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ABSTRACT. g
This resesrch attempted to explore the relationships
<o |
‘ between Rotter Py Locus of Lontrol Scale and moral judgement. . v g -

'_Kohlberg s cognitive-developmental scale was selected to measure -

nnral judgement. Kohlberg 8 and Rotter 8 scales were’ then given'

‘ ”to two separate samples of "high school students .to’ determine 1if-

N

;here was a relstionship between the two scales. From the claims
made by researchers, in regard to the two scales, it, was
vhypothesized that a relationship would be found. As the majotity
iof previous research indicated the positive nature of Rotter’ 8
concept of "internslity , it was. expected that people scoring

i high on the internal dimension of Rotter's scale would also f

score high in terms of_morsl judgement (i.e. ‘a higher Kohlberg -

--stsge) i v

As it turned out, there was no significant relationships

between the two scales. This raised questions as to the theoretical'.
1,6' ‘ A

basis of these gcales. It .also raised questions as to whether

Rotter'sVCIaim,that more "internal" members of 80ciety are needed,

was premature.

LY
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P  GHAPTER T .
_ INTRODUCTION

In 1966 Julian B. Rotfer wrote

The effects of reinforcement of preceding
behaviOur depend in part on whether the person
perceives the reward as contingent on his own
behaviour or independent of ‘it. Acquisitien

" and performance differ in situations’ perceived
as determined by skill versus chance. Persons
may also differ in generalized expectancies for
internal versus Fxternal control of reinforcement.

Rotter has used his construct in two different Ways. One way

was to set-up a situation in which the Suhiect wag. reinforced for

performing a task. The reinforcement was designed to appear to the
1]

- subject as either contingent ‘upon his actions (internal locus of
control) or as not contingent upon his actions (external loéus of
cqntrol) o .x = ,: o k ’ |

For example, in a stuay’by Phares (1957, ‘in~Rotter 19665, he
used colour matching ag an ambiguous task and instructed half of the
Subjects that the task was ‘based on luck and’ the other half that the
task was hased on skill' After each task the subjects placed bets on
how many coloured disks they had correctly matched. A fixed order Jf

_partial reinforcement was used with bot! groups of subjects The

'results werefas hypochesized sublects who were .told that the task was
‘due to their "gkill made significantly higher bets aftér reinforcement,‘
than those subjects who were told that the task was due to chance.

Conversely, subjects who were told that the task was’ due to their skill

smade significantly lower bets when they had not been reinforced the

'

14
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~ according to;“

. their

previous time,than those subjects who were, told that the. task was

.~ de o chance. From this study and others:ﬁy Phares, James and N

3'Botteré Rotter (1966) concludes that people perform differently,

ey

! they perceive reinforcement as being d;pendent on
i11: g dependent on chance..

The gecodd §ay in vihich Rotter has used his construct was to

, measure a person 8 “internal—external" prientation using a 29 item

forced choice scale. This use of the scale was based on the hypothesis
‘that people “have relatively stable tendencies to view their
satisfactions in 1ife as either being under their own control
("Internal" locus of control) or as being under the control of some
outside for:e ("external" locus of control) | ‘

a In experimenta using Rotter 8 scale the subjects were typically
divided into an external" group and an "internal" group These groups
were then compared on some other dimension to see if there were f
any significant relationships. The divisivn point for the internal-

»external groups was usually taken as the median of the sample
distribution. Thus what vas "intzrnal" in_one sample may not have
been "internal" in another sample., - P _ - us»“&

" The results have been variable. The ear! - ’Psults'seem,

‘to indicate the negative nature of "externality" and-thebpositive‘

'1nature of "internality"'(Janzen a:d Beeken, 1973) Rotter'(1966)n

tates that "internals" as compared to externals are:
""u, (1) more alert to. their environment for uses which will

provideguseful information for thevfuture.



C o (b) take steps to improve their environgental conditions._’f?ﬁ

-

4
(c) place greater value on skill and achievement._'f.

‘(d) are resistant to subtle manipulation.

" These statements are summaries of earlier research
. There are also tales studies which seém. to indicate the
'"positive nature of "internality. Julian, Lichtman, and Ryckman :

(1968) found that "internals” prefer circumstances _undet which they can i

’

exert greater control over the outcome.. Péhk (1969) found that

’

Childre“ employing verbally mature abstractions tended to be o

internal. Adams—Webber (1969) found that "internals" had more}gxr”

internalized moral sanctions (such as a sense of guilt) than -

"externals" who reacted ‘more to external c0ntingencies. Clou;er’A
and Hjelle (1970) _report to have £ound a significant relationship
‘between dogmatism and external control.t Also Phares wiIson and

Klyver (1971) report that under non-distractive conditions "internals

are significantly less likely to blame themselves or others for
¢ . . .

\
*

failure.

]

Internals are also described (Rotter, 1971) as surer of

B themselvea,.confident that they can control themselves and their

desqdnies, better educated more readily able to quit smoking, and

‘5:’

richer.‘ Externals are described (Rotter, 1971) as feeling they are.

controlled by powerful others, docile and - suspicious.

’”VOtheryr"”'-ch, however, has not borne out these statements

.'*.étive nature of "internality : Rdtter (1966) failed
IR Yon
to ptedict pé ition signing in two. cases based on I—E scores, Goss

5

snd'Morosko (1970) fOund that alcoholics were more internal. Battle 5

4

'-ls' ’ e . -' _. . o

4.



'and Rotter (1963) found that among lower class Negro children, the : /

-
e

?more intelligent tended to be more external Dulette a~d WQlk (1972)
'repeated Battle and Rotter s study (1963) and found similar results,
that is the more intelligent lower class Negro children were more

‘;external the less intelligent Negro children were . more internal.‘
/7

s Efran (1963) found that among high achool studenta, the tendency to

- . »

represa geilures was significantly related to internslity

4

Finally, in a study of teacﬂer behaviour, Janzen, Beeken and

B Hritzuk (1973)£ound "external" teachers endorsed student autonomy
. .

significantly mdre than "internal" teachers In\a,summarylofvrecent

literature, Janzen and Beeken (1973) state.v S | L

And it certainly 1is possible ‘to contend S .
. that an external locus of control has positive
C . aspects., These would include a more liberating T
B - attitude to interpersonal (and other) - ;
relationships, -greater tolerance of chaotic
and unpredictable situations, a more realistic -

appraisal of the nature of what influences us, .
and a less overt desire for power.

. Thus there appeare to be two' opposing interpretations of the o

he IS

. results of Rotter s I-E scale; that of Rotter who feels that
"internality" is a positive goal which should be striven for‘ and

that of Janzen and. Beeken who feel that "externality" may have

o

positive" qualities , L
9 ) . J

This divergence of opinion is particularly interesting in

®
the 1ight of recent articles which state that society naeds more

e "internal" individuals. ,In,Pszcholqu,TodayARotter (1971)fwrote.

.
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‘. Qur society has so:many critical problems
<that &t desperately needs ag many active
participating internal-mio&ed members. as R
possible. Lf.feelings of external folitrol, '
R aliematidn, and powerlessness continue to grow,
+'° 'we may be heading for a°society of drop-outg - . o - /"
- eaoh person sitting back watchfng ghe world go by

[ ©

. -
Other reseatohers (Stephens ani Delysp 1972 Stephena, '1971) .
agree.with Rotter that society needs more "internal—minded" people,
' Stephens andvDelys. however, go further and suggeat that the N

N educational syste 8 shOuld emphasize the. development of internal
.control expecta ies for 9oung children.” In light of the contrpverey .

<

(Rotter’ 1966,-- en & Beeken 1973) over the positive and negative»

qualities of "externality" snd "internality", it{gas felt that more . .

-

"investigation, as to the nature of Rotter 's scale was needed.v .

P

This paper’as an attempt to investigate the relationship between 4 *

Rotter s Internal External scale and morality. It-iﬂipn attempt to

A, , o .
answer questions as to whether Rottet 8. internal individual who is

- ’.' ’ ‘

described as active and "psrticipating would be functioning

.

, at a higher level of "morality", than Rotter s external individual

- i

who 1s,iescribed as "docile" and "suspicious .. These questions are,

v fairly important ones tOVﬁnswer, particularly in light of Rotter 8 -

s
& 71) and Stephen 8 and Dely 8 (1972) claim that society needs more o

"internal-minded members AR $ .‘
' “~,
Assuming that morality can be meaSuféd (this assumption will

be discusaed more fully under chapter Il§, the hypothesia that this- co
v

paper will attempt to investigate is-that a relationship exists

*hetween Rotter 8 Internal-External scale and morality Since Rotter 8



Y

:I-E scale ‘is a bi—polar scale this relationship could be in one
of two directions,_a direct positive correlation between @gh
"internal score on Rotter 8 scale and a high level of morality, or
-;udirect positive correlation between a'high externaltseore>on Botter's
Scale and a. high level of mgrality

Evidence to support a relationship between "internality and
a Higher level of morality is as follows. o
. ‘.’(a) Penk (1969) found thgt childreEQEmploying verbally mature
x;bstr;ctions tended to be more internal The‘ability_to make

gs;bally maturg abstractions would a#pear tonfaoilitate the obtaining
‘of a higher level of morality, although this abij'ty would not |
guarantee a8 higher moral level Most religions employ analegy as &

’ anjor device in their writinga and sayings. This would imply higher

1evels of abstraction. -

(b) Adams-Webber (1969) foumd that "internals" had

significantly more internalized moral sé;ctions. This could be

o

’interpreted as meaning that "internals" have a more highly develOped

.sense of "right and wrong" ‘than externals. Adams-Webber implied that

having more interﬁalized moral-sanctions was a positive attribute for
s .

an individual. S =
. . o .

(e) . "Intérnals" are also described as less dogmatic (Hjelle,j

‘ 1970), iess blaming, (Phares, Wilson and Klyven, 1971} and more
:esistant to" sugglgfnanipulation (Rotter, 1966) . Also, Rotter (1966)

reports that "internals" feel more in control of the environment and L

ofuthqueIVes than do gexter%als If one thinks of great ‘religious. o

s tm

toa
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and high moral level. It could be,argued that a realistic“,

‘leaders or evgh people that’ they consider highly moral, it ‘would
' o

probably be reasonable to state that they are less dogmatic ﬁless
w . 3 . 4

blaming, more resistant to manipiiation, and more in control of

‘ themselves and the environment: than -are people considered less moTal.

(9 ,,7" - a
(d) "Externals" have been ‘described as feeling they are

“controlled by power‘ul others, docile snd suspicious" (Rotter, ¥

1971). It would he hard to imagine a person functioning at a higher
leveicdé‘morality who was "docile, suspicious and feeling controlled
by powerful others'. This ‘would seem to-indicate that externals‘,
a?é functioning at a lower moral level. . p |

‘\“yhile the msjority of the research would indicate that

”internality" is a desired quslity, some,researchers would question

' this. Indeed they would argue that "externality" is a desired_j

quality. Evidence to indicaté this fonc?" s

(a) Janqsh’/heeken, and HritZuk (1973) found that. "external"

: PN

teachers endorsed-student autonomy significantly more than "internal?ﬁ
teachers. : ' ‘

. (b) ,Janzenjand Beeken .973), summarized the positizg aspects
of an external locus of control as: | | |

14 . .
(1) more realistic appraisal of the nature of what

s influences us.
(11) greater tolerance of chaotic and unpredictable
gituations.

1411) less overt desire for power, - ’ ‘
(iv) 4°'more liberatfng to interpersonal relationships.

From Janzen and Beeken 8 (1973) work, it would appear tha%y

there might be a direct positive caorrelation between externality
g

.

‘ N

-



-“tolerant" and "liberating ' external individual would be- functioning
at a higher level of morality than a 1ess realistic, tolerant and _
liberating" internal individual. RN

- To summarize, this research was deaigned to 1nvestigate
the possibility of a correlation between Rotter s I-E scale and morality,
which could be in one_of two possible directions:
. (a) either there:is a direct positive co;telation.betweeq
; .
a higﬁ'internal score on Rotter's I—E scaleiand,alhigh‘level'of
_ﬁhnrality". or o - o e |

(b) there is a direct positive correlation between a high

" -external score on Rotter's I-E scale and a high level of "morality".
1 ‘ ' .
, ' ™~



CHAPTER 11 -t

SELECTION. OF AN INSTRUMENT TO MEASURE |
_ ... MORAL DEVELOPMENTS ;

-

. 'Three.possible 1nst:§pents“to meqéﬁre moral devglopmeh;.

1

‘were found 1in the literature. These ary as follows: Wilson's -

/(1969); Piaget"s (1960) and Kolberg's (1971) scale..
) R - ‘ 7 ' -
~ Wilson's '(1969) scale was ttesigned for use in a school.

?

The scale 1s based on "ﬁaral'componén;g@;with némee‘sucﬁ‘as
~ "Phil1", "Emp" and "Gig". jGtath (1972) defines'theselcombonents

as follows: -

‘ (1) Phil refers to the degree with which one can identify
with other people. If one cannot identify with other people, or

' put oneself in their place, in any degree, thén it is hard to see’

how one can even be "moral' in the sense of taking proper. account

‘of the feelings -and interests of others. '

(2)  Emp refers to the ability to judge what the feelings
of other people are, and. to describe them correctly. Wilson o
suggests that one might distinguish»between autempt or awareness
‘of one's own feelings, and .allemp or awareness of other's
feelings. ‘ :

’ (3) Gig refers to the fact that to make correct moral
decisions 'one also needs to have a reasonable idea of what
consequences one's actions will have'. A would-be helper, for
example, who gives a man with a head wound a glass of spirits to
revive him may both feel fot the suffer and know that he would like
. a drink,.but may be ignorant that his action may prove fatal rather
7th?n beneficial. .o S ] '
(4) Dik refers to the 'rational formulation of a set of

" rules' or moral principles to which' the individual commits himself
on the basis of knowledge of feelings, empathy and knowledge of
the probable consequences of different possible lines of action.
This requires moral decigions and judgments to be based on more

or lessg logically consigtent principlesvof,generai application.and
binding force. . . - : i '

- A - »

N



‘o o L 1w
. - (5) 'Phron refers to the rational formation of rules
" and principles. . . relating to one's own life and interests.'
- This igplieSvthat‘an ideally moral person will try to conduct
~ his own life and affairs according to more.or leds consistent . .-
'rational standards. - ‘ T IR : Con

,[_- (6) Krat refers to 'the ability to’tfanslate‘Dik or, Phron'- .
principles;intq action) 1.e. the ability to act upon or live up to
one's own principles or standards. . . The model case of a person -
- lacking in Krat to which Wilson refers is the addict, who wishes

. to act otheérwise, and may by no means be devoid of empathy,

knowledge and rationally formulated principles, but is unable to
act upon such principles. Thus, Krat is essentially a motivational-
~ ‘behavioural component. ’ ‘

" The assgésmeht of#these ;éomponenfs" in a student is tﬂen
.based;onﬁfhé'fbllowiné:,“ﬁu S k'» ' | f g }'. S .
1 .' | féachef‘ s evaluation |
2. researcher's observations
3.7 outside qontact;
4.-'afudent'3‘ftiends
5. interviews and,infofmal discuésion
6. _pupil‘s written evidencg.' | .
‘Tﬁia scale ia éonsidg:ed qh;cceptable for use in-this B
‘study for ﬁhe following :easOn;4 : |
_l;l the laqk.of rigour and pred;s}pn‘invthe ﬁesting procedyre.
2. the diffiéultx in'administéétfon of the ;ests;
The secondfécalg gbybe’consideped was éiqgeﬁfs, ‘Piaget's
scaig #E‘baséd_qn_the direct obsetvg?ibn qf.h§§*Chiidreﬁ_in ¢4fferent .
.Ege‘gfoupa, férmuiate rules. Piéget_postulétes-that cﬁild;en move,
ﬁhrqugh ﬁﬁ:ée bQSigimoral-stagéé,’gputingzﬁhe first stage;'tﬁe ;hild  :;4‘
'uses.ajnoneraﬁionﬁ},'auﬁﬁorit&iiéh,motal.ébdg wﬁiéh haeﬁbéeﬁ'iﬁPoéed

«

2



.on him from external sources._ During the final stage, the child

8 _
uses a democratic code; which is based on respect for others.”

Piaget 8 scaIe is aignificant in that it d‘r s'with conceptual

‘factors in a developmental mpdel. There are, h
Qvinvolved with Piaget 8 scale. Some of these ar .as follows

(wneon, 1967)%: - A T L
1. it is based on- small samples of Swiss children aged four

to thirteen; as such, dt 'is not certain whether’ the scale can be

‘used to accurately assess older Canadian children.
Ly :

2. the scale is not easigy used inﬁgtatistical Operations. .

..m,

3. the ‘test 1is difficult to administer. LSl

For these reasops it was decided not to use Piaget 8 scale.~
A . (U o
The third" approach to measuring moral development is’ that

of" Kohlberg. His approach is based on both psychological evidence
" and philosophic argument. He has taken two prominent ideas from
Piaget and Mead. “TFE’se ‘are. (Kohlberg, in Beck, Crittenden, and
Sullivan, 1971): A -
(1) development has a cognitive core (Plaget) and

(2) morality has an interactional aspect (Piaget Mead)

. - N

In his elaboration of the above ideas Kohlberg (1971) states
that: - R _,‘ ‘ .

just as the quantitative strength of Co § o

the emotional component is-irrelevant to the $\\N\\
. theoretical importance of co nitive structure
~ for understanding the development of :
" @cientific judgment, s0 too the quantative

.role of-affect is: relatively irrelevant for
l,undetstanding the structure and development -~

of moral judgment. .- . moral judgments and s

' norms are to be. understood -ultimately as '

universal ‘constructions of human actors.

which regulate their social interaction SRR .

N . . . ) e o ©
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U’- ,-vpp‘rather than as passive reflections of ei\he&
R hEsgeie ot ot
‘ Under the assumption that‘moral deveIOpment has' F cognitive
,(core and an’ interactional aspect Kohlberg: has developed a scale f Vf

»wherein the child moves through successive stages of morality, as ‘%Af
- he matures cognitively, and as he learns moral principles in order

to resolve cognitive,dissonance.caused_by new experiences_in the
" child 's interaction with others._'As the child movesfup‘the scale

' he develops his concept of right and;wr g. .To move up the scale'
& a

the child 8 thinking must progress from concréte egocentric thinking,
R i

to thinking in terma of abstract ethical principles which center
around the concept of justice. T - L ' l v
| On the basis of. empirical evidence, from studies he has
conducted Kohlberg (1971) states that the stages are invariant,
sequential, and cross—cultural The individual must go through
the;e stages. However, the individual can progress at his own speed .
and he - can become fixated at some level. Most people stop at the
'conventional level Kohlberg feels that if the child has not
ach&eved some post—conventional thought by nineteen years, it is
unlikely that he will do so in adulthood

In order to philosophically justify that one stage is
ethically higher than another, Kohlberg (1971) draws on the formal
““prescriptive models ‘of Hare,»and Kant, (Kohlberg; in Beck
h“Crittenden, and Sullivan. 1971) These models state that

principled moral judgment consists of universal prescriptive‘

judgments which sre logically ﬁelated
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' Kohlberg (1971) argues: that as an individual ‘moves . up

thrOugh his atsges, from lowest to highest, the individual 8 moral

"fjudgments become increasing prescriptive, universal and logically

relsted.v TFor example, an individual at a post-conventional

-

Kohloeii stage would use the principle of justice in his moral

. 23 ,
dei;sio 8. Kohlberg (1971) states that justice is the ultimate

‘principle as it has the highest level of prescriptivity, and
universality of all ‘the possible moral principles (i e. welfare

-7
concerns, utility) Also justice can be_ logically applied to

specific moral decisions through the process of deductive reasoning
- Thus. Kohlberg argues thst a high level of abstract reasoning,v
based on prescriptivity, universality and logic, differentiate

the higher levels “of moral reasoning from the lgler levelsvof

moral reasoning. o g IR , | ’ i; -

e v‘ A brief summary of Kohlberg s stages of moral reasoning-

"(1971) follow:'



—

LEVELS .

. Pre-moral level of

development

.Pre—convéntionarz-

Judgements of right

and wrong cerregpond
to a right andijfong
external to the —~
judger. ) )

2

‘quventional Level:

Rule oriented
behaviour..

Rgathonvehtioﬁal: ‘
Princ¢ipal thinking.

“a fixed order, whether that

14

KOHLBERG'S STAGES OF MORAL DEVELOPMENT -

STAGES

ﬁight or W;ong}is simply{f

‘matter of what feels good.

Physical consequences of an
action. determine its "goodness'
or "badness". An avoidance of
punishment and an unquestioning

deference to power.

. A hedonistic oriehtation with

beginning notions of
reciprocity, but with an
emphasis on an exchange of
favours. :
A morality defined by
individual tles and relation-
ships, where approval -of
others is paramount.

An orientation toward authority, .
law, duty, the maintaining of

order be secular or religious.

Social-Contract legalistic
orientation. Utilitarian

overtones. Right action . -

tends to be defined in terms
of general individual rights
and mytual obligations within
an established order. '

Universal ethical - principle

orientation. Right is defined
by the decision of tonscience

in accord with self-chosen

~ethical principles appealing
- to logical comprehensiveness,

universality, and consistency.

 Principles are abstract and

ethical /i»Concern about self-
condemhatitn for violating
one's own principles. ‘
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There are, however, some criticigms of Kohlberg's Scale, one

of which'is'the problem 6f scoring. Kuhmenkerb(1973)v3tates thress

« -
b

' possible ‘problems in scoring.

v The first is that the scorer thinks that the content rather

- than the structure of the answer representa the stage criteria.

Another possible problem is to think in terms of personality types o

'rather-than as ways of reasoning. A third and fidal problem 1s that -

we

'a higher level of moral judgement than another. In his justification, ~

.always purchased at the price of ignoring unique elements of humi§§¥

the kinds of judgment that delineate the stages may be present in
all the stages to a greater or 1ess degree. These problem& are
nherent in inter-rater scoring con81stency. While these criticisms

of Kohlberg 8 scale may be justified 1t is hoped that by using two

_separate markers, some of. these problems will be decreased.

Another griticism that c0u1d be raised is the validity of the

philosophic argument Kohlberg uses to_justify that one stage requires

g8

Kohlberg has combined some a8pects of intuitive and prescriptive moral ¢£

a¥
theory. It may ‘be that the two theories are not 1ogically compatible.<~

1 S
. %

Kohlberg recogniZes this fact when he states "that universality is %r

- $71)"

i ' a' Bt '
- In summary, the writer feels that the Kohlbergcyé‘ih ents

the best available instrument ot measure moral judgment. 4’ berg's

scale incorporates Piaget's cognitive—development model‘b ' :@ality,

and at the same time it remedies gome of the deficiencies in Piaget 8

own scale; Some of the advantages of. Kohlberg 8 scale over Piaget 8 : ‘ﬁ

are as follows: ' oo c
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1. Kohlberg 8. scale has a wider social base than Piaget 8.
:ﬂfThis will be elaborated on in the following paragraphs.
;T 2. Kohlberg 8 samples include older .age groups..

' 3. Kohlberg 8" scale by going beyond ‘the socializatiOn
':theors (Piaget;-in»Graham, 1972) of moral«development. allows 2
for the development of an autonomous morality (Wilson, 1967)

With reference to the social base of Kohlberg 8 scsle,

it.is relevant to point out. that studies of children in America,‘ RN
Taiwan, Mexico,: Turkey, and Yucatan provide a wider basis of 3

P , :
comparison_than Piaget s scale which is based mainly on Swiss children.

This is an important dimension in easuring morality A scale

Othat has been based~oh many cultdres can reducg some of the
specific cultural biases of \“paﬁ\icular society

It is also important that a vide range gf ages be considered"
in the ‘construction of a morality scale. Development of morality
does not stop at a specific age.» Kohlberg s scale is more adequate
fthan Piaget 8 scale 'in this respect since it is based on people -
up to the age of 24 whereas Piagat s scale is only based on children '
up to the -age of 13 .

Finally, Kohlberg 8 scale goes beyond a socialization theory
of moral-development. Thia is necessary since a socialization
~theory can’ ohly accOunt for a moral judgment based on social
. interaction. For example, a socialization model can account for a

child who ceases to be totally egocentric and becomes aware of

other. pmple s needs. Simp’ ‘put,. the child finds that he must
, o L L .
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try to. onderbtand and respond to other people or suffer the L

consequences._ A socialization theory, however, cannot account
for a apiritual leader or. a#tist who effectively ignores ‘most:
other people and who livee according to certain ptinciples that

‘he haq decided.on. In short, a socialization theory ‘cannot explain

-

" the deve10pment of an autonomous morality in individuals who appear

wE .
.to g0 beyond conventional moral norms Piaget s theory is a

&

socialization theoty in thet the child gradually "decentero
, himeelf through concect with others, K,ohlberg s cheory, .on the
other hand. acknowledges the socialization factor in its lower

levels, but also allows for an autonomous morality {1i.e. a spiritual

“; lpader) at ite~higher levels. _ : QLJ- h ' N

It is for the above reasons that Kohlberg 8 cognitive-
develbpmeotal scale waa selectedgas the best available method of

heasuring'horal‘developmenc.

W

A

-~



CHAPTER 111 ‘  " B

< RESEARCH POSTULATE, HYPOTHESES . AND
- RATIONALE

. o PQSTULsz' 4_141\*fd- _
P . . b i ST
. \ -l_e
Accov&ing to- the. empirical evidence given by Rotteﬁ (1966,,
1971) and others (Adams-Webber, 1969 Clouser and ujéile, 1970

G s .

Pharee, Wilson, and Klyver, 1971), there/is a possibility that '

3

t individuals who score high on Rotter s Internal Scale are

PN

using type of moraL reasoning that w0u1d be fOund at. a conventional
e,

{ or post-conventional stage as. measured by Igohlberg a (1971) scale

° of moral development On the other hand there is some evidence
\

(Janzen, Beeken, and Hritzuk, 1973) wh:lch would 1ndicage a

possibility that those individuals who scpre high on Rottet 8 .

J/

' External Scale are\‘thg the type of moral i:eascming that would be
found at: Kohlberg 8 conventional or poat-;onventiqnal levels e

This study 18 designed to.test these postulates
é&POTHESEs R EE L
q_ N . . ... ‘ l N

hﬂyp HYPOTHESIS' o ﬁt S e

L a e ’

| [

4kﬂ§‘1' There will be no statistically significant correlation [
P ﬁc’ '

Q&;tﬁzg&n s@:ores on the Rotter I-E Scale and scores on Kohlberg ]
'?. N_ a S -\ . .

@mg‘evelopmnt scale AP . : /{

PR S ST : '

a9
~e

T



ALTERNATIVE momrsrs. .

oo e AR
2. There wil\ be a significant positive oorrelation foundi‘

e

between those individuals scoring high on Rottet 8 Internsl Scale‘i

@ (N

snd Kohlberg 8 stsges 3, 4, 5 and 6.

3. There will %e a significant positive cor&elation found et
between those individuals scoring high on Rotter's External Scale/‘

f
and Kohlberg 8 stages 3 4 5 and 6.

"~:,'§ﬁilllto‘;" ‘ ‘f\RAzloxAii..' e .
T s e | | o

Evidence to support a. relstionship between individusl' f"'v:;

scoring high onuRotter 8 Internal Scale snd Kohlbe%g 8 stages 3, 4,;

1

5 and 6 is as’ follows.

]

3

(a) Penk (1969) found that childrenxemploy1ng verbslly
o mature abstractions tended to be more internal.l As such these

children should utilize'types of morsl reasoning fOund at ‘the higher
A
levels of Kohlberg 8 cognitive-developmental model The "internal"v_ .

children sh0uld be more able to formulate "self—chosen ethical

principles appesling to’ comprehenBLVeness, universality, and

conststencyr Thesecprinciples should‘also be 'more abstract and
‘ ethical " fvv

o (b) Adams-Webber (1969) found that "internals" had more

internslized moral sanctions\ Again this shoull be found at. - e
A

Kohlberg 8 higher levels where "right is defined by a decision of

) conscience as opposed to - the lower levels where tight is defined

P

;_"by the physical consequenoesjof an action.
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t : (c) "Internals" are also .found t less dogmatic:

ot

(Hjelle, 1970), 1ess blaming (Phares, Wilson and Klyver, 1971),

snd more/resistant’to subtle manipulation (Rotter 1966) ‘ These

ethichl level‘(i e. a-higher"Kohlberg stage),'as op

:‘:4 i _& . . . < ..

factors ans the fact .that "internals" feel themselves more tnw,y

control of the environment and themselves (Rotter, 1966)

.suggest that'"internals" were functioning at a more pr

" who feel that‘they are less in control of the environment. The
”external" should. be found in the lower stages of Kohlberg 8
scale where "judgments of right and wrong correspond to a right

-

~and wrong external to the judger.l L ' ]
’

(d) ‘"Externals" have been described as feeling they are

controIled by pouerful others, docile and suspicious. This would
/ ‘ S
suggest a lowér sthge of moral reasoning/in which there was Yan’ '

Q

instrumental view of punishment as to serve the interests of the

judge, the victim or the culprit Punishmsnt merely expresses the
authorities ’anger. . E °
_ The other possibility is rhat there is a direct. positive p

correlation between’individuals scoring high on Rotter B External

»Scale and Kohlberg 8 \stages 3, 4,”5 and 6. Evidence "t Bupport
thiis follows.-. ",,“ ; : a: ?’ . ‘- i' :

e
D

v(a) Janzen, Beeken, and Hritzuk (1973) found that "external"
. . -
teachers endorsed student autonomy significantly more. than "internal"

20

. . ' L
Bed to "externals'

teachers. Thiscgg¥zauggest that "external" teachers are functioning

at a higher ethical level and they are more concerned with

. .“ v ~
"general individual rights. o . T

B N . . - " . -
PN

. . a
> PR kS . 3

0 v
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(b) Jaﬁzéh and Beekén‘(1973) summarizevtﬁe ﬁositive.‘;
. " aspects of an.extérnal'lOFUB_of controi‘aé; :
(1) more reafiatié appraisal of ;hg'nature df‘what .
infiueﬁces us | ’

(11) greater tolerance of chaotic and unpredictable

& situations

o
-

' (141) 1less overt desire for power
. s v

(iv) a more liberating attitude to interéeréonal

“relationships. ;» —

It is.poaﬂﬁlated that an "external" individual, who is more o
toléraﬁt, and more libetating would hayg more'reépect for

"{ndividual rights', hence, he would be functioning at a higher

e:hical level as meaaured by’Kohlberg's>acale.

[
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CHAPTER IV
' METHOD AND RESULTS
* SAMPLES"
' Two sampleq of 20 high school students each were tested

The initial sample cona‘sted of 12 girls and 8 boys at St Hary 8

Separate,School in Edmonton. _ e students in the initial sample

had a mean age of 16.8 year ‘fai they were attending a grade 11 “ %

,psychOIOgy class. The students were a streamlined group who %

‘ -
' 3

"had trouble with academic work The school was located in a lower
socioeconomi;:tggizn of the city - f R
Since the aample was small and from a relativeiy homogeneoua
group; . it was decided to repeat the experiment with a different . i
sample. This was in an attempt to remove possible bilases ‘due to?;h
aample size, intellectual ability, religion or socioeconomic)class.
The second sample consisted of 11 girls and 9 boys
attending Eastglen High School in Edmonton. The mean age of the
. gtudents was 17 2 years.qiihey were attending a grade 12 mathematics .

class. The 'school’ was 1ocated in a middle and upper socio-economic

s
region of the city.

,Anmm's'rmuou, AND SCORING

P

To determine the relationship, if any, between the Rotter and. °
» Kohlberg scales, the subjects in both samples were required to fill

out the Rotter I-E scale (Appendix A) and nine of the Kohlberg moral
d11emmas (Appendix B).

22



(-test (eeeaﬁppendix A) .

Lo

" Reliability in marking the Kohlberg scales posed a

problem due to the complex nature of the scoring. 1In the first

sample only one marker was used; hence, interjudge'reliabilityuwas.,f

not an issue. It was felt by the writer that the marker ‘was very

reliable, as she was a trained Kohlberg scorer ‘and as she had

- a great deal of experienee in scoring Kohlberg scalea

In the second esmple, ‘two Kohlberg markers were uged, instead

of one, in order to chq;k on: the interjudge reliability. Using the

' Kuder-Richardson Formula 20, a reliability index of 0. 80 was

vas experienced, and the other scorer was not. The naive scorer
was the. experimenter who had not taken a training course for
Kohlberg markers, and who just relied on the scoring mAnual
gn 1ight of this; it was decided to use the experienced scorer )
marks for subsequent ,analysis'..-

..~ PROCEDURE

.
Y

For each student a score from Kohlberg s global scal& and R

. :
Ia LA )_:, .

an "internal"score from.Rotter s. scale,uwere calculated. A -

"global"“score referred to Kohlbérg 8 more general form of analysis

4(global analysis) as opposed to his more complex and specific

item analysis. An "internal" score in Rotter 's scale was defined

as the total possible score" minus tie "oxternal" score. The

. "external" sdore was the score that was taken directly from the ,

~ . - . T

L .. \‘ . i S , "
ERIVINTel o Lve . S N
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) calculated. This coefficient would be gomewhat" 1low since one scorer



‘ The d%té.vas then subjected to a” one-way analysis of
variance and an F ratio was calculated.. The internal score was
'used as the dependent variable. A one-way analysie of variancé
1wasvused as the experimenter felt that the Kohlberg scale was’ not -

_equal interval scale, due to the fact that the stages are

qnalitatively different

o

| " RESULTS

>

This study had its main postulate that those individuals
. who score high on Rotter' 8 Internal Scale are using a type of

"

i»moral reasoning that w0uld be found at conventional or post-
‘conventional stages as measured by Kohlberg s (1971) scale of.moral
_development. The major hypothesis (p. 30) in null form stated

*that there will be 1o significant correlation between scores on the -
Rotter I-E Scale and scores on Kohlberg s moral development scale
The alternative hypotheses stated the direction of a possible
'icorrelation between Rotter s and Kohlberg 8 scales Hypothesis

2 stated that there would be a significant positive correlation
found between those individuals scoring high on Rotter 8 Internal
-Scale and Kohlberg s stages 3, 4, 5 and 6 Hypothesis 3-states that.
there'would be a significant positive correlation found between .
those individual5 scoring,high'on Rotter s External Scale and
,'Kohlberg's:stages'd 4, 5band’6; % |

‘In both samples, two scores were obtained.from each of the

-

students.’ \Qne score,was a number between 1 and 23. This represented




the Rotter "Internal" Score. 'Tﬁe'hig’her thae, is.core,. t‘h’e-mdre' inte'rnal" -

v.the 1ndiv1dua1 w‘waccording to Rotter 8 scale. ’ The other score .was )‘

"'the Kohlberg stage. The stages varied from 1 to. S. In the s

(vr

‘population studied therewere not. angndividuals who used a stage 6
' level of moral rean'enisg. SRR L g'» |
In the follawing paies, tables l to 3 and figure 1 represent

sesrplerl. 'l‘sblea nﬁ -6 and figute 2 represent sample 2



TABLE I

\ »THE RELATIONSHIP BETHEEN 'ROTTER' S INTERNAL SCORES AND. KOHLBERG'
' STAGES FOR A SAHPLE ‘OF 12 GIRLS AND 8 BOYS IN GRADES 11 AT
‘ ST MARY'S HIGH SCHOOL 1974

26 .

U'KOHLBERG STAGE -

1 23 e 4

11 8. 1

'ROTTER - S o 9. s
) .“INT.ERNAL'V' . ) -v - ;‘.. . S oo
SCORE- . |. - 13 9
(LISTED , - T o
UNDER | R 14 S
KOHLBERG. - o -
STAGES) . . R 1T
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_GRAPH SHOWING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INTERNAL SCORES AND
KOHLBERG STAGES FOR 20 ST. MARY'S STUDENTS (FROM TABLE 1)
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'ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR ROTTER INTERNAL SCORES BETWEEN. .
DIFFERENT KOHLBERG STAGES FOR 20 ST. MARY'S STUDENTS
. Source of Variation S5 MS DF - . F P

Group 11.25 378 3 0.26  *0.867
.~ Error- . 249.7 15.61 - .16 |
Total 260.95  19.36 19
§—
$P NS at .05 level .



’TABLE3
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NEWMAN-KEULS COMPARISON BETWEEN ORDERED MEANS FOR

KOHLBERG S STAGES _

- /(: 51\‘_. .
R ,

'Kohlﬁer'g Sta'ge ' 3. ’

-¥ohlberg| . Rotter

Stage '|.~ ‘Means

. N

©.12.100

©12.000

10.8

0Q> 10.000

5 $ 10.000

2 ©10.800

4 | 12,000

3 ~12.100°

' 0.100

2.100

©17300

2.000
11.200

0.0

0.8

00 . 0.0

‘of 2 Means: -

Critieal .

Value of ' . /
Difference /‘_"".1;

P 8.5

:7.6

6.3
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‘TABLE 4

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ROTTER S INTERNAL SCORES AND KOHLBERG”S
- STAGES FOR A SAMPLE OF. 11 GIRLS AND 9 BOYS, ‘GRADE. 12 EASTGLEN
’ HIGH SCHOOL, 1974.

KOHLBERG STAGE
1 : 2. 3 T s

9 10 14
13 18 - 10
ROTTER - _ 12 8. 12

"INTERNAL" | - . o SR

SCORE - L 14 - 19 ' S
- (LISTED 1 ' _

UNDER - R .10 11

KOHLBERG - I S

STAGES) o 6 ’ 15
15 : 8

10

15

@ B

S RS I RS
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FIGURE 2

GRAPH SHOHING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INTERNAL: SCGRES AND
KOHLBERG STAGES FOR 20 EASTGLBN STUDENTS (FROM TABLE 4)
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NE—WAX ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR ROTTER INTERNAL SCORES. BETWEEN
DIFPERENT KOHLBERG STAGES . FOR 20 ST. HARY S STUDENTS

,,;

TABLE 5
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SOURCE -  SS

oM

DF

“GROUPS

ERROR

Kl

13.87

224;3

6,94 -

13.20

2.

217,

" 0.53

%$0.600506

" TOTAL

23817

20.14

19

. ®

P'NShat‘.OS level
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TABLE 6

© NEWMAN-KEULS COMPARISON BETWEEN ORDERED MEANS

. FOR TABLE 5

FOR KOHLBERG'S STAGES

. »

P

!

-

. KOHLBERG STAGE B T
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" KOHLBERG
STAGE

11.826

MEANS

12.000 -

© 13,100

13.100 - 12:000
1.814 o 0.714
1,100 - 0.0

0.0

CRITICAL

_ VALUE OF -
DIFFERENCE
OF TWO
MEANS @

Csar o wTs
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. SAMPLE ONE | < .

1

Cn
&

The first hypothesis to be considered was the following.

HO: "~ there will be no significant correlation ‘between scoresz

en the Rotter I-E scale’ apd scores on Kohlberg 8. moral’ development
scale. . ’ - >

Table 1 shows the - relationship between Rotter 8 internal

o scores andBKohlberg‘s stages for a sample of 12 girls and 8 boys

" ina grade e psychology class, at st. Mary s High School in

/\

- Edmonton. For the purpose ‘of a one—way anaiysis of variance (see

: Kohlberg stage. ' | 7

-~

I4

G

. Table 1), the table has. been set- up in columns according to the

bl
(

. The Rotter internal score was listed as the dependent
vsrisble under its respective Kohlberg stage._ For .example, the
number 5 under the Kohlberg stage 2 repre;ents an individual who
scored S on the Rotter 4intetnal scale and.who fell into the Second
stage of moral reasoning ds measured'by the Kohlberg scale. ;

The homogeneity of variance in table l, using a chi—squared
test, wag foynd to have a,probability of 0.7104 This is well
within the range of a normal distribution. f g& "oy .

. To help clarify the relationship between téffKoﬁlberg stage

=

and the Rotter internal score, the data from table 1 was also -

compiled on a graph In figure 1, an ind&vidqu 8 score on ‘the

Internsl Rotter scale was: plotted on oh%x te. An individual 8

\)

o

34
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tplotted on the abscissa.< A point on the graph represented an”

3

'individual 8 Internal Rotter score relative to his Kohlberg moral
stage. As can be .seen from thé graph (Figure 1), there does not '
appear to be any - significant relatiOnship between an individual 8
‘gcore on the Rotler scale and his score on the Kohlberg scale. This
’is indeed what was found when the data was subjected to’ ; one—way
l_analysis oi variance (Table 2) |

From table 2, it can be seen that the probability of thaining
a change distribution similar to the one in figure 1 and table 1
was 0.867; thus, it would appear that there were no significant' -
relationships, in the first sample, between an individual's score
on Rotter's internal scale and his score on Kohlberg s scale.

To investigate whether there were any significant differencee
between the Rotter s score meane for the Kohlberg stages, a Newman-
Keuls Comparison between ordered means (Table 3) was used In

table 3, the ‘mean Rotter internal score,vfor each othhe Kohlberg
stages, was found.: These means were’fOuntho be i0.8, 12;1,.12;0,
110.0 for Kohlberg s stages 2, 3, 4, 5 respectivelyl In the Newman-
Keuls Comparison (Table 3), it was . found that there were no cases

" where there was a eiénificant difference between the Rotter score
neans for the Kohlberg’etages. In no case did the studentized range
exceed the critical value of difference for the two neans, (i e.

in table 3),. neither 2 1, 1. 3 nor 0 1 exceeded the critical difference
© 8.5). Again? thia would indicate that there were no significant _
‘relationships betueen the Rotter & Kohlberg scales. As a result,’

&

the null hypothesis must be accepted for samnle 1.



‘o

trends for the Rotter scores in the various Kohlberg atages a

Also it should be noted that there were 0o significant '

8

_ shown’ by the Newman-Keula ‘analysis (Table 3), In all caSes the

atudentized range was too far below the critical difference,

the Rotter means in- any stage to approach significance.
‘ &

for

\‘/’

36
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The firet hypothesis to be’ considered is the following‘

HO: There will be’ no Significant correlation between scores :
on the Ratter_I-E scalgtaqdvscores on Kohlberg 8 moral deveIOpment ]'-'
. scale. ) S SR o B

s ; . . gy

Table 4 shows the reiationship between the Rotter internal

scores -and the Kohlberg stages for a sample of 11 girls and 9 boys,t

I

in a grade 12 mathemAtics class at Eastglen High School in’ Edmonton.

This table has been aet—up aimilarly to table 1 (see explanation

:
i

“ i - \' e PR}
. v .

abOVe)

4

: The homogeneity of variance was foun& to have a probability
:‘ of ,8.* This ie well within the range of a normal distributiou.
The data from table 4 was ‘also compiled on a graph (figure 2)

As 1in figure l an individual's internal Rotter ecore was plotted
against the ordinate with his Kohlberg stage plotted against the@%

abecissé i As” can be seen from figure 2 tHere did not app%ar to be

0! (

. any signific&nt relationahipa between an individual’u acorﬁ ‘on the

-

Rotter SCale and his score on the Kotherg scale.

From table 5 it can be seen that the probability of obtaining,

' by chance, thia disbmibutiOn was 0. 60 This was not significant.'
13 - U . .
.Thus, it would appear that there were no significant relationships,

9 -

N in the second sample, between an individﬂal'e score on Rotter s
internal scale and his eeore on. Kohlberg 8 scale. '.

- . v ' . S o v S
. ’ L. A - N : L. o



-As would be expected with such a large probabiliCy, there were

no éigﬁificane differences betweeu the Rotter 8score meamns for the

»Kohlberg stages (Tdble 6) “In no$cgs fdidfthe studentlzed range
. ¢ . $ o fﬂ' 3 . .
.exceed the critical value of difference for the two means. Again,

.'s\

this would indicate that there was no significant relationship

~between the two scales Thus, the null hypothesis must be accepted
w o . -.. :

for sample 2.

-
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el e . ' CHAPTER V . A
&y
DISCUSSI,ON AN‘D coucws;ons* o

K

This research hea been guided by the postulate that those

ndividusla who score. high»on Rotter s Internal Scale are uaing a.

e .
—

type of moral reasoning that would be found at a conventional or °

\‘\\ 3

post-conventional stage, as measured by Kohlberg 8 (1971) scale of\\\\\\

\

moral development. From this posﬁulate wss derived the hypothesiS'
that there will be a st@tistically aignificant correlation between

cores on, the Rptter I- E scale and scores on Kohléirg 8 moral

.;__7

development scale. Empirical evidence tOAsupport thia comea ﬁrom '

Rotter (1966, 1971) and others (Adams-Webber, 1969 Penk 1969'

\ Phares, Wileon; andklyver,l971) Theae researchera picture '

the "internal", as compared?to3the external as:

1. more resistant to subtle manipulation and more in
control of the environment and themselves, (Rotter, 1966 1971)

2. having more internalized moral aanctions (Adams-
Weber, 1969). : . -
- v .
-3 employing more verbally mature abstractiona
(Penk, 1969) » e

i
4. and being less blaming (Phares, Wilson andKlyver 1971)
These statements were interpreted to mean that the "internal" .
would ‘gcore higher on the Kohlberg scale, indicating that the
:-.internal was using a more "principled" form of moral reaaoning
| Contnadictory evidence concerning Rotter s "internal“ .d'

external" individuals came from. Janzen and Beeken (1973) . ‘They”’
t. . 39 - T B '. : . . . -
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postulated that the external" ‘as’ compared to the "internal" ’
(1) has a more realistic appraisal of what influences him. |
.7(2),.has'greater tolerance.of.unpredictable situations.
' (3l Mhas less overt desire for power._ ‘ -1”, i‘.t . o
'(4) "is more 1ibersting in interpersonal relationships

Janzen and ‘Beeken's. postulates were intetpreted to mean

tg'scale‘

“f‘**—f%*indicatiﬁﬁ'fﬁat—tﬁeﬂ‘e;ternal" was using a more‘"principled" form - i

' that the external" would ‘score higher o

of moral reasoning. Janzen and Beeken (1973) however, alao point -
out that there are stlll many problems connected with locus of
"control studiea. They feel that there are many pre-conceptions
-involved in the design and interpretation of many locus of control
‘experiments.' If ‘this is true, there ‘may be no relationships between

‘Rotter's Locus of Control Scale and Kohlberg 8 Scale of Moral

'Developnent. _ R o L =" 4 -
To test the postulate that Rotter 8 internal individuals
would be functioning at Kohlberg 8 conventional or post—conventional

levels of moral reasoning, the following hypotheses were - advanced
' HO' ‘There will be no statistically significant correlation
between scores on the Rotter I-E’ Scale and scores on Kohlberg s
?moral development scale. ‘

" Hl: There will be a significant positive correlation found
between those individuals scoring high on Rotter 8 Internal Scale
o, ~ and Kohlberg 8- stages 3, 4 5 and 6. ‘ , S e
E H2: . There will be a significant positive correlation_
. found. between those individuals scoring-high on Rotter 8 Exgernal
Scale arﬁ Kohlberg 8 stages 3, 4, S and 6.. 5 .




. o L o

W

In spite of having samples from different socioeconomic

(9 classes, from different achievement levels, and from different school

j
{

~ ' systems, the results were ‘the same: there were no significant

relationships between Rotter 8 Locus of Control Scale and’ Kohlberg s

stages of.moral development, thus, the null hypothesis was

,[accepted :E, ‘:1 . ;; | R ;s_ . j!m,i -
Before considering the implications, these reaults ‘have for .

the claims made about Rotter 8 scale, it is necessary to conaider
‘ the'limitations of this study. First the study only involved a
relstively small sample of 40 high school students Allythe ,
students came from senior grades in two high schools in Edmonton.
" Only 2 of the students were reasoning at a stage 5 level as measured
.vby-Kohlberg 8 stale; There were no- individuals uaing a Stage 6 level
of. moral reasoning There was also the-possibility of errors
' in measuremeng in the scoring of the Kohlberg scale. Onlv one
marker was used to score the Kohlberg’scale in the first sample
}" The above 1imitations make it difficult to generalize beyond -the
- aamples studied, thus, the resultslshould be viewed with caution.
What implicatioas, then do these results have for the claims;
:.made about Rotter 8 scale., If the I-E scale measures verbal
abstraction, internalized moral sanctions, feelings of control,
general activity, dogmatism, Yesistance to manipulation,btolerance,
';personal relationahipa, and assesament of forces that influence us,
7why then 1s. there no relationship with the development of moral - -
.njudgment as. measured by Kohlberg 8 scale? How can these results be

v

" explained? g



‘ rationalizations, thus, the "internals" would not be concentrated

42
If children employing verbally mature abstractions tend to

be "internal" (Penk, 1969) and if as you proceed up Kohlbergvs

_scale, the principles used in making judgments become "more abstractv

va?d ethical", why then is there no relationships between the

Rotter and Kohlberg scales? .One possible explanation may be that
even tho%gh Rgtter 8 "internal" is employing more. verbal '

abstractions , the abstractions are not qore "ethical" Perhaps

’ 0 -

the abstractious are merely in the form of higher level

T

r

-
i
t

at Kohlberg 8 higher levels.’

\ . R Y
‘The fact that "internals" had more {nternalized moral
ST
sanctions (Adams-Webber, 1969), but were not usingrsignificantly -
higher ievgzéiof'moral judgment ma&‘be"explained by postulating‘

that individuals using higher levels of horal judgment may have no
1

great need for ihternalized moral sanctions, or at least by saying

that higher level moral Judgment does not require more internalized

moral san tions } Also it may be that dogmatism, blaming, resistance

'to mani ulation, and feelings of being in control are-not relevant

v ?
‘)

to moral judgment as measured by Kohlberg 8’ scale This in Curn
g

would raise’ the guestion as to whether a person using stage six

‘moral judgment as well as a‘person using stage one moral judgment,

as measured by Kohlberg s scale, could- be dogmatic, blaming, f;
’ 1
rqsistant to’ manipulation, and having feelings of being in control

- Similarly, there may be the possibility that individuals using

-

stage one or stage six in moral judgment could ‘be both "docile and

;
suspicious".)

v -_,b . : . i -
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Perhaps moral judgment and moral behaviour are not rclated.'

It may be that Kohlberg 8 scale measures only moral judgment,

whereas, Rotter's scale measures personality factors that are highly

correlsted‘with.behaviour.‘ These questions are yet’ to be

answered.
" With regard to Janzen and Beekenis (1973‘ external teaCHEr‘

who respects "thdividual rights" and allows his students more

autonomy than the internal teacher, how can it be explained that he

is not necessarily operating at a° higher level of moral judgment,,

vparticularly when Kohlberg 8 higher stages are based on\an increased

/-\

'respect-for humannrights.. Perhaps this teacher may be operating

at a higher level of moral judgment; however, the counter argument,

that the teacher is allowing the students autonomy through his lack

of control is equally possibLe

The’above discussion was based on'the premise that Rotter's
and Kohlberg ‘s scales are valid (i ‘e, they are measuring what:they

purport to measure). It is possible that one or both scales are not

,vvalid; ‘In Rotter's scale one could question whether_it is

‘imeasuring a single dimension. If:"iﬁternality—eaternality" is not
‘'a single stable dimension found on a continuum, it would.be very

’ hard to compare individuals in regard to. “internality—externality ,

'at different points on the scale. As’ Janzen and Beeken (1973)

have pointed Out there is a great danger of’applying pre-conceptions

to the design and interpretation of locus of control experiments. In

: other words there is a danger of ‘e owing’the measure with the

rﬂintended "measured” meanings of the concept.p The theoretical basis-



:

Rotter 8 scale still needs investigation._ K - o ° .
, 7 ‘ .

' ‘As such it may be premature for Rotter‘(197l) and Steoﬁens
and gelys (1972), to claim that society needs more "interna
individuals. Even {f the "internal" has the positive qualiCE 5
.that Rotter (1971) claims, and this is by no means certain, as the
study by Janzen and Beeken (1973) has indicated the writer would
\ argue that what soclety needs may . not be ‘more alert, skillful,
achievement-oriented, and environmental controlling "internals

(Rotter, 1966) but more people capable of. "higher" moral judgment.

It should be noted that Hitler could’ be described as alert, -

skillful, achievement oriented and environment controlling, however, o

- few people would argue ‘that he was capable of,"higher moral
judgment. Perhaps es ‘Janzen and Beeken (3973) note, . Rotter's
‘ scale would ‘be more useful in the field of 1earning, and " ”" |
. not personality N'.'

One further queation should be asked. 'Stephens4end Delys -
‘(1972) have argued that _young children should be trained to be
' -"internal ﬂ,The question is, 'Do we have the right to attempt to
train a child to be "internal"’

£ A -
In: summary, the reeults ‘of this experiment'indicate that

v

tiere are no'statistically significant relationships between Rotter's .

Locus of Control Scale and Kohlberg s cognitive-developmental scale
- of moral judgment. This study, however, ‘raises more questions ‘than
it answers. -Are. Kohlberg 8 and Rotter 8 claims about their scales

 valid? What are the moral implications of Rotter's claims? Hhve we:

.
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‘the right to train people to be "internal" or “external"? . .
- SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH: - - o~

This study has just touched on the problem of possiblev

"relationships between Rotter 8 Inxernal—External Scale and morality..-.” &
AT

There are many possibilities for further tesearch A few of these

follow: : - ,. ‘: S ;ﬁv" SR _ o

- 1. Airepiication of tliis atudyﬁuaing'1argerfsamples and

, older‘age groups. | _
2. Find a sample AE individuals using stage ‘5 and.& levels

of moral reaaoning as measureﬁ byWKohlberg 8 deale and teat

‘whether they are "internal" or. "eXternal" as compared to ind;viduals'

'using conventional and pre—conventional moral reasoning.

3. Test for correlations between Piaget 8 scales of moral

judgment (1932) éﬂd cognitiVe development (1952) and Rotter's I-E

Jﬂcale- T ' : ‘ . . . f ,. ;. 'v . o R -/
4. Test for correlations between moral behaviour and Rotter's
l-E,seale. Wilson's (1969) scale could be-used to measure morail

. “ . behaviour.
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~ APPENDIX A,

a

INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE I-E SCALE

« . This is a-questionnaire to find out the way in which certain
important events in our society affect different people. 'Each item
consists of a pair.of alternatives lettered a or b. Please select

the .one statement of each pair (and only one) which you more stroqgly‘
believe to be the case as far as you re concerned. Be sure to select.

the one you actually beleive to be more true-rather than the one you
think you should choose or the one you would like to be true. This
‘18 a measure of peraonal belief: obviously there are no right or
‘wrong answers. : »

Your answers to the items on- this inventory are to be recorded
on a separate answer sheet which is loosely inserted in the booklet
REMOVE THIS ANSWER SHEET NOW. Print your. name and any other
information requested by the examiner on the answer sheet, then .
finish reading these directions Do not open the booklet until you
are told to do so. : I SRSV

Please answer these items carefully but do not spend too much
time on any one item. Bé sure to find an answer for every choice..
Find the number ‘of the item on the answer sheet and black-in the
space under the number 1 or 2 which you choose as the atatement
more true.

In some instances you may discover that you believe both
stateﬁeﬁts or neither ore. 1In such cases, be sure to select the
one you more strongly believe to be the case as far as you're
concerned. - Also try to regpond to each item independently when
making vour choice; do not be influenced by your previous choices.

PR
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THE I-E SCALE

1. a. Children get into trOuble because their parents‘
) punish them tOO’much

b. The trouble with most children nowadays 1s that
Atheir paxents are too eaey with them.

e

‘

2. =. Many of the unhappy thingS'in people S 1ives
‘ . are partly due to bad luck. : .

- b. People 8 miefortunes result from the mistakes

" they make.
< w 3. “a.  Ona .the maJor reasons why we ‘have wars is
T becausénpegople don't take enough interest in

politics. _ ‘ -

b, There'will‘alwa§s be wars, no matterjhow hard

. . 'people try ‘to prevent them. R
o : ' s : ,rji
. o L R .

4, a. In the long run people get. the rg&pect they
t N »deserve in this world. i & .-

x ."b.'fUafortunately, an individqal,s worth often
’ . passes unrecognized ne mafper how hard he

] d " B “‘ . tl'ies. : .;/

S

;.

L. 50 a. The 1déa that teachqrs iare unfair to ‘students
" 1s nonsense. 1;1 S

v
Sy 1Y
o 4

o hgt Most students dbndn realize the extent to
.8 “which their gpdies are influenced by
o ' ' ccidental happenings

fa§71'7ffhfl6ﬁ’\a.- Without the right breaks one cannot be an s
Lo o effective leader. , o

b. »Capablé people who' fail to become leaders have
-, .not taken advantage of their opportunities.




«

8.  a.

b.

9. a.

p.

¢

10. a.

- b.

11, a.

b

12. a.
b.

No- matter "how hard you try some people SRR .

juat don t Tike, you.‘ o

People who can' . get othere to like them -
don & understand how to get along with ofhers.v

u

Heredity plays the major role ;ﬁ‘determining "  5‘“

one's personal ty. L &

It is one's’ experiences in life which’ determine

" what . they re. like.

1 have often fOund that What 1s going to happen *. “'a
will happen., : ‘ ) A
Trusting to fate has never; turned out as
well for me as making a deqisiOn to. take a
definite course of action._ ‘

\

Jl

In the case of the well prepared student ; V'a'

there is rarely if ever such a thing as-:
an uqfair test.

Many times exam questions tend ‘to be so.
unrelated to course work that studying is
really useless.

o . |
Becoming a success is a matter of hard work R a
1uck has little or nothipg to do with" it.

Getting a good job depends inly ‘on being ‘
in the right place at the )2 ght time.» oo -

The average citizen can have an influence in - a
government decisions. . E :

The world is run by: the few people in power, and
there 1s not much the little guy can do ab0ut
it. ! :

&

. Vb



16.

17.

18.

19.

When I make plans, 1 am almost Qgrtain that
I can make them work.

It is not always wise to plan too far ‘ahead

- because many things turn out to be a matter

of gopd or bad fortune anyhow.

. There are certain‘people‘who are_just no good.

There is some good in everybody.

In my case getting what I want has little
or nothing to do with luck.

\

Many times we might just as well decide what
to.do by flipping a coin. _ ‘ .

Who gets to be the boss often depends on who
was lucky enough to be in the right place first.

Getting people to do the right thing depends

" upon ability, luck has little or nothing to

do vith it.

‘As far .as world affairs are concerned, most

of us are,the victims of forces we can neither
understand, nor control. '

By taking an -active part in political and social

affairs the people can control world events.

Most people don't realize the extent to which
their lives are controlled by accidental
happenings .

There really is no such thing as "luck".

. One should always bé willing to admit'mistekes.'

It is usually best to cover up one's mistakes;;

~
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.20. a.

b.

23. a.
b.

24, 8
:02 -
' _b.
y bs
26. a.
..b' ~

'How many friends you shave depends upon how.
nice sa person you are.

s . lvgg,.r,
e

.It is hard % l'ﬁnow whether or not a person
really likes you. '

In the long run the bad things that happen'

’ to us are balanced by the good ones.

" Most misfortunes are the result of 1ack of

ability, ignorance, laziness,‘or all three.

.

With enough effort we can wipe out political
.corruptiOn.

“-It is difficult for people to have much control

over the things politicians do in office.‘

Sometimes I can't ‘understand how teachers‘
arrive at the grades they .give.

‘There 1is a direct connection between how
hard restudy,and the grades I get.

A good leader %knepts people to‘decide for
themselves wha & %¥¥ey should do.

A good leader makes it clear to everybody

what their jobs are.

Many. times I feel that'I have little influence
over the thingavthat happen to me.

it is 1mpossible for me to believe that chance

or. luck plays an important role in my 1ife.

-~

People are- lonely because they don't try to be
afriendly.. -
There's not much use in trying too hard to

4pleaee people, if they like you, they llke you.
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27. a.

_— _‘,‘ LNy "‘g%

‘There is too much emphasis on achletics in high_i

school. Ty

Team sports ate an excellent way to build -
character.
What happens to me is my own doing.

Sometimes . 1 feel that 1 don t have enough

control over the direction my life is taking

d' .

Most of the time I can't understahd why
politicians behave the way they do.

In the long run the people are responsible
for bad government on a nationmal as well
as on a local leyeL
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APPENDIX B
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. Name o . S 1.D. Number ~
~ Ave. .. Sex ‘ BT R - S
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 DECISION STORIES AND QUESTIONS ~ 4

-,

o On the following pages you will find several stories each of
-‘which are followed by some questions. The purpose of these stories
and questions is to, get at.your opinions and ideas. Please vwrite
down all the ideas or feeltngs they bring to mind rather than giving
"wes" or "No" answers. Just writing "Yes" or "No' is definitely not
an adeqitate answer. You should always give your sons for your
answer. ‘ ' e ' T '

- You are to write your .answers in the spaces provided following
. each question. If you need more space you may write on the back of
the page, but if you do make sure you specify which question you are
answering. You should be able to answer most .of the questions in the
space that is provided. : L -

__Remember that this is not a test in the usual sense. There are
no right or wrong answers. There can only be different ideas and -
opinions about these stories. So, do not spend a long time thinking
about how to answer any one question, but simply write down what your

‘opinions and ideas are about it.
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In Eui}ope a womén waa ‘near death’ gog_a s;pec&l kind of can There '

was one drugithat the doctorsithou

of radium that a druggist im the s:& twon ¥

The grug was expensive to.; but the druggist
what the drug cost to mak&. -He paid $200 for the rﬁﬁi m'andfcha K
$2,000 for a small dose of thedrug.¥ The sick woma#t"d husbund, '
went to everyone h¢ knew to borrpw the money,.but he could. onlyk,
together about $1,000 which is half of what it cost. He told the
druggist that his wife was dying and asked him to sell it cheaper or
let him pay later. But the druggist,éaid,‘"Né, 1'digcovered the drug
and I' m-goiﬂg to make money from it." . So Hei}qdfot ‘desperate and broke
into the man's store to steal the drug for hi

5

Shouid Heinz have done that? Was it actually wrong q@ right? Why?

c

might ° sav~ ' It

‘ N
- Is it a husband's duty to. steal the drug for' his wife if he can get
it no other way? Wbuld a good husband .do it?

'

- pid the druggist have/the rigbt to charge that much when there was
" no 1aw actually setting a limic to the price? Why?

. .
/ . v
i ‘ : . e . -
. . =

Answer the next twd qkﬁstioné if you think he should steal thetdrdg'

If the husband does not feel very close or affectionate to his wife,
should he steal the drug° :

- o ; —

‘Suppose it wasn't Heinz's wife who was dying of cancer but it was
Heinz's best friend. - His friend didn't have any money and there was
no one in his family willing to steal the drug. Should Heinz steal
the drug for his friend in that case? Why? ’ -
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Answer the nmext two questions only if you think Heinz should not ™

steal the drug : _ -

,'Would you steal the drug to Qave your wife 8 life?

v
R . . . - . N . o

lf =S

If you were dying of cancer but were strong enough, would you steal
the drug to save your own life’ .

*

Everyone should answer the remaining;gpestion

.

Heinz bqoke in the store and stole the drug and gave it to his wife. ,
He was caught and brought before th judge. Should the judge send

‘Heinz to jail for stealing or should&he let him go free?  Why?

4

Everjone should continue herd
w

‘The drug didn't work, and there was no other q‘eatment known to:

had only about 6 months to live. She was in terrible pain, (but she
was 80 weak that a good dose of a pain-killer like ether or morphine
would make her die sooner. She was delirious and almost crazy with

medicine which- could save Heinz's wife, 8o thée" doctor knew Eﬁat she
b

. pain, and in her calm periods, she would ask the doctor to give her

enough to kill her. She said she. couldn't stand the pain ‘and she was

.going to die in a few months anyway

‘Should the doctor do what she asks and give her the drug that will
- make her die? Why? v
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ﬁﬁsvér the following;qgestiOns only if you'think the doctor should .~
not give her the drug , ‘ T ’ . ' -

Would ybu'blame.thé‘doctor,for'giving Hér the drug?”; . - s
-, . - .. Q ' . C : .
o .

)

What would have been the best for the woman herself, to have had her

-1ife for six months more in great paingor have’'died sooner? %hy?

v

)

Some cOuntrieévhave a law that doctors cohldfput away é'Suffering
person who will die anyway. Should the doctor do it in that case? -

Eve:yone.should'answér the‘reﬁaiﬂing»quéstions

- The doctor finally'decidéd to kill the woman t6 put,her out of herwaf%,

so he did it without consulting the law. . The police found out and the

doetor was brought up on a charge of murder even though they knew the
oman had<asked him, What punishment should the judge give the doctor?

-7

v . X L.

Would 1~ be'tight‘or wrong to'giye thé'doctor the death séntenceivﬁ

1

Do you believe that the death sentence should be‘giyen in some cases?

The vaw-p:esctibes the death penalty for treason againstvthe.couhtry.
Dc '-ou think the death sentence should be given for treason? .Why?

sie
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?hile all this was: happening, Heinz was’ in jail for. breaking in and
trying to steal the: medicine. "He had been: sentenced for 10 years..

'-HBut after a. couple of years, -he escaped fro@Dthe prison and went to

}ive in another part of the country under & new name. He saved.money
nd slowly built up a big factory. He gave his workers the highest -
ges and used most "of ‘his profits to. build a hospital for work in

¢éring cancer.

" Twenty years had passed when a tailor. recognized the.

«wifactory owner as ‘being Heinz, the escaped convict whom the police had -
been looking for ‘back ' in his home ‘town.

Sh0u1d the tailor report Heinz to the’ police? yould it be right .

~ or wrong-to keep it quiet? Why? ¥

'0"? o

>

Is it a citizen s duty to report Heinz? Would it be rightjor'wrong
to keep it quiet’ Why? .. :

<

If Heinz was a good fridﬁﬂx‘j
difference° Why? - o

g2

ﬂ(a‘_ . . .
the tailor, would that make a

o

: 'Sho Heinz be sent back to jﬁil by the judge” Why?

A

,f”"



"_Why?

©oel
.Joe 18 a lé-year—old boy who' wanted to go to camp very much,  His
father promised him he could. go if he saved. up the money for it
himself. - So Joe worked hard at hi skpaper route and saved up the $40
it cost ‘to°go to camp and a little“hore besides. But ju t before
camp was going to start, his father changed his mind. ‘of his -
friends decided to go on a special fishing trip, and Joe 8 father
‘was short of the money it would dost. So- he told-Joe to. give him’
‘the motey he had saved from the pnper route. Joe didn't want to give .
up going to camp, so he thought of refusing to give his father the
money. : ‘ v

v PR L - . | | o .
_ Should.Joe refuse to give his father the money? Why? B

©

‘Does. hie father have the right to tell Joe to. give him the money?

»

_Doea giving t oney'have anything to ‘do with being a good son?

§ ’ y (I R St . . Lo ' -
. . .f%,’., ~ £ X ,m‘ et} N . “
- P ' ~ s . o

,'“‘“r .1 L o _y
V};“, A - K 5 '
e R .
.e"jf Ty
AT ) . B
’ . '.ff : . %w :
Which is woese, a father breaking a promise” to his son or a son

4breaking a promise to his father?’ Why?
T ’. :rk. REREEN K ' . - \;,!.
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Joe wanted to go to camp but he was afraid to refuse to give his
®ather the money. - So he gave his father 313 and told him that was
~all he made. He took the other $40 and pald for camp with it. . He.
. told his father the head of the camp said he could.pay later. So"
he went off:: to camp,,and the father didn t go on the fishing trip.

Before Joe went to camp, he told his older brother, AlexandEr that
‘he really made $50 and that ‘he lied to his father and said he'd
-made $10. Alexander wondere whether he should te11 his father or not.

- Should Alexander, the older brother, tell their father that Joe had
lied about the money or should hé keep quiet about what Joe had done?
Why? .

- 2

Why should a teenager think he? sgfuldn t tellcon a- frignd or, a
~brother? o _ ‘ - :

'Which is more important, being a- loyaI son or a 1oya1 brother’
Why? ' .

If the. father finds out, should he. punish Joe for lying 4nd going off
with the money? Why” . , .« i U

A

61 -
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' Several years later," the grodh—up brothers had gotten ‘into serious

trouble.’ They were secretly leaving town in a hurry and needed money. .

Alex the older one, broke intoa store and stole $500. Joe, the

younger Qne, went to a retired old man who was knowﬁ to help people
in town.. Joe told .the -man that he was very sick and he needed $500
to pay for the operation. Really he wasn't sick at all,,and ‘he" had
no intention of paying the man back. Although the man didn't know

’

each with $500 ‘ R

Joe wery well, he loaned him the money. ‘So Joe and Alex'skipped town,;

rf you had to say who did worse, would you say Al did:worse to break .
in ‘the store and steal the $500 or Joe did worse to borrow the $500
with'no intention of" paying it back? Why?

»

Would you feel 1ike a’ worse person stealing like Al or cheating
 1ike Joe? . Why? ) o
. , )

" Why shguldn't someone_steal from a étore éhyhowZ-

«

™

<

Who would feel worse, the storeowner who was robbed or the man
., who was cheat d out of the loan? Why?

uld the . law ‘be more harsh or strong agalnst,‘stealing
like Al or. chedting like Joe? why° .

A Y
A
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In Korea a company of Marines was 'way outﬁumbered and was retreat ot
before the enemy. The company Qad ‘crossed, a bridge over a river, but’
the enemy were mostly still.on L 2 other side. If someone went back \, :
to the bridge. and ‘blew it up as the enemy- were comi over-it, it SR
would weaken the enemy. With the head start the rest of the men in the
company would have, they could probably - then escape. But the man who
stayed back to blow up the bridge would probably not be able to escape
alive; there would be about a 4 to 1 chance he would be killed.. The
captaln Hﬁﬁself is the man who knows best who should gobback and do
the job. The, captain tiimself is the man who knows bést how to lead
the retreat. He asks for. {olunteers,. but no one will volunteer. If
he goes himself, the men will probably not get. back ‘safely and he is
‘the only one who knows how to lead the retreat

Should the captain order a man to go on this very dangerous mission or
should he go himself? Why? .

iC5,

Does the captain have the right to order a man if he thinks it best to?
why’) ‘ ’ v . - -

v 1

/

Which’ would be" best for the survival of all the men, orderlng a man
or the captain going himself7 . :

. : Yy sy : o

ij he were a solutely certain that many more lives would be lost if
he went himsglf and were killed, should he order another man to go
against his will? Why? S

+
’

érWould 'a man have the right to refuse such an order? Why?

t : : . . S e

N
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. ﬁgg, SR S _ o Y 4 o
he men to stay behind. - ’

The capthinff1;;le decided to order one of t
. One of the men he thought of was one. who had a lot of "strength and
courage but he was a bad trouble maker. He was always stealing things
~ from the other men, beating them up and he wouldn't do his wotk: The -
second man he thought of had gotten a bad disease in Korea and was
1ikely to die in a short time anyway, though he was strong enoung to

.. do the job. - _
n send the trouble maker or the sick man? Why?

Should the captai

o

Who would it be ‘fairer to send? Why?

' Would 1t bé fair to send the troubleimakér as a:punishmént? Why?

!

Whose life would be worth more the company? tWhy?".
j : v _ :

| - e
/



During the war in Europeiacity was often bombed by the enemy. So
each man in the city was given a post he was to go to right -after the
bombing to help put out. the fires the bombs started and .to rescue '

- people in the burning buildings A man named Diesing wd% made the
~chief in charge of one fire engine post. The post was near where he --
- worked 80 he ‘could. get. theré quickly during the day, but it was a,long
way from his home.. One day there was a very heavy bombing and Diesing
left the.shelter in the. place he worked and went toward his fire ‘
.- station. But when he saw how much of the city was burning he’got

. worried about his family. So he decided he had to go home first to
‘see if his family was safe, even -though his home was a long way off

. and the station was nearby and there was somebody assigned to protect
-vhis family s area.

[

Was it right or wrong for Diesing to leave his station to protect
his family? Why7 N ' R -

-

, N

x >

'Suppose Diesing were just a volunteer and wasn't pa;d, would that
make 8 difference? Why? o Ry £
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Suppose other men were leaving for!their familiesr 'ﬁbold,tnft make
a difference? Why7 oL PN
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Suppose it were against ‘the law to leave one's ‘post ‘ard only a few
men besides Diesing did it. Should Diesing be punished?  Why?




’PENDIX C -
"
© 'Global Rating Guide

-'Sambie Situation - Heingz StealiﬁgADrugs
T el e )
Type 1 - Oriented tdé%gsqijdﬂ) avoidance of stealing and punishment
. - - L Was: L o _ .
. 9 .__:;_‘ z: . o

“ 1. Value. Synteiiéfég%”ﬁfojective'value comparison - the wife isg

‘valuable; ‘more valuable than the drug - qua more important. The
badness of stealing .may focus on the value of the drug.

2. Choice. May not go beybnd iabeling to identify with;actor's/;ﬂ,
o dilemma. If does, may see him as unable to change outcome ofiﬂf,
situation. Says shouldnft_steal; B

3. -Sanction. Strong concern about punishment. Mayteee it as

P

inevitablé. May see punisghment és,leading to further harm to
wife or making drug uselgss. »

4. Stealing rule; .Stealing is a bad, punishable act, bfeakihg the
law (as activating police)., - , : ~

5. Husband role. .No senge &£ ‘husband's role oblication in this
context. oo, ~§f .

- S -
6. Injustice.# May thiwk' drt@g&féﬁ will be punished for withholding
+ . the drug or for shodriag* thé hugsband. In any case, does not - see .
* druggist's action withholding as justifying the husband's
action, or as relevant to . it " .

Type 2 - Oriented .to instrumental nécées;ty”of stealing

1. Value. "The ends justify>the means.  Says has to,‘is'best to, ~ ’
or is right to steal, to prevent wife from dying. (Without an
-implication that saving,the wife is' a good deed).

. 2. Choice. _Little,cthlicfiin decision to steal. Implids decision

is based -on instrumental reasoning or impulse.

‘ U = I ‘ ] :

3. Sanctiodf. Little concern about punishment, or punishment may be
avoided by repayment, etc.

ya o

4. . Rule. Little Eoncern about étealing'in,this éituation.l'May see

£y

stealng in this situation as not hurting the druggist.

66



 but not of sacrifice or duty.’
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-

Husband role. Orientation to a family member or.a'relétiVe whom

one needs and is identified with. . May be an'act,of exchange,

.

~

V8.3 Injustiée. Druggist's cheating "makes it $¥§§{a1 to steal."

w

-

However, not actually indignant at the drugg¥ot, who may be
seen as wi;hin’his'righta to charge whatever he wants.

Type 3 -~ Orientéﬁito briné a good family ﬁersén in context where
stealing would-not be too disapproved. Stealing justified either

because it's natural a loving husband would, or because of
provocation by mean behavior of the gruggistL

1.

: .L/f\situation.
Y
2.

Valﬁéﬂ

X oma

Intentions concern. Act justified because of the great
and natural concern of the husband and his desperateness in the

Choice. Indecisive as td right and wrong, but a natural dction

the self and most people would do. Foeus 1is on the not

disapp:oving,.ndt on a catggorical decision about' the act. . Maj
insist some way society will golve problem.

Sanction. Sg&s that'qther'people wouldn't disapprove, or that

the self wouldn't - that court may be lenient.

Stealing rule. More concern than Type 1 that stealing 1is bad

o the situation. Husband is willing to do anything, really
desperate. ' : et R

T T

5. /Huéban&irdlé; Most or any husband would love his wife enough .

8.

to do it. Shouldn't steal for a friend because don't like a
friend that much (to risk jail).n ' e

s

Justiée.; Orientation to druggist as a mean oOr seifish'pérson.

Type 4. - A'categoricél attiiude toward stealing in coﬁfiiét‘with
 'some sense of respdnaibility fogalife and some indignation at

druggilst-.

.yg}gg:- Acknowledgment of the importance of the end, of the

extremeness. of the situation, e.g., & 1ife is at stake. (In
Type -1, there was an actual comparison of the importance of a
1ife vs. of the drug, not a reaction to the urgency of the
situation.) Makes a demand for certainty before stealing. =

3

B
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‘2. Choice. - To some extent, sees act of stealing as one of . - ';~f"ﬂ

' deapetation, loss of control, Some distrust of the emotional ;;;“:;
reaction of the naturah,self Says no at first® but may waiver, ol
decide should steal. i A t. o &

3. Sanction. No mention of punishment as a sanction., May be B ﬁ* ” 4

concern for testoring gestures to undo the wrong of stealing. tﬂ%,~
. ~ oo ’,, ’; S
4. Rule. Some eategorization of stealing ‘a8 always wrong. - ° RS
A resistance to making exceptions to rules. A possible invooation
of harming the druggist or his property. rights. It is as if a
decision had been made in- the past that "stealing is wrong and.
he decisiOn cannot be changed for this ‘case.

5. Husband role. A sense of obligation to the wife independent of
- -affection, being good, etc. May be. defined as' delegated dut¥
‘ as unlimited responsibility for the safety of someone

6. Justice. Some indignation against the druggist, but this, does
not legitimize stealing. May- ‘believe druggist is within his
rights to gain the rewards of his labor.

Type 5 - Oriented to the law itgself to some extent an 9arbitrary
. discounting of the individual situatiOn. ' »

1 «

1. Value. The ends,’ situation, does not justify the means. :

2, Choice. The conflcit is between the legal judgment and what /
anyone, the rational individual would do,'or is justified in '
doing. Expects that. the legal social system could -not allow such

~ a dilemma to. arise? Though '‘wrong" legally, tendency to say should
steal. :

3. Sanction. Orientation to law beyond the punishment it would
‘involve. From the point of view of rational prudence, shOuld
risk jail. :

4, Rule. Oriented to the legal judgment in this particular ‘case, .
rather than the weight of the concept of stealing. :

S. . Role.' Duty to wife is within and limited by the general legal
framework. A wife should not expect :a husband to steal. However,
"a rational and natural person would prefer stealing and jail to
loss of wife, in a case like that.
":'1

k]
>
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~Justice. Drﬁggist,still has his legal rights, regardless of his
Aunfairngss.' The uhfairness of the druggist is"irrelevant to the, .
legal and rational decision, though it is perceived.

;TYpe;S -6 -'Pérceiéé ali Type 5 features but_mofe willingness. to

1.

2. fChoice.procees. Though the act is legally wrong, it is justified -

Value. Emphasig ondilue of a life.

~ conditions. :

" ,:.8ee action as actually right on the side of the values of the situation -
- and justice. o o . _ o -

B

right to the rational and good actor under these narrow

3 W v ' .

Rﬁie;‘ If absolutely necessary, &ould do it for a friend, etc.

Justice. - No justice on the druggist's'éide in a case of life,
. 4 sense that druggist is viclating rights of life. Society

(or the dreggist) has no right to maintain the rights of property
at:the expense of the right to life. ; :



