PAGE  
18

important for Student Affairs professionals to have current

and complete information with which to work with their students.  However, there has been little research that has focused on the moral development of student policy offenders.  Research that has been done on student offenders has been limited in scope, focusing mainly on describing the characteristics of student policy offenders and the nature of institutional disciplinary systems (Chassey, 1999; Dannells, 1991).  This lack of research on the development of student policy offenders has left Student Affairs professionals with little guidance on how to provide effective interventions for student offenders to foster their moral development.  

Purpose of the Study


The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between college students’ moral judgment development and whether or not they choose to violate college social policy. Differences between the moral judgment development of men and women will also be examined.   

Hypotheses


Hypothesis 1.  First year college students who violate social policy will have lower moral judgment scores as measured by the mean P-score of the Defining Issues Test (DIT) than first year college students who do not violate social policy.  

Hypothesis 2. Male first year college students will have lower moral judgment scores as measured by the mean P-score of the DIT than first year female college students.

Definition of Terms


First year college students.  Conceptually, first year college students are students who are in their first academic year of enrollment at an institution of higher learning.  First year college students in this study are defined as individuals who are in their first academic year of enrollment in an undergraduate program of study at Concordia College, Moorhead, Minnesota during the 2001-2002 academic year.  


Moral judgment.  Moral judgment is a psychological construct that characterizes the process by which people discern between two courses of action, one that they determine is morally right and one which is wrong (Rest, Thoma, & Edwards, 1997).  Moral judgment will be operationally defined as the principled reasoning score (P-score) the participants receive on the Defining Issues Test (DIT). 

Policy offenders.  Conceptually, policy offenders are those students who have records that have been entered into the college judicial system (Janosik et al., 1985).  For this study, policy offenders are those students who have been found responsible for violating one or more of the college’s social policies during their time of enrollment at Concordia College.


Social policy.  Social policies are conceptually defined as “policy statements that establish the rules of community life all members of the college community are expected to follow” (Concordia College, 2001, p. 75).  Social policy is operationally defined as all policies listed in the 2001-2002 Concordia College Residence Hall Handbook that govern behavior excluding academic policies.

Significance of the Study


Student affairs professionals have been called on to devote time and resources to student disciplinary matters since nearly the inception of the profession (Chassey, 1999; Janosik et al., 1985; Tracey et al., 1979).  There have been several studies that have described the characteristics of student policy offenders, but there have been few studies that examine the developmental levels of these students (Chassey).  According to Chassey, those studies that do examine the developmental levels of student policy offenders lack generalizability, often due to their lack of a control group.  By examining developmental differences between student policy offenders and non-offenders, appropriate interventions can be planned.  These could be proactive programs that attempt to prevent disciplinary problems or remedial interventions geared toward helping students develop higher levels of moral judgment.  These interventions may help to reduce the number of disciplinary cases, to reduce severity of the cases, or to limit the number of repeat offenders.  

Limitations of the Study


The use of volunteers is one limitation of this study.  Volunteers tend to have different characteristics than nonvolunteers, which can affect the results of the study (Borg & Gall, 1989).  


Another limitation is related to the generalizability of the results.  Concordia College is a small, private, church affiliated liberal arts college located in the Midwest.  Most of the students are Caucasian and within the traditional age range for college students (17-24 years of age) (Bruess & Pearson, 2000).  The students used in this study may not be representative of students in other geographic regions or at other types of institutions.

The DIT was first used in 1972 (Rest, 1986a), and few revisions have been made on the instrument since then.  Some of the language on the DIT is out of date and would no longer be considered socially acceptable.  An example would be referring to Asian individuals as Oriental, which is now seen as pejorative (Arrendondo et al., 1996; Rest, 1986a).  Because the language of the DIT is somewhat dated, it may be difficult for participants to identify with the issues on the instrument.

Review of the Literature


The moral development of college students has been of interest to college personnel since nearly the inception of the American university (Sandeen, 1985).  There are many theories of college student development, but this study will focus on the moral development of students.  In this section, Kohlberg’s (1977) theory of moral development is discussed, followed by a discussion of Rest’s (1986a, 1986b) contribution to moral development theory.  Next is a discussion of the level of moral development of college students.  Finally, the characteristics of student policy offenders are discussed.

Kohlberg’s theory of moral development


Lawrence Kohlberg developed a stage theory of moral development based on the work of Jean Piaget.  Kohlberg’s theory states that moral reasoning develops over time and through a series of stages (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977).  Kohlberg’s theory has three levels and six stages (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991).  The first level of Kohlberg’s theory is the Preconventional Level.  Stage One of the Preconventional Level is the punishment-and-obedience orientation, in which individuals in this stage act solely to avoid physical punishment or to show obedience to power (Kohlberg & Hersh).  Stage Two of Level I is the instrumental-relativist orientation.  Individuals follow rules only when it is to their benefit to do so (Kohlberg & Hersh).  Reciprocity and fairness are characteristics of this stage, but only in relation to what satisfies one’s own needs (Kohlberg & Hersh).


Level II of Kohlberg’s theory is the Conventional Level.  This level is characterized by actions that are intended to maintain the social order (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977).  Stage Three is the interpersonal concordance orientation.  This has also been classified as the “good boy – nice girl” orientation (Kohlberg & Hersh, p. 55).  In this stage, behavior is judged by conformity and intention.  Good behavior is that which pleases others and fits into social norms (Kohlberg & Hersh).  Stage Four is the law-and-order orientation.  In this stage, good behavior is that which is oriented toward authority and maintaining the social order.  Laws are seen as rules to be obeyed.


Level III is the Postconventional, or Principled Level.  This level is characterized by moral behavior that has validity outside of the scope of laws and regulations instituted by a specific group (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977).  Stage 5 is the social contract, legalistic orientation.  In this orientation, there is a focus on the relativism of personal values and opinions (Kohlberg & Hersh).  There is still an emphasis on social order and laws, but with an awareness that unjust laws can be changed.  Stage 6 is the universal, ethical, principle orientation.  Good behavior is that which is a decision of conscience based on self-chosen ethical principles that can be universally and fairly applied (Kohlberg & Hersh).  


After creating his theory of moral development, Kohlberg designed a protocol with which to measure his stages of moral development.  The Moral Judgment Interview (MJI) presents moral dilemmas that the participants are asked to respond to with what action the character in the dilemma should take, and to then justify that action (Rest, Edwards, & Thoma, 1997).  Answers are then scored by a trained interviewer and then categorized by a scoring guide (Rest et al.).  After the interview, participants are classified into one of the six stages of moral development.

Rest’s contributions to moral judgment theory 


Rest expanded on the work of Kohlberg by developing an objective measure of moral judgment.  Rest created the DIT based on Kohlberg’s theory of moral development; however, there are several key differences between Kohlberg’s MJI and the DIT.  


One of the key differences is that the MJI asks subjects to verbally generate a solution to the dilemma, while the DIT asks subjects to evaluate several solutions that are presented.  Therefore, the DIT is judged to be a recognition task, while the MJI is a production task (Rest, 1986a).   


The second major difference is that a trained scorer is asked to classify the subjects’ answers on the MJI into a particular stage, while subjects taking the DIT classify their own responses.  This allows the DIT to be objectively scored (Rest, 1986a).


A third difference is that the MJI places subjects in a particular stage of development; this is called stage typing.  The P-score from the DIT is a percentage score that measures how often subjects respond with Stage 5 or Stage 6 responses.  Therefore, the DIT does not classify subjects into a particular developmental stage, but places them along a continuum of development (Rest, 1986a).


Noting these differences, it is apparent that the DIT does not give scores that equate directly with Kohlberg’s MJI (Rest, 1986a).  According to Rest (1986a), the DIT is not intended to predict scores on the MJI, but to assess developmental characteristics in a different way than the MJI.

College students’ level of moral development


Most studies indicate that there is not a direct correlation between age and developmental stage.  However, much of the existing research would place traditionally aged college students in the conventional stage of moral reasoning (Chassey, 1999; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). 

Characteristics of student policy offenders 


Much of the research on student policy offenders has focused on identifying characteristics of those students who break policy. Many studies have found similar results, but there have been some conflicting findings on some variables in some studies.  Tracey et al. (1979) found that students living in large residence halls (over 600 students) and men were over represented in the offender group, while class rank and divisional affiliation were not significant variables.  Janosik et al. (1985) studied the characteristics of repeat offenders.  Again, men were over represented in the sample of repeat offenders, as well as those students living in larger residence halls.  However, Janosik et al. found that there was a significant difference between class ranks.  Younger students (freshmen and sophomores) were over represented in the sample of repeat offenders, while older students (juniors and seniors) were underrepresented in the sample (Janosik, et al.).  Janosik et al. also found divisional affiliation and grade point average (GPA) to be significant variables.  Students in the divisions of business and arts and sciences were over represented in the sample of repeat offenders compared to the general population.  In addition, the GPA of repeat offenders was significantly lower than the general student body.  

Methodology

Participants


The participants of the study will be one hundred randomly selected first-year, non-offender students and one hundred randomly selected first-year students who have been found responsible for breaking college policy.  Because age can be a factor in development, the samples will be limited to first year students who are 18 to 20 years of age.  

Instrumentation


The DIT will be used as the measure of moral judgment (Rest 1986a).  The DIT was developed by Rest and first published in 1972.  The DIT is published by the Center for the Study of Ethical Development at the University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota.  The DIT is intended to be a measure of moral judgment.  According to the Eleventh Mental Measurements Yearbook (1992), the DIT gives “information about the process by which people judge what ought to be done in moral dilemmas” (Kramer & Conoley, p. 268).  The DIT is intended to be an objective measure of Kohlberg’s stage model of moral development.  


Description of the DIT.
The DIT is composed of a series of moral dilemma vignettes and follow-up questions; after deciding what the character in the vignette should do, the participants are asked to identify which issues they feel were important in making a decision about the moral dilemma.  The DIT uses six moral dilemmas, each with 12 follow-up questions, resulting in a total of 72 items.  There are three types of items on the DIT.  The first type of item asks the participant to decide what the character in the vignette should do.  The second type of item asks the participant to rate each of twelve issue statements on how important they were (on a Likert-type scale from great importance to no importance) in the decision-making process.  The third task for the participant is to rank four items as most important in making the decision.  

The DIT is appropriate for use on students in grades nine through 12, college students, and adults.  Participants should have a proficiency in English with an eighth grade reading level (Murphy, Impara, & Plake, 1999).    


The DIT takes approximately 40-50 minutes to administer for the full test.  There is also a short form of the DIT, which takes approximately 30-40 minutes to administer.  The DIT is appropriate for either group or individual administration.  


Scoring.  The DIT (when scored by the scoring service) renders 11 scores and a consistency check.  The score used most often is the P-score index (Rest, 1986a; 1986b).  The P-score index represents the percentage of responses that indicate principled moral judgment.  Each of the vignettes has three to four issue statements that represent principled moral judgment; the P-score index indicates how many times those items were chosen as being significant factors in making a decision about the vignette.  The P-score index can range from 0-95.  The highest score is 95 because there are three vignettes that only have three possible principled items, instead of four like the other vignettes (Rest, 1986a).  The P-score index can be derived through hand scoring as well as through the scoring service.  The P-score index is the score that will be used to determine the level of moral judgment for this study.  


There are two internal checks on reliability that are available.  The first is the M (or “meaningless”) score.  The issue statements after each vignette have statements that sound meaningful and important, but do not match up with any stage of moral reasoning.  Therefore, they are considered “meaningless” items (Rest, 1986a).  Participants who have endorsed a large number of meaningless items are considered to have invalid protocols and are excluded from the study.  The second reliability check is the consistency check.  This score checks to make sure that participants are not ranking issue items higher than they have rated them.  If participants have a high rate of inconsistency, it suggests that they may have been responding randomly, and their protocol may not be used.  The Manual for the Defining Issues Tests (Rest, 1986a) gives cutoff scores to use to determine if a protocol does not meet consistency standards.  


Reliability and validity.  The reliability information for the DIT was gathered from several studies by Davison and Robbins (1978).  According to the Manual for the Defining Issues Test (Rest, 1986a), the test-retest reliability for the P-score index ranges from .71 to .82.  The internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) is in the high .70s.  The standard error of measurement for the P-score index is 7.1 percent units.


The criterion group validity for the DIT has been determined by comparing the scores of different age and educational groups.  The groups were Ph.D. students in moral philosophy, college students, high school students, and ninth grade students (Rest, 1986a).  The strategy used here is that students of moral philosophy and political science would be expected to have a higher level of moral reasoning than ninth grade students, who are both younger and have less education.  On average, the groups listed here differ approximately 10 points on their average P-score index score (Rest, 1986a; 1986b).  

Procedures

  The samples will be selected randomly by Concordia College computer services.  Once the samples are selected, each potential participant will be sent an invitation to participate in the study by attending a session where the DIT will be administered.  


At the administration session, students will be asked to read and sign an informed consent form.  Once the informed consent is completed, each participant will be given a packet that will contain a demographic sheet and the DIT.  


Returned DITs that fall below the cutoff score for meaningless items or for the consistency check will be eliminated from the study.  DITs will be discarded if the M score (meaningless items) is greater than eight.  Protocols will also be discarded if the subjects’ answers are inconsistent on more than two stories.  These cutoff scores are determined by The Manual for the Defining Issues Test (Rest, 1986a).

As an incentive, students will be informed that if they participate, they will be eligible to win a $50 gift certificate if their name is drawn at the completion of the study. Results of the study will be made available to those who request it in writing.

Data Analysis

The mean P-score from the DIT of four groups will be compared using a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).  The four groups will be male policy offenders, male non-offenders, female policy offenders, and female non-offenders.  The alpha level for statistical significance will be set at p ≤ .05.  If significant differences are found among the groups, an appropriate post hoc test will be used to examine the differences between the groups.   
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