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ABSTRACT 

MARGIE WILLIAMSON 

MORAL JUDGMENT LEVELS OF NCAA DIVISION III BASKETBALL PLAYERS 

MAY2010 

Sport participation and spectatorship in America continues to increase among all 

ages. As youth and high school participation increases across the nation, the National 

Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) has also seen an increase in its membership and 

participation over the last decade. Parents, coaches, and athletes contest adamantly that 

sport participation is a valuable tool in socializing our youth and building men and 

women of character. There is a growing concern that participation in college athletics, 

specifically at the NCAA Division I level, may actually have a negative impact on the 

moral development of the student-athlete. However, very little data are available on the 

moral judgment development of NCAA Division III athletes. 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the moral judgment levels of NCAA 

Division III student-athletes who participated in men's and women's basketball at public, 

nonreligious universities and private, religious universities. Differences in moral 

judgment levels based on gender, university type, levels of education, and population 

were investigated. Thirty-eight participants completed the online Defining Issues Test-2. 

Only 21 participants had complete data that could be used for analysis. 

Although the P score means of the males were slightly lower than the females', 

this difference was not statistically significant. Likewise, the P score means of those 

students who attended the religious university were slightly higher than those who 

V 



attended the nonreligious university, but the differences were not statistically significant. 

Based on a visual comparison of the P score means by education levels, the P score 

means decreased between the sample's sophomore year and senior year. However, there 

were no statistical differences reported. Finally, the sample population P score mean was 

29.38 and the normative P score mean was 34.31. 

Even though the results of this study are limited by the low response rate and 

negligible statistical effect size, this was the first attempt to use the online version of the 

DIT2 in an uncontrolled environment and with a population of athletes. Fully 

understanding the culture of athletics and its impact on its members could potentially lead 

to a positive change to the culture of sport. 

vi 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

DEDICATION.; ............................................................................... iii 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS .......................................................................................... iv 

ABSTRACT ................................................................................................................. V 

LIST OF TABLES ...................................................................................................... ix 

Chapter 

I. INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................... 1 

Significance of Study ....................................................................................... 5 
Purpose of St1:).dy .............................................................................................. 5 
Operational Definitions .................................................................................... 6 
Research Questions .......................................................................................... 8 
Assumptions ..................................................................................................... 9 
Delimitations .................................................................................................... 9 

II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE ................................................................................ 10 

Introduction .................................................................................................... 10 
Kohlberg's Stage Theory ............................................................................... 10 
Kohlberg's Stages of Moral Development .................................................... 11 
Reliability and Validity of the Moral Judgment Interview ............................ 16 
James Rest: Background, Theory, and Research with the DIT .................... 19 

Background ........................................................................................ 19 
Theory ................................................................................................ 20 
Four-Component Model ..................................................................... 22 
Moral Schemas of the DIT ................................................................. 25 
DIT Research: Gender Differences and Age/Education Levels ........ 27 

Other Moral Judgment Instruments ............................................................... 32 
Hall's Sport Questionnaire ................................................................. 32 
The Hahm-Beller Value Choice Inventory ........................................ 34 

Relevant Research on Moral Judgment Levels with Athletes ....................... 3 7 

vii 



Summary ........................................................................................................ 46 

III. METHOD ............................................................................................................ 48 

Participants ..................................................................................................... 49 
Instrument ...................................................................................................... 50 

Correlation of P Score and N2 Index ........................................................ 54 
Procedures ...................................................................................................... 55 
Design and Analysis ...................................................................................... 56 

IV. PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS ...................................................................... 58 

Introduction .................................................................................................... 58 
Results of the Statistical Analysis .................................................................. 59 

Research Question One ............................................................................. 59 
Research Question Two ............................................................................ 59 
Research Question Three .......................................................................... 60 
Research Question Four ............................................................................ 61 
Research Question Five ............................................................................ 62 

Summary ........................................................................................................ 63 

V. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
FOR FURTHER STUDY ..................................................................................... 65 

Summary ........................................................................................................ 65 
Discussion ...................................................................................................... 66 

NCAA Divisional Differences .................................................................. 70 
Educational Environment .......................................................................... 71 
Limitations of Results ............................................................................... 72 
Reflections ................................................................................................ 72 

Conclusion ..................................................................................................... 73 
Recommendations for Further Study ............................................................. 75 

REFERENCES .......................................................................................................... 76 

APPENDICES 

A. Online Defining Issues Test-2 ................................................................. 83 
B. Solicitation Email to Head Basketball Coaches ....................................... 97 
C. Solicitation Email to Participants ........................................................... 100 
D. Approval Letter from Institutional Review Board ................................. 102 

viii 



Summary ........................................................................................................ 46 

III. METHOD ............................................................................................................ 48 

Participants ..................................................................................................... 49 
Instrument ...................................................................................................... 50 

Correlation of P Score and N2 Index ........................................................ 54 
Procedures ...................................................................................................... 55 
Design and Analysis ...................................................................................... 56 

IV. PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS ...................................................................... 58 

Introduction .................................................................................................... 58 
Results of the Statistical Analysis .................................................................. 59 

Research Question One ............................................................................. 59 
Research Question Two ............................................................................ 59 
Research Question Three .......................................................................... 60 
Research Question Four ............................................................................ 61 
Research Question Five ............................................................................ 62 

Summary ........................................................................................................ 63 

V. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
FOR FURTHER STUDY ..................................................................................... 65 

Summary ........................................................................................................ 65 
Discussion ...................................................................................................... 66 

NCAA Divisional Differences .................................................................. 70 
Educational Environment .......................................................................... 71 
Limitations of Results ............................................................................... 72 
Reflections ................................................................................................ 72 

Conclusion ..................................................................................................... 73 
Recommendations for Further Study ............................................................. 75 

REFERENCES .......................................................................................................... 76 

APPENDICES 

A. Online Defining Issues Test-2 ................................................................. 83 
B. Solicitation Email to Head Basketball Coaches ....................................... 97 
C. Solicitation Email to Participants ........................................................... 100 
D. Approval Letter from Institutional Review Board ................................. 102 

vm 



LIST OFT ABLES 

Table Page 

1. Participants' Age-Gender Breakdown .................................................................. 59 

2. P Score Means by Gender ..................................................................................... 60 

3. P Score Means by University Type ...................................................................... 61 

4. P Score Means by Education Level ...................................................................... 62 

5. P Score Means of Total Sample and CSED DIT2 Scores .................................... 63 

6. P Score Means by Classification of this Study and from the 
CSED (Bebeau & Thoma, 2003) .......................................................................... 67 

7. P Score Means of the Current Sample 
Compared to Bredemeier & Shields (1984) ........................................................... 68 

ix 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Sport has become a microcosm of life and the society in which we live. Sporting 

events such as the Olympic Games, the Tour de France, America's Super Bowl, and 

soccer's World Cup have become an important part of societies around the globe 

(Coakley, 2007). Sport has a universal impact on cultures, societies, and individuals 

cutting across the lines of age, gender, ethnicity, and race. 

There was a time when people here (South Africa) did not play sports. It was 

during the time of protests and uprisings. Our children were preoccupied. The 

people were preoccupied. Now on Sundays, you walk along and see people 

playing soccer and cricket and basketball. I think sport is a uniting factor for us-

a way to reach out to people of other colors. It can be done through sports. People 

who play together can learn together. (Hetzel, 2002, p. 155) 

Sport participation and spectatorship in America continues to increase among all ages: 

youth, adolescents, adults, and senior citizens (Woods, 2007). As youth and high school 

participation increases across the nation, the National Collegiate Athletic Association 

(NCAA) has also seen an increase in its membership and participation over the last 

decade (NCAA, 2008c ). 

The NCAA was originally founded as the Intercollegiate Athletic Association of 

the United States (IAAUS) in 1906 and in 1910 was renamed to its current title. By 1973 
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the membership had grown in numbers, and the NCAA divided its membership into three 

levels: Division I, II, and III (NCAA, 2008a). The main difference among the levels in 

regard to athletics is the number of sports the institution sponsors and the number of 

scholarships provided per sport. Division I member institutions must sponsor at least 

seven women's sports and seven men's sports, including two team sports for each gender. 

Division II and III member institutions are required to sponsor at least five sports for each 

gender with two team sports for each gender. The number of full scholarships allowed 

per sport varies based on the Division in which the member institution competes. 

Division I basketball teams are allowed 15 full scholarships; Division II basketball teams 

are allowed 10 full scholarships; and Division III basketball teams are not allowed any 

athletic scholarships (NCAA, 2008a). Division III member institutions cannot provide 

any financial aid based on athletic ability. All grant and aid is based on academic merit 

and financial need. 

Each division is distinguished by its own core mission and philosophy statements. 

Division I member institutions "strive for regional and national excellence and 

prominence ... and (are expected to) sponsor at the highest feasible level of intercollegiate 

competition the revenue producing sports of basketball and/or football" (NCAA, 2008d, 

p. 1 ). The Division III philosophy; however, focuses on the overall academic and college 

experience of the student-athlete. The leaders of Division III colleges and universities 

agree that priority be placed on the student-athletes' academic success and graduation and 

the quality of the overall educational experience. Division III athletic departments are 

more interested in the impact sport participation has on student-athletes than on the 
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spectators' entertainment (NCAA, 2008e ). Since Division III athletes do not receive 

scholarships as a reward for their athletic abilities and the focus is not on national 

prominence, it could feasibly be argued that Division III athletes are true amateur athletes 

whose moral judgment levels are not affected by the pressures and/or any alleged 

negative influences of college athletics. 

The fundamental premise that sport builds character has been the topic of debate 

for social psychologists, sport sociologists, and researchers for over three decades. 

Parents, coaches, and athletes contest adamantly that sport participation is a valuable tool 

in socializing our youth and building men and women of character (Coakley, 2007; 

Shields & Bredemeier, 1995; Woods, 2007). Although sports generate enthusiasm for 

local sport organizations, interscholastic teams, collegiate programs, and professional 

organizations, the spotlight is often on the delinquent and unethical behavior of 

administrators, coaches, and athletes. Society is questioning the long standing belief 

about the positive contributions of sport participation. A multitude of studies have been 

conducted in an attempt to measure the moral judgment levels of the general population 

(nonathletes) and athletes of all ages (Beller & Stoll, 2004; Bredemeier & Shields, 1984; 

Brower, 1992; Hahm, 1989; Hall, 1981 ). An inverse relationship between sport 

participation and moral judgment levels was found in these studies. Based on research 

using the Hahm-Beller Value Choice Inventory (HBVCI), J.M. Beller (personal 

communication, June 11, 2008) claims that there is not a significant difference in moral 

judgment levels among Division I, II, and III athletes (Beller & Stoll, 2004). However, 

current studies did not focus specifically on NCAA Division III athletes. 
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There is a growing concern that participation in college athletics may actually 

have a negative impact on the moral development of the student-athlete. As previously 

stated, studies conducted to examine the moral judgment levels of student-athletes have 

primarily been with high school and/or NCAA Division I or II athletes (Beller, 1990; 

Bredemeier & Sheilds, 1984; Hahm, 1989; Hall, 1981; Lata, 2006). According to the 

NCAA (2007a), there is a distinct difference in philosophies and missions of institutions 

sponsoring Division I athletics versus the philosophies of institutions sponsoring Division 

III athletics. Division I athletes are motivated by external rewards such as scholarships, 

community popularity, national popularity, and the potential of continuing a professional 

career. Likewise, with the large amounts of money invested in Division I athletic 

departments, administrators and coaches must maintain a "win at all costs" mentality or 

risk losing their administrative or coaching positions (Coakley, 2007; Woods, 2007). 

In contrast, NCAA Division III athletes do not receive any athletic scholarships, 

and they typically realize they do not have the talent, ability, or interest to become a 

professional in their sport of choice. Also, NCAA Division III athletic departments are 

not motivated by mega-million dollar television contracts or national corporate 

sponsorships; therefore, they are not prone to the same "win at all costs" pressures that 

Division I athletic departments face. Yet, the Division III athlete is considered to be less 

moral than his/her nonathlete counterpart based on data from primarily high school 

and/or Division I or II athletes and nonathletes (Beller & Stoll, 2004). 
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Significance of Study 

This study will contribute to the body of literature on moral judgment levels of 

student-athletes by providing data specifically related to the NCAA Division III athlete. 

The results could potentially differentiate the NCAA Division III student-athlete from the 

NCAA Division II or I student-athlete, thus illuminating the possibility that the NCAA 

Division III experience may not have the same impact on moral development as the 

Division I or II experience. If a negative correlation between NCAA Division III athletic 

participation and moral judgment were to be found in the current study, it may indicate a 

need for Division III presidents and athletic directors to evaluate the mission and goals of 

their athletic departments. Further, this study will provide a base for future research with 

athletes of a variety of Division III sports, both team and individual. Likewise, it will 

provide a base for comparative use of the Defining Issues Test-2 (DIT2) with NCAA 

Division I and II athletes. 

Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine the moral judgment levels of NCAA 

Division III student-athletes who participated in men's and women's basketball at public, 

nonreligious universities and private, religious universities. Gender differences in moral 

judgment levels were also examined. In addition, differences in moral judgment levels 

based on levels of education were investigated. The Center for the Study of Ethical 

Development (CSED) established a database of norms of moral judgment levels for the 

general population using the DIT2 (Bebeau & Thoma, 2003). These norms were used as a 
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scale to determine the moral judgment levels of the participants in this study in relation to 

those established by the CSED. 

Operational Definitions 

For the purpose of this study, the following terms were utilized: 

Amateur: Those who play for the intrinsic satisfaction of improving fitness, 

enjoying competition, refining physical skills, working as part of a team, or simply 

embracing the challenge and excitement of testing skills against other competitors 

(Coakley, 2007). 

Athletic environment: The total atmosphere or climate in which the athlete 

functions as when working towards his/her team goal. 

Character: The possession of those personal qualities or virtues that facilitate the 

consistent display of moral action (Shields & Bredemeier, 1995). 

Defining Issues Test (DIT): A rate and rank quantitative instrument designed to 

measure moral judgment levels using general social dilemmas (Rest, Narvaez, Thoma, & 

Bebeau, 1999). 

Defining Issues Test 2 (DIT2): The revised version of the DIT. This version has 

fewer, updated social dilemmas (Rest, Narvaez, Thoma et al., 1999). 

Hahm-Beller Values Choice Inventory (HBVCI): A moral value choice 

quantitative inventory that analyzes how people judge what ought to be done in sport 

specific dilemmas (Beller & Stoll, 2004). 

Honesty: The condition or capacity of being trustworthy or truthful (Beller & 

Stoll, 2004). 
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Justice: The primary regard for the value and equality of all human beings 

(Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977). 

Moral: The principles or rules of right conduct or the distinction between right 

and wrong (Kohlberg, 1975). 

Moral Judgment Interview: A paper-pencil, qualitative instrument designed to 

measure the moral stage the respondent functions in making decisions based on general 

social dilemmas (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987). 

National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA): The national governing body 

for intercollegiate member institutions. 

NCAA Division I Athletics: The highest level of intercollegiate athletic 

competition. This division provides the maximum number of full scholarships for each 

sport as allowed by the NCAA. 

NCAA Division II Athletics: Intercollegiate athletic programs that offer a limited 

number of athletic scholarships as allowed by the NCAA. 

NCAA Division III Athletics: Intercollegiate athletic programs that do not award 

scholarships to athletes based on athletic performance or ability. 

Postconventional reasoning: Considered to be the highest level of moral reasoning 

characterized by social principles rather than self-interest or social law. Reasoning at this 

level reflects Kohlberg's stages five and six in his six-stage theory (Kohlberg, 1975). 

P Score (P Index or Principled Score): The developmental score used on the DIT 

and DIT2. It is the percentage of postconventional reasoning preferred by the respondent. 
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The P score ranges from Oto 95. A high P score represents high moral judgment 

development (Rest, 1994; Rest, Narvaez, Thoma et al., 1999). 

Responsibility: Accounting for one's actions in the past, present, and future 

(Beller & Stoll, 2004). 

Sportsmanship: Conduct and attitude considered as befitting participants in sports, 

especially fair play, courtesy, striving spirit, and grace in losing (Woods, 2007). 

Student-Athlete: A male or female university student competing in intercollegiate 

athletics. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions guided the study: 

1. Does the type of university, religiously affiliated university or nonreligiously 

affiliated university, and the gender of the student-athlete have an impact on the 

Division III student-athlete's moral judgment levels? 

2. Is there a difference in moral judgment levels of Division III male and female 

basketball student-athletes? 

3. Is there a difference in the moral judgment levels of Division III student-athletes 

who attend a public, nonreligious university and those who attend a private, 

religious university? 

4. Is there a difference in moral judgment levels based on the education level of the 

student-athlete? 

5. Is there a difference between the sample population of student-athletes and the 

population norms established by the Center for the Study of Ethics (CSED)? 
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Assumptions 

For this study, the following assumptions were made: 

1. The researcher .will assume that each participant will be truthful and honest in 

completing the online DIT2. 

2. The researcher will assume the selected participant is the person actually 

responding to the online survey. 

3. The researcher will assume the DIT2 does indeed measure moral judgment levels. 

Delimitation 

The following was considered to be a possible delimitation to this study: 

The participants will be limited to male and female basketball student-athletes who 

compete at Division III nonreligious and/or religious universities in the Southwest 

region of the United States. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The theoretical framework guiding the study will be discussed in this chapter. In 

addition, a review of cognitive development theory on moral development established by 

Lawrence Kohlberg (1958) and the revision of his stage theory as developed by James 

Rest ( 1979) will be explored. Finally, relevant research relating to the investigation of 

moral judgment levels of interscholastic and intercollegiate athletes will be examined. 

Kohlberg' s Stage Theory 

Although the exploration of moral development dates back to 1932 when Jean 

Piaget established the structural approach to cognitive development in moral behavior 

research, this review will begin with the cognitive development theories of Lawrence 

Kohlberg, who, through longitudinal and cross-cultural studies redefined and validated 

Piaget's stage theory (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977; Kohlberg & Wasserman,1980). 

Kohlberg's longitudinal and cross-cultural studies resulted in Kohlberg postulating that a 

person passes "through successive stages of moral judgment, each stage characterized by 

its particular mode of organizing the social and moral order" (Rest, Turiel, & Kohlberg, 

1969, p. 225). 

The concept of stages of cognitive development refers to the structure of one's 

reasoning. Kohl berg ( 197 5) described three characteristics implied by the concept of his 
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stage theory. First, he claimed that stages are "structured wholes" (p. 48). According to 

this characteristic, fifty percent of an individual's moral reasoning is drawn from one 

stage and the other half is drawn from the stage he or she is moving into or leaving. 

Secondly, Kohlberg believed that stages form an "invariant sequence" (p.48). That is to 

say, moral reasoning development is always forward, in sequence to the next stage 

without skipping a stage. The third characteristic is that stages are "hierarchical 

integrations" (p.48). In other words, individuals can comprehend dilemmas at their 

current stage of moral reasoning as well as the lower stages, and they function at their 

highest available stage. Kohlberg's six stages are divided into three distinct levels. These 

levels and stages are discussed below. 

Kohlberg's Stages of Moral Development 

The base for moral reasoning begins with a preconventional perspective on moral 

judgment. The preconventional level is where Kohlberg believed all children begin in 

their moral development process. This level is characterized by the child being 

responsive to cultural labels and rules of good and bad and right or wrong. Decisions are 

based on whether he or she will receive a reward or punishment for the behavior. The 

preconventional level is predominantly associated with pre-adolescent children; however, 

adolescents and/or adults who have not progressed to higher levels of moral development 

are considered to function at the preconventional level. This level is divided into the 

following two stages (Kohlberg, 1975): 
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Stage 1: The punishment-and-obedience orientation. In this stage, the child obeys 

the demands of the caretaker to avoid punishment. The child does not question the power 

of the caretaker. Being 'good' is obeying the rules or demands of the caretaker. 

Stage 2: The instrumental-relativist orientation. In this stage the child begins to 

become more self-centered and the choice of behavior is guided by what pleases or 

satisfies the child, not the person or persons making the demands. Behavior is guided by 

an exchange of favors. 

Kohlberg theorized that most adults attain the ability to reason at the second level 

of moral development, the conventional level. This level is characterized by an individual 

seeking to maintain the expectations of his or her group, family, or nation. People seek to 

conform to the expectations of those closest to them and to maintain social order. This 

level is divided into the following two stages (Kohlberg, 1975): 

Stage 3: The interpersonal concordance or "good boy - nice girl" orientation. In 

this stage the child or person becomes aware of the interpersonal exchange in a two-way 

relationship that involves loyalty, gratitude, and a mutual caring for each other. Moral 

behavior is guided by being cooperative, considerate, and caring within a reciprocal 

relationship with friends and allies. 

Stage 4: The "law and order" orientation. The person in this stage is not only 

guided by the idea of cooperating within a reciprocal relationship but also by following 

the laws established by society. Maintaining social order by respecting authority and 

fixed rules guides moral behavior. 

12 



The final level, the postconventional or principled level, is depicted by individuals 

making moral decisions based on validity and application of the principle of the situation. 

Individuals who reason from this level are able to separate themselves from the group and 

make decisions apart from the authority of the group. Kohlberg's research indicated that 

very few, if any, ever reach this level of moral reasoning (Rest, 1979; Rest, Narvaez, 

Bebeau, Thoma, 1999a). This level is divided into the following two stages (Kohlberg, 

1975). 

Stage 5: The social-contract legalistic orientation. In this stage moral behavior or 

right action is guided by individual rights and standards that are generally agreed upon by 

the entire society. What is right for society is whatever has been decided by the due 

process of group consensus. 

Stage 6: The universal-ethical-principle orientation. In this stage moral behavior 

or right actions are based on abstract ethical principles that are characterized by the 

universal concept of justice. The respect and dignity of human individuals guide behavior 

in this stage. 

Kohlberg devised a series of interview questions, the Moral Judgment Interview 

(MJI) instrument (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987), to examine the content (the "What would 

you do?") and to further probe at the structure (the "Why?") of the reasoning behind the 

choice. One of his most well-known stories poses the dilemma as to whether or not a 

husband should steal a drug to save his dying wife. The husband cannot afford the drug 

and the seller will not reduce the cost of the drug. The moral dilemma of to steal or not to 

steal is posed to the interviewee. Based on the given response, Kohlberg would classify 
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the interviewee as being in one of the six stages in terms of his or her moral judgment 

level. 

Kohlberg clearly differentiated between the structures of moral reasoning and the 

content of one's moral judgment. The content was the concrete choice of action a person 

made. The structure of moral judgment was the reasoning used to make the moral 

judgment. One's moral reasoning, according to Kohlberg, centered on the universal value 

of justice (Kohlberg, 1975; Kohlberg & Wasserman, 1980). Justice is defined as "the 

primary regard for the value and equality of all human beings and for reciprocity in 

human relations (and) is a basic and universal standard" (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977, p. 56). 

Kohlberg's theory maintains that for a conflict to reach a truly moral resolution, the 

universally applicable principle of justice must be used in the moral judgment and 

reasoning process (Kohlberg, 1975). 

Kohlberg (1963) believed that moral reasoning developed over time through the 

six stages based on data analysis of his longitudinal and cross-cultural studies. 

Kohlberg's theory suggests that people have the capacity to advance from the early, 

preconventional stage to the higher, more complex postconventional stage (Kohlberg & 

Hersh, 1977). According to Kohlberg, an individual attains the ability to progress from 

one stage to another through his or her social interactions and entering into reciprocal 

relationships. Moral reasoning development is determined by an individual's interaction 

with the environment (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977). Furthermore, Kohlberg claimed that 

once an individual attains a higher level of moral judgment, that higher stage is never lost 

(Kohl berg, 197 5). 
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In an initial effort to investigate and support his six-stage theory of moral 

development, Kohlberg (1963) obtained data from a core group of 72 boys from Chicago 

suburban areas. The boys in this preliminary research were of three age groups: 10, 13, 

and 16 years of age. Even though half the boys were from lower to lower-middle class 

families and half were from upper-middle class families; all the boys were comparable in 

I.Q. Data from this group were also combined with data collected from a group of 24 six

year-olds, a group of 50 girls and boys aged 13, and a group of 24 delinquents aged 16 

who all lived outside of Boston. Kohlberg intentionally combined these groups to analyze 

possible age trends in moral thought (Kohlberg, 1963). 

Data collection consisted of conducting two-hour tape-recorded interviews using 

Kohlberg's hypothetical moral dilemmas as previously described in this current research 

study. Each dilemma presented to the participants included a situation in which the 

participant was asked to choose between an act of obedience ·to legal-social rules or to 

commands of an authoritative figure ( obedience-serving) or choose the needs or welfare 

of another human being (need-serving). Once the participant made a choice between 

obedience-serving or need-serving, the interviewer asked questions to further probe the 

thinking underlying the choice. After careful review, coding, and classification of 50 to 

150 statements articulated by each participant, Kohlberg (1963) used the data to define 

his six original types (later named stages) grouped into three distinct levels. 

Further investigation of these responses also revealed six distinct levels of 

motives that were congruent with each of the six developmental types or stages. The 

levels of motives were as follows (Kohlberg, 1963): 
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1. Punishment by another (p. 10) 

2. Manipulation of goods, rewards by another (p. 10) 

3. Disapproval by others (p. 10) 

4. Censure by legitimate authorities followed by guilt feelings (p. 10) 

5. Community respect and disrespect (p. 10) 

6. Self-condemnation (p. 10) 

Judges trained in Kohlberg's theory assigned the participants' responses to the moral 

levels with a sufficient degree of agreement with product-moment correlations ranging 

from .68 to .84 (Kohlberg, 1963). 

Reliability and Validity of the Moral Judgment Interview 

The Moral Judgment Interview (MJI) consists of three forms, Form A, Form B, 

and Form C. Each form has three different hypothetical moral dilemmas that address the 

same moral issues of life, law, and justice. Each dilemma is followed by several probing 

questions in an attempt to investigate the underlying reasons of each participant's choice. 

Test-retest interviews were conducted with 43 participants using Form A, 31 participants 

using Form B, and 10 participants using both A and B. Correlations between Time 1 and 

Time 2 for Form A was .96 and was .97 for Form B (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987). 

Moreover, almost all participants were scored within one-third stage of each other. Colby 

and Kohl berg ( 1987) note that 7 5% of participants received identical scores on both 

Forms. 

In addition to the test-retest reliability of each form, the same procedure was used 

to establish interrater reliability (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987). Twenty Form A interviews 
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were scored independently by five raters and 10 Form B interviews were scored 

independently by four raters. Furthermore, 20 Form C longitudinal interviews were 

scored by two raters (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987). Correlation between Raters 1 and 2 on 

Form A test-retest was .98, Form B was .96, and correlation on Form C was .93. Finally, 

Cronbach's a for the three interview forms were: Form A, .92, Form B, .96, and Form C, 

.94. Colby and Kohlberg (1987) present data that substantially support the MJI is 

statistically reliable. 

With regard to validity, that is, the MJI being an instrument that does provide an 

assessment of moral judgment levels or stages, Colby and Kohlberg ( 1987) present cross

cultural longitudinal data to support the validity of this instrument. Again, Kohlberg's 

theory is based on the concept that stages are structured wholes, form an invariant 

sequence, and are hierarchal in nature (Kohlberg, 1975). In short, longitudinal data were 

collected on 84 U.S. males ages 10 through 19 between 1956 and 1976; longitudinal data 

were collected on 109 Turkish males ranging in age from 10 to 28 years old and living in 

either villages and/or cities between 1964 and 1976; and longitudinal data were collected 

on a sample of 92 Middle-Eastern born adolescent males and females ( dates tested were 

not reported). Colby and Kohlberg ( 1987) summarize the longitudinal data as indicating 

that "stage change was consecutive, gradual, and upward" (p. 147) in all three 

longitudinal research projects. 

Although Kohlberg and his associates collected over twenty years of data on 

hundreds of participants in an attempt to validate his theory and assessment methods, 

several aspects of his research have been highly criticized. The most outspoken critic of 
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Kohlberg's theory of justice and universality was Carol Gilligan (1982). Gilligan 

maintained Kohlberg's focus on justice was only relevant to males and ignored the moral 

development themes of care, relational responsiveness, and responsibility which she 

believed guided the moral development within females. In short, Gilligan claimed 

Kohlberg's theory and data were gender-biased. However, Colby and Kohlberg (1987) 

responded to Gilligan's gender bias claim by making clear the "most moral concerns of 

care are concerns about enhancing the welfare of other persons or not hurting them and 

about preserving and embracing relationships with others. We (Colby & Kohlberg) 

consider these concerns as falling within the domain of justice" (Colby & Kohlberg, 

1987, p. 24). Also, Colby and Kohlberg (1987) presented data from several research 

studies involving males and females from Israel, Turkey, Taiwan, and America to support 

their assertion that the Moral Judgment Interview (MJI) is not gender-biased and there 

are not significant differences between genders in moral development. Shields and 

Bredemeier (1995) support Gilligan's assertion that Kohlberg's theory lacked an aspect 

of care and relational responsiveness; however, they also state Gilligan's claims of 

gender bias lack substantial statistical support. 

Other critics claimed Kohlberg's (1963) interview method and coding scheme 

was not standardized, the coding schemes reliability was questionable due to the 

complexity and subjectivity and the validity of the coding schemes were criticized (Beller 

& Stoll, 2004; Colby & Kohlberg, 1987; Rest, 1979; Shields & Bredemeier, 1995). The 

complexity and subjectivity of scoring the MJI has led other social scientists to develop 

other quantitative instruments to measure moral judgment levels. 
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James Rest: Background, Theory, and Research with the DIT 

Background 

Rest became familiar with Kohl berg's theory on moral development while 

studying clinical psychology and writing his own dissertation on the topic of moral 

judgment development (Rest, 1979; Thoma, 2002). Rest soon joined Kohlberg and others 

at Harvard in the Center for Moral Education where they continued to investigate the 

methodological and theoretical shortcomings of both Rest's and Kohlberg's initial 

research. Shortly after joining Kohlberg at Harvard, Rest left for a position at the 

University of Minnesota (Rest, 1979). Rest and his colleagues at the University of 

Minnesota will henceforth be referred to as the Minnesota group. The primary focus of 

the Minnesota group was to construct a reliable and valid assessment of moral judgment 

development (Rest, 1979; Thoma, 2002). While Kohlberg and the Harvard group slowly 

revised the MJI and established a more reliable scoring method, the efforts of the 

Minnesota group led to the development of the Defining Issues Test (DIT) and the Four

Component Model, a new theoretical model for investigating moral judgment 

development (Rest, 1979; Rest, Barnett, Bebeau, Deemer, Getz, Moon, et al., 1986; 

Thoma, 2002). The following paragraphs will discuss the similarities and differences 

between Rest and Kohlberg's approach to the study of moral development, the Minnesota 

group's theoretical model for which the DIT is based and specific DIT research results. A 

detailed discussion on the DIT, including reliability and validity, can be found in Chapter 

III. 
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Theory 

Although Kohlberg's stage theory and assessment methods have been targeted 

with shortcomings among social cognitive research theorists, the Minnesota group 

maintained several fundamental elements of Kohlberg's research and refer to their 

approach as the neo-Kohlbergian approach (Rest et al., 1999a; Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, & 

Thoma, 1999b ). One fundamental component that remained similar was the emphasis on 

cognition. Cognition research implies that understanding moral behavior is dependent 

upon understanding how an individual processes his/her environment (Rest, 1979; Rest et 

al., 1986; Rest et al., 1999a; Rest et al., 1999b ). Secondly, the Minnesota group, like 

Kohlberg, gave attention to the personal construction within the individual as he/she 

"attempted to make sense of his/her social experience" (Rest et al., 1999b, p. 294). 

Personal construction refers to the ideology of the individual self-constructing his/her 

view of justice, social order, and duty instead of passively going along with the culture of 

the environment in which one lives. In addition to the above mentioned similarities 

between the two theories, the Minnesota group also embraced the fundamental idea of 

moral judgment developing over time from lower levels of judgment to higher levels of 

judgment. Finally, Kohlberg's belief that as adolescents shift into young adulthood, they 

also shift from a conventional to a postconventional stage of moral thinking is also 

maintained as a fundamental assumption of the Minnesota group's theory (Rest, 1979; 

Rest et al., 1999a; Rest et al., 1999b ). 

Although the Minnesota group maintained the core assumptions of Kohlberg's 

cognitive development theory, the group also aimed to develop enhancements to areas 
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that were highly criticized. One such enhancement was the shift from using a qualitative 

interview guide as a method of assessment to a multiple-choice, quantitative assessment 

instrument. Unlike the format of the Moral Judgment Interview (MJI), DIT participants 

are asked to rate and rank items that involve recognition rather than have the participant 

explain his/her own reasoning. The Minnesota group questioned the assumption in 

Kohlberg's theory that the participant not only has the capacity to be cognizant of his/her 

inner processes, but the participant also has the ability to verbally articulate those 

processes in the interview process. As mentioned previously in this chapter, the 

subjectivity of scoring the responses collected from the MJI has been highly criticized. 

The Minnesota group addressed this criticism with the rating and ranking methods of the 

DIT which allow participants to "recognize and discriminate lines of reasoning" (Rest et 

al., 1999b, p. 296). An advantage of the recognition aspect of the DIT over MJI has been 

the more frequent postconventional scoring results with the DIT, thus strongly supporting 

the theory of the existence of higher levels of moral judgment (Rest et al., 1999a; Rest et 

al., 1999b; Thoma, 2002). 

Another enhancement the Minnesota group made to Kohlberg' s theory was the 

use of cognitive schemas rather than stages. Schemas are described to be broad 

knowledge structures that exist in an individual's long term memory (Narvaez & Bock, 

2002; Rest et al., 1999b ). Schemas are hypotheses concepts, or expectations "that are 

formed as the individual notices similarities and recurrence in experience" (Narvaez & 

Bock, 2002, p. 300). Schemas are 'activated' when a current stimulus resembles a 

previous experience. For example, an individual may hear a news story of a terrorist 
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attack, and without seeing a picture of the terrorist, the individual may picture the 

attacker to be of a Middle East descent. The story ( current stimulus) evokes the schema 

of "terrorists are Middle Eastern" (knowledge structure) without the need for conscious 

control. In this example; however, if the individual has the capacity to operate at the 

postconventional level, he/she will unconsciously process the stimuli using the social 

justice and equality schema and conclude that not all terrorists are Middle Eastern and not 

everyone from the Middle East are terrorists. In summary, these general cognitive 

structures, or schemas, only provide a skeletal thought that is exemplified by the 

individual's personal experiences. The D IT is designed to trigger moral schemas 

(Narvaez & Bock, 2002; Rest et al., 1999a; Rest et al., 1999b) and provide recognizable 

information for the participant to fill in the gaps, thus establishing the level of moral 

reasoning used in each social dilemma. The moral schemas measured on the DIT will be 

further discussed later in this chapter. 

Four-Component Model 

Before transitioning to the theoretical framework which directed Rest's moral 

schema development and assessment instrument, a review of the fundamental 

assumptions of moral judgment is necessary. Research surrounding moral judgment 

development makes the assumption that an individual's moral decisions reveal an 

underlying organization of subconscious thinking. It is also assumed that these 

underlying organizations develop through a definite series of transformations (Rest, 

1979; Shields & Bredemeier, 1995). The theorists of moral judgment development have 

sought to identify these underlying organizations and how these organizations advance in 

22 



development through an individual's lifespan (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987; Rest 1979; 

Shields & Bredemeier, 1995). Rest approached these assumptions and the complexity of 

moral judgment research with a question, "When a person is behaving morally, what 

must we suppose has happened psychologically to produce that behavior?" (Rest et al., 

1986, p. 3). Rest synthesized the vast amount of literature and research on the psychology 

of morality and attempted to answer the above question by developing the Four

Component Model (FCM) as a theoretical guide to assessing moral judgment 

development (Rest, 1979; Rest, 1984; Rest et al., 1999a; Rest et al., 1999b; Shields & 

Bredemeier, 1995). 

The FCM consists of a series of four cognitive-affective processes that an 

individual completes when assessing a moral dilemma and makes a decision of action or 

behavior. Although the four processes are presented in a logical sequence, Rest 

maintained that they do not represent a linear sequence. His research suggests the 

existence of complex interactions between the four components and each component is 

not exclusively a cognitive function, but a cognitive-affective interconnection that exists 

within and among the four components (Bebeau, 2002; Rest, 1979; Rest, 1994; Rest et 

al., 1986; Shields & Bredemeier, 1995). These processes are summarized below (Rest et 

al., 1986; Rest et al. 1999a; Shields & Bredemeier, 1995). 

1. Moral Sensitivity: This process involves the interpretation of the situation, 

determining possible actions, understanding who would be affected by the 

actions, and how others would judge the effects of the action taken on their 

welfare. 
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2. Moral Judgment: This process involves the individual formulating what is the 

morally correct action to take or what ought to be done in the given situation. This 

component serves as the guide of measurement for the D IT. 

3. Moral Motivation: This is the process of the individual committing to the value of 

morality over any other competing value and acting on the value of morality. 

4. Moral Character: This process involves the individual displaying courage and 

inner strength to withstand outside pressures to act immorally and to make a 

decision on the side of morality. 

Elaborating on the FCM, Rest et al. ( 1986) made note of several fundamental 

elements of this model. First, the FCM is not meant to illustrate that one single process 

determines an individual's moral behavior. Although each of the four processes has its 

own distinctive characteristics, an interaction of the processes exists. Secondly, Rest et al. 

( 1986) contend the FCM includes the interconnection between cognitive functions and 

affective functions. The position of Rest and the Minnesota group is cognitive 

development, affective development, and even social learning all interplay within an 

individual when it comes to morality development. Finally, the four processes outlined 

within the FCM are not meant to be viewed as general traits within a person, but rather 

processes that produce moral behavior. In summary, moral failure occurs when an 

individual is deficient in one or more of the four components. The four components 

represent a "logical analysis of what it takes to behave morally" (Rest, 1994, p. 24). 
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Moral Schemas of the DIT 

The Minnesota group made a shift from Kohlberg' s cognitive development 

assessment by building their research on moral schemas rather than the stages of moral 

development. Rest, Thoma, and Edwards ( 1997) conducted a mega-analysis of over 

44,000 participants and the results indicated the DIT clustered around three primary 

moral schemas: personal interest schema, maintaining norms schema and post

conventional schema. Although the definitions of each of these moral schemas differ 

somewhat from Kohlberg's six developmental stages, they still capture the core of 

Kohlberg's theory and ideas. 

For example, the personal interest schema, also referred to as S23 or PIS, is to 

some extent a combination of Kohlberg's Stage 2 and 3 (instrumental-relativist 

orientation and interpersonal concordance orientation, respectively). The PIS is regarded 

as a primitive fonn of thinking in which the participant considers his/her actions relative 

to how it may be personally advantageous. In this schema, the morally right decision is 

based on what is at stake for the participant as a result of the consequences of the action. 

The Minnesota group presumed this schema was developed in early childhood. Since the 

DIT was designed for those who have a reading level of at least a 12 year-old, it was 

accepted that this schema has already been surpassed by the participants of the D IT. 

Therefore, the PIS schema is not measured on the DIT (Narvaez & Bock, 2002; Rest et 

al., 1999b; Rest, Narvaez, Thoma, & Bebeau, 2000). The Minnesota group acknowledged 

the cognitive development that occurred in early childhood, but their research was 

centered on the shift from conventional to postconventional thinking. The PIS score on 

25 



the DIT reflects the percentage of items selected that appeal to Kohlberg's Stage 2 and 

Stage 3 (Bebeau & Thoma, 2003). 

As the adolescent shifts from a 'self perspective to an 'other' perspective, the 

acquisition of a maintaining norm schema (MNS or S4) is presumed to occur. This moral 

schema parallels Kohlberg's Stage 4 (law and order orientation) and conventional 

thinking. The MNS has the following elements: "(a) need for norms; (b) society-wide 

scope; ( c) uniform, categorical application; ( d) partial reciprocity; and ( e) duty 

orientation" (Rest et al., 1999b, p. 305). In short, law and order are the key elements to 

moral behavior. The laws, or norms, are followed out of a sense of duty to others and to 

maintaining order in society. The actor in society maintains norms and expects others to 

do the same. Obeying the law and maintaining order is considered morally right behavior. 

The MNS score on the DIT reflects the percentage of items selected that appeal to 

Kohlberg's Stage 4 (Bebeau & Thoma, 2003). 

The final schema measured on the DIT is the postconventional moral schema. The 

acquisition of this schema is developmental in nature and illustrates a shift from 

conventional, maintaining norms cognitive functioning to a higher level of moral 

reasoning. The individual acting upon this schema acknowledges the law, but does not 

necessarily commit to the law defining what behavior is morally correct. In contrast, it is 

considered that one's duty in society should follow moral purposes and that laws should 

not be biased towards one gender, race, or group (Rest et al., 1999a; Rest et al., 1999b; 

Rest et al., 2000). The Minnesota group is clear to express this schema and its shift to 

questioning social norms is not a step into anarchy, but rather a constructive attempt to 
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propose and negotiate changes to society that enhance human interactions and serve the 

welfare for the greater good. In this level of moral reasoning, ideas are tested, justified 

and open to critique and change as new experiences occur (Rest et al., 1999a; Rest et al., 

1999b; Rest et al., 2000). The postconventional score is illustrated on the DIT output with 

a P score range between 0-95 and reflects the extent the participant selects items 

appealing to Kohlberg's Stage 5 (social-contract legalistic orientation) and Stage 6 

(universal-ethical-principle orientation) (Bebeau & Thoma, 2003). 

In summary, the Minnesota group did not identify its model or schema theory to 

be the only or best model for studying or measuring moral development or moral 

judgment. The Minnesota group also acknowledged the Defining Issues Test (DIT) does 

not measure micro-morality or give attention to early childhood moral development. 

However, as presented in detail in Chapter III, after 25 plus years of research and review 

of DIT studies, the Minnesota group has provided statistically acceptable construct 

validity and reliability to support the use of the DIT as a valuable tool to measure moral 

judgment levels. Specific DIT research related to gender differences and age/education 

levels are further explored below. 

DIT Research: Gender Differences and Age/Education Levels 

Over the past three decades the gender variable has played a considerable role in 

analyzing the significance of gender differences in moral development research. Rest 

(1979) presented data from 22 DIT research studies and indicated gender differences only 

occurred in 2 of the 22 studies. However, it was also noted that the gender differences 

found in those two studies only accounted for 6% of the variance between the genders. 
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To further support the notion that gender plays an insignificant role in determining moral 

judgment levels, Rest et al. ( 1986) presented data from a meta- and secondary analysis of 

56 DIT studies that included over 6,000 participants. Through the meta- and secondary 

analysis, Rest et al. ( 1986) did report females consistently scored higher than males on 

the DIT. However, the gender variable only accounted for one-half of 1 percent of the 

variance of scores between the genders. Both Rest ( 1979) and Rest et al. ( 1986) provided 

substantial data to support gender being an insignificant variable in determining moral 

judgment levels. Rest (1979) suggested that when results indicate gender differences 

age/education levels should be considered. 

· Rest et al. ( 1986) also reported data from a two-way analysis of variance (gender 

by age/education level) of the same 56 DIT studies as previously mentioned. 

Surprisingly, Rest et al. (1986) reported age/education levels "to be over 250 times more 

powerful than gender in accounting for DIT score variance. The interaction between 

gender and age/education was not significant" (Rest et al., 1986, p. 113). A comparison 

of DIT2 gender results with DITl gender results was presented by Bebeau and Thoma 

(2003). In short, the differences in DIT2 scores between the genders were greater at 

higher education levels, thus again supporting the effect of the age/education variable on 

moral judgment levels (Bebeau & Thoma, 2003 ). 

Furthermore, McN eel ( 1994) conducted a study to measure the moral growth of 

students at Bethel College in Minneapolis, Minnesota Bethel College is a Christian 

liberal arts college which, among other outcomes, strives to incorporate moral growth 

within its overall curriculum. McNeel (1994) instituted a longitudinal study of moral 
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judgment development with the students at Bethel College by administering the DIT to 

incoming freshmen during orientation week and again to the same cohorts of seniors in 

the spring of their senior year. A total of 216 students met the DIT consistency checks in 

both the first and second testing. McN eel ( 1994) reported no significant gender 

differences in P scores as reported on the DIT. These findings are consistent with other 

DIT research using gender as a variable (Bebeau, 2002; Brower, 1992; Rest, 1979; Rest, 

Narvaez, Bebeau, 1999a). 

Another variable that is significant to the present study is the possible impact a 

religious educational environment may have on moral judgment development. W ahrman 

(1981) designed a study using the Defining Issues Test (DIT) to examine the impact of 

religious education on moral development. Participants in the study included 124 college 

students from the greater New York City area attending either a Roman Catholic college, 

an Orthodox Jewish college, or one of several public and private nonreligious colleges. 

W ahrman ( 1981) reported religious affiliation, frequency of attendance at religious 

services and number of years of religious education were not significantly related to 

moral judgment development. However, the greater dogmatism of the participant 

positively correlated with lower moral judgment levels. Thus, an individual with high 

religious convictions had higher conventional scores and lower postconventional scores. 

Wahrman ( 1981) did not report the specific P score results for this sample. 

W ahrman' s ( 1981) results are consistent with multiple studies reviewed and 

discussed by Rest et al. ( 1986). Rest and associates reviewed and presented results of 23 

studies examining the effects of religious education, religious affiliation and religious 
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commitment on moral judgment development. Although some researchers reported a 

mixed relationship between religious education and moral judgment development, Rest et 

al. summarized that the results and suggested individuals in religiously conservative 

environments tended to have lower moral judgment levels than those in religiously liberal 

environments. 

As previously mentioned, McNeel (1994) implemented a longitudinal study 

among the students at Bethel College. Although his findings were consistent with 

previous DIT research on gender differences in moral judgment development, the sample 

(N = 216) in his study had a significant growth in moral judgment development over a 4 

year period. Interestingly, the combined P score mean of McNeel's sample of seniors was 

46.4 which is significantly higher than the P score mean norms (N= 2,414; M= 37.31) 

established by the Center for the Study of Ethical Development (Bebeau & Thoma, 

2003). After analyzing the results of his study, McNeel suggested principled reasoning 

growth is possible in a conservative Christian educational environment. 

Efforts by Rest et al. (1986) and McNeel (1994) highlight the concerning effects 

of the university environment on moral judgment development of students. Good and 

Cartwright ( 1998) contributed to this interest by designing a study using the DIT to 

examine the differences in P score means among 360 college students attending either a 

state university, a Christian liberal arts university, and a Bible university. A Christian 

liberal arts university is one that does have a religious focus within its curriculum but 

does not limit its mission to developing students for a career in the ministry. Students are 

also prepared to enter a variety of professions and vocations. In contrast, Bible 
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universities emphasize a curriculum to prepare students for church vocations (Good & 

Cartwright, 1998). Participants included 30 students from each classification ( freshman, 

sophomore, junior, and senior) enrolled in required history, psychology and English 

classes. Good and Cartwright (1998) reported no significant differences among the 

freshmen students attending the three universities. From these results, it was suggested 

that the different type of university may attract students who have similar moral judgment 

development. Furthermore, an upward movement or increase in P score means of the 

participants from the freshman year to the senior year was reported for the entire sample 

(N = 360); thereby, supporting Rest et al. 's (1986) assertion that age/education levels 

strongly impact growth in moral judgment development. Finally, Good and Cartwright 

( 1998) found greater gains in principled thinking among the students who attended the 

state and Christian liberal arts universities than those who attended the Bible University. 

In summary, the Minnesota group and other researchers (Bebeau & Thoma, 2003; 

McNeel, 1994; Rest, 1979; Rest et al., 1986; Wahrman, 1981) provided substantial data 

from a multitude of studies using the Defining Issues Test (DIT) as an instrument to 

measure moral judgment levels, as well as to support age/education levels as a stronger 

variable over gender or religious education in determining moral judgment levels. A 

review of other moral judgment instruments and research results using gender and 

participation in athletics as moral development variables are described in the following 

paragraphs. 
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Other Moral Judgment Instruments 

Hall's Sport Questionnaire 

Hall ( 1981) designed a sport-specific questionnaire to measure moral judgment 

levels in sport dilemmas. Based on Kohlberg's Moral Judgment Interview (MJI), Hall 

created four sport-specific scenarios with twelve questions each. An "expert sport 

sociologist" (Hall, 1981, p. 197) and intercollegiate basketball coach reviewed each 

scenario to ensure it created a cognitive conflict and was presented in a realistic setting. 

The sport-specific questionnaire was piloted with a group of graduate students to create a 

scoring guide that followed similar guidelines to the scoring guide to the MJI. 

· Moreover, Hall (1981) was one of the first to examine the moral judgment levels 

of intercollegiate student-athletes using the cognitive developmental approach. The 

purpose of her study was to determine if there was a difference between the moral 

reasoning levels athletes use to resolve sport-related dilemmas and the moral reasoning 

levels used to resolve general social dilemmas. The participants included 21 male athletes 

and 43 female athletes who competed on National Collegiate Athletic Association 

(NCAA) Division I basketball teams during the 1980-81 basketball season. Hall used 

Kohlberg's MJI to measure the moral judgment levels in general social dilemmas. The 

sport-specific questionnaire was used to measure moral judgment levels in sport 

dilemmas. 

Hall ( 1981) recruited six adults to serve as scorers for both instruments. Each 

scorer held a minimum of a master's degree and had exposure to social research and/or 

Kohlberg's work. Each scorer attended a 1-day workshop that explained the scoring and 
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analysis procedures for each instrument. These six scorers, trained in Kohlberg's six

stage theory of moral development, scored both instruments giving each participant a 

moral stage score corresponding to one of the six stages developed by Kohl berg. Hall 

administered the sport-specific questionnaire first to control possible effects of order then 

the MJI to one men's team and half the female participants. The order was reversed for 

the remainder of the participants. All the participants answered both questionnaires 

within 20 minutes to 1 hour 30 minutes: Interrater reliability was established by using 

Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance ( W) to compare scores given to each participant by 

the scorers. The interrater reliability for the sport-specific questionnaire was W=.72 and 

W=.70 for the MJI. The results of this study were compared with the norms established 

by Kohlberg. 

Based on the findings of her study, Hall ( 1981) concluded: 

1. Older athletes were less developed in their levels of general moral reasoning than 

their nonathletic peers; 

2. Intercollegiate athletes were significantly more developed in their reasoning in 

sport-specific situations than in non-sport dilemmas; and 

3. Female athletes were more developed in moral reasoning than their male 

counterparts in both the general and sport specific situations. 

Hall ( 1981) suggested further research should be conducted to identify what 

factors, if any, in the athletic environment that could contribute to the gender differences 

in moral development. However, at the time of her study, the NCAA was in its beginning 

stages of sponsoring female sports. The collegiate playing environment for men was far 
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more competitive and highly visible within society than it was for women's athletic 

programs. This difference could have possibly contributed to the gender differences in 

Hall's study. It is also important to consider a possible Type 2 Error in the results of the 

second interview due to the instruments being administered back-to-back. Although both 

instruments used in this study have been deemed extremely subjective in nature (Beller & 

Stoll, 2004; Bredemeier & Shields, 1984; Rest, 1979) and difficult to replicate, this 

research made a significant contribution to the investigation into the relationship between 

sport participation and moral judgment development. Hall's study inspired other sport 

sociologists and psychologists to develop and use more objective methods of measuring 

moral judgment levels among athletes. 

The Hahm-Beller Value Choice Inventory 

Among the objective methods of measuring moral judgment levels is the Hahm

Beller Value Choice Inventory (HBVCI). The HBVCI was developed in 1989 at time 

when there was very little philosophical and empirical research on athletic populations. 

The HBVCI uses the deontic theory as its theoretical underpinning. "Deontics, in general, 

argue that certain universal codes of conduct exist. That is, certain basic moral values are 

generalizable to all mankind ... The HBVCI is based on three of these codes of conduct: 

honesty, responsibility, and justice" (Beller & Stoll, 2004, p. 29). 

The goal in the development of the HBVCI was to design a questionnaire that 

would measure an individual's moral judgment level in regards to honesty, responsibility, 

and justice. Each question introduced a sport-specific scenario and asked the respondent 

to describe his/her feelings about the scenario by choosing strongly agree, agree, neutral, 
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disagree, or strongly disagree. Hahm ( 1989) and Beller ( 1990) conducted separate studies 

using both the Defining Issues Test (DIT) and the HBVCI to validate the HBVCI as an 

instrument to measure moral judgment levels. The total scores from the HBVCI were 

similar with the DIT's P score values. The original HBVCI consisted of 25 questions but 

after multiple reliability checks, consistency checks, and factor analysis, it was later 

shortened by Beller and Stoll (2004) to 16 questions. The revisions that were made from 

its first pilot study in 1987 to its latest revision in 2002 brought the instrument from a .65 

to a .86 on Cronbach's a (Beller & Stoll, 2004). Below are two scenario questions from 

the HBVCI-16 (Beller & Stoll, 2004): 

1. During the double play in baseball, players must tag second base before throwing 

to first. However, some players deliberately fake the tag, thus delivering a quicker 

throw to first base. Pretending to tag second base is justified because it is a good 

strategy. Besides, the umpire's job is to call an illegal play. (p. 100) 

2. Football players are not allowed to move beyond the line of scrimmage until the 

ball is snapped. Some coaches encourage their players to charge across the line of 

scrimmage a fraction of a second before the ball is snapped. The officials have 

difficulty seeing the early movement; therefore, the team has an advantage 

compared to their opponents. Because the strategy is beneficial and the officials 

must call the infraction, the team's actions are fair. (p. 101) 

Research conducted using the HBVCI was derived from numerous and varied 

researchers including the Center for Ethics at the University ofldaho (Center for Ethics, 

2005). The Center for Ethics offers multiple programs and research devoted to leadership 
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development, character education, ethical reasoning, and moral development (Center for 

Ethics, 2008). After 20 years of research using the HBVCI and establishing a database of 

over 70,000 participants (athletes and general students), the Center for Ethics drew 

several interesting conclusions about athletic participation and its impact on an 

individual's process of moral reasoning and moral development. The most significant 

conclusion presented by the Center of Ethics was that athletic populations scored 

significantly lower on moral reasoning inventories than did general students. Also 

significant is the finding that females, athletes and general students, scored higher than 

male athletes and male general students with respect to honesty, responsibility, and 

justice (Beller & Stoll, 2004). The focus of this research was driven by the data from the 

Center of Ethics. National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) Division III athletics 

operates with a philosophy that education and the student-athlete's overall well-being is a 

priority over winning; and therefore, it is hypothesized that NCAA Division III athletes 

may score differently on moral judgment assessment instruments. 

The DIT2 was selected instead of the HBVCI because of the context in which 

morality is measured within the DIT2. The DIT2 only includes general social dilemmas 

without any reference to sport. In other words, it seeks to find out what level of moral 

judgment is used when making moral decisions in everyday life situations. However, the 

HBVCI measures what values are most prominent in making decisions in a sport-specific 

dilemma. The instructions for the HBVCI clearly state that the purpose is to examine how 

the respondent uses critical reasoning relative to current issues in sport (Beller & Stoll, 

2004). It is no surprise that an athlete may make a different decision than a general 
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student in a sport-specific dilemma. The current researcher considered two possible 

limitations to the HBVCI. First, the difference in scores between athletes and general 

students on the HBVCI as summarized by the Center of Ethics (2005) could be a result of 

the general students' inability to relate to a sport dilemma the same way an athlete may 

relate to a sport dilemma. Secondly, this inventory does not necessarily correlate to how 

an athlete will make decisions in every day general social dilemmas, which is ultimately 

most important if we want to examine the impact sport participation has on moral 

development. 

Relevant Research on Moral Judgment Levels with Athletes 

Bredemeier and Shields (1984) designed a study to investigate the relationship of 

the stages of moral reasoning as a predictor of athletic aggression. The participants in this 

study included 22 female and 24 male basketball athletes between the ages of 18 and 23 

who competed on one of four intercollegiate basketball teams. The researchers did not 

report the NCAA division level of these teams. Of the group, there were 15 freshmen, 9 

sophomores, 12 juniors, and 10 seniors. All participants competed in high school 

basketball programs. The Defining Issues Test (DIT) was used to measure the moral 

reasoning levels of the participants. Athletic aggression was measured by the coaches' 

rating and ranking evaluation of the participant's level of aggression and a statistical 

analysis of the fouls committed by each participant per season game. Athletes who scored 

at lower levels of moral reasoning also had higher frequencies of aggressive behavior, 

while those athletes who scored higher in their moral reasoning had fewer frequencies of 

aggressive behavior. 
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More importantly, research conducted by Bredemeier and Shields (1984) made 

significant contributions to research using the DIT and opened the door for further 

investigation on moral development in athletics using this instrument. At the time of 

Bredemeier and Shields' (1984) study, gender had not been reported by Rest (1979) as a 

significant variable in moral development. However, in this study the females' P score as 

reported on the DIT were significantly higher than the males' P scores. The P score of the 

entire sample in this study was significantly lower than the reported DIT norms at the 

time of this study. In summary, student-athletes, as a group, had lower moral judgment 

levels than the general population and the female athletes scored higher than the male 

athletes. The differences between the sample population in this study to the reported DIT 

norms and the gender differences could reflect the small sample size used in this study 

(Bredemeier & Shield, 1984). 

Bredemeier and Shields (1984) also concluded that differences in 

commercialization and professional playing opportunities between male and female 

college athletes could possibly contribute to the gender differences. They also 

hypothesized that sport participation may actually negatively correlate with moral 

judgment levels. In other words, Bredemeier and Shields (1984) asserted that moral 

judgment levels actually decreased the longer one participated in athletics. This research 

supported earlier work by Hall ( 1981) who stated the same conclusions in regard to 

gender differences and the negative correlation with sport participation and moral 

judgment levels. This study also supported the use of the DIT as an instrument to further 

investigate and measure moral judgment levels of athletes. 
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Additionally, Bredemeier and Shields ( 1986) designed a comparative analysis of 

moral maturity in general life situations and sport-specific situations between athletes and 

nonathletes relevant to gender and school level. Haan' s ( 1978) interactional model was 

used to measure the moral maturity of the sample population in this study. Although 

theoretically different from Kohlberg's Moral Judgment Interview (MJI), the structure of 

Haan's instrument followed a similar interview type format to that ofKohlberg's MJI and 

includes two standard Haanian stories and two stories about moral situations within the 

context of sport (Bredemeier & Shields, 1986). The eight research assistants who 

interviewed participants and scored each response first completed 8 weeks of training on 

Haan' s interactional model of moral development. Interrater reliability was established 

by two additional raters evaluating and scoring each interview with either a major score 

reflecting a predominant level of reasoning or a minor score indicating a secondary level 

of reasoning. The participants were given a life score to reflect their moral reasoning 

about life dilemmas and a sport score to reflect their moral reasoning about sport 

dilemmas. If the original two raters disagreed on the scoring, a third rater was recruited to 

ensure interrater reliability. A third rater was only needed for 10% of the 480 stories 

(Bredemeier & Shields, 1986). 

The participants included 50 high school juniors and seniors and 50 college 

students (20 nonathletes and 30 basketball players from each level). Males and females 

were equally distributed in each subgroup. Participants were selected from five urban 

colleges or universities and two urban high schools located in Northern California. Moral 

reasoning scores of high school athletes and nonathletes were not significantly different. 
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However, the female high school athletes did score significantly higher than the male 

athletes in both life and sport moral scores. The college population of basketball players 

scored significantly lower in both life and sport scores than the college nonathletes. Also, 

the female basketball players had a higher sport score than the male basketball players. 

These results were consistent with research on moral development among college 

basketball players (Beller & Stoll, 2004; Bredemeier & Shields, 1984; Hall, 1981 ). There 

was not a significant gender difference in the life reasoning scores with the college 

population, which supports the contention that there is not a gender difference in moral 

reasoning among adult populations (Rest et al., 1999a; Thoma & Bebeau,2003). 

The research of Bredemeier and Shields ( 1986) is significant to the current 

research study in several ways. First, the researchers used yet another instrument different 

from those previously discussed. As with Hall's (1981) investigation using a qualitative 

instrument, the scoring of Haan's qualitative inventory was also subjective; thus, 

rendering results that are difficult to generalize to larger populations. According to social 

researchers (Beller & Stoll, 2004; Rest, 1979), qualitative interview instruments are 

highly subjective and difficult to replicate; thus supporting the use of an objective 

instrument such as the Defining Issues Test-2 (DIT2). Furthermore, nonathletes in the 

Bredemeier and Shields ( 1986) study were responding to sport-specific scenarios. 

Consideration for the differences between the two groups should be open to the 

possibility that the athlete's perspective and the nonathlete's perspective to a sport

specific dilemma are different, possibly due to each participant's experience or lack of 

experience in sport (Kohlberg & Hersh, 1977). Finally, the small number of participants 
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used in Bredemeier and Shields ( 1986) study makes it difficult to generalize these results 

to college athletes who participate in NCAA Division III institutions. 

Subsequently, following the lead of Bredemeier and Shields ( 1984, 1986), Hahm 

( 1989) conducted research with general college students, physical education majors, and 

student-athletes in America and Korea. Hahm's (1989) study had several aspects and 

purposes, but only those relevant to the current research study will be discussed here. One 

purpose was to compare moral development among general students, physical education 

majors, and student-athletes at a NCAA Division I university located in the Midwest 

region of the United States. The general students were defined as undergraduate students 

that did not major in physical education and did not participate in intercollegiate sports. 

The physical education majors were undergraduate students majoring in physical 

education but not participating in intercollegiate sports. The American male student

athletes were undergraduate football players and the female student-athletes were 

undergraduate volleyball and basketball players. The Defining Issues Test (DIT) was 

used to measure moral development levels among the groups. Data using the DIT were 

analyzed on a sum total of 110 American participants: 40 student-athletes (29 males and 

11 females), 11 physical education majors (3 males and 8 females), and 59 general 

students (25 males and 34 females). For the purpose of this research, only the results 

between the student-athletes and the general students will be discussed. 

Hahm (1989) hypothesized that there would not be a difference in moral 

development levels of student-athletes and general students. Based on Hahm' s data 

analysis, there was not a significant difference between student-athletes and general 
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students in overall moral judgment levels. However, the general students had lower 

scores than the student-athletes in Stages 2, 3, and 4 and higher scores in Stages 5 and 6. 

In other words, the general students demonstrated higher principled moral thinking than 

the student-athletes. This is consistent with the findings of Bredemeier and Shields (1984, 

1986). When examining the overall gender differences in moral development, the 

females' mean P score (35.29) was slightly higher than the males' (34.24). This 

difference was not statistically significant. A slight, but also insignificant difference was 

detected between the male student-athletes and the female-student athletes, which is 

inconsistent with the results found by Beller and Stoll (2004) and Bredemeier and Shields 

( 1984, 1986). The inconsistency of results in the research conducted among Hahm, Beller 

and Stoll, and Bredemeier and Shields could possibly be due to: (1) the small number of 

participants, (2) the variety of instruments used by each researcher, (3) the variety of 

sports the athletes participated in, and ( 4) general students were responding to sport 

related questions without having any sport participation experience. These reasons 

warranted further research and review of the Defining Issues Test (DIT) as an instrument 

to measure moral development in athletic populations such as suggested in this current 

research study. 

More recently, Brower (1992) used the DIT to measure the moral judgment levels 

of Division I and Division III intercollegiate basketball players and swimmers along with 

general students at each division. General students did not have any varsity athletic 

experience in high school or college. Brower was interested in determining if there was a 

difference in the P score between the subgroups of the sample. The sample population of 
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athletes and the control group of general students for this study was drawn from a 

Division I and a Division III university in the Chicago area. Brower sampled 96 athletes: 

24 male basketball players; 24 female basketball players; 24 male swimmers; and 24 

female swimmers. The control group of general students consisted of 11 men and 11 

women from each institution resulting in a total of 44 general students and a sum total of 

140 participants. For this study, significance in scores of athletes based on the following 

variables were compared: ( 1) gender, (2) athletic status, (3) NCAA division of athletic 

competition, and ( 4) type of sport (Brower, 1992). 

A statistical analysis of the P scores was conducted and no significant difference 

in the overall scores between the males and females was found in Bower's 1992 study. 

This is consistent with the established norms on the DIT (Rest et al., 1999a; Thoma & 

Bebeau, 2003). Moreover, there was not a significant difference in P scores between male 

and female athletes. These results contradict the differences found between male and 

female athletes when tested on the HBVCI (Brower, 1992). There was not a significant 

difference in moral judgment levels when comparing the male athletes to the male non

athletes or any difference in moral judgment levels when comparing the female athletes 

to the female nonathletes. With further analysis of this subgroup, there was not a 

significant difference between the athlete and the nonathlete within the Division I 

institution or within the Division III institution. Again, this contradicts the results of 

Bredemeier and Shields ( 1984, 1986) studies as well as the results of the same subgroups 

when tested on the HBCVI (Beller, 1990; Center for Ethics, 2005). The inconsistencies in 

results among Brower's 1992 research, Bredemeier and Shields (1984, 1986), and the 
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HBCVI norms established by Beller and Stoll (2004) establish the need to continue to test 

additional athletic populations using the DIT2. 

However, it is worthy to mention Brower' s ( 1992) analysis of the P score of the 

basketball athletes compared to their nonathlete counterpart did result in a significant 

difference in moral judgment levels. The P scores of the basketball players were 

significantly lower than the scores of the nonathletes. More specifically, the Division I 

basketball players had significantly lower P scores compared to the Division I 

nonathletes. There was not a significant difference between the Division III basketball 

players and the Division III nonathletes. Finally, the basketball players who competed at 

the Division III institution scored significantly higher than the basketball players of the 

Division I institution. These results also support the current research study which seeks to 

investigate the moral judgment levels of NCAA Division III basketball players and 

compare the results to the DIT2 norms established by the Center for the Study of Ethical 

Development (CSED) (Bebeau & Thoma, 2003). Brower only had a sample population of 

24Division III basketball players and 22 Division III nonathletes. 

Brower's (1992) research using the DIT on intercollegiate athletes was significant 

to the literature on moral judgment levels in college athletics. Based on the results from 

this study, there is a need for further research using the DIT on intercollegiate athletes 

and comparing the results to the long standing conclusions drawn by the Center of Ethics 

and the HBVCI (Center of Ethics, 2005). 

Equally important to consider when examining moral judgment levels among 

athletes is the type of competitive environment in which athletes participate. Proios, 
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Doganis, and Anthanailidis (2004) conducted a study using participants who competed in 

organized public sports in Greece. The purpose was to investigate if the form of 

participation, type of sport, and the sport experience significantly impacted participants' 

moral judgment levels. The participants in this study included 510 participants ages 14-

49 years of age who competed in organized competitive public sports in Greece. The 

participants were athletes (n = 327), referees (n = 138), and coaches (n = 45). The athletes 

competed in one of three sports: soccer (n = 102), handball (n = 128), and basketball (n = 

97). The sample of referees included soccer (n = 51 ), handball (n = 36), and basketball (n 

= 51). The coaches were comprised of soccer (n = 12), handball (n = 14), and basketball 

(n = 19). The years of participation in sport were grouped as 1 to 6, 7 to 14, and 15 to 30 

years. Proios et al. (2004) hypothesized that "forms of participation in sports and sport 

experience would be significantly associated with moral reasoning scores of individuals 

who participate in sports" (p. 635). Additionally, researchers hypothesized the moral 

reasoning levels of athletes who participate in team sports would be significantly 

different than those who participate in individual sports. A Greek translation of the DIT 

was used to measure moral judgment levels. 

Proios et al. 's (2004) findings differ from the majority of literature on moral 

judgment levels and sport participation. In short, there was not a significant difference in 

P score means among athletes, referees, and coaches. Also, there were no significant 

differences in P score means among sports or years of experience. One critical factor in 

Proios et al. (2004) study was the participant population and the sporting environment. 

The majority of studies on moral judgment levels conducted in the United States (Beller 
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& Stoll, 2004, Bredemeier & Shields, 1984; Bredemeier & Shields, 1986; Brower, 1992; 

Hahm, 1989; Hall, 1981; & Lata, 2006) were conducted using interscholastic and 

intercollegiate athletes competing in a highly competitive environment. Proios et al. 

(2004) surveyed a sample population that participated in public sport organizations in a 

country that does not sponsor intercollegiate athletics. However, the results established 

by Proios et al (2004) does support the need to continue to investigate the type of athletic 

environment and its effect, if any, on moral judgment levels of athletes. 

Summary 

Over the past three decades a growing interest in the moral judgment process and 

development of intercollegiate athletes occurred. If the assumption that sport 

participation is a valuable tool in socializing our youth and building men and women of 

character (Coakley, 2007) and since sport participation in intercollegiate athletics 

continues to grow, the need to investigate the impact of sport participation on the moral 

judgment process and development is critical. The literature review in this chapter 

presented several studies using a variety of instruments (Moral Judgment Interview, 

Hall's Sport-Specific Questionnaire, Hahm-Beller Choice Inventory, Haan's 

questionnaire, and the Defining Issues Test) that measure moral judgment levels. Only 

the HBVCI (Center for Ethics, 2005) had a large enough database of participant results 

that allowed for generalizability to most intercollegiate athletes. However, the HBVCI 

was specifically designed to measure moral reasoning in sport-specific dilemmas. It is 

plausible that the decisions athletes make on the playing field may be distinctly different 

from decisions athletes may make in real-life situations. The Defining Issues Test (DIT) 
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presents scenarios that both the athlete and the nonathlete can relate to; thus, making the 

DIT a practical instrument to use to compare the moral judgment levels of athletes and 

nonathletes. Equally important to the context of the dilemmas on the moral judgment 

assessment instrument is the impact that different National Collegiate Athletic 

Association (NCAA) competitive environments might have on the athlete. It is apparent 

that NCAA Division I athletic environments are significantly different than the NCAA 

Division III athletic environments. The esteemed value placed on sports and athletes and 

the huge financial investments made by individuals, universities, and corporations 

validate further investigation of the impact sport participation has on athletes' moral 

judgment development. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

The purpose of this study was to determine the moral judgment levels of National 

Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) Division III student-athletes who participated in 

men's and women's basketball at public, nonreligious universities and private, religious 

universities. Differences in moral judgment levels based on levels of education as well 

gender differences in moral judgment levels were also investigated. The Center for the 

Study of Ethical Development (CSED) established a database of norms of moral 

judgment levels for the general population using the DIT2 (Bebeau & Thoma, 2003). 

These norms were used as a scale to determine the moral judgment levels of the 

participants in this study in relation to those established by the CSED. The research 

questions that guided this study were the following: 

1. Does the interaction between type of university, religiously affiliated university or 

nonreligiously affiliated university, and the gender of the student-athlete have an 

impact on Division III student-athlete's moral judgment levels? 

2. Is there a difference in moral judgment levels between Division III male and 

female basketball student-athletes? 

3. Is there a difference in the moral judgment levels between Division III basketball 

student-athletes who attend a public, non-religious university and those who 

attend a private, religious university? 
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4. Is there a difference in moral judgment levels based on the education level of the 

student-athlete? 

5. Is there a difference between the sample population of student-athletes and the 

population norms established by the Center for the Study of Ethics (CSED)? 

This chapter includes a description of the participants. It also includes the 

instrument description, the reliability of the DIT2, and the procedures used for collecting, 

scoring and analyzing the data. 

Participants 

The participants in this study were male and female student-athletes who compete 

in NCAA Division III basketball in the Southwest region of the United States. The study 

included male and female basketball student-athletes who had completed a minimum of 1 

year of NCAA Division III competition. A criterion of a minimum of 1 year of 

competition was necessary to ensure that each participant had the opportunity to 

experience the NCAA Division III athletic environment. The researcher was only 

interested in measuring the moral judgment levels of male and female basketball players 

because the majority of literature in this area has focused on male and female basketball 

players (Beller, 1990; Bredemeier & Shields, 1984; Brower, 1992; Hall, 1981 ). The age 

of the participants ranged from 19-22 years old. 

Participants were enrolled in one of six NCAA Division III universities that 

competed in a NCAA Division III conference located in the Southwest region of the 

United States. Participants were limited to this regional conference because its 
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membership consists of a combination of private religious universities and public 

nonreligious universities, unlike most NCAA Division III conferences. 

Using data from the literature (Rest, 1979; Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, and Thoma, 

1999a), sample size for a minimal statistical power of .80 (p = .05) was estimated. All 

sample size, power, and hypothesized effect size (.60) calculations were completed using 

G*Power Software (Erdfelder, Faul, & Buchner, 1996) and charts provided by Bausell 

and Li (2002). A minimum of 43 female and 43 male participants were required to 

achieve a statistical effect size of .60. 

Instrument 

The instrument used to measure moral judgment levels for this study was the 

online version of the Defining Issues Test 2 (DIT2) developed by Rest, Narvaez, Thoma, 

et al. (1999). The DIT2 is the revised version of the Defining Issues Test (DIT) which 

was first published in 1974 (Rest, Narvaez, Thoma et al., 1999). The DIT was originally 

devised as an instrument to identify "a person's developmental progress in moral 

judgment" and was derived from Kohlberg's basic theory of six stages (Rest, 1980, p. 

602). The Center for the Study of Ethical Development (CSED) gives a brief explanation 

of the DIT and its design: 

The DIT has dilemmas and standard items; the subject's task is to rate and rank 

the items in terms of their moral importance. As the subject encounters an item 

that both makes sense and also taps into the subject's preferred schema, that item 

is rated and ranked as highly important. Alternatively, when the subject 

encounters an item that either doesn't make sense or seems simplistic and 
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unconvincing, the item receives a low rating and is passed over for the next item. 

The items of the DIT balance "bottom up" processing (stating just enough of a 

line of argument to activate a schema) with "top down" processing (not a full line 

of argument so that the subject has to "fill in" the meaning from schema already 

in the subject's head). In the DIT we are interested in knowing which schemas the 

subject brings to the task (are already in the subject's head). Presumably those are 

the schemas that structure and guide the subject's thinking in decision-making 

beyond the test situation. (Center for the Study of Ethical Development, [CSED], 

2005, retrieved January 29, 2008) 

After 30 years of research in over 1000 studies, the DIT has proven to be a reliable and 

valid instrument in measuring moral judgment levels (CSED, 2005; Narvaez & Bock, 

2002; Rest, Narvaez, Thoma, & Bebeau, 2000.) Kohlberg wrote, "(Rest's) data indicate 

first, that he has developed a test that is reliable and valid according to the usual research 

standards of reliability and construct-validity of psychological assessment" (Kohlberg, 

1979, p. xi). 

The DIT was revised in several ways. First, the scoring index, the P score, which 

ranges from Oto 95, has been enhanced with the development of the N2 index which is 

considered a developmental score. The P score is the developmental score used on the 

DIT. It is the percentage of postconventional reasoning preferred by the respondent. A 

high P score ( above 50) represents principled thinking, or high moral judgment 

development (Rest, 1994; Rest, Narvaez, Thoma et al., 1999). The N2 index maintains 

the same range of Oto 95, with a high number (above 50), indicating more complex 
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moral judgment development (Rest, Narvaez, Thoma et al., 1999). Secondly, the DIT2 

has updated dilemmas and items from Kohl berg's original Heinz dilemmas to more 

current situational dilemmas. The DIT2 was shortened to five dilemmas, differing from 

the DIT which uses six dilemmas. Finally, the DIT was revised by updating its standard 

checks of reliability with a New Checks score. New Checks is a process that evaluates the 

respondent's score based on four reliability checks to determine if the score actually 

represents moral thinking or bogus data. The four reliability checks are intended to guard 

against random checking, missing data, respondents selecting meaningless items, and 

respondents not discriminating answers (e.g., those who check 4 for all items). If the New 

Checks score is greater than 200, the respondent's score is purged. The scored report 

provided by the CSED identifies which participants' scores were selected and which were 

purged (Bebeau & Thoma, 2003). The standard checks of reliability recognized the same 

four problems listed above. However, the New Checks simply uses a newer and less rigid 

method for accounting for bogus data provided by the respondent (Bebeau & Thoma, 

2003). 

The Defining Issues Test-2 (DIT2) parallels the DIT in four ways. First, the DIT2 still 

uses paragraph-length hypothetical dilemmas. Twelve issues representing different stages 

of moral development follow each dilemma. Each of the 12 issues is presented as a 

fragment of verbiage, not a complete thought, only to convey a line of thinking. 

Additionally, dilemmas and items on the DIT2 closely parallel the moral issues and ideas 

presented in the DIT. Finally, the three underlying structures or schemas of moral 
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judgment (personal interest, maintaining norms, and postconventional) as assessed by the 

DIT are present within the DIT2 (Rest, Narvaez, Thoma et al., 1999). 

Rest et al. (1999) developed a study to validate the DIT2 using 200 participants 

varying in age Gunior high students to college graduates) and varying by gender. After 

analyzing the data, they reported that a high correlation exists between the original D IT 

and DIT2 (r = .79). Also, in determining internal reliability, Cronbach's a for the DIT2 in 

this study was .81 (n = 192). To date, the CSED has a database of normative information 

on the DIT2 with over 12,000 participants (Bebeau & Thoma, 2003). In sum, the DIT2 is 

shorter, has clearer instructions, is more current, purges fewer participants, and has 

illustrated stronger validity than the DIT (Rest et al., 2000). 

Recently, an online version of the DIT2 was developed and tested to be 

comparable to the paper-pencil version (Xu, Iran-Nejad, & Thoma, 2007). Xu et al. 

examined whether the online version was equivalent to the paper-pencil version in 

reliability indices and validity. Participants in this study included 109 undergraduate and 

graduate students enrolled in the psychology and counseling program at a small teaching 

university in the Southwest. Forty-seven students took the paper-pencil version of the 

DIT2 while 62 students took the online version. Cronbach's a for the paper-pencil 

version and the online version was .649 and .700, respectively. According to Bebeau and 

Thoma (2003) Cronbach' s a is expected to be lower than .81 if the sample does not 

contain the entire range of educational levels. The sample for this particular study fits this 

criterion. The separation index for the paper-pencil version was .561; whereas, the online 

version yielded a separation index of .531. Overall, the test-of-fit summary statistics for 
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both versions were "reasonable" based on the separation index (Xu et al., 2007, p. 20). 

The online version is identical to the paper-pencil version in all aspects including 

structure, design, and format (see Appendix A). 

Correlation of P Score and N2 Index 

The P score represents the degree to which postconventional thinking is used by 

the respondent in making decisions (Bebeau & Thoma, 2003). A respondent's P score is 

determined by how often he/she ranks a principled item as "most important." Thus, the P 

score is derived from ranking data on the six dilemmas of the DIT (Rest, Thoma, 

Narvaez, & Bebeau, 1997). The N2 is made up of two parts, a ranking score and rating 

score. A rating score is generated with the N2 index by accounting for the respondent's 

rejection of the Personal Interest items (lower stage items) and the selection of 

Postconventional items (higher stage items). The ranking score of the N2 and the P score 

are calculated using similar methods (Bebeau & Thoma, 2003; Rest et al., 1997). "The 

two parts of the N2 are combined by adding the P score to the rating data weighted by 

three. (The rating data) is weighted by three because this component has about one-third 

the standard deviation of the P scores" (Rest et al., 1997, p. 501 ). The standard deviation 

and mean of the N2 are adjusted to match those of the P score so that comparisons 

between the N2 index and the P score can be made (Bebeau & Thoma, 2003; Rest et al., 

1997). Rest et al. ( 1997) performed a meta-analysis study of the two indices that resulted 

in a correlation of .95. Although the DIT2 has been enhanced with the N2 Index, the 

output still contains the overall P score for each participant. These data are still provided 
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in order for new studies to be compared to previous studies that do not include a N2 

index. 

Procedures 

Upon approval from the Institutional Review Board to conduct this study with 

human participants, request for permission to use the online DIT2 was made via email to 

the Center for the Study of Ethical Development (CSED). Dr. Stephen Thoma, Director 

of the CSED, granted permission to use the instrument for this research study. The CSED 

used its SurveyMonkey account to export the online DIT2 to the private, secure 

SurveyMonkey account that was established for the sole use of conducting the present 

study. The researcher had exclusive privilege to all the data stored on the SurveyMonkey 

account used in this study. 

In February 2009, three private, religious National Collegiate Athletic Association 

(NC.AA) Division III universities and three public, nonreligious NCAA Diyision III 

universities were contacted to request participation in this study. At the request of the 

participating universities, the names of each university were withheld to maintain 

anonymity. The head men's and women's basketball coach of each team were first 

contacted via email (see Appendix B). The email described the purpose of the study and 

requested the participation of each coach and his/her team. The researcher followed up 

each email with a personal phone call to each head coach to further discuss the research 

purpose and procedures and to request permission to contact the student-athletes. Once 

permission to conduct this research was granted by each head coach, contact names and 

email addresses of each team member were provided by the head coaches. A total of 109 
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email addresses were collected for this study. Each potential participant's email was then 

entered into the researcher's Survey Monkey account. 

The SurveyMonkey email link (see Appendix C) to the online DIT2 was sent five 

separate times to all 109 email addresses between April 2009 and June 2009 in an attempt 

to collect as many responses as possible. The spring date was selected to coincide with 

the conclusion of the competitive season and to allow time for participants to recover 

physically, mentally, and emotionally from the basketball season; thus, reducing the 

internal validity threat of fatigue and exhaustion related to an intense collegiate basketball 

season. Since the data collection method consisted of an online survey, the testing 

environment was not controlled; therefore testing distractions existed. Eight questions 

related to the test environment were included at the end of the survey (see Appendix A). 

Each email sent to the potential participants included the purpose of the study, a 

solicitation to participate, and a link to the online DIT2. Using SurveyMonkey's Survey 

Editor, the researcher included the informed consent text at the beginning of the survey. 

Those who chose to participate had to select the "continue" option to begin the survey. 

The participants consented to actively participate in this study by selecting the "continue" 

option on the informed consent page. 

Design and Analysis 

After three months of attempting to collect data through a survey research design, 

it was determined unlikely that additional responses would be collected from the student

athletes in the summer months. The researcher proceeded with data analysis of the 38 

(35%) responses. The researcher downloaded the responses into a SPSS data file from 
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SurveyMonkey and emailed the file to the CSED for statistical analysis. The CSED 

completed a statistical analysis of the data to determine the P scores and N2 index of each 

participant. The SPSS output file and a printed report of the results were then emailed by 

the CSED to the researcher. The data were further analyzed by conducting an 

independent sample t-test on gender and type of university, an analysis of variance on the 

education levels, and a one-sample t-test with comparison of the P score means o~ the 

Defining Issues Test-2 (DIT2). 

This chapter included a description of the participants, instrument, procedures, 

and design and analysis. Chapter IV includes the presentation of findings and tables to 

provide a visual representation of the data. Due to the limited number of responses with a 

complete N2 Index and because previous studies used for discussion and comparison 

only report P score information, only the P score results for this study will be presented 

and discussed in Chapter IV. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS 

Introduction 

The findings of this study are presented in this chapter. The results of the analysis 

of the P score means of each group is included, as well as results of hypothesis testing 

and a summary of the findings. 

Out of 109 potential participants, a total of 38 participated in the study; however, 

17 of their responses were disqualified. The response rate was 35% (n = 38). Reliability 

checks were performed on the data to determine if the scores actually represented moral 

thinking or bogus data. The reliability checks were used to purge surveys that had 

random checking, missing data, respondents selecting meaningless items, and 

respondents not discriminating answers. Seventeen surveys were purged from scoring. 

Therefore, the participant sample for scoring was 21 undergraduate college students 

ranging in age from 19 to 22 years old. These students were male and female basketball 

players competing at the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) Division III 

level at both religious and nonreligious universities. The sample population attended 

universities located in the Southwest region of the United States. Results were based on 

the P score mean for each group. The P score is the sum of scores for stages 5A, 5B, and 

6 (which refers to principled thinking) on the Defining Issues Test-2 (DIT2). The 

participant age-gender breakdown is presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1 

Participants' Age-Gender Breakdown 

Age Male Female Total n By Age 

19 0 4 4 

20 0 5 5 

21 0 5 5 

22 4 3 7 

Results of the Statistical Analysis 

Research Question One 

The first research question sought to discover if an interaction between gender 

and type of university significantly impacted the athletes' moral judgment levels. This 

question could not be statistically analyzed due to the lack of responses from male 

athletes from religious universities and the lack of female athlete responses from 

nonreligious universities. 

Research Question Two 

The second research question sought to discover if there was a difference in moral 

judgment levels between Division III male and female basketball players. Although the P 

score means of the male athletes (n = 4) was slightly lower than the females' (n = 17), 

this difference was not statistically significant (t = -.059, df = 19, p > .05). The P score 

means by gender are presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

P Score Means by Gender 

Gender 

Male 

Female 

N 

4 

17 

Means 

29.00 

29.47 

Standard 
Deviation 

17.47 

13.47 

The four males had a mean P score of 29.00 with a standard deviation of 17.47. The 

seventeen females had a mean P score of 29.47 with a standard deviation of 13.57. The 

effect size for gender was negligible. 

Research Question Three 

The third research question sought to discover if there was a difference in moral 

judgment levels between the athletes who attend religious universities and those who 

attend nonreligious universities. Even though the P score means of those students who 

attend the religious university was slightly higher than those who attend the nonreligious 

university, no significant differences were found (t = .059, df = 19, p > .05). It is 

important to note that there were not any male participants from religious universities nor 

were there any female participants from nonreligious universities who completed the 

DIT2 in this study. The P score means by University type are presented in Table 3. 
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Table 3 

P Score Means by University Type 

University 

Religious 

Nonreligious 

N 

17 

4 

Means 

29.47 

29.00 

Standard 
Deviation 

13.57 

17.47 

Seventeen participants attended a religious university and had a mean P score of 29 .4 7 

with a standard deviation of 13 .57. Only four participants attended a nonreligious 

university. These four participants had a mean P score of 29.00 with a standard deviation 

of 17.4 7. The effect size for university type was negligible. 

Research Question Four 

The fourth research question was intended to investigate the differences in moral 

judgment levels based on the different education levels of the sample (N = 21 ). An 

analysis of variance among the P score means of each education level represented ( 4 

freshmen, 5 sophomores, 5 juniors, and 7 seniors) was conducted. The P score means are 

presented in Table 4. 
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Table 4 

P Score Means by Education Level 

Education N Mean SD 
Level 

Freshman 4 15.00 3.82 

Sophomore 5 38.20 14.18 

Junior 5 32.80 13.75 

Senior 7 28.86 12.80 

Although visually different, especially between the freshmen and sophomores, there was 

not a statistical difference in moral judgment levels, F(3, 17) = 2.78,p > .05, w = .33. 

Research Question Five 

The final research question sought to compare the sample population P score 

mean with the population DIT2 norms established by the Center for the Study of Ethical 

Development (CSED). A one-sample /-test of the norms of college freshmen through 

college seniors established by the CSED was used to compare the P score means to the 

current sample population. The results are presented in Table 5. 
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Table 5 

P Scores Means of Total Sample and CSED DIT2 Scores 

Group 

Current 
Sample 

CSED (2003 )* 

N 

21 

6,898 

Mean 

29.38 

34.31 

SD 

13.90 

14.93 

*The P score means from the CSED (Bebeau & Thoma, 2003) were compiled from the 
educational level range of college freshmen through college seniors. 

The P score mean for the CSED group of undergraduate college students (N = 6,898) was 

34.31 (t = -1.625, df= 20,p > .05). The overall P score mean of the current population (N 

= 21) was 29.38. The effect size was negligible. 

Summary 

In this chapter, the five research questions were answered based on the results of 

an independent sample /-test, an analysis of variance, and a one-sample I-test of the data 

collected. Seventeen female and 4 male basketball players competing in the Division III 

National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) participated in this study. An 

interaction of university type and gender could not be analyzed due to the lack of 

participants in each of the four categories. Based on the independent sample /-test of 17 

females and 4 males, no significant differences in gender or university type were found. 

After analyzing the analysis of variance between education levels, no significant 

differences were reported. Finally, based on a one-sample /-test there was not a 
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significant difference between the current sample population P score means and the DIT2 

population norms. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

This chapter summarizes the purpose, method, and results of the study and 

presents conclusions drawn from the analysis of data. Recommendations for further 

research are suggested. 

Summary 

The primary purpose of this study focused on the assessment of differences in 

moral judgment levels for collegiate basketball student-athletes in National Collegiate 

Athletic Association (NCAA) Division III public, nonreligious universities compared to 

collegiate basketball student-athletes in NCAA Division III private, religious universities. 

The sample consisted of 4 male and 21 female basketball players from universities 

competing in a NCAA Division III conference located in the Southwest region of the 

United States. The Defining Issues Test-2 (DIT2) was used to measure the moral 

judgment levels of the sample population. Data were collected in the spring of the 2008-

2009 academic year. Data were scored at the University of Alabama Center for the Study 

of Ethical Development (CSED). The data were further analyzed using an independent 

sample t-test, an analysis of variance, and a one-sample t-test with comparison of the P 

score means on the Defining Issues Test-2 (DIT2). 

There were no statistically significant differences in the moral judgment levels 
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between genders as indicated with the P score means. Furthermore, there was not a 

statistically significant difference between the athletes competing in religious universities 

compared to those competing in nonreligious universities. An analysis of interaction 

between gender and type of university could not be conducted due to the lack of 

participants in each of the four categories. Furthermore, an analysis of P score means of 

the sample population by education level indicated a decrease in moral judgment levels 

between the sample's sophomore year and senior year; however, there were no 

significant differences among education levels. Further analysis of the P score means of 

the sample population of this study compared to the norms established by the CSED did 

indicate a visual difference between the groups. The P score means of the NCAA 

Division III basketball sample were lower than the sample population of general college 

students presented by the CSED. This comparison was entirely based on a visual 

comparison of P score means. The low response rate does not allow for a strong 

comparison. 

Discussion 

Authors of previous studies indicate athletes tend to have lower levels of moral 

development scores compared to nonathletes (Beller & Stoll, 2008; Bredemeier & 

Shields, 1984; Bredemeier & Shields, 1986; Hahm, 1989; Hall 1981 ). Due to the large 

disparity between the sample population numbers, the findings reported in Table 6 are 

limited to a visual comparison of the data and statements are based on apparent 

differences rather than statistically significant differences. 
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Based on an inspection of means between the two groups in Table 6, the athletes' 

P score means in the current sample (M = 29.38) are lower than the nonathletes' mean 

scores (M = 34.31) reported by the CSED. This is consistent with the majority of 

previous studies mentioned in this study. On the other hand, using the DIT with college 

athletes and nonathletes, Brower ( 1992) did not report a statistically significant difference 

in P score means between the two groups in her sample, thus illustrating a need for 

further studies to establish consistency in results. 

Furthermore, the CSED (Bebeau & Thoma, 2003) suggested that education levels 

actually have a much greater impact on moral judgment levels over the impact of gender. 

Therefore, these data are relevant to present for this study. The P score means of this 

study by educational levels compared to those included in the CSED (Bebeau & Thoma, 

2003) data are presented in Table 6. 

Table 6 

P Score Means by Classification of this Study and from the CSED (Bebeau & Thoma, 
2003) 

Current Study CSED (Bebeau & Thoma~ 2003) 
Education N Mean SD N Mean SD 
level 

Freshman 4 15.00 3.82 2,096 32.32 13.92 

Sophomore 5 38.20 14.18 1,028 32.62 14.77 

Junior 5 32.80 13.75 1,333 34.45 15.57 

Senior 7 28.86 12.80 2,441 37.84 15.44 
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As previously mentioned, the following statements are based only on an 

inspection of the above data. There is an apparent increase in P score means within the 

CSED population with an increase of education. Within the current sample there is an 

apparent increase in principled thinking between the freshman and sophomore year, but a 

gradual decline between the sophomore and senior year. It is important to note that there 

were not any male freshmen, sophomores or juniors in the current sample. All the males 

in this study were college seniors. Again, the low response rate does not allow for a 

strong comparison. 

Another finding of interest is the visual comparison of gender P score means of 

Division III basketball players of this study with those of the• Division I basketball players 

used by Bredemeier and Shields (1984). These data are presented in Table 7. 

Table 7 

P Score Means of the Current Sample Compared to Bredemeier & Shields (1984) 

Gender 

Male 

Female** 

Total 

Current Sample 

N 

4 

17 

21 

Mean 

29.00 

29.47 

29.38 

SD 

17.47 

13.57 

13.9 

*P score means based on results from the DITl 

Bredemeier & Shields {1984)* 

N 

24 

22 

46 

Mean 

24.70 

38.00 

31.35 

SD 

12.04 

17.18 

14.61 

**The females in the current sample were all from religious universities. The females in 
Bredemeier and Shields (1984) were all from nonreligious universities. 
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The statement of analysis was based on an inspection of data in Table 8. The 

NCAA Division III basketball players in this study have a lower P score mean than the 

sample population of NCAA Division I basketball players used by Bredemeier and 

Shields (1984). The age range of participants in Bredemeier and Shield's study was 18 to 

23 years old; whereas, the age range in the current study was 19 to 22 years old. In 

addition to the comparison of P score means by level of NCAA competition, is the 

comparison of P score means of female basketball players who compete at religious 

universities to those females in Bredemeier and Shields' study who competed at 

nonreligious universities. The females competing at religious universities have a lower P 

score mean than those who competed at nonreligious universities. 

The focus of this research was primarily on the competitive environment of 

NCAA Division III religious and nonreligious basketball athletic programs and its impact 

on moral judgment levels of the participants. This study was not intended to examine 

moral judgment levels across academic disciplines, cultures, or different societies. It was 

intentionally narrow in scope in an attempt to closely examine the impact of NCAA 

Division III athletics on male and female basketball players. The basis for this research 

stemmed from previous conclusions made by Hall ( 1981) and Beller and Stoll (2004) 

both of whom support the notion that athletics may have a negative impact on the 

participant's moral judgment development over time. This theory is in direct conflict with 

society's perception that sports build character (Coakley, 2007; Shields & Bredemeier, 

1995; Woods, 2007). After examining the results of this study, several points of 

discussion are evident. 
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NCAA Divisional Differences 

First, as mentioned in Chapter I, NCAA Division III athletics claim to emphasize 

the overall academic and well being of the athlete. Theoretically, the athletes who 

compete in NCAA Division III athletics do not face the same pressure to win as those 

who compete on the national level of NCAA Division I athletics. Based on the NCAA 

Division III philosophy and the competitive nature of athletics at this level, it is plausible 

to expect the NCAA Division III athletic environment to foster rather than impede moral 

judgment growth. Also, since NCAA Division III athletes are not rewarded based on 

athletic achievement and are not given preferential treatment over the general NCAA 

Division III student, it is also plausible to assume that their moral judgment levels would 

not be significantly impacted by the athletic environment; thus being similar to the DIT2 

norms of the general college population as established by the Center for the Study of 

Ethical Development (CSED). Due to small participant sample and negligible effect size, 

neither of these assumptions was supported with the data of this study. The implication of 

the results of this study warrant further analysis of the NCAA Division III athletic 

environment and its impact on the moral judgment development of the athlete. 

Furthermore, the NCAA' s Division I philosophy of striving for excellence and 

competing at the highest level possible is opposite of the NCAA Division III philosophy. 

As previously mentioned in this research, NCAA Division III athletic departments are 

more concerned with the overall academic experience than with winning and competing 

at high levels. Based on the differing philosophies of the two NCAA Divisions, it is 

reasonable to expect the pressures of NCAA Division I athletics to adversely impact 
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moral judgment growth among the athletes. Likewise, it is reasonable to expect the 

NCAA Division III athletic experience to possibly enhance growth. However, when the 

results of this study were compared to the NCAA Division I population of Bredemeier 

and Shields (1984), the P score means of the NCAA Division III athletes were actually 

lower than their NCAA Division I counterparts. Even though the sample population of 

the current research did not meet the necessary statistical power needed to make strong 

comparisons, the data warrants further research using the DIT2 among athletes competing 

at the various NCAA levels. 

Educational Environment 

Finally, religion as we know it in our society focuses on maintaining and living by 

high standards of moral behavior. Although it may be possible that the athletes who 

attend and participate in athletics at NCAA Division III religious institutions choose to do 

so because of his/her religious backgrounds and moral convictions, Good and Cartwright 

( 1998) suggested there is no difference in moral judgment levels of freshmen who attend 

state, Christian liberal arts, or Bible universities. Furthermore, Good and Cartwright did 

not report a significant difference in P score means between students at state universities 

and Christian liberal arts universities; only the students attending a Bible college lower 

principled thinking scores. While there were no significant differences in athletes' P 

score means between those attending religious and nonreligious universities in the current 

study, it is again important to note the current study did not have sufficient statistical 

power to establish a solid comparison. The results do warrant further research with 

Division III athletic populations from both nonreligious and religious universities. 
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Limitations of Results 

Most importantly, it is imperative to consider that the results of this study are 

limited because of the negligible statistical effect size, the low number of male 

participants, the lack of male participants from religious universities, the lack of female 

participants from nonreligious universities, and the mode in which the DIT2 was 

administered. Even though the online version of the DIT2 has been established as valid 

and reliable (Xu et al., 2007), the participants of the current study answered the survey on 

their own accord without any structure or supervision over their environment. Finally, the 

CSED routinely administers the online CSED to students at the University of Alabama by 

requiring it as part of course credit or offering extra credit (personal communication, June 

11, 2008). Since these participants were NCAA student-athletes, they were not allowed to 

receive any extra benefit which possibly impacted the rate of participation. Even though 

these results are limited in scope, the results justify further research using the online 

version of the DIT2 with student-athletes competing in all NCAA levels in both team and 

individual sports. 

Reflections 

Cognitive developmental theorists have maintained the environment and culture 

in which one lives significantly impacts moral judgment development (Kohlberg & 

Hersh, 1977). The athletic culture undoubtedly has its own internal norms and 

expectations that govern and influence those within it (Coakley, 2007). It is reasonable to 

consider the athletic environment has more of an influence than the overall environment 

of the university, possibly even more than level of education. Perhaps it is not only the 
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athletic environment in and of itself, but also the members of each group at each level at 

each different university. Maybe moral judgment development is impacted more by the 

head coach and his/her stance on moral development and his/her ability to withstand the 

internal and external pressures to win. 

What real value is there in understanding the impact the athletic environment may 

have on the moral judgment development? The value is founded on the emphasis society 

places on sports and competition. Statistics reveal a constant increase in sport 

participation across ages, cultures, and between genders (Woods, 2007). If so many youth 

and young adults are spending a great quantity of time within the culture of athletics, the 

impact of that culture is of significant concern. As a sport community, are we 

contributing to the positive development of individuals or are we contaminating the moral 

potential of the participants? Are we developing individuals who desire to contribute to 

the whole of the good of society or individuals who seek what's good for the individual 

over what is good for society? If, as a society, we truly value peace and unity among 

individuals of different race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, religion, and cultures, the 

examination of our athletic environment is imperative to ensure efforts are being made to 

assist in developing postconventional thinking among its members. Fully understanding 

the culture of athletics and its impact on its members could potentially lead to a change 

that ultimately could affect our society as a whole. 

Conclusion 

This study was designed to determine if differences in moral judgment levels, 

represented by the P score on the Defining Issues Test-2 (DIT2), existed between male 
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and female National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) Division III basketball 

student-athletes. A second focus of this investigation was to determine if differences in 

moral judgment levels, represented by the P score on the DIT2, existed between 

collegiate basketball student-athletes competing at NCAA Division III religious 

universities and those competing at nonreligious universities. In addition, differences in P 

score means based on levels of education were investigated. Finally, P score means of 

this sample were compared to the population norms established by the Center of the 

Study of Ethical Development. Due to the low response rate, no significant conclusions 

can be made nor can the results be generalized beyond the scope of this study. 

Even though the statistical results are not noteworthy enough to sustain strong 

statistical conclusions, there are significant implications to this research study. First, the 

design of this study lends itself to potentially establishing a database with the online 

Defining Issues Test-2 (DIT2) which currently does not exist. Secondly, this research 

demonstrated through the literature review that concrete assessments on the impact 

intercollegiate athletics may or may not have on the moral judgment development of the 

athletes cannot be made due to the various instruments used in previous research. Finally, 

this study is the first attempt to date to use the online DIT2 in an uncontrolled 

environment with a specific population of athletes. This research was exploratory in 

nature and has established a strong foundation for design and possibilities for future 

research with the online DIT2. After evaluating the research design and results, several 

recommendations for further research are offered below. 
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Recommendations for Further Study 

Based on the results and findings of the present study, the following 

recommendations for future research are provided. 

1. Redesign the study by collecting more demographic information (parent's 

religious affiliation, participant's religious affiliation, reason for choosing a 

religious university, etc.), and request the support of the entire Athletic 

Department along with other academic departments on campus. Support 

would include: a campus representative reserving a computer lab, designating 

a specific date/time for each team to take the online DIT2 as a group, creating 

an NCAA acceptable incentive to attract more participants, and enlist the 

participation of the coaching staff of each participating team. Conduct a 

national sampling of all NCAA member institutions of varying conferences to 

increase the number of potential participants. 

2. Enlist the coaching staff of participating teams to participate in a longitudinal 

study and conduct a comparative analysis between the coaches and their 

respective teams from the freshman year through the senior year of athletic 

participation. 

3. Expand the use of the DIT2 among all team and individual sports competing 

within all levels of the NCAA. 

4. Select a sample population of athletes and administer both the paper-pencil 

Defining Issues Test-2 (DIT2) and the online version of the DIT2 and make a 

comparative analysis of the P score means from each version. 
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Defining Issues Test-2-Williamson 

1. Informed Consent 

Your involvement In this research study is completely voluntary and you may discontinue your 
participation in the study at any time without penalty. By continuing to the next page, you consent to 
partipate in this study . 

.. ' ' 

· 2~ Demographic Information · · · • . 

Please select the item that fits· your desccrlption. 

1. Select your gender: 

QMale 

Q Female 

2. Select the type of university you attend: 

Q Prlvate/Rei1g10us 

Q Publlc/Nonrellgious 

3. Select your grade/ classification 

Q Freshman 

Q Sophomore 

Q Junior 

· Q Senior 

4. How many seasons have you competed at your current Division III 

university? 

Qone 

Q1wo 

Q Three 

Q Four 

s. Did you transfer from a junior college? 

Qves 
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Defining Issues Test-2-Williamson , 

This questionnaire Is concerned with how you define the Issues In a social problem. Several stories about 
social problems will be described. After each story, there will be a list of questions. The questions that 
follow each story represent different issues that might be raised by the problem. In other words, the 
questions/Issues raise different ways of judging what is important in making a decision about the social 
problem. You will be asked to rate and rank the questions in terms of how important each one seems to 
you. 

PLEASE TRY TO ANISH THE QUESTIONNAIRE IN ONE SITTING. 

4. EXAMPLE of the task 

Imagine you are about to vote for ~ candidate for the Presidency of the United States. Before you vote, 
you are asked to rate the importance of five issues you could consider in deciding who to vote for. Rate 
the importance of each Item (Issue) by checking the appropriate box. 

* 6. Rate the following issues in terms of importance. 
Great Much Some Little No 

1. Financially are you 0 0 0 0 0 
personally better off 
now than you were four 
years ago? 
2. Does one candidate 0 0 0 0 0 
have a superior moral 
character? 
3. Which candidate 0 0 0 0 0 
stands the tallest? 
4. Which candidate 0 0 
would make the best 

0 0 0 
world leader? 
5. Which candidate 0 0 
has the best Ideas for 

0 0 0 
our country's Internal 

problems, llke crime 

and health care. 

Note. some Items may seem Irrelevant or not make sense (as In Item #3). In that case, rate the Item as •No•. 

After you rate all of the Items you wlll be asked to RANK the top four Items In terms of Importance. Note that It makes · 

sense that the Items you RATE as most Important should be RANKED as well. So If you only rated Item 1 as having 

great Importance you should rank It as most Important. 
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Defining Issues Test-2-Williamson -

* 7. Consider the 5 issues above and rank which issues are the most 
important. 

Most Important Item 

Second most 
Important 

Third most Important 

Fourth most Important 

1 

0 
0 
0 
0 

2 

0 
0 
0 
0 

3 

0 
o· 
0 
0 

4 

0 
0 
0 
0 

5 

O· 
0 
0 
0 

Again, remember to consider all of the Items before you rank the four most Important Items and be sure that you only 
rank Items that you found Important. 

Note also that before you begin to rate and rank Items you will be asked to state your preference for what action to 
take In story. 

Thank y~u and you may begin the questionnaire! 

5. Story 1 - . 

Famine 

The small village In northern India has exper.lenced shortages of food before, but this year's famine Is worse than ever. 

Some famllles are even trying to feed themselves by making soup from tree bark. Mustaq Slngh's family Is near 
starvation. H~ has heard that a rich man In his village has supplies of food stored away and Is hoarding food while Its 
price goes high.er so that he can sell the food later at a huge profit. Mustaq Is desperate and thinks about stealing 

some food from the rich man's warehouse. The small amount of food that he needs for his family probably wouldn't 
even be missed. 

* 8. What should Mustaq Singh do? Do you favor the action of taking food? 

Q Should take the food Q Can't decide Q Should not take the rood 
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Defining Issues Test-2-Williamson 

* 9. Rate the following issues in terms of importance. 
Great Much Some Little No 

1. Is Mustaq Singh 0 0 0 0 0 
courageous enough to 
risk getting caught for 

stealing? 

2. Isn't It only natural 0 0 0 0 0 
for a lovlng father to 

care so much for his 

family that he would 

steal? 

3. Shouldn't the 0 0 0 0 0 
community's laws be 

upheld? 

4. Does Mustaq Singh 0 0 0 0 0 
know a good recipe for 

preparing soup from 

tree bark? 

5. Does the rich man 0 0 0 0 0 
have any legal right to 
store food when other 

people are starving? 

6. Is the motive of 0 0 0 0 0 
Mustaq Singh to steal 

for himself or to steal 
for his family? 

7. What values are 0 0 0 0 0 
going to be the basis 

for social cooperation? 

8. Is the epitome of 0 0 0 0 0 
eating reconcilable with 

the culpablllty of 

stealing? 

9. Does the rich man 0 0 
deserve to be robbed 

0 0 0 
for being so greedy? 

10. Isn't private 0 0 
property an Institution 

0 0 0 
to enable the rich to 

exploit the poor? 

11. Would stealing 0 0 
bring about more total 

0 0 0 
good for everybody 

concerned or wouldn't 
r· 

It? 

12. Are laws getting In 0 0 
the way of the most 

0 0 0 
basic claim of any 

member of a society? 
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Defining Issues Test-2-Williamson 

* 10. Consider the 12 issues above and rank which issues are the most 
important. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Most Important Item 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Second most Important 0 0 0 0 0 0 ·o 0 0 0 0 0 
Third most Important 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fourth most Important 0 0 0 0 0 0 ·O 0 0 0 0 0 

6. Story 2 -

Reporter 

Molly Dayton has been a news reporter for the Gazette newspaper for over a decade. Almost by accident, she learned 
that one of the cadldates for Lieutenant Governor for her state, Grover Thompson, had been arrested for shop-lifting 20 

years earlier. Reporter Dayton found out that early In his life, Candidate Thompson had undergone a confused period 

and done things he later regretted, actions which would be very out-of-character now. His shoplifting had been a minor 

offense and charges had been dropped by the department store. Thompson has not only straightened hlmself out 

since then, but built a distinguished record In helping many people and In leading constructive community projects. Now, 

Reporter Dayton regards Thompson as the best candidate in the field and likely to go on to important leadership 
positions In the state. Reporter Dayton wonders whether or not she should write the story about Thompson's earlier 

troubles because In the upcoming close and heated election, she fears that such a news story could wreck Thompson's 

chance to win. 

* 11. Do you favor the action of reporting the story? 

Q Should report the story Q Can't decide Q Should not report the story 
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Defining Issues Test-2-Williamson 

* 12. Rate the following issues in terms of importance. 
Great Much Some Little No 

1. Doesn't the public 0 0 0 0 0 
have a right to know 

all the facts about all 

the candidates for 

office? 

2. Would publishing 0 0 0 0 0 
the story help Reporter 

Dayton's reputation for 

Investigative 

reporting? 

3. If Dayton doesn't 0 0 0 0 0 
publish the story 

wouldn't another 
reporter get the story 

anyway and get the 

credit for Investigative 

reporting? 

4. Since voting Is such 0 0 0 0 0 
a joke anyway, does It 

make any difference 

what reporter Dayton 

does? 

5. Hasn't Thompson 0 0 
shown In the past 20 

0 0 0 
years that he Is a 

better person than his 
earlier days as a shop-

lifter? 

6. What would best 0 0 
service society? 

0 0 0 
7. If the story Is true, 0 0 0 0 0 
how can It be wrong to 

report It? 

8. How could reporter 0 0 
Dayton be so cruel and 

0 0 0 
heartless as to report 

the damaging story 

about candidate 

Thompson? 

9. Does the right of 0 0 0 0 0 
•habeas corpus" apply 

In this case? 

10. Would the election 0 0 0 0 0 
process be more fair 

with or without 

reporting the story? 

11. Should reporter 0 0 0 0 0 
Dayton treat all 

candidates for office In 

the same way by 

reporting everything 

she learns about 

them, ood and bad? 
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Defining Issues Test-2-Williamson 
12. Isn't It a reporter's 0 0 0 0 0 duty to report all the 

news regardless of the 
circumstances? 

* 13. Consider the 12 issues you rated above and_ rank which issues are the 
most important. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Most important item 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Second most important 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Third most important 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fourth most Important 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

7. Story 3 

School Board 

Mr. Grant has been elected to the School Board District 190 and was chosen to be Chairman. The district is bitterly 

divided over the closing of one of the high schools. One of the high schools has to be closed for financial reasons, but 
there is no agreement over which school to close. During his election to the School Board, Mr. Grant had proposed a 

series of •open Meetings" in which members of the community could voice their opinions. He hoped that dialogue would 

make the community realize the necessity of closing one high school. Also he hoped that through open discussions, the 

difficulty of the decision would be appreciated, and that the community would ultimately support the school board 
decision. The first Open Meeting was a disaster. Passionate speeches dominated the microphones and threatened 

violence. The meeting barely closed without fist-fights. Later In the week, school board members received threatening 

phone calls. Mr. Grant wonders If he ought to call off the next Open Meeting. 

* 14. Do you favor calling off the next Open Meeting 

Q Should call off the next open 

meeting 

Q Can't decide 
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Defining Issues Test-2-Williamson 

* 15. Rate the following issues in terms of imortance. 
Great Much Some Little No 

1. Is Mr. Grant 0 0 0 0 0 required by law to 

have Open Meetings 

on major school board 

decisions? 

2. Would Mr. Grant be 0 0 0 0 0 
breaking his election 

campaign promises to 

the community by 

discontinuing the Open 

Meetings? 

3. Would the 0 0 0 0 0 
community be even 

angrier with Mr. Grant 

If he stopped the 

Open Meetings? 
4. Would the change 0 0 0 0 0 
In plans prevent 

scientific assessment? 

5. If the school board 0 0 0 0 0 
is threatened, does 

the chairman have the 

legal authority to 

prate~ the Board by 

making decisions In 

closed meetings? 

6. Would the 0 0 0 0 0 
community regard Mr. 

Grant as a coward if he 

stopped the open 

meetings? 

7. Does Mr. Grant have 0 0 
another procedure in 

0 0 0 
mind for ensuring that 

divergent views are 
heard? 

8. Does Mr. Grant have 0 0 0 0 0 
the authority to expel 

troublemakers from 

the meetings or 

prevent them from 

making long 

speeches? 

9. Are some people 0 0 0 0 0 
deliberately 

undermining the 

school board process 

by playing some sort 

of power game? 

0 0 0 10. What effect would 0 0 
stopping the 

discussion have on the 

communit 's ablllt to 
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Defining Issues Test-2-Williamson · 
handle controverslal 

Issues in the future? 

11. Is the trouble 0 0 0 0 0 coming from only a 

few hotheads, and Is 

the community In 

general really fair-

minded and 

democratic? 

12. What Is the 0 0 0 0 0 llkllhood that a good 

decision could be 

made without open 

discussion from the 

community? 

* 16. Consider the 12 issues you rated above and rank which issues are the 
most important. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Most Important item 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Second most Important 0 0 0 ·O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Third most Important 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fourth most Important 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

· S. Story 4 

Cancer 

Mrs. Bennett Is 62 years old, and In the last phases of colon cancer. She ls In terrible pain and asks the doctor to give 

her more paln-klller medicine. The doctor has given her the maximum safe dose already and Is reluctant to Increase 
the dosage because It would probably hasten her death. In a clear and rational mental state, Mrs. Bennett says that 

she realizes this; but she wants to end her suffering even If It means ending her life. Should the doctor giver her an 

Increased dosage? 

* 17. Do you favor the action of giving more medicine? 

Q Should give Mrs. Bennett an 

Increased dosage to make her die. 

Q Can't decide 
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* 18. Rate the following issues in terms of imortance. 
Great Much Some Little No 

1. Isn't the doctor 0 0 0 0 0 obligated by the same 
laws as everybody else 

if giving an overdose 

would be the same as 

killing her? 

2. Wouldn't society be 0 0 0 0 0 
better off without so 

many laws about what 

doctors can and cannot 

do? 

3. If Mrs. Bennett dies, 0 0 0 0 0 
would the doctor be 
legally responslble for 

malpractice? 

4. Does the family of 0 0 0 0 0 
Mrs. Bennett agree 

that she should get 

more palnklller 

medicine? 

S. Is the palnklller 0 0 0 0 0 
medicine an active 

hellotroplc drug? 

6. Does the state have 0 0 0 0 0 
the right to force 

continued existence of 

those who don't want 

to live? 

7. Is helping to end 0 0 0 0 0 
another's llfe ever a 

responsible act of 

cooperation? 

8. Would the doctor 0 0 0 0 0 
show more sympathy 

for Mrs. Bennett by 
giving the medicine or 

not? 

9. Wouldn't the doctor 0 0 
feel gullty from giving 

0 0 0 
Mrs. Bennett so much 

drug that she died? 

10. Should only God 0 0 0 0 0 
decide when a 

person's life should 

end? 

11. Shouldn't society 

protect everyone 
0 0 0 0 0 

against being kllled? 

12. Where should 0 
society draw the line 

0 0 0 0 
between protecting life 

and allowlng someone 

to die If the erson 
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wants to? 

* 19. Consider the 12 issues you rated above and rank which issues are the 
most important. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Most Important Item 0 0 0 0 0 0 ·o 0 0 0 0 0 
Second most Important 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Third most Important 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fourth most important 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

9. Story 5 

Demonstration 

Political and economic Instability In a South American country prompted the President of the United States to send 

troops to •police" the area. Students at many campuses In the U.S.A. have protested that the United States Is using Its 

mllltary might for economic advantage. There Is widespread suspicion that big oil multinational companies are 

pressuring the President to safeguard a cheap oil supply even If It means loss of life. Students at one campus took to 

the streets In demonstrations, tying up traffic and stopping regular business in the town. The president of the university 

demanded that the students stop their Illegal demonstrations. Students then took over the college's administration 

building, completely paralyzing the college. Are the students right to demonstrate In these ways? 

* 20. Do you favor the action of demonstrating in this way? 

Q Should continue demonstrating 

In these ways 

Q Can't decide 
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* 21. Rate the following issues in terms of importance. 
Great Much Some Little No 

1. Do the students 0 0 0 0 0 
have any right to take 

over property that 

doesn't belong to 

them? 

2. Do the students 0 0 0 0 0 
realize that they might 

be arrested and fined, 

and even expelled 

from school? 

3. Are the students 0 0 0 0 0 
serious about their 

cause or are they 

doing It just !or fun? 

4. If the university 0 0 0 0 0 
president Is soft on 

students this time, will 

it lead to more 

disorder? 

5. WIii the public 0 0 0 0 0 
blame all students for 

the actions of a few 

student 

demonstrators? 

6 . Are the authorities 0 0 0 0 0 
to blame by giving In 

to the greed of the 

multlnatlonal oll 

companies? 

7. Why should a few 0 0 0 0 0 
people like Presidents 

and business leaders 

have more power than 

ordinary people? 

8. Does this student 0 0 
demonstration bring 

0 0 0 
about more or less 

good In the long run to 

all people? 

9. Can the students 0 0 
justify their civil 

0 0 0 
disobedience? 

10. Shouldn't the 0 0 
authorities be 

0 0 0 
respected by students? 

11. Is taking over a 0 0 
building consistent with 

0 0 0 
principles of justice? 

12. Isn't It everyone's 0 0 0 0 0 
duty to obey the law, 

whether one llkes It or 

not? 
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* 22. Consider the 12 issues you rated above and rank which issues are the 
most important. 

1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Most Important Item 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Second most Important 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Third most Important 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fourth most Important 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Please provide the following lnformat!on about yourself: 

* 23. In terms of your political views, how would you characterize yourself? 

Q Very Liberal Q Somewhat 

Liberal 

Q Neither Liberal 

nor Conservative 

* 24. Are you a citizen of the U.S.A? 

Qves 

* 25. Is English your primary language? 

Qves 

10. Test taking Environment 

Q Somewhat 

Conservative 

Qvery 

Conservative 

We would like to know something about how you completed this questionnaire. Your answers will not 
affect whether or not you get credit for participation but will help us understand how students take 
questionnaires outside of class. 

26. I completed the questionnair in one sitting. 

Q Yes 

27. Music was playing \_'Vhile I completed the questionnaire. 

Qves 

28. The TV was on while I completed the questionnaire. 

Qves 
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Hello Coaches, 

I realize your season is in full swing and you are competing with the expectation to play 
in the postseason tournaments. 

For those who do not know me or may not remember me, I served as the Head \Vomen's 
Basketball Coach at UMUB from 2000-2005. I left to pursue my Ph.D. in Sport 
Management. I am currently working on my dissertation titled Moral Judgment Levels of 
NCAA Division III Basketball Players. 

I am contacting you to solicit you and your team members' participation in my study. I 
will outline the purpose and procedures below in bullet points. 

Purpose: 
*To examine the NCAA Division III athletic environment by measuring the moral 
judgment levels of NCAA Division III Basketball Players using the Defining Issues Test-
2 
In short, research in this area has primarily focused on NCAA Division I student-athletes. 
I propose that the environment and philosophy in NCAA Division III is different; 
therefore, the student-athletes may test differently than those who compete at a higher 
level and they may test differently than the non-student athlete. The DIT-2 will be 
administered via email through a private SurveyMonkey account. 

Procedure: 
*Once you commit to participate, I ask that you inform your athletes of the study and 
provide me the contact names and email addresses of your team members. 

Confidentiality: 
Each athlete must consent to participate once the online survey has been sent. The names 
of the participants and the names of the institutions will be completely confidential. I will 
be taking the data and comparing 1) gender and 2) type of university (religious or non
religious). I will not be comparing one program to the next. I will attempt to publish 
the overall results in an article, but the identities of the participants and the universities 
will remain confidential. 

Benefit to you 
Again, this is the initial investigation into the moral judgment levels of NCAA Division 
III athletics. Research in this area has been conducted over the last 20 years using a 
variety of instruments but very little research has focused on Division III athletes. I am 
asking for your assistance in this research. One benefit to you is the possible promotion 
of quality of individuals who participate in NCAA Division III athletics. Secondly, upon 
request, I can provide each participant the overall results of the study while protecting the 
confidentiality of each participant. 
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I can provide more details on the purpose & procedures upon your request. I realize I 
may need to seek the permission of your athletic directors, but at this point, all I need to 
do is secure possible teams to participate in the study. 

Please reply to this email as to whether or not you would be willing to participate and I 
will call you to answer any questions you may have. We can also discuss the time table 
for collecting and providing me the contact names and emails for your team members. 

Thank you for your time, good luck with your upcoming season, and I appreciate your 
willingness to assist me in this research project. 

1U argie Williamson 
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To: [Email] 

From: mwilliamson@twu.edu 

Subject: NCAA Division III Basketball Study 

Body: Dear Basketball Athlete, 

You have been selected to participate in a study on Division III basketball 
players. 

I am asking you to participate in this research as part of my dissertation on the 
moral judgment levels of NCAA Division III Basketball players. Up until 
recently, the majority of research on this topic has focused on NCAA Division I 
athletes. 

This survey will take 30-35 minutes to complete. Thank you for your time and 
contributions to the research on NCAA Division III basketball players. 

Here is a link to the survey: 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx 

This link is uniquely tied to this survey and your email address. Please do not 
forward this message. If you have any questions regarding this study, please 
contact me at mwilliamson@twu.edu 

Thanks for your participation! 

Margie Williamson 
TWU Sport Management 
Doctoral Candidate 

Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click 
the link below, and you will be automatically removed from our mailing list. 
http://wvvw.survcymonkcv.com/optout.aspx 
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DENTON DALLAS HOUSTON 

November 7, 2008 

Ms. Margie Williamson 

P.O. Box 425349 

Denton. TX 75028 

Dear Ms. Williamson: 

Institutional Review Board 
Office of Research and Sponsored Programs 
P.O. Box 425619, Denton, TX 76204-5619 
940-898-3378 Fox 940-898-34 l 6 
e-mail: IRB@tv.iu.edu 

Re: ,~!oral Judgment levels of NCAA Division Ill Basketball Players 

The above referenced study has been reviewed by the TWU Institutional Review Board (IRB) and was 
dt!tennined to be exempt from. further review. 

If applicable, agency approval letters must be submitted to the IRB upon receipt PRIOR to any data 
collection at that agency. Because a signed consent fonn is not required for exempt studies, the filing 
of signatures of participants with the TWU IRB is not necessary. 

Another revi~w. by the £RB is required if your project changes in any way, and the rRB must be notified 
immediately regarding any adverse events. If you have any questions, feel free to call the TWU 
lnstitutional Review Board. 

Sincerely, 

Q~l.W 
Dr. David Nichols, Chair 

lnstitutional Review Board - Dt!nton 

c<:. Dr. Charlotte Sanborn, Department of Kincsiology 

Dr. T1.:rry :\. S~nne. Department of Kincs1ology 
Graduate School 
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