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Abstract 

The purpose of this study is to explore the association between teachers’ moral 

judgment development and perceived self-efficacy, and their relationship to change in 

student achievement.  Studies in professional ethics have shown a positive link between 

levels of moral judgment development and dimensions of professional behavior.  

However, little research exists concerning the professional behavior of K-12 school 

teachers.   

The theoretical framework for the study derives from the bodies of research on 

moral judgment development (Kohlberg, 1976; Rest, 1979; Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, & 

Thoma, 1999a, 1999b) and perceived self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Tschannen-Moran & 

Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), in which both are dimensions of Rest’s four component model of 

morality (FCM).  In Rest’s model, there are four psychological processes that interact 

with each other in order for a moral action (behavior) to occur.  Moral judgment –the 

decision, action, or choice associated with right and wrong – is the second of the four 

processes.  A fourth process, referred to as moral character or moral implementation, 

includes the personal qualities (i.e., self-efficacy) and competencies required when 

carrying out a moral action.  Bandura’s work on perceived self-efficacy, which centers on 

individuals’ beliefs or judgments about their capabilities in the classroom, is particularly 

relevant for K-12 school teachers.  Research on teachers’ perceived self-efficacy has 

shown a positive association between teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and student 

achievement outcomes.   
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Participants in this study included 71 active elementary classroom and secondary 

mathematics teachers from an urban school district.  An ANOVA and correlational 

analyses showed a positive significant association between maintaining norms moral 

schema as assessed by the Defining Issues Test 2 (DIT2) and the Teacher Sense of 

Efficacy Scale – short form (TSES).  The results also showed a positive significant 

association between maintaining norms moral schema and TSES’ classroom management 

subscale.  As well, an ANOVA and correlational analyses showed a negative significant 

association between DIT2 postconventional moral schema and the TSES total score, and 

a negative significant association between postconventional moral schema and TSES’ 

classroom management subscale.   

Three progressive HLM models were tested to determine the amount of variance 

accounted for by teachers’ moral reasoning and self-efficacy beliefs at the student and 

classroom levels.  Maintaining norms was determined to be significant in predicting 

students’ NCE gain scores on the state’s Augmented Benchmark Math Exam.  For 

teachers who were identified as predominately using maintaining norms arguments, their 

students on averaged scored 3.56 points higher than those students whose teachers were 

identified as personal interest or postconventional. These findings could imply that 

teachers who are in maintaining norms may be more apt to comply with rigid school and 

classroom rules and norms, and thereby experience fewer interruptions during instruction, 

which could ultimately result in higher achievement gains.  
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Definition of Terms 

Consolidated phase – instances where the participants’ response patterns of items clearly 

distinguishes one predominant moral stage over others (Thoma & Rest, 1999).  

Conventional – the second level of moral judgment development in which social norms 

and need for harmonious society dominate moral choice (Kohlberg, 1976). 

Intermediate concepts – refers to a unique set of moral principles that are specific to an 

area or profession (Bebeau & Thoma, 1999). 

Moral judgment – is the decisions, actions, or choices associated with right and wrong or 

good and bad (Kohlberg, 1977). 

Moral reasoning – is the cognitive process for determining right and wrong or good and 

bad (Kohlberg, 1977). 

Moral schema – is the social-cognition structural representation of stages of moral 

development (Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999a).   

Preconventional – the first level of moral judgment development in which a moral choice 

is dominated by egocentrism and authority (Kohlberg, 1976).  

Postconventional – the third level of moral judgment development in which moral choice 

is guided by social and human welfare (Kohlberg, 1976). 

Self-efficacy – is the belief individuals have about their ability to complete certain tasks 

or achieve certain goals (Bandura, 1977). 



   xi 

Transitional phase – the participants’ response pattern to items indicate a phase between 

two dominant stages (Thoma & Rest, 1999). 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Background of the Study 

 The National Education Association (NEA), one of the nation’s largest 

professional organizations, claims that the expertise and judgment of education 

professionals is critical to students’ success (www.nea.org).  In support of their stance, 

the NEA provides practitioners with a code of ethics based on two guiding principles: 

Principle I – Commitment to the Student, and Principle II – Commitment to the 

Profession.  The focus of this study stems from the first Principle, which highlights a set 

of ethical criteria associated with practitioners’ commitment to their students.  

 The NEA’s Principle I code of ethics includes such obligatory expectations as the 

educator shall make reasonable effort to protect students from conditions harmful to 

learning or to health and safety; not intentionally expose students to embarrassment or 

disparagement; shall not use professional relationships with students for private gains; 

and shall not exclude, deny benefits, or grant advantages to students on the basis of race, 

creed, color, sex, and so forth.  

 However, just within the last two years, there have been some alarming headline 

news stories drawing local and national attention to school teachers’ unethical behavior. 

Consider for instance, a “North Carolina Teacher Allegedly Cuts Disabled Student’s 

Hair” (Ng, 2012); or “Teacher ethics: 24 cases in South Dakota” (Verges, 2012).  In 

Georgia, “Accused [of inappropriate touching] Cartersville High Teacher Fired” 

(Poulnot, 2012), and “School cheating scandal shakes up Atlanta” (Toppo, 2013).  These 
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headlines are just a few examples where educators have failed to uphold their primary 

commitment to protect students from harmful conditions and provide them with safe and 

healthy learning environments.  

Statement of the Problem 

 Educators need to be able to make sound moral judgments regarding students’ 

welfare in circumstances that present ethical dilemmas.  Unfortunately, there is a gap in 

empirical research exploring the link between how teachers’ reason about moral 

dilemmas and their ethical behavior in the field.  In one of the few studies exploring the 

link, Cummings, Dyas, Maddux, and Kochman (2001) investigated the relationship 

between pre-service teacher education students’ moral reasoning and their self-reported 

propensity to engage in academic misconduct.  What they found was a significant 

(although weak) association between students’ moral reasoning scores, defined by the 

Defining Issues Test (DIT), and their Academic Misconduct Survey (AMS) scores. 

Although additional studies are warranted, the Cummings et al. (2001) findings gave 

indication, at least in the case of pre-service teachers, that level of moral reasoning may 

have some relation to ethical behavior as it has been shown to have in numerous studies 

in the professions.   

 Despite NEA’s strong efforts to promote a union of education professionals who 

behave ethically, some educators nevertheless have been at the center of legal cases 

concerning ethical violations.  In 2013, the Professional Licensure Standards Board, for 

one state’s department of education, reported 744 allegations of code of ethics standards 
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violations during the fiscal years of 2009 – 2013 (Ruthven, 2013).  Table 1 provides a list 

of their seven codes of ethics standards in which violations were reported. 

Table 1  

State Department of Education Code of Ethics Standards 

Standard Description 

Standard 1  An educator maintains a professional relationship with each student, both in 
and outside the classroom. 

Standard 2  An educator maintains competence regarding skills, knowledge, and 
dispositions relating to his/her organizational position, subject matter, and/or 
pedagogical practice. 

Standard 3  An educator honestly fulfills reporting obligations associated with professional 
practices. 

Standard 4  An educator entrusted with public funds and property, including school 
sponsored activity funds, honors that trust with honest, responsible 
stewardship. 

Standard 5  An educator maintains integrity regarding the acceptance of any gratuity, gift, 
compensation or favor that might impair or appear to influence professional 
decisions or actions and shall refrain from using the educator’s position for 
personal gain. 

Standard 6  An educator keeps in confidence information about students and colleagues 
obtained in the course of professional service, including secure standardized 
test materials and results, unless disclosure serves a professional purpose or 
is allowed by law. 

Standard 7  An educator refrains from using, possessing and/or being under the influence 
of alcohol, tobacco, or unauthorized drugs or substances while on school 
premises or at school-sponsored activities involving students. 

 Types of resolution for many of these violations include written warnings, 

monetary fines, probations, temporary suspension of licenses, and, in the most extreme 

cases, licenses permanently revoked.  While these consequences may seem like 

reasonable penalties for the offenses committed, none of the above directly addresses the 

inner psychological processes involved in committing an immoral act.  The resolutions 

are consequences for the behavior, but how can the behavior be prevented from 

reoccurring?  What is being done to influence the moral reasoning or judgment of those 
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who have failed to maintain a professional code of ethic?  What is the link between 

education professionals’ moral judgment and their ethical behavior or interactions with 

students?  Particularly, how does teachers’ level of moral development influence their 

ethical choices, and how does their ethical behavior relate to students’ academic 

performance? 

Purpose of the Study 

 Studies in professional ethics have shown a positive link between levels of moral 

judgment development and professional behavior (Bebeau & Monson, 2014; Klinker & 

Hackmann, 2005).  A vast number of empirical studies exist regarding the moral 

judgment of professionals in business and various health sciences fields, but a database 

search for studies involving school teachers yielded a very small number of results.  Yet, 

what does exist is a huge body of research that focuses on teachers’ perceived self-

efficacy as an association with student achievement outcomes.  Perceived self-efficacy is 

how individuals judge their own ability to accomplish a certain level of performance 

(Bandura, 1986).  As described below, self-efficacy appears to be related to moral 

character and implementation, and thereby linked to moral judgment.  

 In Rest’s four component model of morality, four psychological processes interact 

with each other in order for a moral action to occur.  Moral judgment is one of the four 

processes.  The other three are moral sensitivity, moral motivation and commitment, and 

moral character and implementation.  Moral implementation includes the personal 

qualities (i.e., self-efficacy) and competencies required to carry out a moral action.  

Perceived self-efficacy is individuals’ belief or judgment about their abilities or 
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competencies.  Since moral judgment development and perceived self-efficacy are 

potentially crucial processes related to teachers’ performance and potentially linked 

together, education researchers should be interested in taking a closer look at how these 

two components operate interdependently.  The purpose of this study was to examine the 

association between moral judgment and perceived self-efficacy in relation to gains in 

student achievement.  

Significance of the Study 

 The results of the study add to the body of existing research of two 

methodologies: moral judgment development and perceived self-efficacy.  The study 

offers insight as to how teachers reason about social dilemmas, which offers awareness 

into decision-making and problem-solving abilities that influence moral behaviors and 

activities such as cheating, stealing, social or political issues (e.g., abortion, same-sex 

marriage, affirmative action, affordable health care).  As well, the study can aid in 

providing explanations on how teachers’ moral reasoning may impact their self-efficacy 

beliefs that guide and influence thoughts and emotions toward events impacting their 

professional lives.  The study will provide educators with a working framework for 

designing professional development, intervention, and/or remediation courses that will 

help strengthen the moral reasoning and effectiveness of education professionals. 

Research Hypotheses 

This study examined two hypotheses: 

1. Teachers consolidated on postconventional or maintaining norms will exhibit 

higher scores on self-efficacy domains. 
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2. Teachers with high moral reasoning scores and high self-efficacy scores will 

show greater gains in the academic achievement levels of their students.   

Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework for the study derives from the bodies of research on 

moral judgment development and perceived self-efficacy, which are functions of two of 

the four components in Rest’s four component model of morality (FCM).  In 1986, 

following an extensive literature review on moral development, Rest proposed a model of 

morality in which he argued the presence of four distinct processes that must be 

developed in order for one to fully attain moral development.  Rest believed that 

deficiency in any one of the processes could result in a moral failing.  The four 

components consists of: 1) interpreting a situation in terms of what actions are possible, 

with consideration to who and how parties involved would be affected by each course of 

action (moral sensitivity), 2) selecting one course of action as the morally best course of 

action (moral judgment), 3) giving priority to what is morally right to do over personal 

values (moral motivation and commitment), and 4) carrying out a plan of action (moral 

character and implementation).  Rest believed each of the psychological processes 

contributed to moral behavior and included different types of affect-cognitive 

interconnections.  Studies in professional ethics have shown evidence of the four 

components linked to moral behavior (Bebeau, 2009a, 2009b; Thoma, Bebeau, & 

Bolland, 2008). 
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Limitations 

 The study includes several limitations the researcher could not control, which may 

threaten the external validity of the study. 

Limitations to this study: 

1. First, and foremost, the sample of teachers used in the study was limited to 

elementary classroom teachers in grades 3-5 and secondary mathematics 

teachers in grades 6-8. 

2. Second, since student assessment scores were linked to their teacher, the study 

was limited to student data in grades 3-8. 

3. Third, the study did not include a measure of building principals, nor teacher 

and student data for grades K-2 and grades 9-12. 

Delimitations 

 The study included several delimitations, which are limitations imposed by the 

researcher.  

Delimitations for the study: 

1. The researcher only allowed teachers from one school district who met the 

selection criteria to participate in the study. 

2. The results of the study depended on the responses of elementary classroom 

and secondary mathematics teachers. 

Assumptions 

 The study includes the following assumptions: (a) the participating teachers 

responded to the Defining Issues Test 2 and the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale with 
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honesty and integrity, (b) the data collected measured how teachers’ reason about ethical 

dilemmas and their beliefs about their ability to influence students’ behavior in the 

classroom, and (c) the interpretation of the data accurately reflected the responses from 

the respondents. 

Organization of the Study 

 This chapter serves as the introduction and background to the study, statement of 

the problem, purpose of the study, conceptual framework, research questions, limitations, 

delimitations, and the assumptions of the study.  Chapter 2 presents a review of literature, 

which includes historical background review of moral judgment development, the link 

between moral judgment and professional ethics, moral judgment of school teachers, 

teachers’ perceived self-efficacy, teachers’ perceived self-efficacy effects on student 

performance, and conclusion.  Chapter 3 details the methodology used for the research 

study, which includes the selection of research questions and design, the selection of 

participants, instrumentation, research procedures, and summary of methods.  Chapter 4 

discusses the data analyses and findings related to each research hypotheses.  Chapter 5 

ends with the conclusion, implications, and limitations. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

 A college educational course of study should be a mind altering experience.  

College courses are often designed to help students further develop critical and analytical 

thinking skills.  Studies have shown that educational level has a positive interaction with 

moral judgment development (Rest, 1972, 1975, 1980).  Rest and Narvaez (1991) 

reviewed over a hundred studies where colleges or universities used the Defining Issues 

Test (DIT) to examine the effect of college experience on promoting moral judgment 

development.  What they found was that college experiences “provide general intellectual 

stimulation that causes students to overhaul and rethink the basic ways in which they 

make moral judgments” (Rest & Narvaez, 1991, p.239).  They concluded that moral 

development progresses along with social development, which is influenced by a wide 

range of experiences.  Rest and Narvaez were able to document that college experiences 

contribute to fostering moral judgment development, but, in addition, they acknowledged 

that in order to change moral behavior, moral judgment was only one of the four 

processes linked to a moral action.  

 More recently, Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) estimated from their review of 

post-secondary effects on college studies an effect size of .77 for the association between 

postconventional thinking and post-secondary attainment.  In addition, the type of college 

experience was shown to have different effects on the rate of moral judgment 

development.  For example, an educational program with a liberal arts focus has been 
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shown to have a greater effect size on moral judgment development as measured by the 

DIT, than a non-liberal arts focus (McNeel, 1994), and small, private liberal arts colleges 

have shown the highest gains in moral judgment development when compared to public 

universities and Bible colleges (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  

One of the most well-known and cited theories on moral judgment development 

derived in the early 1960’s from Kohlberg’s work in moral psychology.  Kohlberg 

proposed a staircase model to moral judgment development, which consisted of three 

levels of progression from preconventional to conventional to postconventional thinking.  

Each level is comprised of two universal stages (see Table 2) through which individuals 

must progress in order to attain moral maturity.  The Preconventional level, consisting of 

Stages 1 and 2, marks the beginning of reasoning development.  In Stage 1, judgments 

about right and wrong are guided by avoidance of punishment and the superior power of 

authorities.  In Stage 2, reasoning about moral issues is led by personal gain and interests, 

mutual exchange or reciprocity.  The Conventional level comprises Stages 3 and 4.  At 

this level social norms and the need for a harmonious society are recognized.  Judgments 

are guided by the desire to be viewed and accepted by self and others as good (Stage 3).  

Next, in Stage 4, individuals conform to the expectations of their role as law-abiding 

members of society.  At the final level, the Postconventional Stages 5 and 6, individuals 

recognize that life and human welfare transcend conventions—even one’s that are arrived 

at through due process – and they are able “to put themselves in other people’s shoes.”  

People who advance to postconventional levels of moral thinking understand that rules 

can be modified for the betterment of society.  Postconventional thinkers assume a 
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posture of impartiality with respect to a specific social problem and appeal to moral 

ideals in an effort to arrive at sound responsible judgments.  Kohlberg believed these 

stages were universal, innate, and invariant. 

Table 2 

Kohlberg’s Six Stages of Moral Development 

Moral Development Stages 

Preconventional 

Stage 1 Heteronomous morality – avoidance of punishment, and the superior power of 
authorities 

Stage 2 Individualism, instrumental purpose and exchange – Service of one’s own needs 
and interests 

Conventional  

Stage 3  Mutual interpersonal expectations, relationships, interpersonal conformity – need 
to be viewed as a good person by self and others 

Stage 4 Social system and conscience – to keep the institution going as a whole, to avoid a 
system breakdown 

Postconventional  

Stage 5  Social contract or utility and individual rights – sense of obligation to law because 
of one’s social contract with the law and the welfare and protection of others 

Stage 6  Universal ethical principles – the belief as a rational person in the validity of 
universal moral principles, and a sense of personal commitment to them 

(Kohlberg, 1976, p.34-35)  

To measure the construct of moral reasoning development, Kohlberg designed an 

interview instrument, called Moral Judgment Interview (MJI) to gain insight into 

individuals’ frame of reference about what is right and wrong, and their justifications for 

their moral decisions (Elm & Weber, 1994).  He presented interviewees with a moral 

dilemma and then asked them to respond to a series of open-ended questions.  The 

responses were scored according to stages of moral reasoning used by the interviewee to 

explain reasons for their action choice.  Since the instrument relied on individuals’ ability 
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to verbally express their reasoning, the tool often failed to get at the postconventional 

level of thinking.   

James Rest (1973), one of Kohlberg’s students, built on Kohlberg’s ideas of 

stages of moral judgment development by devising the Defining Issues Test (DIT), a 

paper and pencil technique derived from stories used in Kohlberg’s MJI.  The DIT 

requests respondents to rate their level of importance on 12 issue statements reflecting 

different stage-level responses derived from interview data.  Respondents then rank their 

four preferred issue statements.  One major difference between the DIT and MJI method 

of data collection is the DIT uses a comprehension and recognition strategy, including 

items measuring Stages 2 through 6 in Kohlberg’s theory.  As mentioned earlier, 

Kohlberg’s interview method used a production strategy, requiring examinees to verbally 

articulate arguments in support of their position, which may cause problems for those 

who have difficulty with oral expression of higher order reasoning (Rest, Narvaez, 

Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999a).  

 Aside from the distinction between the MJI and DIT, Kohlberg’s work overall 

was criticized for several reasons.  Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, and Thoma (1999a, p.33) 

listed the following psychological and philosophical challenges to Kohlberg’s theory: 

Psychological problems requiring change: 

a) The staircase-stage concept. 

b) An interview method that is over reliant on verbal articulation. 

c) The rarity of postconventional thinking. 

d) The underestimation of young children’s capacity. 
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Philosophical problems requiring change: 

a) Kohlberg’s principles lacked clear direction for choosing a course 

of moral action. 

b) A set of universal principles are not the only source for reliable 

moral guidance. 

c) Moral systems of all communities are not the same. 

First, Kohlberg claimed stages of moral development followed an invariant sequence.  

However, critics argued the changes in cognitive-development were better represented by 

shifts in frequency versus a staircase progression.  Second, as previously stated, 

Kohlberg’s reliance on interviewees’ ability to verbally articulate their justifications for 

moral judgments posed some limitations as well.  In fact, very few people are able to 

verbally articulate coherent postconventional moral arguments, except for the rare case of 

an ethics professor, a moral philosopher, or a really competent lawyer.  Third, there was a 

lack of empirical evidence in Kohlberg’s work for postconventional reasoning; he later 

eliminated Stage 6 from his scoring system.  Fourth, critics believed children were not 

morally limited to egocentric responses or authority as Kohlberg claimed.  Fifth, some 

argued his theory was based on foundational principlism1, suggesting he took a deductive 

reasoning approach – a top-down versus bottom-up.  For example, for people identified 

as being in Stage 5 of morality, Kohlberg believed the operations of Stage 5 would 

1Foundational principlism (Rest et al., 1999a) refers to a deductive reasoning approach to moral judgments.  
A foundational principle (e.g., fairness, beneficence, or autonomy) is used to deduce moral judgments 
applied to moral dilemmas (e.g., solution to Heinz dilemma or solution to capital punishment).  Because 
Kohlberg grounded Stage 6 in John Rawl’s concept of justice, some contended that his stage theory was 
biased.   
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deductively lead to their solution regarding a hypothetical moral dilemma (Rest et al., 

1999a).  

In Blasi’s (1980) review of moral reasoning research, he found moral reasoning 

provided some support for linkage to moral action, but the strength of support varied for 

different variables.  Blasi found some support linking higher stages of moral reasoning to 

behaviors of honesty and altruism, but at the postconventional level there was little 

support for individuals’ ability to resist the social pressure impacting their moral action.  

In reality, levels of moral reasoning may not be the only variable influencing moral 

action.  Thus, Kohlberg’s model was also criticized for the unilateral concentration on 

only one psychological process of morality (moral judgment), primarily emphasizing 

justice operations (e.g., rights, rules, order).  As well, Kohlberg’s model described broad 

macro abstractions of moral judgment, which is useful for viewing social structures 

concerning moral issues, but does not necessarily address the micro level concerns 

related to individuals’ daily life and their established relationships.  Blasi was the first 

person to raise the issue regarding the need for research to focus on the process “between 

a [more] concrete moral judgment and its corresponding action” (1980, p.40).  

After several years of research using the DIT, Rest (1979) concluded that moral 

judgment was not the only inner process influencing moral behavior.  Rest (1983) 

proposed a four component model of morality (FCM) involving four distinct processes 

one must develop in order to fully depict moral development.  Rest believed a moral 

failing could result from a deficiency in any one of these processes.  The four 

components he identified were:  
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1. Moral Sensitivity (Component 1) – the ability to recognize a situation as a 

moral issue is based on the notion that one must see a situation as moral in 

order for moral behavior to occur;  

2. Moral Judgment (Component 2) – the ability to make determinations about 

which available actions are most ethically justifiable; 

3. Moral Motivation and Commitment (Component 3) – the ability to take into 

account moral ideas of self and other’s even when the ideas conflict with the 

moral choice; and  

4. Moral Character and Implementation (Component 4) – the ability and courage 

to carry-out an appropriate plan of action that is applicable to the moral 

choice.  

He believed each of these four components contributes to moral behavior and that the 

operations of the components were interactive in nature.  For example, one’s moral 

motivation may influence moral sensitivity and moral character may be constricted by 

moral judgment.  Each process includes different types of affect-cognitive 

interconnections; however, Bebeau, Rest, and Narvaez (1999) believed “instead of trying 

to chop up morality into cognitions, affects, and behaviors [known as “The tripartite 

view”], [we should] analyz[e] morality into the functional psychological processes that 

must arise to produce a moral behavior” (p. 22).  

  Although Kohlberg’s approach to moral judgment development positively 

contributed to substantial advancement in moral judgment research, there were some 

challenges to his staircase theory.  To address the challenges mentioned earlier, Rest et al. 
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(1999a) proposed a looser approach to moral judgment development, referred to as the 

neo-Kohlbergian Approach.  The neo-Kohlbergian approach is based on the core 

assumptions of Kohlberg’s cognitive-development approach.  Like Kohlberg’s approach, 

the initial premise of the neo-Kohlbergian approach is cognition; the approach highlights 

personal constructs of rights, justice, social order and duty; changes in development; and 

shifts in moral thinking (conventional to postconventional).  This is the part of Kohlberg 

in the neo-Kohlbergian reference. 

The neo-Kohlbergian approach differs in how moral reasoning and judgment are 

assessed, mainly the concept of schema versus stage theory.  Rest et al. (1999a) use 

schema theory to describe developmental shifts in general knowledge structure.  These 

schemas came about from the research using the DIT, which showed individuals tended 

not to discriminate Kohlberg’s Stage 2 items from Stage 3, and Stage 5 items from Stage 

6.  However, individuals clearly discriminated Stage 4 items from Stages 3 and 5.  

Respondents seemed to cluster the DIT items thought to reflect the various stages into 

three constructs: 1) personal interest (agreeing with Kohlberg’s Stages 2 and 3), 2) 

maintaining norms (agreeing with Kohlberg’s Stage 4), and 3) postconventional 

(agreeing with Kohlberg’s Stages 5 and 6).  The moral schemas provide a looser 

depiction of the stages than Kohlberg’s description, but are more abstract than the typical 

schemas (person, role and event) often addressed in social cognition research.  Rest et al. 

(1999a) believe their schemas differ somewhat from Kohlberg’s stages, but yet still 

capture the core of Kohlberg’s ideas.  These moral schemas, which were based on a 

social cognition point of view, are believed to develop through people’s cognitive 
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construction of the social world.  This differs from Kohlberg’s theory of moral judgment 

development, which is derived from an innate construct of justice operations.  According 

to Rest et al. (1999a), individuals utilizes one schema more than another (referred to as 

preference), and it is possible for all schemas to be present.  In contrast to Kohlberg’s 

argument of hard transitions through an invariant sequence of one stage at a time, 

researchers using the DIT before 1999 simply reported the utilization of the higher stages 

(P-score) more than lower stages.  For Rest et al. (1999a), three schemas congruently 

exist for most adult learners, and any or all schemas contribute to the decision-making 

process in a moral dilemma.  This suggests that Rest’s moral schemas are interactive and 

the information from one schema is transferrable to other cognitive schemas, including 

external stimuli or constructs of the social world.  

Link between Moral Judgment and Professional Ethics Training 

 Rest (1979) recognized that in addition to moral judgment there were other 

variables that linked to a moral action.  He identified four psychological processes 

(sensitivity, judgment, motivation, character) involved in determining a moral choice.  

According to Rest, moral failure can come about by deficiencies in any one of these 

components (Rest, 1983).  His model provided a more concrete structure and link to 

everyday moral behavior.  Studies in dental education have shown evidence when the 

four components of Rest’s model are strengthened through ethics education, moral 

behavior is more likely to occur (Bebeau, 2009a, 2009b; Thoma et al., 2008).  These four 

components have shown positive support for teaching and assessing professional ethics, 
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and have shown how moral reasoning and judgment intertwine with other components to 

produce professional ethical behavior. 

 Even though moral judgment has been strongly linked to moral behavior, 

empirical studies have provided evidence to support sensitivity, reasoning and judgment, 

motivation and identity formation (moral motivation), and implementation (moral 

character) as moral processes involved in a moral action (Bebeau, 2002, 2009a, 2009b; 

Bebeau & Thoma, 1999; Klinker & Hackmann, 2003).  Ethics educators who have used 

the FCM as a framework to build capacity in these abilities have produced positive 

results in developing morally mature practitioners and professionals.  For instance, 

Bebeau (2009b) was able to customize remediation instruction for dental practitioners 

who were in threat of license revocation.  She identified specific deficiencies in moral 

abilities by comparing practitioners’ pretest scores on measures of each of the 

components to the mean scores of dental graduate students who completed the measures 

as pre and posttests for an ethics curriculum.  The posttest results showed significant 

change for ethical sensitivity, moral reasoning, and an essay on role-concept (a measure 

of professional moral motivation) were statistically significant for authority and 

responsibility dimensions of professional roles.  Change scores and self-reflections 

helped practitioners recognize their personal shortcomings in ethical abilities contributing 

to their moral failings; and the framework provided a powerful foundation for engaging 

in learning. 

 Bebeau and Thoma (1999) described how the four component model has helped 

direct the development of moral educational programs; particularly addressing new ways 
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for assessing moral judgment development.  According to Bebeau and Thoma (1999), the 

three clusters identified from the DIT provided a good measure of moral judgment 

development of broad abstractions or general concepts such as stealing, adultery, murder 

and other universal principles.  But, a full model for professionals’ moral judgment 

decision-making would need to include a measure of intermediate-level concepts and 

codes of ethics.   

 Intermediate concepts are concepts that are specific to the particular area or 

profession.  Consider, for example, an ethics course for health professions would 

concentrate on concepts such as informed consent, professional autonomy, and patient 

confidentiality.  Whereas in education, an ethics course would more likely include 

instruction related to boundaries, social media, off campus behavior, and anger 

management.  A set of codes of ethics is the specific code of standards adopted by a 

profession.  For education, these codes include such standards as “an educator shall not 

intentionally, knowing, or recklessly misrepresent facts regarding a student.”    

 Thus, for Bebeau and Thoma (1999), describing, exploring, developing, and 

employing a measure of professional ethics at the intermediate-level concepts abstraction 

seemed most appropriate.  Using the Intermediate Concepts Measure (ICM), Thoma, 

Bebeau, and Bolland (2008) found clear links between a measure of life-span moral 

judgment development and real life professional decision-making.  As well, a Klinder 

and Hackmann (2003) qualitative study on the ethical decision-making of secondary 

school administrators provided support for awareness of all four components of morality, 

when participants selected the correct justifications in ethical decisions. 
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Moral Judgment of School Teachers 

 Moral judgment development as measured by the DIT consists of three schemas 

of moral reasoning.  In the personal interest schema individuals justify decisions by 

appealing to their personal stake in the outcome.  In maintaining norms people have the 

ability to conceptualize cooperation for society as a whole and can recognize that rules 

and norms are needed for a harmonious society.  In contrast, at the postconventional 

level, individuals realize moral obligations are based on shared ideals and full reciprocity, 

but also that those ideals can be biased, scrutinized, and changed (Rest et al., 1999a). 

 At what level of moral reasoning do teachers tend to operate?  Some would 

probably expect teachers to exercise postconventional level thinking when reasoning 

about moral issues (i.e., bullying, drugs, test administration, no tolerance rule) concerning 

their students and their schools.  However, when certain teachers commit acts such as 

cutting a student’s hair, inappropriately touching a student, or are part of a district-wide 

cheating scandal, clearly their level of postconventional moral thinking is questionable.  

Studies have shown pre-service and intern teachers’ postconventional reasoning (P-score 

ranging from 36.6 – 50.0) to be similar to the DIT norms (ranging from 35.0-41.0) of 

other college graduates (Cummings, Dyas, Maddux, & Kochman, 2001; Oja, Graham, & 

Andrew, 2011; Reiman, 2004). 

 From their review of post-secondary education of college studies, Pascarella and 

Terenzini (2005) reported an estimated effect size of .77 for the association between 

postconventional thinking and post-secondary attainment.  Pascarella and Terenzini noted 

the type of college experience played a role in the different outcomes on the rate of moral 
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reasoning development.  If pre-service and intern teachers’ college experience resembles 

that of their other college peers, this could be one explanation as to why their level of 

moral judgment has been shown to be similar to other college students or graduates.  In 

Cummings et al.’s (2001) study, the moral judgment of senior college students majoring 

in education averaged P-scores in the range of 34 to 42, which is like that of a college 

freshmen, unlike other college seniors whose average ranged from 43 to 52.  Cummings 

et al. believed the lower-than-average principled reasoning scores were due to the failure 

to include or integrate ethical instruction in the curriculum.  Teachers, as with other 

professionals, may benefit from direct ethics intervention instruction as one way 

education professionals may want to consider improving and remediating moral 

deficiencies.   

Teachers’ Perceived Self-Efficacy  

 The fourth component to Rest’s model addresses moral character and 

implementation.  “Component 4 represents the processes by which one constructs an 

appropriate course of action, avoids distractions, and maintains the courage to 

[implement the action that services the moral choice] " (Bebeau & Thoma, 1999, p.345).  

For teachers, self-efficacy is a function of their professional character/role.  Their beliefs 

influence how they feel, think, motivate themselves and behave.  A well-recognized 

strand of self-efficacy theory is based on work by Bandura (1977), who described teacher 

self-efficacy as a cognitive process whereby people construct beliefs about their capacity 

to perform at a given level of attainment.  These beliefs influence the amount of effort 

individuals generate, how long they will persist in the face of obstacles, how resilient 
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they are in dealing with failures, and how much stress or depression they experience in 

coping with demanding situations. 

 According to Bandura (1993), self-efficacy beliefs produce these diverse effects 

through four major processes: cognitive, motivational, affective, and selection processes. 

1. Cognitive process – the stronger the perceived self-efficacy, the higher the 

goal challenges people set for themselves and the stronger their commitment 

to those goals.  

2. Motivational process – highly efficacious teachers ascribe their failures to 

insufficient effort; while inefficacious individuals attribute their failures to 

low ability. 

3. Affective process – individuals who believe they can exercise control over 

threats do not conjure up disturbing thought patterns; while those who 

believe they cannot manage threats experience high anxiety arousal. 

4. Selection process – individuals avoid activities and situations they believe 

exceed their coping capabilities, but readily undertake challenging activities 

and select situations they judge themselves capable of handling.  

 Teachers’ sense of personal efficacy affects their general orientation toward the 

educational process as well as their specific instructional practices (Woolfolk, Rosoff, & 

Hoy, 1990).  Teachers who believe strongly in their instructional efficacy support 

development of students’ intrinsic interests and academic self-directedness; and their 

beliefs concerning their efficacy predict students’ level of mathematical and language 

achievement over the course of the academic year (Bandura, 1993). 
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 Bandura’s (1986, 1997) self-efficacy model, based on the social-cognitive 

perspective, postulated four sources of efficacy expectations:  

1. Mastery experiences (the most powerful source) – the perception that 

performance has been successful raises efficacy beliefs, while perception of 

performance as a failure lowers efficacy beliefs. 

2. Physiological and emotional states – the level of arousal, either of anxiety or 

excitement, adds to the feeling of mastery or incompetence. 

3. Vicarious experiences – those experiences in which the skill in questions is 

modeled by someone else or the degree to which the observer identifies with 

the model moderates the effect on the observers. 

4. Social persuasion – may entail a pep talk or specific performance feedback 

from a supervisor or a colleague, or may involve the general chatter in the 

teachers’ lounge about the ability of teachers to influence students. 

 Teacher efficacy as a motivational construct proposes that the level of efficacy 

affects the amount of effort teachers will expend in a teaching situation, and the 

persistence teachers will show in the face of obstacles (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk 

Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).  Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy (1998) believed a valid 

measure of teacher efficacy must encompass both an assessment of personal competence 

and an analysis of the task in terms of resources and constraints that exist in particular 

teaching contexts.  Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) suggested an integrated model of 

teacher efficacy, which weaves together both conceptual strands (of Bandura) and new 

areas for research.  They combined two dimensions related to, but not identical with, 
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general teaching efficacy (GTE), which is referred to as an outcome expectancy, and 

personal teaching efficacy (PTE), which pertains to personal feelings of competence:  

1. Teaching task and its context – the relative importance of factors that make 

teaching difficult or act as constraints is weighed against an assessment of the 

resources available that facilitate learning, and 

2. Self-perceptions of teaching competence – the teacher judges personal 

capabilities against personal weaknesses or liabilities in particular context. 

 Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) acknowledged several measurement 

issues with existing instruments used to assess teacher efficacy (i.e., Bandura’s teacher 

efficacy scale, and Gibson and Dembo’s teacher efficacy scale).  According to 

Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy, measures of teacher efficacy have shown a two-

factor structure (personal efficacy versus outcome expectancy).  The lack of agreement 

among scholars about the conceptualization of teacher efficacy poses issues in measuring 

the construct; and there is a debate over the level of specificity that should be measured.  

To address these issues, Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy developed The Ohio State 

Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTES) patterned after items from Bandura’s efficacy scale, but 

similar to Gibson and Dembo’s Lickert-type scale instrument.  Tschannen-Moran and 

Woolfolk Hoy’s scale expanded on Bandura’s to include a measure of board capabilities 

that teachers view as important to good teaching.  The scale also considers Tschannen-

Moran et al.’s (1998) model of teacher efficacy; thus, it incorporates personal 

competence and an analysis of the task in terms of the resources and constraints in 
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particular teaching contexts.  To date, the OSTES is referred to as the Teacher Sense of 

Efficacy Scale (TSES). 

Teachers’ Perceived Self-Efficacy Effects on Student Performance 

 Teachers’ belief in their instructional efficacy partly determines how they 

structure academic activities in their classrooms and shape students’ assessment of their 

intellectual capabilities (Bandura, 1997).  It has been shown teachers who have a high 

sense of instructional efficacy devote more classroom time to academic activities, provide 

students who encounter difficulties with the guidance they need to succeed, and praise 

their academic accomplishments, whereas teachers who have a low sense of perceived 

efficacy spend more time on nonacademic pastimes, readily give up on students if they 

do not get quick results, and criticize them for their failures (Gibson & Dembo, 1984).   

 Teachers aggregated self-efficacy is just as powerful on the school’s collective 

environment as teachers on their students.  Caprara, Barbaranelli, Steca, and Malone 

(2006) expected teachers' aggregated self-efficacy beliefs would contribute significantly 

to students' aggregated academic achievement, and specifically, to schools' academic 

outcomes.  Previous students’ academic achievement predicted subsequent achievement 

as well as teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs, and in turn, contributed significantly to students’ 

achievement and teachers’ job satisfaction.  Teachers with high levels of self-efficacy 

beliefs are more likely to be able to create the conditions and to promote the interpersonal 

networks that nourish and sustain their work satisfaction (Caprara et al., 2006; Chong, 

Klassen, Huan, Wong, & Kates, 2010). 
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Conclusion 

Rest’s four component model (Rest, 1983) is a comprehensive framework 

educators (Bebeau 2009a, 2009b; Bebeau & Thoma, 1999; Lewin, Olson, Goodman & 

Kokotailo; 2004, Robichaux, 2012; Warnell, 2010) have used to develop ethics 

instruction.  Kohlberg’s (1969, 1976) stages of moral development and the Moral 

Judgment Interview provided the foundation for measuring stages of Component 2 - 

moral judgment; however, Rest’s (1973) development of the Defining Issues Test (DIT) 

helped to expand research on moral judgment.  The work Rest completed helped to 

establish a looser conception of moral judgment development than Kohlberg’s “stage 

scores,” and helped attend to an expanded understanding of reasoning development (e.g., 

type, consolidation, transition, and utilization of one’s reasoning development), as well as 

a new framework for morality research.  Instead of six hard stages of development, Rest 

(1999) proposed three basic schemas available and utilized by individuals in different 

stages of cognitive development.  The DIT is a good measure of the general abstractions 

of Component 2 (Bebeau & Thoma, 1999); however, moral reasoning and judgment 

alone do not predict moral behavior.  Other processes (which call for other measures) 

interact with moral reasoning and judgment to induce moral behavior.  

Educators’ ability to implement sound moral choices (Component 4) is founded in 

Bandura’s (1977) theory of self-efficacy.  Teachers’ professional character/role is shaped 

by their self-efficacy beliefs, which influence how they feel, think, behave and motivate.  

Bandura described teacher self-efficacy as a cognitive process whereby people construct 

beliefs about their capacity to perform at a given level of attainment.  These beliefs 
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influence the amount of effort individuals generate, how long they will persist in the face 

of obstacles, how resilient they are in dealing with failures, and how much stress or 

depression they experience in coping with demanding situations.  Tschannen-Moran et 

al.’s (1998) Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale is a valid measure used to assess teacher 

efficacy of both personal competence and the analysis of tasks within particular teaching 

contexts. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Research Questions 

According to Bandura (1986), even when people know absolutely well what to 

do, they sometimes choose not to behave the most favorable.  Expertise and judgment of 

education professionals is clearly crucial to students’ academic success, but what might 

lead them to different decisions when they know what to do?  What role does moral 

judgment play in teachers’ ethical (or unethical) behavior and students’ academic 

achievement?  Although Rest’s four component model describes four processes that all 

work interdependently, the purpose of this study was to examine more closely the 

relationship between two of the four – teachers’ moral judgment (Component 2) and their 

perceived self-efficacy (a dimension of Component 4), and their relationship to change in 

student achievement.  This study examined two hypotheses: 

1. Teachers consolidated on postconventional or maintaining norms will exhibit 

higher scores on self-efficacy domains. 

2. Teachers with high moral reasoning scores and high self-efficacy scores will 

show greater gains in the academic achievement levels of their students.  

Participants 

The participants chosen for this study were from an urban school district located 

in the southern half of the United States.  The district employs approximately 2,000 

certified teachers, with 14 years as the mean of experience.  A total of 213 in-service 

classroom teachers, grades 3-5, and 62 in-service mathematics teachers, grades 6-8, were 
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invited to participate in the study.  A total of 108 teachers responded.  However, data for 

33 respondents were eliminated because of partial completion, and four respondents were 

excluded by the scoring company for the DIT2 because their responses failed the 

instrument’s reliability check.  The final number of participants in this study included 71 

elementary classroom and secondary mathematics teachers.  The majority of the 

participants taught elementary level (n = 50, grades 3rd-5th), and the remaining taught 

math at the middle school level (n = 21, grades 6th-8th).  The gender breakdown equaled 

84.5% female (n = 60) and 15.5% male (n = 11).  The racial/ethnic breakdown equaled 

36.6% African American (n = 26), and 63.4% Caucasian (n = 45).  The teachers’ years of 

experiences ranged from 0 to 39 (M = 11.31, SD = 10.39), and years in current position 

ranged from 0 to 14 (M = 2.27, SD = 2.89).  The highest degree of Bachelor’s equaled 

66.2% (n = 47) and highest degree of Master’s equaled 33.8% (n = 24).   

Instrumentation 

The instruments used in this study were (a) Defining Issues Test 2 (DIT2), (b) 

Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale – short form (TSES), and two state mandated 

mathematics subtests.  

Defining Issues Test 2.  The DIT2 is a widely used instrument developed by 

psychologist James Rest (1986), University of Minnesota.  The assessment is used to 

measure respondents’ level of moral reasoning development based on their responses to 

five moral dilemmas (Rest et al., 1999a): 1) a father contemplates stealing food for his 

starving family, 2) a newspaper reporter must decide whether to report a damaging story 

about a politician candidate, 3) a school board chair must decide whether to hold a 
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contentious and dangerous open meeting, 4) a doctor must decide whether to give an 

overdose of pain-killer to a suffering but frail patient, and 5) college students demonstrate 

against U.S. foreign policy.  Following each dilemma, respondents decide on a decision 

regarding the issue and then rate on a Likert-type scale the level of importance for 12 

issue statements.  Lastly, respondents are asked to identify the four most important issue 

statements and rank those in order from first most important to fourth most important (see 

Appendix A).   

The results of the assessment provide percentage scores for each moral schema: 

personal interest, maintaining norms, and postconventional.  The P-score represents the 

percent of times principled reasoning arguments were preferred.  The results also give a 

N2 index, which is the P-score that has been adjusted to take into account rejection of 

less sophisticated arguments.  The category with the highest percentage is an indication 

of participants’ predominant schema.  Individuals who are clearly in one predominant 

schema over another are considered in the consolidated phase.  For example, if 

individuals’ highest percent of preferred arguments are clearly for maintaining norms, 

then they are Type 4, which is predominant in maintaining norms schema and 

consolidated (see Table 3).  However, if individuals choose arguments between two types 

of schemas (e.g., personal interests and maintaining norms), then they are considered in 

transitional phase.  Participants receive a Type Indicator, ranging from 1 to 7, which is 

used to determine their position regarding consolidated and transitional phases.  The 

DIT2 is also known for its internal reliability (Chronbach’s α = low .70’s – low .80’s, see 

Bebeau & Thoma, 2003).  
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Table 3 

DIT2 Type Indicators 

Type Description 

Type 1   Predominant in personal interests schema and consolidated 

Type 2   Predominant in personal interests schema, but transitional 

Type 3   Predominant in maintaining norms schema, but transitional; personal interests 
secondary schema 

Type 4   Predominant in maintaining norms schema and consolidated 

Type 5  Predominant in maintaining norms schema and transitional; postconventional 
secondary schema 

Type 6   Predominant in postconventional schema, but transitional 

Type 7   Predominant in postconventional schema and consolidated 

Teachers Sense of Efficacy Scale.  The TSES short from is a measure developed 

by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001), Ohio State University, to assess 

teachers’ efficacy judgments in instructional strategies, student engagement, and 

classroom management.  The short form contains 12 items (4 for each domain) where 

respondents are asked to rate each item on a 9-point scale, ranging from 1-Not at all, 3-

Very little, 5-Some degree, 7-Quite a bit, and 9-A great deal.  Sample items include: How 

much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom?  How much can you do 

to help your students value learning?  To what extent can you provide an alternative 

explanation or example when students are confused (see Appendices B1 & B2)?  The 

TSES provides an overall mean score, as well as a mean score for each efficacy domain: 

student engagement, instructional strategies, and classroom management.  These three 

subscales emerged from a factor analysis scree test in two separate studies (Study 2 and 

Study 3) by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) during the instrument testing 

phase.  Based on a factor analysis in Study 3, the long form was reduced from 36-items to 
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24-items – keeping the 8 highest loadings on each factor.  The 24-item principal-axis 

factoring yielded the same three factors with loadings ranging from 0.50 to 0.78.  

Reliability for each subscale ranged from 0.87 to 0.91 and intercorrelations ranged from 

0.58 to 0.70.  The short form includes the four items with the highest loadings for each 

subscale.  Reliabilities for those items ranged from 0.81 to 0.86 and intercorrelations 

between the short and long form ranged from 0.95 to 0.98.  For the short form, the three 

factors accounted for respectively 65% and 61% of the variance of in-service and pre-

service teachers’ responses in two separate factor analysis.  For construct validity, the 

TSES long form was correlated with other existing measures of teacher efficacy, which 

showed positive relationship with Gibson and Dembo’s (1984) strand of personal 

teaching efficacy (PTE – r = 0.64, p < 0.01) and general teacher efficacy (GTE – r = 

0.16, p < 0.01) as well as other measures of efficacy. 

 State mandated mathematics subtests.  Student gains in achievement were 

obtained from the math subtests of the Augmented Benchmark Exam (ABE) and the 2nd 

grade Iowa Test of Basic Skills® (ITBS) standardized state assessments.  The ABE math 

subtest is a mandatory state assessment used in grades 3-8 to assess students’ 

mathematics skills.  The ABE combines criterion-referenced test (CRT) and norm-

referenced test (NRT) components.  The ITBS is comprised of the NRT component of the 

ABE.  The 2nd grade ITBS is a mandatory state assessment used by the district to assess 

students at the end of grade 2.  The performance on the 2nd grade ITBS was used as a 

baseline for the current 3rd grade students.  
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Procedures 

This study used a mixed-method approach to data collection.  Qualitative data 

collection consisted of survey responses regarding moral dilemmas and self-efficacy 

beliefs.  Quantitative data collection consisted of student test scores.  To address the first 

hypothesis, the data for the quantitative analysis included the results from the DIT2 and 

the TSES.  Participants received an email via Survey Monkey® requesting their 

participation in the study (see Appendices C & D).  Those who chose to participate were 

asked to (a) read each dilemma from the DIT2 and then respond to the subsequent items, 

and (b) respond to the 12 items from the TSES inventory.  The DIT2 data file was sent to 

The Center for the Study of Ethical Development, University of Alabama for scoring.  

Using Microsoft Excel, the TSES was scored by the researcher according to the TSES 

scoring guidelines.  To address the second hypothesis, student test data for the teacher 

participants were retrieved from the state’s assessment files. 

Summary 

 Data for this study included 50 elementary classroom teachers in grades 3-5 and 

21 middle school mathematics teachers in grades 6-8 from an urban school district.  The 

majority of the teachers were female (84.5%) and Caucasian (63.4%).  The mean years of 

experience equaled 11.3 (SD = 10.39), the mean years in current position equaled 2.27 

(SD = 2.89), and a majority of the teachers highest degree was a Bachelor’s (66.2%).  

 Participants received an invitation via Survey Monkey® to complete two survey 

instruments, the Defining Issues Test 2 (DIT2) and the Teachers Sense of Efficacy Scale 

short form (TSES).  Scores from the DIT2 and the TSES were matched to students’ math 
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scores on the state’s 2013 and 2014 Augmented Benchmark and Iowa Test of Basic Skills 

exams.  The scores from these assessments were used to conduct analyses that addressed 

two research questions: 1) Do teachers consolidated on Postconventional or maintaining 

norms exhibit higher scores on self-efficacy domains?  2) Are teachers’ high moral 

reasoning scores and high self-efficacy scores associated with higher gains related to 

change in student academic achievement?  
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CHAPTER 4 

DATA ANALYSIS 

A Priori Power Analysis 

Two a priori power analyses were performed before the study was conducted to 

estimate the minimum sample size needed to obtain power of .80.  The G*Power analysis 

program was used to estimate the sample size for the first hypothesis: Teachers 

consolidated on postconventional or maintaining norms will exhibit higher scores on self-

efficacy domains.  According to Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, and Buchner (2007), the G*Power 

program has the reputation of being flexible and accurate.  Cohen (1988) explains that in 

a priori power analyses the sample size N is computed as a function of the required power 

level (1- β), the pre-specified significance level α, and the population effect size to be 

detected with probability (1-β).  Power analysis aids in the ability to detect impacts of the 

sample size in a certain situation, and improve the reliability of statistical decisions.  

Results from the a priori analysis for the two independent means t-test, using a power 

estimate of .80 with an alpha level of .05, and an effect size of .50 showed Critical t(126) 

= 1.9789, for a total sample size of n = 64. 

Optimal Design 3.1 software was used to estimate the sample size for the second 

hypothesis: Teachers with high moral reasoning scores and high self-efficacy scores will 

show greater gains in the academic achievement levels of their students.  The first cluster 

assumed a class size of 20 students each nested within the second unit, which is their 

teacher.  A two-level cluster randomized trial design was used, with an effect size of .30, 



 36 

intraclass cluster correlation of .20, class size of 20, and alpha level of .05.  At a power 

level of .80, the results of analysis showed a minimum sample size of 80.  

Analysis of Variance 

To address the first hypothesis, teachers consolidated on postconventional or 

maintaining norms will exhibit higher scores on self-efficacy domains, an exploratory 

one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to compare the differences between 

the DIT2 Type Indicators and their association with self-efficacy.  The one-way ANOVA 

involved moral reasoning types as the independent variable and teachers’ self-efficacy 

scores as the dependent variable.  In addition, a Spearman correlational analysis was used 

to determine the relationship between the DIT2 levels of moral reasoning index scores 

and the TSES overall and subset scores. 

Hierarchical Linear Model 

To address the second hypothesis, teachers with high moral reasoning scores and 

high self-efficacy scores will show greater gains in the academic achievement levels of 

their students, a Hierarchical Linear Model (HLM) analysis was used to determine the 

extent to which two independent variables are able to predict the dependent variable.  The 

HLM analysis involved moral reasoning and self-efficacy (Level-2 teachers) as predictors 

of student achievement (Level-1 students) (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).  Moral reasoning 

as measured by the DIT2 included teachers’ maintaining norms and postconventional 

categorical coding of 0, 1 as well as their Stage 4 and P-score (Stages 5/6) scores, while 

self-efficacy was measured by teachers’ overall score on the TSES and classroom 

management subscale score.  Extraneous variables, such as gender, race/ethnicity, years 
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of teaching experience, years in current position and educational attainment were used as 

control variables at the teacher (classroom) level.  Student achievement consisted of 

students’ difference between their 2013 and 2014 math NCE score (NCE gain).  

Extraneous variables, such as gender, race/ethnicity, and participation in state mandated 

programs (i.e., Gifted and Talented, English-as-a-Second Language, Special Education, 

free and reduced meal status) were used as control variables at the student level.  Three 

models were tested progressively using HLM7 software.   

Model 1: Intercept-Only Model.  Model 1 used an intercept-only model to 

determine the amount of total variation in students’ math NCE gain scores that was 

accounted for at the individual student and classroom level.  The equations for the 

intercept-only model were:  

Level 1: NCEGainij = β0j + rij,  

Level 2: β0j = γ00 + u0j, 

where NCEGainij is the difference between 2013 and 2014 math NCE scores for student i 

in classroom j, β0j is the mean NCE gain score for classroom j, and rij represents the 

random effect for student i in classroom j (the deviation of the NCE gain score for student 

i from their classroom mean). 

 Model 2: Student Predictors Model.  The student predictors model was tested 

second, with the following equations: 

 Level 1: NCEGain = β0 + β1*(Genderstudent) + β2*(BlackRacestudent) +  

      β3*(OtherRace) + β4*(GT) + β5*(ESL) + β6*(SpEd) + β7*(FAR) + r, 

Level 2: β0j = γ00 + u0j, 
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where βjs are the regression coefficients of the predictors at the student level for each 

classroom j.  The student predictors model including the students’ gender, race, and 

participation in state mandated programs (i.e., Gifted and Talented, English-as-a-Second 

Language, Special Education, free and reduced meal status) was used to create a base 

model for evaluating change in between-classroom variance in the full model (below).  In 

this model, student variables were used only as control variables for level 1 predictors of 

math NCE gain scores.  Level 1 student predictor variables were entered into the model 

using group mean centering, where the relevant group mean (X•j) of the predictor is 

subtracted from each case (i.e., Xij-X•j).  This allowed the intercept to be interpreted as the 

mean NCE gain score for classroom j.  Since the classroom means were removed in level 

1, they were entered again for the full model at level 2. 

 Model 3: Full Model.  The third model included all the level 1 student variables 

and the teacher variables at level 2.  The equations for the full model were: 

 Level 1: NCEGain = β0 + β1*(Genderstudent) + β2*(BlackRacestudent) +  

      β3*(OtherRace) + β4*(GT) + β5*(ESL) + β6*(SpEd) + β7*(FAR) + r, 

Level 2: β0 = γ00 + γ01*(Degree) + γ02*(Experience) + γ03*(Position) +  

  γ04*(Raceteacher) + γ05*(Genderteacher) + γ06*(TSES) +  

  γ07*(ClassroomManage) + γ08*(Stage 4) + γ09*(P-score) +  

  γ010*(MainNorms) + γ011*(Postconventional) +  

  γ012*(Genderstudent_Mean) + γ013*(BlackRacestudent_Mean) +  

  γ 014*(OtherRacestudent_Mean) + γ015*(GT_Mean) + γ016*(ESL_Mean) +   

  γ017*(SpEd_Mean) + γ018*(SES_Mean) + u0, 
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where γs are estimated coefficients of the predictors at the classroom level and u0j 

represents random effects at the classroom level (the deviation of NCE gain score for 

classroom j from the grand mean).  This model was tested to determine whether teachers’ 

moral reasoning development as measured by the DIT2 and teachers’ sense of self-

efficacy beliefs as measured by the TSES short form accounted for a significant amount 

of the total variation in students’ math NCE gains, when controlling for teachers’ gender, 

race, degree level, years of experience, and years in current position.  Level 2 teacher 

control variables were entered into the model using grand mean centering, which means 

the grand mean of the level 2 predictor is subtracted from each case (i.e.,  X•j–X••, where 

X•j  is the group mean for classroom j and X•• is the grand mean).  Since the mean of the 

student predictors at level 1 were subtracted at level 1, those means were added to the 

model in level 2 and were also grand-mean centered.  This allows the grand intercept to 

be interpreted as the grand mean NCE gain score across students and classrooms. 

Findings 

Moral Judgment Association with Self-Efficacy.  The results of the DIT2 for 

the participants in this study showed a mean postconventional score of 29.49.  The P-

score for the in-service teachers in this study were lower compared to the DIT norms of 

undergraduate and graduate college students, and previous studies involving pre-service 

and intern teacher education students (see Table 4).  Table 5 provides the descriptive 

statistics for each outcome variable used in the one-way ANOVA.  There were four 

groups of moral reasoning: personal interests (n = 17), maintaining norms transitional (n 

= 22), postconventional transitional (n = 13), and consolidated maintaining norms and 
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postconventional (consolidated) (n = 19).  There were four scores of teacher self-efficacy: 

TSES total score, student engagement subscale, instructional strategies subscale, and 

classroom management subscale.  The lowest mean was in student engagement for the 

consolidated group (M = 6.64, SD = 1.27) and the highest mean was in instructional 

strategies for the maintaining norms transitional group (M = 8.02, SD = 0.86).  Across all 

self-efficacy domains, the mean increased from personal interests to maintaining norms 

transitional, while the mean decreased from maintaining norms transitional to 

postconventional transitional, and from maintaining norms transitional to consolidated.  

Table 4 

In-Service Teachers Postconventional Scores Comparison to Previous Studies 

 P-Score Means and Standard Deviations for Studies of College Graduates, Preservice Teacher Education Students, 
and In-Service Teachers 

 N P-Score SD 
College graduates 
     DIT Norm – CSED (from 2005-2009) 
          Undergraduate    
          Graduate 
     McNeel (1994) 

 
 

32,989 
15,496 

216 

 
 

35.09 
41.06 
46.40 

 
 

15.21 
15.22 
10.70 

Senior teacher education students 
     Cummings et al. (2001) 
     Oja et al. (2011) 
      Reiman (2004) 
          Study 1 
          Study 2 

 
 

145 
82 

 
49 
44 

 
 

36.68 
42.39 

 
47.32 
50.03 

 
 

13.62 
17.06 

 
21.82 
17.73 

In-service teachers 
     This study 

 
71 

 
29.49 

 
13.74 
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Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics for TSES by Transitional versus Consolidated 

 n M SE SD 
TSES 
     Personal Interests  

 
17 

 
7.34 

 
0.23 

 
0.95 

     Maintaining Norms Transitional 22 7.68 0.17 0.80 
     Postconventional Transitional 13 7.07 0.23 0.84 
     Consolidated 19 7.21 0.23 1.02 
Student Engagement 
     Personal Interests Transitional 

 
17 

 
7.29 

 
0.27 

 
1.12 

     Maintaining Norms Transitional 22 7.32 0.20 0.96 
     Postconventional Transitional 13 6.85 0.40 1.46 
     Consolidated 19 6.64 0.29 1.27 
Instructional Strategies 
     Personal Interests  

 
17 

 
7.56 

 
0.30 

 
1.22 

     Maintaining Norms Transitional 22 8.02 0.18 0.86 
     Postconventional Transitional 13 7.63 0.25 0.89 
     Consolidated 19 7.78 0.21 0.93 
Classroom Management 
     Personal Interests 

 
17 

 
7.16 

 
0.29 

 
1.20 

     Maintaining Norms Transitional 22 7.69 0.20 0.93 
     Postconventional Transitional 13 6.73 0.36 1.30 
     Consolidated 19 7.21 0.34 1.47 

 
In theory, for individuals who are in transition phase, their perspective or response 

pattern is between two dominant stages, which is the result of lower utilization of 

Kohlbergian moral concepts, and can cause confusion for these individuals when 

interpreting moral situations (Thoma and Rest, 1999).  In contrast, individuals who are in 

consolidated phases show higher utilization of Kohlbergian moral concepts, indicating 

greater commitment and clarity to decisions regarding moral choices.  Inconsistent with 

Thoma and Rest’s theory on consolidated versus transition phases, alternative ANOVAs 

using mixed groups of consolidated and transition were conducted.  The purpose of 

exploring mixed groups was to specifically examine the continuous variables for 

maintaining norms and for postconventional, separately.   Since the teachers with the 

highest mean scores across all domains of the TSES (n=31) were Types 3, 4, and 5 
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(showing greater preference for the maintaining norms schema even though some were 

transitioning to [Type 3] and away [Type 5] from maintaining norms) a closer 

consideration was given to contrasting Types 3, 4, and 5 with Types 6 and 7.   

Table 6 provides the descriptive statistics for the first follow-up analysis 

involving two levels of maintaining norms: low (n = 32) and high (n = 39).  This was 

done to create meaningful groups for comparison and maximize group sample sizes.  

There were four scores of teacher self-efficacy: TSES total score, student engagement 

subscale, instructional strategies subscale, and classroom management subscale.  The 

lowest mean was in classroom management for the low maintaining norms (M = 6.66, SD 

= 1.34) and the highest mean was in instructional strategies for the high maintaining 

norms (M = 7.93, SD = 0.89).  Across all self-efficacy domains, the mean score increased 

from low to high maintaining norms.  

Table 6  

Descriptive Statistics for TSES by Levels of Maintaining Norms 

 n M SE SD 
TSES 
     Low  

 
32 

 
7.02 

 
0.16 

 
0.89 

     High  39 7.64 0.14 0.84 
Student Engagement 
     Low  

 
32 

 
6.80 

 
0.22 

 
1.23 

     High  39 7.24 0.18 1.14 
Instructional Strategies 
     Low  

 
32 

 
7.59 

 
0.19 

 
1.06 

     High  39 7.93 0.14 0.89 
Classroom Management 
     Low  

 
32 

 
6.66 

 
0.24 

 
1.34 

     High  39 7.76 0.15 0.91 
 

Table 7 provides the descriptive statistics for the second follow-up analysis 

involving two levels of postconventional: low (n = 41) and high (n = 30).  There were 
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four scores of teacher self-efficacy: TSES total score, student engagement subscale, 

instructional strategies subscale, and classroom management subscale.  The lowest mean 

was in student engagement for the high postconventional (M = 6.77, SD = 1.27) and the 

highest mean was in instructional strategies for the low postconventional (M = 7.85, SD = 

1.05).  Across all self-efficacy domains, the mean score decreased from low to high 

postconventional.  

Table 7  

Descriptive Statistics for TSES by Levels of Postconventional 

 n M SE SD 
TSES 
     Low  

 
41 

 
7.56 

 
0.14 

 
0.88 

     High  30 7.09 0.17 0.92 
Student Engagement 
     Low  

 
41 

 
7.25 

 
0.17 

 
1.11 

     High  30 6.77 0.23 1.27 
Instructional Strategies 
     Low  

 
41 

 
7.85 

 
0.16 

 
1.05 

     High  30 7.67 0.16 0.88 
Classroom Management 
     Low  

 
41 

 
7.57 

 
0.17 

 
1.08 

     High  30 6.84 0.25 1.35 
 
To address Hypothesis 1, teachers consolidated on postconventional or 

maintaining norms will exhibit higher scores on self-efficacy domains, a one-way 

ANOVA was conducted to determine if teacher self-efficacy was different for groups at 

different transitional versus consolidated stages of moral reasoning.  Participants were 

classified into four moral reasoning groups: personal interests (Types 1 and 2) (n = 17), 

maintaining norms transitional (Types 3 and 5) (n = 22), postconventional transitional 

(Type 6) (n = 13), and consolidated [maintaining norms consolidated (Type 4) and 

postconventional consolidated (Type 7)] (n = 19).  There were four dependent variables: 
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TSES total score, student engagement score, instructional strategies score, and classroom 

management score.  There were three outliers in the TSES data, three outliers in student 

engagement data, and two outliers in the classroom management data, as assessed by 

boxplots.  Analyses were conducted with and without the inclusion of the outliers 

identified.  The results were similar; therefore, the outliers remained in the analysis 

reported.  The data were normally distributed for TSES, student engagement, and 

instructional strategies, as assessed by Sharpiro-Wilk test (p > .05).  The data for the 

personal interests and consolidated groups were not normally distributed for classroom 

management (p < .05).  There was homogeneity of variances as assessed by Levene’s test 

of homogeneity of variances: TSES (p = .94), student engagement (p = .54), instructional 

strategies (p = .318), and classroom management (p = .61).  The differences between the 

means of the moral reasoning groups were not statistically significant for TSES F(3,67) = 

1.52, p = .22, student engagement F(3,67) = 1.49, p = .22, instructional strategies F(3,67) 

= 0.83, p = .48, or classroom management F(3,67) = 1.78, p = .16.  

Based on the a priori power analysis, the small sample sizes in the first ANOVA 

analysis was expected to present a power issue.  To adjust for power, a follow-up analysis 

using two groups was completed to further examine whether there were differences in 

teachers’ sense of efficacy at different levels of moral reasoning.  Participants were 

assigned to two levels of maintaining norms responses: low and high.  Respondents who 

selected maintaining norms items 0-33% were categorized as low (n = 32), while 

respondents who selected maintaining norms 34-66% were categorized as high (n = 39).  

There was one outlier in the high maintaining norms classroom management data, as 
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assessed by a boxplot.  Analyses were conducted with and without the inclusion of the 

outlier identified.  The results were similar; therefore, the outlier remained in the analysis 

reported.  The data were normally distributed for TSES, student engagement, and low 

maintaining norms groups for instructional strategies and classroom management as 

assessed by Sharpiro-Wilk test (p > .05).  The high maintaining norms data for 

instructional strategies and classroom management were not normally distributed (p < 

.05).  There was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene’s test of homogeneity 

of variances: TSES (p = .85), student engagement (p = .74), instructional strategies (p = 

.35), and classroom management (p >.05).  The differences between the means of the 

maintaining norms groups were not statistically significant for student engagement 

F(1,69) = 2.42, p = .13, and instructional strategies F(1,69) = 2.22, p = .14.  The 

differences between the maintaining norms groups were statistically significant for TSES 

F(1,69) = 9.22, p < .01, ω2 = .10, and classroom management F(1,69) = 16.87, p < .001, 

ω2 = .18.  TSES mean score was higher for the high maintaining norms group (7.6 ± 0.1) 

compared to the low maintaining norms group (7.0 ± 0.2) as shown in Figure 1.  

Classroom management mean score was higher for the high maintaining norms group 

(7.8 ± 0.1) compared to the low maintaining norms group (6.7 ± 0.2) as shown in Figure 

2.   
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Figure 1.  TSES by maintaining norms error bar graph.  This illustration displays the 
means and 95% confidence intervals of TSES by levels of maintaining norms. 

 

Figure 2.  Classroom management by maintaining norms error bar graph.  This 
illustration displays the means and 95% confidence intervals of classroom management 
by levels of maintaining norms.  

A second follow-up ANOVA was completed using two levels of postconventional 

responses: low and high.  Respondents who selected postconventional items 0-31% were 

categorized as low (n = 41), while respondents who selected postconventional 32-62% 
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were categorized as high (n = 30).  There was one outlier in the low postconventional 

TSES data, one outlier in the low postconventional classroom management data, and one 

outlier in the high postconventional classroom management data, as assessed by a 

boxplot.  Analyses were conducted with and without the outliers.  The results were 

similar; therefore, the analysis reported includes the outliers.  The data were normally 

distributed for TSES, student engagement, and the high postconventional groups for 

instructional strategies and classroom management as assessed by Sharpiro-Wilk test (p > 

.05).  The low postconventional data for instructional strategies and classroom 

management were not normally distributed (p < .05).  There was homogeneity of 

variances as assessed by Levene’s test of homogeneity of variances: TSES (p = .77), 

student engagement (p = .65), instructional strategies (p = .20), and classroom 

management (p = .27).  The differences between the means of the postconventional 

groups were not statistically significant for student engagement F(1,69) = 2.92, p =.09, 

and instructional strategies F(1,69) =0.63, p = .43.  The differences between the 

postconventional groups were statistically significant for TSES F(1,69) = 4.71, p < .05, 

ω2 = .05, and classroom management F(1,69) = 6.34, p < .05, ω2 = 0.07.  TSES mean 

score was higher for the low postconventional group (7.6 ± 0.1) compared to the high 

postconventional group (7.1 ± 0.2) as shown in Figure 3.  Classroom management mean 

score was higher for the low postconventional group (7.6 ± 0.2) compared to the high 

postconventional group (6.8 ± 0.2) as shown in Figure 4.   
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Figure 3.  TSES by postconventional error bar graph. This illustration displays the means 
and 95% confidence intervals of TSES by postconventional. 

 

Figure 4.  Classroom management by postconventional error bar graph.  This illustration 
displays the means and 95% confidence intervals of classroom management by 
postconventional. 

Spearman’s correlation coefficients were calculated to explore whether or not the 

moral schemas as defined by DIT2 were associated with self-efficacy domains.  

Preliminary analysis showed the relationship to be linear.  The data were normally 
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distributed for TSES total score student engagement, and the personal interests and 

postconventional levels for instructional strategies and classroom management as 

assessed by the Sharpiro-Wilk test (p > .05).  The maintaining norms for instructional 

strategies data and the personal interests and maintaining norms level for classroom 

management were not normally distributed (p < .05).  There were three outliers in the 

TSES total score data and two outliers in the classroom management data.  Since there 

was no impact of the outliers in the ANOVA analysis, the outliers remained in the dataset 

for the correlational analysis.  According to Table 8, there was a small to moderate 

positive correlation between maintaining norms level of moral reasoning and the TSES, 

rs(69) = .32, p < .01, with maintaining norms explaining 10% of the variation in 

classroom management scores.  There was a small to moderate positive correlation 

between maintaining norms and classroom management, rs(69) = .38, p <.01, with 

maintaining norms explaining 15% of the variation in classroom management scores.  

There was a small negative correlation between postconventional thinking and TSES, 

rs(69) = -.28, p < .05, with postconventional explaining 8% of the variation in total sense 

of efficacy scores, and there was a small to moderate negative correlation between 

postconventional and classroom management, rs(69) = -.35, p < .01, with 

postconventional thinking explaining 12% of the variation in classroom management 

scores.  
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Table 8 

Summary of Correlations for DIT2 and TSES Scores 

 Teachers Sense of Efficacy Scale 

 TSES Student 
Engagement 

Instructional 
Strategies 

Classroom 
Management 

Defining Issues Test 2     
     Personal Interests -.04  .05  .18 .02 
     Maintaining Norms     .32**  .15  .21    .38** 
     Postconventional  -.28* -.20 -.07   -.35** 
     N2 Score -.21 -.18 -.03 -.23 

Note. N=71.  
*p < .05. **p < .01. 

 Summary of Hypothesis One.  As shown in Table 9, the ANOVA and 

correlational analyses showed a positive significant association between maintaining 

norms moral schema and the TSES scale, and a positive significant association between 

maintaining norms moral schema and classroom management sense of efficacy subscale. 

The ANOVA and correlational analyses showed a negative significant association 

between postconventional moral schema and the TSES scale, and a negative significant 

association between postconventional moral schema and classroom management sense of 

efficacy subscale.  The results of the analyses were not significant for the associations for 

transitional vs. consolidation moral reasoning type indicators, and not significant for the 

associations between maintaining norms and student engagement, maintaining norms and 

instructional strategies, postconventional and student engagement, postconventional and 

instructional strategies, or correlations between the N2 score and teachers’ sense of 

efficacy subscales.   
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Table 9 

Summary of Hypothesis One Significant Results 

 
Transitional vs. 
Consolidated 

ANOVA 

Maintaining 
Norms 

ANOVA 
Postconventional 

ANOVA 

Personal 
Interests 

Correlation 

Maintaining 
Norms 

Correlation 
Postconventional 

Correlation 
N2Score 

Correlation 
TSES NS   (+)** (-)* NS   (+)** (-)* NS 

Student Engagement NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 

Instructional Strategies NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 

Classroom Management NS    (+)*** (-)* NS   (+)**  (-)** NS 
Note. NS = not significant; (+) = positive significant; (-) = negative significant.  
*p < .05 . **p < .01. ***p < .001.  
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 Student Academic Achievement.  Three HLM models were tested to determine 

the amount of variance accounted for by student and teacher predictors at the student and 

classroom levels.  A Normal Q-Q Plot of NCE gain scores showed a normal distribution 

of students’ math performance.  A boxplot of NCE gain scores revealed 39 outliers in the 

dataset.  After review of the outlier values, there was almost an equal number of positive 

versus negative gain values; therefore, the outliers remained in the dataset for analysis.  

Table 10 shows the means and standard deviations for the outcome (dependent) variable, 

explanatory (independent) variables, and coding for the dichotomous variables (race, 

gender, program, moral schema, highest degree).  First, an “intercept-only” model with 

no predictors (random-effects analysis of variance, Model 1) was tested to determine the 

initial variance at each level.  The intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) of .05 for this 

model indicated that 5.3% of the total variance in the student NCE gain scores was at the 

classroom level.  The variance at the classroom level was statistically significant (p < 

.001), and provided a rationale for testing additional models with predictors.   

Second, the Student Predictors model, Model 2, added student predictors to 

determine the amount of variance accounted for by students’ gender, race, and 

participation in state mandated programs.  The Student Predictors model accounted for 

0% of the total variability in students’ math NCE gain scores.  In Model 2, no predictors 

were determined to be significant (p >.05) in predicting students’ math performance.  As 

indicated in Table 11, the variance components at the student and classroom level did not 

change by much as a result of the predictors, which is an indication that the Student 

Predictors model did not explain the variation in students’ NCE gain scores.   



 53 

Table 10 

Means and Standard Deviations of Outcome and Explanatory Variables 

Variable M SE SD 
Academic Achievement (Outcome Variable)a 

     Math NCE Gain  
 

0.27 
 

0.260 
 

       14.27 
    
Student Explanatory Variablesa 

     Gender (0=male, 1=female)  
 

.50 
 

.009 
 

 .50 
     Black Race (0=non-Black, 1=Black)  .69 .008  .46 
     Other Race (0=non-Other, 1=Other) .16 .007  .37 
     GT (0=non-GT, 1=GT) .34 .009  .47 
     ESL (0=non-ESL, 1=ESL) .12 .006  .32 
     SpEd (0=non-SpEd, 1=SpEd) .09 .005  .29 
     FAR (0=non-FAR, 1=FAR) .77 .008  .42 
    
Teacher/Classroom Explanatory Variablesb 

     TSES  
 

7.36 
 

0.109 
 

0.92 
     Classroom Management  7.26 0.148 1.24 
     Stage 4         36.50        1.518        12.79 
     P-score (Stages 5/6)         29.49        1.631        13.74 
     Maintaining Norms (0=No, 1=Yes) .44 .059 .50 
     Postconventional (0=No, 1=Yes) .32 .056 .47 
     Gender (0=male, 1=female) .85 .043  .36 
     Race (0=White, 1=Black) .63 .058  .49 
     Degree Level (0=Bachelors, 1=Graduate) .34 .057  .48 
     Years of Experience (0=0-5,  1=6-15, 2=16+) 0.87 0.094 0.79 
     Years in Current Position (0=-1, 1=1-3, 2=4+) 0.87 0.094 0.79 

Note. GT = Gifted & Talented; ESL = English-as-a-Second Language; SpEd = Special Education; FAR = free and 
reduced meal status.  
aN = 3005. bN = 71.   
 

Third, the Full model (Model 3) explained less than 1% of the total variability in 

students’ math NCE gain scores when compared to the “intercept-only” model.  The 

classroom variance changed from 10.93 in Model 1 to 10.79 in Model 3.  Although the 

change in classroom variance was small, maintaining norms was determined to be 

significant (p < .05) in predicting NCE gain scores.  The regression coefficient for 

maintaining norms equaled 3.56.  All other moral reasoning and self-efficacy variables 

were not significant for predicting math NCE gain scores.  Since the classroom 
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composition variables (means of level 1 variables) were entered only as control variables, 

their coefficients are not shown in the table – nor were their effects of interest.  
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Table 11 

HLM Results for the Intercept Only, Student Predictors, and Full Models 

 Intercept Only Model Student Predictors Model          Full Model 
Fixed Effects Coefficient (Standard Error) 

Level 1: Students 
Intercept 0.090   (0.493) 0.090   (0.493) 0.089      (0.429) 
Genderstudent  -0.090   (0.493) -0.092      (0.496) 
BlackRacestudent  0.488   (0.926) 0.488      (0.926) 
OtherRacestudent  0.979   (1.009) 0.979      (1.009) 
GT  -0.850   (0.710) -0.850      (0.710) 
ESL  0.150   (1.502) 0.150      (1.502) 
SpEd  1.860   (0.974) 1.860      (0.974) 
FAR Meal   -0.861   (0.819) -0.861      (0.819) 

Level 2: Classrooms 
TSES   0.237      (0.773) 
Classroom Management   0.313      (0.620) 
Stage 4   -0.102      (0.057) 
P-Score (Stages 5/6)   0.025      (0.059) 
Maintaining Norms   3.557*     (1.446) 
Postconventional   -0.069      (1.928) 
Genderteacher    -0.501      (0.907) 
Raceteacher    -1.323      (1.159) 
Degree Level   0.790      (1.099) 
Years of Experience   0.478      (0.749) 
Years in Current Position   -1.670**   (0.565) 

Unexplained Random Effects Variance Component (Standard Deviation) 
Student level 10.922   (3.305) 10.930   (3.306) 10.794      (3.286) 
Classroom level 195.835 (13.994) 195.719 (13.990) 195.682    (13.989) 

Note. Note. GT = Gifted & Talented; ESL = English-as-a-Second Language; SpEd = Special Education; FAR = free and reduced meal status. Fixed effects significant is 
represented by*p < .05, **p < .01.  All random effects were significant (p < .001). 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND LIMITATIONS 

Conclusions 

 A one-way ANOVA and correlational analyses were used to examine the 

association between teachers’ moral reasoning and their sense of self-efficacy.  To 

address the hypothesis that teachers consolidated on postconventional or maintaining 

norms will exhibit higher scores on self-efficacy domains, an exploratory one-way 

ANOVA was used to compare the self-efficacy scores of four groups based on DIT2 

Type Indicators.  The mean for the TSES total score, student engagement, instructional 

strategies, and classroom management increased from personal interests to maintaining 

norms transitional.  This suggests that as teachers move from Kohlberg Stages 2 and 3 to 

Stage 4, the changes are likely to be accompanied by a positive change in their self-

efficacy beliefs.  There were no statistically significant differences between the mean 

scores of the TSES and each of the subtests across the moral reasoning groups.  The 

absence of findings between transitional versus consolidated levels of moral reasoning 

and self-efficacy may be due to low power.  

 A follow-up ANOVA using two groups to increase power included two levels of 

maintaining norms.  There was an increase in the mean from low to high maintaining 

norms for the TSES total score and each of the subtests.  This is an indication that as 

teachers maintaining norms scores increase, likewise their scores in self-efficacy beliefs 

tends to increase.  There was a statistically significant positive difference in the mean 

scores of the TSES total score and statistically significant positive difference in the mean 
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classroom management scores for levels of maintaining norms.  The results support the 

claim that as teachers develop higher levels of Stage 4 moral reasoning abilities, their 

self-efficacy beliefs concerning their ability to effectively manage the classroom also 

increase.  In the maintaining norms phase individuals recognize that rules and norms are 

essential to a cooperative society; thus, as teachers’ moral reasoning focuses more on 

preserving rules and norms in ethical situations, they may feel more confident about their 

ability to keep order in the classroom.   

 The second follow-up ANOVA used two levels of postconventional.  There was a 

decrease in the mean from low to high postconventional for the TSES total score and 

each of the subtests.  This is an indication that as teachers postconventional scores 

increase, their scores in self-efficacy beliefs tend to decrease.  There was a statistically 

significant negative difference in the mean scores of the TSES total score and statistically 

significant negative difference in the mean classroom management scores for levels of 

postconventional.  The results indicate that as teachers develop higher levels of 

postconventional thinking, their self-efficacy beliefs concerning their ability to 

effectively manage the classroom tend to decrease.  Individuals in postconventional stage 

of moral reasoning recognize that rules are not static and can be challenged when 

necessary for the greater good of society.  As teachers transition into postconventional 

moral reasoning, where rules and norms are more apt to be questioned or challenged, they 

may have difficulty balancing moral reasoning with rigid classroom and/or school rules 

regarding student behavior.   
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 As a final analysis to examine the relationship between the moral schemas as 

defined by DIT2 and teacher sense of self-efficacy, a correlational analysis was 

completed using the three moral schemas and four categories of TSES.  Consistent with 

the outcomes of the follow-up ANOVAs, the correlational analysis showed a statistically 

significant positive relationship between maintaining norms and TSES, maintaining 

norms and classroom management, and a statistically significant negative relationship 

between postconventional and TSES, and postconventional and classroom management.  

This, too, is an indication that as teachers develop their moral reasoning abilities 

consistent with Kohlberg Stage 4 or maintaining norms, there is an increase in their 

beliefs concerning their ability, particularly dealing with classroom management, and 

while as teachers develop moral reasoning abilities consistent with postconventional 

thinking (Stage 5 & 6), there is a decrease in their beliefs regarding their ability to deal 

with classroom management.  

An HLM analysis was used to examine the association between teachers’ moral 

reasoning and their sense of self-efficacy on the gains in NCE scores of the academic 

achievement of their students.  NCE scores are normalized standard scores, ranging from 

1 to 99, with a mean of 50.  The differences between two consecutive NCE scores are the 

same throughout the scale.  When NCE gain is equal to zero – meaning no change in 

NCE, this is an indication that students maintained their relative position.  However, if all 

students grow at the same rate (assuming the average growth is an indicator of one year’s 

worth of growth), then the average NCE gain score would equal zero, because that would 

mean all the students maintained their relative position in comparison to each other.   
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To address the hypothesis, teachers with high moral reasoning scores and high 

self-efficacy scores will show greater gains in the academic achievement levels of their 

students, three progressive HLM models were used to test the amount of variation in 

students’ math NCE gain scores that could be explained by teachers’ moral reasoning and 

self-efficacy scores.  The results showed that at the classroom level, the regression 

coefficient for maintaining norms was significantly positive (b = 3.56, p < .05).  NCE 

gain scores were higher for students whose teachers were classified in the maintaining 

norms group.  In other words, teachers who chose maintaining norms argument most 

often tended to have a positive association with gains in their students’ math 

performance.  In consideration, maintaining norms was shown to have a positive 

association with classroom management; thus, the results of the HLM could suggest that 

teachers who predominately utilize maintaining norms arguments may experience fewer 

distractions or interruptions during instruction, which could contribute to higher gains in 

achievement.  Postconventional schema and the predictors related to the TSES were not 

statistically significant.   

Implications 

 Studies in professional ethics have shown a positive link between levels of moral 

judgment development and professional behavior (Bebeau & Thoma, 1999; Klinker & 

Hackmann, 2005).  However, there is a gap in the body of empirical research that 

specifically explores the link between how teachers’ reasoning about moral dilemmas and 

their ethical behavior.  Despite the National Education Association’s strong efforts to 

promote a community of professionalism, there have been and will continue to be 
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educators at the center of legal cases resulting from ethical violations.  The purpose of 

this study was to examine the link between teachers’ levels of moral judgment and their 

professional behavior based on the theoretical framework of Rest’s four component 

model.   

 In Rest’s four component model of morality, four psychological processes interact 

with each other in order for a moral action to occur.  Moral judgment development and 

moral character and implementation (as measured by perceptions of self-efficacy) are two 

of the four processes examined in this study.  Moral judgment is the decision concerning 

right and wrong or good and bad, and the reasons that support the decision, while moral 

character and implementation is the ability to carry out a moral action.  Based on 

Kohlberg’s stages of moral judgment development (1976), the Defining Issues Test 2 

(DIT2) was used to measure the reasoning process teachers employ when making 

decisions about moral dilemmas.  Founded in the work of Bandura (1993), Component 4 

processes were measured using the short form of the Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale 

(TSES) to assess teachers’ beliefs about their ability to influence and manage student 

behavior.   

 Although there was no statistically significant difference found to support 

hypothesis 1, teachers consolidated on postconventional or maintaining norms will 

exhibit higher scores on self-efficacy domains; the mean scores of the self-efficacy 

domains increased from personal interest to maintaining norms transitional.  The increase 

in mean score from personal interest to maintaining norms transitional is consistent with 

previous studies which have shown a positive link between moral behavior and moral 
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action (Bebeau, 2002, 2009a, 2009b; Bebeau & Thoma, 1999; Klinker & Hackmann, 

2003).  When power was increased, by combining the four groups of DIT2 into two 

groups to increase the sample size, the analyses showed a statistically significant positive 

difference between classroom management scores by levels of Kohlberg’s Stage 4 

(maintaining norms).  These findings provide further support for a positive link between 

specific stages of moral judgment and moral character and implementation.  In particular, 

as teachers develop through maintaining norms stage of moral development, there is a 

positive association with their beliefs about their ability to manage and influence student 

behavior.   

 There was a significant, though small, change in students’ math NCE gain scores, 

which was accounted for by the variance in teachers’ maintaining norm status.  The 

regression coefficient of 3.56 for maintaining norms suggests that those students, whose 

teachers were identified as predominantly using maintaining norm arguments, scored an 

average of 3.56 points higher than those students whose teachers were not identified as 

using maintaining norms.  So, how does the moral development of teachers relate to 

student achievement?  Is there a relationship between the moral development of teachers 

and student-teacher interactions, which impacts student achievement?  These findings 

call for further examination of the relationship between stages of moral development and 

its association to change in student achievement.  

Limitations 

 There were several limitations to this study that could have contributed to the 

non-significant results.  First, the achievement variance for classroom only (no 
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predictors) was 5.3%.  This is a fairly small amount of variance to explain, which 

indicates that the classrooms were very similar in terms of gains in achievement.  Future 

studies using random assignment or case-control method for cohort data may yield 

different results.  Second, students may have performed similar to one another due to the 

state’s controversial issues surrounding the high-stakes exam.  The state elected to fully 

implement the Common Core State Standards curriculum for the 2013-2014 academic 

year; however, the benchmark assessment administered was not aligned to the Common 

Core curriculum, but assessed the old state standards.  Thus, students may have 

performed poorly because the test used was not designed to measure the new 

performance standards that were implemented in classroom instruction throughout the 

school year.  Third, the DIT2 was significantly correlated with only one of the three sense 

of self-efficacy domains.  Given the exploratory nature of this study, the association 

found between moral reasoning and self-efficacy may need to be confirmed using other 

measures of self-efficacy construct.  Fourth, self-efficacy was measured by perceptual 

data versus actual teacher effectiveness.  Teachers’ perceptions about behavior in the 

classroom may differ from their actual performance.  Further, there was a ceiling effect in 

the measurement used to assess self-efficacy; with 7 percent of the teachers scoring at the 

highest level of efficacy (9.0) measured by the TSES, (meaning “a great deal” of 

confidence/belief).  Other measures may better estimate the variance among those 

teachers who rated themselves at the highest maximum level allowed.   

 In conclusion, these findings bring attention to the need to conduct more research 

on teachers’ moral reasoning development.  For example, teachers with high 
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postconventional scores had a negative association with beliefs about their ability to 

manage classroom behavior.  Further research could aid educators in designing 

professional development programs that will provide teachers with the skills to 

effectively balance their higher-order moral reasoning while allowing for the promotion 

of positive equilibrium in the classroom.  In addition, other measures of students’ 

academic achievement that includes factors of autonomy, creativity, as well as analyzing 

and synthesizing information may provide a better alignment between teachers’ 

postconventional thinking and student performance.  Lastly, only the maintaining norms 

schema was significant for gains in students’ math performance.  Additional research 

could increase the understanding of nuances concerning the direct impact of teachers’ 

ethical behavior or moral actions on the learning environment.  
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Appendix B2: Teacher Sense of Efficacy Scale 
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Appendix C: Recruitment Email 

Recruitment Email:  
  
Dear [Teacher Name], 
 
Win a $50 Visa gift card for about 30 minutes of your time.  By completing 2 short surveys, your 
name will be entered into a prize drawing for a $50 Visa gift card. 
 
Have you ever wondered how your values, principles and beliefs might relate to and help 
improve student achievement? As part of my work for a Doctoral degree in Educational 
Psychology, I wish to conduct a study that examines relations between 1) teachers’ predominant 
ideas concerning complex moral issues and 2) their beliefs regarding their capacity to impact 
student learning. This study aims to relate teachers’ scores on the Defining Issues Test 2 (DIT2) 
with their Teacher Sense of Self-Efficacy (TSES) scores and with gains in their students’ academic 
achievement (Math Augmented Benchmark Exam). Results from this study could help you and 
other teachers understand how your beliefs might promote student achievement, as well as 
assist educators in designing professional development that contributes to gains in student 
achievement through a focus on developing moral reasoning and self-efficacy abilities. 
 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntarily. The results of your assessment will be 
kept confidential and will only be used for the purposes of this study. You will receive 
personalized feedback that will enable you to compare yourself with others within the 
profession and, at the end of the study, with the average of other educators within your school 
and/or district.  After all data are collected, information will also be provided to you that may be 
used when setting your personal goals of development as an educator. No administrator at your 
school or district will receive results or information about your participation. However, your 
results will be matched to benchmark results of your students for the purposes of looking at 
gains in achievement. 
 
To find out how you reason about moral arguments and to learn about your self-efficacy beliefs, 
complete the online version of the DIT2 and TSES by clicking on the link below.  Because you are 
giving up about 30 minutes of your time, you will be entered into a prize drawing for a $50 Visa 
gift card. In addition, the first school to reach 100% participation will win an ice cream social for 
a future faculty meeting.  
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 
 
<Insert Link> 
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Julia Young, M.A., Doctoral Candidate  
Educational Psychology, University of Minnesota 
P: (XXX) XXX-XXXX 
F: (XXX) XXX-XXXX 
E: julia.young@lrsd.org 
 
  

mailto:julia.young@lrsd.org
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Appendix D: Consent Form 

CONSENT FORM (ELECTRONIC) 

Association between Teachers’ Moral Reasoning and Sense of Self-Efficacy and Their Impact 
on Student Academic Achievement 

  
You are invited to participate in a research study that looks at the relationship between 
teachers’ ability to distinguish among different moral arguments for complex social problems 
and their sense of self-efficacy. You were selected as a possible participant because you are a 
primary or secondary level classroom teacher. We ask that you read this form and ask any 
questions you may have before agreeing to be in the study. 
 
This study is being conducted by Ms. Julia Young, M.A., Doctoral Candidate, University of 
Minnesota in Educational Psychology. 
 
Background Information 

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between teachers’ ability to distinguish 
among different kinds of moral arguments for complex social problems, their sense of self-
efficacy and how these contribute to gains in student achievement. 
 
Procedures: 
If you agree to be in this study, we would ask you to do the following things: 

1. Complete the Defining Issues Test 2 (DIT2) electronically via internet access 
2. Complete the Teacher Sense of Efficacy (TSES) questionnaire electronically via  internet 

access 
 
The DIT2 asks participants to consider five moral dilemmas: 1) a father who contemplates 
stealing food for his starving family; 2) a newspaper reporter who must decide whether to 
report a damaging story about a politician candidate; 3) a school board chairman who must 
decide whether to hold a contentious and dangerous open meeting; 4) a doctor who must 
decide whether to give an overdose of pain killer to a suffering but frail patient; and 5) college 
students who demonstrate against U.S. foreign policy. Preceding each dilemma, participants are 
asked to decide on a decision regarding the issue (e.g., should take the food, can't decide, 
should not take food) and then rate on a Likert scale the level of importance for 12 issue 
statements (e.g., "Shouldn't the community's law be upheld?"). Lastly, they are asked to identify 
the four most important issue statements and rank them in order from first most important to 
fourth most important. 
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The TSES asks participants to read 12 statements and then to rate each item on a 9-point scale, 
ranging from 1-Not at all, 3-Very little, 5-Some influence, 7-Quite a bit, and 9-A great deal.  
Sample items include:  How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom? 
How much can you do to help your students value learning? To what extent can you provide an 
alternative explanation or example when students are confused? 
 
In addition, this study will look at the change in results of student assessment scores from the 
2012 and 2013 math Augmented Benchmark Exam.   
 
Risks and Benefits of being in the Study 

The study has minimal risks that participants will be very unlikely to experience.  
There are no direct benefits to participation in the study. 
 
Compensation: 
Participants’ names will be entered into one of two prize drawings for a Visa gift card, valued at 
$50 each. The chances of winning are based on the total number of responses, estimated at 
2/130. In addition, the first school to reach 100% participation will win an ice cream social for a 
future faculty meeting.  
 
Confidentiality: 
The records of this study will be kept private. In any sort of report we might publish, we will not 
include any information that will make it possible to identify any participant. Research records 
will be stored securely and only the researcher will have access to the records.  
 
Voluntary Nature of the Study: 
Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect 
your current or future relations or position with your school and the school district. The results 
of your participation will not be shared with or used by any administrators associated with the 
district.  If you decide to participate, you are free to not answer any question or withdraw at any 
time without affecting those relationships.  
 
Contacts and Questions: 
The researcher conducting this study is Julia Young at wynn0030@umn.edu, phone (XXX) XXX-
XXXX.  
 
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone 
other than the researcher, you are encouraged to contact Dr. Muriel Bebeau, Educational 
Psychology, University of Minnesota, bebea001@umn.edu / (612) 625-4633. 
 

mailto:bebea001@umn.edu
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Statement of Consent: 

____ I have read the above information. I consent to participate in the study. 
 
____ I have read the above information. I do not consent to participate in the study. 
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