1612.97 

132173.06 

138624.95 

176.00 

***Significant beyond the 0.0001 level. 

SD 

16.31 

13.45 

13.39 

13.47 

10.73 

F F Prob. 

9.17*** o.oooo 
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Table 8 

Preliminary Sample Teacher and Student "P"score Comparisons 

Teacher Student 
"P"score Grade n Mean SD # % -

64 12 14 42.86 14.20 2 14.3 

53 7 ll 33.09 8.55 0 0 

44 10,11,12 21 33.24 14.29 4 19.0 

68 8,9 25 36.08 11.04 0 0 

62 11,12 10 35.20 12.59 l 10.0 

30 9,10,11,12 38 39.21 12.07 29 76.3 

34 10 31 38.71 ll. 31 23 74.2 

56 9 31 32.90 13.74 3 9.7 

62 8 27 29.56 9.63 0 0 

58 8 21 32.62 11.28 0 0 

na 12 ll 45.27 11.64 na na 

na 10 ll 30.73 10.96 na na 

# Number of students at or above the teacher's "P"score. 

% Percent of students at or above the teacher's "P"score. 

na Data not available. 
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students with "P"scores at or above the "P"score of their 

own teacher was 20.4%. In two of the ten classes (20.0%) 

with available data about 75% of the students had "P"scores 

at or above the "P"scores of their own teachers. These two 

teachers had "P"scores below both the mean "P"score of their 

own classes and the overall mean "P"score of the students 

(grades 7-12). Four teachers (40.0%) had "P"scores above 

all of their own students. 

Table 9 shmvs a similar breakdown between individual 

teachers from the random sample and their students. Again 

the number of students from each of the classes at or 

above the "P"score of their own teacher was tabulated and 

then calculated as a percentage. The mean percentage of 

students with "P"scores at or above the "P"score of their 

own teacher was 22.4%. In five of the 33 classes (15.2%) 

with available data the teachers had "P"scores below the 

mean "P"score of their own classes, and seven of the teachers 

(21.2%) had "P"scores below the overall mean nP"score of 

the students. Eleven of the teachers (33.3%) had "P"scores 

above all of their o\\m students. 
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Table 9 

Random Sample Teacher and Student "P"score Comparisons 

Teacher Student 
"P"score Grade n Mean SD # % 

50 12 48 38.46 14.66 10 20.8 
40 10,11 20 29.40 12.07 3 15.0 
36 11 17 38.59 11.83 9 52.9 
68 10,11,12 27 47.11 12.76 1 3.7 
62 10 26 47.92 11.35 2 7.7 
72 10' 11, 12 19 33.58 14.54 0 0 
66 10' 11, 12 11 42.73 16.23 0 0 
34 10,12 14 31.00 9.11 5 35.7 
64 10,11,12 8 33.25 10.58 0 0 
46 11,12 14 35.43 11.41 3 21.4 
66 10,11,12 21 34.10 11.94 0 0 
44 10 18 32.89 10.52 3 16.7 
58 12 8 34.25 12.26 0 0 
68 9 11 29.64 7.26 0 0 
34 10,11,12 33 32.42 12.11 14 42.4 
38 10 22 33.64 13.82 6 27.3 
52 9 26 37.92 12.46 4 15.4 
72 9,10,12 20 36.20 11.01 0 0 
52 12 20 31.00 12.49 0 0 
24 11 28 29.29 13.02 17 60.7 
18 11,12 18 35.22 12.43 15 83.3 
28 9,10,11 29 33.93 9.85 24 82.8 
48 12 12 36.17 10.94 1 8.3 
40 12 11 35.45 11.90 4 36.4 
48 10 20 30.20 12.55 2 10.0 
18 11 14 38.57 13.35 13 92.9 
52 10,11,12 48 35.17 12.47 6 12.5 
68 11,12 14 43.43 15.40 0 0 
62 11 21 30.29 11.44 0 0 
78 11,12 38 43.53 13.89 0 0 
34 9 24 32.08 10.57 10 41.7 
52 11,12 21 36.95 13.05 2 9.5 
38 12 21 33.14 9.97 9 42.9 
na 10 22 35.73 14.17 na na 

# Number of students at or above the teacher's "P"score. 

% Percent of students at or above the teacher's "P"score. 

na Data not available. 
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Ancillary Research Questions 

2. Are there significant differences in principled 

moral reasoning on environmental issues between secondary 

science and social studies inservice teachers? 

The random sample of secondary science and social 

studies inservice teachers was used to examine this research 

question. The null hypothesis (H 0 _2 ) stated that there 

would be no statistically significant difference between the 

mean "P"scores of the two groups. A T-test was used for the 

analysis. 

Results are presented in Table 10. No significant 

difference was found between the means of the two groups 

(£>-05). 

Table 10 

T-test for Mean "P"score Differences Between Secondary 

Science and Social Studies Inservice Teachers 

Sample Population 

Science 

Social Studies 

n 

13 

20 

M SD t df 

50.62 14.01 -0.34 31 

48.60 17.95 

Note. Two-tailed probability reported. 

0.74 
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3. Are there significant differences in principled 

moral reasoning on environmental issues between preservice 

and inservice secondary ·(science and social studies) teachers? 

To examine this research question the mean "P"score of 

the combined preservice teachers was analyzed with the mean 

"P"score of the random sample of inservice (science and social 

studies) teachers. A T-test was used to analyze the null 

hypothesis, that there would be no statistically significant 

difference between the two groups (H 0 _3 ). 

Results are presented in Table 11. No significant 

difference between the two groups was found (E).OS). 

Table 11 

T-test for Mean "P"score Differences Between Preservice and 

Inservice Secondary Teachers 

Sample Population 

Inservice 

Pre service 

n 

33 

21 

M SD t 

49.39 16.31 0.08 

49.05 13.59 

Note. Two-tailed probability reported. 

df 

52 0.94 



81 

4. Are there significant differences in principled moral 

reasoning on environmental issues between college students 

enrolled in the following courses: Teaching Techniques in 

Secondary Education - Science, Teaching Techniques in Secon

dary Education - Social Studies, and Foundations of Environ

mental Education? 

Mean "P"scores from three classes of college students 

enrolled in education-related courses were compared using 

one-way analysis of variance. The null hypothesis (H0 _4 ) 

states that there is no statistically significant differences 

in moral reasoning (mean "P"scores) on environmental issues 

between the three groups. 

A summary of the ANOVA results is presented in Table 12. 

The F-ratio revealed no significant differences between the 

groups (£ .05). Since the F-ratio was not significant, the 

Scheffe' test for multiple comparisons among means was not 

used for this analysis. 

Table 12 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Mean "P"scores of Preservice 

Science, Preservice Social Studies, and Environmental Education 

College Classes 

Sample Population n 

Preservice Science Teachers 10 

Preservice Social Studies Teachers 11 

Environmental Education Students 28 

M 

49.40 

48.73 

56.50 

SD 

13.20 

14.57 

12.28 



Source 

Between Groups 

Within Groups 

Total 

82 

Table 12 (cont.} 

ANOVA Summary 

df 

2 

46 

48 

ss 

668.83 

7767.58 

8436.41 

MS 

334.41 

168.86 

F 

l. 98 0.15 

5. Are there significant differences in principled 

moral reasoning on environmental issues between male and 

female secondary students at any grade level (9-12)? 

Students in grades 9-12 tested with the teachers from 

the preliminary sample and the random sample were analyzed 

for this research question. Additional analyses were per

formed with preliminary sample students from grades 7 and 8 

as well. T-tests were used to assess the significance of 

any differences in mean "P"scores between male and female 

students at each grade level. 

Results of the T-tests are presented in Table 13 for 

the preliminary sample and Table 14 for the random sample. 

No significant differences were obtained by any of these 

T-tests (E).05). Results indicate that there is no 

significant differences between these male and female 

students in principled moral reasoning on environmental 

issues for grades 9-12, and for grades 7 and 8 as well. 
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Table 13 

T-test Results for Differences in Hean "P"scores Between 

Male and Female Students in Grades 7-12 

from the Preliminary Teacher Sample 

Sample Population 

Male 

Female 

Sample Population 

Male 

Female 

Sample Population 

A. Grade 12 

n 

26 

23 

M SD t 

42.69 14.33 0.68 

40.00 13.29 

B. Grade 11 

n 

12 

3 

M SD t 

28.50 10w48 -0.85 

34.00 7.21 

c. Grade 10 

n M SD t 

df 

47 

df 

13 

df 

0.50 

0.41 

E. 

Male 

Female 

37 

34 

36.11 11.65 -1.16 

39.35 11.96 

69 0.25 



Sample Population 

Male 

Female 

Sample Population 

Male 

Female 

Sample Population 

Male 

Female 
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Table 13 (cont.) 

D. Grade 9 

n 

20 

22 

M . SD t 

33.00 11.60 -0.62 

35.55 14.74 

E. Grade 8 

n 

30 

33 

M SD t 

30.40 8.16 -0.87 

32.70 12.16 

F. Grade 7 

n 

3 

8 

M SD t 

30.67 11.37 -0.56 

34.00 8.00 

Note. Two-tailed probability reported. 

df 

40 0.54 

df 

61 0.39 

df 

9 0.59 
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Table 14 

T-test Results for Differences in Mean "P"scores Between 

Male and Female Students in Grades 9-12 

from the Random Teacher Sample 

A. Grade 12 

Sample Population n M SD t df 

Male 103 36.19 13.45 -1.27 214 0.21 

Female 113 38.51 13.41 

B. Grade 11 

Sample Population n M SD t df :e. -

Male 99 35.78 13.91 0.54 206 0.59 

Female 109 34.77 12.95 

c. Grade 10 

Sample Population n M SD t df :e. 

Male 121 34.78 12.91 -0.80 202 0.43 

Female 83 36.31 14.26 

D. Grade 9 

Sample Population n M SD t df 

Male 48 33.46 10.54 -1.41 93 0.16 

Female 47 36.55 10.82 

Note. Two-tailed probability reported. 
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6. Is principled moral reasoning on environmental issues 

of inservice secondary (science and social studies) teachers 

related to their age or years of teaching experience? 

Biographical data on age and years of teaching experience 

were obtained from 33 of the random sample of inservice secon-

dary science and social studies teachers selected. Age data 

only was obtained from 10 inservice teachers in the prelimi-

nary sample. Pearson product-moment correlation analyses 

were used to assess the relationships between the independent 

variables of teacher age and years of teaching experience 

and the dependent variable of "P"score. The null hypothesis 

(H0 • 6 ) assumes that there is no statistically significant 

correlation between teacher age or years of teaching exper-· 

ience and "P"score. 

Correlation results are presented in Table 15. No 

significant correlation was found between either teacher 

age and "P"score, or between years of teaching experience 

and "P"score (£>.05). 

Table 15 

Correlation Results Between "P"score and Teacher Age or 

Years of Teaching Experience 

Sample Population "P"score X Age "P"score X Years n r E r E 

Random Sample 33 -0.08 0.34 -0.11 0.27 

Preliminary Sample 10 -0.21 0.28 na na 

na Data not available. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

Chapter V includes a discussion of the findings for 

each of the research questions analyzed. Implications of 

the findings for moral education and environmental education 

are discussed. In the final section of this chapter are 

some recommendations for further research. 

Findings for the Research Questions 

Principle Research Question 

1. Are there significant differences in principled 

moral reasoning on environmental issues between secondary 

science and social studies teachers and their students? 

Analysis of variance results related to the principle 

research question are presented in Chapter IV. A statisti

cally significant difference (~=7.60, £<.0001) was found 

between the mean EIT "P"scores of a preliminary sample 

of secondary science teachers and the means of their students 

(grades 7-12). Post hoc analysis using the Scheffe' test 

resulted in statistically significant differences (£(.05) 

between the mean 11 P"score of the teachers and the mean 

"P"score of each grade level of students. A significant 

difference was also found between the mean "P"score of 

grade 12 students and the mean "P"score of grade 8 students. 

No significant differences were found between student means 
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at any other grade levels for this preliminary sample. 

Analysis of variance results also found a statistically 

significant difference (~=9.17, p<. 0001) between the mean 

EIT "P"scores of a random sample of secondary science and 

social studies teachers and the means of their students 

(grades 9-12). Post hoc analysis using the Scheffe' test 

resulted in statistically significant differences (£<.05) 

between the mean "P"score of the teachers and the mean "P" 

score of each grade level of students. No significant 

differences were found between the student means at any 

of the grade levels. 

Based on the findings for both the preliminary and 

the random samples, the null hypothesis (H 0 _1 > was rejected 

for the principle research question. These results indicate 

that the mean use of principled moral reasoning ("P"score) 

by secondary science and social studies teachers was 

statistically significantly higher than the mean use of 

principled moral reasoning by their students in grades 9-12. 

The findings of this study support the results of a 

study by Hiett(l977) which found that teachers showed 

significantly higher levels of moral judgment than their 

eighth grade students. Jacobson(l977) also found that 

teachers scored at a significantly higher level of moral 

reasoning ·than their Department of Defense middle school 

students. 

The results of the present study expand on the conclu

sions of the studies cited here. This study established 
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that high school teachers used significantly more principled 

moral reasoning than their students on environmental issues. 

The only other significant difference in mean "P"scores 

during the analyses for the principle research question was 

found between grade 12 {M=41.43) and grade 8 {~=31.60) pre

liminary sample students. Iozzi{l978) found a similar 

statistically significant difference between mean EIT "P" 

scores of grade 12 {~=37.47) and grade 9 (~=25.30) students. 

Also of interest is the irregular pattern of mean scores 

for the preliminary sample students. The mean "P"scores 

for the random sample students show an irregular pattern as 

well, although the variation is much lower. Why the student 

means show an irregular pattern and do not show more signi

ficant differences between the grade levels may be due to 

the sampling procedure used. In all cases the teachers 

were asked to select their highest grade level and/or ability 

class to test. This selection procedure may have caused 

the student means to be skewed depending on how many "high 

ability" classes were actually tested in each grade level. 

In order to assess the educational significance of the 

statistically significant differences found between the 

teachers and their students, individual teacher/class 

comparisons were made. Forty percent of the teachers in 

the preliminary sample and 33.3% of the teachers in the 

random sample had "P"scores above all of their students. 

On the other hand, 20.0% of the preliminary sample teachers 

and 15.2% of the random sample teachers had "P"scores below 
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the mean 11 P 11 score of their own students. In some of these 

latter comparisons, 74.2%, 76.3%, 82.8%, 83.3%, and even 

92.9% of the students within individual classes were 

utilizing more principled moral reasoning than their own 

teachers on environmental issues. 

Implications of Findings for Research Question One 

Controversy currently exists in the literature regarding 

the question of how educationally important the teachers' 

moral reasoning abilities are for stimulating the moral 

reasoning development of students. Kohlberg(l966) noted 

that in assisting students to advance in their moral 

development, "the teacher should involve issues of genuine 

moral conflict to the child and represent new cognitive 

elements. There is also an important problem of developmental 

match between the teacher's level and the child's involved 

in effective moral communication •.. Ideally, such education 

should aim at communicating primarily at a level one stage 

above the child's own and secondarily at the child's own 

level 11 (p.24). Cornett(l977) however studied a group of 

14 sixth grade teachers and found that only 6 of those 

teachers were reasoning at least one stage higher than the 

students sampled in their classrooms. 

Wilkens(l980) found that the moral reasoning capability 

of some of the 55 preservice high school teachers he sampled 

is below some junior high students, and a much larger 

proportion is below many senior high students. It was 
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suggested that "many of these preservice high school teachers 

would be incapable of understanding the moral reasoning of 

at least some of their pupils and even more incapable of 

reasoning one stage above the ones they could understand in 

order to provide them with 'plus one' exemplars in moral 

discussions" (Wilkens, 1980, p.549). 

In a recent paper Berkowitz(l981) criticized the Wilkens 

study specifically and the "plus one" convention in general. 

Since the points addressed by Berkowitz relate directly to 

the present research, his arguments will be discussed in 

detail. 

Concerning the Wilkens study, Berkowitz first criticized 

the use of the Defining Issues Test and "P"score index. He 

asserted that since the DIT assesses the ability of subjects 

to recognize and evaluate moral reasoning rather than 

spontaneously produce those reasonings, the instrument is 

inappropriate. "Wilkens intent ... is to question the 

ability of classroom teachers to produce rather than recog

nize plus...;one moral judgments" (Berkowitz, 1981, p.488). 

It is this researcher's opinion however that Berkowitz's 

conclusion regarding the use of the DIT (and by their simi

larity, the EIT) does not logically follow. Berkowitz him

self states that "while students and teachers may be able 

to recognize and value stereotyped principled arguments, 

they cannot produce them" (p.488). Recognition of any 

given stage of reasoning is a necessary, if not sufficient, 

condition for producing that stage reasoning. If a preservice 
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teacher, as found by Wilkens, is recognizing and evaluating 

fewer principled reasoning responses and thereby scoring a 

lower "P"score than a junior or senior high school student, 

it should follow that the teacher would also not be able 

to produce higher reasoning than the student. 

Berkowitz(l981) also contends that Wilkens' "teachers" 

are actually graduate students preparing to become teachers: 

"one might reach the conclusion that while these graduate 

students may not be significantly advanced beyond the level 

of their would-be students, experienced practicing teachers 

might be" {p.488). While Wilkens' (1980) sample did consist 

of preservice teachers, the results of the present study 

directly reflect the moral reasoning of inservice high 

school teachers. 

Data analyzed for the principle research question using 

individual teacher/class comparisons showed that 40.0% of 

the preliminary sample teachers and 33.3% of the random 

sample teachers had mean "P"scores above all of their 

students. Nevertheless 20.0% of the preliminary sample 

teachers and 15.2% of the random sample teachers had "P" 

scores below the mean "P"scores of their o:wn students. These 

latter results would appear to favor Wilkens' conclusion 

that at least some of the teachers would be incapable of 

understanding the reasoning of some of their students, let 

alone reason one stage higher than those students. 

Berkowitz(1981) questioned the "plus one" convention 

from two standpoints: "1) Is the one-full-stage disparity 
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really the most appropriate teacher/student difference for 

successful moral education in the classroom? 2) Is a 

teacher/student disparity necessary at all for successful 

moral education?" (p.488). 

Regarding the first question Berkowitz(l981) cited a 

previous study of his in which it was observed that "a 

difference much smaller than one full stage was optimal in 

producing individual moral growth. We concluded that the 

optimal difference depended upon the presentation of novel 

reasoning in the context of same-stage overlap. We found 

that plus-one differences led partners to 'talk past' each 

other" (p.488). He also noted however that "while this 

refines the plus-one convention, it does not solve the 

problem of a teacher who is at a lower stage than his or 

her students" (p.488), which appears to be the basis for 

Wilkens' arguments. 

In questioning the necessity of a teacher/student 

disparity Berkowitz suggested that classroom heterogeneity 

of students' stages of moral reasoning may be a more impor

tant factor in stimulating moral development than the 

teacher's role. A study by Blatt and Kohlberg(l975} was 

cited as evidence that students in a heterogeneous leader

less discussion group may experience "nearly as much moral 

development as their peers in the teacher-led groups" 

(Berkowitz, 1981, p.489). Berkowitz also noted that a 

previous study of his revealed significant pre/post gains 

in moral reasoning development using leaderless peer dyads. 
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From these examples Berkowitz(l981} concluded the following: 

"It seems that plus-one teachers are not necessary for moral 

growth, and further, that teacher reasoning may not be related 

to students' moral growth at all!" (p.489}. 

A study by Plymale(l977) however seems to contradict 

the peer-led discussion results. The effects of two 

teacher training programs on the moral reasoning ability of 

third and sixth grade students were assessed. Developmentally 

trained teachers received six weeks of training and informed 

teachers received three weeks of training. Based on results 

from classroom interventions following these training pro

grams it was concluded that "students who engaged in moral 

dilemma discussion sessions employing teacher-leadership 

technique, both in developmentally trained and in informed 

teacher classrooms, showed greater forward movement in moral 

reasoning ability than those in peer-led and control groups" 

(p.2062-A}. 

From the arguments presented above, this researcher 

believes that further research is needed in this area. The 

importance of the moral reasoning ability of the teacher in 

stimulating the moral reasoning development of his or her 

students has not yet been established one way or the other. 

If future studies indicate that the teacher's moral 

reasoning ability is not as important as the moral reasoning 

of the student's peers, then moral reasoning development 

programs in general, and moral reasoning development programs 

related to environmental issues in particular, can emphasize 
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the development and dissemination of curriculum materials 

using peer- oriented techniques. If the teacher's moral 

reasoning ability is found to be an important factor in 

the moral reasoning development of his or her students, 

then the present study indicates that a moral reasoning 

development program would be necessary for at least some 

of the teachers before they could be expected to effectively 

conduct such a program for their own classes. If this is 

the case, perhaps some discrete, but effective means of 

screening teachers that need a moral reasoning development 

program from those that do not should be developed so the 

moral education program can be instituted efficiently. 

Emphasis on teacher training or curriculum dissemination 

could then be based on the needs of the population of 

teacher assessed. 

Based on the ANOVA results and individual teacher/ 

class comparisons presented, the following conclusion was 

made for the principle research question: Related to 

environmental issues, the mean use of principled moral 

reasoning by secondary science and social studies teachers 

was statistically significantly higher (E<.OOOl} than the 

mean use of principled moral reasoning by their students 

in grades 9'-12. Over 15% of the teachers however scored 

less than the mean "P"score of their own students. The 

educational significance of these results has not yet been 

established, and further research is needed in this area. 
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Ancillary Research Questions 

2. Are:there ·significant differences in principled 

moral reasoning on environmental issues between secondary 

science and social studies inservice teachers? 

T-test results related to ancillary research question 

two are presented in Chapter IV. No statistically signifi-

cant difference was found between the mean "P"score of the 

science teachers and the mean "P"score of the social studies 

teachers using a random sample of secondary inservice 

'- teachers. On the basis of these results the null hypothesis 

(H0 . 2 ) cannot be rejected. 

Iozzi(l976) described the results of pilot studies he 

conducted relating to differences in moral reasoning corres-

pending with different subject areas: 

Science and environmental educators reasoned at 
significantly higher levels on moral dilemmas presented 
in an environmental context than they did on the 
Kohlberg-type (general social issue) dilemmas (E_<.Ol). 
Non-environmental and non-science educators reasoned 
at about the same level on both sets of tests. On the 
basis of these pilot studies using modest samples 
(n=21 and n=l8), Iezzi tentatively concluded that 
people reason at different moral levels on different 
moral issues. He suggests that greater familiarity 
with environmental issues and problems may account 
for science and environmental educators giving higher 
stage responses to moral dilemmas cast in an environ
mental context (p.8). 

Kohlberg(l975) however asserts that since the moral 

reasoning stages are structures of moral judgment rather 

than content, moral reasoning should not vary from one 

moral situation to another. By way of example Kohlberg 

stated that "an individual's stage on political dilemmas 
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is at the same level as on non-political moral dilemmas" 

(p.674). 

In his Ph.D. dissertation Iozzi(l976) tested 60 college 

Environmental Science majors and 56 Humanities majors: 

"Environmental Science majors reasoned at a significantly 

higher moral level on the Environmental Issues Test than 

they reasoned on the Defining Issues Test" (p.l23). "This 

finding should provide rather convincing evidence that 

moral reasoning level does vary from one moral situation 

to another" (p.l24). He also found that there was no 

statistically significant difference between the means 

achieved by the Environmental Science and Humanities majors 

on the Environmental Issues Test (£>.05). The present 

study did not examine individual differences in principled 

moral reasoning corresponding with different types of 

moral dilemmas. The results of the present study were 

however similar to Iezzi's in finding no significant 

differences between the science and social studies teachers 

in principled moral reasoning on environmental issues. 

On the basis of the findings for research question 

two, the following conclusion was made: There was no 

statistically significant difference {£>.05) in principled 

moral reasoning between secondary science and social 

studies inservice teachers. 
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3. Are there significant differences in principled 

moral reasoning on environmental issues between preservice 

and inservice secondary (science and social studies) teachers? 

A T-test was used to examine the significance of mean 

"P"score differences between preservice teachers enrolled 

in Teaching Techniques in Secondary Education - Science 

and Teaching Techniques in Secondary Education - Social 

Studies classes and a random sample of secondary (science 

and social studies) inservice teachers. Results are 

presented in Chapter IV. No statistically significant 

difference between the two groups was found (£>.05), and 

in fact the means were very close (see Table 11). These 

results indicate that the null hypothesis (H0 _3 ) cannot be 

rejected. 

As noted in the discussion for the principle research 

question, Berkowitz(l981) suggested that preservice teachers 

might not be "at the peak of their adult development (and 

therefore) may not be significantly advanced beyond the 

level of their would-be students" {p.488). Experienced 

teachers on the other hand might be reasoning at a higher 

level than their students. 

The results of the present study would seem to indicate 

that preservice and inservice teachers reason at nearly 

identical levels at least on environmental issues. A 

further implication of these results relates to the develop

ment of programs to stimulate growth in the moral reasoning 

of teachers. If it is determined that the moral reasoning 
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of some teachers needs to be stimulated, the development 

of these teacher training programs should take into account 

both preservice and inservice teachers equally. 

Based on the analysis of results for research question 

three, it was concluded that: There was no statistically 

significant difference (E).05} in principled moral reasoning 

on environmental issues between preservice and inservice 

secondary (science and social studies} teachers. 

4. Are there significant differences in principled 

moral reasoning on environmental issues between college 

students enrolled in the following courses: Teaching 

Techniques in Secondary Education - Science, Teaching 

Techniques in Secondary Education - Social Studies, and 

Foundations of Environmental Education? 

Analysis of variance results comparing the mean "P" 

scores of the three classes of college students are presented 

in Chapter IV. The F-ratio revealed no statistically 

significant differences between the three groups {12_).05). 

Based on these ANOVA results the null hypothesis (H0 _4 } was 

retained. 

Iozzi(l976} also found no significant differences (E>-05} 

between college Environmental Science majors and Humanities 

majors using both the Environmental Issues Test and the 

Defining Issues Test. There were some differences in the 

means of his sample however with the Environmental Science 

majors achieving higher principled moral reasoning scores 
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than did the Humanities majors on both tests. 

Comparing the results of the present study with Iozzi's 

Environmental Issues Test results, nearly identical trends 

are found. Environmentally-oriented students achieved a 

higher mean "P"score than humanities (social studies) students 

in both cases, but without a statistically significant 

difference. These results show similar trends to the results 

of research question two. 

From the findings presented above for research question 

four, the following conclusion was made: There was no 

statistically significant difference (E>.05) in principled 

moral reasoning on environmental issues between college 

students enrolled in the following courses: Teaching 

Techniques in Secondary Education - Science, Teaching 

Techniques in Secondary Education - Social Studies, and 

Foundations of Environmental Education. The environmental 

education students did however achieve the highest mean 

principled moral reasoning scores of the three classes 

(~=56.50) with the science education students second highest 

(~=49.40), but closely followed by the social studies 

education students (M=48.73). 

5. Are there significant differences in principled 

moral reasoning on environmental issues between male and 

female secondary students at any grade level (9-12)? 

Data were analyzed relative to this research question 

from students tested with both the preliminary and the 
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random teacher samples. A series of T-tests were used to 

compare the mean "P"scores of male versus female students 

for each of the samples at each of the grade levels. Results 

of those T-tests are presented in Chapter IV. 

The T-tests revealed no statistically significant 

male-female differences for grades 9-12 among the students 

tested with either the random sample of teachers or the 

preliminary sample of teachers (£).05). In addition, 

T-tests found no significant differences between males 

and females in grades 7 or 8 tested with the preliminary 

sample. On the basis of these results the null hypothesis 

(H0 • 5 ) was retained. 

As described in Chapter II, sexual differences in 

moral reasoning abilities have been noted in the literature 

(Garwood, et.al., 1979; Holstein, 1976; Rest, et.al., 1977; 

and others). Some of the earlier differences were eliminated 

when Kohlberg revised the criteria of his stage-scoring 

manual(Muson, 1979). Rest, et.al. (1977) found significant 

sexual differences in only 2 of 22 studies reviewed that 

involved use of the Defining Issues Test. The present study 

concurred with the majority in finding no significant 

differences in mean·"P"scores between male and female 

students in grades 9-12, and preliminarily in grades 7-8. 

Based on findings from the data analyzed for research 

question five, this researcher concluded the following: 

There were no statistically significant differences (£).05) 

in principled moral reasoning on environmental issues 
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between male and female secondary students at any grade 

level (9-12). 

6. Is principled moral reasoning on environmental 

issues of inservice secondary (science and social studies) 

teachers related to their age or years of teaching experience? 

Pearson product-moment correlation analyses were used 

to examine the relationships between the independent variables 

of teacher age and years of teaching experience and the 

dependent variable of "P"score. Both age and years of 

teaching experience correlations were analyzed with the 

random sample of teachers, but only age data was.available 

with the preliminary teacher sample. Results of these 

analyses are presented in Chapter IV. 

No statistically significant correlation was found 

between either teacher age and "P"score, or between years 

of teaching experience and "P"score (E>-05). Based on the 

low correlation values obtained the null hypothesis (H0 _6 ) 

cannot be rejected. 

Griffore and Lewis(l978) studied the characteristics 

of teachers' moral reasoning and noted the "teachers would 

not necessarily be expected to be homogeneous in their 

moral reasoning simply because they are members of the 

teaching profession. Their moral reasoning might be expected 

to vary with other personal, social, and educational 

background characteristics" (p.23). With statistical 

analysis of results from the Defining Issues Test, it was 
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also found that "moral reasoning is not related to teacher 

Age, Sex, Educational Attainment, Level Taught, or Degree 

of Teaching Experience (in terms of number of years taught}" 

(Griffore and Lewis, 1978, p.29). 

"Rest has argued that development continues so long 

as one's education continues" (Berkowitz, 1981, p.488). 

Analyzing the correlational results from research question 

six with the results from research question three suggests 

similarly that there may not be much of a continuation of 

growth in moral reasoning for teachers beyond the time they 

leave college. 

Based on the correlational results from research 

question six, the following conclusion was made: Principled 

moral reasoning on environmental issues of inservice secon

dary (science and social studies) teachers was not 

statistically significantly related (£>.05) to their 

age or years of teaching experience. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

As noted in the discussion of the principle research 

question, further studies are needed to clarify the impor

tance of the moral reasoning ability of the teacher in 

stimulating the moral reasoning development of his or her 

students. Perhaps a correlational study could be done with 

teachers and students already participating in a moral 

reasoning development program. In an intervention study 

evaluating a series of curriculum modules, Iozzi(l980) noted 
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that the use of some modules with some classes did not 

result in significant growth while other modules utilizing 

similar approaches were found to be highly successful. 

Within such an intervention study it-might be possible 

to determine if the moral reasoning ability of the teachers 

is related to the amount of moral growth observed in each 

teacher's students. 

Further studies should also be conducted to compare 

the effectiveness of various types of moral reasoning 

teaching strategies. In particular there is a need for 

further clarifying research comparing the effectiveness 

of peer-led versus teacher-led moral reasoning development 

programs. Such research would have important ramifications 

for curriculum development efforts. 

Relating specifically to the Environmental Issues 

Test, it is suggested that a method should be developed 

for computerized scoring of the responses similar to the 

computer scoring currently being used with the Defining 

Issues Test. This computerized scoring would substantially 

cut down on the time needed to hand-score the tests, as well 

as increase the scoring reliability. Further, a computerized 

system would allow data from many areas to compiled into 

one central location for future reference, and would allow 

more sophisticated scoring methods to be tested. 

Environmental educators seem to be accepting Kohlberg's 

moral reasoning model as being a valid working model for 

environmental education. Most of the work with the model 
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seems to be directed towards applications for environmental 

education curricula in the schools. Little research how-

ever has been done trying to use the model to interpret 

decisions on environmental issues that are currently being 

made. A trip to any public hearing relating to an environ

mental issue would reveal a variety of different stage 

reasonings. Research is currently being done in the natural 

resource management field to try to find methods for analyzing 

various types of voluntary public input to environmental 

issues. 

A system recently developed called CODINVOLVE (Clark and 

Stankey, 1976} is attempting to classify the reasons used to 

support or oppose a particular issue and weight various types 

of inputs (personal letters, oral testimony in hearings, 

petitions, etc.}. This system is being used on a trial basis 

by legislators and agency personnel to help them interpret 

the support or opposition to particular issues. Perhaps 

Kohlberg•s model could be applied to this system as a means 

of evaluating values-related input. This should not be 

interpreted as meaning that only stage 6 arguments should 

be utilized in making a decision. Rather the amount of 

input received at each stage could be multiplied by a 

weighted factor to assess the relative importance of the 

input at each stage. Applications of this type could have 

far-reaching effects for evaluating the decision-making 

process related to environmental issues. 



CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary 

One of the primary goals of Environmental Education is 

the development of those skills necessary for environmental 

problem-solving. Environmental problems are not merely 

technological or scientific in nature, but are also directly 

involved with value judgments. Kohlberg's theory of moral 

reasoning has received considerable attention by educators 

as a comprehensive working model for values education. 

Curricula may promote development to higher moral reasoning 

stages and allow conflicts to be resolved on the basis of 

broad, environmentally sound decisions rather than more 

localized self-interest solutions. 

It has been suggested that the effectiveness of a 

moral education program would depend upon the ability of 

teachers to comprehend and stimulate the moral reasoning 

of their students. Little research however has been done 

on the moral reasoning abilities of teachers. 

The purpose of this descriptive research was to deter

mine if secondary science and social studies teachers are 

using significantly more principled moral reasoning (stages 

5 and 6) than their students on environmental issues. 

Ancillary research questions included comparing the principled 

moral reasoning abilities of the following groups: social 

studies versus science secondary inservice teachers; 
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preservice versus inservice teachers; college students 

enrolled in preservice science, preservice social studies, 

and environmental education classes; and male and female 

students in grades 9-12. An additional research question 

was posed to determine if there is a significant relation

ship between the use of principled moral reasoning and 

teacher age or years of teaching experience. 

The Environmental Issues Test was administered to 

the following sample populations and responses were analyzed 

using the "P"score (percent of principled moral reasoning): 

A) college students enrolled in Teaching Techniques in 

Secondary Education- Science (~=10), Teaching Techniques 

in Secondary Education- Social Studies (~=11), and Founda~ 

tions of Environmental Education (~=28) classes; B) a 

preliminary sample of volunteer science teachers (~=13) and 

their students (one class) in grades 7-12; C) a 15% random 

sample of Central Wisconsin (CESA 7) secondary science and 

social studies teachers (~=40) and their studen~s in grades 

9-12 (again only one class from each teacher was tested). 

The teachers were asked to select their highest grade level 

and/or highest ability class to test. 

Complete test responses were obtained from all of the 

college students, 76.9% from the preliminary teacher/class 

sample, and 82.5% from the random teacher/class sample. 

Data were analyzed through the use of T-tests, one-way 

analysis of variance, Pearson product-moment correlations, 

and the .scheffe' test for a post-hoc analysis for multiple 
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comparisons among means. Significance for each of these 

tests was assumed to be at the«. ~.05 level. 

Conclusions 

Based on the results of the data analyses for each of 

the research questions, the following conclusions were made: 

1. Related to environmental issues, the mean use of 

principled moral reasoning ("P"score) by secondary science 

and social studies teachers was statistically significantly 

higher (E<.OOOl) than the mean use of principled moral 

reasoning by their students in grades 9-12. Over 15% of 

the teachers however scored less than the mean "P"score of 

their own students. The educational significance of these 

results has not yet been established, and further research 

is needed in this area. 

2. There was no statistically significant difference 

(E).05) in principled moral reasoning on environmental 

issues between secondary science and social studies inservice 

teachers. 

3. There was no statistically significant difference 

(E).05) in principled moral reasoning on environmental 

issues between preservice and inservice secondary (science 

and social studies) teachers. 

4. There was no statistically significant difference 

(E).05) in principled moral reasoning on environmental 

issues between college students enrolled in the following 

courses: Teaching Techniques in Secondary Education -
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Science, Teaching Techniques in Secondary Education - Social 

Studies, and Foundations of Environmental Education. The 

environmental education students did however achieve the 

highest mean principled moral reasoning scores of the three 

classes (M=56.50), with science education students second 

highest (M=49.40), but closely followed by the social studies 

education students (~=48.73). 

5. There were no statistically significant differences 

(£}.05) in principled moral reasoning on environmental 

issues between male and female secondary students at any 

grade level (9-12). 

6. Principled moral reasoning on environmental issues 

of inservice secondary (science and social studies) teachers 

was not statistically significantly related (£}.05) to their 

age or years of teaching experience. 
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KOHLBERG'S MORAL REASONING STAGES 

I. Preconventional Level 

At this level, the child is responsive to cultural rules 

and labels of good and bad, right or wrong, but interprets 

these labels either in terms of the physical or the hedonistic 

consequences of action (punishment, reward, exchange of 

favors} or in terms of the physical power of those who 

enunciate the rules and labels. The level is divided into 

the following two stages: 

Stage 1: The punishment-and-obedience orientation. The 

physical consequences of action determine its goodness or 

badness, regardless of the human meaning or value of these 

consequences. Avoidance of punishment and unquestioning 

deference to power are valued in their own right, not in 

terms of respect for an underlying moral order supported 

by punishment and authority (the latter being Stage 4}. 

Stage 2: The instrumental-relativist orientation. 

Right action consists of that which instrumentally satisfies 

one's own needs and occasionally the needs of others. Human 

relations·are viewed in terms like those of the marketplace. 

Elements of fairness, of reciprocity, and of equal sharing 

are present, but they are always interpreted in a physical, 

pragmatic way. Reciprocity is a matter of "you scratch my 

back and I'll scratch yours," not of loyalty, gratitude, or 

justice. 
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II. Conventional Level 

At this level, maintaining the expectations of the 

individual's family, group, or nation is perceived as valuable 

in its own right, regardless of immediate and obvious conse

quences. The attitude is not only one of conformity to 

personal expectations and social order, but of loyalty to it, 

of actively maintaining, supporting, and justifying the order, 

and of identifying with the persons or group involved in it. 

At this level, there are the following two stages: 

Stage 3: The interpersonal concordance or "good boy -

nice girl" orientation. Good behavior is that which pleases 

or helps others and is approved by them. There is much 

conformity to stereotyped images of what is majority or 

"natural" behavior. Behavior is frequently judged by inten

tion - "he means well" becomes important for the first time. 

One earns approval by being "nice". 

Stage 4: The "law and order" orientation. There is 

orientation toward authority, fixed rules, and the maintenance 

of the social order. Right behavior consists of doing one's 

duty, showing respect for authority, and maintaining the 

given social order for its own sake. 
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III. Postconventional, Autonomous, or Principled Level 

At this level, there is a clear effort to define moral 

values and principles that have validity and application 

apart from the authority of the groups or persons holding 

these principles and apart from the individual's own identi

fication with these groups. 

Stage SA: The social-contract orientation, generally 

with legalistic and utilitarian overtones. Right action 

tends to be defined in terms of general rights and in terms 

of standards which have been critically examined and agreed 

upon by the whole society. There is a clear awareness of the 

relativism of personal values and opinions and a corresponding 

emphasis upon procedural rules for reaching consensus. Aside 

from what is constitutionally and democratically agreed upon, 

the right is a matter of personal "values" and "opinion". 

The result is an emphasis upon the "legal point of view", 

but with an emphasis upon the possibility of changing law 

interms of rational considerations of social utility (rather 

than freezing it in terms of Stage 4 "law and order"). Out

side the legal realm, free agreement and contract is the 

binding element of obligation. This is the "official" 

morality of the American government, and finds its ground 

in the thought of the writers of the Constitution. 
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Stage SB: Higher law and conscience orientation. 

Orientation to internal decisions of conscience but without 

clear rational or universal principles. Conform to avoid 

self-condemnation. 

Stage 6: The universal-ethical-principle orientation. 

Right is defined by the decision of conscience in accord with 

self-chosen ethical principles appealing to logical compre

hensiveness, universality, and consistency. These principles 

are abstract and ethical {the Golden Rule, the categorical 

imperative); they are not concrete moral rules like the 

Ten Commandments. At heart, these are universal principles 

of justice, of the reciprocity and equality of human rights, 

and of respect for the dignity of human beings as individual 

persons. 
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STUDENT'S INFORMATIONa (Please circle) 

Grade levela 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Sexa Male or Female 

THE ENVIRONNENTAL ISSUES TEST 

This instrument has been developed to gain an understanding 
of how people think about environcental issues and problems. Unlike 
math proble!:ls, there are no "right" an~~ to the questions pre
s.ented in· this questionnaire. lle simply would like you to gi~Je us 
your opinions on several problem ntories. This questionnaire is 
being used for research purposes only and all individual responses 
lrill be kept confidential. 

Here is a story1 as an example: 

Frank Jones has been thirutL~ about buying a car. He is 
marriad, has t\-10 small children and earns an average incoi!le. T'.ae 
car he buys will be hts family's only car. It \.Yill be u.sed mo:>tly 
to get to work and drive around to,m, but sometimes for vacation 
trips also. In trying to decide \'lhat car to buy, Frank Jones 
realized that there were a lot of questions to consider. 

If you were Frc.r.J( Jones, h0\'1 important ,.,ould each of the 
follo\'ling questions be in deciding \·rhat car to buy'? 

1Rest, James. The Defining Issues Test 
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2 

/1. Whether the car dealer was in the same block 
as where Frank lives. -----

~ 2. Would a used car be more economical in the 
long run--ulan a ~ car. ~----

/ 3. Whether the color was green, Frank's favorite 
color. -------

/4. Whether the cubic inch displacement was at 
least 200. ------

----- 5. Would a large, roomy car be better than a· 
compact car. 

~ 6. Whether the front connibilies were differential. ------
From the list of questions above, se1ect the MOST important one of 
the whole group. Put the number of the most important question on 
the top line below. Do likewise for your 2nd, 3rd, and 4th more 
important cLoices. 

Nost important 5 
Second most important ~ 

Third most important ~ 

Fourth most important 
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::~LI'CT::1I CITY 

A large niece of lanr. in the So,lth•·rest Has hou<:rht fro::\ an Indian 

trihe hy the Southern Electr).c Conpany. The lane! "•as '-lought so that 

six large coal hurning generators could be built. ~he electricity 

pro~uced ~y these stations was to he sent to several large cities 

in southern-California. ~his land 'ms chosen because it contained 

great ar.1ounts of coal thc3.t ':'ould be burned to pronuce pmrer. It was 

also close enough to California so that pol-•er could be tran~!;..itte(! 

easily and cheaply. 

'!'t'lo ~enerating stations '-1ere built. .1\.fter they •,-•ere put into 

operation, a s-roup of young In<~.ians xnet ,.Ji th t.l-}e po't'rcr cn:r.1pany anc1. 

the governr.~ent. They cot'l1plainerl about the great ar-.ount of s!"loke 

producec by the generators. They said the snoke 'lltas blacl~ening the 

skies and endangering the lives of everyone for hunnreos of :r.1iles. 

They were also angered because ~ining the coal ~as scarring the lan~

scape and destroying sacred In~ian grounGs. ~hey said that the older 

In~ian leaders didn't really understand what the land was to be useA 

for l~hen they sold it to ·the pouer coJ"'.pany. '!.'hey also felt that 

they '1-·tere forced into an unfair agree:wnent. '!'he Indians deiT~anf.ed that 

the power stations l:>e closed and the lend returned. 

The pouer conpany refused.- The company said it \1as their land 

and that they could do ,,hat they ~anted with it. The govern~ent said 

that the sale wa~ legal and that nothing could be done a~out it. The 

Indians became desperate ane. began to nake plans to bloH up th.e poNer 

station. They felt that this would force the co~pany to close. 

ShoulC. the Indians blm·J up the po•·rer stations? 

Yes, they should bl~~ up the stations 

Can't decide 

;;o, they should not ~lm·.' up the stations 
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ELECTRICITY 

IF YOU WERE ONE OF THE INDIANS, HOW IMPORTANT WOULD EACH OF THESE 
QUESTIONS BE IN DECIDING WHETHER OR NOT THE POWER STATIONS SHOULD BE 
BLOWN UP? . . 

~ ~ • • p., 
~ H s • 
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-------
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

Whether laws are going to be upheld? 

Isn't it only natural for Indians to care 
so much for their land and their people 
that they would blow up the power stations? 

Are the India..1"1S \'lilling to risk getting shot 
or going to jail for the chance that blow
ing up the power stations might help? 

Whether the Indians are professional 
wrestlers, or have considerable inf~nre ,.,'i th 
professional wrestlers? 

Whether the Indians are blowing up the power 
stations for themselves or doing this solely 
to help others. 

~er the power company's rights or owner
ship have to be respected. 

Wnether the essence of living is more en
compassing than the termination of dying, 
socially and individually. 

What values are going to be the basis for 
governing how people act towards each other. 

Whether the power company is going to be 
allowed to hide behind a worthless law 
which only protects the rich anyhow. 

Whether the law in this case is getting in 
the way of the most basic claim of any 
member of society? 

Whether the power company deserves to be 
blown up for being so greedy and cruel? 

Would blowing up the power company in such 
a case bring about more total good for the 
whole society or not? 

From the list of questions above, select the four most important: 

Most Important 
Second Most Important 
Third Most Important 
Fourth Most Important 
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CONCE~~D CITIZENS 

Mr. Peters was greatly concerned about the fact that several 

paper mills in the area were polluting the streams and rivers in 

his state. The state's drirlliing water was being poisoned and great 

numbers of· fish were being killed daily. 

For more than a year, Mr. Peters had tried to get state officials 

to do something about the problem. All of his efforts were unsuccess

ful. He felt, however, that if all of the town's citizens were made 

aware of the problem many of them would assist him in forcing the 

government to take action. He then had several t.housand leaflets 

printed at his own expense explaining the water pollution problem. 

fJI.r. Peters then had thmu;ands of leaflets dropped from a helicopter 

in local shopping centers and business areas in the to~~. 

r-'.:rs. Jones noticed that the leaflets littered many parts of 

town. She also knew that the to~m had a very strict anti-litter 

ordinance which carried very harsh penalties--including prison sentence~ 

l'w1rs. Jo:1es felt that Mr. Peters was breal<ing th-e law. 

Should fJI.rs. Jones report Mr. Peters to the police? 

She should report him 

Ca'1' t. decide 

She should not report him 
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CONCE~'ED CITIZENS 

IF YOU WERE MRS. JONES, HOW IMPORTANT WOULD EACH OF THESE QUESTIONS BE 
IN DECIDING WHETHER OR NOT YOU WOULD REPORT MR. PETERS TO THE POLICE? 
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1. 

2. 

Isn't the work that Mr. Pet·ers is doing enough 
to prove that he isn't a bad person? 

Every time someone escapes punishment for a 
crime, doesn't that just encourage more crime? 

3. Wouldn't we be better off without prisons and 
the oppression of our legal system? 

4. Is Mr. Peters paying a debt to society? 

5. Whether society is failing·to do something that 
Mr. Peters has a right to expect. 

6. What benefit would. prisons and penalities be 
apart from society, especially for a ch~·itable 
man? 

7. How could anyone be so cruel and heartless as 
to send Mr. Peters to prison? 

8. Would it be fair to all other people who have 
broken the a11ti-li tter law and who were punished 
i.f IV'IT. Peters was let off? 

9. Was Mr. Peters a good friend of f·irs. Jones? 

10. Wouldn't it be a citizen's duty to report a 
lawbreaker, regardless of the circumstances? 

11. How would the will of the people and the public 
good best be served? 

12. Woul,d being fined and possibly going to prison 
do any gocd for ~~. Peters or protect anybody? 

From the list of questions above, select the four most important: 

Most Important 

Second Most Important 

Third Most Important 

Fourth Most Important 
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STA~VI:1C'; i!A'l'IO~! 

Ruvaria, a small overpopulated and unfriendly nation was face~ 

\-7i th t~e great pro':-le~ of finr~ing I"ore fooG for its ste\rvin~ reoplc. 

In fact, livin~ anrl health ccnQitions had gotten so ba~ that ~any 

peo~"'~le t.~ere dying anr1 -::ost others ,.,ere suffering so l"luch that they 

,.,anter. to il.ie. "lost of t!'le deaths involver!. bahies, youn<1 chilraren, 

·and t~e el~~rly • 

. ". '!roup of .!'.r~·!.cricans :"'eca!re very concerneCT ahout !1uvaria' s 

probl~~s. ~herefore, they asked the President of the United States 

to hel!) t.!1e Ruvarians and give them the neeced food. !~ol'ever, the 

Presi<.:ent realized that if he gave '1uvaria the food it noulc.1. serve 

to keep the po9ulation excessively high and might even cause the 

population to increase. 'l'hen, ,.!hen the food is gone, t!"le people of 

Ruvaria \·Till again be faced Hi th the same prohlems. 

On the other hand, if the President didn't supt?lY the foo0, 

many people t/.roulc1 lUe. But, in the long run, this \·1Dulr! also cause 

nuvaria' s po::,1ulation to Le greatly rer:1uced. ni th a much srn.:-.ller 

population r.uvaria t·.'oulC. !:::e a!)le to support itself ancl allm·' its 

people to live fuller, more confortahle and healthier lives. 

Shoulc the President give the food to Ruvaria? 

Yes, he should give the food to ~uvaria 

Can't decide 

Po, he should not give the food to Ruvaria 
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STARVING NATION 
IF YOU WERE THE PRESIDENT, HOW IMPORTANT WOULD EACH OF THESE QUESTIDNS 
BE IN DECIDING WHETHER OR NOT THE FOOD SHOULD BE GIVEN TO RUVARIA? 

• . A 
~ • . 8 p. p. H 
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1 .. Whether the 
is in favor 
States. 

starving and overpopulated country 
of getting the food ~rom the United 

2. Is the President of the United States obligated 
by international law since not giving the food 
to the starving nation would be the same as 
killing thousands of people? 

3. Whether people would be much better off without 
society regimenting their lives a"ld even their 
deaths. 

___ ---L-- ______ 4. Whether the President of the United States ignores 
the request and makes it appear as though he 

--------· 

-----
, ____ _ 

was never informed of the problem. 

5. Does the state have the right to force some people 
to die and ethers to live against their will. 

6. What is the value of death prior to society's 
perspective on personal values. 

7. Whether the President has sympathy for the people 
su:f.fering or cares more about what society might 
think. 

8. Will raising the standard of living of the surviv 
ing Ruvari~1s justify the loss of human life? 

9. Whether only God should decide when a person's 
li~e should end. 

10. What values the President has set ~or himself in ----- his o~ personal code of behavior. 

_____ 11. Does r~·.ternational Law justify raising the standa 
of living for future generations at the expense c 
the present generation by withholding aid. 

_____ 12. \vill '\·lithholding aid in this situation set a 
precejent for future actions that mey be motivate 
only ty greed? 

From the list of questions above, select the four most important: 

Most Important 
Second Most Important 
Third Most Important 
Fourth Most Important 
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!::JVIROlU:tEH'!'AL ST~II~!: 

~he heating nlant and incinerator at Central Ei~h School are 

very olr:. Each time they are used large amounts of srr.ol:e and air 

pollutants are produced. The f~culty at r.entral High is very con

cerned about pollution and the environ~ent. They feel that this -

pollution is harmful to the health of their sturlents ann everyone 

in the corn.""luni ty. The faculty cer·1anded that t;e Boarc1 of rducation 

uo something to stop this pollution. 

~.t the next rneeting: of the Board of r.r..ucation, the r,uperin

tendent of schools infornee the boarc1 of the faculty deMands. 

However, the board felt that air pollution was not n serious rnatter. 

The board also said that this was not a faculty pro~ler and refused 

their demands. 

!'Jhen ''lOrd Of the board IS CeCiSiOn got baCk tO the faCUlty 1 the 

teachers became quite upset. A vote "ras tal~~m sr1~ the faculty \-rent 

on striJ:e and refused to let anyone enter the school building. ':'he 

teachers knel·t that striki~g '"as ille-·.J~l but they also felt that 

this action \-Tas necessary to protect the environr1ent. 

Should tne teachers have gone on strike? 

___ Yes, they should go on striJ~e 

Can't deciee ---
Ho, they should not go on strike 



137 

STRIKE 

IF YOU WERE A TEACHER AT CENTRAL HIGH SCHOOL, HOW IMPORTANT WOULD EACH 
OF THESE QUESTIONS BE IN DECIDING WHETHER OR NOT YOU WOULD GO ON 
STRIKE? • 
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2. -----
-----

4. -----
5. -----

6. -----
7. -----
8. ---------
9. -----

___ 10. 

11. --------
12. -----

Is the faculty doing this to really help the 
environment or are they doing it just for kicks? 

Does the faculty have any right to trute over 
property that does not belong to them? 

Does the faculty realize that they might be 
~rested and fined, and even lose their jobs? 

Would strj_king in the long run benefit more 
people to a greater extent? 

Whether the boerd of education stayed "'i thin 
the limits of its authority in ignoring the 
faculty demands? 

Will the strike anger the public and give all 
environmentalists and teacbers a bad name? 

Is striking consistent with principles of 
justice? 

\'iould allowing one strike encourage many other 
teacher strikes? 

Did the board bring this misunderstanding on 
themselves by being so unreasonable aqd 
U..TlCOC>perative? 

Whether operating the schools ought to be in 
the hands of a few administrators or in the 
hands of all the people? 

Is the faculty follovling princJples which they 
believe are above the law? 

Whether or not the board of education's decision 
should be respected by the faculty? 

From the list of above questions, select the four most important: 

Most Important 

Second most important __ __ 

Third most important 

Fourth most important __ __ 
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NEWSPAPER 

Fred, a senior in high school, wanted to publish a mimeo

graphed newspaper for students so that he could express many of his 

opinions. He wanted to speak out against pollution and environmental 

deterioration of all kinds. 

When Fred was starting his newspaper, he asked his principal 

for permission. The principal said it would be all right if before 

every publication Fred would turn in all his articles for the prin

cipal's approval. Fred agreed and turned in several articles for 

approval. The principal approved all of them and Fred published two 

issues of the paper in the next two weeks. 

But the principal had not expected that Fred's newspaper would 

receive so much attention. Students were so excited by the paper 

that they began to organize protests and boycotts against many 

industries and stores in town. Angry parents, many of whom worked in 

the factories and stores being attacked by the paper, objected to 

Fred's opinions. HerchantE and factory officials also voiced strong 

protests against the paper. They phoned the principal telling him 

that the paper should not be published. As a result of the rising 

excite~ent, the principal ordered Fred to stop publishing. He gave 

as a reason the fact that Fred's activities were disruptive to the 
' 

operation of the school. 

Should the principal stop the newspaper? 

Should stop it. 

Can't decide. 

Should not stop it. 
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NEWSPAPER 

IF YOU WERE TIE PRINCIPAL, HOW IMPORTANT WOULD EACH OF THESE QUESTIONS 
BE IN DECIDING ~~R OR NOT YOU WOULD STOP THE NEWSPAPER? 
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1. Is 
to 

the principal mere responsible to students or 
parents? 

----- 2. Did the principal give 
could be published for 
promise to approve the 
time? 

his word that the newspaper 
a long time, or did he just 
newspaper one issue at a 

------

--------

--------

------

-----

3. Would the students start protesting even more if 
the principal stopped the newspaper? 

4. When the welfare of the school is threatened, 
does the principal have the right to give orders 
to the students? 

5. Does the principal have the freedom of speech to 
say "no" in this case? 

6. If the principal stopped the newspaper would he 
be preventing full discussion of important problemE 

7. W!lether the principal's order \'.rould mal{e Fred lose 
faith in the principal. 

8. Whether Fred was really loyal to his school and 
his com:nunity. 

9. \'lhat ef.fect would stopping the paper have on the 
students' education in critical thir~ing and 
judgment? 

_____ 10. Whether Fred was in any way violating the rights 
of ot~ers in publis~ing his ow,n opinions. 

------ _11. Whether the principal should be influenced by some 
angry parents and citizens when it is the prin
cipal that knm·:s best what is going -on in the 
school. 

___ 12. Whether Fred was using the newspnper to stir up 
hatred and discontent. 

From the questions above, select the four most important: 

Most Important 
Second ~ost Important 
Third Most Important 
Fourth 1'-iost Important 


