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ABSTRACT 

The theoretical framework for this research contrasting 

moral and factual reasoning was derived from moral philosophy, 

research in the Kohlbergian tradition, social psychological 

research on attitude change, and research in judgment and 

decision making on biases in reasoning. Based on this work, 

moral reasoning is characterized as rule-based (top-down) and 

hence less sensitive to amount of evidence (number of arguments) 

favoring a given position, compared to factual reasoning which 

was expected to depend on amount of evidence. Argument 

processing in moral reasoning was also predicted to be more 

subject to confirmatory bias. 

480 students read arguments, some of which confirmed, while 

others disconfirmed, their prior opinions. The arguments were 

either moral or factual in nature, the number of arguments was 

either high or low, and the target issue was varied (capital 

punishment versus teaching vaiues in the public schools). 

Overall opinion, moral opinion, factual opinion, and 

convincingness of each argument were rated. 

Moral and factual reasoning were both subject to bias 

(overweighting of confirmatory arguments), although the former 

slighly more so. Also as predicted, amount of evidence had a 

9 
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significant effect for factual reasoning, but not for moral 

reasoning. Arguments exerted cross-category effects on opinion 

change (e.g. moral arguments on factual opinions), although 

within-category effects were larger. Path analysis indicated, 

however, that moral and factual arguments did not exert direct 

effects on cross-category judgments. In other words, moral 

arguments did not directly effect factual conclusions, nor vice 

versa, but were instead mediated through overall opinion. 

Finally, convincingness ratings exhibited a kind of compensatory 

equilibrium such that when the majority of arguments was 

disconfirmatory, the few confirmatory arguments were rated as 

more convincing in both moral and factual reasoning. Thus, this 

study indicates that moral and factual reasoning are similar in 

that they are both subject to opinion bias, but they differ in 

the kinds of judgments they directly influence, and in their 

responsiveness to amount of evidence. Therefore these data 

support a characterization of moral reasoning as rule-based and 

factual reasoning as evidence-based. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

"Morality is much more than a numbers game." 

Melvin Krasner, M.D. 

science, 1989 

Are Moral and Factual Reasoning the Same? 

11 

The literature on moral development and reasoning, much 

of it inspired by Kohlberg's work, has treated moral and 

factual reasoning as fundamentally similar. Early 

Kohlbergian and neo-Kohlbergian theorists self-consciously 

linked Piagetian stages of cognitive development to stages 

of moral reasoning (Kohlberg, 1973; 1975; Kohlberg & 

Gilligan, 1971; Rest, 1983). Most current theorists do not 

challenge the presumption that the basic reasoning mechanism 

is the same in both domains, although theorists now argue 

that the manifestation of advanced thinking skills in the 

moral domain can be blocked due to performance factors 

(decalage). In other words, moral reasoning is seen as 

predicated on other cognitive reasoning, and of the same 

ilk, but cognitive reasoning at a given level does not 



guarantee moral reasoning at a commensurate level (Damon, 

1975; deVries & Walker, 1986; Kutnik, 1986; Rest, 1983; 

Tomlinson-Keasey & Keasey, 1574; Walker, 1980). 

12 

Based on the implications of theories of moral 

reasoning, namely that the cognitive structures of moral and 

factual reasoning are highly similar and that such logical 

reasoning is a necessary, although not SUfficient, condition 

for moral reasoning, global correspondences between 

cognitive and moral stages have been discussed. Empirical 

tests of similarities in reasoning, or of specific 

relationships, however, have rarely been attempted (Damon, 

1975; Rest, 1983; Weidler, 1975). 

Empirical studies Do Not Support the 

Equivalence of Moral and Factual Reasoning 

When directly tested in developmental studies, the data 

are not supportive of the presumption that moral reasoning 

is dependent on cognitive reasoning. For example, Damon 

(1975) concluded that while "logical and moral reasoning 

inform and support each other ••• as a result of isomorphic 

structural features, • • • the priority of logical to moral 

reasoning does not appear necessary in development: even 

among normal subjects, the pattern may be quite the 

reverse." (Damon, 1975, p. 312). Further, Black (1977) 

and Gerard (1976) found that the structural dependency of 



moral on logical reasoning could not be established 

empirically. 

13 

If moral reasoning is not dependent on the prior 

development of logical reasoning, this could call into 

question the validity of equating the two domains. Piaget 

claimed there was a dependency, yet even he specifically 

distinguished the two domains. He defined moral reasoning 

as developing from early objective judgments based on 

observable facts to more mature subjective judgments based 

on intention and motive (Piaget, 1965). 

Recent work in developmental social cognition also 

casts doubt on the presumption that the domains should be 

equated based on this developmental dependency. Examining 

behavior rather than cognition, researchers have found 

evidence of altruistic behavior even in very young children 

(2 years old), considerably in advance of the development of 

the prerequisite cognitive structures (Maccoby, 1980; 

Shantz, 1983). Children as young as three and a half who 

helped or shared with a peer have also been found to be 

significantly higher in perspective-taking and empathy than 

children who did not help (Buckley, Siegel, & Ness, 1979), 

again implying that, although not universal, it is quite 

possible for developmental factors associated with moral 

reasoning to appear well in advance of the cognitive 

structures on which they are alleged to depend. 



Moral and Factual Reasoning: 

Both Rational or Both Biased? 

Despite the equivocal empirical findings, cognitive 

developmental theorists have generally continued to treat 

the two domains of reasoning as comparable, including 

assuming for both domains that reasoning evolves toward 

rationality and objectivity. Since moral reasoning is 

thought to depend on the development of such cognitive 

abilities as transitivity and class-inclusion rules, it is 

assumed to also depend on the development of logical 

structures. Thus, morality has been referred to as the 

"logic of action" (Kohlberg, 1973; Rest, 1983). 

14 

Ordinary, or factual, reasoning itself is not 

universally portrayed as rational and objective, however. 

Many social psychological theories, and judgment and 

decision making research, characterize factual reasoning as 

subject to various forms of bias, and as inconsistently 

rational, at best (Nisbett & Ross, 1980). If moral 

reasoning is not distinguishable from factual reasoning, 

moral reasoning could be subject to the same biases and 

shortcomings as is factual reasoning in this view. 

Philosophers Differentiate Moral 

and Factual Reasoning 

On the other hand, many philosophers would question the 

presumption that moral and factual reasoning, rational or 
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not, are essentially similar. Philosophers have sharply 

distinguished between the two forms of judgment, and the way 

in which evidence is evaluated in support of such judgments 

(Ayer, 1974; Baier, 1967; Hare, 1974; Taylor, 1967; 

Wertheimer, 1972). For example, according to some 

philosophers (e.g., Wertheimer, 1972), the number of moral 

arguments advanced on one side of an issue does not 

necessarily establish the rightness or wrongness of a moral 

conclusion. Higher moral principles can nullify numerous 

petty considerations. For factual judgments, however, the 

number of positive instances, so long as these are clear 

instances of supportive cases, ordinarily cumulate in 

strengthening factual conclusions (e.g., the set-size 

effect, Anderson, 1981; Nisbett & Ross, 1980). Similarly, 

the number of counterexamples to a moral tenet, for example, 

the frequency with which it is violated, does not bear on 

the strength of the moral principle, although 

counterexamples normally weaken factual jUdgments. 

In other words, moral reasoning applies internal rules, 

or universally applicable principles, to specific 

instantiations, whereas factual reasoning normally builds 

conclusions based on accumulations of individual pieces of 

evidence. While it is philosophically permitted, indeed 

even required, to move from a moral principle to a factual 

application, the reverse is not true: moving exclusively 
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from a fact to a moral principle or presciption is referred 

to as committing the "naturalistic fallacy" (Kohlberg, 

1973; 1986; Hare, 1967; Wertheimer, 1972). The two are 

seen as entirely distinct. In Wertheimer's terms, 

To apprehend the truth of a moral judgment one 
must, at some point, perform a special act of 
cognition, an intuition, by which one discerns the 
presence or absence of a non-natural moral 
property. (Wertheimer, p. 6) 

One implication of such an analysis is that the rule-

based nature of moral reasoning should be insensitive to the 

amount of evidence on any given side of the issue. This is 

not to say that factual reasoning is necessarily considered 

superior to moral reasoning, however, since rationality is 

not the sole measure of the goodness of judgments. Indeed, 

philosophers have even used distinctions between moral and 

factual arguments to argue for the inherent superiority of 

moral arguments (Baier, 1967; Wertheimer, 1972). However, 

if it is the case that moral reasoning is more internally 

oriented (intuitive, or subjective), this would imply, based 

on research on the use of evidence in reasoning to be 

reviewed below, that it might be more prone to bias than is 

factual reasoning. 

The definition of "internal" used by philosophers to 

describe moral reasoning implies that the standards used to 

reach judgments are universals (Wertheimer, 1972). Social 

science research generally uses a more commonsense notion of 
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the difference between internal and external, or subjective 

and objective; making this notion explicit might serve to 

distinguish moral and factual reasoning more clearly for the 

present purpose. For the purpose of the present study, 

internal means that the evaluation of a given situation is 

subject to cultural variations and individual 

interpretation. For example, the moral rightness or 

wrongness of not reporting taxable income is relative, and 

will be judged according to an individual's internal 

standards, but the fact that water boils at 212 degrees 

Fahrenheit is an external, observable fact. Of course, in 

many domains of human reasoning, such as social policy, the 

"facts" are not quite so clearcut, but they are nonetheless 

more subject to extarnal verification than are moral 

arguments. 

Moral and Factual Reasoning Can 

Also Be Differentiated in Psychology 

It is possible that moral and factual reasoning are 

philosophically different, but psychologically equivalent. 

There are precedents in psychology, however, for 

differentiating between moral reasoning and factual 

reasoning on the same axes as philosophers have: rule

based versus data-based, and internal versus external. 

Birnbaum (1972; 1973; Riskey & Birnbaum, 1974) conducted a 

series of studies that contrasted moral judgments with 
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factual judgments. In factual judgments, evidence on 

different sides of an issue accumulated, and was weighed, 

together with prior opinion, to reach a new opinion. using 

the averaging framework (Anderson, 1981) Birnbaum assumed 

that factual opinions would coalesce in the direction of the 

side having the greater preponderance of evidence. If 

enough additional evidence accumulated on the other side of 

the issue, however, opinion was expected to moderate or even 

change in the direction of the new evidence. The latter 

would constitute a compensatory effect in the face of a 

large amount of, or especially strong, evidence. 

Birnbaum found, however, that this did not hold true of 

moral judgments. Although moral judgments were somewhat 

responsive to the content of evidence, becoming more 

positive or negative consistent with the evidence, judgments 

were unexpectedly biased downwards towards more morally 

reprehensible pieces of evidence (immoral acts). More 

importantly, some acts were judged to be so morally bad that 

it appeared no amount of accumulated evidence of good 

behavior could fully compensate, a noncompensatory process. 

Skrowronski & Carlston (1987) have explained this bias 

using the mechanism of "cue-diagnosticity." In cognitive 

efforts to categorize people using data about behavior as 

input (for example, a moral or immoral behavior of a 

person), negativity and positivity biases have been found. 
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These researchers suggest that a negativity bias may be 

found in moral reasoning because, in making moral judgments, 

there is a general assumption that an immoral person is 

occasionally capable of doing good, whereas a moral person, 

by definition, is not capable of doing evil. Thus, 

information about negative moral behaviors is seen as more 

helpful (diagnostic) in differentiating between moral and 

immoral persons. 

Evidence of immoral actions, then, diagnoses, or 

categorizes, that individual as immoral. Further 

information about positive moral behaviors has no effect, 

and thus anchors judgment of that individual at the negative 

end of the moral spectrum. The diagnosticity of the 

evidence is therefore more important than the amount of 

evidence. Thus, these isolated empirical studies provide 

support that moral reasoning is both insensitive to the 

amount of evidence, and more prone to bias. 

Further Evidence for Distinguishing 

Between Moral and Factual Reasoning 

The literature in developmental social cognition also 

suggests that moral reasoning is internal: the 

developmental goal in moral reasoning is that moral 

principles become internalized (Hoffman, 1970; Maccoby, 

1980). Attributions in general are based on evidence about 

internal and external factors (Kelley, 1967), but moral 
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judgments have been found to be dictated primarily by 

information about internal factors. The evidence of 

greatest import in making moral judgments is data about the 

subjective states of those being judged (Eisenberg-Berg, 

1979; Eisenberg & Miller, 1987; Kurtz & Eisenberg, 1983). 

For example, information on intention to commit an immoral 

act is used to assign responsibility, consistent with 

principles about moral responsibility. This assigning of 

blame or responsibility stems from ascertainment of internal 

states, rather than being a response to information about 

external factors (Eisenberg & Miller, 1987; McGraW, 1987). 

The predominantly internal, or subjective nature of 

moral reasoning is also displayed in such behavior as 

differentially assigning blame or choosing to help when a 

victim is known or liked. Thus, the application of the 

principle of intentionality to determine responsibility can 

be mitigated by familiarity or affection (Gruen & 

Mendelsohn, 1986). Likewise, empathic arousal tends to lead 

to increased helping behavior, but is dependent on the 

subjective interpretation of the empathy (Chapman, et al., 

1987; Gruen & Mendelsohn, 1986). This conditional 

application of principles is, again, anchored in internal 

states of self and other (Job, 1987; Liu & Steele, 1986) and 

is not a case of depending exclusively on factual evidence 

(Gruen & Mendelsohn, 1986). 
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Although social psychological theorists characterize 

moral reasoning as based on internal standards, and not 

externally oriented, they have likewise found some 

responsiveness to the content of the evidence (Gruen & 

Mendelsohn, 1986). Negative feedback, for example, is 

eventually processed and incorporated, despite the 

conservative nature of beliefs. Some resistance to opinion 

change has been described as functional, in the same way 

that established theories in science resisting change to 

every new theory that arises is functional: prior belief 

perseverance creates stability, provides time for 

adaptation, and forces the development of high quality in 

new evidence or theories to engender change (Snyder & 

Higgins, 1988; Taylor & Brown, 1988). Thus, the resistance 

in moral reasoning to changing an opinion based on new 

evidence is not seen as a negative or dysfunctional 

phenomenon. 

One additional empirical study further suggests the 

greater propensity for internal anchoring in moral reasoning 

than in factual reasoning (Keasey, 1974). Subjects 

presented with moral evidence which supported (confirmed) or 

failed to support (disconfirmed) their own opinions, rated 

the confirmatory evidence significantly higher than the 

disconfirmatory. Furthermore, confirmations versus 

disconfirmations was significant as a main effect, but stage 
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of moral reasoning (based on stages of logical reasoning) 

was not. Keasey (1974) concluded that opinion-argument 

agreement strongly enhanced positive evaluations of moral 

evidence; as will be explained shortly, this implies bias in 

moral reasoning. 

To summarize, moral reasoning seems to be prone to 

considerable prejudice. The nature of bias and 

preconceptions in the processing of evidence will be 

considered next, and related to moral and factual reasoning. 

The Determinants of Bias and Prejudice in Judgment 

Theory and research in attitude change suggests that 

people persevere in their beliefs despite evidence to the 

contrary. Although interpretations of the underlying 

mechanisms vary, a "confirmation bias" is well established 

(Chaiken & stangor, 1987; Cooper & Croyle, 1984; Hogarth, 

1987; Nisbett & Ross, 1980). 

Confirmation Bias Versus 

Preconception Effects 

The present study continues and extends previous work 

on bias (Reyna, Woodruff, & Brainerd, 1989). Reyna, et al. 

distinguish two empirical phenomena that are often conflated 

under the rubric "confirmation bias", preconception effects 

and confirmation bias. Preconception effects are giving 

increased weight to prior opinion, and therefore decreased 

responsiveness to all new evidence, confirmatory or 
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disconfirmatory. In the findings of Reyna, et al. (1989), 

this preconception effect, even when not distinguishable 

empirically, shows up in the general perseverance of opinion 

from pretest to posttest. 

Confirmation bias is an uneven response to new 

confirmations versus disconfirmations, favoring the former 

(Reyna, et al., 1989). Thus, a confirmation bias, in this 

sense, would mean favoring information that confirms prior 

opinion, and somehow discounting, discrediting, or ignoring 

information that is disconfirmatory of prior opinion. 

Therefore the preconception effect involves consistent 

application of prior opinion to new evidence, regardless of 

the nature of the new evidence; whereas confirmation bias 

involves differential processing of new evidence. The terms 

"preconception effect" and "confirmation bias" will be used 

in the present study in these senses. 

Reyna, et al., extensivelY explicated and contrasted 

two widely-accepted models regarding the processing of 

evidence in judgment: additive models versus averaging 

models. Their results and other's (e.g., Anderson, 1981) 

consistently supported the predictions made by the averaging 

model, and thus, the predictions of the averaging model 

about bias will be utilized here to elucidate behavior in 

the moral versus factual domains of reasoning. 

The Averaging Model 
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Unbiased processing, according to the rather 

counterintuitive predictions of the averaging model, 

produces greater attitude change in response to 

disconfirmatory than to confirmatory evidence, as a function 

of the averaging process (assuming an equal-interval 

response scale. See Reyna, et al., 1989). Biased 

processing of evidence, according to the averaging model, 

then, is any result other than greater persuasiveness for 

disconfirmatory evidence. Therefore, giving equal weight to 

both types of arguments, no bias, results in greater change 

for disconfirmations due to the mathematics of averaging. 

(Disconfirmations were previously underrepresented in prior 

opinion. If "disconfirmatory" pieces of evidence had 

equalled or outweighed "confirmatory", prior opinion would 

have been on the opposite side of the issue to begin with.) 

If opinion change is equal, on the )ther hand, then the 

weight given to confirmations would be greater. 

The two forms of bias can co-occur in a given 

circumstance. Thus, an information processor might have no 

bias, preconception bias but no confirmation bias, and so 

forth. The presence of confirmation bias is revealed in the 

relative patterns of change, given the two types of 

evidence, that is, selective decreases in responsiveness to 

disconfirmatory evidence. Preconception effects can be 

detected empirically by a decrease in the absolute magnitude 
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of opinion change, a generalized decrease in responsiveness 

to new evidence. Of course, a "decrease" in responsiveness 

is relative to opinion change under contrasting 

circumstances. 

Both forms of bias were tested in this study to compare 

moral and factual reasoning. It is expected that factual 

judgments should be more responsive than moral judgments to 

evidence (Anderson, 1981). For factual judgments, evidence 

on different sides of an issue is relevant. Thus, making a 

judgment based on factual evidence should be sensitive to 

such a dimension of the evidence as its amount. consistent 

with Anderson's set size-effect (1981), a small amount of 

evidence should be less apt to produce opinion change than a 

high amount of evidence. To the extent that factual 

reasoning is unbiased, the opinion change should be greater 

for disconfirmations (Anderson, 1981; Reyna, et al., 1989). 

The basis of moral reasoning, in principles rather than 

in evidence, on the other hand, suggests that it will be 

insensitive to amount of evidence, and prone to confirmation 

bias. Moral reasoning has also been found, it will be 

recalled, to be somewhat responsive to the content of data, 

so it is not entirely isolated from data (Birnbaum, 1972; 

1973; Gruen & Mendelsohn, 1986; Riskey & Birnbaum, 1974; 

Skrowronski & Carlston, 1987). However, because moral 

considerations are more internal, and anchored in principle, 
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moral reasoning should be more likely than factual reasoning 

to succumb to the confirmation bias. 

Arguments were included on both sides of the two 

issues selected for use in this study, so that the arguments 

could later be defined as confirmatory or disconfirmatory 

with respect to subjects' initial opinions. In this way, 

the relative propensity to confirmation bias and 

preconception effects for moral versus factual could be 

detected. One factor, confirmation bias, tends to be 

elicited under conditions of weak types of evidence, for 

example, single case histories as opposed to extensive 

statistical studies (Reyna, et al., 1989). Prior work 

examined weakness of evidence by varying methodological 

flaws. It is reasonable to expect that strength should 

similarly differ for high and low amounts of evidence (the 

monotonicity principle, osherson, smith, Wilkie, Lopez, & 

shafir, in press). Thus, in this study variable strength of 

evidence was operationalized as variable amount of evidence. 

Moral Versus Factual Evidence as Opposed to Judgments 

A related issue that will be addressed is the effect of 

moral arguments on factual jUdgments. In everyday social 

policy judgments, for example about capital punishment or 

abortion, the two types of arguments are often cited 

together to argue for the rightness or wrongness of a given 

conclusion. Legal arguments seem to shift back and forth 
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from moral considerations (e.g., justice) to factual 

considerations (e.g., the deterrent effects of various kinds 

of punishment). 

In bioethics, moral and factual considerations are 

combined in order to reach medical decisions, but moral and 

factual reasoning are not only considered to be different, 

but to trade off with one another. As Engelhardt comments, 

"Either reason is unbiased and empty, or gains moral content 

at the price of bias, through adopting a particular moral 

sense." (Engelhardt, 1987, p. 390). Note that bias is seen 

as intrinsic to moral, but not to factual reasoning. 

Researchers in moral reasoning intertwine the two types 

of arguments in the moral dilemma methodology, but believe 

they are separable (deVries & Walker, 1986; Kohlberg, 1987; 

Rest, 1983). For instance, one of the means for 

distinguishing higher from lower stages of moral reasoning 

is the ability to separate and differentiate between the 

factual and moral considerations contained in the dilemmas 

(Kutnik, 1987). More advanced thinking is said to be 

characterized by greater separability. Support for the 

distinctness of moral and factual arguments comes from an 

empirical study by Hogan & Dickstein (1972). Subjects who 

made what these researchers called "mature moral judgmentsll 

(undefined) based these judgments on internal principles, 

whereas subjects making "immature" judgments based their 
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opinions on factual reasons. 

Does human thinking segregate the two types of 

arguments, or do they blend and interact in making 

judgments? In this regard, two issues were selected for 

study, teaching values in the public schools and capital 

punishment, because of the extent to which, as in most 

social policy issues, both moral and factual considerations 

are relevant in forming opinions for both of these issues. 

The two issues are alike in combining moral and factual 

considerations; otherwise they are sufficiently different to 

serve as a test for the generalizability of findings about 

reasoning. 

summary: Are Moral and Factual Reasoning Different? 

To summarize, then, moral reasoning, is being portrayed 

here as possibly sharing some common ground with factual 

reasoning, but also as likely to have important differences. 

The possible commonality is that both moral and factual 

reasoning can be colored by bias under certain conditions, 

but their divergence is expected with regard to the 

probability of their being subject to bias. Although moral 

reasoning responds in some measure to data, as does factual 

reasoning, the amount of evidence (e.g., the number of 

supportive arguments) in moral reasoning is unimportant 

compared to the nature of the evidence. This distinction is 

based on the nature of moral reasoning as essentially rule-



based, and factual reasoning, as data-based. Thus, moral 

reasoning is predicted to be less responsive than factual 

reasoning to amount of data. 
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Moral reasoning is also characterized as more internal 

than factual reasoning, which tends to be relatively more 

external. If moral arguments are more open to individual 

interpretation, this should lead to more biased appraisal of 

the evidence, in particular, greater confirmation bias. 

Factual reasoning is only relatively more external, however, 

and to the extent that it is internal, or subjective, 

factual reasoning should also display confirmation bias. 

Moral reasoning is not necessarily inferior to factual 

reasoning, because additional considerations must be brought 

to bear in evaluating quality, but reasoning in the moral 

domain will be more prone to bias. The two questions to be 

considered, therefore, are (1) Are moral and factual 

reasoning processes identical, and if not, how do they 

differ? and (2) How do moral and factual arguments interact 

in social judgments? 



Subjects 

CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 
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A total of 480 subjects participated. The majority 

were students at the University of Arizona, including 

preservice teachers and engineering undergraduates, with a 

small group of business undergraduates from Pima community 

College. Each cell of the design contained a proportionate 

number of students from each subject pool. 

Materials and Design 

The two issues selected, "Should we teach values in the 

public schools?" and "Do you support capital punishment as 

a deterrent to murder?", are subject to both moral and 

factual arguments. pilot testing was undertaken to develop 

the materials. In the pilot tests, moral and factual 

arguments were constructed on either side of an issue (pro 

as well as con). For the issue of teaching values in the 

public schools, thirty-eight arguments were developed in 

all, of which twenty-one were pro and seventeen can. Of the 

pro arguments, eleven were factual and ten moral. Of the 

can arguments, nine were factual and eight moral. For the 

issue of capital punishment, forty-six arguments were 

developed, of which twenty were pro and twenty-six con. Of 
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the pro arguments, fifteen were factual, and five moral; of 

the con arguments, seventeen were factual and nine moral. 

The arguments were rated in a manipulation check by an 

independent group of 25 subjects from the same population as 

the present study. Each argument was rated for the clarity 

of its identity as moral versus factual; for the side of the 

issue it was on, pro versus con; and for its strength as an 

argument. Subjects were able differentiate moral versus 

factual judgments, which provided preliminary support for 

the notion that moral and factual arguments are indeed 

psychologically separable. 

Arguments were either taken directly from existing 

research on the two topics, or were derived from typical 

prosaic arguments on the topics. Research sources for the 

arguments on values in the public schools included Berkowitz 

& Oser (1985); Chazan (1985); Crane & Ballif (1973); Dorr & 

Fey (1974); Etzioni (1977); Goodlad (1984); Grusec (1982); 

Hall, (1979); Hayden & Pickar (1981); Hersh, et al. (1980); 

Kalliopuska & Mustakallio (1986); Kitchener, et al. (1984); 

Leming (1981); Lockwood (1978); Mosher (1980); Rest (1983); 

Selman & Lieberman (1975); Sullivan (1987). Research 

sources for arguments on capital punishment included Bailey 

(1983); Black (1980); Espy (1980); Fattah (1981); Forst 

(1983); McFarland (1983); McManus (1985); Phillips (1982); 

Thorn (1983); Yunker (1982); Zeisel (1982). 



The arguments rated strongest and least ambiguous 

(clearly moral or clearly factual) in each condition were 

selected for inclusion in the final instrument. 
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Importantly, most arguments were discernable as clearly 

moral (1) or clearly factual (7). The clearest of these 

distinctive arguments were then culled for the final 

stimulus sets. Based on the responses from the manipulation 

check, some arguments were modified or supplemented for 

greater clarity or strength. Table 1 displays the standard 

deviations for convincingness for arguments used in this 

study. Deviations in opinion change across conditions 

averaged from about one to two rating points. The overall 

mean convincingness of the arguments was equal across 

issues: 4.07 for values education, and 4.12 for capital 

punishment. The average variability was slightly less for 

moral than for factual arguments: 1.28 (confirmatory) and 

1.47 (disconfirmatory) for moral arguments, 1.39 

(confirmatory) and 1.50 (disconfirmatory) for factual. This 

was consistent with an interpretation of moral reasoning as 

less sensitive to evidence, i.e., less variable across 

conditions such as amount of evidence. 

A qu~stionnaire was developed using the final eight 

groups of six arguments each as the stimuli (see Appendix 

I). The questionnaire was designed to include the variables 

determined from the literature to be important in opinion 



formation and change. These included a manipulation for 

content (values education versus capital punishment), side 

of the issue (pro versus con arguments), the types of 

arguments (moral versus factual arguments), amount of 

evidence (high versus low, eight or four arguments). Both 

high (eight arguments) and low (four arguments) amount-of

evidence conditions had minority (pro/con) arguments 

embedded. In the high evidence condition, the minority 

arguments were always in the second position and in the 

penultimate position out of the eight possible positions. 
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In the low evidence condition, the placement of the minority 

argument was counterbalanced, one from the top or one from 

the bottom~ preliminary analysis indicated no difference for 

order of minority arguments. 

The arguments in the high conditions were divided in 

half to form the two low conditions~ that is, each set of 

four arguments in each low condition was either the first 

group of four arguments or the second group of four 

arguments from its matched high evidence condition, so that 

the same overall set of arguments was involved in both high 

and low conditions. The materials set was not found to be 

significant, so the design collapsed across this control 

variable. Thus, the overall design was: issue (values 

education or capital punishment) X argument valence (pro or 



Table 1 

Standard Deviations in the Convincingness of Arguments by 

Condition in the Final Instrument 

convincingness 
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Group confirmatory disconfirmatory 

Values 

Moral 

Confirmatory 

High Evidence 0.66 1.93 

Low, Minority 

Early 1.04 1.77 

Low, Minority 

Late 0.93 1.93 

Disconfirmatory 

High Evidence 1.19 0.77 

Low, Minority 

Early 1.66 1.65 

Low, Minority 

Late 1.25 1.44 



Table 1 

Standard deviations in the convincingness of arguments by 

condition in the final instrument 

convincingness 
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Group confirmatory disconfirmatory 

Values 

Factual 

Confirmatory 

High Evidence 1.48 1. 42 

Low, Minority 

Early 0.94 2.09 

Low, Minority 

Late 0.98 1.83 

Disconfirmatory 

High Evidence 1.95 1.12 

Low, Minority 

Early 1.41 0.89 

Low, Minority 

Late 1.18 1. 37 



Table 1 

Standard deviations in the convincingness of arguments by 

condition in the final instrument 

convincingness 
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Group confirmatory disconfirmatory 

capital Punishment 

Moral 

confirmatory 

High Evidence 1.15 0.69 

LOw, Minority 

Early 1.46 1. 71 

LOw, Minority 

Late 1.54 1.87 

Disconfirmatory 

High Evidence 1.03 1.29 

LOw, Minority 

Early 1.52 1.30 

LOw, Minority 

Late 1.91 1.25 



Table 1 

Standard deviations in the convincingness of arguments by 

condition in the final instrument 

convincingness 
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Group confirmatory disconfirmatory 

Capital Punishment 

Factual 

confirmatory 

High Evidence 0.85 1.22 

LOw, Minority 

Early 1. 42 2.07 

LOw, Minority 

Late 1. 71 1.97 

Disconfirmatory 

High Evidence 0.82 1.54 

LOw, Minority 

Early 2.13 1.45 

LOw, Minority 

Late 1.85 1.08 
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con) X type of argument (moral or factual) X high or low 

amount of evidence (eight arguments versus four arguments). 

Procedure 

Participation in this study was voluntary. Subjects 

were instructed to think as they would in everyday life, to 

select any opinions they preferred, and to feel free to 

disagree with the presented arguments. Each subject 

completed a booklet containing instructions, the stimuli, 

and background questions. Subjects were instructed to 

proceed through the booklet at their own pace, and they were 

assured that their responses would be kept confidential. 

Subjects did not identify themselves anywhere on the 

booklet. Subjects answered the questionnaire in groups, 

with the experimenter available to answer questions, and 

they were extensively debriefed afterwards about the nature 

of the experiment. 

All subjects first provided their overall opinion on one 

of the two issues, using a seven-point scale that ranged 

from "strongly against" to "strongly for"; and each subject 

answered two involvement measures: how much they had 

previously thought about the topic, and how important it was 

to them (one- to seven-point scales). 

Subjects were divided into after-only and before

after groups. Three additional measures were administered. 

The after-only group received the three measures only after 
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receiving the arguments. The before-after group received 

these questions both before and after the arguments. In the 

first of these three measures, in addition to indicating 

their overall opinion, subjects differentiated their moral 

from their factual opinions, as follows (the examples are 

from the capital punishment condition): 

Ignoring whether we have a moral right to 
administer the death penalty, is it a FACT that 
the death penalty has a deterrent effect on 
murder? 

Ignoring the facts one way or the other as to the 
deterrent effects, is it MORALLY justified (right) 
to administer the death penalty? 

The scales for these questions contained seven points, 

ranging from "definitely factually false" to "definitely 

factually true" for factual opinions, and from "completely 

morally unjustified" to "very morally justified" for the 

moral opinions. 

The other two measures were on prior knowledge: what 

percent of the (moral or factual) arguments on the issue 

subjects thought supported their opinion (the relative 

frequency of supportive evidence), and how knowledgeable 

they thought they were about the issue, (the absolute 

frequency of their total evidence). 

Subjects received either moral or factual arguments. 

Arguments were presented in a list on a single page 

(simultaneous presentation). After reading each argument, 

subjects evaluated its degree of convincingness using a 
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seven-point scale ranging from "very weak--completely 

unconvincing" to "very strong--completely convincing". 

subjects also had a choice of zero, "irrelevant", with space 

to explain their choice. 

In the posttest, Ss again gave their overall opinion on 

the issue, and all subjects answered the differentiated 

moral versus factual judgment questions. All subjects 

estimated the percentage of arguments which supported their 

opinion, and how knowledgeable they thought they were 

regarding the issue (relative and absolute frequency 

estimates). They also answered how emotional they were 

about the issue, using a one- to seven-point scale ranging 

from "completely unemotional" to "extremely emotional". 

Subjects were also asked for demographic information, their 

familiarity with the issue, and, finally, to explain briefly 

why they believed as they did. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

comparability Across Issues 
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Overall, the two issues, values education and capital 

punishment, were similar in terms of their mean ratings (see 

Table 2). Subjects were equally familiar with values 

education and with capital punishment (means of 47.46 and 

51.82 out of 100, corresponding to verbal descriptors of "I 

have an average amount of knowledge"), and had previously 

thought about both issues equally (4.72 and 4.75, verbally 

described on the rating scale as "somewhat often"). They 

rated both issues as somewhat important to them (5.03 and 

4.63, respectively, on a seven-point scale), and responded 

that they felt somewhat emotional about the issues (4.51 and 

4.35, respectively). The only significant difference 

between issues was in average initial opinions: values 

education received higher factual and moral ratings, i.e., 

it was seen as slightly more beneficial and morally more 

right, compared to capital punishment. However, the 

judgments ranged widely across the scale for both issues. 

Thus, although different in content, the issues were 

comparable in terms of such variables as familiarity, 

importance, and emotionality. 



Table 2 

Overall Means for Familiarity (Prior Knowledge and Amount 

Thought About), Importance, Emotionality, and Moral Versus 

Factual Judgment Scores by Issue 

Group 

Values education 

capital punishment 

Group 

Group 

Values education 

capital punishment 

Values education 

capital punishment 

Familiarity 

Prior knowledge Thought 

47.46 

51.82 

4.72 

4.75 

centrality 

Importance Emotionality 

5.03 

4.63 

opinion 

4.51 

4.35 

Moral Factual 

4.80 

4.19 

5.03 

4.08 

42 
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Subjects displayed evidence of involvement in the 

experimental task: 229 of 240 subjects in the before-after 

condition and 236 Qf 240 in the after-only condition used 

the entire 1 to 7 point range in evaluating the degree of 

convincingness of the different arguments, and a total of 

only 15 subjects out of 480 exclusively chose the 

"undecided" alternative for all of their responses. 'Before

after versus after-only subjects were compared in terms of 

their posttest measures to determine whether pretest 

questions influenced subsequent responses. No reliable 

(significant) differences were detected. 

Opinion Change 

Analysis of variance was conducted on opinion change 

using difference scores between pre- and post-overall 

opinion as the dependent variable. Issue, type of argument, 

and evidence (high versus low) were the grouping variables. 

(Again, preliminary analysis had shown that argument sets 

and order of minority arguments in the low condition did not 

differ, so all subsequent analyses collapsed across the 

materials and order variables.) 

Pro versus con arguments also yielded no reliable 

differences, so these were combined into arguments 

confirmatory or disconfirmatory of initial opinion, with the 

absolute opinion difference as the dependent variable. 

Thus, there were two types of opinion change: confirmatory 
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change, when the subject's initial opinion was of the same 

valence as the arguments, and disconfirmatory change, where 

the subject's initial opinion and the arguments were of the 

opposite valence. For confirmatory opinion change, subjects 

whose initial opinion was pro and who received pro arguments 

were combined with subjects whose initial opinion was con 

and who received con arguments. For disconfirmatory change, 

subjects whose initial opinion was pro and who received con 

arguments were combined with subjects whose initial opinion 

was con and who received pro arguments (Reyna, et al., 

1989). Therefore, the final factorial design was 2 (Issue: 

Values Education or Capital Punishment) X 2 (Type of 

Argument: Moral or Factual) X 2 (Evidence: High or Low) X 2 

(opinion-Argument Agreement: Confirmatory or 

Disconfirmatory). comparisons were planned for moral and 

for factual conditions between the factors of theoretical 

interest: high versus low amount of evidence, and 

confirmation versus disconfirmation patterns. 

The effects of amounts of evidence and the use of 

confirmations versus disconfirmations were found to differ 

in the moral versus factual conditions. A three-way 

interaction among type of arguments, amount of evidence, and 

confirmation versus disconfirmation was significant, E(l, 

464) = 6.52, R < .02 (Tables 3 and 4). For moral reasoning, 

opinion change was statistically equal under all conditions, 
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whereas for factual reasoning, the opinion change was equal 

under low evidence, least under high confirmatory evidence, 

and greatest under high disconfirmatory evidence. Such a 

pattern (under the assumption of equal-interval scales) is 

consistent with an interpretation of consistent bias 

(confirmation and preconception) in moral reasoning, 

regardless of amount of evidence, as opposed to clear 

confirmation bias in factual reasoning only in the low 

evidence condition. The findings on moral reasoning are 

presented first, followed by the findings on factual 

reasoning. 

Moral Reasoning 

Evidence was found for biased processing in moral 

reasoning. Moral reasoning displayed confirmation bias, 

greater weight given to confirmatory compared to 

disconfirmatory arguments (in this case, revealed by equal 

opinion change). Although the amount of opinion change in 

the low evidence condition for moral reasoning might appear 

to be the reverse of the pattern in the high evidence 

condition, planned comparisons indicated that differences in 

opinion change were statistically equal. Thus, moral 

reasoning displayed confirmation bias regardless of the 

amount of evidence presented. 

These results support the view of moral reasoning as 

both biased and insensitive to amount of evidence. If moral 
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Table 3 

The Effect of Confirmation Versus Disconfirmation On opinion 

Change Given High and Low Amounts of Evidence 

Group 

Group 

Moral 

Factual 

Moral 

Factual 

High 

Relation of Arguments to Prior opinion 

Confirmation 

.42 

.10 

Low 

Confirmation 

.27 

.24 

Disconfirmation 

.21 

.59 

Disconfirmation 

.42 

.23 

Note: The determinant of bias is that confirmatory 

opinion change is higher than or equal to disconfirmatory 

opinion change. 



Table 4 

ANOVA Source Table for Table 3 

Source Sum of D.F. Mean F Tail 
Squares Square Probability 

Mean 28.49988 1 28.49988 53.66 0.0000 
val cap 1. 00808 1 1. 00808 1.90 0.1690 
morfact 0.12341 1 0.12341 0.23 0.6300 
amtevid 0.13282 1 0.13282 0.25 0.6173 
confirm 0.84215 1 0.84215 1.59 0.2086 
vm 0.09935 1 0.09935 0.19 0.6656 
va 1. 46935 1 1. 46935 2.77 0.0969 
ma 0.40758 1 0.40758 0.77 0.3815 
vc 0.02355 1 0.02355 0.04 0.8333 
mc 1. 32064 1 1. 32064 2.49 0.1155 
ac 0.08269 1 0.08269 0.16 0.6933 
vma 0.39236 1 0.39236 0.74 0.3905 
vmc 0.27427 1 0.27427 0.52 0.4728 
vac 0.12272 1 0.12272 0.23 0.6310 
mac 3.46456 1 3.46456 6.52 0.0110 
vmac 0.11636 1 0.11636 0.22 0.6400 
1 error 246.44720 464 0.53114 

NOTE: valcap 
morfact 
amtevid 
confirm 

issue (values or capital punishment) 
type of argument (moral or factual) 
amount of evidence (high or low) 
side of opinion for arguments 

(confirmatory or disconfirmatory) 

47 
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reasoning is predicated on principles, it would be 

reasonable that it be insensitive to amount of evidence. 

Again, moral arguments appeared to be convincing depending 

not on their number but on the degree to which they were 

personally agreeable. If moral reasoning is internally 

oriented, then confirmation bias could be expected, because 

the evidence is selectively interpreted by the individual, 

without easy recourse to external falsifiability. 

Factual Reasoning 

Factual reasoning, as predicted, was found to be 

relatively less biased than moral reasoning. That is, with 

a larger number of arguments (the high evidence condition), 

factual reasoning displayed the more unbiased pattern of 

significantly greater opinion change towards disconfirmatory 

arguments. However, confronted with fewer arguments, 

subjects engaged in factual reasoning changed equally in the 

face of confirmatory and disconfirmatory arguments. Planned 

comparisons revealed that the difference between the high 

and low evidence conditions for factual arguments was 

significant, £(1, 232) = 5.69, R < .05. Note, however, that 

the pattern in the high evidence condition is still 

consistent with bias: without the preconception effect, 

there could have been even greater change towards 

disconfirmations. 



Relatively more biased behavior in factual reasoning 

when faced with a lower amount of evidence is consistent 

with Reyna, et al.'s.(1989) findings on weak versus strong 

evidence. Faced with less evidence (weak evidence), the 

probability of bias appears to increase. Given a larger 

amount of evidence (stronger evidence), on the other hand, 

subjects engaged in more even-handed processing (Reyna, et 

al.,1989). 
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Thus, stronger data appeared to offer better 

competition against prior opinions. Note that these results 

are not predictable by a set-size effect (Anderson, 1981). 

The set-size effect indicates that more evidence (presented 

in an episodic context) should have a greater impact on 

opinion than less evidence: a main effect for amount of 

evidence. As the amount of evidence effect here bears out, 

although disconfirmatory change increased as evidence 

increased, confirmatory change decreased, in contradiction 

to the predictions of the set-size effect. 

Summaa 

To summarize the similarities and differences between 

factual and moral reasoning, under conditions of low 

evidence, factual reasoning displayed the same pattern as 

moral reasoning. In moral reasoning, it is proposed here 

that an internally-determined principle was imposed on the 

data. In factual reasoning, opinions built from previous 
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data were combined with new data. Faced with increasing 

evidence, however, while moral reasoning remained data

resistant, factual reasoning shifted in the direction of the 

new data. 

convincingness of arguments 

Another measure which could provide converging evidence 

of bias with the overall opinion change measure was how 

subjects actually rated the convincingness of each piece of 

evidence. Three patterns were possible. (1) Confronted 

with a single piece of evidence, subjects might be more 

fair, compared to making the more global, combinatorial 

judgment of overall opinion, when, confronted with many 

pieces of evidence, they might allow bias to operate; (2) 

they might do the reverse, showing more even-handedness when 

making the global judgment; or (3) the two measures might 

reveal identical patterns of bias. Therefore, a second 

analysis examining opinion change used the average 

convincingness of the arguments as the dependent variable. 

consistent with the previous analysis, confirmatory versus 

disconfirmatory change was the focus, so convincingness of 

pro and con arguments was recoded as the convincingness of 

the arguments confirmatory of prior opinion versus those 

disconfirmatory of prior opinion. The analysis of variance 

used the same four independent variables as the previous 

analysis: the design was 2 (Issue: Values Education or 
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capital Punishment) X 2 (Type of Argument: Moral or Factual) 

X 2 (Amount of Evidence: High or Low) X 2 (Opinion-Argument 

Agreement Group: Confirmatory or Disconfirmatory) X 2 

(Response: Confirmatory or Disconfirmatory Convincingness). 

Results and Discussion 

A main effect for response (confirmatory versus 

disconfirmatory convincingness) was significant, ~(1, 428) 

233.36, R < .0000, such that confirmatory arguments were 

rated higher than disconfirmatory arguments (Table 5). The 

mean convincingness of confirmatory arguments was 5.00, 

whereas the mean convincingness for disconfirmatory 

arguments was 3.39. Thus, regardless of confirmatory or 

disconfirmatory condition, confirmations of initial opinion 

were rated as more convincing than disconfirmations. There 

was also a main effect for issue, ~«1, 454) = 38.64, R < 

.0000, such that overall convincingness was higher for 

values education. 

The confirmatory-convincingness advantage was 

particularly strong in the disconfirmatory condition, that 

is, the condition in which the majority of arguments were 

disconfirmations. The two-way interaction of confirmatory X 

response was significant, ~(l, 428) = 26.34, n < .0000 

(Tables 5 and 6). subjects confronted with arguments 

inconsistent with their initial opinion inflated the value 

of the few confirmatory arguments they came across, and 



Table 5 

The convincingness of Specific Arguments Which Are 

Confirmations or Disconfirmations of Prior opinion in 

Overall Argument Condition. A Majoritv of Confirmatory 

Versus Disconfirmatory Evidence 

Relation of Arguments to Prior Opinion 

Confirmation Disconfirmation Sum 

Group 

Confirm 4.73 3.66 8.39 

Disconfirm 5.26 3.11 8.37 
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Table 6 

Anova Source Table for Table 5 

Source 

Mean 
val cap 
morfact 
confirm 
evidence 
vm 
vc 
mc 
ve 
me 
ce 
vmc 
VIne 
vce 
mce 
VInce 
1 error 

response 
rv 
rm 
rc 
re 
rvrn 
rvc 
rmc 
rve 
rme 
rce 
rvrnc 
rvrne 
rvce 
rmce 
rvrnce 
2 error 

Sum of 
Squares 

13512.40287 
15.57693 

8.09863 
0.02297 

11. 91057 
6.73149 
1. 54812 
3.29280 

13.44085 
4.79951 
8.29720 
4.02382 
7.41126 
3.86117 
1. 65352 

12.05488 
1021.26601 

500.38160 
2.82258 
0.28266 

56.48526 
3.61715 
0.64953 

13.93974 
4.80350 
5.76004 
0.49242 
2.44604 
1. 64808 
7.72084 
4.39451 
2.02781 
6.64619 

917.72288 

D.F 

1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 

428 

1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 

428 

Mean 
Square 

13512.40287 
15.57693 

8.09863 
0.02297 
5.95529 
6.73149 
1. 54812 
3.29280 
6.72042 
2.39975 
4.14860 
4.02382 
3.70563 
1. 93058 
0.82676 
6.02744 
2.38614 

500.38160 
2.82258 
0.28266 

56.48526 
1.80857 
0.64953 

13.93974 
4.80350 
2.88002 
0.24621 
1. 22302 
1. 64808 
3.86042 
2.19725 
1. 01390 
3.32310 
2.14421 

F Tail 
Probability 

5662.88 
6.53 
3.39 
0.01 
2.50 
2.82 
0.65 
1.38 
2.82 
1.01 
1. 74 
1.69 
1.55 
0.81 
0.35 
2.53 

233.36 
1.32 
0.13 

26.34 
0.84 
0.30 
6.50 
2.24 
1.34 
0.11 
0.57 
0.77 
1.80 
1.02 
0.47 
1.55 

0.0000 
0.0110 
0.0661 
0.9219 
0.0836 
0.0938 
0.4210 
0.2408 
0.0609 
0.3666 
0.1770 
0.1948 
0.2128 
0.4459 
0.7174 
0.0812 

0.0000 
0.2519 
0.7167 
0.0000 
0.4309 
0.5823 
0.0111 
0.1352 
0.2621 
0.8915 
0.5657 
0.3811 
0.1665 
0.3598 
0.6235 
0.2135 

NOTE: val cap 
morfact 
amtevid 
confirm 

issue (values or capital punishment) 
type of argument (moral or factual) 

= amount of evidence (high or low) 
side of opinion for arguments 

53 



54 

discounted the disconfirmatory arguments. In other words, 

although both conditions revealed bias, the disconfirmatory 

condition introduced more bias than the confirmatory 

condition, as though subjects were compensating for fewer 

confirmatory arguments by increasing their convincingness. 

The sums of the mean convincingness (Table 5) reveals this 

compensatory adjustment clearly, as if a homeostatic 

mechanism were in operation to maintain prior opinion. 

Thus, the convincingness analysis corroborated the 

results of the opinion change analysis, and moreover, proved 

to be a more sensitive test of bias. Since moral versus 

factual was not significant, this analysis revealed 

consistent confirmation bias even in factual reasoning. 

The pervasive confirmation bias revealed by this analysis 

seems to indicate an overall information processing tendency 

toward bias, especially when faced with disconfirmatory 

arguments. For moral reasoning, this is fully consistent: 

bias was present throughout. The disconfirmatory advantage 

in overall opinion change in factual reasoning with high 

evidence, reported in Table 3, hid an underlying bias that 

was revealed by the analysis of the convincingness of 

individual arguments. This is evidence that factual 

reasoning is only relatively more rational than moral 

reasoning: bias seems to be inherent in any form of 

reasoning. 



Do Moral and Factual Arguments Intertwine in Making 

Judgments? 
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To further elucidate the internal mechanisms of 

reasoning in the moral versus factual domains, an analysis 

of variance was conducted, using as the dependent measure 

the absolute difference scores ("after" minus "before") on 

the differentiated moral and factual judgment questions. 

Issue, type of argument, amount of evidence, and 

confirmatory versus disconfirmatory opinion change were 

again the grouping variables. The factorial design was: 2 

(Issue: Values Education or capital Punishment) X 2 (Type of 

Argument: Moral or Factual) X 2 (Amount of Evidence: High or 

Low) X 2 (opinion-Argument Agreement: Confirmatory or 

Disconfirmatory). 

Results and Discussion 

It was found that moral and factual arguments partially 

intertwined in making judgments, but also exerted 

differential effects. Moral versus factual argument 

condition interacted significantly with the type of judgment 

made, i.e., the difference scores in moral and factual 

judgments, E(l, 213) = 10.69, R < .002 (Table 7). Thus, 

there was significantly more opinion change when the type of 

argument was consistent with the type of judgment: factual 

arguments had a significantly greater impact on factual 
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judgments, and moral arguments exerted more effect on moral 

judgments. 

The fact that the domain-consistent ratings were 

significantly greater implies that moral and factual 

arguments can be separated by judges, and have greater 

import for corresponding judgments. However, the cross

domain ratings were significantly different from zero 

(moral: ~(df = 118) = 7.29, R < .005, two-tailed; factual: 

~(df = 119) = 6.15, R < .005, two-tailed). Therefore, moral 

and factual considerations were also intertwined in reaching 

a decision: moral arguments bore on factual judgments, and 

vice versa. The path analysis that follows explores this 

question in more detail. 

Path Analysis 

Path analysis is a technique that contrasts theoretical 

models of relationships (Biddle & Marlin, 1987; Brainerd & 

Reyna, 1989; Everitt & Dunn, 1983; Kachigan, 1986; Martin, 

1987). To further explore whether moral and factual 

arguments and judgments affect each other (intertwine), or 

are separate components of overall opinion (nonintertwined), 

partial correlations for the argument-judgment paths were 

computed. Four plausible models were compared. 

Model I, emphasizing factual data, would hold that 

factual judgments should affect overall judgments, but that 

moral arguments are not important, either for factual 



Table 7 

Amount of Absolute Change in Moral and Factual Judgments 

When Type of Argument is consistent or Inconsistent with 

Type of Judgment 

Type of judgments 

Factual Moral 

Group 

Moral .36 .51 

Factual .54 .32 
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Table 8 

ANOVA Source Table for Table 7 

Source 

Mean 
valcap 
morfact 
confirm 
evidence 
vm 
vc 
mc 
ve 
me 
ce 
vmc 
vme 
vce 
mce 
vmce 
1 error 

response 
rv 
rm 
rc 
re 
rvm 
rvc 
rmc 
rve 
rme 
rce 
rvmc 
rvme 
rvce 
rmce 
rvmce 
2 error 

Sum of 
Squares 

76.59253 
0.07513 
0.00126 
0.19223 
1. 75785 
1. 26752 
0.00046 
0.01855 
0.74845 
2.11195 
0.00365 
0.51767 
0.86210 
0.44733 
0.91973 
0.05904 

108.08556 

0.13756 
0.02903 
3.39697 
0.13972 
0.13120 
0.61885 
0.10485 
0.72626 
0.11202 
0.28204 
0.15799 
0.15088 
0.82176 
0.30497 
0.91545 
0.41186 

67.69089 

D.F. 

1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 

213 

1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 

213 

Mean 
Square 

76.59253 
0.07513 
0.00126 
0.19223 
0.87892 
1. 26752 
0.00046 
0.01855 
0.37423 
1.05598 
0.00182 
0.51767 
0.43105 
0.22366 
0.45986 
0.02952 
0.50744 

0.13756 
0.02903 
3.39697 
0.13972 
0.06560 
0.6188S 
0.10485 
0.72626 
0.05601 
0.14102 
0.07899 
0.15088 
0.41088 
0.15248 
0.45772 
0.20593 
0.31780 

F 

150.94 
0.15 
0.00 
0.38 
1. 73 
2.50 
0.00 
0.04 
0.74 
2.08 
0.00 
1.02 
0.85 
0.44 
0.91 
0.06 

0.43 
0.09 

10.69 
0.44 
0.21 
1.95 
0.33 
2.29 
0.18 
0.44 
0.25 
0.47 
1. 29 
0.48 
1.44 
0.65 

Tail 
Probability 

0.0000 
0.7008 
0.9602 
0.5389 
0.1794 
0.1155 
0.9760 
0.8486 
0.4795 
0.1273 
0.9964 
0.3136 
0.4291 
0.6441 
0.4056 
0.9435 

0.5113 
0.7628 
0.0013 
0.5080 
0.8137 
0.1643 
0.5663 
0.1321 
0.8395 
0.6422 
0.7801 
0.4915 
0.2766 
0.6196 
0.2392 
0.5241 

NOTE: valcap 
morfact 
amtevid 
confirm 

issue (values or capital punishment) 
= type of argument (moral or factual) 

amount of evidence (high or low) 
side of opinion for arguments 
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judgments or for overall opinion. For this model to be 

supported by the path analysis, factual judgments should 

have a significant partial correlation path to overall 

opinion, with moral judgments partialed out, but there 

should be no significant path between moral judgment and 

overall opinion, moral judgment and factual judgment, nor 

any indirect paths involving moral judgment (see Figure 1). 

Model II, based on the bioethical and cognitive 

developmental notion of separability between moral and 

factual domains, would hold that both domains are relevant 

to overall opinion, but are nonintertwined--neither direct 

nor indirect influence on each other. Since both have 

relevance for overall opinion, both should directly affect 

overall opinion: since the two domains are separable, they 

should not affect each other. This is displayed in Figure 

2. For this model to be supported, there should be 

significant direct paths between each domain judgment and 

overall opinion, but there should be no significant direct 

or indirect paths between moral and factual judgments. 

Model III, based on the use of moral and factual 

evidence in social policy, describes a partial intertwining 

of moral and factual judgments. In this model, moral and 

factual judgments should again directly affect overall 

opinion, but in addition, as one domain judgment affects 

overall opinion, and thereby modifies it, there should be 



moral judgment 

Overall Opinion 

factual judgment 

Figure 1 
Model I: Facts Are Important to Overall Opinion. Moral 
Judgements Are Not 
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moral judgment 

Overall Opinion 

factual judgment 

Figure 2 
Model II: Both Moral and Factual Domains Are Relevant to 
Overall Opinion. But Do Not Intertwine 
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some spillover into the other domain judgment, through the 

change in overall opinion. In other words, influence is 

bidirectional between moral and factual judgments, on the 

one hand, and overall opinion. Thus, for this model to be 

supported, not only should there be direct domain-judgment

to-overall-opinion paths, but there would also need to be 

indirect paths between moral and factual judgments through 

opinion. Note that neither the second nor the third model 

stipulates a direct path between moral and factual judgments 

(see Figure 3). 

Model IV, a more fully intertwined model based on the 

use of moral and factual arguments in such a field as law, 

would carry Model III a step further, and posit that moral 

or factual judgments could also directly influence each 

other. For example, moral arguments against capital 

punishment would decrease confidence in the efficacy of 

capital punishment. For this model to be supported, all 

possible direct and indirect paths would need to be 

significant (See Figure 4). 

Results at Pretest. Before 

Exposure to Arguments 

The path analysis at pretest supports Model III, the 

partially intertwined model of social policy. Moral and 

factual judgments were both found to be relevant to overall 

opinion, and to indirectly affect each other through their 
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moral judgment 

Overall Opinion 

factual judgmen 

Figure 3 
Model III: Moral and Factual Judgments Partially Intertwine 
in Overall opinion 



moral judgmen 

'I-
judgment 

Figure 4 

/ 

\ 

> 
/ 

Overall opinion 

Model IV: Moral and Factual Are Fully Intertwined 
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relationship with overall opinion. Figure 5 shows the 

paths for moral and factual judgments at pretest. The 

partial correlations of each domain judgment with overall 

opinion were significant. Indirect effects through overall 

opinion of one domain judgment on the other were also 

significant. However, there was no significant direct path 

between moral and factual judgments. Therefore, based on 

the pretest values, the third model was supported, in which 

both moral and factual judgments are relevant to overall 

opinion, and intertwine to some extent, but do not directly 

relate. 

Results at Posttest. After Exposure 

to Either Moral or Factual Arguments 

On the posttest measures (Figure 6), separate paths for 

those presented with moral arguments only and factual 

arguments only (moral versus factual condition) were 

calculated. In both of the separate argument analyses, 

judgments from the other domain continued to play a 

significant role in overall opinion. For example, in the 

analysis of those presented with factual arguments only, 

the partial correlation of factual judgment to overall 

opinion was significant (.321), as could be expected, but 

the partial correlation of moral judgment to overall opinion 

in the same analysis was also significant (.543). 



Partial correlations 

moral judgment .565 
\: 

\ 

I 

, 
\ .31' 
I 

I 

factual judgment .389 

Overall opinion 

Note: Solid lines represent direct paths; dotted lines 
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represent indirect paths. Only significant paths are drawn. 

Figure 5 

Path Analysis of the Moral and Factual Differentiated 

Judgments and Overall Opinion at Pretest 
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In the moral-arguments-only condition, a similar 

pattern of partial correlations appeared as on the pretest: 

both domain judgments were significantly correlated with 

overall opinion, and indirectly correlated with each other 

through their relationship with overall opinion, but were 

not significantly directly correlated with each other. In 

the factual-arguments-only path, in addition to direct paths 

for each judgment with overall opinion and indirect paths 

for domain judgments on each other through overall opinion, 

the two separate domain judgments were significantly 

correlated with each other after overall opinion was 

partialed out. Thus, in the factual condition, a more fully 

intertwined model was supported. 

Discussion 

Based on the theoretical assumptions made in this 

study, that, compared to each other, moral reasoning is more 

internally-oriented and rule-based, and factual reasoning is 

more externally-oriented and data-based, it is plausible to 

make inferences about the causal relationships in these 

analyses. Given factual arguments (Figure 6), the factual 

judgments and the moral judgments were sufficiently in 

concert to be significantly correlated. Although moral 

reasoning was less sensitive to data than factual reasoning, 

Table 3 shows that moral judgment does indeed change, and 

Table 7 shows that, although moral arguments are more 



Moral arguments only 

factua .395 
judgment 

Factual arguments only 

moral 
judgment .543 

~ , , 
I 

I 
factual 
judgment 

) .476 

/ 

overall 
opinion 

68 

Note: Solid lines represent direct paths; dotted lines 

represent indirect paths. Only significant paths are drawn. 

Figure 6 

Moral Versus Factual. Arguments Versus Judgments. in Overall 

opinion at Posttest: Support for a Partially Intertwined 

Model 
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pertinent than factual arguments to moral judgments, factual 

arguments are nonetheless still relevant. This implies that 

moral judgments are comprised of both moral arguments 

(principles) and factual arguments, or the real-world 

consequences attached to adherence to a moral position. 

Consistent with the notion presented here, that factual 

reasoning is more subject to change in the face of 

disconfirmatory evidence, it is plausible to conclude that 

the portion of a moral judgment that is comprised of 

information about factual consequences would be the portion 

of the moral judgment more likely to change in the face of 

evidence. When factual arguments serve as the retrieval 

cues for a factual judgment, the entire judgment is likely 

to be retrieved. When factual arguments serve as the 

retrieval cues for a moral judgment, however, it is likely 

that only the factual portion of the moral judgment is 

retrieved--the consequences, or implications. Thus, that 

portion of moral judgment which would be most subject to 

change is called up by factual arguments, and is logically 

correlated with the factual judgment. 

Given only moral arguments, however, it is plausible to 

assume that primarily that portion of moral judgment which 

is based in principle is retrieved, evaluated in the face of 

newly-presented evidence or principles, and again stored, 

without ever impacting factual judgment. When principles 



are cued, it is likely that moral reasoning is primarily a 

self-contained process, with little link to factual 

judgment. 
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Based in this theoretical argument, it is possible to 

reach conclusions about the directionality of the three path 

analyses. At pretest, few cues other than the issue itself 

and questions about overall opinion and moral and factual 

judgments were provided. However, overall opinion was asked 

first; and the factual judgment question was asked before 

the moral judgment question. Overall opinion on an issue is 

assumed, based on the results presented in Table 7, to be 

comprised of the relevant component judgments, in this case, 

the moral and the factual judgment. Thus, it is logical 

that overall opinion is correlated with both component 

judgments. In forming an opinion, the direction would be 

from the component judgments to overall opinion. In 

retrieving an opinion, the direction would be the reverse. 

Component judgments were also indirectly correlated 

with each other, through overall opinion. Since factual 

judgment was asked first, it is likely that that portion of 

moral judgment which is tied to data, the real-world 

implications of moral judgment, would have been retrieved 

more than, or as much as, the principles on which the moral 

judgment was based. Thus, it is plausible to assume that 

the direction of causality in this case was from factual 



judgment to moral judgment, through the impact factual 

judgment had on overall opinion. 
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However, the overall evidence from this study was that 

the relationship between moral and factual arguments was 

bidirectional. Table 7 also showed a significant impact 

from moral arguments on factual judgments. Since this path 

was not significant in the path analyses, it is possible 

that this relationship is not as strong as the reverse, or 

this may again be an artifact of the order in which the 

judgment questions were asked. This bidirectional link in 

overall opinion between the component judgments is likely to 

be the consequences attached to holding a particular 

judgment. To illustrate, when any judgment is reached, the 

typical response is to then question what it means. For a 

factual conclusion, one questions what that implies one is 

saying, i.e., the moral posture of that follows from the 

conclusion. For a moral judgment, one questions what are 

the factual implications, i.e., if I believe in this way, 

what does it mean in the external world of consequences such 

as policy and law? other than eliciting factual judgments 

first, the pretest analysis (Figure 5) mixed subjects who 

were thinking more about the moral or the factual 

implications; thus directionality here was determined only 

by order of retrieval cues. 
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The posttest analyses (Figure 6) did separate subjects 

by their likely focus, that is, by the type of argument 

(moral or factual) that they had just been processing. 

Again, according to the analysis reported in Table 7, moral 

and factual arguments had greater relevance for judgments in 

the same domain than cross-domain judgments. Assuming the 

same for the path analyses, the direction of causality in 

the posttest path analyses would be from same domain to 

cross-domain. For example, assuming that factual arguments 

had a greater effect on factual judgments in the path 

analyses as well, then the interpretation of the direct 

correlation between moral and factual judgments is that 

factual judgments impinged on moral judgments. This 

directionality from factual to moral judgments implies a 

Rousseauian process, in which what is natural (or what is) 

is judged to be good. If this direct path had shown up in 

the moral-arguments-only analysis, this would have implied a 

utilitarian-type appraisal, in which what is good is equated 

with what is right. Based on this data, however, the 

directionality was only from factual to moral. Thus, given 

only moral arguments, factual judgments were not 

significantly implicated. Again, this is consistent with an 

interpretation of moral reasoning as primarily rooted in 

internal principle, and does not mean that moral 

implications are left out of factual judgments. 
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CHAPTER 4 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Moral and factual reasoning were found to be similar 

in that they are both subject to bias, although evidence was 

reported that suggests that moral reasoning is more subject 

to bias. Moral reasoning displayed consistent confirmation 

bias, consistent with the characterization of this domain as 

relatively more internally oriented than reasoning about 

facts. The previously-held moral judgments through which 

new evidence was filtered in this confirmatory fashion were 

assumed to be moral principles. Principles should be 

insensitive to amount of evidence, and indeed, less 

sensitivity to the amount of evidence was displayed in moral 

reasoning (Table 3). Moral reasoning did respond in some 

measure to the content of evidence, however; this was 

revealed by overall opinion change in the moral condition 

(Tables 3 and 7), and the mustering of greater defenses 

against stronger evidence in both the moral and factual 

conditions (Table 5). 

Factual reasoning, on the other hand, was characterized 

as data-based, and therefore responsive to amount of 

evidence. The results were also consistent with this 

interpretation of factual reasoning (Table 3). Furthermore, 



the predictions made for such reasoning by the averaging 

model were supported throughout (Anderson, 1981; Reyna, et 

al., 1989). Given a greater amount of evidence, factual 

reasoning displayed the relatively less biased pattern of 

opinion change: more change in the direction of arguments 
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disconfirmatory of prior opinion. In the condition of low 

evidence, there appeared to be more room for biased 

processing of the evidence, such that opinion change was 

equal in the face of confirmations or disconfirmations. 

The convincingness analysis shed a stronger light on 

processing in factual reasoning (Table 5), revealing the 

bias operating even when opinion changed towards 

disconfirmations. Both domains of reasoning inflated the 

convincingness of confirmatory evidence and deflated the 

convincingness of disconfirmatory. Thus, for both domains, 

a generalized bias was found. 

Under some circumstances, then, moral and factual 

reasoning displayed the same pattern. This does not 

necessarily mean the domains are identical, however. A 

confirmation bias in moral reasoning should, theoretically, 

be in the direction of the principles being applied to 

specific instantiations, whereas in factual reasoning, the 

confirmation bias should be in the direction of the 

preponderance of previously assimilated evidence. Therefore 
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the proclivity for bias may be the same, but the underlying 

mechanisms may have important differences. 

Moral and factual arguments were found to be partially 

intertwined, but distinguishable. The results of this study 

suggest that moral conclusions are important in factual 

reasoning, and that factual consequences seem to be 

considered in moral judgments. Thus, moral and factual 

considerations are not independent, although 

distinguishable--from a psychological perspective, they are 

not the same thing. The sorts of indirect relationships 

detected here, however, suggest an interactive judgment 

process, as when people argue that things are or have always 

been a certain way, and therefore, that is the way they 

should be. 

Moral judgments appear to take into account the real 

consequences of applying moral principles. That factual 

considerations have relevance for moral judgments is 

supported by Table 7, in which factual arguments, although 

less important for making a moral judgment than moral 

arguments, nonetheless bore on the moral judgment. In the 

case of Table 7, the cross-domain argument-to-judgment 

relationship was equivalent for both the moral and factual 

domains. The possibility was suggested by the posttest 

partial correlations, however, that factual judgments have 



even more relevance for moral judgments than moral for 

factual (Figure 6). 
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The results of this study have implications for a 

number of areas of research. The wisdom of equating moral 

and factual reasoning, and considering both to be rational, 

as the cognitive developmentalists have done, is called into 

question. There is some doubt that they should be equated, 

and considerable doubt that both domains of reasoning can be 

characterized as rational. On the contrary, the findings of 

social psychologists, that reasoning-qua-reasoning is 

subject to extensive bias, was supported. 

The empirical assumption made in the cognitive 

developmental moral dilemma methodology, however, that moral 

and factual considerations are at least partially separable, 

was supported. These results have bearing on moral 

education. If possible, training needs to be emphasized 

which helps stUdents consciously to differentiate between 

the two types of arguments and judgments, in order to 

utilize them appropriately. The confirmatory bias implies 

that early indoctrination is highly effective, since the 

cognitive system seems to work to maintain prior opinion. 

Care needs to be exercised, however, that the 

"indoctrination" is socially appropriate. Along with an 

understanding of the importance for moral rules to guide 

thought and behavior, however, students may also need to be 
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educated to be sensitive to the extent to which bias 

operates in moral reasoning, and to keep the mental door 

open for evidence which clearly suggests that a rule should 

be modified or changed. 

The overall importance for education, in conclusion, is 

that despite the pervasiveness of confirmation biases and 

preconception effects, when people are presented with 

credible evidence, significant opinion change can and does 

occur regarding social and educational policies. 
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APPENDIX A 

MORAL VERSUS FACTUAL JUDGMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
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TEACHING VALUES IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
This bookle'C 1S par'C or a survey on opinions abou'C teaching values in the 
public schools. Please simply follow 'Che ins'Cruc'Cions, one page at 
a 'Cime. ~ead 'Che ins'Cruc'Cions very CAREFULLY. Ask ques'Cions if you are 
not comple'Cely sure abou'C wha'C you should be doing. Give your answers 
based on how you would ac'Cually react in everyday life. :n o'Cher words, 
do what you would normally do. We apprec1ate your participa'C10n! 

Please answer the following questions about teaching values In 'Che public 
schools by circling the number on the scale beneath. The scales are from 
1 to 7. Even where only the endpoin'Cs and midpoints are labelled, Circle 
the number which ~ corresponds to what YOU BELIEVE. DO NOT SKIP ANY 
QUESTIONS! 

Are you for or agains'C teaching values in the public schools? 

s'Crongly 
agains'C 

1 
against 

2 

slightly 
agains'C 

3 

completely 
undecided 

4 

slightly 
tor 

5 
tor 

6 

strongly 
tor 

7 

How much have YOU thought about this issue? 

no'C at 
all--
never rarely 

2 

How important 

no'C impor'Cant 
at all 

1 2 

is 

somewhat 
rarely 

3 

'Chis issue 

3 

as often 
as not--
m1ddling 

4 

to you? 

average 
impor'Cance 

4 

somewha'C 
of'Cen 

5 

5 

of'Cen 
6 

6 

all the 
tlme-

:ons-;:.antly 
7 

the mos'C 
lmpor'Can'C 

7 

Ignoring whether we have a moral righ'C to teach values in the public 
schools, is i'C a FACT tha'C teaching values has a beneficial eifec'C en 
studen'Cs? 

defini'Cely 
factually 
false 

1 2 3 

could 
be 

either 
4 5 6 

definitely 
factually 

true 

Ignorlng the facts one way or the other abou'C possible beneficial effects. 
is it MORALLY justified (right) to teach values 1n the publlc ;cnools? 

completely 
morally 
UNjustified 

1 2 3 

could 
be 

either 
4 5 6 

very 
morally 

jus'Cl:1ed 
7 

Do mos'C of the moral arguments on this issue support your op1n10n or 
not (regardless of how good those arguments are)? 

none 
of the 
argumen'Cs 
suppor'Cs 

0% 5 10 15 20 25% 30 35 40 45 

abou'C 
half 

on each 
side 
50% 55 

all 
of the 

arguments 
support 

60 65 70 75% 80 85 90 95 100% 

How knowledgeable do you think yOU are about the moral argumen'Cs on 
teaching values in the public schools? (How many of the poss1ble moral 
argumen'Cs would you say you have you been exposed to?) 

none of about half expert--
them-- of the virtually all 
no arguments argumen'Cs the arguments 

0% 5 10 15 20 25% 30 35 40 45 50% 55 60 65 70 75% 80 85 90 95 100% 



~ead and s~udy ~hese carefully. Some people migh~ think these are 
:~por~ant consldera~lons. 'fou mayor may not agree. If you thlnk tnese 
3re comple'tely irrelevant.. rat.e ~hem as 0.)" ~ the convlnClngnesS 
scale ~ brlefly explaln. On the otner hana. 1I you thinK tney are 
relevant AI-ALL, ra~e how convlnclng they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports teaching values In the 
~ublic schools, and con lf it does no~ support teaching values ln the 
public schools. 

An impor~ant purpose of educatlCn 
is to develop character. pro 

In a plurali5~ic socie~y, we have 
nO right to champlon a 5lngle vlew
pOln~ as the ofticlal viewpoln~. COD 

IncreaSlng 9tuden'ts ' levels oi 
moral reasoning and commitment 
to values is inherently deslrable-
we ~hould do any~hing we can to 
help them. pro 

Education is about more than 
learning ~o earn a living-
it should be about learning 
tO~. pro 

With all of the options 
avallable to studen~s today, 
teachers mus~ take a stand-
~therwlse they are percelved 
as approvin~ of every~hing. pro 

Teachers see their students 
for SlX hours a day, five days 
a week--they must take responSl
bility for the tremendous influence 
they exert. pro 

Whose values will the schools teach? 
con 

Emphasizing such values to students 
as being hardworklng, responslble. 
and productive have been shown to 
~roduce long-term galns ln thelr 
productlvlty. pro 

mp 

irrelevant. 

very 
w.aX"'

comJllet.ely 
UDconVlnClnG' 

: 2 

.. 
convlnClnl 
a. not. .. • 

:udd.11n, 
4 

irrelevant. 

very 
"' •• K-

eomp",eteiv 
UnC?nVlnc:"c 

a. 
COnYlnc:lna 

lUI nct.-
:nldd11n. 

• 

very 
st,ren,

=onlrpiet.uy 
COnYlnc:.nc 

6 , 

very 
''tronl

c:omp.l.ete.LY 
:onv1no .. ol 

3 -

:.rrelevant _______ _ 

very 
weak-

c:omplet.elv 
unconVlnclng 

1 2 

a. 
conVlnClna: 

liS not. .... 
mlddlina 

4 

lrrelevan'C 

very 
"'.ak-

complot.ely 
unconvlnclna 

1 2 

.. 
convlnclnl 
a. no'C .... 

mlddl1na 
4 

lrrelevan'C 

very 
WeaK-

compJ.o'Coly 
unconvl.nc:.ng 

! Z 

a. 
convlnClnl 

ae not.- .. 
mlddl1n, 

4 

lrrele'lant 

very 
weak"

completely 
unconvlnclnll 

1 Z 

a. 
convlnclns 

aa not-
mlddllna 

4 

very 
:STorona:

eomplet.eJ.)I 
ccnYlnc:.nl 

" -

very 
s'Cron,

:omplo'Cfuy 
conVlnClnl 

6 ' 

'/'!ry 
~trcr.l

:cmplete,y 
conVlnc:.nl 

6 -

very 
:stro""

cOll'lp.l.ete.&.y 
convlnc:.nli 

8 -

irrelevant. _______ _ 

very 
"' •• k-

cO!Dplotely 
unconvlnclna 

1 2 

very 
"'o.k-

completely 
'.Jnconv 1 ne 1 nB' 

1 Z 

'. 

•• convlncln. 
a. not--

1D1ddllna 
4 

a. 
eonvlnclns 

as not-
mlddl1na: 

4 

very 
st.rcn.

complete 1 y 
convlnCln. 

6 , 

very 
:storonl

,:,ompletelY 
:onYlr~c!:-:g 

; . 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other hand, if you think they are 
relevant AT ALL, rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports teaching values in the 
public schools, and con if it does hot support teaching values in the 
public schools. 

With all of the options 
available to students today, 
teachers must take a stand-
otherwise they are perceived 
as approving of everything. 
pro 

Teachers see their stUdents 
for six hours a day, five days 
a week--they must take responsi
bility for the tremendous influence 
they exert. pro 

Whose values will the schools teach? 
con 

Emphasizing such values to students 
as being hardworking, responsible, 
and productive have been shown to 
produce long-term gains in their 
productivity. pro 

mpr 

o irrelevant. _______ _ 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvinc1ng 

1 2 

as 
convi,ncing 
as not.-

middling 
3 4 

very 
st.rong

complet.ely 
conVincing 

6 7 

o irrelevant. _______ _ 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvincing 

1 2 

as 
convincing 

as not.-
middling 

345 

very 
st.rong

complet.ely 
convincing 

6 7 

o irrelevant. _______ _ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvincing 

1 2 

as 
convincing 
as not.-

middling 
4 

very 
st.rong

complet.ely 
conv1nclng 

6 7 

o irrelevant _______ _ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnc1ng 

1 2 

as 
convincing 

as not.-
middhng 

4 5 

very 
strong

completely 
convlnclng 

6 7 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other hand, if you think they are 
relevant AT ALL. rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports teaching values in the 
public schools. and con if it does not suppor~ teaching values in the 
public schools. 

An important purpose of education 
is to develop charac~er. pro 

In a pluralistic society, we have 
no right to champion a single view
point as the official viewpoint. 
con 

Increasing students' levels of 
moral reasoning and commitment 
to values is inherently desirable-
we should do anything we can to 
help them. pro 

Education is about more than 
learning to earn a living-
it should be about learning 
to~. pro 

mpp 

o irrelevan~ ________________ __ 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvincing 

1 2 3 

as 
convlncing 
as no~-

middling 
4 5 

o irrelevan~ 

very 
weak-
comple~ely 

unconvincing 
1 .2 

8:1 
convincing 

as no~-
middling 

345 

very 
s~rong

complet.ely 
convincing 

6 7 

very 
5~rong

comple~ely 
convinclnB 

6 7 

o irrelevant. ________________ __ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlncinB 

1 2 

as 
convinclnB 

as no~-
middlinB 

3 4 

o irrelevant. 

very 
woak-
comple~ely 

unconvlncing 
1 2 

8S 
convinclng 

as not.-
mlddllng 

3 4 

very 
st.ronB

complet.ely 
convlncing 

6 7 

very 
s~rong

complet.ely 
convinClng 

6 7 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant, rat.e them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale and briefly explain. On the ot.her hand, if you t.hink they are 
relevant. AT ALL, rat.e how convincing they are to you. IMfQBTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports teaching values in the 
public schools, and con if it. does not support teaching values in the 
public schools. 

An import.ant purpose of education 
is to develop character. pro 

Increasing students' levels of 
moral reasoning and commitment. 
to values is inherently desirable-
we should do anyt.hing we can to 
help them. pro 

In a pluralistic society, we have 
no right to champion a single view
point as the official Viewpoint. 
con 

Educat.ion is abou~ more than 
learning to earn a living-
it should be about. learning 
to~. pro 

o = irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlnc1ng 

1 2 

as 
convincing 
as not.-

mlddl1ng 
4 

mpr 

very 
5t.rOng

complet.ely 
conv1nc1ng 

6 1 

o = irrelevant. ________________ __ 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvincing 

1 2 

as 
convincing 

as not.-
middling 

3 4 

very 
st.rong

complet.ely 
convlncing 

6 1 

o 1.rrelevant. __________ _ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvinClng 

1 2 

as 
conv1nclng 
as not.-

middling 
4 

o irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

comp!et.ely 
unconvlncing 

1 2 

as 
convinclng 

as not.-
middling 

4 

very 
9t.rong

complet.ely 
convlnClng 

6 7 

very 
strong

complet.ely 
convlnClng 

6 1 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people miiht think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other hand, if you think they are 
relevant ~, rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT I DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports teaching values in the 
public schools, and con if it does not support teaching values in the 
public schools. 

With all of the options 
available to students today, 
teachers must take a stand-
otherwise they are perceived 
as approving of everything. pro 

Whose values will the schools teach? 
con 

Teachers see their students 
for six hours a day, five days 
a week--they must take responsi
bility for the tremendous influence 
they exert. pro 

Emphasizing such values to students 
as being hardworking, responsible, 
and productive have been shown to 
produce long-term gains in their 
productivity. pro 

mpp 
o irrclovan~ _______ _ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvincing 

1 2 

as 
convincing 
as no~-

midd11ng 
4 

very 
s~rong

completely 
convinClr.g 

6 7 

o : irrelovan~ _______ _ 

very 
woak-

completely 
unconvincing 

1 2 

as 
convincing 

as no~-
middling 

345 

very 
s~rong

comple~ely 
conv1nClng 

6 7 

o irrelevan~ _______ _ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

as 
convincing 
as no~-

middling 
4 

very 
s~rong

comple~ely 
convlnClng 

6 7 

o 1rrelevan~ _______ _ 

very 
weak-
comple~ely 

unconvincing 
12' 

as 
convincing 

as no~-
middling 

4 

very 
s~rong

comple~ely 
convincing 

6 7 



~ead and s~udy ~hese carerully. Some people mlgh~ ~hink ~hese are 
::npor~an~ consldera~lons. You mayor may no~ agree. If you ~hlnk these 
are comple~ely irrelevan~. ra~e them as '0" above the convlnclngneSs 
scale ~ briefly explaln. On the o~her hand. It you ~hink ~hey are 
relevan~ ~. ra~e how convincing they are ~o you. IMPORTANT: po NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it suppor~s teaching values in the 
public schools. and con it it does not suppor~ teaching values in the 
public schools. 

In a pluralistic socie~y. we have 
no right to champion a single view
pOlnt as the official viewpoint. con 

Educa~lon is abou~ more than 
~earnlng to earn a living-
it should be about learnlng 
-:'0 .. ~ VP. pro 

Schools are for teaching racts. not 
values. con 

Teaching values ~akes ~ime away from 
the baS1CS. con 

mc 

irrelevant. _______ _ 

very 
w •• k"

eompleulv 
unconvincing 

! 2 

.. 
convincing 

IS not-
mlddllna 

4 

Irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

compiete.:.y 
unconVlnc:.ng 

I 2 

.. 
convincing 

405 no':.-
:rllddllnH 

4 

irrelevant. 

very 
weak"'

completely 
unconvincing 

I 2 

.. 
convinCing 

as nct.-
middling 

4 

1rrelev41''it. 

very 
WeaK-

completely 
uDconvutclnl 

1 2 

.. 
convlncing 

a:s not .... 
"Ilddllns 

4 

very 
st.reng

cORiplet.e.iy 
conVlnclng 

5 -

very 
:!itronl!

':cmp .. e':e.:.y 
:onvlnc:.ng 

6 -

very 
s'trong

completeLY 
convincing 

,; ":" 

very 
~t.ror:.8-

compietelY 
:onVlnC!ng 

6 • 

7eaching values 1n ~he schools infringe~ 
on our freeoom or religlon. con 

lrrelevant. _______ _ 

The governmen~ has no right to tell 
people what ~o believe. con 

Emphasizins such values to students 
as belng hardworking. responsible. 
and productive have been shown to 
produce long-term gains in their 
productivity. pro 

Whose values will the schools teach? 
con 

very 
WeaK-

completely 
unconvlncing 

I 2 

.. 
convlnClng 
a~ not-

:'!'Ildd11ng 
4 

lrrelevant 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclnl 

1 2 

•• conVinCing 
as not.-

:uddl ing 
4 

very 
~trong

=omple~e~y 
:::lnVlnc:.~g 

6 -

very 
'trong

cornplete,i.v 
convlnc:.r.a 

6 • 

irrelevant. _______ _ 

Yel'Y 
weak-" 

complet.ely 
unconvlnclna 

1 2 

•• convlncing 
•• oot.-

mlddllnll 
4 

irrelevant. 

Very 
weaK--

completely 
unconvlnclng 

~ Z 

conVinCing 
as not-

mlddl1n8 
4 

very 
:s"trona

completely 
convlnclng 

6 7 

very 
't.rong

completely 
conVlnClr.g 

85 
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TEACHING VALtJES IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
This booklet is part of a survey on op~nions about teaching values ~n the 
public schools. Please simply follow the lnstructions. one page at 
a time. Read the instructions very CAREFULLY. Ask questions if you are 
not completely sure about what you should be doing. Give your answers 
based on how you would actually react in everyday life. In other words. 
do what you would nOrmally do. We appreciate your participation! 

Please answer the followina questions about ~eachina values in the public 
schools by circlina the number on the scale beneath. The scales are from 
1 to 7. Even where only the endpoints and midpoints are labelled. circle 
the number which ~ corresponds to what YOU EALIEYE. DO NOT SKIP ANY 
QtJESTIONS! 

Are you for or against teaching values in the public schools? 

strongly 
aaainst 

1 

How much 

not at 

against 
2 

sliahtly 
aaainst 

3 

have you thousht about 

completely 
undecided 

4 

this issue? 

lUI often 

slightly 
for 

5 

all-- somewhat as not-- somewhat 
never rarely 

1 2 

How important 

not important 
at all 

1 2 

is 

rarely 
3 

this lssue 

3 

middling 
4 

to you? 

average 
importance 

4 

often often 
5 6 

5 6 

for 
6 

strongly 
for 

7 

all the 
time--

constantly 
7 

'Che mos'C 
lmportant 

7 

Ignoring whether we have a moral right to teach values in the public 
schools. is it a FACT that teaching values has a beneficial effect on 
student.s? 

definitely 
fact.ually 
false 

1 2 3 

could 
be 

eit.her 
4 5 6 

definit.ely 
.t act.ually 

t.rue 
7 

Ignoring t.he fact.s one way or t.he other about. possible beneficial effects. 
is it MORALLY justified (right) to teach values in the public schools? 

completely 
morally 
!ll:jjustified 

1 2 3 

could 
be 

either 
4 5 6 

very 
morally 

justit ied 
7 

What proportion of the actual factual eVidence on this issue do you think 
supports your opinion? 

none 
of the 
evidence 

half all 

O~ 5 10 15 20 25% 30 35 40 

of the 
eVidence 

45 50~ 55 60 65 70 75% BO B5 90 95 

of the 
evidence 
100~ 

How knowledgeable do yOU think you are about t.eaching values in the public 
schools (how much of the available factual eVidence have you been exposed 
t.o?) 

I know 
nothing 
about 
it--no 
eVidence 

O~ 5 10 

I have 
an average 
amount of 
knowledge 

expert 
knowledge
virtually 

all available 
eVldence 

15 20 25% 30 35 40 45 50% 55 60 65 70 75% BO 85 90 95 100% 
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Please answer the following questions by circling the number on the scale 
which BiSI corresponds to your opinion: 

Are you for or against teaching values in the public schools? 

strongly 
against 

1 
against 

2 

slightly 
against 

3 

completely 
undecided 

4 

slightly 
for 

5 
for 

6 

st.rongly 
for 

7 

Ignoring whether we have a moral right to teach values in the public 
schools, is it a FACT that teaching values has a beneficial effect. on 
students? 

definitely could definiteb 
factually be factually 
false either true 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Ignoring the facts one way or the other, is it MORALLY justified (right.) 
to teach values in the public schools? 

completely could very 
morally be morally 
illjjustif ied either justified 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Do most of the moral arguments on this issue support your opinion or not 
regardless of how good those arguments are)? 

none about all 
of the half of the 
arguments on each arguments 
support.s side support. 

0% 5 ]0 15 20 25% 30 35 40 45 50% 55 60 65 70 75% 80 85 90 95 100% 

How knowledgeable do you think you are about the moral argument.s on 
teaching values in the public schools? (How many of the possible moral 
arguments would you say you have you been exposed to?) 

none of 
them--
no arguments 

0% 5 10 15 

How emotional 

completely 
unemotional 

1 2 

20 25% 30 35 40 

are you about 

3 

about half 
of the 
arguments 

45 50% 55 60 

values being 

medium 
emotionality 

4 

65 70 75% 80 

taught in the 

5 

expert--
virtually all 
the argument.s 

85 90 95 100% 

public schools? 

6 

extremel> 
emotional 

7 



~ead and s~udy "nese careiully. Some peopie m.gn" th~nk tnese are 
:~por"an~ consldera~lons. You mayor may no~ agree. :f you "h.nk "hese 
lre compie"ely irreievan~. ra"e "hem as '0" above ~he convlnclngness 
scale ruui br.ef ly explaln. ')n "he o"her nand. II you "hink t.hey are 
~elevan~ AI-ALL. ra"e how convinc1ng t.hey are t.o you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note ~hat each item 1s labelled pro if it suppor~s t.eaching values 1n "he 
puolic schools. and con if it does no" suppor~ t.each1ng values 1n t.he 
public schools. 

After insti~uting a values curriculum 
in t.he Sou~h Phoenix schools. acts of 
vandalism dropped 54% over a single 
year. pro 

The California Depar~men~ of Human 
SerVices repor~ed that in pilo" programs 
wlth over 5000 students sta~ewide. where 
values were explicitly "aught. the values 
of st.udents from minorit.y religions were 
ignored and oft.en con~radicted. con 

A trial program to teach values in the 
New York Cit.y public schools reported a 
34% reduction in inst.ances of petty t.hett. 
during the program. pro 

An NIE study on t.eaching values in the 
schools. conducted in three lnner Clty 
s~hools. found a 23% decrease in 
absenteeism compared to control schools. 

~O 

A follow up longitudinal study found 

fp 

irrelevant. _______ _ 

very 
WeaK-

complet.ely 
UD,COnVlnclnQ' 

I Z 

as 
conVlnc:.ng 

as not.-
~'Ilddl ina: 

4 

lrrelevant 

very 
wea.c-

completely 
unconVl.nc:.na: 

: 2 

canvlnClna 
as not-

~lddlir.a 
4 

:.rrelevan":. 

very 
weak-
complete~y 

unconvlnclng 
1 J 

convlnClnK 
as nat.-

:nldd!.:.r:g 
4 

irrelevant. 

very 
weak--

I complet.ely 
unconvlnclnK 

1 2 

A. 
convlnc:.ng 

as not-
:uddling 

4 

lrrelevant. 

','erv 
~~rone

:::>rDpJ.e<:.e.:.v 
:::n~lnc.:.:".~ 

'/I!:'Y 
~"":.roni

complete_! 
"::::l~lr.C:'~~ 

'ItI!:'y 
!'::'::r.4-

,:omp.l.et.e.y 
:"::IM~.:.r.c:.~~ 

very 
!'tronll-

:omp!.et.elY 
-:onVl:lc:.r.g 

S -

t.hat a group of students who had received very 
conVlnc.:.r.g 

as nc't-
:nlddl1.:. 

v"!:,\' 

values lnstruct10n tor three years 1n c~::~;;elY 
high school had fewer than half as many ,nconVlnClr.g 
arrests tor serious crimes as adults than : < 
"he control group. The net savings to 
soc1ety were estimated to be $100.000 per 
s'tudent. pro 

4 

:,mp.Lete.f 
::::l~:'r.c.:.:.~ 

lrrelevant. 

In the South Phoenix study. values 
curr1cula decreased st.udents' observed 
acts of 1na't'ten'tion (apa'thy; daydream1ng) 
by 12% in a six week period. pro 

very 
weak-

complet.elv 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

conV lnclng 
as not.-

mlddllng 
4 

'/ery 
~t.ror.g

:omp.Let.e.y 
::mVlnc:.~8' 

o -

irrelevant 
[n a survey of over 3000 teachers, 64% 
agreed that teachers show 11t'tle tolerance 
for beliefs o'ther than their own. con 

very 
weak-

completelv 
uDconv lnCln. 

I 2 

aa very 
convlncln, ,t.rons-
a. not..... com~letely 

Dllddlln&, COnVlnCl.ng 
" d" 

irrelevant. 
A crossna'tional st.udy found small but 
universal posltive eifects on s'tuden't 
~ehavlor from a values curriculum. pro very 

WeaK-
COMpletely 

'JnC~nvl nc ~ n8' 

as '/ery 
convlnc:.ns ''trang-
as not-- camp.Let.e.l.Y 

:nlddllng :onvlr..:;~g 

88 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other han~ you think they are 
relevant AI-ALL, rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports teaching values in the 
public schools, and con if it does not support teaching values in the 
public schools. 

After instituting a values curriculum 
in the South Phoenix schools, acts of 
vandalism dropped 54% over a single 
year. pro 

The California Department of Human 
Services reported that in pilot programs 
with over 5000 students statewide, where 
values were explicitly taught, the values 
of students from minority religions were 
ignored and often contradicted. con 

A trial program to teach values in the 
New York City public schools reported a 
34% reduction in instances of petty theft 
during the program. pro 

An NIE study on teaching values in the 
schools, conducted in three inner city 
schools, found a 23% decrease in 
absenteeism compared to control schools. 
pro 

fpp 

a irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 3 

as 
convincing 
as not-

m1ddl1ng 
4 5 

very 
st.rong

cc:nple'te':'j' 
convlnclng 

6 7 

a irrelevant. ________________ __ 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconv1nc1ng 

1 2 

as 
convlncing 

as not-
middllng 

3 4 

a irrelevant 

v~ry 

weak-
completely 

unconvincing 
1 2 3 

as 
convlnclng 
as not-

m1ddling 
4 

a irrelevant 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 3 

as 
convlncing 

as not.-
middling 

4 5 

very 
st.rong

complet.ely 
convinclng 

6 7 

very 
s'trong

complet.e~i'· 
conVincing 

7 

very 
strong

complet.e:, 
conVincing 

6 7 



90 

Rea:d and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant. rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other hand. if you think they are 
relevant AT ALL. rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports teaching values in the 
public schools. and con if it does not support teaching values in the 
public schools. 

After instituting a values curriculum 
in the South Phoenix schools. acts of 
vandalism dropped 54% over a single 
year. pro 

A trial program to teach values in the 
New York City public schools reported a 
34% reduction in instances of petty theft 
during the program. pro 

The California Department of Human 
Services reported that in pilot programs 
with over 5000 students statewide. where 
values were explicitly taught. the values 
of students from minority religions were 
ignored and often contradicted. con 

An NIE study on teaching values in the 
schools. conducted in three inner city 
schools. found a 23% decrease in 
absenteeism compared to control schools. 
pro 

fpr 
irrelevan~ ________________ _ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

a5 
convincing 
as no't-

mlddl1ng 
4 

lrrelevan~ 

very 
weak-
comple~ely 

UDconvlnclng 
1 2 

as 
conVlnclng 

as no't-
mlc1c1l1ng 

4 

very 
s~rong

completely 
cOnV!nclng 

6 -

very 
strong

comple~ely 
convlnclng 

6 7 

o irrelevant ________________ _ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconv1nClng 

1 2 

as 
conv1nclng 

4S not.-
middl1ng 

4 

very 
strong

complete~y 
conVinCing 

6 ' 

irrelevant ______________ __ 

very 
weall- -

completely 
unconv1nClng 

1 2 

as 
conVinCing 

as not.-
mlddllng 

4 

very 
strong

completely 
convlnclng 

6 7 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" ~ the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other hand, if you think they are 
relevant AI-ALL, rate how convinCing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports teaching values in the 
public schools, and con if it does not support teaching values in the 
public schools. 

fpp 

A follow up longitudinal study found o irrelevan~ ________________ _ 

very 
weak-

comple~ely 
unconvincing 

1 2 

as 
conVlnc:.r.g 
as not-

middling 
4 

that a group of students who had received 
values instruction for three years in 
high school had fewer than half as many 
arrests for serious crimes as adults than 
the control group. The net savings to 
society were estimated to be $100,000 per 
student. pro irrelevant 

very 
In a survey of over 3000 teachers, 64% weak--
agreed that teachers show little tolerance comple~ely 
for beliefs other than their own. con unc~nVlnC~ng 

as 
convlncing 

as not-
mlddling 

4 

irrelevant 
In the South Phoenix study, values 
curricula decreased students' observed 
acts of inattention (apathy; daydreaming) 
by 12% in a six week period. pro 

A crossnational study found small but 
universal positive effects on student 
behavior from a values curriculum. pro 

very 
weak-

comple~ely 
unconv1nclng 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 

as not.-
middling 

4 

irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvinclng 

1 2 

as 
conVinCing 

as no't-
mlddllng 

4 

very 
st.rong

completely 
conVincing 

6 7 

very 
s~rong

comple~ely 
conVinCing 

6 7 

very 
s~rong

completec.y 
conVinCing 

6 7 

very 
strong

completely 
convlnclng 

t3 7 
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Read and study these carefully. ::,-.m .. ];.",,-.p I ... mi S'I-.T. 'l".hi 1'"'' ".h ... !'> ... ,;1'''' 

important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale and briefly explain. On the other hand, if you think they are 
releva~AI-ALL, rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports teaching values in the 
public schools, and con if it does not support teaching values in the 
public schools. 

fpr 

A follow up longitudinal study found 
o irrelevan~ ________________ __ 

very 
weak-

comple~ely 
unconvincing 

1 2 

as 
convlncing 

as not-
mlddling 

4 

very 
s~rong

complet.e~y 
convlnClng 

6 7 

that a group of students who had received 
values instruction for three years in 
high school had fewer than half as many 
arrests for serious crimes as adults than 
the control group. The net savings to 
society were estimated to be $100,000 per 
student. pro 

o irrelevan~ ________________ __ 

very 
weak-
comple~ely 

unconvlncing 
1 2 

as 
convinclng 

as not.-
middling 

345 

very 
.~rong

comple~ely 
convlnclng 

6 7 

In the South Phoenix study, values 
curricula decreased students' observed 
acts of inattention (apathy; daydreaming) 
by 12% in a six week period. pro o lrrelevan~ ________________ __ 

In a survey of over 3000 teachers, 64% very 
agreed that teachers show little tolerance weak--
for beliefs other than their own. con comple~ely 

unconvlnclng 
2 

as 
convlnclng 

as no't-
middllng 

4 
A crossnational study found small but 
universal positive effects on student 
behav~or from a values curriculum. pro 

o lrrelevant. 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvIncing 

1 2 

as 
convIncIng 

as no't-
mlddllng 

3 4 

very 
s~rong

comple~ely 
conVlnc:.ng 

very 
st.rong

comple~ely 
convlnclng 

6 7 
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Read and st.udy these carefully. Some people might. t.hlnk t.hese are 
:~port.ant considerat.ions. You mayor may not. agree. ~i you t.hlnk these 
are complet.ely irrelevant., rat.e t.hem as "0" above t.he conVincingness 
scale and briefly explain. On t.he ot.her hand, if you t.hlnk they are 
~eleva~AI-ALL. rat.e how convincing t.hey are t.o you. IMPORTANT: po NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Not.e t.hat. each it.em is labelled pro if it supports teaching values in the 
public schools. and con if it does not. support. t.eaching values in the 
public schools. fc 

The California Depart.ment of Human 
SerVlces report.ed that in pilot programs 
wlt.h over 5000 students stat.ewide, where 
values were explicitly taught, the values 
or st.udent.s from minority religions were 
ignored and often cont.radicted. con 

A follow up longitudinal study found 

irrelevant. 

very 
WeaK-

cODPlet.ely 
UDconVl ne lng 

1 2 

.. 
conVlnclng 

as not.-
","ddllng 

4 

irrelevant. 

very 
\leax"" 

completely 
unconvlnclng 

! = 

a. 
convlnC1na 
as not.-

middling 
4 

very 
stro",

comple'teJ.Y 
convlnc~:-.g 

6 -

very 
!t.rong

complet.e,;.:; 
convIncIng 

'3 -

that. a group of st.udents who had received 
values inst.ruct.ion for three years in 
high school had fewer than half as many 
~rrest.s for serious crimes as adult.s t.han 
t.he cont.rol group. The net. savings t.o 
societ.y were est.imated t.o be $100,000 per 
5t.udent.. pro !r:elevant. ________________ _ 

In a pilot program in North Carolina, 
very 

weak-
completely 

unconvIncIng 
1 2 

•• 
conVlnC!I'HJ 

as not-
mlcdllns 

4 

the State Depart.ment of Educat.ion 
report.ed that when the schools inst.ituted 
a values curriculum, parent.s spent 14% 
less t.ime wit.h their children than before 
the st.udy st.art.ed. con 1rrelevan't 

The possible long-t.erm benefits of values 
curricula are neglible compared to the 
real, immediate costs in t.ime and money. 
~V\ 

very 
weak-

completely 
C unconv1ncins 

1 2 

a. 
convlncing 

415 not.-
middling 

4 

1rrelevant. 

In a survey of over 3000 t.eachers, 64% 
agreed t.hat. teachers show little t.olerance 
for beliefS ot.her than their own. con 

very 
weak-

completely 
unCOnVlnC!ng 

1 2 

•• convlnclng 
a:l not.-

,addl1ng 
4 

7he development. of values 1n children lrrelevant 
is a slow and subtle process--no research 
could validly and reliably measure it. con very 

weak-
completely 

unconvlnClng 
1 2 

.. 
convlnclng 

as not-
mlddling 

4 

After instituting a values curriculum 
in the South PhoeniX schools, acts of 
vandalism dropped 54% over a Single 
year. pro 

1rrelevant. 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvinclnB 

1 2 

.. 
conVincing 

as not.-
m1ddling 

4 
It has been found that. institut.1ng a values 
curriculum det.ract.s from academiC achievement 
3S measured by st.andardi~ed test.s. con 

irrelevant 

very 
weak-

cOl'Opletely 
unc~nvlnC~ng 

'0 
convlnclng 
a' nc':.-

:nlddl1~g 
4 

very 
s!orong

compietely 
convIncIng 

;; -

very 
!!t.roni

.:ompleteJ.jI 
conVlnClr.g 

6 -

v~ry 

,tronq
:ompletely 
conVlnc ::.n., 

5 • 

very 
,trong

comPLetely 
convlnclng 

6 • 

very 
!5t.rons

complet.ely 
convlnclng 

6 -

very 
:5trons

:cmplete.; '! 
:onvlncln~ 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might ~hink these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant. rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other hand. if you think they are 
relevant AI-ALL. rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: po NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports teaching values in the 
public schools. and con if it does not support teaching values in the 
public schools. 

The California Department of Human 
Services reported that in pilot programs 
with over 5000 students stateWide. where 
values were explicitly taught. the values 
of students from minority religions were 
ignored and often contradicted. con 

fcp 

o irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlnc!.ng 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 

as not-
m>ddl!ng 

4 

very 
st.rong

comple'te':"y 
conv:.:-.:::'r.€: 

6 -

A follow up longitudinal study found o irrelevant. ________________ _ 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 

as not.-
mlddhng 

4 

..... ery 
s'trong

ccmplet.ely 
convlnclng 

6 7 

that a group of students who had received 
values instruction for three years in 
high school had fewer than half as many 
arrests for serious crimes as adults than 
the control group. The net savings to 
society were estimated to be $100.000 per 
student. pro o irrelevant. ________________ _ 

In a pilot program in North Carolina. 
the State Department of Education w~:~:-
reported that when the schools instituted completely 
a values curriculum. paren'ts spent 14% unconv>nc>ng 
less time with their children than before 1 2 

a~ 

convlnclng 
as not.-

mlCidling 
4 

the study started. con o irrelevant. 

The possible long-term benefits of values 
curricula are neglible compared to the 
real. immediate costs in time and money. 
con 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

as 
conVlnclng 

as not.-
mlddhng 

4 

very 
5t.rong

complet.ely 
c::>r.,Vlnc:.ng 

5 7 

very 
"t.rong

complet.ely 
COnVlnC,lng 

6 7 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these ar~ 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant. rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale gng briefly explain. On the other hand. if you think they are 
relevant AT-ALL. rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports teaching values in the 
public schools. and con if it does not support teaching values in the 
public schools. 

fcr 

The California Department of Human 
Services reported that in pilot programs 
with over 5000 students statewide. where 
values were explicitly taught. the values 
of students from minority religions were 
ignored and often contradicted. con 

o : irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

completely 
unCOnVlnCl.ng 

1 2 

as 
convlncl!'lg 

as not.-
mlddl1ng 

345 

o : irrelevant. 

In a pilot program in North Carolina. 
the State Department of Education very 
reported that when the schools instituted weak--
a values curriculum parents spent 14% complet.ely 
less time wi th thei~ children than before unc~nVlnC~ng 
the study started. con 

A follow up longitudinal study found 

as 
convlnclng 

as not.-
mlddl1ng 

345 

that a group of students who had received 
values instruction for three years in 
high school had fewer than half as many 
arrests for serious crimes as adults than 
the control group. The net savings to 
society were estimated to be $100.000 
student. pro 

a irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

completely 
per unconvlnclng 

1 2 3 

as 
convlnclng 

as not.-
mlddllng 

4 

a i rre I evan't 

The possible long-term benefits of values 
curricula are neglible compared to the 
real. immediate costs in time and money. 
con 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnClng 

1 2 3 

as 
convlnclng 

as no't-
mlddling 

4 

very 
s~rong

completely 
convinClng 

6 7 

very 
st.rong

complet.ely 
convlnclng 

6 7 

very 
strong

comple'te:'Y 
conVln:::!ng 

7 

very 
5trong

comple'tely 
convlnClng 

6 7 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant. rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale gng briefly explain. On the other hand. if you think they are 
relevant AI-ALL. rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports teaching values in the 
public schools. and con if it does not support teaching values in the 
public schools. 

In a survey of over 3000 teachers. 64% 
agreed that teachers show little tolerance 
for beliefs other than their own. con 

After instituting a values curriculum 
in the South Phoenix schools. acts of 
vandalism dropped 54% over a single 
year. pro 

The development of values in children 
is a slow and subtle process--no research 
could validly and reliably measure it. con 

It has been found that instituting a values 
curriculum detracts from academic achievement 
as measured by standardized tests. con 

fcp 

lrrelevant 

very 
WeaH-

compleT.ely 
unconvlnclns 

1 2 

as 
convincing 
a~ not-

mlddling 
4 

very 
st.rong

completel.y 
conv1nc:.ng 

6 7 

irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

8S 

convincing 
8S not-

mlddling 
4 

very 
st.rong

complet.ely 
convlnclng 

6 7 

irrelevant 

very 
weak-

compleT.ely 
unconVincing 

1 2 

d!!5 very 
COnVlnC!ne s~rong-

as not-- completely 
middling conVlnClr.g 

4 6" 

lrr~levant. 

very 
weak-

compleT.ely 
unCOnVlnC!ng 

1 2 

45 
convinclng 

as not- .. 
middllng 

4 

very 
strong

complete:;
convincing 

6 7 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant. rate them as "0" ~ the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other hand. if you think they are 
relevant AI-ALL. rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports teaching values in the 
public schools. and con if it does not support teaching values in the 
public schools. 

In a survey of over 3000 teachers. 64% 
agreed that teachers show little tolerance 
for beliefs other than their own. con 

The development of values in children 
is a slow and subtle process--no research 
could validlY and reliably measure it. con 

After instituting a values curriculum 
in the South Phoenix schools. acts of 
vandalism dropped 54% over a single 
year. pro 

It has been found that instituting a values 
curriculum detracts from academic achievement 
as measured by standardized tests. con 

fcr 

o irrelevant. ________ _ 

very 
weGk-

complet.ely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

a. 
convlnclng 

8!1 no'1:.-
mlddling 

4 

very 
5':.rong

comple'tely 
convlnc:.ng 

6 -: 

:.rrelevant. ________ _ 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlnClng 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 

as not.-
mlddllng 

4 

.... ery 
s'trong

comple~ely 
conVlnClnE 

6 7 

lrrelevant. ________ _ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconv1nClng 

2 

a. 
convinClng 

as not.-
middl1ng 

4 

irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 

as not.-
mlddllng 

4 

very 
!!l'trong

complet.ely 
cOnVlnC!r'.,g 

ti -

very 
so:rong

complet.e~;: 
cony lnc lr~g 

5 -
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TEACHING VALUES IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

This booklet is part of a survey on opinions about teaching va.lues in the 
public schools. Please simply follow the instructions, one page at 
a time. Read the instructions very CAREFULLY. Ask questions if you are 
not completely sure about what you should be doing. Give your answers 
based on how you would actually react in everyday life. In other words, 
do what you would Dormally do. 

We appreciate your participation! 

Please answer the following questions about teaching values in the public 
schools by circling the number on the scale beneath. The scales are from 
1 to 7. Even where only the endpoints and midpoints are labelled, circle 
the number which ~ corresponds to what yoU BELIEVE. DO NOT SKIP ANY 
QUESTIONS! 

Are you for or against teaching values in the public schools? 

strongly 
against 

1 
against 

2 

slightly 
against 

3 

completely 
undecided 

4 

slightly 
for 

5 
for 

6 

stronglj. 
for 

7 

How much have you thought about the issue of teaching values in the public 
schools? 

not at 
all-
never 

1 
rarely 

2 

somewhat 
rarely 

3 

as often 
as not-
middling 

4 

How important is this issue to you? 

not important 
at all 

1 2 3 

average 
importance 

4 

somewhat 
often 

5 

5 

often 
6 

6 

all the 
time-

constantl~ 
7 

the most 
important 

7 
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THE DEATH PENALTY 
This bookle~ lS par" of a survey on op1nions abou~ the desirabilit, and 
etfec~lveness of the dea~h penal~y as a de"erren~ ~o murder. ?lease 
s1mply follow ~he ins~ruc~10ns. one page a~ a ~ime. Read ~he ins"ruc~ion! 
very CAREFULLY. Ask ques~10ns if you are no~ completely =ure abou~ wha" 
you should be doing. Give your answers based on how you would ac"ually 
reac~ in everyday life. In other words. do what you would normally do. 
We apprec1a"e your par~icipa~ion! 

Please answer the following questions about the death penalty by c1rcling 
the number on the scale benea~h. The scales are from 1 to 1. Even where 
only the endpoints and midpoin"s are labelled. circle "he number wh1ch 
~ corresponds to what YOU BELIEVE. DO NOT SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Are you for or against the death penalty as a deterrent to murder? 

strongly 
against 

1 
against 

2 

slightly 
against 

3 

completely 
undecided 

slightly 
for for 

6 

strong!> 
for 

4 5 7 

How much have you "hought abou~ this issue? 

no~ at as often 
all-- somewha~ as no~--
never rarely rarely middling 

1 2 3 4 

How important is this issue to you? 

not impor"ant 
at all 

1 2 3 

average 
importance 

4 

somewha~ 
often often 

5 6 

5 6 

all the 
~ime--

cons"antl> 
7 

the most 
impor"ant 

7 

Ignoring whe~her we have a moral right to administer the death penalty, 
is it a FACT that the dea"h penalty has a deterren" erfec" on murder? 

definitely 
factually 
false 

1 2 

could 
be 

either 
4 6 

detini teli 
factually 

,::rue 
7 

Ignoring the fac"s one way or "he o"her as ~o the de"erren" effec"s, is 1t 
MORALLY just1fied (r1gh~) to adminis"er "he dea"h penal"y? 

comple"ely 
morally 
lllijusUfied 

1 2 

could 
be 

either 
4 5 6 

very 
morally 
jus~lfied 

7 

Do most of the moral argumen"s on this issue suppor~ your opinion or not 
(regardless or how good those arguments are)? 

none 
of the 
argument3 
!luppor~!l 

OX 5 10 15 20 25X 30 35 40 

about 
half 

on each 
side 

45 50X 55 60 

all 
of the 

arguments 
:lUppOrt 

65 70 15% 80 85 90 95 100% 

How knowledgeable do you think you are about the moral arguments on 
the use of the death penalty as a deterrent to murder? (How many of the 
pO!lslble moral arguments would you say you have you been exposed to?) 

none of about half exper~--
them-- of the virtually all 
no arguments arguments '::he arguments 

0% 5 10 15 20 25% 30 35 40 45 50% 55 60 65 70 75% 80 85 90 95 100% 



Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
lmportant considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant. rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other hand. if you think they are 
relevant AI-ALL. rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: ~ 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

100 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder. and con if it does not support the death penalty as c 
deterrent to murder. 

If society does not convict and 
execute a murderer. and that person 
kills again. society is morally 
responsible for that next victim. pro 

The only moral ground on which the 
State could conceivably possess the 
right to destroy human life would be 
if this were indispensible for the 
protection or preservation of other 
lives. con 

The death penalty is a highly visible 
symbol of society's determination to 
protect its citizens. The symbolic 
impact of the death penalty should 
not be underestimated. pro 

pm 

irrelevant ____________ ___ 

very 
WeAK-

completely 
unconVlnClns 

1 2 

a. 
conv 1nc1ng 

8S no't-
mlddhng 

4 

,.,ery 
st.rone

comple~ely 
convlnclng 

f -

1rrelevant. 

very 
Weak-

completely 
unconVincing 

: 2 

as very 
convinclng s'tron!?-

as no-:,-- compie'teJ.Y 
Dlldd11ng COnVl:1c:.n€ 

4 t: .. 

lrrelevant 

very 
Weak-

completely 
unconvlnclng 

! .2 

B. 
convlnclng 

as not-
mlddhng 

~ 

irrelevant 

very 
!'trong

compJ.et.ej y 
convlnc:.ng 

" -

Murderers have violated the commandment. very 
Thou shalt not kill. and should be deal t c~::~;~elY 
Wl th accordingly. pro unconvinclng 

as yen,' 
convlncing strong-

ae not-- comp:"et.e~y 
mlddling convlnc.:.r.g 

1 2 4 6" 

= lrrelevant _______________ _ 

The death penalty is a justifiable choice very 
f~~ SOclety. because it is enacted by wea~--
many people through due process rather u~~~~~~~~~~g 
than by one person in the heat of anger. : 2 
pro 

as 
conVlnclng 

a= not.-
mldallng 

4 

'.I~:-:.' 

:5t.rc:-. .;'
=::;,m;::le:.e.:·' 
::on~:.nc.:.r.~ 

lrre~"!vant. ______ __ 

50clety has the responsibility to set 
standards of ethical and legal behavior 
fer its citizens. pro 

Our legal system is not foolproof 
enough to justify imposing death as 
a punishment. con 

There are currentlY over 20.000 
homoclces per year in the U.5.-- an 
extreme problem needs an extreme 
Sc~ut.lon. pro 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlnclng 

I 2 

B' 
conVlnCln" 
as not-

mlddllng 
.; 

---
very 

comp.et.e.}' 
conv:.nc!nE 

o -

lrrelevant ________ _ 

very 
Weak-

completely 
unconVlnCl ng 

I 2 

a. 
conVlnCln, 

as not-
mlddl1ng 

4 

irrelevant 

very 
weak- -

completely 
unconvlnclng 

: 2 

a. 
conVlr.::lng 

a5 no:'-
mlddllr.g 

4 

verr 
,trang

complete.:.;' 
convlnClng 

6 -

Yen' 
strong

compJ.ete.r 
conV!r.c!~.£ 

.:: -
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other hand, if you think they are 
relevant AT ALL, rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder, and con if it does not support the death penalty as l 

deterrent to murder. 

If society does not convict and 
execute a murderer, and that person 
kills again, society is morally 
responsible for that next victim. 
pro 

The only moral ground on Hhich the 
State could conceivably possess the 
right to destroy human life would be 
if this were indispensible for the 
protection or preservation of other 
lives. con 

The death penalty is a highly visible 
symbol of society's determination to 
protect its citiz~ns. The symbolic 
impact of the death penalty should 
not be underestimated. pro 

Murderers have violated the commandment. 
Thou shalt not kill, and should be dealt 
with accordingly. pro 

prop 

o irrelevant 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 3 

as 
convincing 

as no'1:-
mi.ddling 

4 5 

o irrelevant 

very 
weak-

completely 
UDconvlnclng 

1 2 

as 
convlncing 

as no't-
mlddling 

345 

o lrrelevant 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvinclng 

1 2 3 

as 
convinClng 
as not-

mlddling 
4 5 

very 
strong

completely 
conv1nc1ng 

6 7 

very 
strong

completely 
convlnclng 

5 7 

very 
strcng

completely 
conVlnclng 

,; 7 

a irrelevant ________ _ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unCOnVl.nClng 

1 2 

as 
convlnClng 

as not-
mlddhng 

345 

very 
st.rong

complet.ely 
conVl.nClng 

6 7 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If yoU think these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other hand, if you think they are 
relevant AI-ALL, rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder, and con if it does not support the death penalty as z 
deterrent to murder. 

If society does not convict and 
execute a murderer, and that person 
kills again, society is morally 
responsible tor that next victim. pro 

The death penalty is a highly visible 
symbol of society's determination to 
protect its citizens. The symbolic 
impact of the death penalty should 
not be underestimated. pro 

The only moral ground on which the 
State could conceivably possess the 
right to destroy human life would be 
if this were indispensible for the 
protection or preservation of other 
lives. con 

Murderers have violated the commandment, 
Thou shalt not kill, and should be dealt 
with accordingly. pro 

pmr 

o !rrelevant. 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlncing 

1 2 

as 
convinclng 

as not.-
middling 

4 

very 
st.rong

complet.ely 
convincing 

6 7 

irrelevant. ________________ __ 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

a5 
convlncing 

as not.-
mldd1!ng 

4 

o lrrelevant. 

very 
weaK-

complet.ely 
unconVlnClng 

1 2 

as 
convinClng 
as not.-

mlddling 
4 

o irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlncing 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 

a5 not.-
mlddllng 

4 

':ery 
st.rong

complet.ely 
conVlnc:.ng 

6 -

very 
st.rong

complet.ely 
convlnclng 

6 7 

very 
strong

complet.ely 
convlnClng 

6 7 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you ~hink these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other hand, if you think they are 
relevant AI-ALL, rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder, and con if it does not support the death penalty as c 
deterrent to murder. 

pmp 
o irrelevan~ ________________ __ 

The death penalty is a justifiable choice 
for society, because it is enacted by 
many people through due process rather 
than by one person in the heat of anger. 
pro 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvinc1ng 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 
as not-

middling 
4 

very 
st.rong

completely 
conv1ncing 

6 7 

o irrelevant. ________________ __ 

Our legal system is not foolproof 
enough to justify imposing death as 
a punishment. con 

Society has the responsibility to set 
standards of ethical ~nd legal behavior 
for its citizens. pro 

There are currently over 20,000 
homocides per year in the U.S.-- an 
extreme problem needs an ex~reme 
solution. pro 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlncing 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 

as not.-
middling 

4 

o irrelevant 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

as 
convinclng 
as no~-

middling 
4 

very 
s~rong

complet.ely 
conVlnc:ng 

6 7 

very 
strong

compj,ete;"y 
convlnclng 

6 7 

o irrelevant _________ _ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvincing 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 

as not-
mlddling 

4 

very 
strong

completely 
convlnclng 

6 7 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale and briefly explain. On the other hand, if you think they are 
relevant AT ALL, rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder, and con if it does not support the death penalty as c 
deterrent to murder. 

pmr 

o irrelevant. 

The death penalty is a justifiable choice 
for society, because it is enacted by 
many people through due process rather 
than by one person in the heat of anger. 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvincing 

pro 1 2 

as 
convincing 

a:s no't-
middling 

4 

o irrelevant. 
Society has the responsibility to set 
standards of ethical and legal behavior 
for its citizens. pro 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

as 
convincing 

as not.-
middling 

4 

very 
st.rong

complet.ely 
convincing 

6 7 

very 
strong

complet.ely 
convlncing 

6 7 

lrrelevant. ________________ __ 

Our legal system is not foolproof 
enough to justify impOSing death as 
a punishment. con 

There are currently over 20,000 
homocides per year in the U.S.-- an 
extreme problem needs an extreme 
solution. pro 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvinclng 

1 2 

as 
convinclng 

a5 not-
mlddling 

4 

o irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlncing 

1 2 

as 
convincing 

a5 not-
middling 

4 

very 
st.rong

completely 
convinclng 

6 7 

very 
strong

complet.ely 
convlnclng 

6 7 



Read and s"udy "hese carefully. Some people might "hink "hese are 
lmpor"an" considera"ions. You mayor may no" agree. If you "hink "hese 
are comple"ely irrelevan". rate them as "0" ~ "he convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the o"her hand. If you "hink "hey are 
relevan" AI-ALL. ra"e how convincing "hey are "0 you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

No"e "hat each item is labelled pro if it suppor"s "he dea"h penalty as a 
de"erren" to murder. and con if it does no" suppor" "he dea"h penalty as c 
de"erren" "0 murder. 

The only moral ground on which the 
State could conceivably possess the 
righ" to destroy human life would be 
if this were indispensible for the 
protec"ion or preservation of other 
lives. con 

If society does not convict and 
execu"e a murderer. and "hat person 
kills again. socie"y is morally 
respons~ble for "hat nex" victim. pro 

As a society. we should respect "he 
Commandmen". Thou shalt not kill. con 

Only God should decide such an 
ultima"e punishment as death. con 

Rehabilitating criminazs is more 
humane "han killing them. con 

We diffuse "he responsibility on 
many shoulders for "he death penalty 

cm 
irrelevant. _______ _ 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
uDconvJ,.nclnl 

1 2 

as 
convlnClng 

as nct.-
mlddlini 

4 

very 
~'t.rone" 

comple'tely 
convlnc:.rog 

" -
lrrelevant. _______ _ 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconVlnClnl 

1 : 

as 
conVlnClng: 

as not-
mlddlins 

4 

w~rY 

~'tron8-

complete1Y 
conVlnCl:lg' 

5 -

.rrelevant. 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconVlnclng 

1 2 

as 
convlnClng 

a:l not-
:nlddl1ng 

4 

very 
~trong

comple:e~:; 
t:onVlnclng 

.; -
irrelevant 

very 
weak-" 

completely 
unconVlnClr.8 

1 2 

as very 
convincing :It-rong-

a5 not.-- complet-DiY 
mlddling cOnVlnC!ng 

4 6-

irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconVlnclns 

1 2 

.. 
convlnclng 

a:l nct.·
mlddllng 

4 

very 
~trong

:omp.a.et.e.:.y 
conVlnc:.ng 

6 -

1rrelev ant. -------

because we know that as indiViduals. very 
our consciences would prevent us from c~:;~;~elY 
deciding tha" ano"her person should die 'unconVlnclng 

•• convlnclng 
very 

!!;t.rong
completely 
conVlnClng 

as not. ..... 
mlddlins 

con 1 2 4 6 -

Society has the responsibility to set 
standards of ethical and legal behavlor 
for its citizens. pro 

Our legal system is not foolproof 
enough to justify imposing death as 
a punishmen". con 

lrrll!lllevant. _______ _ 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvIncIng 

1 2 

•• convlnelna 
aa not-

,"ddlinil 
4 

very 
~t.rona:

complet.ely 
conVlnClnll 

6 7 

lrrelevant. _______ _ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

.. 
convlnclng 

45 not. .... 
,addling 

4 

very 

compiet.e.LY 
conVlnc:.nS 

6 • 

105 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other han~ you think they are 
relevant AI-ALL. rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder, and con if it does not support the death penalty as c 
deterrent to murder. 

The only moral ground on which the 
State could conceivablY possess the 
right to destroy human life would be 
if this were indispensible for the 
protection or preservation of other 
lives. con 

If society does not convict and 
execute a murderer, and that person 
kills again, society is morally 
responsible for that next victim. pro 

As a society, we should respect the 
Commandment, Thou shalt not kill. con 

OnlY God should decide such an 
ultimate punishment as death. con 

cmp 

o irrelevan~ ________________ __ 

very 
weak-

comple~ely 
unconvincing 

1 2 

as 
convincing 

a:s no~-
middling 

4 

o irrelevan~ 

verY 
weak-
comple~ely 

unconvlnclng 
1 2 

as 
convincing 

as no~-
middling 

4 

o irrelevant 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

as 
convinclng 

as not.-
middling 

4 

irrelevant 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 

as no't-
mlddling 

4 

very 
st.rong

comple~e:'y 
convlncing 

6 7 

very 
s-;.rong

comple~ely 
convlnc~ng 

6 ~ 

very 
5~rong

comp:'et.e~y 

conVlnclng 
,; , 

very 
3t.rong

complet.ely 
convlnclng 

6 7 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you ~hink ~hese 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly ~xplain. On the other hand, if you think they are 
relevant AT ALL, rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOI 
SElF ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports the death penalty as a 
de~errent to murder, and con if it does no~ support the dea~h penal~y as a 
deterren~ to murder. 

The only moral ground on which the 
State could conceivably possess the 
right to destroy human life would be 
if this were indispensible for the 
protection or preservation of other 
lives. con 

As a society, we should respect the 
Commandment, Thou shalt not kill. con 

If society does not convict and 
execute a murderer, and that person 
kills again, society is morally 
responsible for that next victim. pro 

Only God should decide such an 
ultimate punishment as death. con 

cmr 

o irrelevan" ________________ __ 

very 
weak-

comple"ely 
unconvincing 

1 2 

as 
convincing 

as not-
middling 

345 

ve!"y 
strong

completely 
convlnci:lg 

6 7 

o = irrelevan" ________________ __ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

as 
convincing 

as not-
mlddling 

3 4 

very 
strong

completely 
convlnclng 

ii , 

a = irrelevan" ________________ __ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

a5 very 
convlnclng 5trong-
as not-- ~omple"ely 

middling convlnclng 
34 7 

a irrelevant ______________ ___ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvincing 

1 2 

as 
convlncing 

as not.-
middling 

345 

very 
strong

completely 
convlnclng 

6 7 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other han~ yOU think they are 
relevant AT ALL, rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder, and con if it does not support the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder. 

Rehabilitating criminals is more 
humane than killing them. con 

Society has the responsibility to set 
standards of ethical and legal behavior 
for its citizens. pro 

We diffuse the responsibility on 
many shoulders for the death penalty 
because we know that as indiViduals, 
our consciences would prevent us from 
deciding that another person should die. 
con 

Our legal system is not foolproof 
enough to justify imposing death as 
a punishment. con 

cmp 

o lrrelevan't 

very 
weak-

comple'tely 
unconvincing 

1 2 

as 
convincing 
as not-

mlddl1ng 
4 

very 
s'trong

comple1:.ely 
convlnclng 

6 7 

o 1rrelevan't ________________ __ 

very 
weak-

comple'tely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

as 
convincing 

85 no't-
mlddling 

4 

o irrelevan't 

very 
weak-

completely 
unCOnVlnCl.ng 

1 2 

as 
convinclnl! 
as not-

mlddling 
4 

o 1rrelevan't 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

as 
convlnCing 

8S no1:.-
mlddllng 

3 4 

.... ery 
s'trong

completely 
convlnclng 

6 j 

very 
s'trong

comple!.ely 
convlnclng 

6 7 

very 
strong

completely 
conVlnClr.g 

6 7 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" ~ the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other hand, if you think they are 
relevant AT ALL, rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder, and con if it does not support the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder. 

Rehabilitating criminals is more 
humane than killing them. con 

We diffuse the responsibility on 
many shoulders for the death penalty 
because we know that as individuals, 
our consciences would prevent us from 
deciding that another person should die. 
con 

Society has the responsibility to set 
standards of ethical and legal behavior 
for its citizens. pro 

Our legal system is not foolproof 
enough to justify imposing death as 
a punishment. con 

cmr 

o irrelevanT. 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconv1ncing 

1 2 3 

as 
convlnc1ng 
as not-

middling 
4 

very 
strong

complet.ely 
convlnc1ng 

6 7 

o irrelevant. ________________ __ 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlncing 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 

as not-
mlddling 

4 

o lrrelevant. 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconv1nclng 

1 2 

as 
conv1nclng 

as not-
middling 

4 

o irrelevant 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlncing 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 

85 not.-
middllng 

4 

..... ery 
st.rong

compJ..et.ely 
COnVl:lc.:.ng 

6 7 

very 
st.rong

complet.ely 
conVlnClng 

6 7 

very 
st.rong

complet.ely 
convlnclng 

6 7 
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Please answer ~he following ques~ions by circling ~he number on ~he scale 
which ~ corresponds ~o your opinion: 

Are you for or against the death Eenalty as a deterrent to murder? 

strongly 
against 

1 
against 

2 

slightly 
against 

3 

completely 
undecided 

4 

slightly 
for 

5 
for 

6 

strongll
for 

7 

Ignoring whether we have a moral right to administer the death penalty, i! 
it a FACT that the death penalty has a deterren~ effect on murder? 

definitely 
factuallY 
false 

1 2 3 

could 
be 

either 
4 5 6 

definitel~ 
factuallY 
true 

7 

Ignoring the facts one way or the other, is it MORALLY justified (right) 
to administer the death penalty? 

completely 
morally 
]llijustified 

1 2 3 

could 
be 

either 
4 5 6 

very 
morally 

justified 
7 

Do most of the moral arguments on this issue support your opinion or no~ 
(regardless of how good those arguments are)? 

none 
of the 
arguments 
suppor~s 

all 

0% 5 10 15 20 25% 30 35 40 45 

about 
half 

on each 
side 
50% 55 

of the 
argumen~s 

suppor~ 

60 65 70 75% 80 85 90 95 100% 

How knowledgeable do you think you are about the moral argumen~s on 
the death penalty? (How many of the possible moral argumen~s would you 
say you have you been exposed to?) 

none of about half exper~--
them-- of the virtually all 
no arguments arguments the arguments 

0% 5 10 15 20 25% 30 35 40 45 50% 55 60 65 70 75% 80 85 90 95 100% 

How emotional are you about the death penalty? 

completely 
unemotional 

1 2 3 

medium 
emotionality 

4 5 6 

extremel~ 
emotional 

7 
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THE DEATH PENALTY 
This bookle~ ~s par~ ot a survey on opinions abou~ ~he desirabili.y ana 
effectiveness of the death penalty as a deterrent to murder. Pleas~ 
simply tollow the instructions. one page at a time. Read the instruction~ 
very CAREFULLY. Ask questions if you are not complet,ly sur, about what 
you should be doing. Give your answers based on how yOU would actuallY 
react in everyday life. In other words. do what you would normally do. 
We appreciate your participa~ion! 

Please answer the following quest~ons about the death penalty by circling 
the number on the scale beneath. The scales are from 1 to 7. Even where 
only ~he endpoints and midpoin~s are labelled. circle ~he number which 
~ corresponds to what YOU BELIEVE. DO NOT SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Are you for or against the death penalty as a deterrent to murder? 

strongly 
against 

1 

How much 

not at 

against 
2 

slightly 
against 

3 

have you thought about 

completely 
undecided 

4 

this issue? 

as often 

slightly 
for 

5 

all-- somewhat as not-- somewhat 
never rarely rarely middling 

1 2 3 4 

How important is ~his issue to you? 

not impor~ant 
at all 

1 2 3 

average 
importance 

4 

often often 
5 6 

5 6 

for 
6 

strongl> 
for 

7 

all the 
~ime--

cons~antl> 
7 

the most 
impor~ant 

7 

Ignoring whether we have a moral righ~ to administer the dea~h penalty. 
is it a FACT that the death penalty has a deterren~ etfec~ on muraer'? 

definitely 
factually 
false 

1 2 

could 
be 
e~ther 

4 5 6 

definitel) 
fac~ually 

t.rue 
7 

Ignoring ~he facts one way or ~he other as to the de~errent effects, is i1 
MORALLY jus~1fied (right) to administer the death penalty? 

comple~ely 
morally 
.!J1!justified 

1 2 3 

could 
be 

either 
4 5 6 

very 
morally 

justified 
7 

What proportion of the actual factual evidence on this issue do you think 
supports your opinion? 

none half all 
of the of the of the 
eVidence evidence evidence 

O~ 5 10 15 20 25~ 30 35 40 45 50~ 55 60 65 70 75~ 80 85 90 95 100~ 

How knowledgeable do you think you are about capital punishment (how much 
of the available factual eVldence have you been exposed to?) 

I know 
nothing 
about 
it--no 

I have 
an average 
amount of 
knowledge 

expert 
knowledge

virtually all 
available 

ev~dence evidence 
0% 5 10 15 20 25% 30 35 40 45 50% 55 60 65 70 75% BO B5 90 95 ~OO% 



Read and scudy the~e caretully. ~ome peopLe mlght think che~e are 
lmporcanc consideracions. You mayor may noc agree. :f you chink these 
nrc complecely lrrelevanc. race chem as Q" ~ che convlnclngness 
scale ~~ briefly explain. ~n the ocher nand .• ~ you chink chey are 
ralevanc AI-ALL. race how convlnclng chey are to you. IMPORTANT~~ 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS I 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it suPPort~ the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder. and con if it doe~ not support the death penalty as E 
deterrent cO murder. 

Executiona are related to an average 
56~ drop In murders for two months after 
the execution. pro 

A nationwide study conducted by the 
U.S. Department of Justice found that 
the death penalty has no perceptlble 
influence on the national homocide 
rate, con 

In n study by the New York City Police 
DepQr~mcn~, ~t wan tound tha~ homocldes 
~re reduced up to 2/3 by the convlctlon 
and incarceration of murderers. 
pro 

Accordina to n recent poll. 65% of the 
Amerlcan publiC currently favors the 
death panalty, pro 

Staton which execute prisoners find. 
during the first year. a signlficant 
decrease in homocides. pro 

rindlnKs of n deterrent effect for the 
death penalty. from analyses of 1970 
and 1960 data comparlng soveral states. 
arc remarkably consistent and ~table. pro 

The warden of San Quentin asked 
thousands of prisoners whether they 
had thought about the death penalty 
before committing their murders, 
Not one had. con 

There has been a dramaclc increase In 
murders s1nce the death penalty 
moratorium or the late 60'5. pro 

pf 

irrelevant _______ _ 

very 
weak-" 

complet.ely 
unconVlnCln, 

1 2 

conVincing 
aD not .... 

,addl1nll 
4 

irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

compl.et.ely 
unconV1nClng: 

1 2 

.. 
conv1ncing: 

as not.-
middling 

4 

'/l!ry 
!tron.t!'~ 

.::omplete .. 1' 
conV1nc::':-.g 

,; -

''''!ry 
stronlj

:omp.Let.c.L:! 
:onV1nc:.::..; 

05 -

lrrelevant _______ _ 

verY 
"eaK-

completely 
unconv1nc1ng 

1 2 

.s 
COnVlnCl.ng: 

as nct-
mlddllng 

4 

very 
strong

;:omp,l.et.e.L ,. 
-:onv1.nc:.r.g 

.; . 

Irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

•• convincing 
as not.-

mlddllns 

• 

very 
.:st.rong

:ompieteiy 
cOnvlnClr:'~ 

irrelevant. _____ _ 

very 
Week-

completely 
unconv1nclng 

1 2 

ss 
conVlnclng 

as not-
mlddl1'l1 

4 

s:.ror.q'
:ompletc:y 
:on~lnc:.:,.~ 

lrrelevant. 

very 
WeaK-

complet.e.LY 
unconVlnClnll 

1 2 

•• conVlnclng 
aa not-

mlddllng 
4 

v~ry 

~':.rcng

:;:,mpletc/..r 
::::nv1nc:.ng 

,; . 

irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

cOllplet.ely 
uncenvlncina 

1 2 

a. 
conv1ncln. 
•• not.-

mlddl1nll 
4 

very 
st.rena

completely 
COnV1.nClng 

6 -

1rrelevant. 

very 
weak- .. 

completely 
unconvlncing 

1 " 

as very 
convlnclng ,trong-

as not .. - complete.LY 
1D1ddllns .;onv::.nc :.:-.g 

4 

112 



113 

Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" ~ the convincingness 
scale ang briefly explain. On the other hand, if you think they are 
relevant AT ALL, rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder, and con if it does not support the death penalty as c 
deterrent to murder. 

Executions are related to an average 
56% drop in murders for two months after 
the execution. pro 

A nationwide study conducted by the 
U.S. Department of Justice found that 
the death penalty has no perceptible 
influence on the national homocide 
rate. con 

In a study by the New York City Police 
Department, it was found that homocides 
are reduced up to 2/3 by the conviction 
and incarceration of murderers. 
pro 

According to a recent poll, 65% of the 
American public currently favors the 
death penalty. pro 

fpp 

a lrrelevant. 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconv1ncing 

1 2 3 

as 
convincing 

as no't-
mldd11ng 

4 5 

very 
strong

complet.ely 
COnVlnC!ng 

6 7 

a : irrelevant ________________ __ 

verY 
weak-

completely 
uoconvlnClng 

1 2 

as 
conv1nc!ng 

1l!5 no't-
mlddllng 

3 4 

a lrrelevant. 

verY 
weak-

completely 
unconV1nClng 

1 2 

as 
conVlnClng 

as not-
middling 

4 

very 
5':rong

complet.ely 
convlnclng 

6 7 

very 
strong

comr-letely 
convlnclng 

6 ' 

a irrelevant. ___________ _ 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconVlnClng 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 

85 no't-
mlddllng 

345 

very 
5trong

complet.ely 
conVlnc.:.ng 

,; 7 
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Read and s~udy ~hese carefully. Some people might ~hink these are 
impor~an~ considera~ions. You mayor may no~ agree. If you ~hink ~hese 
are comple~elY irrelevan~, ra~e ~hem as "0" above ~he convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the o~her hand, if you think ~hey are 
relevan~ A1-AL~, rate how convincing ~hey are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKlf ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it suppor~s the dea~h penal~y as a 
deterren~ ~o murder, and con if it does no~ support the death penalty as c 
deterrent to murder. 

Executions are related ~o an average 
56% drop in murders for two mon~hs after 
the execution. pro 

In a study by the New York City Police 
Department, it was found that homocides 
are reduced up to 2/3 by the conviction 
and incarceration of murderers. pro 

A na~ionwide study conducted by the 
U.S. Depar~ment of Jus~ice found that 
~he death penalty has no perceptible 
influence on the na~ional homocide 
ra~e. con 

According to a recent poll, 65% of the 
American public currently favors the 
death penalty. pro 

fpr 
o irrelevant _______ _ 

very 
week-

completely 
unconvinclng 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 

as not.-
mlddling 

4 

o irrelevant 

very 
weak-

comple't.ely 
unconvinclng 

1 2 

a:5 
convincing 

a5 not.-
middling 

4 

o irrelevant 

verY 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

as 
conVinClng 

8S not.-
mlddling 

4 

o irrelevant 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvincing 

1 2 3 

as 
convincing 

89 not-
middling 

4 

very 
5'trong

compieteiy 
convlnclng 

t3 7 

very 
5t.rong

complet.e:"y 
conVlnc:.ng 

,; -

very 
5t.rong-

complet..e_>, 
convlnclng 

~ -

very 
5t.rong

complet.ely 
convlnClng , 
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Read and studY these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale and brieflY explain. On the other hand, if you think they are 
releva~AI-AL1, rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder, and con if it does not support the death penalty as c 
deterrent to murder. 

States which execute prisoners find, 
during the first year, a significant 
decrease in homocides. pro 

The warden of San Quentin asked 
thousands of prisoners whether they 
had thought about the death penalty 
before committing their murders. 
Not one had. con 

Findings of a deterrent effect for the 
death penalty, from analyses of 1970 
and 1980 data comparing several states, 
are remarkably consistent and stable. 
pro 

There has been a dramatic increase in 
murders since the death penalty 
moratorium of the late 60's. pro 

fpp 

a irrelevan~ ________________ __ 

very 
weak-

comple~ely 
unconvlnc1ng 

1 2 

as 
convincing 
as not-

mlddl1ng 
4 

a 1rrelevan~ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlncing 

1 2 

as 
convlncing 

as no't-
middllng 

4 

a 1rrelevan~ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvinclng 

1 2 

as 
convinclng 
as not.-

middl1ng 
4 

a irrelevan~ 

very 
weak-
comple~ely 

unconvlnclng 
1 2 

as 
convlnclng 

as no't.-
middling 

4 

very 
s~rong

comple~ely 

conv1nclng 
6 7 

very 
5~rong

comple~ely 
conVlnclng 

6 i 

very 
5~rong

comple~ely 

convlnclng 
6 7 

very 
s~rong

complet.ely 
conVlnCl:1g 

o 7 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant. rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale and briefly explain. On the other hand. if you think they are 
relevant AT ALL. rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder. and con if it does not support the death penalty as < 
deterrent to murder. 

fpr 

o irrelevan. ________________ __ 

States which execute prisoners find. 
during the first year. a significant 
decrease in homocides. pro 

very 
weak-

comple.ely 
unconvincing 

1 2 

as 
convincing 
as no't-

mlddl1ng 
4 

very 
s.rong

comple.ely 
conVincing 

6 7 

Findings of a deterrent effect for the 
death penalty. from analyses of 1970 

o irrelevan. ________ __ 

and 1960 data comparing several states. very 
are remarkably consistent and stable. pro weak--

• comple.ely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

as 
convinCing 

as no.-
middling 

4 

very 
strong

comple.ely 
convlnclng 

6 7 

The warden of San Quentin asked 
thousands of prisoners whether they 
had thought about the death penalty 
before committing their murders. 
Not one had. con 

o lrrelevant ________________ __ 

There has been a dramatic increase in 
murders since the death penalty 
moratorium of the late 60·s. pro 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvincing 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 

as not.-
middling 

4 

o irrelevant 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlncing 

1 2 

as 
convlncing 

as no.-
middling 

4 5 

very 
strong

complet.ely 
convlnc:.ng 

03 ' 

very 
strong

complet.ely 
convlncing 

6 7 
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Read and s~udy ~hese carefully. Some people might ~hink these are 
~mport&nt conslderatlons. You mayor may no~ agree. If you ~hink ~hese 
3re completely irrelevan~. rate ~hem as '0" above ~he convlncingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other hand. if yoU ~hink ~hey are 
relevant AI-ALL, rate how convincing ~hey are ~o you. IMPORTANT: po NOI 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note ~hat each item is labelled Pro if it supports the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder, and con if it does not support the death penaltl' as ~ 
deterrent to murder. 

A nationWide study conducted by the 
U.S. Departmen~ of Justice found that 
~he death penalty has no percep~ible 
influence on ~he national homoclde 
rate. con 

According to a recent poll, 65% of the 
Amerlcan public curren~ly favors the 
death penalty. pro 

,he warden or San Quen~in asked 
thousands of prisoners whether ~hey 
had thought abou~ the death penalty 
before committing their murders. 
Not one had. con 

If the dea~h penalty is a unique 
deterrent to murder, then a declining 
use of it should be followed by an 
increase in murder rates. Yet 
statistics from many countries show 
that murder ra~es have declined 
despite ~he trend for not using the 
death penalty. con 

Old data from ~he 40's and 50's 
5uppor~ed tha~ ~he death penalty 
was a de~errent to murders; more 
recent data do not support this 
relation. con 

Publicized executions have been 
found to have no relation to the 
homocide rate around ~he time of 
execu~ion. con 

There has been a dramatic increase in 
murders since ~he death penalty 
moratorium of the late 60's. pro 

The reintroduc~ion of the death 
penalty after it had been abolished 
is not associated with a decline 
in homocide ra~es. con 

tc 
lrrelev.n~ ________________ _ 

very 
Weak-

completely 
unconVlnClns 

1 2 

a:s verY 
convlnclng 5':rong-

as not.-.. ccmplete.:.Y 
mlddling conVlnc:~g 

4 5" 

1 rre 1 evant. _______________ _ 

very 
"'cak-

comple'telv 
unc~nVlnC5n8' 

a. 
convinCing 
as not-

mlddling 
4 

verY 
s':.rong

comple<:.e ... Y 
con~lnc.:.n~ 

Irrelevant _______________ _ 

very 
WeaK-

completely 
unconvincing 

I 2 

•• convincing 
as not.-

mlddllng 
4 

irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvincing 

1 2 

.. 
convincing 

4S not. .... 
mlddling 

4 

very 
strong

~omplet.e.i' 
conVlnc:. :".g 

.; " 

very 
st.rong

complete .. :.' 
:onvlnc!.r.,; 

6 " 

irrelevant. ______________ __ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclng 

: 2 

•• convinClng 
as not.-

mlddling 
4 

l.rrelevant 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclns 

I 2 

•• convInCing 
aa not-

mlddling 
4 

".~!"y 

~~ron!J

:ompleo;e.i' 
conVlnc!.~g 

6 " 

very 
~tronj;{· 

compJ.ete .. Y 
convinCIng 

6 • 

1 r re levant. ___________ __ 

very 
weak-

completely 
uDconvinclna 

1 2 

•• conv1ncina 
as not-

middling 
4 

very 
:5trons

completely 
conVinCIng 

6 " 

irrelevant ______________ _ 

very 
"oak-

cOlllple~ely 
unconVInCIng 

I 2 

a. 
conv1nclng 

as not-
mlddling 

4 

very 
~trong

completely 
convinCIng 
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Read and study these caretully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale and briefly explain. On the other han~ yoU think they are 
relevant AI-ALL, rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: pO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder, and con if it does not support the death penalty as c 
deterrent to murder. 

A nationwide study conducted by the 
U.S. Department of Justice found that 
the death penalty has no perceptible 
influence on the national homocide 
rate. con 

According to a recent poll, 65% of the 
American public currently favors the 
death penalty. pro 

The warden of San Quentin asked 
thousands of prisoners whether they 
had thought about the death penalty 
before committing their murders. 
Not one had. con 

If the death penalty is a unique 
deterrent to murder, then a declining 
use of it should be followed by an 
increase in murder rates. Yet 
statistics from many countries show 
that murder rates have declined 
despite the trend for not using the 
death penalty. con 

fcp 
o irrelevan~ ________________ __ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvincing 

1 2 

as 
convincing 

as not-
middling 

4 

very 
strong

comple~ely 

convlnclng 
6 7 

o irrelevan~ ________________ _ 

very 
weak-
comple~ely 

unconvlnclng 
1 2 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

as 
convincing 

as no .. -
mlddllng 

4 5 

as 
convlnClng 
as not-

mlddling 
4 

o irrelevant 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlncing 

1 2 

as 
conVlnClr.g 

as not.-
middling 

4 

very 
5trong

completely 
conVlnc!.ng 

6 7 

very 
st.rong

comple'tely 
convlnclng 

:; 7 

very 
st.rong

completely 
convlnclng 

6 7 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other hand, if you think they are 
relevant AT ALL, rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder, and con if it does not support the death penalty as c 
deterrent to murder. 

A nationwide study conducted by the 
U.S. Department of Justice found that 
the death penalty has no perceptible 
influence on the national homocide 
rate. con 

The warden of San Quentin asked 
thousands of prisoners whether they 
had thought about the death penalty 
before committing their murders. 
Not one had. con 

According to a recent poll, 65% of the 
American public currently favors the 
death penalty. pro 

If the death penalty is a unique 
deterrent to murder, then a declining 
use of it should be followed by an 
increase in murder rates. Yet 
statistics from many countries show 
that murder rates have declined 
despite the trend for not using the 
death penalty. con 

fcr 

o lrrelevant. 

very 
wellk-

complet.ely 
unconvincing 

1 2 3 

as 
convincing 
as not.-

middl1ng 
4 5 

very 
5t.rong

complet.ely 
conVincing 

6 7 

o = irrelevant. ________________ _ 

verY 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlnclng 

1 2 

a5 
convincing 

as not.-
middling 

345 

very 
st.rong

complet.ely 
convlnclng 

t3 i 

o lrrelevant. ________________ _ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvinclng 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 
as not-

middling 
345 

a irrelevant 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvincing 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 

as not.-
middllng 

345 

very 
5t.rong

completely 
conVlnCl:lg 

6 7 

very 
s-:.rong

completely 
conVincing 

6 7 



120 

Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may no~ agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale ana briefly explain. On the other hand, if you think they are 
relevant AT ALL, rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOI 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder, and con if it does not support the death penalty as c 
deterrent to murder. 

Old data from the 40's and 50'5 
supported that the death penalty 
was a deterrent to crime; more 
recent data do not support this 
relation. con 

There has been a dramatic increase in 
murders since the death penalty 
moratorium of the late 60'5. pro 

Publicized executions have been 
found to have no relation to the 
homocide rate around the time of 
execution. con 

The reintroduction of the death 
penalty after it had been abolished 
is not associated with a decline 
in homocide rates. con 

fcp 

o irrelevllnt. 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvinc1ng 

1 2 

as 
convlncing 

as no't-
mlddl1ng 

4 

very 
st.rong

completely 
convincing 

6 7 

o irrelevllnt. ________________ __ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvinclng 

1 2 

as 
convincing 

as not.-
mlddling 

4 

o lrrelevant 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvinclng 

1 2 

as 
convinClng 
as not-

middling 
4 

very 
st.rong

completely 
convlnclng 

6 i 

very 
st.rong

complet.ely 
conVlnclng 

6 7 

o irrelevant _________ _ 

very 
weak-

completely 
unconvlnClng 

1 2 

as 
convinClng 

liS not.-
middllng 

4 

very 
strong

completely 
convlnclng 

6 7 
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Read and study these carefully. Some people might think these are 
important considerations. You mayor may not agree. If you think these 
are completely irrelevant, rate them as "0" above the convincingness 
scale ~ briefly explain. On the other hand, if you think they are 
relevant A1-bL1. rate how convincing they are to you. IMPORTANT: DO NOT 
SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Note that each item is labelled pro if it supports the death penalty as a 
deterrent to murder, and con if it does not support the death penalty as c 
deterrent to murder. 

Old data from the 40's and 50's 
supported that the death penalty 
was a deterrent to murder; more 
recent data do not support this 
relation. con 

Publicized executions have been 
found to have no relation to the 
homocide rate around the time of 
execution. con 

There has been a dramatic increase in 
murders since the death penalty 
moratorium of the late 60's. pro 

The reintroduction of the death 
penalty after it had been abolished 
is not associated with a decline 
in homocide rates. con 

fcr 

o : 1rrelevan~ ________________ __ 

very 
weak-

comple~ely 

unconvincing 
1 2 

as 
convlncing 

ae not-
middling 

4 

very 
s~rong

complet.ely 
convincing 

6 7 

a 1rrelevan~ ________________ __ 

verY 
weak-
comple~ely 

unconvlnclng 
1 2 

as 
convlnClng 

as not-
middling 

4 

a irrelevan~ 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconVincing 

1 2 

as 
convlnClng 
as no't-

mlddling 
4 

a irrelevant. 

very 
weak-

complet.ely 
unconvlncing 

1 2 

as 
convlnclng 

as not.-
mlddllng 

4 

..... ery 
st.rong

=omplet.ely 
conVlnC:'!1g 

':3 i 

very 
5~rong

complet.ely 
convlnclng 

6 7 

very 
st.rong

complet.ely 
COnVlnC!ng 

6 7 
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Please answer the following questions by circling the number on ~he scale 
which BEST corresponds to your opinion: 

Are you for or against the death penalty as a deterrent to murder? 

strongly 
against 

1 
against 

2 

slightly 
against 

3 

completely 
undecided 

4 

slightly 
for 

5 
for 

6 

strongly 
for 

7 

Ignoring whether we have a moral right to administer the death penalty. i~ 
ita FACT that the death penalty has a deterrent effect on murder'? 

definitely 
factually 
false 

1 2 3 

could 
be 

either 
4 5 6 

definitel> 
factually 
true 

7 

Ignoring the facts one way or the other about possible deterrent effects. 
is it MORAlIlI'i justified (right) to administer the dee.~h penalty'? 

completely 
morally 
UNjus~ified 
-1 2 3 

could 
be 

either 
4 5 6 

very 
morally 
jus~ified 

7 

What proportion of the factual evidence on this issue do you think 
supports your opinion? 

none half all 
of the of the of the 
evidence evidence evidence 

0% 5 10 15 20 25% 30 35 40 45 50% 55 60 65 70 75% 80 85 90 95 100% 

How knowledgeable do you think you are about the death penalty (how much 
of the available factual evidence have you been exposed to?) 

I know 
nothing 
about 
it--no 
evidence 

I have 
an average 
amount of 
knowledge 

0% 5 10 15 20 25% 30 35 40 45 50% 55 60 65 70 75% 80 85 90 

How emotional are you about the death penalty? 

completely 
unemotional 

1 2 3 

medium 
emotionality 

4 5 6 

expert 
knowledge
virtually 

all available 
evidence 

95 100% 

extremel> 
emotionaj 

7 
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THE DEATH PENALTY 

This booklet is part of a survey on opinions about the desirability and 
effectiveness of the death penalty as a deterrent to murder. Please 
simply follow the instructions, one page at a time. Read the instruction! 
very CAREFULLY. Ask questions if you are not completelY sure about what 
you should be doing. Give your answers based on how you would actually 
react in everyday life. In other words, do what you would nOrmally do. 

We appreciate your participation! 

Please answer the following questions about the death penalty by circling 
the number on the scale beneath. The scales are from 1 to 7. Even where 
only the endpoints and midpoints are labelled, circle the number which 
~ corresponds to what YOU BELIEVE. DO NOT SKIP ANY QUESTIONS! 

Are you for or against the death penalty as a deterrent to murder? 

strongly 
against 

1 
against 

2 

slightly 
against 

3 

completely 
undecided 

4 

slightly 
for 

5 
for 

6 

strongl~ 
for 

7 

How much have you thought about the deterrent effects of the death 
penalty? 

not at 
all-
never 

1 
rarely 

2 

somewhat 
rarely 

3 

as often 
as not-
middling 

4 

How important is this issue to you? 

not important 
at all 

1 2 3 

average 
importance 

4 

somewhat 
often 

5 

5 

often 
6 

6 

all the 
time-

constantl} 
7 

the most 
important 

7 
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Demographic Intormayion 

AGE: BIRTHDATE: 

GENDER: _ M _F MAJOR IN SCHOOL: 

EDUCATION: circle highe~t attained 

high school BA/BS MA/MS PhDlMD/LLD (or comparable) 

Please tell us about any expertise you'reel you have on this topic: 

relevant classes taken: 

papers written related to topic: 

talks given related to topic: 

special training/skills pertinent: 

presentations attended on topic: 

T.V. or radio talk shows seen/heard on topic: 

hobbies relevant to topic: 

social or political group participation related to topic: 

significant life experiences you feel are relevant and ~? 

Why do you believe as YOIl do about this topic? Please use the space bele 
and on the back to list ALL of the reasons you believe what you do. You 
may include any of the reasons you have just read or listed. if you wish. 
but you are in no way limited to these. We are interested to know the 
reasons why ~ believe as ~ do. 
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