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The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between moral
development and year in school, gender, and personality type for university
undergraduates. Moral development was measured by the Defining Issues Test (DIT) and

personality was assessed using the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI).

The sample consisted of 320 freshmen, sophomores, juniors, and seniors enrolled

as full-time students at The University of Iowa. From this sample, 188 (36.9%) students

returned usable questionnaires. This random sample, stratified according to undergraduate

class and gender, was provided by the university registrar. Subjects completed and
returned a mailed questionnaire booklet containing the DIT and MBTI. These
questionnaires were hand-scored and analyzed using analysis of variance and Pearson

Product-Moment Correlations. An additional multiple comparisons test was done using the

Scheffd method. Systat software for the Macintosh was used to analyze the data.

The analysis showed several significant results. Significant gender (p < 0.001) and

year in school (p < 0.010) effects were found when analyzing the %P score of moral

development level. Women scored significantly higher than men and seniors scored
significantly higher than freshmen, sophomores, and juniors. The feeling dimension of the

MBTI was found to be significantly associated with gender (females at p < 0.001).
Finally, the % Stage 4 score was found to be significantly related to the sensing (S) (p <

0.001) and judging (J) (p < 0.050) dimensions of the MBTI. The %P score was found to
be significantly related to the intuitive (N) (p < 0 (`-cr' nd feeling (F) (p < 0.050)
dimensions of the MBTI.

These results confirmed earlier studies in which a significant relationship was found

between year in school and moral development level. The gender effect had been theorized

and found in some studies but is unusual when using the DIT. The significant relationship

between different dimensions of the MBTI and % Stage 4 and % P moral development

scores had not been previously reported in the literature.
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
MORAL DEVELOPMENT AND PERSONALITY TYPE

OF UNIVERSITY UNDERGRADUATES

I. INTRODUCTION

Moral Development and the History of Higher Education

Since their beginnings, colleges and universities in the United States have been

concerned with the moral development of their students (Brown & Conan, 1978; Garland,

1985; Morris, 1980). Generally founded by religious institutions, the colleges in existence

in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries were used to train religious and societal leaders

for the colonies (Rudolph, 1962). In addition, they acted as surrogate parents for their

students and were responsible for not only the intellectual development of their charges but

their moral development as well (Brown & Conan, 1978; Garland, 1985; Rudolph, 1962).

Everyone associated with the institution, from tutors and faculty to the institution's
president, lived on or near the school grounds. With no student affairs personnel in

existence during this time, necessary functions like discipline and counseling were
performed by the tutors and faculty.

The latter half of the Nineteenth Century brought tremendous change to higher

education. The era following the Civil War was highlighted by the rise of extracurricular

activities on college campuses. Student publications, literary and debating societies,

athletics, and Greek letter societies were all examples of activities which began and

flourished during this era (Rudolph, 1962). Of even greater impact in the late 1800's, was

the emergence of American universities modeled after the German research-oriented

institutions. With the problems and triumphs of research now added to the existing rigors

of teaching, faculty wanted less and less responsibility for student life, especially discipline

(Garland, 1985). University administrators responded by appointing the first persons with

full-time responsibility for the non-academic portion of student life. The social and moral

development of students became the primary concern of these early "Deans of Men and

Women" while the faculty continued to be responsible for the intellectual development
(Garland, 1985).

The period following World War I had a great impact on the field of student affairs.

The psychological testing and counseling techniques used by the Army to select officers for
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the war effort was adopted by "student personnel" workers to provide additional services

for students. Philosophical statements of the era expressed concern for the development of

the "whole" student (American College Personnel Association, 1975; American Council on

Education, 1937 and 1949; Brown, 1972; Cowley, 1936). Functions like student health,

career placement, athletics, registration and advising were all now administered by the

Deans of Men and Women. The end of World War II and subsequent GI Bill caused a

huge influx of veterans onto college campuses. Divisions of "student services" responded

to this increase in enrollment by drastically expanding their programs. Admissions,

financial aid, housing and food service, orientation, and special programs all became part

of a more specialized and professional student services area (Garland, 1985).

As noted earlier, the colonial colleges acted as surrogate parents for their students.

The period of the last 20 years, however, was marked by demands from students that they

be treated as responsible adults. These demands, plus court rulings affirming the legal

rights of college students, resulted in the demise of the concept of "in loco parentis." This

left the administrators of student services programs without a philosophical base. As
Garland (1985) notes,

As a result, an increasingly diverse and complex profession
sought to reestablish its theoretical and operational base and
to embrace a philosophy to guide its efforts within the
institution. (p. 6)

What emerged from this void was a guiding philosophy for the student services

profession called "student development" (American College Personnel Association, 1975;

Brown, 1972). Based on various psychological theories of human development, student

development was defined as "the application of human development concepts in post-

secondary settings so that students can master increasingly complex developmental tasks,

achieve self direction, and become interdependent" (Miller and Prince, 1977, p. 3). While

the actual implementation of student development theory was not universal, this concept

became the guiding vision for many student affairs administrators.

Moral Development as Part of Student Development

Throughout its history, the field of psychology developed theories that attempted to

describe how humans grew, changed, and developed during their lifetimes. Sigmund

Freud and Carl Jung were among the prominent psychologists who published works on

this topic. In the past twenty years, a number of theories were proposed to describe this

process of development. Among the theorists who described the young adult and adult
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periods of development were Chickering (1969), Erikson (1968), Havighurst (1972),

Douglas Heath (1968), Roy Heath (1964), Levinson (1978), Loevinger (1976), Perry

(1970), White (1975), Lawrence Kohlberg (1981, 1984a) and Carol Gilligan (1977,

1982a, 1987). The work of these and other theorists led to a great amount of applied
research designed to examine the impact of the college experience on different aspects of

the human development of college students. With the historical emphasis placed on student

services staffs to understand the "whole" student (American Council on Education, 1937,

1949), the study of the cognitive and affective growth of college students was essential and

became a necessary function of student services (Hurst & Morrill, 1980; Saddlemire, 1980;

Widick, Knefelkamp, & Parker, 1980).

As Rest (1980c) noted,

Indeed, to me the most exciting prospect is that basic
research will provide ideas and tools of use to educators for
gathering information about their programs, which in turn
will provide ideas and information about how to improve
programs and improve basic theory...If the educator has a
step-by-step description of the development of some
competence, then he has a means of ordering progress
(knowing which changes are progressive), of locating
people along this course of development, and therefore of
anticipating the experiences to which the student most likely
will be responsive and from which he will profit.
(pp. 102-105)

One of the research areas within the broad topic of human development that
received a great deal of attention from writers within education was the area of "moral
development." A recent resurgence of interest in the study of moral development and its

relationship to higher education was noted by some authors (Bok, 1982; Brown and

Canon, 1978; Chickering, 1981; Gilligan, 1981; Kohlberg, 1984a; Morris, 1980; Munsey,

1980a; National Institute of Education, 1984; Rest, 1980c, 1983; Whiteley, 1980;
Whiteley, Bertin, & Berry, 1980).

The major impetus behind this research was, and continues to be, the writings of

Lawrence Kohlberg. By incorporating the ideas of James M. Baldwin (1906), John
Dewey (1916), and George Herbert Mead (1934) with those of Jean Piaget (1932),
Kohlberg theorized that moral development was a cognitive-development process that
occured throughout the life cycle. His theory hypothesized three levels of moral judgment,

the "Preconventional," the "Conventional," and the "Principled," with each of these levels

containing two stages. These levels described three different relationships "between the
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self and society's rules and expectations" (Kohlberg, 1976, p. 173). As students
progressed through life, it was hypothesized that they also progressed through this scheme

of moral development. A form of Kohlberg's theory appears below.

Level IPreconventional

"Rules and social expectations are something external to the self."

Stage 1 Heteronomous Morality:

The person acts to avoid punishment.

Stage 2 Individualism, Instrumental Purpose, and Exchange:

The person acts to serve his or her own needs or interests while recognizing

that other persons have their own needs and interests.

Level IIConventional
"The self is identified with or has internalized the rules and expectations of others,

especially those of authorities."

Stage 3 Mutual Interpersonal Expectations, Relationships, and
Interpersonal Conformity:

The person recognizes the need to be a good person in his or her own eyes

and in the eyes of others. The person cares for others and believes in the

Golden Rule. There is a desire to maintain rules and authority that support

stereotypical good behavior.

Stage 4 Social System and Conscience:

The person acts to keep the institution going as a whole, to avoid the
breakdown of the system "if everyone did it," or the imperative of
conscience to meet one's defined obligations. (This is sometimes confused

with Stage 3 belief in rules and authority.)

Level HIPrincipled or Postconventional
"(The) self (is differentiated) from the rules and expectations of others and defines his or

her values in terms of self-chosen principles."

Stage 5 Social Contract or Utility and Individual Rights:

The person acts out of a sense of obligation to the law because of the social

contract to make and abide by laws for the welfare of all and for the
protection of all people's rights. There is a feeling of contractual
commitment, freely entered upon, to family, friendship, trust, and work.

Concern exists that laws and duties be based on rational calculation of

overall utility, "the greatest good for the greatest number."
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Stage 6 Universal Ethical Principles:

The belief, as a rational person, in the validity of universal moral principles

and a sense of personal commitment to them guides the actions of the

person.

(Kohlberg, 1976, pp. 34-35, 173)

Two factors primarily influenced this progression, education and chronological age

(Rest, 1979a). The Preconventional Level (Stages 1 and 2) contained most children under

the age of nine, some adolescents, and many adolescent and adult criminals. The
Conventional Level (Stages 3 and 4) contained most adolescents and adults. Finally, the

Principled Level (Stages 5 and 6) contained a minority of adults, usually over the age of 20

(Kohlberg, 1976). A more complete explanation of the stages may be found in the
Appendix (A).

Recently, Carol Gilligan (1977, 1982a, 1987) conducted research that challenged

the basic tenets of Kohlberg's theories. Gilligan argued that two distinct "voices" were

evident when people spoke about morality and relationships. Noting that virtually all of the

major human development theorists have been male (e.g. Freud, George Herbert Mead,

Piaget, Erikson, and Kohlberg), she wrote,

The disparity between women's experience and the
representation of human development, noted throughout the
psychological literature, has generally been seen to signify a
problem in women's development. Instead, the failure of
women to fit existing models of human growth may point to
a problem in the representation, a limitation in the conception
of human condition, an omission of certain truths about life.
(Gilligan, 1982a, pp. 1-2)

Although usually associated with gender, Gilligan stressed that these two voices

actually depicted two different themes, two different ways of ways of thinking about and

viewing the world. Calling morality an "ethic of care," Gilligan defined moral development

in terms of responsibility and relationships as opposed to Kohlberg's definition of morality

in terms of fairness as demonstrated by rights and rules (Gilligan, 1982a). It is interesting

to note that Gilligan was not the only theorist at this time who proposed alternative

developmental progressions for women. Miller (1976), Franz and White (1985), and

Belenky, Clincy, Goldberger, and Tarule (1986) all wrote convincing descriptions of
different developmental paths that they felt existed for women.

Moral development theory was cited as having direct application in the daily activities

of university student affairs officers. It was proposed that the Kohlberg and Gilligan
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schemas could have use in the judicial/conduct processes of an institution (McClintock,

1980; Roth and McMahon, 1987; Smith, 1978). The relationship of moral development to

the spiritual development of college students attracted some interest (Fowler, 1981;
McMahon, et al., 1987; McMahon, et al., 1988). Finally, Gilligan's work was specifically

noted as having direct implications for the student affairs profession (Delworth & Seeman,

1984; Evans, 1987; Hotel ling & Forrest, 1985; Porterfield and Pressprich, 1988).

Personality Type and Student Development

Carl Jung's (1923) theory of personality type postulated that people behave
differently because of their perception and judgment. Perception described how people

became aware of people and events around them. Judgment indicated the manner in which

people made decisions. In addition to these two "mental powers," Jung also believed that

two other orientations or "attitudes" influenced people's perception and judgment. These

other influences included people's orientation to life and orientation to the outer world.

Jung's model described each of these four general categories in terms of polar

opposite functions. In the perception category, people either took in information through

their senses (sensing) or through the indirect perception of the unconscious (intuition). The

judgment category noted that people made decisions because of logical connections

(thinking) or due to subjective values (feeling). People had an orientation to life which

either drew energy from the outer world of people and objects (extraversion) or from the
inner world of concepts and ideas (introversion). Finally, people displayed an orientation

to the outer world which was planned and orderly (judging) or which placed more
emphasis on spontaneity and remaining open to any and all new ideas (perceiving). While

Jung stressed that everyone used all of these powers and attitudes, people also had a

manner in which they prefered to behave. These preferences tended to be used more often.

The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI), developed by Isabel Briggs Myers and

her mother Katharine Cook Briggs, identified these Jungian preferences and was termed

"the most carefully designed and best researched of the questionnaires designed to help

people access the (Jungian) model by discovering their own preferences for perception and

judgment" (McCaulley, 1987, p. 38). In recent years, it became one of the most widely
used instruments in the areas of clinical, counseling and personality testing (Mitchell,

1985). This widespread use also included the university setting, where the MBTI became a

valuable tool in career development, academic advising, leadership training, counseling,

roommate matching, paraprofessional training, understanding learning and teaching styles,

conflict resolution, and in developing university retention strategies (Anchors, Robinson,
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& Wood, 1984). In addition, recent works (McCaulley, 1987; Provost & Anchors, 1987a)

indicated that the MBTI also has a great deal of application in problem solving, designing

residence hall environments, student activities programming, and psychological
counseling.

Moral Development and Personality Type

The work of Kohlberg and Gilligan in the area of moral development appeared to

closely parallel the differences in the thinking/feeling dimension of the Myers-Briggs Type

Indicator. As Gilligan (1987), Lyons (1983), Johnson (1985), and Gilligan and Attanucci

(1988) noted, both genders seemed to have both "voices" (justice and care) within them.

However, the genders were socialized to use one voice more than the other. A similar

concept described the dichotomous dimensions of the MBTI. Everyone used both
dimensions of the dichotomy but usually had a preference for one over the other. Finally,

the justice voice of Kohlberg's model seemed similar to the thinking dimension of
personality as described in the MBTI while the care voice of Gilligan's model seemed

similar in tone to the feeling dimension of the MBTI. The only individuals who
investigated this possible relationship were Childerston (1985), Guertin (1986), Denny
(1988), and Liddell (1990).

Childerston (1985) found sensing and judging types to be significantly related to

the conventional level of moral reasoning. Guertin (1986) found no significant
relationships between personality type and level of principled level of moral reasoning in

her study of career military officers' wives and civilians. However, her study indicated a

greater number of intuitive and thinking types than introverted and feeling types in the

principled level of moral decision making. Denny (1988) found no significant relationship

between personality type or gender differences but indicated a significant relationship

between moral development and educational level. Liddell (1990) found that women
scored higher than men on the "ethic of care" scale while there was no gender difference in

the "ethic of justice" scale.

Purpose of the Study

College students make moral decisions every day involving relationships, academic

honesty, sexuality, and in numerous other areas. Understanding how certain factors

influenced this decision making process would help faculty, staff, and administrators

design programs and services to encourage moral development. The purpose of this study
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was to investigate how one factor, personality type, related to the moral development of
college students.

Specifically, the goals of this study were to:

1. determine the level of principled moral judgment exhibited by a random

sample of college students,

2. determine the personality types of this sample population, and

3. determine the relationship that exists between the level of principled

moral judgment and personality type.

Statement of the Problem

It was proposed that gender differences existed in how moral decisions were made

(Gilligan 1977, 1982a, 1987). This argument postulated that when making moral
decisions, women placed a greater emphasis on the self in a relationship and had a greater

tendency to embrace an ethic of care and responsibility. Men, it was argued, pursued a

course of action which emphasized the self and was fueled by a desire to achieve justice.

While a great deal of debate occurred on this topic since the publication of Gilligan's book

(1982a), no resolution was reached.

In order to understand the moral development of the college student population, it

had to be determined if gender differences did actually exist. If they did exist, some
explanation had to be proposed for this difference. This study sought to determine if one

explanation for this difference was to be found in the personality development theories of

Carl Jung (1923), particularly within the judgment category (thinking or feeling) which

identified how people made decisions.

Significance of the Study

Although a considerable amount of research was done utilizing Kohlberg's theory

of moral development to describe the college student population, it was proposed that

Kohlberg's theories fail to consider basic differences in moral development due to gender

(Gilligan, 1977, 1982a, 1987). The argument that the moral development of women

differs from that of men in its underlying premises received a great deal of attention in the

literature and at professional conferences since the publication of Gilligan's In a Different

Voice. This study investigated these supposed differences in moral development by

comparing the levels of principled moral development of college male and female students.
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This study was especially important because the level of moral development is a

critical component in determining what moral decisions people make and what actions they

take (Rest, 1983, 1984, 1986). As such, the results of this study have a number of
applications. First, the results can help student affairs professionals gain a better
understanding of the reasons behind possible gender differences in the moral development

of college students. This information is useful to student affairs staff working with
fraternities, sororities, and women's centers. Secondly, the results can help student affairs

professionals understand how and why college students make moral and ethical decisions

(Rest 1983, 1984, 1986). This information is useful to student affairs staff working in the

areas of student conduct, financial aid, student government, residence life, and with Greek

chapters.

One of the functions of the college student services professional is to study the

human development of college students (Hurst & Morrill, 1980; Saddlemire, 1980;

Widick, Knefelkamp, & Parker, 1980). Therefore, this study of moral development could

be considered "basic research" for the student affairs staff member. Outside of the field of

higher education, this study furnishes researchers interested in the area of cognitive
development with information regarding the relationship between moral development and
personality type.

Research Hypotheses

The following null hypotheses were investigated in this study:

1. There is no significant difference in the level of principled moral judgment as a
function of gender.

2. There is no significant difference in personality type as a function of gender.
3. There is no significant difference in the level of principled moral judgment as a

function of class standing.

4. There is no significant difference in personality type as a function of class standing.
5. There is no significant gender X class standing interaction effect in the level of

principled moral judgment.

6. There is no significant gender X class standing interaction effect in personality type.
7. There is no significant relationship between the level of principled moral judgment

and personality type.
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Limitations of the Study

One of the limitations of virtually all moral development research is that the studies

evaluate subjects' ability to solve moral problems, not predict their behavior (De Palma,

1975; Rest, 1983). The specific instrument to be used in this study, the "Defining Issues

Test" (Rest, 1979), measures recognition and not behavior. Therefore, it produces higher

stage level scores that other measures (Mines, 1982). Rest (1979) mentions this and
cautions against using the data to infer specific stages scores.

Assumptions of the Study

In conducting this research, a number of assumptions were made.

1. That the cognitive model of moral development as described by Kohlberg, Rest,

and Gilligan is true.

2. That this level of moral development can be accurately measured by the "Defining

Issues Test."

3. That Jung's theory of personality types is true.

4. That this theory of personality types can be accurately measured by the "Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator."

Definition of Terms

Cognitive Development Theory

"One major hypothesis of cognitive development theory is that people change over time in

their moral orientation. One's type of orientation is not a permanent trait, or fixed at an

early age, but undergoes successive transformations in a definite, prescribed order.
Therefore, one would expect that older subjects in general should show a more advanced
stage of moral judgment than younger subjects. There should be developmental age trends

in the usage of moral stages." (Rest, 1980c, p. 113)

Content of Moral Judgment

"The choice endorsed by a subject (steal, don't steal) is called the content of his moral
judgment in the situation." (Kohlberg, 1978a, p. 38)
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Development

"...refers to progressive and continuous changes in the organism from birth to death.
These changes can include changes in the shape and integration of bodily parts into
functional parts; and intellectual, social, emotional, or moral development that may occur at

different periods of an individual's life. These periods can be conveniently divided into

infancy, childhood, adolescence, young adulthood, middle age, and old age (however,
different theories may divide or combine them differently)." (Rich & DeVitis, 1985, p. 7)

Developmental Stages
" 1. Stages imply distinct or qualitative differences in children's modes of thinking or of

solving the same problem at different stages.

2. These different modes of thought form an invariant sequence, order, or succession
in individual development. While cultural factors may speed up, slow down, or
stop development, they do not change its sequence.

3. Each of these different and sequential modes of thought forms a 'structured whole'.
A given stage-response on a task does not just represent a specific response
determined by knowledge and familiarity with that task or tasks similar to it; rather
it represents an underlying thought-organization...

4. Cognitive stages are hierarchical integrations. Stages form an order of increasingly

differentiated and integrated structures to fulfill a common function." (Piaget,

1960, pp. 13-15)

Justice

"...the distribution of rights and duties regulated by concepts of equality and reciprocity."

(Kohlberg, 1976, p. 184)

Moral

"...relates to principles of right conduct in behavior; the behavior complies with accepted

principles of what is considered right, virtuous, or just." (Rich & DeVitis, 1985, p. 6)
Moral Development

"...development through the levels of socio-moral perspective. These levels provide a
general organization of moral judgment and serve to inform and unite other more specific
moral concepts, such as the nature of the morally right or good, moral reciprocity, rules,
rights, obligations or duty, fairness, and welfare consequences, and moral values such as
obedience to authority, preservation of human life, and maintenance of contracts and
affectional relations." (Colby & Kohlberg, 1984, p. 43)
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Moral Judgment
"...deals with the kinds of considerations that are taken into account in making a moral

decision, and the kinds of prioritizing and integrating principles that are used to come down

in favor of one line of action or another." (Rest, 1980c, p. 121)

Moral Principle

"...a mode of choosing which is universal, a rule of choosing which we want all people to

adopt always in all situations...a principle for resolving competing claims, you versus me,

you versus a third person. There is only one principled basis for resolving claims: justice

or equality. Treat every person's claim impartially regardless of the man...not only a rule

of action but a reason for action." (Kohlberg, 1970, pp. 69-70)

Moral Stages

"...provide a general structure for construing concrete social situationsproviding a way

of comprehending the situations, highlighting the salient features, and integrating the
considerations in such a way as to define one line of action or another as more morally

justifiable. The stages are ordered logically so that the higher stages are elaborations of the

lower stages, taking more into account, requiring more difficult cognitive operations, and

also providing a more satisfactory rationale for balancing the various claims of people and

promoting general welfare." (Rest, 1983, p. 616)

Socio-Moral Perspective

"The characteristic point of view from which the individual formulates moral
judgments...These levels provide a general organization of moral judgment and serve to

inform and unite other more specific moral concepts, such as the nature of the morally right

or god, moral reciprocity, rules, rights, obligations or duty, fairness, and welfare
consequences, and moral values such as obedience to authority, preservation of human life,

and maintenance of contracts and affectional relations." (Colby & Kohlberg, 1984, p. 43)

Structure of Moral Judgment

"His reasoning about the choice (steal, don't steal) defines the structure of his moral

judgment. This reasoning centers on the following ten universal moral values or issues of

concern to persons in these moral dilemmas: punishment, property, roles and concerns of

affection, roles and concerns of authority, law, life, liberty, distributive justice, truth,

sex...(Structure) defines what he finds valuable in each of these moral issues...and why he

finds it valuable." (Kohlberg, 1978a, pp. 38-39)
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II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

The study of moral development from a cognitive-developmental standpoint began

with the research of Jean Piaget's treatise entitled The Moral Judgment of the Child (1932).

Piaget observed children at play and discovered that they developed their own systems of

rules to settle any conflicts that arose. These rules exemplified two separate modes of

morality that seemed to be developing in childrenthe morality of constraint and the

morality of cooperation. The former centered on an overriding respect for rules while the

latter focused on the mutual agreement of the parties involved. While Piaget's research

provided invaluable information on the period of early and middle childhood, it did not

address issues concerning the moral development of adolescents or adults (Gilligan, 1981).

Lawrence Kohlberg used the theories of Piaget as the basis for his initial
investigation into the moral development of adolescents (Kohlberg, 1958). As the result of

this research, Kohlberg found that Piaget's two stage model was inadequate to describe the

moral development of his sample. Instead, he proposed a six stage model of moral
development. This model, with its continuous evolution, has formed the foundation for

Kohlberg's continued research in this area which has spanned over 25 years.

Since this initial research by Kohlberg, literally hundreds of studies have been done

concerning the moral development of young adults and adults. While Kohlberg and his

associates at Harvard University have remained the most important researchers in this area

(Lee, 1980), many others have made valuable contributions to the field of moral
development. Included at the forefront of this other group are James Rest and his
colleagues at the University of Minnesota. Rest's theories of moral development and
method of assessment differ slightly but significantly from Kohlberg's. Finally, Carol

Gilligan and her associates at Harvard University have provided valuable information on

the impact of gender on moral development. This study drew on the theories and research

of all three of these groups.

The Moral Development Research of Lawrence Kohlberg

As noted earlier, Kohlberg's (1958) initial study of moral development extended the

moral judgment theories of Piaget to include adolescents and adults. In this research,

Kohlberg made several assumptions that were based on Piaget's hypotheses and methods.
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He focused on moral judgment in terms of justice and viewed the child as a "philosopher"

capable of constructing personal meaning out of universal questions. An understanding of

this personal meaning was obtained through the use of hypothetical dilemmas (Kohlberg,

1979). He also retained the Piagetian criteria for "hard" stages:

1. Stages form an invariant sequence
2. Stages form "structured wholes" of thought organization
3. Higher stages encompass and replace lower stages

(Piaget, 1960)

For his study, Kohlberg used 53 male subjects from ten to sixteen years of age. He

gathered information about their moral reasoning by presenting them with hypothetical

dilemmas. He then asked what should be done to resolve the situation and the reasons for

formulating this solution. Kohlberg discovered that Piaget's two stages inadequately

described the moral development of adolescents. As a result, he proposed a three level

model of moral development with two stages in each level.

Stage 1.
Stage 2.

Preconventional Morality Level
Punishment and obedience orientation

Naive instrumental hedonism

Conventional Morality Level
Stage 3. Good-boy or good-girl morality of

maintaining good relations, approval of
others

Stage 4. Authority maintaining morality

Principled Morality Level
Stage 5. Morality of contract, of individual rights, and

of democratically accepted law
Stage 6. Morality of individual principles of

conscience

(Kohlberg, 1964, p. 400)

Kohlberg (1978a) later described these various stages in the following manner:

At every moral stage, there is a concern for justice. At each
higher stage, however, the conception of justice is
reorganized. At Stage 1, justice is punishing the bad in
terms of "an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth." At
Stage 2, it is exchanging favors and goods in an equal
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manner. At Stages 3 and 4, it is treating people as they
desire in terms of the conventional rules. At Stage 5, it is
recognized that all rules and laws flow from a social contract
between the governors and the governed designed to protect
the equal rights of all. At Stage 6, personally chosen moral
principles are also principles of justice, the principles any
member of a society would choose for that society if he did
not know what his position to be in the society in which he
might be the least advantaged. (p. 41)

Gibbs, Kohlberg, Colby, and Speicher-Dubin (1976) described these three levels

of morality as "three different types of relationships between the self and society's rules

and expectations" (p. 22). In the Preconventional Level, rules and expectations are external

to the self. In the Conventional Level, the person appreciates rules. Finally, in the
Principled Level, there is a differentiation of the self from the rules and the person sets his

or her own rules (Gibbs, et. al., 1976).

It was not until the mid-1960's that research based on Kohlberg's work began to be

published. Turiel (1966) found evidence that adolescents understood moral reasoning only

one stage above their own, exhibiting strong evidence for the hypothesis that moral stages

form a hierarchy. Rest (1969) confirmed this finding in his research. The relationship

between Kohlberg's work and moral education began during this period with Blatt's

(1969) study discovering that Socratic classroom discussion of moral dilemmas resulted in

raised stage scores.

Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) retested Kohlberg's original subjects in an attempt to

trace longitudinal change in moral development. This important study found evidence that

20% of the sample of 53 subjects had regressed to Stage 2 in the period from the end of

high school to the sophomore/junior year in college. By the time they reached the age of

25, the subjects were back "on schedule" in terms of their moral development, scoring in

the Stage 4-5 range. It was in this study what the authors hypothesized that no new moral

stages developed during adulthood.

Turiel (1974) studied groups of high school and college undergraduates and found

examples of "regression" similar to those found by Kohlberg and Kramer (1969). His

subjects exhibited inconsistency and contradiction in their outlook. In adopting a
relativistic viewpoint, they denied their ability to morally judge the actions of others, noting

that all persons must make their own decisions in this area. While exhibiting this
viewpoint, however, they made moral judgments and used moral terminology. Turiel

believed this inconsistency in behavior proved the subjects were in a state of transition.

They were actually rejecting Stage 4 morality but had not yet formed a set of alternative
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principles to help them resolve moral problems. This study resulted in Turiel
hypothesizing the existence of a transitional Stage 41/2 between Stages 4 and 5. This stage

was characterized by a concern for equality and use of objective criteria when making moral

judgments.

As noted earlier, Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) hypothesized that new stages of

moral development did not develop during adulthood. By 1973, Kohlberg was ready to

discard this belief. In revising his previous theory, the following reasons were cited:

1. a more careful analysis of the sense in which moral stage
theory can tolerate regression, ...

2. a thorough revision of the stage scoring system to reflect
more directly the structure rather than the content of
moral thought;

3. a further wave of longitudinal interviews on the subjects.
(Kohlberg, 1973, p. 190)

Since the regression described above cannot be explained using Piaget's (1960)

definition of stages, Kohlberg was forced to reexamine his theories and methods. The

result was a new system of scoring the moral dilemma interviews based on the structure of

moral reasoning rather than on its content. The results of rescoring the interviews using

this new scoring system plus additional longitudinal research caused Kohlberg to revise his

theory of moral development. What resulted was a theory of moral development that

embraced Turiel's notion of a transitional Stage 41/2 that bridged the gap between
Conventional Morality and Principled Morality. More importantly, the revised theory
labeled Stages 5 and 6 as adult and not adolescent stages (Kohlberg, 1973).

Kohlberg's scoring methods are now in their third form. Beginning with the

"Sentence and Story" method which was used in his initial research; progressing to the

"Structural Issue Scoring" method; and culminating in the "Standard Form Scoring"
method (Kohlberg, 1958; Kohlberg, 1971; Colby, Gibbs, & Kohlberg, 1978). This work

on the updated scoring system was so important that Rest (1983) termed it the "major

research effort over the last decade" of Kohlberg and his associates (p. 580). These
refinements of the scoring methods continued to follow Piaget's assumptions about the

characteristics of stages. They also redefined the differences between the "structure" and

"content" of a subject's responses to the moral dilemma (Colby, 1978), to the extent that

Rest (1983) believes that "pre-1978 discussions of the stages may not be current" (p. 577).

In the "Standard Form Scoring" method (Colby, Gibbs, & Kohlberg, 1978), the interview

material was separated into two issues for each dilemma; then into 12 possible norms for

each issue; then into 17 possible elements for each norm; then finally scored for stage.
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This most recent revision of scoring method also changed the definitions of the six

stages to include Selman's (1976, 1980) concept of "level of sociomoral perspective"the

ability to take on the role of someone else. Kohlberg and Higgins described this concept

and its relationship to work experience by noting,

A central aspect of work experience is role taking. To what
extent does a job allow, encourage, or necessitate empathic
or moral role-taking rather than non-moral or strategic role-
taking? Who are the persons or groups whose role one must
takeclients, peers, authorities, subordinates, the
organization as a whole, or some combination of these
constituents...A second and related central aspect is the
extent of responsibility for a fair or moral outcome. Does
the job require that one take responsibility for decisions and
consequences that affect others?...In general, we believe that
positions higher in responsibility encourage moral role-
taking more than do positions lower in responsibility. Such
lower positions more often limit role-taking of superiors to
strategic concerns about gaining rewards or approval and
avoiding sanctions or disapproval. (1984, p. 468)

A detailed description of Kohlberg's current thinking on the subject of stages and their

relationship to levels of sociomoral perspective can be found in Appendix I.

This most recent revision has also eliminated the need for a Stage 41/2 in the

Kohlberg hierarchy. Kohlberg and Higgins (1984) described the reasons for this shift by
noting,

Furthermore,

Fully principled or Stage 5 thinking is an adult development,
typically not reached until the late 20's or after. Structural
development and stabilization are not two different things.
That the apparently Stage 5 thinking of high school students
was vulnerable to "retrogression" or was not yet stabilized
was, in fact, evidence that such thinking was not really
principled, or beyond the conventional Stages 3 and 4. (p.
437)

...Stage 41/2 already has the beginning of the core of Stage 5
thinking, a concern for universal individual rights. While
unable to articulate as a positive position Stage 5's principle
of rights to liberty especially liberty of conscience, Stage
41/2 has sufficient awareness of individual rights to doubt
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that morality should be prescribed for anyone including
oneself. Stage 5 sees society's morality (and laws) as a
contractual support for individual rights, Stage 41/2 sees
morality as society's imposition of its consensus or authority
upon free individuals and accordingly rejects it. (Kohlberg
& Higgins, 1984, p. 445)

This transition may take a long time and may involve graduate education and

experiences involving moral decision making. Such an education is a necessary but not

sufficient ingredient to reach the Principled Morality Level (Kohlberg & Higgins, 1984).

The transition to Stage 5 is a critical one for this paper because it involves the role

of a college education in the process of moral development. As Kohlberg and Higgins

(1984) noted when discussing the role of "personal" versus "vicarious" experiences in

advancing moral development,

The first experience may be the experience of leaving home
and entering a college community with conflicting values in
the context of moratorium, identity questioning, and the need

for commitment...This questioning seems part of the process
of movement to Stage 5 rather that a process of questioning
of and commitment to morality separable from moral stage
development itself...Until college, the adolescent usually
lives within a world he or she did not make and in which the
choices made are circumscribed. Insofar as there is
movement to principled thought in the college or graduate
school period, it is in relation to anticipated commitment.
Only later, however, does the person typically have (a) the
experience for the sustained responsibility for the welfare of
others, and (b) the experience of irreversible moral choice,
which are the marks of personal moral experience in
adulthood. (Kohlberg & Higgins, 1984, p. 492)

In conclusion, Stage 5

...is a genuine adulthood stage based on personal life
experience, first of relativistic questioning, and subsequently
of personal experience of responsibility and its conflicts.
(Kohlberg and Higgins, 1984, p. 480)
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The Moral Development Research of James Rest

James Rest's (1969) initial research established the hierarchy of moral development

stages and the fact that persons understood and prefered moral reasoning one stage above

their own (Kohlberg, 1979). Rest's link with Kohlberg went beyond simple interest in a

similar topic. He studied under Kohlberg at the University of Chicago and followed

Kohlberg to Harvard University to establish what would eventually become the School of

Education's Center for Moral Education. After only a short period at Harvard, Rest went

to the University of Minnesota to pursue alternative methods of assessing the level of moral

development. The result was the "Defining Issues Test" (DIT).

This paper and pencil, multiple choice "test" used the concept of moral dilemmas

just as Kohlberg had done. The difference being that Rest provided a range of possible

solutions to each dilemma and asked the subject to choose the most suitable answers and

rank them in order of preference. This method of assessment proved to be economical,

free from the possibility of subjective scoring, and easily administered.

Incorporated into the "Defining Issues Test" were the major differences between the

moral development philosophies of James Rest and Lawrence Kohlberg. These differences

involved two differing concepts of "stage". While both used the six stage model of moral

development, Kohlberg embraced the Piagetian theory that each stage is a "structured

whole"; that every person is situated in a single stage of development and that movement

between stages involved a step-by-step progression. Rest, on the other hand, believed that

a person is never completely in one stage. Instead, the person fluctuated within a range of

stages with one stage predominating. (The results of the "Defining Issues Test" indicated

the percentage of use of each stages for each person.) Movement from stage to stage

occured in a gradual manner. This fluctuation in moral stage highlighted the final
difference between the two theorists. Kohlberg believed that the very notion of
moral/cognitive development required that persons be consistent with their thoughts and

beliefs. Rest, on the other hand, believed that a person used different modes of thinking

for different situations. This interpretation allowed for stage score variations to be caused

by differing testing materials, instructions, procedures, or scoring methods (Rest, 1983).

While Rest continues to be active in moral development research, much of his

recent work has been on the broader subject of moral decision making (1983, 1984, 1986).

He has postulated a four component model of moral decision making that includes aspects

of moral development. The four components are:
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1. interpreting the situation in terms of how people's welfare is affected by
possible actions of the subject,

2. determining what the ideal moral course of action would be,
3. selecting among valued outcomes the intent to follow the moral course

of action, and
4. executing and implementing what one intends to do.

(Rest, 1983, p. 559)

The component that would be concerned with moral development would, of course, be the

second.

By 1974, enough research had been done with the "Defining Issues Test" to
publish the first article summarizing its results (Rest, Cooper, Coder, Masanz, &
Anderson). In 1978, Rest, Davison, and Robbins reviewed these and other results in their

Final National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) Grant Report examining over 5700

subjects from 136 samples assembled by over 50 researchers. The educational level of

these subjects ranged from junior high to graduate student standing. In this report, the

authors deduced that age and education accounted for 38% of the variance in moral
development.

In summarizing these and other results, Rest (1979a) made several conclusions-

1. The factor of "years of education" is more predictive of moral judgment
scores than age is for adult subjects.

2. No consistent sex effects occur with the "Defining Issues Test."
3. Adults seem to plateau in moral judgment score upon leaving school

(high school or college.
4. Scores on the "Defining Issues Test" are consistently higher that scores

obtained from Kohlberg's interview format. This is probably due to the
difference between a recognition test and a production test.

5. The "P Index" is one of the two best methods of scoring the "Defining
Issues Test" and is the best one to use with more advanced subjects.
(pp. 250-251)

Although these conclusions were made over five years ago, they have been reinforced by

the continuous stream of research utilizing the "Defining Issues Test" that has occurred

since 1979.

The Moral Development Research of Carol Gilligan

Carol Gilligan (1977, 1982a, 1987) theorized that there are actually two distinct

forms or "voices" of moral development, one embracing an ethic of care and responsibility
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(primarily female) and one subscribing to an ethic of justice (primarily male). Care and

justice were seen as "different ways of organizing the basic elements of moral judgments:

self, others, and the relationship between them" (Gilligan, 1987, p. 20). In general,
women were noted as following the path that utilizes the development of intimacy and

relationships to help define autonomy. This "ethic of care"emphasized understanding,

responsiveness, interdependence, and attachment. The self was viewed in terms of others.

Moral dilemmas were defined in terms of attachment and detachment. Moral decisions

were made which attempt to maintain ties whenever possible without sacrificing the
integrity of the self.

Gilligan's subjects described a self-in-relation, "a network of connection, a web of

relationships that is sustained by a process of communication" (Gilligan, 1982a, p. 33).

People had a duty "not to act unfairly toward others" and "not to turn away from someone

in need" (Gilligan, 1987, p. 20). This model viewed the self and other as interdependent.

The self was connected to others and action was responsive rather than coming from the

self. Detachment was morally problematic because it implied indifference toward others.

The care orientation described justice or fairness as a respect for others on their terms
(Gilligan, 1987).

Gilligan described males in terms of individuals striving to attain autonomy and use

it to help them define intimacy and relationships. This lead to an ethic of justice
emphasizing agreements, rights, respect, and reciprocity. Others were viewed in terms of

the self. Moral dilemmas were defined in terms of equality and inequality. Moral decisions

were made which attempted to preserve the self through agreement with others. The justice

orientation described the ethic of care as mercy which tempered justice or denoted a special

duty within a relationship (Gilligan, 1987). Not only did Gilligan disagree with
Kohlberg's theoretical foundation, she believed that since he misrepresents the ethic of care

and responsibility as Stage 3 in his model, women tended to be placed at this stage and

considered to be less morally developed than men judged at Stages 4, 5, or 6. This view of

women as less morally developed was considered a major error in Kohlberg's work.

Gilligan's research utilized real life and hypothetical dilemmas to investigate moral

development. Her studies concentrated on women facing the issue of unwanted pregnancy

and considering abortion. During the course of her research, she also asked questions

about how her subjects viewed themselves. Gilligan's approach to the investigation of

moral development differed from the research of Kohlberg and Rest because it concentrated

on people who were actually involved in making moral decisions. As a result of her

studies, Gilligan (1977) proposed her own theory of moral development:
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Pre-Conventional Level

Level 1

Orientation to Individual Survival
Persons are facing the pragmatic issue of survival. "Shoulds" are not that different from

"woulds." Morality is seen as a series of sanctions imposed by a society of which the
person is not a participant.

Transition 1

From Selfishness to Responsibility

Persons begin to face the issue of attachment and connection to others.

Conventional Level

Level 2

Goodness as Self Sacrifice

Persons begin to become participates in the affairs of society. Morality is now seen as a

series of shared norms and expectations. Persons define themselves as being worthy to the

extent that they are able to care for others. Consensus is extremely important and goodness

becomes the over-riding concern.

Transition 2

From Goodness to Truth
Persons begin to face the issue of selfishness and responsibility in terms of their own

needs. What others think is now tempered by what the self believes. The voice of the self

is now separated from the voice of others. Honesty is demanded to help reconcile the

contrasting demands of care and pain. Events are now assessed in terms of truth rather

than goodness.

Post-Conventional Level

Level 3

The Morality of Nonviolence

Morality is now defined as non-violence, of not hurting anyone, and this governs all moral

judgments and actions. A moral equality between the self and others is now asserted. Care

is a universal obligation with everyone being responsible for their own choices.

Gilligan (1987) recently reconsidered her theory as it describes gender differences

in moral orientations. In research involving children, Johnson (1985) found that boys and

girls, regardless of their preferred framework, could all understand and use both care and

justice orientations. Related research showed that in a sample of 80 educationally
advantaged adolescents and adults, approximately two-thirds described moral conflicts they

had recently faced in terms of both care and justice orientations. However, this same
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percentage focused on one orientation. Female subjects were fairly equally divided
between a focus on care, justice, or undefined orientations. Virtually all of the males

focused on a justice orientation. This lead Held (1987) to note, "whether people tend to

construe moral problems in terms of rules of justice or in terms of caring relationships is at

present somewhat associated with gender" (p. 127). This statement stands in contrast to

earlier pronouncements by Gilligan (1977, 1982a) about the strong relationship between

gender and moral judgment orientation.

Gilligan (1987) noted three conclusions based on this research. First, if women

were eliminated from the sample, a care orientation would not appear. This could explain

why Kohlberg found only a justice orientation in his all male research sample. Secondly,

since the sample was composed of educationally advantaged subjects, the care orientation

cannot be caused by a lack of education. Finally, if moral development does have two

orientations, the fact that people focused on only one orientation to make moral decisions is

a short-coming for both genders.

As Friedman (1987) noted,

With our verbalized moral judgments, we lay claims to our
moral identities, to the sorts of persons we morally aspire to
beand with others to think we are. We express the
purported sweep of our moral visions and our moral
aspirations. A justice orientation, with its strict impartiality
and grandiose universality, lends itself to a more "heroic"
form of moral expression than does a care orientation.
Judgments based upon considerations of justice and rights,
rather than considerations of "my husband", "my wife", "my
child", or "my body" seem permeated with an impersonal
nobility of moral concern. Nobility of moral concern is
especially easy to affect when one is merely responding to a
test interviewer or, for some other reason, when real
commitment is not measured and deeds need not follow
upon words. Of course, some individuals in our world
really do steal to save the lives of strangers. But most
people who judge that "one" should do so are not in fact
displaying a genuine readiness to act. Most such judgments
are cut off from any link with practice. At best, such
judgments are sincere and betoken failed moral ambitions; at
worst, they are insincere and exhibit moral hypocrisy.
Perhaps, as well, such judgments are acted upon because
those who so judge have a gnawing suspicion that the
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impartial demands of justice do not necessarily override all
other moral concerns. (p. 200)

Ruddick (1987) summarized the concept of two moral orientations,

The two moral voices are identified, not by gender, but by
cognitive modality, moral theme, and a conception of self.
The central finding of the workthat there are at least two
moral voices and that moral concepts vary with distinctive
conceptions of selfis not a finding about or dependent
upon gender. Almost every person reasons in both the voice
of justice and the voice of love. For some people neither
voice predominates. Most men and women, however, tend
to favor one kind of reasoning as they identify, interpret, and
resolve moral dilemma. Among men for whom one voice is
predominate, the voice is, with few exceptions, the voice of
justice. When one voice is predominate for women, it may
be either the voice of justice or love. But whenever the voice

of love predominates in some one, that person, with few
exceptions, is a woman. Briefly, men employ justice
reasoning, and many women do too, but the voice of care is
predominantly a woman's voice. (pp. 240-241)

Moral Development and Age

One of the axioms of any form of cognitive-developmental theory is that it must be
related to age. In other words, as a persons gets older, his or her cognitive powers should

also increase. This has been borne out in the moral development research although some
discrepancy exists regarding the relative impact of chronological age when compared to
other factors like educational level.

Colby and Kohlberg (1984) reexamined Kohlberg's original subjects using revised
stage definitions that marked the first use of Selman's (1976, 1980) "level of sociomoral

perspective" as it related to the formulation of moral judgments. This new scoring system
eliminated the stage sequence irregularities that appeared in the Kohlberg and Kramer
(1969) data and reinforced the notion that moral development continued into adulthood.

In an article based on this reexamination of Kohlberg's original subjects, Colby,
Gibbs, Lieberman, and Kohlberg (1983) found a positive relationship between age and
moral judgment score (r=.78). Subjects in their early 20's were generally found to be in
Stages 3 with a few in transition to the next higher stage. Those subjects in their mid-20's
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to mid-30's were usually in this same transitional stage or in Stage 4. Principled moral

judgment (Stages 5 or 6) was exhibited by only 1/8 to 1/6 of those subjects over the age of

25. No one exhibited Stage 6 thinking although everyone progressed through the stages in

sequence, causing Kohlberg, Levine, and Heuer (1983) to term Stage 6 as "a matter of

theoretical and philosophical speculation" (p. 215).

Several other studies were done using Kohlberg's method of assessment to
investigate the relationship between age and moral development. Almost all found that age

was a significant factor in determining the level of moral development. In a study
involving 72 middle class subjects ranging in age from 10 to over 65, Bielby and Papalia

(1975) found a significant age effect when controlled for educational level. Kuhn, Langer,

Kohlberg, and Haan (1977) found in their study of 265 subjects of ages 10-50 that the 21-

30 year old group had a significantly greater level of moral development than the 45-50

year old group. This suggested the possibility of a regression in moral development due to

a lessening of cognitive logical operations. In a study involving 52 middle class
adolescents and their parents, Holstein (1976) found that the mothers but not the fathers

increased in level of moral development in the three year period between testing. Weiss

(1980) studied 45 college undergraduates and found a significant age effect. Finally,
Cornett (1976) found no relationship between age and level of moral development in her

study of 14 teachers.

Of particular interest was Bakken's (1983) study of the moral judgment of adults.

This was one of the few studies that utilized the most recent scoring method and explored

the moral reasoning of an adult sample. In this study, Bakken found a strong relationship

between age and moral judgment scores among 94 middle class adults ranging in age from

28 to 55. An interesting note was that the significant age factor was related to gender with

women demonstrating less development as the result of aging. Her study judged most men

aged 37 to 45 at Stage 4 while most women did not reach this level until age 46.

As noted previously, age and education taken together account for 38% of the

variance in Rest's (1976) study of 136 samples taken by over 50 researchers using the

"Defining Issues Test" to measure moral judgment development. However, when
reviewing studies involving adults, Rest, Davison, and Robbins (1978) found that there

was a greater correlation of years of education than of age to P Score.

One study using the "Defining Issues Test" that was directly related to this research

was the study done by Dortzbach (1975). Dortzbach investigated the moral judgment levels

of a cross section of registered voters in Eugene, Oregon. As Rest, Davison, and Robbins

(1978) noted, this was one of the very few random samples included in their data
summarizing results of studies that used the DIT. The table reproduced below was taken
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from Dortzbach's study. It demonstrates the level of principled moral judgment (P% score)

as it related to age.

Table 1

P Index Average and S.D. by Age Level

Age N P% Score SD

25-34 50 48.8 18.6

35-44 30 33.9 17.4

45-54 37 34.6 18.9

55-64 39 31.9 18.9

65-74 25 24.3 12.0
Adapted by Rest (1979a) from Dortzbach (1975)

It is interesting to note that an increase in age does not always coincide with an increase in

moral development score.

Several studies have addressed the issue of moral judgment development among an

adult student population. Mentkowski (1980) studied traditional age "weekday" students

and compared them with older "weekend" students at Alverno College. She found that

upon entrance to the institution, the older students scored higher than the younger students

but that graduating traditional aged seniors scored higher than the newly admitted older

students. Gongie (1981) found no significant age effect in his study of ethnic
undergraduate students. Nuss (1981) found that of her sample of 146 undergraduate
students that older or off-campus students scored higher than younger or on-campus

students. Studying 128 non-student adults, Riley (1981) found that from age 20-49,

moral development levels rose while from ages 50-80, the scores decreased. Davison,

Rest, Thoma, and Welfel (1982) found a significant age effect in their study of 80 graduate

students and undergraduate students of similar age. Bergman (1983) discovered significant

differences among his sample of 92 young, middle, and older adults with the level of moral

development declining as age increased. Finally, in a study of 479 college student
personnel administrators, Mason (1984) found no age effect.

The only study that used both Kohlberg's and Rest's methods of assessing moral

development was Pratt, Golding, and Hunter (1983). This study of 60 adults, divided into

three age groupings, found a significant age effect using Kohlberg's measure and no age

effect while using Rest's method.
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Moral Development and Educational Level

Since increased cognitive ability should related positively to an increased level of

moral development, it seems logical that level of education should be a significant factor in
this study. The review of literature supports this hypothesis.

In research based on the reexamination of Kohlberg's original subjects using the

most recent scoring method, Colby, Gibbs, Lieberman, and Kohlberg (1983) found a

positive relationship between level of education and moral judgment (r=.54). Other studies

utilizing Kohlberg's method of assessment have had mixed results regarding this variable.

Eiferman (1979) found that seniors had significantly more advanced levels of moral
development than freshmen in her sample of 60 older undergraduate students and college

employees. However, Bielby and Papalia (1975) and Cornett (1976) all discovered no

effect based on level of education of their samples.

Bakken (1983), utilizing the most recent version of Kohlberg's method of
assessment, found a significant relationship between the level of education and moral

development. In her sample of adults aged 28 to 55, she discovered that education was

more significantly related to women's scores that to men's scores. A college degree was a

greater indicator of a "higher" level of moral development than some college experience and

some college experience was of greater impact than only a high school education.

As noted earlier, Rest (1976b) indicated that age and education accounted for 38%

of the variance in moral development. However, when reviewing studies involving adults,

Rest, Davison, and Robbins (1978) found that there was a greater correlation of level of

moral development with years of education than with age. "Both cross sectional and
longitudinal studies suggest general plateau in development in early adulthood and after

formal education" (Rest, et. al., 1978, p. 263).

Two examples of "Defining Issues Test" results appear below. Both reflect
important aspects of Rest's work. The first table (Rest, Cooper, Coder, Masanz, &
Anderson, 1974) shows five groups of subjects with their corresponding percentiles in
Stages 2 through 6.
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Table 2

Educational Level Averages and Stage Scores

Educational Level Number

2

Stage

3 4 P (5-6)
Junior High 40 10.7 19.0 32.6 30.3

Senior High 40 8.7 20.2 27.7 33.8

College 40 5.0 13.4 22.9 50.4

Seminary 25 4.2 13.9 16.0 55.5

PhD 15 2.0 8.2 17.4 65.2
(Moral philosophy and political science)
(Rest, 1979a, p. 109)

The second table (Rest, 1976) summarizes the bulk of the results that were used as the

basis for Rest's (1979a) treatise.

Table 3

P Index Averages and S.D. by Educational Level

Educational Level Number P Index Stand. Dev.

Junior High 1322 21.9 8.5

Senior High 581 31.8 13.5

College 2479 42.3 13.2

Graduates 183 53.3 10.9
(Rest, 1979a, p. 110)

Both sets of results vividly demonstrated the relationship between age and level of
education and moral judgment (P%) score.

Dortzbach (1975) provided further evidence of the impact of educational level on

moral judgment (P%) score. This information appears in the table below.



29

Table 4

P Index Average and S.D. by Educational Level

Educational Level Number P Index Stand. Dev.

Junior High School 2 28.3 11.8

Some Senior High School 44 28.2 16.4

Senior High/ 24 33.6 20.2

Vocational School Graduate

At Least Two Years of College 64 37.4 17.3

Graduate/Professional School 46 47.3 19.3
Rest (1979a, p. 111) adapted from (Dortzbach, 1975)

Table 5

P Index Average and S.D. by Educational Level and Gender
Educational Level Number P Index Stand. Dev.

Junior High School Females 519 19.8 6.3

Junior High School Males 528 19. 1 6.3

Senior High School Females 436 30.4 10.9

Senior High School Males 424 28.7 11.8

College Females 436 45.9 12.2

College Males 449 44.1 12.2

Graduate School Females 42 63.0 10.9

Graduate School Males 52 61.0 14.0

Adult Females 183 46.0 12.9

Adult Males 90 42.8 11.8
Rest (1986)

Several more recent studies using the "Defining Issues Test" have reinforced the

belief that level of education and moral development are significantly related. Mentkowski

(1980) found that seniors were more morally developed than freshmen, regardless of age.

Whiteley (1980) reported that three classes of freshmen all progressed in moral
development from the beginning to the end of their first year at college. Gongie (1981) and

Riley (1981) both found that year in school and level of education, respectively, were

significant. Davison, Rest, Thoma, and Welfel (1982) compared 56 high school
graduates, 38 who went to college and 18 who did not. After two years, the level of moral

development for the two groups was not significantly different. But after a period of four

years, the group attending college had a significantly higher level of moral development
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than the other group. Guldhammer (1982) found a significant relationship between number

of semester hours completed and level of moral development for her sample of 299 college

students. Similarly, Bergman (1983) discovered a significant relationship between the
number of years of schooling and level of moral development for his adult sample of 92

persons. Finally, Mason (1984) found no significant effects based on education in his
study of 479 student personnel administrators.

Pratt, Golding, and Hunter's (1983) study utilizing both Kohlberg's and Rest's

methods of assessment discovered significant relationships with both measures when
comparing level of education and level of moral development. Their sample consisted of

60 young, middle, and older adults.

Regarding the college experience, Rest (1979b) noted the dramatic impact of the

"complete" college experience, including milieu and extracurricular activities on moral
judgment development. This "total" experience included such variables as an enrollment
that is culturally diverse, and participation in clubs, activity groups, and leadership roles

(Rest, 1983). Furthermore,

In the college years, the control of behavior by ideology and
deliberate reflective planning is likely to increase since so
many choices and so much more unstructured time is
available to the college student for the first time along with
the need to make programmatic decisions. Although each
developmental stage is crucial, it is during the college years
that the most substantial shifts to principled moral thinking
are likely to take place and the greatest shifts to behavior
governed by reflective, conscious planning. (p. 28)

Among the recent studies utilizing the "Defining Issues Test" that relate to this
research, several have addressed the issue of moral judgment development among an adult

student population. Menkowski (1980) studied traditionally aged "weekday" students and

compared them with older "weekend" students at Alverno College. She found that upon
entrance to the institution, the older students scored higher than the younger students but

that graduating traditionally aged seniors scored higher than the newly admitted older
students.

Moral Development and Gender

Since Carol Gilligan's (1977, 1982a) research, the issue of possible sex differences

in moral development has been vehemently and frequently expressed (Walker, 1984).
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Gilligan pronounced Kohlberg's theory of moral development as sex biased and
insufficient to account for differences in the moral development of men and women. To

support these contentions, she noted the absence of women in the original sample used as

the basis for Kohlberg's longitudinal research. Several other researchers are in agreement

with the basic tenets of Gilligan's theories (Lyons, 1983; Blake and Cohen, 1984;
Baumrind, 1986). The subject of gender differences in moral development received a great

amount of attention in student personnel publications (Delworth & Seeman, 1984, Evans,

1987), at national conferences (e.g. NASPA, 1985, 1986; ACPA, 1986), and even in the

popular media (Gilligan, 1982b; Saxton, 1981).

In a lengthy restatement of the current theory and response to Gilligan's theories,

Kohlberg, Levine, and Hewer (1983) agreed that "an orientation of care and response

usefully enlarges the moral domain" (p. 340) but disputed both her basic theories and

methods. These authors agreed with Gilligan's belief that the personal development of

females may not be understood as well as the development of males due to the frequent use

of all male research samples. They noted further agreement that the concepts of care and

responsibility are useful in understanding the notion of morality. Kohlberg, et al. (1983)

took issue, however, with Gilligan's belief that care and responsibility constituted a
conceptualization of morality that was separate and distinct from the justice-based model

that Kohlberg has postulated. They felt that care and responsibility were forms of
"content" and not "structure" which "supplement(ed) and deepen(ed) the sense of
generalized obligations of justice" (Kohlberg, Levine, & Hewer, 1983, p. 21).

Since Gilligan, Langdale, Lyons, and Murphy (1982) offered the main source of

data that incorporated Gilligan's theories into its discussion, it was scrutinized by
Kohlberg, Levine, and Hewer (1983). As one portion of this study, Gilligan, et al. (1982)

asked their subjects to volunteer personal dilemmas that were then discussed in a format

similar to the methods used in Kohlberg's assessment. The resolution of such personal

dilemmas was seen as being based on "a morality of particularistic relationships which

differentiates such special relationships from universalistic relationships handled by justice

reasoning" (Kohlberg, Levine, & Hewer, 1983, p. 20). Finally, the method of scoring

used by Gilligan, et al. (1982) was viewed as questionable because of a lack of test-retest

reliability and questionable validity (Kohlberg, Leving, & Hewer, 1983).

A review of studies using Kohlberg's method of assessment offered interesting

results on the subject of moral judgment and gender. Walker (1982) reviewed 48 studies

involving 5,124 subjects of late adolescence to adult age and found little evidence of sex

differences. He concluded that sex differences were extremely rare and were usually the

result of educational or occupational differences between the males and females being
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studied (e.g. Haan, Langer, & Kohlberg, 1976; Holstein, 1976; Kuhn, Langer, Kohlberg,

& Haan, 1977; Speicher-Dubin, 1982; Parikh, 1980; & Powers, 1982). Additional studies

(Sullivan, 1974; Cornett, 1976) also found no sex differences in their respective studies of

college undergraduates and teachers. Hall (1981), however, found that females had a

significantly higher level of moral development than males in her study of 65 college
athletes.

Several authors have taken strong exception to Walker's methods of analysis and

conclusions (Blake & Cohen, 1984; Baumrind, 1986). Baumrind (1986) provided
evidence in her study of 303 mothers and fathers that fewer women were judged to be at

Stages 5 and 6 than would have been statistically expected. She also found that educational

level and occupational status were significantly related to the moral development stage score

of men but not of women.

Bakken's (1983) study of adults aged 28 to 55 which used Kohlberg's most recent

scoring method provided interesting information on the relationship between gender and

moral development. She reported a strong relationship between gender and moral
development noting that although women moved to higher moral stages as they aged, they

lagged behind men in doing so. For example, most men aged 37 to 45 were judged to be at

Stage 4 while most women did not reach this level until age 46.

A number of studies utilizing the "Defining Issues Test" offered mixed results on

the issue of moral judgment and gender. Rest (1979a) noted that in 20 of 22 studies there

were no significant gender effects. Where gender effects were present, Rest suggested that

IQ, educational level, or socio-economic status may have been the actual cause of the

differences. Gongie (1981), Cohen (1982), and Bergman (1983) also found no significant

gender effects in their studies of college students and adults. However, significant
differences were found based on gender in two studies (Cistone, 1980; Kitchener, et al.,

1984) with females scoring higher in both projects. Finally, Kilgannon and Erwin (1992)

compared students having sorority and fraternity affiliation with the general student body.

They found that sorority women scored significantly higher than fraternity men and that

women scored higher than men although not significantly.

In their study utilizing the methods of both Kohlberg and Rest, Pratt, Golding, and

Hunter (1983) found conflicting results. Using Kohlberg's approach, they found a
significant interaction effect between age and gender for men only. No overall gender

effects were noted. Using the "Defining Issues Test", they found that gender was a
significant variable with females scoring higher than males.

The research of Lyons (1983), Johnson (1985), Gilligan (1987), and Gilligan and

Attanucci (1988) found that two distinct orientations to moral decision making existed but
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were not gender-specific. Instead, both sexes exhibited the capacity to understand and

used both the care and justice orientations but that men tended to focus exclusively on the

justice framework.

Moral Development and Personality Type

The "Myers-Briggs Type Indicator" (MBTI) has been used in a large number and

variety of studies involving college students, including its relationship to SAT scores,

college majors, grade point averages, teachers and administrators, and involvement in

extracurricular activities (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). Although the Myers-Briggs Type

Indicator was used to study a wide variety of topics related to higher education (Provost &

Anchors, 1987a), there were few studies linking it to moral development. Guertin (1986)

found no significant relationships between personality type and level of principled level of

moral reasoning in her study of career military officers' wives and civilians. However, her

study indicated a greater number of intuitive and thinking types than introverted and feeling

types in the principled level of moral decision making. Childerston (1985) found sensing

and judging types to be significantly related to the conventional level of moral reasoning.

He also noted a significant relationships between sensing-judging and sensing-perceiving

types and fundamental religious orientation. Also from a religious orientation, Lee (1985)

studied 200 undergraduate students and found that male sensing and feeling and all judging

types demonstrated significantly more orthodox religious beliefs than male intuitive and

thinking and all perceiving types.

Denny (1988) used the "Social Reflection Questionnaire" to study the relationship

between moral development and Jung's thinking/feeling dimensions of personality, gender,

and educational level. She found a significant relationship between moral development and

educational levels but no significant relationship with personality type or gender
differences. Liddell (1990) constructed her own instrument to measure moral orientation.

After controlling for the thinking/feeling personality dimension, women still scored higher

than men on the "ethic of care" scale. There was no gender difference in the "ethic of

justice" scale.
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Summary

The topic of moral development is critical to the understanding of how people view

their world. As Gilligan (1981) wrote,

Beginning in childhood, moral judgments signify efforts to
find an order in the chaos of social experiences...Through
the ongoing interaction of thought and experience, moral
development acquires a history of its own, which, while tied
to the development of thinking, is not solely a reflection of
that development, and, in any event, does not necessarily
coincide with the timing or sequence of formal education.
(pp. 139-140)

Furthermore,

Since moral development depends on a continuing interplay
of thought and experience, the vast extension of knowledge
inherent in college education can provide a powerful
stimulus to development. The active nature of knowledge,
described so well by Piaget, indicates once again that the
process of education begins in the discovery of ignorance.
The success of education then depends on its leading
students to question that which formerly was taken for
granted. (Gilligan, 1981, p. 156)

As the studies reviewed above indicated, age, educational level, and gender all

seemed to have at least some effect upon the moral judgment of adults with educational

level having the most consistent impact. This was true whether the subjects were students

or not and whether the criteria being used was Kohlberg's "Standard Issue Scoring"

method or Rest's "Defining Issues Test." The effect of age on level of moral development

seemed to be generally positive until a certain age was reached. This watermark age is still

in question. The effect of educational level was also decidedly positive. The effect that

gender has on the level of moral development is still unresolved. Results obtained by both

methods of assessment were mixed, with the research of Lyons (1983), Johnson (1985),

Gilligan (1987), and Gilligan and Attanucci (1988) adding even more confusion to the

situation. Furthermore, the relationship of personality type to moral judgment for a college

student population has not been investigated. Guertin (1986) found no significant
relationship between personality type and moral judgment but this was with a non-student

sample. Denny (1988) found no significant relationship between moral development and

either personality type or gender but used a different instrument to measure moral
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development. Liddell (1990) found evidence of a significant relationship between gender

and the "ethic of care" but no relationship between gender and the "ethic of justice." The

work of Childerston (1985) and Lee (1985) demonstrated a significant relationship between

personality type and moral judgment but their studies both focused on the religious

orientation of their sample of college students. It is obvious that a gap exists in the study of

moral judgment and its relationship to personality type.
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III. RESEARCH DESIGN

The Instruments

The "Defining Issues Test"

The instruments used in this study were the "Defining Issues Test" (DIT) developed

by James Rest (1979a) and the "Myers-Briggs Type Indicator" (MBTI) developed by

Katharine Briggs and Isabel Briggs Myers (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). The "Defining

Issues Test," which has been used in several hundred studies, has the largest data base of

any method used to measure moral judgment (Rest, 1983) and one of the largest on any of

the current assessment instruments used to measure human development (Mines, 1982).

Kohlberg (1979) notes,

Rest's work, then, supports and clarifies the fundamental
assumptions of the cognitive-developmental approach to
moralization. It provides a broader, more solid data base for
moral judgment in a variety of American natural groups and
populations than does the Harvard work. An alternative to
the complex Harvard method of scoring spontaneous
interview material, Rest's method of assessing moral
judgment is demonstrated as having good reliability and
good construct validity for many research purposes
involving high school or adult populations. (p. XII)

The "Defining Issues Test" was developed to provide "an easier method of
assessment based on Kohlberg's approach" (Rest, 1983, p. 583). The assumption
underlying the DIT is that persons at different developmental stages will view moral

dilemmas differentlyin what they see as the most important issue in the problem and

what themes should be considered in contemplating the dilemma's solution (Rest, 1983).

These differences are determined by asking the subject to read several stories that

describe moral dilemmas. After reading each dilemma, the subject reads twelve statements

that highlight the various moral issues that are involved in the dilemma. Each of these

statements represents thinking based on a particular stage of moral development. These

issue statements are then rated by the subject as to their relative importance in determining

what action should be taken. From this rating, the four most important issue statements are

selected and ranked first through fourth in importance.
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Upon completion of the instrument, the researcher "scores" the data in the
following manner. First, each of the four most important statements is assigned a weighted

value (4, 3, 2, or 1) based on its corresponding stage of moral judgment and its particular

ranking. In this way, test results provide percentile scores for Stages 2, 3, 4, 5A, 5B, and

6. There are also two internal reliability checks that enable the researcher to determine if the

subject was completing the instrument in a random manner (M score) or if the subject was

responding to language that sounded impressive but actually had nothing to do with the

solution of the moral dilemma (Consistency Check). The "faking" of answers seems to be

possible only in a downward direction. This means that subjects can produce answers

based on how they believe less developed persons would answer the instrument but are not

able to answer in the manner of someone who is more developed than they are.
(McGeorge, 1975)

The measure used in this study was the "principled moral judgment score" or "P

score" which combined the scores of Stages 5A, 5B, and 6. This is one of the two indices

recommended by Rest (1983) because of "test-retest stability, power-of-age trends, most

distinct pattern of convergent-divergent correlations, etc." (p. 586). It is also the most used

index for the DIT. (Rest, 1979c) The "P Index" (P%) indicates the percentage of thinking

exhibited by the subject that is considered to be in the "Principled" Level of moral
development (Stage 5 or 6). Total scores range from 0-95. Rest (1979a) notes test/retest

reliability in the .80's (interval between testing of one week to five months, most typically

two to three months apart), internal consistency reliability in the .70's, and adequate

construct validity. However, the reliability of specific stage scores are in the .50's and

.60's range. Therefore, caution is advised in attributing too much importance to these

specific stage scores. In relation to Kohlberg's method of assessing moral judgment, a

correlation in the .70's has been obtained for the DIT although the DIT seems to show
subjects at a higher stage of moral development than does Kohlberg's interview method.

(Rest, 1979a)

The "Myers Briggs Type Indicator"

The "Myers-Briggs Type Indicator" (MBTI) was developed in the 1940's by Isabel

Myers and her mother Katharine Briggs to describe the personality type of a person in
terms of the theory of Carl Jung (1923). Myers and Briggs operationalized Jung's
concepts by noting characteristics and behaviors exhibited by people having certain
preferences (e.g., thinking rather than feeling). The instrument has undergone several

revisions since its initial development and in 1977 the form used in this study was
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published. Form G is the seventh revision and contains 126 forced-choice items. After

taking the Myers-Briggs, a person receives four scoresone for each of four dichotomous

personality dimensionsextraversion/introversion, sensing/intuitive, thinking/feeling,

judging/perceiving. The MBTI is now widely used in the areas of pastoral counseling,

student personnel, and organizations (De Vito, 1985, Provost & Anchors, 1987 ).

The first two functions describe of how people perceive and judge the world are

obtained. Perception denotes how people gather information or become aware of people,

things, events, or ideas. Judgment indicates how people come to conclusions about the

information that has been gathered. It shows how decisions, evaluation, and choices are

made. The perceiving function is divided into two polaritiessensing (S) or intuition (N).

People who are sensors gather information through the senses of sight, smell, touch,

hearing, and taste. Those who are intuitive gather information through intuition or the

subconscious. The judging function is divided into thinking (T) and feeling (F).
"Thinkers" use logical processes to make their decisions. "Feelers" utilize personal,
subjective processes to decide what to do.

In addition to how people perceive and judge the world, the Myers-Briggs also
measures interest in the inner and outer world and how people relate to the world around

them. Interest in the outer world is called extraversion (E). "Extraverts" are interested in

other people and things. Interest in the inner world is termed introversion (I). Those

persons scoring high in this dimension are concerned with ideas and concepts. Finally,

people relate to life by having either a judging (J) or perceiving (P) manner. "Judgers" are

very orderly and prefer closure to leaving things open-ended. "Perceivers" live life in an

open-ended, unstructured manner and are more spontaneous.

These four sets of polarities, Sensing-Intuitive, Thinking-Feeling, Extraversion-

Introversion, and Judging-Perceiving, combine to provide persons with a four letter
description of their personality. The interaction of these four variables produces sixteen

unique personality types that are described at length in the Appendix (B). Each personality

type is viewed as having its own set of strengths and weaknesses. This non-judgmental

attitude is unique among personality assessments (DeVito, 1985).

Reliability and validity statistics for the MBTI generally look at the four dichotomous

personality dimensions mentioned above. Reliability-split half reliability for each of the

four personality dimensions ranges from .80.88 for the data bank of almost 56,000
persons. Test-retest reliability generally ranges from the .80s (period of up to 7 weeks) to

the mid-.40s to high .50s (period of four years). Construct validity shows a strong

relationship between the MBTI and certain careers and other instruments measuring similar

concepts (Myers & McCaulley, 1985). For example, the extraversion/introversion
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dimension is significant at the p < .001 level when compared with the "Eysenck Personality

Questionnaire" (Eysenck and Eysenck, 1968) and the extraversion second order trait

measured by the "Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF)" (Cattell, Eber, &
Tatsuoka, 1970).

Reservations do exist about the use of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator as a measure

of personality. Coan (1978) notes problems with the construct validity of Form G of the

instrument and with the focus of certain specific items. Later reviews by De Vito (1985)

and Wiggins (1989) were more favorable. De Vito notes that "(t)he MBTI merits more
serious consideration by psychologists..." (p. 1032) and Wiggins describes the instrument

as "an excellent example of a construct-oriented test that is inextricably linked to Jung's

(1923) theory of psychological types." (p. 538)

The MBTI was selected for use in this research project for two major reasons. Its
relatively short length (seven pages, 126 items) made it ideal for use with a random sample

of subjects who would also have to complete another instrument as part. Secondly, and
even more importantly, the MBTI is widely used within student affairs (Anchors, 1987;

Anchors & Robinson, 1992; Anchors, Robinson, & Wood, 1984; Golden & Provost,

1987; Jensen, 1987; Kalsbeck, 1987; Lynch, 1987; MacDaid, 1987; McCaulley, 1987;

Provost, 1987; Provost & Anchors, 1987a and b; Provost, Carson, & Berdler, 1987;
Ricci, Porterfield, and Piper, 1987; Schroeder & Jackson, 1987). The familiarity of
practitioners with the MBTI may make the results of this research more meaningful and
useful than if another instrument had been used.

Dependent Variables

There were two dependent variables in this study. The first was the "principled
moral judgment score" or "P score" (P%) that is calculated from each subject's answers to
the "Defining Issues Test" This score indicated the percent of the subject's moral
judgment that is determined to be in the "Principled" level (Stages 5A, 5B, and 6). The
second dependent variable was the four personality type scores calculated from the "Myers

Briggs Type Indicator". For purposes of this study, the four scores were converted to
continuous scores as recommended by MacDaid (Provost & Anchors, 1987).

Continuous scores are artificial transformations which allow
the researcher to use the four Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
scales in correlational comparisons with other scales or
numeric values. (MacDaid, 1987, p. 257)
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Sampling Matrix

The sample for this study was drawn from a random sample of full-time
undergraduate college students enrolled at The University of Iowa during the 1992 Spring

Semester. A total population of 320 students (Table 5) was obtained from the university

registrar's office and were mailed questionnaires according to the "Total Design Method" as

outlined by Dillman (1978). This method stipulated several follow-up mailings to insure a

greater response rate from the sample population. One week after the initial mailing,

reminder postcards were sent to the entire sample. Two weeks after the initial mailing,

letters and replacement questionnaires were sent to nonrespondents.

Table 6

Sample Population of Study
FEMALES MALES TOTAL

Freshmen 40 40 80
Sophomores 40 40 80
Juniors 40 40 80
Seniors 40 40 80
TOTALS 160 160 320

Dillman (1978) reported an average return rate of 74% for researchers using the

"Total Design Method". For this reason, the sample size of 320 was chosen to help reach

the goal of 144 respondents. A return of 144 respondents would have enabled the study to

have a power rating (1 - 13) = .80 and confidence (1 - a) = .95. Even using the "Total
Design Method," a smaller number of questionnaires were returned than hoped (Table 7).

This was probably due to the length of time needed to complete the questionnaire (well over

one hour), the personal nature of the questionnaire, and the inability of the researcher to

have access to the names of the subjects. This last point was necessary to ensure the

confidentiality of the subjects and prevented the researcher from personalizing
correspondence with the subjects.
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Table 7

Number of Usable Returned Questionnaires
FEMALES MALES TOTAL

Freshmen
Sophomores
Juniors
Seniors
TOTALS

19

19

15

18

71 (44.4%)

13

11

11

12

47 (29.4%)

32

30
26

30
118 (36.9%)

Research Strategy

Permission was received to reproduce the "Myers-Briggs Type Indicator" and

"Defining Issues Test" into a single questionnaire booklet format. This was important to

encourage as high a return rate as possible (Dillman, 1978). In order to ensure
confidentiality, the names of the subjects were not released to the researcher by the

university's registrar. Rather, address labels were produced by the university's
administrative data processing department and sent to the university's mailing service.

These prelabeled envelopes were then stuffed with appropriate cover letters (see Appendix)

and copies of the questionnaire booklet.

Due to a lower than expected return rate, the following sampling matrix was

obtained by using the research parameters taken from Cohen (1988). The sampling matrix

has three degrees of freedom [(4 1) X (2 1)] and assumes a power rating of .70 (P. 1

power rating = Type H error. The possibility of failing to reject a false null hypothesis) and

a confidence level or significance criteria of a (alpha) = .10 (a = Type I error. The
possibility of mistakenly rejecting the null hypothesis). The effect size (f) or "standard

deviation of standardized means" (Cohen, 1977, p. 276) is "the degree to which the null

hypothesis is false". (Cohen, 1977, pp. 9-10). In this study f(gamma) = .40. This figure

was obtained by comparing the standard deviations and P% scores in Rest (1979a and

1979c) and using Cohen's (1988) definition of a "large" effect size. The "Decision Matrix"

used in this study is provided below.



Ho True

Criteria

Ho False

Table 8

DECISION MATRIX

Type I Error

p Ho False/Ho True

= a (alpha =.10)

No Error

p Ho True/Ho True

= 1 a (confidence = .90)

No Error

p Ho False/Ho False

= 1 0 (power = .70)

Type II Error

p Ho True/Ho False

= p (beta = .30)

Ho False Decision Ho True
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This study investigated seven different null hypotheses related to moral development

and personality type. These hypotheses are provided below.

H-2

H-3

H-4

H-5

H-6

1-1-7

HYPOTHESES

There is no significant difference in the level of principled moral judgment

as a function of gender

There is no significant difference in personality type as a function of gender.

There is no significant difference in the level of principled moral judgment

as a function of class standing.

There is no significant difference in personality type as a function of class

standing.

There is no significant gender X class standing interaction effect in the level

of principled moral judgment.

There is no significant gender X class standing interaction effect in

personality type.

There is no significant relationship between the level of principled moral

judgment and personality type.
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Statistical Analyses

There were two types of statistical analyses used in this study. The first was the

two-way analysis of variance as recommended by Rest (1979a) to determine significant

differences in the level of principled moral judgment within the sample. This method was

used to test hypotheses one, three, and five. A similar two-way analysis of variance
(Figures 1 and Table 9) was used to determine significant differences in the personality

types within the sample. This method was used to test hypotheses two, four, and six. The

second was the Pearson Correlational Coefficient (r) (Figure 2) as recommended by

MacDaid (1987) to compare the relationship between the "Myers-Briggs Type Indicator"

and other assessment measures. This measure will be used to test hypothesis number
seven. All statistical analyses were done using Systat software for the Macintosh.

This study attempted to satisfy the requirements for the use of parametric statistical

methods as outlined by Gay (1976). These requirements included a normal distribution of

the dependent variable within the sample population; interval or ratio scale of measurement;

random selection of subjects; and that the variances of the comparison groups within the

population groups are equal. Histogram and stem and leaf plots of the distribution of

MBTI continuous scores and DIT % Stage 4 and %P scores showed approximately normal

distributions. Transforming the MBTI dichotomous preference scores into continuous

scales qualifies them as interval scales of measurement as are the % Stage and %P scores of

the DIT. The random selection of the subjects was ensured by using the university's

registrar to draw a stratified random sample from the student body. Finally, it should be

noted that the variances within the population groups varied widely. For the DIT, they

ranged from 34.8 to 216.5 and for the MBTI continuous scales they ranged from 336.1 to

1387.2. While this range of variances is of some concern, the complete randomness of the

sample population and approximate proportionality of the cell sizes is of greater
importance.

Figure 1

ANOVA Statistical Model

Tip( gi + pi + al3ii + Eijk

W = Fixed Constant, the General Mean

Pi = Gender Effect

Pi = Class Standing Effect

a Dii = Gender X Class Standing Interaction Effect

eij k = Error Term
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ANOVA Layout

This research used two separate two-way fixed designs for one section of its

analysis. The analysis yielded critical P values for each source of variation. Sources of

variation having a p < .050 were considered significant.

Table 9

ANOVA Layout of Study

Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean F P

Variation Freedom Squares Square Value Value
Year in School 1 A A/3 MSA/MSD

Gender 3 B B/1 MSB/MSD

Interaction 3 C C/3 MSC/MSD
Error 110 D D/136

Total 117 A+B+C+D

r xy =

Figure 2

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation for the Study
EXY [(EX) (EY) / N]

I [EX2 (EV/ N] [EY2 (EY)2 / N]

The resultant r value yielded a corresponding t score according to the formula provided

below. This t score was checked for significance according to a table listing critical values

for a two tailed critical values of t (Kenney, 1987). Correlations having a p < .050 were

considered significant.

r N N-2

t (N 2) = *V1 - r2

Multiple Comparisons Test

If any of the null hypotheses were not accepted, the Scheffe Test of Multiple

Comparisons was used for additional analysis. This analysis is used after a significant F

ratio is determined and allows the researcher to test for significant differences between cell

means.
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IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Of the 320 subjects in the study, 118 (36.9%) returned valid, completed
questionnaires. The time needed to complete the entire questionnaire (over an hour), the

personal nature of the questionnaire, and the researcher's inability to produce individually

addressed cover letters seemed to be the major causes of a low return rate. These
questionnaires were hand-scored and analyzed using two-way analysis of variance and the

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation. These results were then applied to the seven null

hypotheses that appear below.

HYPOTHESES

H-1 There is no significant difference in the level of principled moral judgment

as a function of gender

H-2 There is no significant difference in personality type as a function of gender.

H-3 There is no significant difference in the level of principled moral judgment

as a function of class standing.

H-4 There is no significant difference in personality type as a function of class

standing.

H-5 There is no significant gender X class standing interaction effect in the level

of principled moral judgment.

H-6 There is no significant gender X class standing interaction effect in

personality type.

H-7 There is no significant relationship between the level of principled moral

judgment and personality type.

RESULTS

A summary of the results appears in Table 10. These results were analyzed and

appear in Tables 11-17. As a reminder, %P is the combined percentages of Stages 5A,

5B, and 6. A complete listing of the data appears in the Appendices.
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Table 10

Stage Percentages by Year in School and Gender
Year/Gender No % Stage 2 % Stage 3 % Stage 4 % P

Fr Females 19 9.7 14.8 31.5 36.2
Fr Males 13 9.2 24.0 26.2 33.1

Fr Total 32 9.5 18.5 29.3 35.0

So Females 19 6.6 16.1 28.5 39.7
So Males 11 8.3 18.2 41.8 25.8
So Total 30 7.2 16.8 33.4 34.6

Jr Females 15 7.8 14.9 28.1 40.5
Jr Males 11 5.8 23.3 30.9 30.3
Jr Total 26 6.9 18.5 29.3 36.2

Sr Females 18 6.4 15.7 23.0 46.5
Sr Males 12 5.0 15.6 31.9 40.2

Sr Total 30 5.8 15.7 26.6 44.0

Total Females 71 7.6 15.4 27.8 40.7
Total Males 47 7.1 20.3 32.4 32.5
Total 118 7.4 17.4 29.7 37.4

Table 11

Analysis of Variance

% P Score by Year in School and Gender
Source Sum-of-Square DF Mean-Square F-Ratio P
Year School 1876.407 3 625.469 4.714 0.004 p < .010
Gender 1976.008 1 1976.008 14.893 0.000 p < .001
Year School

X Gender 480.737 3 160.246 1.208 0.310
Error 14595.024 110 135.950
Total 1866593.454 117
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Table 12

Scheffe Analysis

%P Score by Year in School and Gender Results
Comparison Source SS DF MS F P
Fr X Soph Hypothesis 52.981 1 52.981 0.399 0.529

Error 14595.024 110 132.682

Fr X Jr Hypothesis 7.116 1 7.116 0.054 0.817
Error 14595.024 110 132.682

Fr X Sr Hypothesis 1124.381 1 1124.381 8.474 0.004 p<.010
Error 14595.024 110 132.682

Soph X Jr Hypothesis 90.951 1 90.951 0.685 0.409
Error 14595.024 110 132.682

Soph X Sr Hypothesis 1587.903 1 1587.903 11.968 0.001 p<.010
Error 14595.024 110 132.682

Jr X Sr Hypothesis 857.463 1 857.463 6.463 0.012 p<.050
Error 14595.024 110 132.682

Table 13

Analysis of Variance

MBTI-EI Type by Year in School and Gender
Source Sum-of-Square DF Mean-Square F-Ratio P
Year School 192.778 3 64.259 0.093 0.964
Gender 1630.256 1 1630.256 2.356 0.127
Year School

X Gender 3130.168 3 1043.389 1.514 0.215
Error 75828.823 110 689.353
Total 80782.025 117

Table 14

Analysis of Variance

MBTI-SN Type by Year in School and Gender
Source Sum-of-Square DF Mean-Square F-Ratio P
Year School 1981.399 3 660.466 0.743 0.529
Gender 2.207 1 2.207 0.002 0.960
Year School

X Gender 2251.811 3 750.604 0.844 0.472
Error 97785.501 110 888.959
Total 102020.918 117



Source
Year School
Gender
Year School

X Gender
Error
Total

Source
Year School
Gender
Year School

X Gender
Error
Total

Source
Type

Error
Total

% Stage 2
% Stage 3
% Stage 4
%P

Table 15

Analysis of Variance

MBTI-TF Type by Year in School and Gender

Sum-of-Square DF
1259.335

18921.343

Mean-Square F-Ratio
3 419.778
1 18921.343

2410.094 3

54326.359 110

76917.131 117

0.850
38.312

P

0.470
0.000

803.365 1.627 0.187
493.876

Table 16

Analysis of Variance

MBTI-JP Type by Year in School and Gender

Sum-of-Square
926.596

3407.855

DF
3

1

3525.677 3

101329.472 110

109189.600 117

Mean-Square
308.865

3407.855

F-Ratio
0.335
3.699

P

0.800
0.057

1175.226 1.276 0.286
921.177

Table 17

Analysis of Variance

% P Score by MBTI Type

Sum-of-Square DF Mean-Square F-Ratio
3628.383 15

15101.464 102

18729.847 117

P

241.892 1.634 0.078
148.054

Table 18

Pearson Product Correlation Coefficients
E/I

0.005
-0.095
0.111

-0.014

S/N

-0.125
0.135

-0.345**

0.207*

48

p < .001

T/F J/P Direction

0.016 -0.041
0.092 0.066

-0.138 -0.235*

0.198* 0.177
S J

N F-
Boldface indicates significant correlations: ** = p < 0.001 * = p < 0.050



49

Hypothesis One

There is no significant difference in the level of principled moral judgment as a function of

gender. REJECTED. As can be seen in Table 11, the P statistic for the gender effect

indicates significance at the 0.001 level.

Hypothesis Two

There is no significant difference in personality type as a function of gender. REJECTED

for the Thinking/Feeling dimension. As can be seen in Tables 13-16, one P statistic is

significant. This is the Thinking/Feeling dimension and it was significant at the 0.001

level.

Hypothesis Three

There is no significant difference in the level of principled moral judgment as a function of

class standing. REJECTED. As can be seen in Table 11, the P statistic for the year in

school effect indicates significance at the 0.005 level. Table 12 shows the Scheffe analysis

which indicated that seniors were the significantly different class when all of the classes

were compared with each other.

Hypothesis Four
There is no significant difference in personality type as a function of class standing.

FAILED TO REJECT. As can be seen in Tables 13-16, the P statistic is not significant

at the 0.050 level for any of the personality type dimensions.

Hypothesis Five

There is no significant gender X class standing interaction effect in the level of principled

moral judgment. FAILED TO REJECT. As can be seen in Table 11, the P statistic is

not significant at the 0.050 level.

Hypothesis Six

There is no significant gender X class standing interaction effect in personality type.

FAILED TO REJECT. As can be seen in Tables 13-16, the P statistic is not significant

at the 0.050 level for any of the personality type dimensions.



50

Hypothesis Seven

There is no significant relationship between the level of principled moral judgment and

personality type. REJECTED. As can be seen in Table 17, the P statistic is significant

for several personality type dimensions. At the principled moral judgment level, the

Sensing/Intuitive and Thinking/Feeling dimensions are both significant at the 0.050 level.

It is interesting to note that at % Stage 4, the Sensing/Intuitive dimension was negatively

significant at the 0.001 level and the Judging/Perceiving dimension was negatively

significant at the 0.050 level. These results indicated that % Stage 4 moral judgment was

positively related to the sensing and judging dimensions.

Discussion

This study yielded several interesting results that proved to be statistically
significant. Each of the hypotheses are discussed below.

Hypothesis One. The significant gender effect on the %P score is somewhat
unusual for the Defining Issues Test but has been found using other instruments that

measure moral development. The significance level of 0.001, however, is greater than
might have been anticipated.

Hypothesis Two. The Thinking/Feeling dimension of the Myers-Briggs Type

Indicator usually shows some gender difference (Myers & McCaulley, 1985, p. 59). This

fact is borne out with this study at a significance level of 0.001. Again, this effect might

have been anticipated.

Hypothesis Three. As Rest's research (e.g., Rest, 1976; Rest, Cooper, Coder,
Masanz, & Anderson, 1974; Rest, Davison, & Robbins 1978) has show repeatedly,
educational level has one of the greatest effects on level of moral development. An
interesting thing to note is the Scheffe results indicating significance of the senior class

level when compared to the other classes. Although the number of males included in the

cell is low (11), it is somewhat disturbing to note that the %P score for the sophomores is

less than that of the freshmen males. This could be due to the sophomore year being a year

of personal and psychological exploration with a resultant increase in cognitive dissonance

causing a decline in cognitive developmental levels.

Hypothesis Four. It is interesting to note that personality type does not differ on

the basis of class standing. This does seem to be indicative of the stability of personality

type over the four years of college enrollment.

Hypotheses Five and Six. The interaction effect of gender and class standing were

not significant when applied to principled moral judgment level or personality type. This

was not unexpected.
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Hypothesis Seven. The researcher finds this the most fascinating results of the

entire study. The fact that the sensing and judging dimensions were positively associated

with % Stage 4 while the intuitive and feeling dimensions were positively correlated with

the %P seemed to show a dramatic difference in these two stages. Stage 4 (sometimes

called the "law and order" stage) seems associated with the S and J characteristics of
enjoying the present moment, realism, memory for details, practicality, organized,

purposeful and decisive (Myers & McCaulley, 1985, pp. 12 and 14). The %P level is less

concrete than Stage 4, more nebulous and less obvious or common. This seems close to

some of the characteristics used to describe the intuitive and feeling dimensions
imaginative, theoretical, abstract, future oriented, creative, a concern with the human as

opposed to the technical aspects of problems, need for affiliation, a capacity for warmth,

and a desire for harmony (Myers & McCaulley, 1985, pp. 12-13). It is almost as if Stage

4 and the Principled level are two distinct entities. The former using a fairly rigid set of

societal rules used as the basis for making moral decisions. The Principled level, however,

requires a different kind of reasoning because of its emphasis on the theoretical and the

abstract.

Summary

In summary, both gender and year in school had an effect on principled moral
judgment level with females scoring significantly higher than males and seniors scoring

significantly higher than freshmen, sophomores, and juniors. A significant relationship

was also found between females and the feeling dimension of the MBTI. Finally, and most

significantly, % Stage 4 was found to be significantly related to the sensing and judging

dimensions of the MBTI while %P was found to be significantly related to the intuitive and

feeling dimensions.
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V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

As was noted in Chapter Four, several interesting results were obtained from this

study. The significant effect of year in school with seniors scoring significantly higher

than freshmen, sophomores, and juniors supported the research of Rest and others. The

significant gender effect on principled moral judgment level with females scoring higher

than males is rare but is supported by other studies. The significant relationship found

between females and the feeling dimension of the MBTI is a finding that was predicted by

the MBTI data bank. Undoubtedly the most impressive finding involved the relationship

between certain DIT stages and MBTI dimensions. The finding that % Stage 4 is
significantly related to the sensing and judging dimensions of the MBTI while %P is

significantly related to the intuitive and feeling dimensions is new and exciting information

that has not been previously reported in the literature. Conclusions, implications, and

recommendations for further study will be explored in this chapter.

Conclusions

Several conclusions can be generalized from this study. First, it can be concluded

that year in college is almost certainly related to level of moral development. In this study,

seniors demonstrated a higher level of moral development than the level showed by

freshmen, sophomores, and juniors. Secondly, it can be tentatively concluded that a
gender difference exists among college students regarding level of moral development with

women demonstrating a higher level of development than men. The effect of gender on

moral development is still in question, however, since many other studies have found no

significant gender differences. This research question remains in doubt. Finally, it can be

tentatively concluded from this study that certain dimensions of personality, as measured

by the MBTI, are significantly related to certain stages of moral development. Specifically

that the sensing and judging dimensions are significantly related to % Stage 4 while the

intuitive and feeling dimensions are significantly related to %P.

This study had a relatively low power rating (.70) and sample size (118). This

does not diminish the fact, however, that for the first time specific dimensions of the MBTI

have been found to be significantly associated with level of moral development. It is even

more interesting to note that different dimensions are associated with %Stage 4 than were
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associated with %P. These results offer significant implications which will be suggested

below.

Implications

The implications of this study are significant and wide-reaching. According to the

findings of this study, college women have a significantly higher level of moral
development than college men. College students face numerous situations each day that

require the use of moral judgment. This gender difference can create an interesting
dynamic whenever women and men are faced with the need to "resolve" these ethical or

moral situations together. Whether involved in classroom discussions, student
government, extra-curricular activities, or dating/intimate relationships, students will

probably notice that their approaches to the resolution of these situations differs. It may be

true that college men "just don't get it" when faced with certain ethical and moral issues,

especially when their thoughts and beliefs are compared with the thoughts and beliefs of

college women. This difference may be frustrating to everyone involved.

For the student affairs practitioner, these results can be very useful. A great deal of

time and effort is spent by practitioners throughout the nation dealing with "moral/ethical"

issues like acquaintance rape, dating violence, academic dishonesty, alcohol abuse, misuse

of student government funds, inappropriate behavior of student paraprofessional staff

members, and various other conduct-related matters. This research supports the belief that

college women and men may need to be approached differently when being educated on

these and other related issues. For student affairs staff members working with groups

comprised of both women and men, this is an important point to remember.

This research has shown that the level of moral development in individuals may be

strongly influenced by certain aspects of personality. Specifically, individuals having

strong intuitive and feeling aspects in their personality may be more likely to reach a higher

level of moral development than others. The implications of this finding are profound.

The MBTI is an instrument that is widely used on college campuses to help aid the personal

growth and development of students. This wide use can provide faculty, staff, and
students with insights into how individual students make moral and ethical decisions. For

instance, if a club or living group is comprised of mostly "STJ" types, their level of moral

development is more likely to be associated with Stage Four than with the Principled Level.

This information is important to remember when explaining why certain actions and

behaviors are appropriate or inappropriate. Individuals may not be able to understand

certain levels of moral reasoning because of particular dimensions of their personality.
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This important finding illustrates the need to remember that there are many aspects that

impact the level of moral development of college students and how they make moral and

ethical decisions.

Recommendations

There are several sets of recommendations that come to mind as the result of this

research. The first set of recommendations addresses the relationship between personality

and moral development. The research contained in this study should be replicated with

other populations and with other assessment instruments. Since this is the first report of

specific MBTI dimensions being associated with specific stages of moral development,

additional studies are needed to verify or refute the results. These additional studies should

begin with a focus on the relationship between the MBTI and the DIT. This is a potentially

rich area of research and should be explored with larger samples and with other sample

populations. Additional research should also investigate the relationship between the MBTI

and other assessment instruments that measure moral development. These studies will

provide a broader perspective on the relationship between personality and moral
development. Finally, the relationship between other theories of personality and moral

development should be investigated to determine any additional correlations that may exist

between personality and moral development.

The second set of recommendations addresses the still unclear effect of gender on

moral development. Results of research in this area continue to produce mixed results.

Further research needs to be done that study this phenomenaboth quantitatively and

qualitatively. Specifically, it is recommended that further research be done on the moral

development level of younger college males, particularly those in their freshman and

sophomore years. It is disturbing to note that, in this study, the level of principled moral

judgment of sophomore males was less than that of freshman males. This finding should

be investigated in detail in order to determine exactly what happens during the sophomore

year that could cause this decrease in principled moral judgment. If the decrease is the

result of a period of personal and psychological exploration, it is important to discover

what other developmental areas are impacted and in what manner. It is also important to

study the effect of peer pressure on moral judgment and behavior. College men
undoubtedly exert peer pressure on college women. If college men have a less developed

sense of moral judgment, yet have more "power," do college women "lower" their values,

opinions, and beliefs to the level of the men in order to be liked and accepted? This
question needs to be explored.
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A third set of recommendations involves further study of the relationship between

moral judgment and behavior. Rest's model of ethical decision making proposes that the

level of moral development has a definite impact on the resultant behavior. The extent of

this impact and how it is manifested in behavior must be studied. This is especially true

when studying the experiences of college students. Three major areas of particular interest

are the impacts that alcohol, peer pressure, and membership in a group have on behavior.

In relationship to this particular study, an interesting question to investigate would be the

role that the introversion/extraversion dimension has on behavior. In general, the
relationship between moral development and actual behavior must be studied.

Finally, longitudinal studies focusing on the relationship between moral
development and personality need to be done. These studies need to be both quantitative

and qualitative and should involve a broad range of sample populations. While this study

has provided interesting results, it is only through further research utilizing a variety of

methods and approaches that a greater understanding of the complex relationship between

moral development and personality be achieved.
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Appendix A

Lawrence Kohlberg's Six Stages of Moral Judgment
(Kohlberg, 1981, pp. 409-412)

Level A: Preconventional Level

Stage 1: The stage of punishment and obedience

Content: Right is literal obedience to rules and authority, avoid punishment, and not

doing physical harm. 1/What is right is to avoid breaking rules, to obey for obedience'

sake, and to avoid doing physical damage to people and property. 2/The reasons for doing

right are avoidance of punishment and the superior power of authorities.

Social perspective: This stage takes an egocentric point of view. A person at this stage

doesn't consider the interests of others or recognize they differ from actor's, and doesn't

relate two points of view. Actions are judged in terms of physical consequences rather than

in terms of psychological interests of others. Authority's perspective is confused with

one's own.

Stage 2: The stage of individual instrumental purpose and exchange

Content: Right is serving one's own or other's needs and making fair deals in terms of

concrete exchange. 1/What is right is following rules when it is to someone's immediate

interest. Right is acting to meet one's own interests and needs and letting others do the

same. Right is also what is fair, that is, what is an equal exchange, a deal, an agreement.

2/The reason for doing right is to serve one's own interests in a world where one must

recognize that other people have their interests, too.

Social perspective: This stage takes a concrete individualistic perspective. A person at

this stage separates (his) own interests and points of view from those of authorities and

others. He or she is aware everybody has individual interests to pursue and these conflict,

so that right is relative (in the concrete individualistic sense). The person integrates or

relates conflicting individual interests to one another through instrumental exchange of

services, through instrumental need for the other and the other's goodwill, or through

fairness giving each person the same amount.
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Level B: Conventional Level

Stage 3: The stage of mutual interpersonal expectations, relationships, and
conformity

Content: The right is playing a good (nice) role, being concerned about the other people
and their feelings, keeping loyalty and trust with partners, and being motivated to follow
rules and expectations. 1/What is right is living up to what is expected by people close to

one or what people generally expect of people in one's roles as son, sister, friend, and so

on. 'Being good' is important and means having good motives, showing concern about
others. It also means keeping mutual relationships, maintaining trust, loyalty, respect, and
gratitude. 2/Reasons for doing right are needing to be good in one's own eyes and those of
others, caring for others, and because if one puts oneself in the other person's place one
would want good behavior from the self (Golden Rule).

Social perspective: This stage takes the perspective of the individual in relationship to
other individuals. A person at this stage is aware of shared feelings, agreements, and
expectations, which take primacy over individual interests. The person relates points of
view through the 'concrete Golden Rule,' putting oneself in the other person's shoes. He
or she does not consider generalized 'system' perspective.

Stage 4: The stage of social system and conscience maintenance

Content: The right is doing one's duty in society, upholding the social order, and
maintaining the welfare of society or the group. 1/What is right is fulfilling the actual
duties to which one has agreed. Laws are to be upheld except in extreme cases where they
conflict with other fixed social duties and rights. Right is also contributing to society, the
group, or institution. 2/The reasons for doing right are to keep the institution going as a
whole, self-respect or conscience as meeting one's defined obligations, or the
consequences: 'What if everyone did it?'

Social perspective: This stage differentiates societal point ofview from interpersonal
agreement or motives. A persona at this stage takes the viewpoint of the system, which
defines roles and rules. He or she considers individual relations in terms of place in the
system.
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Level B/C: Transitional Level
This level is postconventional but not yet principled.

Content of transition: At stage 4 1/2, choice is personal and subjective. It is based on

emotions, conscience is seen as arbitrary and relative, as are ideas such as 'duty' and
`morally right.'

Transitional social perspective: At this stage, the perspective is that of an individual
standing outside of his own society and considering himself as an individual making

decisions without a generalized commitment or contract with society. One can pick and

choose obligations, which are defined by particular societies, but one has no principles for

such choice.

Level C: Postconventional and Principled Level

Moral decisions are generated from rights, values, or principles that are (or could be)

agreeable to all individuals composing or creating a society designed to have fair and
beneficial practices.

Stage 5: The stage of prior rights and social contract or utility

Content: The right is upholding the basic rights, values, and legal contracts of a society,

even when they conflict with the concrete rules and laws of the groups. 1/What is right is

being aware of the fact that people hold a variety of values and opinions, that most values

and rules are relative to one's group. These 'relative' rules should usually be upheld,

however, in the interests of impartiality and because they are the social contract. Some

nonrelative values and rights such as life, and liberty, however, must be upheld in any

society and regardless of majority opinion. 2/Reasons for doing right are, in general,

feeling obligated to obey the law because one has made a social contract to make and abide

by laws for the good of all and to protect their own rights and the rights of others. Family,

friendship, trust, and work obligations are also commitments or contracts freely entered

into and entail respect for the rights of others. One is concerned that laws and duties be
based on rational calculation of overall utility: 'the greatest good for the greatest number.'
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Stage 5 (continued)

Social perspective: This stage takes a prior-to-society perspectivethat of a rational
individual aware of values and rights prior to social attachments and contracts. The person

integrates perspectives by formal mechanisms of agreement, contract, objective
impartiality, and due process. He or she considers the moral point of view and the legal

point of view, recognizes they conflict, and finds it difficulty to integrate them.

Stage 6: The stage of universal ethical principles

Content: This stage assumes guidance by universal ethical principles that all humanity

should follow. 1/Regarding what is right, Stage 6 is guided by universal ethical principles.

Particular laws or social agreements are usually valid because they rest on such principles.

When laws violate these principles, one acts in accordance with the principle. Principles

are universal principles of justice: the equality of human rights and respect for dignity of

human beings as individuals. These are not merely values that are recognized, but are also

principles used to generate particular decisions. 2/The reason for doing right is that, as a

rational person, one has seen the validity of principles and has become committed to them.

Social perspective: This stage takes the perspective of a moral point of view from which

social arrangements derive.or on which they are grounded. The perspective is that of any

rational individual recognizing the nature of morality or the basic moral premise of respect

for other persons as ends, not means.
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Appendix B

Descriptions of MBTI Functions, Attitudes, and Orientations
(Myers and McCaulley, 1985, pp. 12-14)

The Functions of Sensing, Intuition, Thinking, and Feeling
Two Kinds of Perception: Sensing and Intuition

Sensing refers to perceptions observable by way of the senses. Sensing establishes what

exists. Because the senses can bring to awareness what is occurring in the present
moment, persons oriented toward sensing perception tend to focus on the immediate

experience and often develop characteristics associated with this awareness such as
enjoying the present moment, realism, acute powers of observation, memory for details,

and practicality.

Intuition refers to perception of possibilities, meanings, and relationships by way of

insight. Jung characterized intuition as perception by way of the unconscious. Intuitions

may come to the surface of consciousness suddenly, as a "hunch," the sudden perception

of a pattern in seemingly unrelated events, or as a creative discovery. For example, when

the sensing function is used to perceive an apply, a person will use terms to describe it like

"juicy," "crisp," "red," or "white with black seeds." When the intuitive function is used to

perceive the same apply, a person may report "William Tell," "How to keep the doctor

away," "Roast pig," or "My grandmother's famous pie."

Intuition permits perception beyond what is visible to the senses, including possible future

events. Thus persons oriented toward intuitive perception may become so intent on
pursuing possibilities that they may overlook actualities. They may develop the
characteristics that can follow from emphasis on intuition and become imaginative,
theoretical, abstract, future oriented, or creative.

Two Kinds of Judgment: Thinking and Feeling
Thinking is the function that links ideas together by making logical connections. Thinking

relies on principles of cause and effect and tends to be impersonal. Persons who are

primarily oriented to ward thinking may develop characteristics associated with thinking:

analytical ability, objectivity, concern with principles of justice and fairness, criticality, and

an orientation to time that is concerned with connections from the past through the present

and toward the future.
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Feeling is the function by which one comes to decisions by weighing relative values and

merits of the issues. Feeling relies on an understanding of personal values and group

values; thus, it is more subjective than thinking. Because values are subjective and

personal, persons making judgments with the feeling function are more likely to be attuned

to the values of others as well as their own. Because people oriented toward feeling make

decisions by attending to what matters to others, they have an understanding of people, a

concern with the human as opposed to the technical aspects of problems, a need for

affiliation, a capacity for warmth, a desire for harmony, and a time orientation that includes

preservation of the values of the past. The classical distinction in psychology between

"tough-minded" and "tender-minded" people is concerned with the TF difference.

The Attitudes of Extraversion and Introversion
The Extraverted Attitude

In the extraverted attitude, attention seems to flow out, or to be drawn out, to the objects

and people of the environment. There is a desire to act on the environment, to affirm its

importance, to increase its effect. Persons habitually taking the extraverted attitude may

develop some or all of the characteristics associated with extraversion: awareness and

reliance on the environment for stimulation and guidance; an action-oriented, sometimes

impulsive way of meeting life; frankness; ease of communication; or sociability.

The Introverted Attitude

In the introverted attitude, energy is drawn from the environment, and consolidated within

one's position. The main interests of the introvert are in the inner world of concepts and

ideas. Persona habitually taking the introverted attitude may develop some or all of the

characteristics associated with introversion: interest in the clarity of concepts and ideas;

reliance on enduring concepts more than on transitory external events; a thoughtful,

contemplative detachment; and enjoyment of solitude.
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Orientation to the Outer World: Judgment and Perception
The Perceptive Attitude

In the perceptive attitude, a person is attuned to incoming information. For sensing-
perceptive (SP) types the information is more likely to be the immediate realities. For

intuitive-perceptive (NP) types the information is more likely to be new possibilities. But
for both SP and NP types the perceptive attitude is open, curious, and interested. Persons
who characteristically live in the perceptive attitude seem in their outer behavior to be
spontaneous, curious, and adaptable, open to new events and changes, and aiming to miss
nothing.

The Judging Attitude
In the judging attitude, a person is concerned with making decisions, seeking closure,

planning operations, or organizing activities. For thinking-judging (TJ) types the decisions
and plans are more likely to be based on logical analysis; for feeling-judging (FJ) types the

decisions and plans are more likely to be based on human factors. But for all persons who

characteristically live in the judging attitude, perception tends to be shut off as soon as they
have observed enough to make a decision. (In contrast, persons who prefer the perceptive

attitude will often suspend judgment to take another look, reporting "We don't know

enough yet to make a decision.") Persons who prefer J often seem in their outer behavior
to be organized, purposeful, and decisive.
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Appendix C

Data-MBTI Scores
ID Number MBTI-EI MBTI-SN MBTI-TF MBTI-JP

IF01 151 43 97 55

IF03 61 101 103 91

IF06 75 135 141 149

IF07 85 71 103 57

IF10 101 139 109 129

IF11 75 75 113 73

IF12 53 133 123 39

IF13 73 71 105 63

IF16 81 129 115 129

IF18 65 131 133 97

IF25 85 103 77 109

IF27 77 65 99 67

IF28 133 115 107 81

IF29 101 81 51 63

IF30 75 77 73 71

IF32 109 119 89 89

IF35 69 115 113 99

IF37 111 89 129 59

IF39 71 59 109 69

IMO1 73 97 103 63

IM04 101 127 103 97

IM06 75 77 47 79

IM07 143 147 97 145

IM12 143 35 47 109

IM13 51 151 115 151

IM17 81 127 103 105

IM23 85 127 119 107

IM24 119 79 81 135

IM25 121 67 103 85

IM26 105 79 109 97

IM29 127 113 99 129

IM32 143 121 75 111
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ID Number MBTI-EI MBTI-SN MBTI-TF MBTI-JP
IIF01 133 85 133 83

IIF06 131 143 117 151

IIF08 127 129 129 123

IIF09 49 103 119 101

IIF11 119 97 69 111

I1F13 65 83 107 81

IIF19 97 143 103 139

IIF24 85 97 129 105

IIF25 151 83 137 65

IIF26 127 119 85 107

IIF28 133 79 111 115

IIF31 93 105 91 73

IIF32 61 107 121 85

IIF33 115 101 89 109

11F34 111 61 127 101

IIF35 131 87 107 57

IIF36 53 133 131 121

IIF37 87 103 135 137

IIF40 103 55 77 123

IIM04 91 97 81 59

IIM06 115 91 89 89

IIM 10 67 117 69 135

IIM12 83 119 111 113

IIM 13 61 93 103 155

IIM 25 69 145 121 137

IIM30 89 109 85 83

11M36 77 73 71 65

IIM37 119 45 55 61

IIM38 125 43 55 75

IIM40 147 113 107 119
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ID Number MBTI-EI MBTI-SN MBTI-TF MBTI-JP
IIIF04 79 133 121 149

IIIF07 55 145 143 111

IIIF11 109 87 99 91

111F13 77 141 127 131

IIIF18 129 61 97 113

111F20 67 137 123 63

II1F23 101 41 97 73

II1F24 73 137 87 99

II1F26 101 73 131 71

111F29 125 139 69 119

II1F32 85 67 129 69

II1F33 73 89 127 83

II1F37 103 105 95 53

II1F39 81 97 85 59

111F40 107 103 135 127

IIIM03 143 147 105 127

IIIM04 125 131 107 129

IIIM05 91 79 49 59

IIIM11 135 63 75 47

IIIM12 83 91 59 89

IIIM15 119 121 29 115

IIIM18 59 127 117 127

111M33 111 135 93 153

II1M38 111 93 49 83

IIIM39 99 133 75 135

II1M40 89 135 43 137
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ID Number MBTI-EI MBTI-SN MBTI-TF MBTI-JP

IVF02 91 121 91 75

IVF03 113 105 69 65

IVF04 85 65 113 55

IVFO5 75 139 113 93

IVF11 107 59 97 95

IVF12 77 71 119 141

IVF14 71 127 113 81

IVF15 95 109 123 139

IVF16 107 119 131 143

IVF17 145 101 107 75

IVF19 71 137 125 151

IVF20 115 121 119 115

IVF21 67 111 101 95

IVF23 69 63 119 91

IVF26 111 69 75 77

IVF31 83 123 109 121

IVF32 107 139 111 103

IVF34 135 109 73 65

IVM01 55 77 75 161

IVMO5 63 151 121 161

IVM07 69 93 91 57

IVM09 101 59 57 67

IVM10 131 63 85 77

IVM13 121 85 83 79

IVM16 121 59 83 117

IVM26 129 111 53 151

IVM33 111 83 59 129

IVM34 111 73 67 79

IVM35 111 129 109 123

IVM36 101 131 53 97
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Appendix D

Data-DIT Scores
ID Number DIT-%P DIT-%2 DIT-%3 DIT-%4 DIT-%5A DIT-%5B DIT-%6

IFOI 43.4 0 13.3 43.3 21.7 10 11.7

IF03 36.6 15 20 18.3 23.3 0 13.3

IF06 48.3 8.3 16.7 25 31.7 13.3 3.3

IF07 35 15 11.7 36.7 35 0 0

IF10 65 0 10 10 35 21.7 8.3
IFIl 18.3 21.7 6.7 41.7 18.3 0 0

IF12 28.4 13.3 26.7 18.3 16.7 6.7 5

UF13 26.7 10 6.7 46.7 26.7 0 0

IF16 45 10 3.3 31.7 33.3 1.7 10

IF18 45 1.7 18.3 18.3 43.3 0 1.7

IF25 56.7 0 26.7 6.7 36.7 10 10

IF27 28.4 25 8.3 35 10 16.7 1.7

IF28 31.7 20 16.7 31.7 21.7 6.7 3.3
IF29 36.7 6.7 6.7 35 25 5 6.7

IF30 20 16.7 10 51.7 13.3 5 1.7

IF32 43.3 13.3 21.7 18.3 28.3 8.3 6.7

IF35 30 5 15 40 15 13.3 1.7

IF37 23.3 0 30 43.3 15 3.3 5

IF39 26.6 3.3 13.3 46.7 23.3 3.3 0

IM01 48.3 6.7 40 21.7 28.3 11.7 8.3

IM04 31.7 6.7 25 28.3 23.3 6.7 1.7

IM06 35 10 25 26.7 26.7 8.3 0

IM07 28.4 5 30 28.3 20 6.7 1.7

IM12 31.6 11.7 23.3 21.7 25 3.3 3.3
IM13 40 10 38.3 11.7 26.7 8.3 5

IM17 40 11.7 11.7 36.7 25 11.7 3.3

IM23 30.1 0 18.3 26.7 16.7 6.7 6.7

IM24 30 5 21.7 30 26.7 0 3.3

IM25 38.4 23.3 5 25 35 1.7 1.7

IM26 25 8.3 30 26.7 10 15 0

IM29 31.7 8.3 15 31.7 18.3 6.7 6.7
IM32 20 13.3 28.3 25 16.7 3.3 0



84

ID Number DIT-%P DIT-%2 DIT-%3 DIT-%4 DIT-%5A DIT-%5B DIT-%6
IIF01 41.7 6.7 0 46.7 31.7 3.3 6.7

IIF06 45 6.7 26.7 10 35 1.7 8.3

IIF08 26.7 11.7 5 43.3 25 1.7 0

IIF09 31.7 0 23.3 35 21.7 6.7 3.3

IIF11 53.3 3.3 6.7 16.7 25 18.3 10

IIF13 30 5 20 36.7 25 0 5

11F19 30 8.3 25 21.7 25 5 0

IIF24 21.7 11.7 36.7 13.3 11.7 10 0
IIF25 63.3 3.3 6.7 23.3 48.3 15 0

IIF26 26.7 10 23.3 28.7 21.7 5 0

IIF28 68.4 1.7 5 13.3 46.7 11.7 10

IIF31 26.7 18.3 16.7 38.3 25 0 1.7

IIF32 46.7 1.7 11.7 30 21.7 18.3 6.7
IIF33 61.6 8.3 1.7 26.7 38.3 8.3 15

IIF34 31.6 5 25 25 20 3.3 8.3

IIF35 28.3 5 25 33.3 23.3 0 5

IIF36 43.3 3.3 11.7 31.7 30 8.3 5

IIF37 40.1 0 13.3 43.3 31.7 6.7 1.7

IIF40 38.4 15 21.7 25 26.7 11.7 0

IIM04 23.3 8.3 6.7 53.3 23.3 0 0

11M06 20 11.7 21.7 45 10 6.7 3.3

IIM10 40 6.7 6.7 35 31.7 8.3 0

IIM12 28.4 11.7 8.3 50 6.7 15 6.7
111v113 15 11.7 21.7 46.7 8.3 5 1.7

IIM25 31.7 5 20 36.7 21.7 10 0

IIM30 23.3 6.7 28.3 35 20 3.3 0

IIM36 31.7 10 16.7 30 21.7 0 10

IIM37 21.7 8.3 25 43.3 21.7 0 0

IIM38 16.7 11.7 25 40 6.7 10 0

IIM40 31.7 0 20 45 31.7 0 0
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ID Number DIT-%P DIT-%2 DIT-%3 DIT-%4 DIT-%5A DIT-%5B DIT-%6

IIIF04 26.6 11.7 36.7 21.7 13.3 13.3 0

IIIF07 53.3 3.3 11.7 23.3 31.7 18.3 3.3

IIIF11 55 8.3 3.3 33.3 38.3 6.7 10

111F13 48.4 11.7 5 28.3 35 11.7 1.7

IIIF18 38.3 15 1.7 35 23.3 10 5

111F20 58.4 1.7 11.7 18.3 40 11.7 6.7

111F23 13.4 11.7 15 36.7 10 1.7 1.7

111F24 46.7 3.3 30 10 33.3 6.7 6.7

II1F26 50 3.3 13.3 16.7 30 10 10

111F29 58.4 16.7 8.3 6.7 35 16.7 6.7

II1F32 33.3 3.3 10 51.7 11.7 13.3 8.3

111F33 16.7 11.7 28.3 40 10 6.7 0

111F37 31.6 3.3 21.7 35 28.3 0 3.3

111F39 35 0 11.7 33.3 26.7 5 3.3

111F40 41.7 11.7 15 31.7 31.7 6.7 3.3

IIIM03 21.7 20 23.3 30 21.7 0 0

IIIM04 28.3 6.7 18.3 26.7 10 10 8.3

IIIM05 43.3 6.7 20 16.7 33.3 6.7 3.3

IIIM11 38.4 3.3 15 35 31.7 5 1.7

IIIM12 30 5 15 36.7 25 0 5

IIIM15 11.7 6.7 28.3 48.3 10 0 1.7

IIIM18 28.3 5 35 28.3 18.3 5 5

IIIM33 43.3 0 35 15 35 5 3.3

111M38 25 1.7 16.7 40 13.3 11.7 0

IIIM39 26.7 5 26.7 35 21.7 5 0

111M40 36.6 3.3 23.3 28.3 18.3 18.3 0
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ID Number DIT-%P DIT-%2 DIT-%3 DIT-%4 DIT-%5A DIT-%5B DIT-%6

IVF02 41.7 0 23.3 28.3 26.7 11.7 3.3

IVF03 30 10 23.3 33.3 23.3 5 1.7

IVF04 45 15 13.3 26.7 41.7 3.3 0

IVF05 59.9 0 5 10 33.3 18.3 8.3

IVF11 51.7 3.3 16.7 16.7 33.3 6.7 11.7

IVF12 55 5 8.3 18.3 26.7 10 18.3

IVF14 45 11.7 11.7 15 31.7 8.3 5

IVF15 43.4 5 13.3 28.3 26.7 15 1.7

IVF16 46.7 8.3 18.3 20 36.7 6.7 3.3

IVF17 53.3 11.7 5 23.3 30 13.3 10

IVF19 50 3.3 25 20 35 15 0

IVF20 65 10 10 5 43.3 15 6.7

IVF21 31.7 6.7 36.7 13.3 25 5 1.7

IVF23 43.4 6.7 10 40 31.7 6.7 5

IVF26 35 1.7 20 35 26.7 3.3 5

IVF31 30 13.3 20 33.3 20 5 5

IVF32 60 0 16.7 16.7 35 16.7 8.3

IVF34 50 3.3 6.7 30 35 8.3 6.7

IVM01 61.6 11.7 6.7 18.3 50 3.3 8.3

IVM05 51.7 6.7 13.3 13.3 36.7 11.7 3.3

IVM07 28.4 8.3 21.7 20 21.7 5 1.7

IVM09 31.7 0 28.3 36.7 10 11.7 10

IVM10 33.4 0 8.3 55 10 6.7 16.7

IVM13 25 10 33.3 30 13.3 11.7 0

IVM16 28.4 6.7 11.7 45 20 6.7 1.7

IVM26 33.3 5 5 56.7 23.3 3.3 6.7

IVM33 48.3 8.3 18.3 20 35 8.3 5

IVM34 46.7 3.3 28.3 20 36.7 8.3 1.7

IVM35 39 0 6.7 40 21.7 8.3 10

1VM36 55 0 5 28.3 33.3 6.7 15
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Appendix E

Data-MBTI Types
ID Number Year School Gender MBTI-Type

IF01 Freshman Female ISTJ

IF03 Freshman Female ENFJ

IF06 Freshman Female ENFP

IF07 Freshman Female ESFJ

IF10 Freshman Female INFP

IF1 1 Freshman Female ESFJ

IF12 Freshman Female ENFP

IF13 Freshman Female ESFJ

IF16 Freshman Female ENFP

IF18 Freshman Female ENFJ

IF25 Freshman Female ENTP

IF27 Freshman Female ESTJ

IF28 Freshman Female INFJ

IF29 Freshman Female ISTJ

IF30 Freshman Female ESTJ

IF32 Freshman Female INTJ

IF35 Freshman Female ENFJ

IF37 Freshman Female ISFJ

IF39 Freshman Female ESFJ

IMOI Freshman Male ESFJ

IM 04 Freshman Male INFJ

IM06 Freshman Male ESTJ

IM07 Freshman Male INTP

IM12 Freshman Male ISTP

IM13 Freshman Male ENFP

IM 17 Freshman Male ENFP

IM 23 Freshman Male ENFP

IM 24 Freshman Male ISTP

IM25 Freshman Male ISFJ

IM26 Freshman Male ISFJ

IM29 Freshman Male INTP

IM32 Freshman Male INTP
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ID Number Year School Gender MBTI-Type

IIF01 Sophomore Female ISFJ

IIF06 Sophomore Female INFP

IIF08 Sophomore Female INFP

IIF09 Sophomore Female ENFP

IIF11 Sophomore Female ISTP

I1F13 Sophomore Female ESFJ

I1F19 Sophomore Female ENFP

IIF24 Sophomore Female ES FP

IIF25 Sophomore Female ISFJ

IIF26 Sophomore Female INTP

IIF28 Sophomore Female ISFP

IIF31 Sophomore Female ENTJ

IIF32 Sophomore Female ENFJ

IIF33 Sophomore Female INTP

IIF34 Sophomore Female ISFP

IIF35 Sophomore Female ISFJ

IIF36 Sophomore Female ENFP

IIF37 Sophomore Female ENFP

IIF40 Sophomore Female ISTP

IlEM04 Sophomore Male ESTJ

IIM06 Sophomore Male ISTJ

IIM10 Sophomore Male ENTP

IIM12 Sophomore Male ENFP

IIM13 Sophomore Male ESFP

IIM25 Sophomore Male ENFP

IIM30 Sophomore Male ENTJ

IIM36 Sophomore Male ESTJ

IIM37 Sophomore Male ISTJ

IIM38 Sophomore Male ISTJ

IIM40 Sophomore Male INFP
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ID Number Year School Gender MBTI-Type

IIIF04 Junior Female ENFP

IIIF07 Junior Female ENFP

IIIF1 1 Junior Female ISTJ

IIIF 1 3 Junior Female ENFP

111F18 Junior Female ISTP

II1F20 Junior Female ENFJ

II1F23 Junior Female ISTJ

II1F24 Junior Female ENTJ

II1F26 Junior Female ISFJ

II1F29 Junior Female INTP

II1F32 Junior Female ESFJ

II1F33 Junior Female ESFJ

II1F37 Junior Female INTJ

II1F39 Junior Female ESTJ

II1F40 Junior Female INFP

IIIM03 Junior Male ESTJ

IIIM04 Junior Male INFP

IIIM05 Junior Male ESTJ

IIIM 11 Junior Male ISTJ

HIM 12 Junior Male ESTJ

HIM 15 Junior Male INFP

IIIM 18 Junior Male ENFP

II1M33 Junior Male INTP

II1M38 Junior Male ISTJ

II1M39 Junior Male ENTP

II1M40 Junior Male ENTP
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ID Number Year School Gender MBTI-Type

IVF02 Senior Female ENTJ

IVF03 Senior Female INTJ

IVF04 Senior Female ESFJ

IVF05 Senior Female ENFJ

IVF11 Senior Female ISTJ

IVF12 Senior Female ENFP

IVF14 Senior Female ENFJ

IVF15 Senior Female ENFP

IVF16 Senior Female INFP

IVF17 Senior Female INFJ

IVF19 Senior Female ENFP

IVF20 Senior Female INFP

IVF21 Senior Female ENFJ

IVF23 Senior Female ESFJ

IVF26 Senior Female ISTJ

IVF31 Senior Female ENFP

IVF32 Senior Female INFP

IVF34 Senior Female INTJ

IVM01 Senior Male ESTP

IVM05 Senior Male ENFP

IVM07 Senior Male ESTJ

IVM09 Senior Male ISTJ

IVM10 Senior Male ISTJ

IVM13 Senior Male ISTJ

IVM16 Senior Male ISTP

IVM26 Senior Male INTP

IVM33 Senior Male ISTP

IVM34 Senior Male ISTJ

IVM35 Senior Male INFP

IVM36 Senior Male INTJ
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Appendix F

Analysis of Variance Tables

Table 2
Analysis of Variance

% Stage 2 Score by Year in School and Gender
Source Sum-of-Square DF Mean-Square F-Ratio P
Year School 227.960 3 75.987 2.502 0.063
Gender 8.077 1 8.077 0.266 0.607
Year School

X Gender 56.067 3 18.689 0.615 0.606
Error 3340.638 110 30.369
Total 3632.742 117

Table 3
Analysis of Variance

% Stage 3 by Year in School and Gender
Source Sum-of-Square DF Mean-Square F-Ratio P
Year School 269.070 3 89.690 1.106 0.350
Gender 668.337 1 668.337 8.239 0.005
Year School

X Gender 457.841 3 152.614 1.881 0.137
Error 8923.406 110 81.122
Total 10318.654 117

Table 4
Analysis of Variance

% Stage 4 Score by Year in School and Gender
Source Sum-of-Square DF Mean-Square F-Ratio P
Year School 976.798 3 325.599 2.747 0.046
Gender 684.726 1 684.726 5.777 0.018
Year School

X Gender 1445.324 3 481.775 4.064 0.009
Error 13038.850 110 118.535
Total 16154.698 117
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Appendix G

% Stage Levels by Personality Type
Type Number Percentage % Stage 2 % Stage 3 % Stage 4 % P

ISTJ 15 12.7% 5.447 18.440 36.330 32.920

ISFJ 7 5.9% 7.129 15.714 30.714 38.571

INFJ 3 2.5% 12.800 15.567 27.767 38.900

INTJ 5 4.2% 5.980 15.680 28.980 41.980

ISTP 7 5.9% 9.286 15.014 27.629 38.329

ISFP 2 1.7% 3.350 15.000 19.150 50.000

INFP 11 9.3% 5.618 15.909 26.973 41.891

INTP 8 6.8% 8.325 18.325 27.350 37.925

ESTP 1 0.8% 11.700 6.700 18.300 61.600

ESFP 2 1.7% 11.700 29.200 30.000 18.350

ENFP 21 17.8% 6.981 18.329 27.776 39.224

ENTP 4 3.4% 3.750 20.850 26.250 40.000

ESTJ 10 8.5% 11.000 15.840 33.340 29.680

ESFJ 10 8.5% 9.840 16.000 38.860 32.330

ENFJ 8 6.8% 5.438 16.263 20.400 44.163

ENTJ 4 3.4% 7.075 24.575 27.900 34.600
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Appendix H
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Appendix I

Cover Letters

Dear University of Iowa Student,

1317 Burns Avenue
Iowa City, IA 52240
354-1212
March 23, 1992

In recent years, there has been a great deal of discussion about how college students make important
decisions. This discussion is especially crucial because you are in a period of your life when you are
making many critical decisions. Specifically, this study has been developed to investigate how certain
personal preferences may relate to your decision making process.

You are one of a small number of college students being asked to provide information on this subject.
Your name was drawn from a random sample of full-time undergraduate students attending The University
of Iowa. In order that the results will truly represent the thinking of the students at the Iowa, it is
important that each questionnaire be completed and returned. It is also important that the questionnaire be
completed by the person to whom it is addressed.

You may be assured of complete confidentiality. The services of Administrative Data Processing have been
used to label and mail these envelopes. I have no way of connecting your name or address with your
completed questionnaire. The questionnaire itself contains an identification number which allows me to
determine if your questionnaire has been returned. Your name will never be known to me. Your return of
this questionnaire will indicate you have consented to participate in this study. This research project and
this request for information from you complies with the Iowa Fair Information Practices Act.

The results of this research will be made available to people who work with college students and to others
who are interested. You may receive a summary of results by writing "copy of results requested" on the
back of the return envelope, and printing your name and address below it. Please do not put this
information on the questionnaire itself. I expect to have the results ready to send late in the summer.

I would be most happy to answer any questions you might have. Please write or call. My telephone
number is 354-1212.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Timothy R. McMahon
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March 30, 1992
Last week a questionnaire seeking information about how you make important decisions
was mailed to you. Your name was drawn from a random sample of full-time
undergraduate students attending The University of Iowa.

If you have already completed and returned the questionnaire to me, please accept my
sincere thanks. If not, please do so today. Because it has been sent to only a small, but
representative, sample of Iowa students, it is extremely important that your attitudes also be
included in the study if the results are to accurately represent the decision making processes
of Iowa students.

If by some chance you did not receive the questionnaire, or if it got misplaced, please call
me right now (354-1212) and I will get another one in the mail to you today.

Sincerely,

Timothy R. McMahon
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1317 Burns Avenue
Iowa City, IA 52240
354-1212
April 6, 1992

Dear University of Iowa Student,

About two weeks ago, I wrote to you seeking information about how you make decisions.
This research has been undertaken because of my belief that how college students make
critical decisions is an important area of study.

I am writing to you again because of the significance each questionnaire has to the
usefulness of this study. Your name was drawn through a random sampling process
involving all full-time undergraduate students at The University of Iowa. This means that
only about one out of every 80 students at Iowa are being asked to complete this
questionnaire. In order for the results to be truly representative of the decision making
processes of all Iowa students it is essential that each person in the sample return their
questionnaire. As mentioned in my last letter, the questionnaire must be completed by the
person named on the envelope. Your responses will be completely confidential. Your
return of this questionnaire will indicate you have consented to participate in this study.
This research project and this request for information from you complies with the Iowa Fair
Information Practices Act.

In the event that your questionnaire has been misplaced, a replacement is enclosed.

Your contribution is greatly appreciated.

Most Sincerely,

Timothy R. McMahon
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Appendix J

APPENDIX C

STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE REGARDING THE PROTECTION OF THE
RIGHTS OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS

Submit to your departmental reviewer or to Committee D. The materials should be
submitted at least 30 days before approval is needed. Questions about review
procedures may be,directed to the chairperson of Committee D.

711 E e'^- ,HIP 13 76v cc mt- ID( ,2 0/ L' e,7
Title of proposal 4- /.--t? A' :5 Cy / / 7 r 7--r C LI ex5 /yr im-DR,026.de,4 011,4re

Principal investigator 71,17071-1Y k, T 147,4 ty04, Phone 335- ci 3(c-,

Campus address / )-2 )e-/vv w/4" D, frc". Department es /4wA/c e SrAnr/ce S

Faculty sponsor (if student investigator)

INSTRUCTIONS. Append three copies of the statement which deals with the following
matters:

1. Characterize the potential subjects for this research and indicate the specific
manner by which the subjects will be recruited.

2. Provide a copy of any consent form that will be used and a written statement of
what the participant will be told before agreeing to serve as a subject, and
indicate whether this information will be provided to the potential subject in
writing.

3. Describe the actual procedures to which the participating subjects will be
exposed. Copies of questionnaires should be submitted.

4. Describe the specific steps that will be taken to protect the rights of the
research participants in terms of confidentiality of information, invasion of
privacy, informed consent, and psychological, physical, and social risks.

5. Whenever appropriate and reasonable, provide documentation of the basis for
judging that the benefits of the research exceed the risk to participants.

As the investigator responsible for this research, I will provide whatever
supervision is required to assure that the procedures described herein will be used
with all research participants.

Date t--e-r--1
2-

.2_

Signature of Investigator

For Reviewer and Committee use only

Reviewer Date received

Reviewer action: Minimal risk More than minimal risk

Committee action: Approved I//' Approved with modification

Date a(), ItrZ,

Not approved

Redacted for privacy

Redacted for privacy



101

Appendix K

tiyaiPsychologists
Consulting

Press. Inc.

TIMOTHY R. McMAHON
1317 Burns Avenue
Iowa City, Iowa 52240

PERMISSION AGREEMENT
Agreement Issued March 6. 1992
Customer Number H2949
Invoice Number 5 711 4-414
Permission Code 6811

In response to your request of February 19, 1992. upon concurrent receipt by Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc., of this
signed Permission Agreement and payment of the Permission Fee, permission is hereby granted to you to modify and
reproduce the Myers-Briggs Type Indienior 0, Form G incorporating it as part of a booklet containing another instrument
also for research use on your dissertation entitled 'The Relationship Between Moral Development and Personality Type of
University Undergraduates.' Research will be conducted February 1992 through June 1992 and you will make 320 copies
only. You may NOT reproduce these items in your dissertation. This Permission Agreement shall automatically terminate
upon violation of this Permission Agreement including, but not limited to. failure to pay the Permission Fee of
(320 copies a .42) + $25.00 processing fee = $108.80 + 52.5.00 = $138.80 total or by failure to sign and return this
Permission Agreement within 45 days from March 6, 1992.
The permission granted hereunder is limited to this project only.
The permission granted hereunder shall be for research use of printed material only.

This Permission Agreement shall be subject to the following conditions:

(a) Any material reproduced must be used in accordance with the guidelines of the American Psychological
Association.

(b) Any material reproduced must contain the following credit lines:

'Reproduced by special permission of the Publisher. Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc., Palo Alto, CA 94303
from Myers-Briggs Type Indicator - Form G by Katharine C. Briggs and Isabel Briggs Myers. Copyright 1977 by
Peter Briggs Myers and Katherine D. Myers. All rights reserved. Further reproduction is prohibited without the
Publisher's consent."

and Myers-Briggs Type Indicator are registered trademiirks of Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc.

(c) None of the materials may be sold or used for purposes other than those mentioned above, including, but not
limited to, any commercial or for-profit use.

(d) One copy of any material reproduced will be sent to the Publisher immediately after its completion to indicate that
the appropriate credit line has been used.

(e) Timothy R. McMahon and any and all associated entities agree to automatically assign any and all right, title, and
interest which it/she/he/they may have in any derivative work(s) created under this Permission Agreement in
perpetuity to Consulting Psychologists Press. Inc. (CPP) or as directed by CPI', immediately upon completion
and without further consideration.

CONSULTING PSYCHOLOGISTS PRESS, INC.

isne s - Permission Specialist

,C4401 a2k /41101s

I AGREE TO THE ABOVE CONDITIONS

By
Timothy R. McMahon

ct / ciDate

Redacted for privacy Redacted for privacy




