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This thes1 ex mine some of the ph1loeoph1c 1 problems 
which un erli 1a the cognitive-developmental approach to 
mor8lity as it has been presented 1n the Piaget ohlberg 
theory. This theory or moralizet1cn is reviewed , 
synthesized and evaluated in order to demon trate the 
substantial body of empirical reEJ al'e on wl'iich it is founded 
and to focus on some of the unresolved theo etical i ssues 
and methodolog1oal problems such as stage generality , 
motivation. ~eoalage end cross-cultural v lidity. 

The problem of explsn t1on 1s d1acuaaed in rel tion to 
the aprreipr1atenes of alternnt1ve modes and it is concluded 
that, ae cogn1t1ve-developmental1sm is a theory of human 
action, it requires an explanatory paradigm Which t kee 
cognizance of (i) the agent's viewpoint and reasons for 
acting, (1i) a molar level of behavioural analysis, (iii) 
enabling oond1t1ons for choice , an'5 (iv) cognitive processes 

of e.ppra1eal t1nd jud.gruent. The ncsuoptions underlying the 
cognitive-developmental explanation of moral judg 1ent are 
examined in relation to the proposed paradigm . It is 
contended thnt- the concept of judgment, which is central to 

the theory! io not adoquAtely defined 9.nd 1te lo· ical status 
within the pr actical r-eaaonin~ process is not explicated 
within the cognitive-developmental theory. The 
preacr1pt1v1em \m.ich is r-.issuraed by he thecr~· do e not explain 
the log1 l oonneotion bet een reasons for oct1on and the 
un1vera 11a ble imperstive; nor does it adequatal account 
tor d1 or pene1ee between judgment and not on. 

Koblberg'e nppro ch to morality lies i.thin th K nt1en 
tr dlt1on but even within tht context h1 t eory entails 
numb o, meta thictll pr0bl • In tho pr is , 1 t 
1e gued t t the theo17 provides no d r1 er1a tor 
dd 1n1ng th l-al 4om 1n d th t 1 ts cla o:r,a :r ormal 
unlver altty of oral prlnoipl eannot b s ·,p ort d . 
ltohl'b s' Ol' po 1t1on le 1ncon 1st4'%lt 01 t between 
for l pr cr1pt1v1 d n t\U' 1 .tic cl&.i 
ot 3U t1o a the upreme mor principle» 
3u titio tion tox- oral rino1pl 2. ev dcd • 
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the cognl ti ve aepecte c4 mar al 3udgment and the place at 
preecr1pt1ve pr1nc1plee at the highest stage , the theory 
neglects the affective and motivational teaturee o~ morality 
and the 1.ntluence of bel1e:f'e , habits aru5 personal ideals on 
moral conduct. It 1e argued that Kohl berg' e claim for the 

1aomorph1em ~ psychological and normative structure cannot 
be supported and his argument :f' or the solution o:r the 
ls/ ought problem remains untenable. 

F1nally, Kohl berg' e developmentaliet ideology 1e 
diecuesed with special reference to eduent1onal implications . 
It is argued that there ie a BU.N'1cieney tallacy 1n cogn1t1ve­
developmentaliem and that the theory is equivocal 1n 1ta 
employment ot the concepts ot r ationality and autonomy. 
An attompt ia :nade t o define these concepts in relation to 
development and education in order to illustrate the 
limitations o:t Kohlberg 's concept o~ 'cognitive st1mul.ot1on ' 
and his advocacy of 'development ' as an aic for education. 

The importance of F:ohl berg ' a theory i s not 01sputed in 
this theoie but it is argued that he cla1mf) too J1Uch for it 
in relnt1on to the ph1losoph1oal problems which 1t entails 
and the relev3noe to moral education which 1t 1npl1ee. 
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The germination ot this tbee1e oocurrea While I was 
attending the Annual Conterence ot The Phtloeopby ot Education 
Society of A~stralasia 1n August, 1972. Professor R .o. 
Peters was present at that conference or1d :110 paper~ on 
freedom and morel education showed thnt he had given eons1der-
ablo nttention to the:, work af Lo.wrence Kohl berg. He 
recognizsc the important contribution which this paychologicol 
theory had me.de to education, but he intimated a number of 
ph1losor.ih.~.cal reeervetione. 

Ao I wee then employed as a practising educational 
psychologiat es Ylell a.a engaged 1n tlle study of educational 

p~1lo&cJhl , I became oware or the important relationshi p 
between theee t\7o diac1pl111oe and the need to eneure that 
peyehologiaal reacoroh end 1heot•y io built on eount.1 
ph1louophical foundatione . Thr-- phUoeopher c&n enlighten 
the .:io~"chologist' s viMv not br the answers he cp..n JlrovidB but 
rathf'.r, by the queetionB Which he asko . This the&i& has not 
o.1med at ;i:~ovidin,s 011;;:."1t,rrz bl,t it is hoped that tlle Q.Ueetions 

which have been roieecJ \dll oontr1bute to the understanding 
anri nppl1o!'lt1on of Kohlberg' o 111port ant work. 

I hope that tlie i'iniaholl p roduct 1 s worthy of the 

excellent gu1dnnce ana leorned support ~h1oh I hAve received 
during the writing of it trom Dr o.R. Baesett and Mr. A. ,'I. 

Coo:.,er. Not only has their time and attention bf"en 
generounly g iven , but their passion tor the canono ot reason 
has been 1nt'ect1ouo. Aolmowlodgement 1a due aleo to 
Dr. n.w. McAlp1ne who made aome v luable comments on tbe 
initial pro»oaal and to Pro:te1sor c.G.N. Hill who has been 
a gu1din,s ltitlttencc 1n the backgitour&d. 

I wish to eepec1allT aok-noWlftdSe the help at my wtte, who 
hae provided the sympathetic understanding ant, ~.ncouragement 
Whioh t nabled me to pereovera w1-th this Oeund1ng task. 

1'1ilal1Y, I wish to e~reee thank& to the tn>1et. 
Ure E . Ellis, wboee high qaollty or work •1U be eelt'-ev1dent 
to anyone who reada tbio thee la. 

J.A. ~dc1 
June, 1974. 
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A INTRODUq?ION 

The in stream o:r theoretical p ychology up until the 
m14 1950'• appe re to have intentionally avoided the uae ~ 
auch words aa "moral .. and "moralit7." Indeed, it 1a only 
1n the paat decade that these worc.1a have appeared with growing 
rrequency 1n the lieta o:t contents ot the moat eminent 
peycholog1cal journale.1 

The reason 1 partly historical. In establishing 
independence trom the other-discipline psychology needed 
a language of 1 ta own and the concept or moral1 ty wa1 too 
deeply imbedded 1n the long tradition ~ Western Philoaophy 
to cquire a new meaning within the aspiring science or 
paychology. Consequently, to even speak of the psychology 
ot morality involved d1tt1cult1ee for both the paychologt · t 
and the philosopher. For the tormer it euggeated a aub~ect 
which was too cloude~ by subjective uncertainty to ever be 
studied by empirical methods: :ror the 1 tter it suggested 
an ill-considered advocacy~ some kind o:r naturalistic 
ethical position. However, the really great thinkera in 
modern social science (Durkheim, l/eber, Freud, William James, 
George Herbert Mead) have recognized the fundamental place 
of morality in any study ot human behaviour which claims to 
be comprehensive. 

In the 1920'• there waa gre t interest, particularly 
a onget American peychologi ta, 1n the "psychology~ moral 
conduct. tt However, the Character Education Enquiry 
(Hartahorne and May, 1928-30) appe red te demonatrate that 
oat ao-called oral behaviour 1a a1 tuat1on epec1:r1c anc1 

not explained by underl71n8 pa7chological trait • The 
nb,eot 1'ell into neglect al thOllah, 1n 1 932, Pi g t • a 1JOrk, 

"The Moral Judgment ot th at114' ••• tirat publ1ahe4 1n 
Ena].lah. The tapaot ot thle work wae not :tel t tor •t 
le at twenty 7eare. 

' 
1 • For reoent coaprehena1•• rniewa at th••• etu41u 

••• Hattaan, 1970; 1ght, 19711 Oft.ham, 1972J 
Hogan, 1973. Reaeuah 1Jl 'the cosnltlft-
4nelopamtal t1el4 la rntewid 1n Chapter 2. 



,• ~ 
l,'(_a •. . ' 

. ..... '( 

-~ 
2 

- ~ O'Yl'Yal ot 1.rltereat 111 lloral pa,ehol -,a ha bee.n 

gen•rated t-o a ,reai extent b7 the work at Laffenee Kohlbfn-g 
and Ma collea8'1•• in a number ot recent studiee beginning 
w1 th hia own doctoral. theale 1n 1958. 

At the Yery begtmung ot hie WOl'k. Kohlbel'g makes the 
point that the central proble ar deYelopmental paycholota 
1a an ananrer to the question: nHow does .n become oral?" 
rather than the traditional question: "Bow does the child 

learn his culture?u (Kohl.berg, 1958 p.1 .) • He claims that 
traditional approaches to morality have either (a) taken 
moral1 ty as being ccn1'orm1 ty to culture-bound n~ ( eg 

Durkheim or (b) equated eenacience and morality with 

concepts such aa "superego" or 0 unco.nac1oue guilt" (eg Freud). 
Both at these approaches are d@ounced • inadequate 

and a conception of moral1 ty aa action baeed on mor!l jµdgment 
ia advanced • 

.. An action, regardless ot its eonaequu1cee or its 
elaasitication by the culture, is neither good nor 
bau unless 1 t has been preceded by a ~dgment ot 
right or wrong0 (Kohlberg, 1958, p.5.) 

A statement ot t his kind requires a changed view or the 
subject-matter ot pqchology. To use the terma of a 
ps7chologiat writing about the complex and fundamental 
subject ot motivation, it requires a change trom a view~ 
man aa a PAW'N to a view or him as an ORIGIN. (DeCharms, 
1968, pp 272-74). The emphasis moves from what 1a clone $9 
the 11141 vidual to what the 1nd1 vi dual S9M. 

SUeh a change 1n emphaaie now goes virtually unquestioned 
in th liter ture. 'l'he following state ent, tor example, 
ie given •• 4etin1t1on of the subject tter in a recent 
book on "The PaJcboloa -ot I oral Behavi-our" which akea the 
prlor cla1a to being cOIIIUtte4 to the empirical ap-proach. 

"Moral bt9hav1oui- oone1ata ot all- the ar1oue thinp 
people 4o in conrttcUon wt th ot-al rulfl. "· 

~ ( right 1971 • p. 1 5) • 
· _ It 1• a1p1t1cant that nearl~ U tbe Naearcb covered 

1n tpt'a cogent and uaehl. •1111.huia bu been carrle4 out. 
.. ~ If ... ... 

aince 1958, which ·1• the 7eaJ' ~ -Kohlbetta' • theala. · Thia . 
1• not to -• .,. that ohl'b•a'• influence .1e reapmeible r~ · ..... 4 

at1aul.at1ng all recent r ·eeearcb ~,o m-;ral 'beha•1our1 ·but 1t 
:, le to N00,01•• tbat. ltobi'bera'• work baa co1nc1de4 wtih a 
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very import t and b aic 1ft 1n the ph11oao 1c 
a sumptlon underlying the expl tion of hWn n beh viour 
in social science. 

Extending on the ork of Piaget (1932) Kohlberg ha 
cnrried out extensive research into the development of mor l 
judgment and h s gr dually bu11 t up, over fit teen year period, 
an elaborate cognitive-developmental theory ot morality which 
has oduced an important pproach to moral eduction. The 
essence of this theory is th t there are oulturally invariant 
sequences 1n the development ot moral thinking hich ar1ae trom 
the lnteraction between the child' conceptual scheme and the 
p .rt1cular experiences 1th Yhich he 1 confronted. 

The cognitive evelopmental a_pproach to morality is no.v 
widely accepted by psychologists and educators , but there have 
Bl.ways been expressions or reservat1 on from the philosophers , 
particularly those who have a special interest 1n the field of 
education ( eg Peters nd Wilson). The philosophical problems 
which are involved 1n Kohlberg' s theory of moral development , 

s 11th most peyohological theories, are extremely complex and 
not easily defined . But they are problems w ich demand 
con 1deration end, even if ultimate solution is not possible, 
the theory ains in credibility if it 1 able to vdthstand 
critical analysis of it constituent concepts. 

It can be fairly s id that, in moving from empirieo.l 
research findings concerning the nature ot children'a moral 
thinking to statement bout the concept of mor 11 ty (both 
1n lto rormol and substantive aspects) and assertions bout 
th ims, methods and content of' moral educ tion, the co nitive-
d lopmental.1 ts number of assumption ot a t ethic l 

d pi te olo io k1nd which are largely un tat or, her 
they d1eau eed • the tre ant of hich 1 1 ck 1n 

lo le l cl ity or ph11oeoph1c r1go'Ul'. 
ohlb s e been accu ea cf pre crlb1ng mor 

lee u of n expl n tory p c.11 1n hich man 1 
en ~ . otion • yet he eema to avoid d 1 1th eome of 

e perenn1 1 probl ot ral ph1loaopby uoh 
3 
t,.,.,.,,""11£ 

· vexed gue tiona • 

ee ot 
a1r ct be 

dettln1t1on, 
ill - Ven 

11'.iS on these 
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ff the d1eo1pl1ne or oral philoaoph7 an'1 the ractice 
ot moral e4uoat1011 are 'to be enriched by -the reaearch 't1nd­
ina• o't dnalopaental paycholoa, then 1t 11 1 ortant to 
.xpoae amb1gu1t1ea and examine unstated non plrieal aaeumpt1ona. 

It ia the aim C1f this theais to mo'fe aome or th w,ay 

along th1a dUtieult 1nterd1ecJ.plinary path. It 1a 
recognised that the taa ot erecting a conceptual bridge 
between the psychology ot moralit7 ond the philo ophy ot 
mora11ty ia not able to be achieved within th limit at the 
present theei but 1t 1 intended to lay out some ot the 
neoe aary buildinB materials. 

It is important at the outset to examine and review 
the Piag t .. ohlberg theory and provide a critical. ccount 

o'f the research which has been earri d out on 1ta int rnal 
validity and the external correlates ot morfll. mptyritJ, Which 
i the central dimension. Chapter 2, theretore, will 
comprise a aynthe ia ot the research and theory which 
constitutes the cognitive-developmental a ppro eh to morality. 

The purpo e of Chapter 3 1a to consider a problem wh1ah 

1 ~ ut o t importance to anJ' ac1entU'ie theory, n mely, the 
problem ot explanation. ,,e can only begin to appreciate the 
validity nd usetulnees ar any theory when we have ao 
under tand1ng ot what it 1a setting out to explain am hat 
kind ot explanatory model it employs. It ie argued that the 
cognitive-elev lopaental theory 1 a t heory~ human action 
and uch a theory re ta on certain assumptions bout man a a 
subject tor cience. An attempt will be made to explicate 
tb a aa-.umptiona. 

The ca1cept ot ~~ nt ia one which ent 11 
probleu, 7 tit haa • c ntral pl ce in th or1 a ot oral 
dev lopaent. Philoao en h ve given considerable 
attention to the anal7aie th•• probl ma, but 
pa~oholog1•t• ha'f t e4 to loy th concept •1th ecae 
kin. at opera~1onal datinit1~• but w1 1neutt1oi.ent 
conalderatian ot- 1ta loeical atatu•. In Chapter 4 ot the 
present th~aia an attupt will be de to a 
aeantna ot th1a· conc~t 1 thin the cosn1. ive 
~raaeworlt. 

The ala or Chapt~ 5 1a to open p •o•e or the pl' bl­

o't oral ph11o•olil7 which are eabeddec1 1n Kohlbera' • the~. 
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It 1a not poe 1ble to consider theae proble• rroa all point•: 
or new, theret'ore, an att pt ia 4e to examine the oral 
etatementa which Kohlberg make■ and to analyee thea within 
th context• ~ the ethical theories to Which he claims 
allegiance. Because hie approach 1e eaaentially Kantian, 
moat or the diecusaion will occur within a context at tb1e 
mora1 tr d1t1on. It ie recognised, however, that it would 
be possible to examine Kohlberg'e moral poaition 1n relation 
to a nu11ber ~ other philosophical trad1tione. 

Finally, in Chapter 6, Kob1berg' ideological 
per pective aa a developmental1st is d1seueeed, particularly 

a it relates to education. Kohlberg has claimed that tta 
cognitive-develop ental pa7chological theory can be translated 
into a rational and viable progreaa1ve m,ugational ~deolog" 
(Kohlberg and Mayer, 1972, p . 450). Thie 1e an acknowled.r-­
ment that t here are unavoidable metaphysical aasumpt1ona about 
the n ture at moral :t"reedom and, ultimately, human existence 
1taelt, in any theory which asserts that some individuals are 
more morally mature than others and there1'ore are more 
autono ou and morally auperior. Kohlberg doesn't evade 

this problem entirely, but hie expressed understanding ot 
1 t is both inconsistent and somewhat conrueed. 

The present thesis does not set out to diminish the 
t ture o:t" a theory which has added more to our understanding 

ot moral development than any other ein,...,le contribution in 
the paychologieal liter ture. The aim is merely to expoae 
so nerves with the hope that t he relevance and value ot the 
cogn1t1~8-(1nelopmental approach can be better underetood. 
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Traditional approaches to the pa7choloa7 ~ allty 
have tended to phae1ze the paaaive role or th 1nd1v14ual 
either aa a victim ot internal unccnaciou torcea or ae 
r epond nt to environmental cond1 tiona. In each caae man 
1s v1ewed a pawn rather than a an or1s1n ( er De Char • 

1968). 
· right (1971) summarise the three a1n pasa1v1 t 

theoretical perspectives as :tollowa (p. 43): 
(1) "Social. group theory aeea moral .man essentially ae 

a confor 1st who complies 1fi th the expect tiona 
or other out ar an imperative need to be 
accepted by them." 

(2) "According to Freudian doctrine, moral man is 
pictured aa lonely and rather helple s ego 
struggling to satisfy the insistent demands ar 
an moral 14 wt thout angering the w t~ and 
punitive parent (Who are now permanently 
installed within hie own mind) in a real world 
that is, in the last analysis, totally 
indifferent to hie welfare." 

( 3) "According to learning theory ••••• moral man is 
11 ttle more than a complex network ar 
conditioned responses and learned habit." 

He cancludea that "these points or view rail to do 
justice to man ae an origin tor or moral ideas and judgmenta." 
We could u that such points of view have been b ed on a 
concept or "conventional" morality ( 1e doing the done thing. 
or wh t o ia told ) r ther than concept ot 11 rational11 

mor i ty ( le on for which th 1nd1 vidual eea that ther are 
r uona whic could be oth r Ulan they are; nd which evo 

1 ction, del1ber tion and justi.tic tion). By phaa1e1n 
1t1Te up c • {aa onnc,1111ia to th &rfectlv 01' 

a) Pi t, rro a Kantian position, ha ot-rered 

an . •••1 iet p rapectiv moral • 
ot -.-.-....... c · tna t~rmin d 

t knolfina 
1 kn 1 4 

tw n 1v1dual that 
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a de•elopmental movement oocura trom the aimpleat level• to 
the more complex through the intluence ot both maturing 
proceaae• and experience on the growing mind. 

Thia 1a the eaeence ot what ha■ become known ae the 
cognitive-developmental theory ot moral development and it hae 
been extended in recent years by Lawrence Koh1berg. It• 
major 11m1 tation, t'rom the empirical point at view, 1a the 
inadequate treatment given to elements or emotion and motivation 
in moral behaviour ( ct Hottman, 1 970, p. 280) • However, the 

great atrength ot the cognitive-developmental approach baa been 
the conoeptual and theoretical impl1cet1one 01' placing emphasis 
on the individual's capacity t'or direct action on his environ­
ment so that he 1a both tree to chooae and reaponaible tor such 
choice. 

PI AGET' S THEORY 

According to Piaget (1932) the essence ot morality 1a 
tound in the individual's understanding ot and respect tor the 
rules or the social order and his sense of justice 1n terms 
ot concern tor reciprocity and equality among individuals. 

Hie cognitive-developmental approach 1nvo1Yea the 
analysis~ thought structures underlying the moral concepts 
ot persona at d11'terent age levels in order to dettine a 
general direction ot movement. These thought structures 
are called cognitive stasee. 

In Piaget's theory cognitive stages poaseaa the 
tollowing oharacterietioai 
1 • They imply that children ot' dit't'erent agea poasee• 

qua11tatiyel7 ditterent waya ot thinking or aolTing 

,. 
the aaae problems . 
Th••• ditterent wan ot' thinking may be ordered in an 
inyag:iant aequenoe. 
Each auooeaa1ve oogn1t1•• atage 11 a h1erarab1oal 
integration ~ what haa gone before. Higher atagea 
do not replace lower ataa••• but rather , reintegrate 

th••· 
4. 'l'hfNCh the UH ot coanitiTe 4eTelop■ent mq, ••7 troa 

one ih41T14ual to another , the atagea will aPJ)eer 1n 

· the ••• ordar tor all 1nd1 •14uil• and all au.1 turea . 
Piaget auaartaed hia t'1n41np 1n ter■a ot two mara11t1••• 

The 70\Ulger ohild , tro■ 4 7eara to about 8 yeai-a baa a 
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mora11t7 ich Pi t called lll:W:9.Um!S!Wl b3ect to 
another' l w"). ubject to 
la• o~ dul t author 1 ty and his respect ror au ori ty cauaee 
hilD to regard adult rule• aa eacred, unchangeable tbinga. 

' onsneaa 1a defined in ter of adult sanctions; eta that 
are wrong are the act th t dul ta punish. ty 1 underatood 
a obedience to author1 ty. Th younger child' intellectual 
11 itation, in conjunction with his respect tor authority, 
cause hi to conceive of wrongdoing 1n highly 11 teral, 
objective terms without regard to intentions. He bel1evea 
that mora1 va1ue are ab olute and un1ver al, and that 
justice 1 served by s ere arbitrary punishment ( immanent 
justice) r ther than by restitution to the person wrong d. 

The second morality , which develops after 8 years, 

Pi get called autonomous (ie nsubject to one's own 1 w"). 
Transition to this level is s umed to develop out~ peer­
group interaction, with the growing awareness of the need 
tor mutual respect or reciprocity, and intellectual deve1op-
ment involving extension or view-points. t the utonomoua 
level the rules or conduct are regarded as products of group 
agreement and ss ins truments of co-operative action . ' oral 
conceptions become p ychological rather th n objective, 
relative rather th n absolute, an subject to change by 
group consensus. Ju tice is a matter of reciprocal ri ta 
and obl1g tions and 1 best erved by repairing the harm 
that may hav been done. 

The pr re sion f'rom a heteronomoua to an autonomous 
or lity did not seem to Pi et to be dependent upon direct 

adult tuition. It Peault , r ther, from the child' 
continuing apontan efi'ort to co rebend within one 

hi tot l oral :r rien e • Four r ctar r 0111 tate 

c1enttt1 
a d7 or Y 

eno 
cti rea 

a 1 1 tl.'ana 1 ton J 
la th 

ily 
ts 

tlo • 
Ut 
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In hta theo17,, Piaget elilphaa1zea the importance at 
interaction with peel' • Rel t1ona With parenh are not •• 
crucial {unlike paychoanalyttc tbe0r7) except 1n the 
negative sense whereb7 ~thor1 tarlan parente may at1fle 
the emergence of co-operat1ve morality. '!he emphaeia is 

alao more 011 the actiye role of the child in relation to 
his social environment rather than the impact of experiences 
upon the child ( as 1n elas ieal l earning theory) • Another 
emphasis 1s on the "cognitive"' or ttrational" apecta or 
mor lity rather than behavioural or emotional aspects. A 
recent researcher (Bull• 1969) has. indeed, strongly 
cr1t1c1zed Piaget tor his neglect or the orectic elements 
in moral development and hie tendency to ignore oc1ological 
or cul. tural influences. It has aleo been pointed out 
(Kohlberg , 196.3b) that Piaget ignores the amoral or premoral 
stage occurring berore the het~..ronomou.a stage. However, 
despite thee limitations (and perhaps Piaget is more aware 
of what his theory 11,gJ.:gdfUi than is usually acknowledged 
tram e. study of his wr1 tings) the publication af "The Moral 
Judgment a£ the Ch1l.d 0 marks the beginning of the cognitive­

developmental approach to morality and 1s a major landmark 
in the hiatcr7 of psychology. 

SUBSEC'tJENT RESEARCH ON eI AOET ' S 'l'HEORY 

The.re has been considerable research support for Piaget's 
basic claim that with increasing age the basis o:t judgment 

ah.if ts from consideration at consequences ( moral realism) 

to a eon 14eration at intentio • (Lerner, 1937; Ma e, 
1954J Loughran, 1967; Kugel.m •• and esnita, 1967, 1968; 

by, 1971; 't in, 19721 Buch and Th aon, i 973; 
Coatanzo, et .i, 197;5; Schlett and Douglas, 1973) ~ 

'l'heee aubee'21,l nt atud1e• h v eo i,rovi ed o41t1cel1ou 
to Pl.a ,, _ th ory. a (1954), tor e ple, tound that 

the notion or intentio 11 'II did not co-1nc1de 1th the notion 
. h t ccnat1 tut a ,. 3U t pun1eh ent aa taget had cl 1.mec! . 

e ~ae tio11 1• that ral deTelop t ,- b l • or • . 
· un1 tey proceae then lase had c .1 a ~ere ma, be 

ae-.erill relati'Yel.7 1Mepenaent 41 aiona ot aoral . Jud en-\ ., 

Wbicb. ae all aae.related. uby ( 1971) f'ound that th _ ap 
at. Which 1ntenttonai1t7 eaei-gea 0-11 be ar:re~W :t.;, the stilRllua . . 
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uaaterial.e 1 and, by using revised tor7-pair• which - ore 
clearly eontr et the purpoaive act With the acc1dental one, . 
the number ~ younger children making 1ntentiona11 ty 

judgJDenta increaaea. Gutkin (1972) alao studied the e't:tecte 
o~ varying the stimulus materials and ahc:,.ved that aystemaUc 
tory cllanges reveal a 4-stage developmental sequence whereby 

the rel.evance of intentions gradually replaces the relevance 
~ consequences. 2 Cos tanzo et 1 ( 1973) auaeated that 
ccmaideration of intentions aetu lly precedes the acquisition 
ar role-taking skill rather than developing concurrently ae 
Pi get had maintained. Another recent study (Schleifer and 
Douglas, 1973) hes shown that training has direct ette-0ts 
on the emergence of intentionality. 

Research by Johnson (1962) generally supported Piaget. 
but he criticized the latter's view that each stage involves 
a cognitive re-organization and that moral development 
should theret"ore be sa1 tatory rather than gradual. 

Piaget has in fact been moat consistently criticized ror 
placing too much stress on maturation in bringing about the 
transition rrom one stage or morality to the next with the 
result that ho has tended to ignore social, cultural, emotional 
and intellectual in:t"luences and also various child-rearing 
practices and i ndividual differences among children (cf 

Havighurst and Neugarten , 1955; Eysenck, 1960; Bronfenbrenner, 
1962; stouwie , 1 972) • 

1 • oth reoent stud ( Ohan4ler et al, 1973) uaing 
videot ped ati - ua teriala in oo ar1eon with the 
tradi\ional v bal aaa - nt pl'ocedur a. 1n41cat _ 
that 1n.tentiona11t,- 3'1-dpenta can be made by children 
at a auob ~ouna• age t-han pren.oue atudiea had x-neal.ed. 

2. . •~its nd llPl■aea (19671 auge t a1aUar 
41tage r: :tin ment t 1aa•t • ra~ eru aoheaa 

. tor th• ear ence ~ tntention tty. ' .. 
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Carleon (1973) tested the emergence~ moral realiaa 
and the concept or justice 1n Lao children and tou.nd 

cultural difi'erences auggeatlng that the development r4 

subjective judgment and justice ret'lect dUterent cauaal 
tactora than theorized by Piaget • 

. 1r1t1ng convincingly in defence ot Piaget against these 

cr1t1c1ema and asserting that they have been mostly based on 
a misunderstanding ot his theory, Lickona (1969, pp. 341-42) 

atatea: 
"Sociocul.tural differences would contradict Piaget's 
central aseumpt1one only U' they demonstrate~ vnr1at1on 
in the aeguence at judgmental orientations - 11' they 
eha.ved, for example, that 1n some culture or clnse 
children tirst considered extenuating circumstances 
1n evaluating acts and later ignored them, or t hat 
they :t'iret defined duty in t erms or mutual respect 
among equals and later equated it with obedience to 
the rules imposed by author1 ty. Departures ot this 
nature trom the Piaget pattern have not been reported, 
and are ditticult even to conceive." 

A number of experiments which have been interpreted 
as casting doubt on t he eogni ti ve-developmental thes1a were 
baaed on the hypotheeia that children• a moral j udgments are 

reBdily mod1f 1able by the manipu1at1on ~ social learning 

vnriables. 
Bandura ond McDonald { 1963) compared learning by direct 

reward with learning by imita tion, using pairs of ator1ea 
like those ar Pi aget . At ter initially determining the 

subjective or objective or1entat1on3 of each chi ld an 
experimental group listened and watched while adults expreaaed 
judgment• counter to their own original orientation. The 
orientationa were then re-aeaeaaed to determine what chanaea 
had been produced. Ob■enat1ona ot adul ta produced muoh 
more chanse than did direct reward but the abttt 1n aoral 

3. Yor the children ha.,ina an .. ob~ect1Te conception .. or 
■ora11tJ', the younger oh1ldren, the acta with more 
••r1oua conaequencea were the "nauaht1er" onea. For 
the cb11dren having a "subjective conception" tit 
11orallt7, the olda ann, the act• that nre ael~iah!J' 
or aalioiou■lt mot19fated aeelled the "naughtier" 011ea. 
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maturity ausseate that dult mo~ela are more 1mportan't in 
dnelopment than Piaget recognued. Social learni.ng h'om 
peers hae nlao been ehown to be important and LeFurgy and 

,,oloahin ( 1969) used adolescent• aa both aubjecte and model• 
to produce ehU'te 1n maturity which wer-e found to be atill 
retained atter 3 months. (at' Brontenbrenner, 1967; 1970Q; 
1970b; Belot':t' and Temperley, 1972). These etud1ea do imply 

thnt transition between stages ia more amenable to 
environmental int'luencee than Piaget ha' claimed and , 
although 1t has been suggested that the social learning 
experiments only demonstrated how to produce contor!Di ty 1n 

children (Lickona , 1969, p .344), some experiments (crowley, 

1968; Jensen and Larm, 1970; Prentice, 1972) have shown 

that training and the int'luence of mc.dele can make a child 
more mature . Furthermore, the superiority of the trained 
subjects 1n stating verbal explanations for their choices 
indicated that they understood the concept and were not 

simply making an isolated social response. 
The social learning experiment of Bandura and :JacDonald 

wae repl i cated by Cowan et ol (1969) who claimed that modeling 
in:t'luencee produce generalized and enduring changes 1n moral 
judgments and t hus calls into question the assumptions both 

that the stages occur i n an invariant and irreversible 
sequence and that movement through the stages involves a 
process ot Eucceeaive synthesis. However, in a :further 
statement, Bandura ( 1 969) de:t'enda Pio.get' s theory and r.ia1nta1na 

that it 1a tully compatible with social learning theory. 

"Contrary to statements by Cowan et al , a eocia1 
learning approach does not assume that modeling 
outcomes are unattected by the develop ontal statue 
and other character1at1ca or observers" (Bandura, 

1969, p.277). 
The jor contribution ot these exper1menta has been 

to aho1r that oral judgment& are ore variable both 1'1 thin 

and beween indi'Ylduala nd more modU'1able by social. 
relat1oneh1pa other than the peer-group ( es parent•, 

extrataa111al adults, model• presented 1n aymbol1c :tol'IIIS) 
than Piaget' a theory woul.d lead one to expect. 

HoweYei-, :tar Piaget. the klnc! ~ interaction raoet 
important tor the tranaition trOJR an t•ature 11moralit7 at 
conatra1nt11 to one ~ 0 oo"""0per Uon" 1a that which occurs 
•• a rewl.t ot the child's grcnrtng need tor co1111Wl1cat1on 
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with and retet-ence to hie ■ooial peera. Thia haaia haa 
been w.pported by recent soc1o-paychological etudiea ot 
adoleaoenoe euch ae Douven and Adelson (1966) who etate: 

" •••• the peer group ia itself a moralizing, socializing 
agency . It sets etandard, exercises a pattern~ 
external control, and statee e!,'eetat1on for &elt­
control •••• givsn the adolescent e intense attachment 
to his peers, their expectations aaeume an 
extraordinary importance." (pp. 82 3). 

In another study (Birnbaum, 1972) moral judgments were 
collected before and a:t'ter the arousal ar di:rferent tYPe 
~ anxiety nd results emphasized the importance of the need 
for acceptance by peers in the development or a flexible 
independence from adult rule, nd, in the converse, the 
importance of ~lexibility in bringing about peer acceptanc 
in early adolescence. 

'J'be question of whether peers or parents are more 
important may be less eignU'icant, however, than whether 
mor 1 maturation rel tee directly to the development or other 
cognitive modes such as decentrat1on and logical oper tions. 
Some !'ecent research has focussed on this ie ue. 

Piaget's conception of intelligence 1a such th t there 
should be a correspondence between mora1 reaooning and 
logical thinking. He spoke of the p rallel iem ex1sting 
betwe~n moral and intellectual development (Piaget , 1932, 
p. :598, P • 411). The extension at viewpoints ie fundamental 
to both areas nd there is thought to be a direct relationship 
between the capacity to "see beyond" some etriking aspect ot 

n object to con 1der other relevant features (ie perceptual 
decentrat1on) nd the capacity to make reciprocal obaervtmcee 
ot beh vioural norms at the co-operative and utono ous tage 
ar mor thinking. Both inda ar rec1proo1ty erge lfhen the 
1nte11 ctu l d or 1 esocentriam o~ the YO'Wl8 ahild gr dually 
nel4a to th preaaure ot collective 1og1oal enamor 1 law• 

,. .. ,_ 

throu&h · contact w1 t the ,Udpenta an4 er,alu tione ot other• 
{Pi t, 1932, P• 411) • . 

eaearab uain.s tra41t1onal I. • teat• has erall7 · 
rrelation between 1ntctl11&ence and moral . 

Durkin,· 1959J Boehm, 1962J 

beoaua• ibeY'. have not b4Mn .baae4 on aeaaur•• or . ,, 
OOll'llti'Ye ftelopment. . . 
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Stuart (1967) bJpotheaised that it 1a deoentration 
which enable■ children to ove ti-om aub~ectlve to objective 
causal judgment■, and trom objective to aubjective moral 
judpenta. Hla reaearob ehowed that the ab111 t7 to decenter, 
and particularly the ability to decenter aoeial relation&, 
1• poa1t1vely correlated with the abllity to render ture 
moral and causal judgment•• 

Another 1nveet1gation (Lee, 1971) eich examined the 
concomitant development at cognitive and moral modee ~ 
thought (with social claea, a1bl1ng position, and I.o. held 
conatant) provided very convincing support tor Piaget's 
theCll'J'• A tactor analytic method wa used to 1aolate the 
cognitive oomponenta ot (a) general cognition (b} conorete 
operatione and (o) tormal operations. It wae tound thats 
the oancrete oper tiona component beat related to a decrease 
in authority type reeponees and concomitant 1ncreaaea 1n 
reciprocal modes of moral conceptualization; the tormal 
operationa mode of thought beet predicts the increase of 

eocietal, idealistic moral modes of conceptualization; 
the reciprocal cognitive functions are positively related to 
reciprocity 1n the moral realm. The tindings "clearly support 
Piaget's thea1a ot concomitant "growth" of the two modes at 
thought" (Lee, 1971, P• 141). 

A recent atudy (Rubin and Schneider, 1973) ha examined 
the relationahip between moral judgment, egocentriam and 
altruistic behaviour. Both the cognitive meaaurea or 
communicative egocentr1sm and moral 3Udgment were positively 
correlated with the incidence ot altru1etic behav10Ql'. 

More equ1vooal t1nd1nge are reported b:, Harde an (1972) 
Whoee c!ata d14 not completely support Piaget'• h7,poth•1• t4 
• developmental paralleliam 1n children'• logical ab111t7 
and their aoral ooncepta. However, a ,1an1t1cant relat1an­
ah1p ••• found between eoral reaaon1ng and ab111 ty to 
atruoture the phn1cal warld 1n ter• ot the principle at 
ooneenat1on, which nae•t• that the abUit7 to 81•• . . . 
atruotul'e ot an operational ktn4 to 1nen1aate, Yielble 
objeoia may poaeibl7 be a pre-requla1te to the ab111tJ' to 
s1 •• • ool'l'efl)Olldlne atructure to ■oral aituationa. 



'lhere remaine, then, a nuaber ot unre■olved empirical 
queetione which are atill generating reaearcb and atiJllUlat1ng 
debate. The preo1ee nature ot the evolution or the concept 
~ intentionality, the importance ot modelling, the question 
ot cultural invariance, the relative importance ot parents 
or peera, and the correlation ot moral modea with other 
cognitive modea are all unreeolved iaBUea 1n Piaget'• 
cognitiva-developaental theory ar moralization. However, 
the continuing vigour with which these questions ars being 
diacueeed 1a adequate testimony ot the importance or Piaget's 
contribution to psychological theory 1n moral development. 

OTHER STAOE-DEVELOPMENTAL THEORIES OP MORALITY 

The basic notion ot development with age 1n morality 
18 not as new a8 one might think. llilliam McDougall made 
the following statement as early aa 1908: 

0 the fundamental problem ot social pe1chology is the 
moralization ot the individual into the eociety into 
which he ia born ae an amoral and egoistic infant. 
There are eucceaa1ve atages, each ot which must be 
traversed by every individual before he can attain 
the next higher: (1) the stage 1n which the 
operation at the instinctive impulse& is modified by 
the intluence of rewards and punishments, (2) the 
stage in which conduct 1a controlled 1n the main 
by anticipation at social praise or blame, (3) the 
higheat stage 1n which conduct 1a regulated by an 
ideal that enablea a man to act tn the way that 
eeems to him right regardlese of the praiae or blame 
or hie immediate social environment." 

(McDougall, 1908, p.6). 
In a recent reYiew ot the many theories ot moral 

development W1lliaa Ka7 (1968) au.ggeet■ that there are 
at leaet aix poee1ble 4nelopaental moclela. 'l'heae ares 
(1) the oosn1t1ve model (d P1aset and JCoblberg) 
(2) the attitudinal model 1n ~1oh "moral growth 1• dee•4 4 to be a prooe•• at 4nelop1ng moral attltudea" (p. 220) 

Thia aodel ia advocated b7 1tQ' ( 1968, pp. 236-245) 
beoauae lt naeata teohnl(lU.ea whioh ~ bill.p the 
ahll4 make peater prosr••• tcnrarc1a moral uturltr. 
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(3) the nolutionar7 model Whereby each stage diaplacee 
the preoed1ng one by proY1d1ng greater adaptation. 

(4) the ethical model which :toauaee attention on a aeries 
~ emerging aanct1ona. 

( 5) the aoo1olog1cal model. 
(6) the paycho-aocial model. 

In elaborating on the ethical model (Ch. 5) Kay auggeeta 
that the "dominant" sanction changes t hrough f'our separate 
stages: ( a) the prudential etage where restrain ta are 
externally imposed. 

(b) the authoritarian atage where there 1a 
unquestioning acceptance ot the restrictions and demands 
impoeed by authority. 

(c) the social stage ot control by group opinion 
where "an empathic morality emerges where moral conduct 
diaplays altru1am and concern tor people, without necessarily 
being based on reciprocity" (Kay, 1968 , P• 128). 

(d) the personal stage "when reasonable, personal 
moral principles control the 1ndi vidual ' s behaviour" (p. 1 28) • 

Bridging theee last two stages moral control comes more 
and more ~der the influence or an "ego-ideal" or ideal 
self-image which is not the aame ae full autonomy. 

Another stage theory has recently been advanced by Bull 
(1 969) who alao emphasises eanctiona but t~kee a slightly 
more eooiological slant than Kay. The rour stages elaborated 
by Bull are: 

(a) The etage of anov or premorality where pleasure 
and pain are the controlling tactors. 

(b) The stage ot hetgronev or external morality, 
where rule■ are imposed by other a, eg parente, teacher•, 
police, rel1g1oua precept. 

(o} The atage ot aociMoV or extanal-1nternal 
morality 40Jlinate4 by greater reaponalvene1■ to aoaial aanctiona 

s. 

I 

Thi■ ooncept la, 4nelope4 1111oh turtber by Ka7 1n • 
later. article (1972). It alao hf• much in co-on 
with Strawaon'• (1966) notion ot 1ndi'Yi4ual 14eal. • 
(SH <J>.a,pte 5). 
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or trata ancS blame oontbtne4 w1th an inoreae1ng awaeneea 
at the Peapon.•tb111t1ea 1'hS.ch one owea to other people and 
an inei-eaa1n1 aena1t1vity to the opinione of other people. 

(4) The etage ot autg.ow: or internal morality 
where the individual set,e bia own tandarda. Autonomy 
comprises three t;ypea of treedomi { 1) tree4om trom 
emotional constraints (11) freedom to criticise oonventiona 
and the etandards of other• (111) treedom to apply on.ea own 
standards or prinoipl~e in action. 

These tagea detiined by Bull are eeen ae aueceaa1ve 
developments with a1e an4 experience, eaeh of which persists, 
with the aucoee41ng stage coming 1n as an overlay on the 
persisting features of the prior etage. 

tlhen we examine the various stage-developmental theories 
which have been advanced the same general movement can be 
1dentit1ed. Whichever aspect is emphasized there are three 
clearly d1tterentiated stages Which emerge (ct Kay, 1968 

P• 139): 
The amoral stage: egocentric, hedonist and prudential 

cona14erat1ons. 
The premoral stage: author1 tarian, ego-idealist, social and 

reciprocal considerations. 
The moral stage, personal, autonomous, altru.1st1c, rational, 

independent and responsible considerationa. 
However, the tact remains that eaeh theory tends to view 

morality in a ditterent way, giving varying weight to the 
dimensions ot moral judgment ., ,s~ral feelings 01' d1epoa1t1ona, 
and moral behaviour. Ther . is an irreeol vable problem in 
teoidins wbt aapeot.a ot oh!l4 development are . OUJS to count 
•• l'elevant, and •h1oh 1rrelnant to oral developaent 
(ot WU.eon, 1973. P• 110). 

&OHLBERG'S ORAL 8TAGES . . 

By taktns the baeio oosni ti ••-deftlop•nt-3. •PPl'Oaob 
ohlbera (1950. 1963,. 1969) ha• mo4U1e4 and e1aborate4 on 

• .. ~ ti' 

Plaaet••· '1leor7. 
M• uaed the Pia,.a:tlan approaoh ot contrml1ns • ohll4 

with atol'lea that poae • •oral 4ilerama. '!be ator1e1 •• 
· •ore oomplex. howr,a, •~ ·requt.r~ t!Mt respondent to an••• on 
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the b aia ot hia genel'al theory ot m a11t1. • 
seta up an oppo ition between lesal l"Ule or aoclal nor 
and a human need, o.tten invoking th notion ot ;fuatic • 

The following is a typio 1 example (1'ro Kohl.berg, 
1963a, 1969): 

"In Europe, a woman was n d ath trom special kind 
ot cancer. There •a one drug that the d octora 
thought might ave her. It was a form of radium 
that a 6ru gist 1n the ame town had recent1y 
discovered. The drug wae expene1ve to make, bQt the 
druggist was charging ten t1m a what the drug coet 
him to mak • He pa14 . 200 tor the radiu and 
charged $2 000 tor a a 11 doee ot the drug. The 
a1ck woman's husband, Heinz , went to everyone he knew 
to borrow money, but he could only get together about 
11 ,ooo, which 1a haU ~ wh t it coat. He told the 
druggist that hi w1te was dying, and asked hi to 
sell it cheaper or let him pay later. But the 
druggist said, "No, I discovered the drug and I• m 
going to make money trom it... So Hein& got desperate 
and broke into the man' a etore to steal the drug tOI! 
hi W1f'e. 

Should Heinz have done that? Wae 1 t actually wrong 
or right? lihy? 11 

The subjects used by Kohlberg in hie original study were 
boys ranging from 10 to 16 yeara of age. The data were 
obtained t'rom 2-hour interviews focused on 1 O hypothetical 
moral d1lemmae like the above example. Kohlberg'e interest 
waa not in the action alternatives eelected by the subjects 
and pre umably reflecting moral content, but 1n the reasons 
given tor their choices and the quality of moral thinking 
thus repre ent d. 

Fl'o a detailed ana1ya1 or re ponsee Kohlbeg 

postulate 30 dltterent general aapecta of morality including: 

the value or human 111' J ot1vee as a b aie ~or jud s.na 
cmduotJ the c oept o-r rl taJ attitude · o uni h t. 
It 1 ola1 that theae ••P ot, or 41m aiona d elop through 

th ix ta . • bu a detall d a count o~ the c;t elopaen al 
aequeno 1e 11 ven tor only t cS RoGeoi- {1 971) b .. 
point oat th t ohlb a le moat incon lat nt ·in tb n l> 

t •Peta Which h _cla1 to e 1n'fC>1"1 in the 4eveio nt 
t oral tud nt, with nua r~pol'te var 1tll rrom 1 2 to ,o. 

hlb prepoa a th.re l ~•1• ot 4eve1op t 
di iae 1nt two ta ea an . 1'Y1 tb· tc>llowin e 
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au developmental atag es 
tnel I freconyon;ttgn~ • At thie level, the child 1 

reaponaive to aul tural rules and evaluative labels 
but vie,.,7a them ill terms ot pleasant or unpleaaant 
oonaequencea at aotion, or in terme of the phyaical 
power of t hose who impose the rulea. 
St@St ,: Obedience and punishment orientation. 

Egocentric deference to auper1or power or 
prestige, or a trouble•avo1d1n.g set. 
Objective responsibility. 

stage g: Naively egoistic orientation. Right 
action 1a that instrumentally eatis:t'ying 
to the self's need and oooa ionally other' • 
Awareness ot relativism ot value to each 
actor's need and perspect ive. Naive 
egalitarianism and orientation to exohange 
and reciprocity. 

;weyel II c9nyent1ona1 Rolt c2ntorm1u:. At this level the 
child is oriented to ards actively maint 1ning the 
expectations of hie family, peers etc. as a value 
in its own right, and with justifying these 
expectations ae such. 
§lease 3: Good-boy orien.tation. O:rientation to 

approval and to pleasing nd helping others. 
Contormity to stereotypical images of 
major1 ty or natural role behaviour and 
judgment of intentions. 

§:\1sa 4: Authority and social-ord -ma1nt ining 
orient tion. Orientation to "doing on'• 
duty" and to ahowing respect tor authority 

nd 1nta1ning the given ocul order tor 
1 ta own eake. R gard · to:- arne 
expectationa of othen. 

LoYI♦ Ill Bfl.1'-aqc1Rto4 Msw&Ji Pr1nq1p1ea. The 1n41v1dual 
1 concerned 1th defining oral valuee a pr1no1plee 
apart ~ro tbe au or tins author1 tJ • 
..,,,.~....,_· Contractual le 11 tic orientation. 

Recognition or an arbitrary element or 
etutina po1nl 1n Nlee or expe~tat1on• tar 
the aw ~ a;reem-ent. Dut7 4et1ne4 in 

• 
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terms ot contract, seneral avo1c1anoe o~ 
violation ot tho will or rights ot othere, 
and ma~ority will and welfare. 

StASe 6: Conscience or principle or1antat1on. 
Orientation not only to actually ordaine4 
social rules but to principles ot choice 
involving appeal to logical universality 
and consistency. Orientation to oonec1ence 
aa a directing agent and to mutual respect 
and trust. 

In a recent moditication or the theory (Kohlberg and 
Turiel, 1971, P• 415) a seventh stage is included. This 1• 
called the premoral stage and precedes all the others. It 
is a stage at which the ohild neither understands rules nor 
judges good or bod in terca ot rules and authority • Good 

is Whet is pleasant or exciting, bad 1& what ia pain:tul or 
:tearful. 

Scoring of the material has been gradually elaborated 
on by Kohlberg over the past 15 years and a complex system 
ot "Issue Scoring" has been developed. Iseuee include 
social norms , personal conscience, inat1 tutions ot ·:1elt'are 
and Justice ana objects of value (eg life, property, truth, 
eex). 

The complexity of the eyetem can be shown by looking 
at juet one of the i ssues 1n greater detail . For example, 
the ieeue ot justice, which ie a tundamental one in the 
ayatem, is rut-ther analysed into (1) basic liberty (11) 
equalit7 and equity (111) reo1proo1ty, contract and trust. 
(Kohlbers and Turiel, 1971, PP• 432-433) • 

Each 1esue baa a dU:t'erent quality at each stage at 
developmeni. The issue o~ rul.e obedience, tor exainple, 
take• the :t'ollowing :rorma in each ~ the 6 atasea (Kohlberg, 
1963a, P• 14) I 
Stage 1a Obe7 rules to a._oid pun1ahment. 
Stage 21 
Stage 3s 
Stage 4i 

Stqe 51 

Contorm to obtain reward•• have :t'a•our• returned etc. 
Contorm to avoid d1aapproval, dislike by other•• 
Contora to a•o1d cenaure b7 legitimate authorities 
anc! reaultant au11t 
Contora to maintain the reapect ot the 1~art1al 
spectator judging 1n tel'u ot cOIIIIWli ty welt are, 

Stace 61 Contora to a'Yold ael:t'-condemnat:1.on. 
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A ch11d mu be aeaneed 1n tera ot a ,. global u acore tor 
moral maturity in which he la aaor1be4 to a partioular atage 
(and th1a 1e conaidered to be general acroaa ■1tuat1ona), or 
by raeane ot a "protile" indicating the proportion ot hia 
reaponaea which tall at each atage. 

Kohlberg explains his stages as cognitive structures 
which determine reaponsib111t1ee, duties and rights at 
di.t'terent pointe in an age-related sequence ot moral 
moturetion. Judgment 1e assumed to prescribe action and the 
ability to function at any etage is regerded as reaulting trom 
a reorganization ot experience which is only possible beceuae 
at preceding organization at the previous stages, and 
represonta the child's continuing et~orte to Dlftke sense ot 
hie social and moral experience sea whole {Yohlberg, 1969). 

Th.is developmental conception of t he psychology ot 
moral! ty hoe le~ to research which has been oriented to the 
following tasks (Kohlberg, 1963a, pp 11-12): 
1. The empirical isolation at seauential stagee 1n the 

development of moral t ;,ought. 
2. The study or the relot1on of the development ot moral 

thought to moral conduct ana e~otion. 
3. The applicati on~ a otage analysis of moral judgment 

to subcultural differences ae well ae pathological 
deviance in moral orientotione. 

4. The ieolotion of the social forces and experiences 
required ror the sequential development ot moral 
orientations. 
tie can proceed to examine the research t1nd1nga a• they 

relate to (a) internal val141ty or the morel maturity 
dimenaion, and (b) external correlatea. 

RESEARCH ON THE INTERNAL VALIDITY CF 
THE llOR.AL STAGES 

E"fldenc, to llhow that hie atages torm a r1xed sequence 
1n1t1all7 consisted or 1tatiat1cal analysis derived t~oa 
0 0uttman'e quaei-aimplex correlation matrix" (XohlberS, 1963a, 
PP• 15-17) • A matrix or 1ntercorrelat1one betteen the e1x 
typea ot moral judgment met the expectation that "the m01'e two 
tn>ea of thoapt are uparated ~om one another in a -e~v•lop­
■ental ae(IU;ence, the lower ahoulc1 be the ·correlat1cma betlfeu 

'the.a .. " 
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subsequent reeearch hae endeavoured to aupport the claia 
to sequential 1nvar1Mlce by ahoTing that an 1nd1v1dual'a 
existing mode ot thought determines ( a) which new concepts 
he can learn, (b) which typea ot juetit'ication he can 
comprehend, and (c) which ty_pe of judgment he prefers. 

Turiel (1966) pootulated that it the etagee t orm an 
invariant sequence and if' each new stage 1nvolveo integratim 
of the previous etagee, then (a) more l earning will result trom 
exposure to the stage directly above one's level than to 
atagee t"urther above, and (b) more learning will resul. t trom 
exposure to the stage directly above than to the stage just 
below. Re examined the ettect of adult example on the moral 
thinking or children, and in hie experiment a~ulta 
oone1Btently displayed a type or moral thought Which was 
either one stage above, two stages above, or one stage below 
that o:f the aubjeote. The results showed that it is easier 
to 11.t"t children one stage than either to lower them a stage 
or raise them two stages. 

Rest , Turiel and Kohlberg (1969) provided evidence that 
Kohlberg 'e atagea comprise an order of difficulty or 
comprehension. Children and adoleecente comprehend all 
etagee up to their own, but not more than one above their 
own. This suggests that level of cognitive maturation is 
an important determinant of the child's moral thinking. 

Rest (1 973) hypothesized that subjects would express o 
preterence tor statements expressed at the highest level ot 
moral matur1 ty which they wera able to comprehend. Tho 
postulation of hierarchical oraer of stages implies that 
the more advanced stagee are more oognitivel7 complex and 
therefore more dU"t iault to comprehend . It ie assumed also 
that they are more adequate waye or making moral judgmenta.6 

6. Thia aeeumpt1on 11 to be challenged 1n Chapter 5 ot 
t.he preaent thee1a. Howe•er • 1 t 1a tundamental to 
the cosn1t1ve-developaentel view. 
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Reat tounC., that the "two tactore - comprehension and 
preterenoe - largely account tor the developmental atage 
at which a eubject is actuallJ' producing moral judgments 
ond for the etage ot judgment presented to him which he will 
aesimilate." (p. 105). An important conclua10n to be drawn 
trom the study is that the stage at which a subject 
apontaneouely produces moral judgments may be lower than the 
atage at which he comprehends them, and preference for 
etatements will be at leaet as high as the level ot 
comprahonaion end possibly even higher. 

An assumption which hae been common to the validntion 
studies or Turi el ( 1 966), Reet, Tur1el. and Kohl berg ( 1969) 
and Rest (1973) is that moral judgment level 1a general 
across s1 tust ions. However, in his original study, Kohl berg 
appeRred to guard against any challenge of the claim to stage 
general! ty by asserting that the stages det1ne O ideal typea" 
and not persons (Kohlberg , 1958, pp . 80-81). Thie important 
point, however, appears to have been over-looked in aubsequent 
studies and Kohlberg himeel~ in later writings refers to Stage 
2 subjects nnd c=::tage 5 subjects as though indiv1cu11le 
functioned in one mode aoroas all situations and furthermore 
that tho moral maturity scale was an infallible measure ot 
that modal level. 

Kohlberg end Kramer (1969) reported the first longitudinal 
validation study and generally they found that over time 
eubjecte naturally tend to change 11upwards 11

• It has also 
been shown (Turi~l, 1969) that when change ia induced it tends 
to be to the next highest stage. Blatt (1970) succeeded in 
tac111 ta ting moral development within the norllal cluaroom 
aetting. Atter pre-testing a group o~ twelve ohildren Who 
ranged 1n moral aatur1ty trom Stage 2 to Stage 4, they were 
aubjecte42 to a twelTe-week programme~ olaaaroom diecuaaiona 
which oer.trect on moral dllemmaa dU'terent trom thoee ueed in 

the pretest. The teaober aupported and cler U'ied the 
arguments which were one stage above the majority ot the 
children, thus creating• cognitive dieeonance wh1ch 1ncSuced 
the child's moral orientation to a higher ataae in order 
that the con1'11ct be reaolved. The reeulte, after rete■ting, 
■bowed that the manipulation ot "nct1-ap011tane01.1a" learni~ . 
experience• can ati1111late growth in moral development. Moat * 
or the 110Yement whlah occm'l'ed ••• to one ataae higher then 



the 1n1 t1al aomin nt t se 
sequentiality at Kohlberg• 

nd t UflS eupport th 
theor1 ot mor - judgment. 

Some research evidence h o et doubt on both the tage 
generality hypoth e1e and the equential bier rchy claim ot 
Kohlberg'a theory. Kr mer (1968) c rried out a lon 1tud1nal 
etudy o:f ohangee in mode of mor l judgment du.ring lat 
a~oleecence and young adulthood. Gener lly, he found that 

there is continued gl'owth in moral maturity quotient during 
this age range but the evidence suggested that development 
in ~nor al judgment 1 e :far :from 1mple straight line process 
and not all individual onto enies confo~m to a unidirectional 
hierarchical developmental model (Kramer, 1968, p . 89). 
Sometimes regression oooure and this was found most commonly 
for subjects who first attained a Stage 5 modal level and 
then, with increasin age, moved back to a predominantly 
St ge 4 orientation (p . 83). There was also some re reesion 
from Rta e 4 to Stage 3. There is a su geetion, then, th t 
rnorul development 1n late adolescence is a matter of eliminating 
immature re ponee patterns rather than restructuring higher 
stage thinkin • F'urthermore, ome stages appear to be more 
an elaboration or maturation of earlier stages than 
step-by-step hierarchy. Kramer points to the similarities 
between Sta e 1 and Stage 4 vhich would ma.lee it poss ible for 
some individuals "to move out of Stage 1 without becoming 
mod Uy Rta e 2, and move directly to the oonYentionnl sanction 
orientation of ritage 4 11 {Kramer, 1968, p . 88). There 1e a 
similar ,:iovement likely between ~tngee 2 and 5 ( p . 89) as 
both involve tacit rejection of convention l mor lity and 
St e 5 1 more sophistic ted version or the t e 2 
orient t1cn. It is 1 o po ibl ror a yo s du1t ho lea a 
Colle ~unctioning t s t 5 to regre to t e 2 
orient ion eo use of the aoo 1 environment 
(p. 165) ~ 

ah point to non--d ~elo 
in ( r tro 1on • inter 
corr l t1on, non qu nt1 
xpl ind 7th cognitive 

ov nt) • 1oh 

he e e the n t'l tor further r · 
Which oc1 l le rning o eft ct t 
( p .. 120-1). 

1ch h nt l' 
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n 

1n 
11e 
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·th ory, e de cr1bed a 

1nc.11ng alw eh th t 
of thought 1 s ppliec! 1n 

actual situation end to &p cs.tic contents ther are 
inconsi tencies and disjunction which ugge t that individuals 
opero.t concurrently at a number ot ditterent level and that 
the modal tage doe not cover conoeptu liz tion cros all 
situations or cont nte. Pi get refers to this phenomenon 

s "dee lage" ( cf Flavell, 1 963) to account tor the observation 
that 1n the cognitive realm a child can conceptualize o e 
1 suee t a hi er level than otherc. Thie occurs bee use 
some concepts are more d1tt1oul t than other nd because the 
child' social experience is richer 1n some area than in 
others. Consequently, although an individual may be 
classified at a 1ven stage because he applie the structure 
of that stage toe given set of tasks, there will be other 

tasks ot the s me stage to which both hi her and lo er 
structures ill be applied by the same individual. Kramer 
(1968, P• 8), claime that Kohlberg has not yet attended to the 
problem of horizontal decalages in moral development. 

Turiel (1969) attempts to refute the c1a1m th t st e 
mixture is problematic for developmental theory. H~ state& 
that: 

" •••• inability to p!.!"1-point one stage in child should 
not be regRrded as a contradiction to structural 
theory. Rather, we propose that mixture is in 1 tsel.1' 
a necessary part of development through successive 
st otures •••• Our position is that an adequate theory 
ot development must incl ude both the cone pt ot 
discrete structures and t.he concept ot ixture •" 

('I'uriel, 1969, P• 115) 
In this way th a1rticult question ot w t otiv tea 

ev lop nt through th t ia p rtly wer • tag 
ixtur ble th ch1la to p roeive the oontl' di ti 1n 

hia own thinkt 111 t17 o n frat n w ancl 
bett 1n rd to tbe 

ent . 
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HoweveX' , the concept ot moral tur1t1 a v c b7 
Kohlb g and hi colleague, while alloWing for the fact that 
a child ll'l&Y use more than one tn>e of moral reasoning in 

diaoua 1ng any one situation, rests on the two seumption 
that ( ) there will be a tendency to use one type more than 
any other, and (b) this gener lly predominant level at Ii oral 
judgment 1 the same on all situations. The method of 

calculating foral Maturity Score has allowed for vertical 
decal ge with respect to the different aspects of morality 
but two recent studies have specifically examined dit"terencea 
1n orientation from one type~ situ tion to another. 

oGeorge (1971) produced evidence to shCJN that, for 
a group of 12 year old boys, m an Poral Maturity Scores 
dit't'ered s1gn1f1cantly from story to story on the nine 
Kohlberg dilemma situations. He concludes that "a tension 
can be seen, in at least one major account of the cognitive­
developmental view of :nor al judglllent, between an insistence 
on the unitary nature of the child' s thought and an ins istence 
on tho existence or genuine variation in level" (1971, p . 190). 
He ret'ere to the 1110 ical circuleri ty" of 'I'uriel' e ( 1969) 
account of the mechanisms of development which ttempts to 
explain stage mixture as both a cause and a consequence of 
upw rd movement (Turiel, 1969, p. 129 ff). 

" .Tny do people exhibit stage mixture? Because they 
are moving up through the sel""\lence. '..Vhy do they 
move up through the sequence? Because ot stage 
mixture." (McGeorge, 1971, p . 205) . 

Situational variation in moral judgment pose a major 
pro ~ m tor the co;nitive-d v lopmentali t and 1n anoth r 
recent study 1t has b n hown that th1 ph no enon 1 even 
mor atgnU'io nt rhen it 1 videnoed in concret , per onallJ' 
experi 1 tu ti one r ther than th usual hypothetical 

mor l torie • tter d eid nbe g ( 197:5) d 
eubj o de cx-1be r n , p son llY oral 
confl1o 1n h1ch it w 

en (1956) 
of cif1c contl1ct 

c) on 1 
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c~l1cta than honesty contl1cta or social conflicts. It 
1a suggested such variations cast doubt on the ue~lnees 
of grossly categorizing subjects os to their level of moral 
development. (This point is taken up again 1n ChDpter 5 at 
the preeent theeis). 

It 1s evident, then, that the claim ot stage sequence, 
which 1s a foundation atone ot cognit1ve-developmentaliem , 
has been challenged by recent empirical :f indinge. ':ille 
exioting theoretical model ie not static , however, ond 
further elaboration is both necessary and healthy. 

Another basic claim 1n the Kohlberg scheme ia that ot 
sequential invariance and this, too, ie considerably in 
need of ecpirical support. Crose-eectional studies 
(·· ohlberg, 1969) using children of dit'f erent oges as eubjecta 
have found that, on t he avera~e , older children are at 
higher etngee of moral development than ~,roun.c: children. 
Ho·.{evor, one limi t ~tion of these studies is that t hey nearly 

~11 employed ~ale subjects. 
The cross-culturol cl a~ .n hao been v11dely mric1 e but 

n.npeore to be b osed on a few studies wr.ich have been 
reported with almost monotonoua regul~rity in all ~ohlberg's 

recent writings . r eference is node to compqrst1ve data 
on middle-clo.se urbM boys in 11 . ~ . i\ ., Taiwan, t!ex1co, 
Turkey 411d Yuen tan, which ie mid to shor1 t ha t n similar 
sequence of development exists in ~11· cultures , though the 
rate of development and t he ultimate level attained varies 
from one cultural milieu to another. (Yohlberg, 1966b; 
v oh1 bers, 1968a; Y. ohl berg, 1 969; Y oh1 berg and Kramor , 1 969; 
Tur1el, 1969). However, it appears that the samples 1n 

each at these studies were small and s complete methodological 
report ot the croee-oul tural atuOiea has not been publ.1ahed 
to date. Graham {1972, P• 237) comments that "1t may seem 
questionable how tar orosa-oultural atudiea are likely to 
support the univeraality ot stages baaed on one particular 
aociety." It 1e s1gn1tioant that ¥.ohlbarg has discovered 
little eY1denoe ot the emergence ot the bigheet two stagea 
ot moral th()\lght in preliterate or tribal coaun1t1ee and 
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Graham makes a very tar-reaching epeculat1on on the whole 
question of cultural invariance: 

"Since eelt-directi on ie a common Western value, t hie 
increasing cognitive capacity manifests itself 1n an 
increasing tendency to accept flr1nciplea allo,:;ing 
and encouraging (up to a p oint) autonomy or internally 
criented deo1e1one, while in other aooietiea, 
increasing cognitive capacity might mean the 
development or different kinds of principles. 
Certai nly a grea t deal more cross -cultural evidence 
ie needed. " ( Gr aham, 1972, p . 238) . 

In his mo at recent writings, l"oh l ber g ha s placed great 
emphaaia on the cult ural invariance claim, despite the short­
comings or its empirical support, because it relates directly 
to his re jection af eth ical relativism. 

"In contrast to both extreme and sociological 
r e l a tivism, we have fi r s t poi nted out t h~t ther e 
are universal moral concepts, v~lues, or princ1pl ee, 
thnt t here 1a les s var i~tion be t ween individuals and 
cu lture s than h~s been usually mnintained 1n the 
sense t hat ( a) alooet all individua l s in all cultures 
u se the ea.me t h i r t y basic mor al categories, oonoepte, 
or principle s; r, nd ( b) a l l individuals in nll 
cul turee Ro throup;h th e> s ame order or sequPnc ee or 
gross stages of development, t h ough var yinf 1n rate 
'lnd t ermi nal point of develop;nen t . 11 

(Kohlberg , 1971b, n . 176) . 
·,h 1l e research c ontinues in t he area or t est ing the 

internal validity of t he cognitive-developmen tal theory, 
another i mportant group of atud 1ea h AS f ocus sed on 
correlating the moral mAturity dimenaion with other 
developmental and environmental vnriarlea. d e now turn to 
a ooneiderat1on of t hie group ot research studies and the 
implieatione of the tindinge ror the cognitive-developmental 
theOl'Y ot morality. 

RESE~CH ON ~XTERNAL CORT'E:!",ATES ClF 
LtOOAL MATURITY 

It has been well recognized by Kohlberg and hie 
colleagues that development 1n the domain ot moral thinking 
is not isolated and therefore 1t 1a important to the theor7 
aa a Whole that attemnte be made to eetabl1eh the relat1on­
ah1p between moral judgment maturity and other parameters 
ouch aa intelligence, role-ta.kins ek1lle, behaviour, 
peraonality variables and environmental ractore (es parental 
practice• and aocial claaa). 
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;tn11.i1s,nce 
Ps7choIDetr1c assessment of global intelligence, as 

produced 1n the 1'orm ot I.Q. mea uree, bas proved to have 
little theoretical relationship to a eogn1t1v -developmental 
dimension such as moral matl.11'1 ty. This ppeare to be as. 
much the case with a complex echeme such as Kohlbers' e as 
it has proved to be 1n research on Piaget's theory. 

Kohlberg (1969, p . 391) tatee that correl ations between 
group I.0 .• tests and moral judgment level at age 12 range 
from •30 to . 50 in various studies. A curvilinear relation­
ship has been found, 1nd1cat1.ng that children below average 
in I . ~. are almost all below average 1n moral maturity , 
whereas children above average 1n I.Q. are equally likely 
to be low or h1gh 1n moral maturity . Further more , Kramer 
(1968) has ehown that moral judgment continues to develop 
until the age C1f about 25 years hereaa intelligence (in 
the conventional sense) does not.8 

This is not to say, however, that ntoral ma.turi ty does 

not have a cogn1 tive base in Kohl berg's view. I ndeed , he 
aesumee the eame kind or parallelism as was postulated by 
Piaget: 

" •••• our stage def' ini tiono assume that i:" i ageti n 
concrete operations are necessary for conventiona1 
(Stage 3 and 4) morality and that formal operations 
are necessary for principled (Stage 5 and 6) 
morality" (Kohl berg, 1969, P • 391). 

However, the :t'urther point 1e made that "cognitive 
maturity ie a nece eary, but not a eu!'tieient, condition 
tor meral jud ent matu.ri ty." Such oogni ti ve turi ty, 1 t 
1 cl imed, 1 not dependent on ere verb l t c111ty and 
c ~ot be me \U'ed by st nd rd1z d p ychometr1c tests of 
tntelligeno Which r dee1gned pr1 11Y tom ke .groa 

... 

8. , one r ,'ecent , tuay (Simon d · rt1, 1971) roporte that 
1n;tell1geno l•v•l (m~ ~ed •. OJ?. ven a prosre a1Ye 
matr1c s test) is a f otor hich. is aaaoe1 ted 
ignif 1can tly w1 th level of: or judgment, aa 

; . 

',t" 
tt lectecl · in'. •corf value on the' Kohl bag qu• tionnaire. '' 

I .... • •) •t 4 •,. 
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predictive distinctions. In a recently reported correl t1onal 
study using a wide range of ability and aptitude tests, 
Arbuthnot (1973) provided support tar Kohlberg's claim by 
showing that maturity of moral judgment was related to 
procees or structural aspects of cognitive functioning, 
but not content. 

There appears to be a fundamental dilemma couched within 
the dual claim th t moral ma t urity is both parallel to other 
forms af cognitive development but at the same time 
independent from them. Thia dilemma arises because the 
only methods available for measuring moral maturity rely on 
cognitive and verbal capacities within the individual. (See 
Chapter 4). Validity is the problem. How does Kohl berg 
know what his Moral Judgment Scale is in fact measurin ? 

This point is expressed well by \ronf'reed: 
"It is distinctly possible that the changes in the 
principles which children apply to the evaluation 
of conduct are determined primarily by the increasing 
cognitive and verbal complexity which they can use 
to integrate their social experience, rather than 
by any shif't in the substance of the values which are 
specific to conscience." (".ronf'reed, 1968, p . 266). 

Cognitive complexity may be reflected in higher level 
moral judgments rather than more fundamental shifts in moral 
orientation or value position. Koenig and Sulzer (1973) 
predicted that lower class school children would be less 
cognitively complex and consequently show leas advanced 
moral judgment than would middle class children. Their 
findings verified this prediction; but surely it does not 
follow th t lower class children are, therefore shown to be 
lee moral than middle class children. 

· e can find n en logy for this problem in the area of 
linguistics. Ch1ldr$?1 u e aromatic 1 structure long 

' bet'ore they h ve any, explicit kno ledge of the grammar 
involved. However, th1 does not detract trom the meaning 
which they e~res, and l.µiguists would fWS\).e th t the 
ability to analyse grammatical structures doea not produce 
higher levels of thought or grenter powers ar verbal 
conuaunic tion. · {Chomsky, 1964). 

In the sphere morality it may well be that children 
"oan act 1n ccardance with high level principlee arid for 
•· s~perior, intuitively held re eons, althQU.gh they lack the 
capacity to verbally juat11'y tho e principles and reaeans 
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( cf Frown , 1 965, pp. 406-7). The cognitive-developmental 
theory has not come to terms wi th this i mnort nt question . 

ole-taking skills 

Role-taking has been def 1ned by 1-"lavell ( 1968) ea the 
ability to understand the interoction between the self and 

Anoth er as seen throurh t:.e other's eyes. It is concerned 
with the extension of viewpoints or the cspaci ty to put one­

sel.t' in another· ' s positjo. sue}, t:r-t one can ,nake 

inferences about another's capabilities, attributes, 
expectations, :feelings , and ► 1 ctentiol reactions. 

~,elman (1971) studied A grour., of' d , 9 , an<l 10 year old 
chi lrlren i n order to explore the relationship in middle 

childhood between role - takin~ ab i lity Anri moral reasoning . 
He found that oevelonin~ role-tni: inF. skills ( as me11sured by 

test6 developed by 1· lnvel l) war-- n necessnry condi tir1n for 
movini:s to hi,•.ht"r level r, oi' nor al ,judgment ( as detr,r 11ined by 

the Kohl berg scale) • elL18I1' s results sr10wed that the 

development of t1:rn nbili ty to understarn: .. the reci procal 

n'lt, ... re of interpcrsonr-il 1 ,~1-,ticnr. is n necessary bl,t not 

sufficient cu.di tion f' nr 1 :-,c t.evelopmer.t of' ccnventic J.'ll 

moral t t.ou C'ht • It iF . CSEiblE to ncoLire role-ta~iLg 

reciprocity '1rl ·1 still r·e .:.ai11 nt <1 preconvention.91 :ncral level. 

These findings have been su.;i 'Orted by .air (1 S•71) 

·1ho found t :-: 1t "within ohlcerg' s theoretical fr:1rnev.ork 

role-ta ing , r!t le;, ct in t.J,e rr:ini r:rnl sense of si :nply Reh ieving 

a non- er-ocer,tri c vi e,vpoint on social reality , i s of 

particular significance durin :• the emergence of evel two 

or Convent i on 1 morali ty" ( p . 3J8) . In his study , ,oir 
u ed non-moral role-taking ituationa and as therefore 
ble to show t h t moral jud ment ie closely related to 

cognitive structure which re not dependent on specific 
content. Thi point is nl o made by Yoenig and ~ulzer 
(1973) who produced findin to support the as umption that 
cognitive complexity (ae ea ured by the B rren-:ieleh Fi re 

eference eat) rel tee to the ability to take t he role ot 
the other and to moral jud men t m turi ty. 

The implication of these etudie is in line 1th the 
oentr l cognitive-developmental thesis th t · d~velop nt in 
mor 1 rea onin proeee s along the same oth ~ other t ypes 
o 3ud enta in non-moral areas , eugge ting the xistence 
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The philosophical problems inherent in the concept ot 
judgment, especially as it relates to action, will be 
considered in a later chapter (Crapter 4). rn empirical 
grounds, however, the relation between moral judgment and 
moral behaviour or, more generally, between moral knowledge 
and moral conduct is far trom clear, despite ite central 
significance for the cognitive-developmental approach. 

Hartshorne and Mey (1928) found low positive 
correlations between level or moral lmowledge and morality 
of conduct (about .34 on the average). Yohlberg (1964) 
related moral judgment level tc the child's resistance to 
cheating and to the child's strength of conscience (as rated 
by teachers) and found correlations at about the same level 
as were reported by Partshorne and ~.iay. 

In his original s tudy, r ohlberg suggested tha t h,oral 

Maturity provides a dimension differentiating delinquent 
from non-delinquent boys similar in nge , socio-economic 
status and intelligence (Fohlberg, 1958, p . 338) . Further 
support for thie claim was pr ovided by 1.shel, Yugelmass and 
Breznitz (1968) and ~chwartz et al (1969) report thRt yield­
ing to temptation in experimental teste and conviction for 
delingtienc7 both correlate with moral judgment level. A 
study by Fodor (1972) however, indicated no significant 
relationship between cheating an~ level ot moral development. 

Several etudiee have sought to correlate moral maturity 
with experimental behaviour variables. Ruma and Mosher 
(1967) tor example, tound a high correlation between maturity 
~ moral judgment and three different measures ot guilt . 
Krebs (1967) atudied the extent of cheating among 6th grade 

children 1n relation to level ot moral ju~gment on the 
Kohlberg scale. The reau1ta (aee Table I) suggest that 
those who have attained the principled moral-judgment level 
are much leae likely to exhibit cheating behaviour than 
those at lower moral-judgment levels. 
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Table I 

Distribution o:t' Cheating Behaviour on oral Levels 

N Level Percent Cheating 

5.5 
63 

5 

Premoral (Stages 1 & 2) 
Conventional (stages 3 & 4) 
Principled (stages 5 & 6) 

83 
67 
20 

From, Krebs , 1 967. 

These :t'indingshave been corroborated by Lehrer (1967) 
and by Grim , Kohlberg , and :ibite (1968). 

In a recently reported study (Turiel and Rothma~ ,1 972) 
subjects whose moral judgment level had been measurea were 
placed in an experimental condition which required choice 
between two actions . The actions involved chooeing to 
either continue or stop an experiment with independent 
subjects (who were also cont'ederates and had been instructed 
how to respond) where one subject wae presumed to be 

"experimenting" on the other to find out how punishment 
affected learning. The subjects were then exposed to reason-
ing one stage above their own and one stage below their own 
before being once again placed in the behavioural choice 
situation. The study showeO (a) that behavioural responses 
are related di!'terentially to stage of moral development, 
and (b) that exposure to reasoning att'ected changes in 
behaviour when the reasoning was one stage above rather than 
one stage below .the subject'•• A correlation was thus 
ahown between the eubject' s et se ot oral ju4pent, the 
atage ot coJIDl\Ulloatiane trom others •hie~ would at:tect 
behavS.oural choice, and the subject'• actiona 1n an 
experimental choice situation. Thia atud7, theretore, 
provide• strong empirical eup_port tor both the internal 
and external validit7 ot Kohlberg'a theor7 and the 
euggeation ia 11at!e that action may play an important role 
1n the at1nnllation ot change trom atage to atage by providina . . 
the oontlict or d1aequllibr1um neoeaaary tor atage 
reoraaniaation (Turiel. and Rothman , 1972, P• 754). 



One ot the moat compreh ns1ve teete on the external 
validity o£ Rohlberg's theory has been reported by Haan,, 
Smith , nna Block (1968) , Who related student ' moral- judgment 
etagee to their political behaviour . their part1c1pat1on 1n 
student proteats , their b ck.grounds , thei r perceptions of 
heir parents , and their self- and ideal eelt-deseriptions . 

"In general , subjects at the principled level of moral 
reasoning , ae contra ted 11th the conventionally 
moral , were more active 1n polit1cal- aocial matters , 
particularly in protest; their views on current 
issues were mQre d1screpQllt from their parents who 
themeelve were politically liberaiJ their eelf- and 
ideal conceptualizations emphasized interpe~ onal 
reactivity and obligation , self-expressiveness , and 
a willingness to live in opposition" 

(Hann , Smith , & Block , 1968 . P• 183) . 
0£ a total of 957 subjects (comprieing college students and 
Peace Corpe Volunteers) who were ven the Kohlberg Moral 
Judgment Scale, only 54 percent g ve responses which eould 
reliably be classified into one of the six moral-judgment 
stages . (Thie outcome of the study, though not given 
s1gnif'1cence by the authors . may reflect the lack of validity 
in ascribing subjects toe modal stage as discu eed above). 
Table 2 shows the distribution of subjects at each of the 
moral stages . 

Table 2 

Percent of SUbjeots ot Each of Kohlberg Stages 

St es II es (N=253) Females (N~257) 

1 2 31 
3 2 41 
4 43 36 
5 21· 
6 

ann . 0 1 • p. 18;. 

to oral-ju4 nt 
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levels• · T bl19 3 h s the 1etr1but1on o:t p rt1c1psnt 
ov r the v r1oue mor 1 t ges . 

T ble 3 

Percentages of Pure oral Type Arrested 1n the 
Free Bpe oh ovement. s1t-1n 

Stages Men (N:117) Wom n ( N:::97) 

1 & 2 60% 335 , 18~ 9. 
4 61 1211 

5 41 % 571> 
6 75% 86.., 

From traen, Smith & Block , 1968, P • 196. 

The results suggest that, while conventional types 
generally reject the opportunity to protest, s1gn1i'1cant 
percentages of both preconvent1onal and postconventional 
types participate in protests . The reasons, however, are 
differ ent in eaa.h case. The preconventional ~tage - 2 
types see the protest as a eituetion 1n which they can ga1n 
peer-group status and power , whereas t he principled 
protesters ( ~tages 5 and 6) ere concerned about basic issues 
of civil liberties and t he role of students s citizen 
ithin a univer 1ty community. The i mport nt 1mpl1c tion 

of thee t1nding 1 the need to cone er mo 1ve in the 
interpr t t1on o~ overt beh viour. 

1milsr tucJ~, h been r porteo (Fie 1n, ·11 ton 
d innon, 1973) 1n ihioh moral it correl ted 

with euree ~ oanee:rv tt 1 m a r 1 ong unaer-
aauat atudente. The r eulte in41c te tl t dU'f rencee 

1n . 1 eolos, relate to moral 31 ' ent level 1 th ! , e w 
aa a et el b d shown pol.itio 1 beh viour to be r lat d 
to ·moral judgment level. t he preconventional level . 

violent radic · 11a , while tho e Who 
,, 

reaeoned t the conventional r l level wer olitio Uy 
• I 

oonee" tlve d extremely h1Sb col"l'elat1CIIUJ were found 
between t e 4 1 nd conaervatlem. 



Poatoonventional moral reasoning waa aaeoc1ated •1th the 
rejection or ccnservat1ve views but not with the acceptance 
ot radical ideology. 

Both these studies 1nd1cate that there are two 41et1nct 
moral types who reject coneervative political views and it 
1s, therefore, very misleading to make generol.izationa about 
the moral development ot "the radical" or "the aotivlat. 11 

Stoge 1 and 2 ttrad1cale" who are likely aleo to be 

"violent activists" exhibit a moral immaturity or regression 
while Stages 5 and 6 "radicals" reflect a higher stage ot 
moral aevelopment than tha~ attained by most ot their peers . 
The beho.v1our ot both groups may appear to be the same but 

the underlying motives are clearly difterent. 
In another s~udy (Fontana and Noel. 1973) mor al reasoning 

wae investigated among three role groups 1n the un1vere1ty 
setting using the Kohlberg scale. Administrators were tound 
to employ law and order (stage 4) reasoning more than faculty 
or students. Political ideology was assessed by a specially 
designed scale and "R1ght1ste0 were found to use law and order 
reasoning more than "Leftists,'' but "Lc1't1ets" reasone~ 
egoistically more than "R1ght1ata •11 

All of these studies contn1n ideological assumptions 
about whot constitutes 'radical ' or 'coneervetive• views and 
what kinds of responses reflect 'rightist• or 'leftist• 
political types (if such clear-cut typee in fact extet). 
Suab neaumpt1ons are not explicitly recognized 1n the 
reported accounts of the studies, however , thin rooenrch Which 
we have just reviewed does demc:metrate a degree~ relationship 
between moral judgment and behaviour. In some s1tuet1ons, 
1nd1v1duala at the poat-convent1onal level are characterised 
by behav1oure 41!'terent trom t.hoee who, 1n ltobl.berg' s echeme, 
poeseae lesa developo4 lnele ot moral jUdgment. In other 
e1tuat1ona, the behaviour~ poet-oonvent1onal perema 
reaemblea that ot pre-conventional peraona and dittera trom 
conventionally moral aub3ecta. Bowevaz-, ln both caeee, the 
dltterencee are predictable an~ cone latent wt th the 
oogn1t1vltw<1evelopmenta1 thecry, provided the dimension~ 
moral j~gcent level 11 eeen ae conceptuall.7 diatinot trom 
moral. action per••• (The importance ot thia point Ifill 
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emerge 1n Chapter• 4 and 5). The det1n1 tion ~ one'• 
reepona1b111t1es, dut1ee, righte and reaaone tor action 
provides a necessary but not a au1't1c1ent condition for 
ataae-related behaviOUl'. 

Pereona11t1 vgriablee. 

Although Kohlberg baa cone1etently rejected the approach 
to the psychology or morality which expla1ne conduct 1n terma 
o'f underlying trai te ot character ( "a bag ~f virtues and 

v 1 cee , " Kohl ber s, 1 971 a, p . 75) there has been a growing body 
at evidence to euggeat that moral judg~ent lev91 1a relate~ 
to personality variables. 

Grim, Kohlberg and 1Vhi te (1968) tor example, tound 
moderate to high correlations between measures ot morality 
end measures at attention which is interpreted aa indicating 
that both moral judgment and perceptual attention are 
influenced by underlying ego-control tectora. These 

factors determine, to a large extent, the relat1onah1p which 
will exist between judgment and action. As the writers 
point out, the association between attention-will tactora 
and moral behaviour waa :f' 1rat made by ,Ulliam Jamee. 9 

Using a simpler measure ot moral maturity than Kohlberg 's, 
Hogan and Dickstein (1972) tound that persons whose moral 
judgments were rated as mature tended to be sensitive to 
injustice, well socialized, empathic, end autonomous, and they 
baaed their judgments on an intuitive unde~atanding ot morality. 
As will be argued 1n chapter 5 of the preaent thesis, all these 
criteria are 1n themaelvea value-laden, but the e•idence does 
suggest that moral ~dgment maturity is not •• independent trom 
the "bag of virtue•" •• Kohlber; haa maintained. 

9. "It a brief' deecription of ideal or moral action were 
required, none better would tit the appearance■ than 
thiat 1t ia action 1n the line o~ the greateet 
res1etenoe." (w. Jame■ "Prinoiple1 ot P•JcholoJ7°J 
New Yorks Holt, Rinehart inaton, 1890, P• 549). 

Jamee goe1 on to account tor moral will 1n teraa 
ot attent1ona1 proceaeee. 
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One ot the moat commonly ueed behavioural measure• at 
"conecience" or "moralitJ" 1n experimental situation■ ie 
"resistance to temptation" and evidence suggeata (~ Aron:t'reed, 
1968) that this cannot be separated trom motivational and 
paycho-a:f'fective tactore which tall clearly into the realm 
~ personality dynamics. Nelson , Grinder and Biaggio 
(1969) carried out a factor analysis on data comprising 
behavioural, cognitive-developmental and personality 
variables which showed that children who reetsted temptAtion 
on experimental tests tended to be more msture in moral 
judgment than those who yielded and also to have d1.tferential 
personality charaoterietics (eg greater ego control). 

In a carei'ully designed experiment involving dec1sion­
mak1ng 1n two situations of moral conflict, f:lchwartz, Feldman, 
and Brown (1969) showed that behaviour was not determined 
entirely by Level of Moral Thought (measured on Kohlberg'e 
Reale) but that at least two personality/motivational 
taetore were eign1.t1cantly related. The need tor achievement 
was related positively to 0 not cheating" but negatively to 
"helptulnees, 11 while the need ror a;t'f'1l1ation wae aesociated 
positively with "helpt'ulnese" but u.."ll'elated to "cheating." 
According to the writers, the findings do not provide 
evidence against the generality of conduct across moral 
domains, and they found that, despite the importance ot 
peraonali ty factors, the Level of ~.oral Thought enabled 
a prediction ot the conduct in a consistent direction, 
■uggesting the existence ot an underlying morally relevant 
characteriatic. 

Further research into the importance or peraonnlity 
variables has bean reported by SUllivan and Quarter (1972). 
Their study••• prompted by the obaervation that the orig1nal 
Kohl berg etudy ( 1958) had been bseed on a sample ot boya 
between the age■ ot ten and aixteen, while eubeequent atud1ee 
which had related the moral stage structure to an older age­
group (Haan et al, 1968s Kohlberg and Kramer, 1969) had 
produced equivocal tindinSa on the post-conventional moral 
typea. They ggeat (p. 150) that Kohlberg•a etagea can be 

conceived or as a torm ot m.oral "grammar" which 1e implicit 
in the language o~ moral judgmenta, an~, theretore, queation 
whether euoh a atJ"ucture der1•ed trom the reaponaee ot one 
age-group can be -Yal1t1ly applied to an older age-group. 
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According to SUllivan n1 arter, the tudy ~ · moral 
development 1n late adoleaoenc and early adulthood ha 
led to the emergence ot hybrid types at the poetconventional 
level. Furthermore, they suggest that the d velopmental 
process beyond the conventional stage is not motiv ted 
entirely by cognitive t ctore ( eg "equilibration" or 
cognitive conflicttt) as Turiel (1966J 1969) has claimed, 
but that "part of the cognitive conf'l1ot maY' be generated 
by the personality makeup that a person ban at his present 
stage or some carryover :raotore from earlier stage " 
(8ul.11~an and ouarter , 1972, P• 159). 

From a briet survey o'f the above stud1e, it ie evident 
that this ha been a relatively neglected rea ot r eearcb 
on the Kchlberg theory, but it appears to be currently 
growing in importance, and promises to provide an empirical 
ba ie tor elabor ting the cognitive-developmental theory ot 
moral judgment into a total, yet con ietent, theory ot 
human personality rh1cll will explain a much wider range or 
behaviour. 

Eny1ro,nment11 tggtorg 

In hie original study, Kohlberg (1958, p . 338) was able 
to show that hi arrangement of' moral etagea provided "a 
dimension signitica~tly ditterentiating groups expected 
to be environmentally favoured for social development (eg 
groups higher in socioeconomic statue). 

Because it 18 baaed on an 11 1ntera0tional" model, it ie 
predictable that environmental factors auch as ocial alee , 

xperlence ot oontl1ct situ tiona, and ch11~-rear1ng 
practices ill have an ettect on both the .WI and th 

tgmin&l 1eyel ot moral tln-elop ent. However , 1 t 1a 
t'undalDental to th theory that these v r1 able• should not 
~t ct e1 ther the •tWtnAt or th nat»£1 o~ the moral atagea. 

eaearcb .t1nd1nga appear to b cona1atent w1 th thee 
pre41 t10l'la. 

• T 

.Aocw41ng o e ohlberg theory environment can attect 
' 

cop1 iv development to the extent that the latter 1a 
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relate4 to th development ot role-t 1n akille: 
"The aaaumpt1on 1a th t oral development ie <!ependent 

on role•tald.ng ability and on genoal aoclal 
pertic1p tion r ther than on the learning ot spec1t1c 
habite or Yaluee." (Kohlberg, 1958, P• 140). 

'l"hi view, which i deriYed fl'Om the theories ot 
B d rin and Mead, beoomea the core ot the oogn.1 ti ve-dnelop­
mental approach to eoo1alizat1on and 1a explicated in gre t 
detail by Kohl.berg in later work: 

"The truotur ot society and morality is a structure 
ot interaction betw n the ei:r and other selves who 
are like the ael.t, but who are not the U'. The 
area ot the cont'lioting claims ot selves 18 the area 
ot mor 11ty, or of moral conflict, and the modee ~ 
rol -taking in such contlict situations represent 
the var7ing structures ot mor 1 judgment and choice 
det1n1n our various tagee." (Kohlberg, 1969, P• 398). 

It will later be argued (Chapter 5) that thia representa 
an overly narrow and someWhat 1mpl1etic notion ot moralit)', 
but if we accept it at th1 point, the empirical evidence 
eupport1ng predicted environmental intluencee must be 

considered convincing. Where we would expect "role-taking 
opportu.ni tiea" to be unequal we tind predictable d1tterencea 
in moral maturity. 

A number at studies how that delinquents function more 
at preconventional stages of moral judgment (Kohlberg, 1958; 
Eshel et al, 1968; Schwartz et al, 19691 Hudgins and Prentice, 
1973). 

Hol tein (1968) round that here parent provided greater 
role-taking opportunities by encourag ing the child's 
participation 1n d1acuaa1on there was greater likelihood or 
d v lopment to higher st gea. Fodor ( 1972) tound that 
conventional subj eta. a& again t premoral aubject, reported 
ore 0 pr1noipled d1ec1pl1n " (1e 1111.ngneas ot parent• to 
xplain p rental policy) tro both parente. 

Kohlbers (1969) retera to larg bodJ of reaearoh •hicth 

ahowe that low r olae children are more retarded 1n •oral 
development than th mid<lle olaae. . He also retera to the 

· 11.1te4 croee•cultliral tudie■ which have 1.ndicated that leaa 
c1T111zed or pre-literate oo1et1 • are unlikely to develop 
beyonc.1 th conventional level. 

However. not ill . the i-eaearoh lnvolving environeental 
Yaiablea ta interpreted•• aupportin.s the oogniti••-
dnelopuntal heor~. ontreed ( 1968, pp• 261 -2) c1 tea 
obaeryationa ~•••altn1 c!itterenoea Which are oona1c1ere4 to . . -
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be "related to Yar1at1ona 1n eoo1al experience that cannot 
simply be placed on a t'1xed deYelopmental continuum ... 

Indeed, Arontreed, hae been one ot' the moat pungent 
critioa or the empirical basis to the cognitive-developmental 
approach to moralization {ct Arontreed, 1968, pp. 257-272; 
Aranfreed, 1971) particularly 1n respect ot ita neglect at 
motivational and affective elements. The following commsnt 
captures the essence of this criticism: 

"Even the person whose conscience is capable at 
operating ot the heights ot moral phi losophy will 
often judge alternatives ot conduct on lees exalted 
ground because he is subjected to conatraints ot 
in.formation, intensity or affect, and decision-making 
time" (~ron1'reed, 1968, p . 265). 

CONCLUSION 

Thia review of the Piaget- Kohlberg theory has attempted 
to highlight both the depth and complexity or the growing body 
of empirical research on which it is founded. Eowevor, at 
the same time it has been possible not only to focus on s ome 
of the unresolved theoretical issues and methodological 
problems , but to stand outside the t ~eory sufficiently to oee 
something of its narrowness in relati on to the whole field at 
the psychology ot morality. 

At the outset of this chapter it was ackn~Nledged that 
the gre~t strength of the cognitive-developmental theory lay 
1n its emphasis on explaining human action without devaluing 
the i mportance of subjective experience or human freedom • 
. Je can now see that, without losing this strength, a 
monolithic theoretical structure has been baaed on a t'oundation 
of rigorous and experimentally aouncl research. 

Too often, howeYer, the exponents ot the theory have tailed 
to explore 1te conceptual geography. -' a with all theories, 
there ia an underlying phil01ophical poeition concerning not 
only the nature ot man , but auch problema aa t wh t 111 to count 
aa explanation. Ke7 concept■, auch •• "judgment., "moral1 ty" 
and "development" are woven into the tabr1c o~ the 11 terature 
w1 thout subjection to the proceaeea ot GI1al191e and de.1'1n1t1on. 

It is to a cona1<Seration ot these subjects, besi,nning with 
the explanatory baeia ct the theory, that we now turn. 



Recent theory 1n the pb1loe0phy of social cience has 
emphae1ee<1 the conceptu 1 differences between overt beh viour 
( ln th e nee th t th1 s ref ere to movements or events) and 
human etion •1 

Thie h s led, firstly , to an exposure of the 11m1 tatione 
of a p ychological th ow which rem ins committed to the 
following b 1o umption a meohan1et1c model ot m ; 
a Humean conception of cauoe th t places tr e on extern l 

et1mul1J nd , related m thodology basetl upon the logic 
nd piste olog1cal theor1 of po 1t1v1sm. Secondly, it 

ha allo ed the emergence of new parad1 for th 
c1entif1o tudy of man h1ch is compat1bl With notions of 
utonomy and rationality in dd1t1on to aokno l dg1ng the 

rule-following and rule-formul ting features of human 

behaviour . 
The philosophical heritage for what 1e might call the 

ne par digm for soient1f1c psychology lies 1th Kant . 
(of t!1 ohel, 1969 , Ch . 1) . It has b , n revived and 
elaborated on , 1n number of ditf'erent ways , by Peters 
(1 958) W1noh (1958) Meleen (1961) Charles Tylor (1964) 
Hamp hir ( 1 965 ) Louch ( 1966) Richard Taylor ( 1 966) 
Anecombe (1966) Toulmin (1969) Borger and Cioffi (1970) 
Harre and Secord ( 1 972) Kr1merman ( 1972) . The e wr1 tare 
hav provided ab ie for expl t1on which pha is the 
d1 t1nctly human oharact 1 tlce of man s subject or 
sotence in contr t to oth r ph.yelc l phen Ae 

con ence th r h emi!r,reo a cone pt ot ethoa lo y, 

r tlonale for p1rio l theory- 1ld1n tcb all 
y olog1 t an th Uoeopher, cu labor to.it 1n 

1 • dbeok ott the det1nlt1 ot 
humanac o a .. 

• 



an 1nterd1 c1pl1 yo mp 1 , to move into the oat 
complex ar as of human v1our W1 th gre ter conf 1 nee . 
N here le th1 een more cl arly and 1th renter 
relevanc to the growth of our knowledge than in the recent 
surge ot enquiry into the realm of morality. 

In o er to comprehend the s1gn1t1oe.nce of the most 
recent developments 1n t he philosophy of social sc1enoe f'or 
the psychology of mor 11 ty e need to ex mine som of the 
perennial problems of explanot1on end the l1m1tat1ons o~ a 
paradigm which has e rved ell the hy-pothetico uctive 
system or c1ent1fic 1nve tigation but which oannot cope 
with t e metaphysic l un1quenes at phenomena vhich may 
not be l - overned . 

The traditional model of scientific explanation is nCNJ 

conceived e only one among veral pos 1ble modes , and its 
application to the study or the person and person 1 action 
1e no longer a constraint upon psychological theory. 

iODES OF i XPLA •ATJ GN 

In general terme the natural science model requires that 
the dat of observation be objective in the sense that 
independent observers of thee me event woul.d report 1t with 
a maximum degree of oonsietency and ogreemert iven the 
same theoretical .framework. 

From ueh consistent obeorvati~n cert 1n l e (or ln -
li•e t ta ent) re formul ted ih1ch, en they re t en 
1n co.n3Unatlon 1th c t 1n p citied c1rcu t ill 

tor·e , 
1 en 

1 lie tion the event whl ob rv d 
'!'hue , 1n phy 1c , if e t (1) 

nd h1 1 wot on and (11) 

y ( ' 
c .) to d uce 

ot. 
4 er -

ex-
en W1d 
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le needed to 
The ea ent1al 
fal 1f 1cat1on 

v the la an explan tory con ex~.2 

point , however, 1 th t 1 w re open to 
on the b sis of ob ervation and throu h such 

n empirical proce e t he theories to whlch they belo c n 
be mod1t1ed ( cf Popper , 1963). 

v ile some psycholog1ste, particularly those in the 
beh viour1etic tradition, have f'ormulated theories on the 
'cover1ng-l w• ~del, the mocJern school of so-c lle6 

:r. 
humani tic peyohologiste (My, 1967; a lo, 1968; 
01o:rg1 • 1 970) claim that this natural ecienc model , 1n 

respect both of the sort of data it admits and the mod 
ot interpretation 1t uses, tends to el1m1n t consiaeration 
of the d1at1nct1vely human feature of human behaviour, 
eepec1 lly its heuristic and subjective aepects . They 
would not deny the many activit1ee, function nd 
s tructuree which man shares v,1 th the other animals, but 

would emph eiee the phenomena in respect of hioh man seems 
to be distinguishable from the other animals or to be 
peauliar or even unique . Such d1f'ferencee are in some 
cases marked by degree v/hile in others they are d1tterences 
of kind . The phenomena relate to (1) conceptualieation 
(11) language (111) value-systems (iv) self-a~areneae. 

Finding an appropriate mode of eXplanation is complicated 
by the extremely diverse range of explanand which man , s a 
subject tor study, can entail . There 1s sn incredible gulf 

between att mpting an expl n tion tor the learning of a set 
of non ense eyll ble and expl ining Hamlet1 a delay in 
rev en in h1 t ther • s mu er. Any psychological th Ol"Y 
hich ta out to bi' o th two phenomen i thin the 

e e e of ex;planat1on w111, in ittgen t 
one 1n wh1Ch roble d ethod one 
1e not nou to develop a psychology of cl 
m thod U 1t ta to be ccn.iob in conceptu 

11 o rs at ec1ence ( min, 1 2J 
Toul tn., 1969) b v recently e be d 

in'm phr , be 
nother by. It 
ar exp 1 nt 1 . 
conf'uslon. 

Opper, 1 3; 
oloee connection 

ion 1 ex oun4ed 
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between conceptual and tactual leeuee 1n the development ot 
the physical sclenooe. It 1s now generally acknowledged 
that "sc1ent11' ic fact and theory are not cotegor1call.y 
oeparable" (Kuhn, 1 962, P• 7). This 1nseparab111 ty 1s much 
stronger 1n the study of human behaviour t han 1n other 
sciences. Recognition of it involves an understanding of 
the relationship between observation and theory. A theory 
is both a tool , enabling the sc1e r:t1at to look tor further, 
still unconfirmed relationships, and a goal, 1n that it 
eeeks to enoompase , in a rolntively small number of state­
ments, discovered relationships among events. 'lb.ere 1s 
conaeQuently a conflict 1n that aa o goal the theory may 
be driven towards explanations in termo of r.iore basic 
clo csee of phenomena, while as o t col to further inquiry 
it needs to embrace higher levels ot explanst1on. i,ben 

the psychologist conceives of hie t heory only ae o goal he 
f'alls into the following line cf argument r 

"If human beings are physical objects, governed by 
causal lnwe, it seems to follow that human 
behaviour is str 1gh t :rorwa.'t'~·r .. y amenable to causal 
explnnation . Ideally theret'o!·e a truly adequate 
~xplenRtion of a human action would involve our 
being ~b!e to trace in detail the physiological­
and 1n the end physical and in this sense 
' mechanicnl'--procese by which the action comes 
to be produced." (Ryan , 1970, p . 104) 

Here we have whnt is known as the fallacy at 
reductionism which is based on the premi se that humon 
bein~s are physical objects , governed by causal lawe.3 

If accepted 1t leads to (1) a fragmentary and moleeular 
analysis of human behaviour 1n which 'pieces ot behaviour' 
become the objects or study rather than 'the person'• (11) 
a ver1t'1oot1on1et theory or meaning 1n wh1oh the observer 
viewpoint ie the only valid one and agency la discounted, 
( 111) a determ1n1at1c and law-governed concept ~ man hich 

J. Nagel ( 1961 • P • 282) po1nta out that reduot1on1em ie 
not a nece sal'Y aseuaptlon tor the ac1ent1t1c method, 
olld it 1a not implied by detorm1n1em. or ~oee 
c1etermin1em 1mp17 that all evente are physical or 
mechan1col ln n ture. A echan1ot1c eyetem predlcte 
only mechanic 1 evente. Molecular movements and 
position e.t a siven point 1n time determine eome 
subsequent ovementa and poe1t1ono , but predict 
nothing about otheP, non mechnn1cal phenomena 
acoompany1Jlg those aubaeouent mechan1ca.l atatoa. 



1s b on the Humean notion that cau al 1 be t en to 
expre cont nt correl tion ~ timulue and resp nee. 
Such a re trictive mode of explanation prevent an adequate 
molar expl nation ot beh v1our, in which o ency is elm • 

ledged and here recognition 1 given tote phenomena '1f 

cognitive proce e , language, v lue eyste nna self-
areness . An explanation hich does make th1e recogn1 tion 

ie given by H rre and Secord (1972) ho set out non­
reduct1on1 t conceptual fr m ork for social psychology 
which th y outline 1n the follo ing ~ yi 

1. wnan beings mu.st b treated a ag t acting 
ocording to rule, and it must be re 11z d t t 

it is unscientific to treot them a nything e1ee.4 

2. 8oc1al beh viour mu t be conceived of a actions 
med1 ted by meanings , not responses c ueed by 
timuli • 

.3. The theory af movements , physiology , muet be 
clearly separated from psychology, the theory 
of ctione. 

4. It must be clearly appreciated that moat human 
ociaJ. behaviour cannot be made intelligible 

under the mechanistic , caus l paradigm. 
5. te sons con be used to explain Actions., and not 

All reasons can be treated as causes in the 
meche.nietic sense, tho1.1gh in sowe special. cases 
causes may be cited ae re~sons.~ 

6 . y explan tions of behaviour prov1~e the best 
model for psychological theory, and properly 
con idered they can be een to be actually 
more in accordance 1th the actual m thodology 
or real n:ntm•al science than 18 the pos1tiv1 t 
methodology hicb rovided the old modele of 

c1ence which p y ologista h ve cop1ed. 
( arre nd Sec ~d, 1972, P• 29) 

cau ea 
t1nction11 

e --
re nd 
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Tho e Who e pou po 1 tivt t doctrine of truth 11 
counter the premises 1th the rsument t t there no 
publicly agreed to criteria tor giving meaning to phr ses 
such 'cting ccording to rules• or 'actions di t d 
by e ninge•, ns th e 1.nvolve ' ubjectiv ', non-ob ervable 
phenomena. But th re re equally good rguments to eha.v 
th t even natural. cience, hich 1e t h e p r d1gm ot 
•objective kno 1 dge• ha no claim to ab olute truth. 
( Popper, 1 972) • 

The s ence or Popper's argument is th t, bile it 1s 
true to say that a tl!9otz ent 1ls t he Ji1B on h1ch it is 
based, the converse 1 not true t.e. t does no~ entail 
them. Thie means that any theory ( ,hich 1 the b eia of 

sc1ent1tic knowledge) 1a always open to fal 1t'1cat1on by 

tho d1 covBry at da't wh ich it cannot ecommodate. There 
ie, ther efore, an tmpo 1b111ty in natural c1ence of kno1-
ing for certetn if one theoretical explan t1one are 
correct, and there 1 l ~ays a pos sibility th t theY , ay 

h veto be r evised. 
SU.r el y t hen t he problem is no great r in psychology 

when we .dmit cogn1t1ve processes (explsn t1ons by meanings 
and reasons) aa induced trom observable r espon ae. Here 
1s the analogous case to Popper' e: S2.&ll11i1 va Pl!QQ@SS 

ent 11s F-9R!lP@ but mwm.; does not nt 11 QQS1it1v~ 
ro • 

Thi doe not mean that we can only explain behaviour 
by 1nvok1ng hypothetic l cogni t1ve proc es. ~ether we 

o ot 111 depend on th context 1n which the b viour 
ooCUl'e a our 1 ln • tt ¥ 1 o 
d n on th b viour e. 

6. 
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According to e1tuat1onal context we can d1at1ngu1ah 
tour types ~ human behaviour: 
1. purposive, voluntary, autonomous (es. making a moral 

dec1e1on) . 
2. purpoeive and voluntory but not autonomous (eg. acting 

out of tear of pain or because of racial prejudice) . 
3. purposive but not voluntary nar autonomous ( eg. acting 

under a ~oot-hypnot1c trance or showing a phobic 
reaction to water) . 

4• non-purposive, non-voluntary end non-autonomou.s {eg. 
bl inking or sneez 1ng) • 

U, therefore, we recognize that the behaviour 1e 
pur noa1ve, voluntai•y and outonomoua, our explnnat1on will 
need to cons1der the way the agent sees the situation ie. 
purpose can only be understood 1n terms of • the logic of the 
s1 t uat1on • , to uoe Popper' a phraae . On the other hanc·1 , the 
explanation ot' an irrational and comp:usive act of' violence 
may need to include pereonal1ty constructs or environmental 
t'orcee. 

Accordingly, 1r our aim 1a to control or 1r,doctr1.nate 

people , we will probably t1nd an G-E (mechanistic) mode of 
explanation not only appropriate but uoetul. If, however, 
we aim to educate, our explanatory mo ~e will be quite 
different, taking into account the needc, wonts, goals , 
intentions, and-most importont or all- tho choices of our 
subject. 

It 1e important then that the aocinl acientlet recognizes 
that there are several Qltterent 1:1odea ot oxpl.anation 
ava1lable to ha. 1'h1e la, or course, 1~ e take the 
meaning ot •~lanat10111n 1te •1~eat sense of 'understand' 
rather than ln narrower deacr1pt1ve,, predlcUve, or law­
governecS eenaea. Toulmin (1969, P• 95) eXPreesea this 
point aa tollowaa 

., 
"So it would be unreaaonable to lcok to~ one eingle 
•od•l of explanation applicable equally to all 
Jdn4a or human aotlon and behav10IJ1'. Bathez-, we 
ahould expect to 1'1114 •er 1ecl ■odea at pe7chologioal 
explanation applicable on different level• and 1n 
dltterent aituaticn■• 

Soae Would aq that the approprlateneae at the moae at 
explanation depende upon the nature ot the behaviour to be 
explained (Tulor, 1964) while othera would a117 that it 
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upon hat th on w ·ts to knew ( s-oclbeck. 
It 1 llkely that both oft e e cr1ter1 Will 

give u th e result , bee u e ho w de cr1be 
b ViOUl' 111 cent in prior seumptione a to wh t 1 

1gn1~1c nt and de cr1pt1on lw ye precedes expl at1on . 

xPL IlU G OR L BEHAVImm 

Ye need to consider now wh t kind ot xplan tory model 
:la going to be p_propri te to morel beh vi our bich, ~ ' 
definition , 1 purpo ive, voluntary and autonomous. It is 
to b argued th t such a model will need to be both tele­
ological nd ant1-determin1st . It till t1.i e cognlz ce of 
(1) tho a t'a viewpoint and reason for actin, (11) molar 
level or behavioural analy is (111) enabling conditions ~or 
choice, (tv) oognit!ve procesae of ppr 1 al and judgment. 

(1} The aQ!lt 
The viewpoint of the agent is different from t h t of 

the spectator and the s me event can be legitimately explalned 
from either position. In Kantia.n theory, from which tris 
con i deration derives, perception and ~~ought re construed 

e activities t t we perform. The will, which 1s the 
t culty of taking a rule o£ re son for the motive or an 

c ion, provide link between t he so-called 'driving 
springs of action" (deairee , affects , passions) and 
beh vio • However , this is not to be equ ted 1th a 
me an1cal •push-pull' type of rel t1onsh1p. The rules 
nd order a ocl t d with ment 1st te- r not 1n 

o ory th t ke th proper candid t tort o es 
or bcd11J motions . ul tor cti r not like c ~ 
1 we nd the ord· 1 not like tha ot 1c . th ory. 7 
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Th epect tor Will perc lve av ent between p y teal 
genc1es who e intluenoe 1e oau ally compulsive; where s, 

the agent 111 b ware or oons1derat1cn or reaaons tor 
ct1ng which he find r tion lly co pell1ng. Neverthele , 

the t ct th t the agent c find re on compell doe not 
give them the et tus ot cause . 

It is clear t t ome b h viour, bee u e it is not 
intentional, can be fully explained from an observer vie -
point g h ing a cle , r 111.nS down ta1r or hav-
ing pileptio e1zure. In an ct1on• h ever , whex e 
intention is involved, th behaviour 111 be influenc d by 

the v lue , plans and purpo e which the p reon hol s. The 
quee ion is, to wh t e tent can these values , plans and 
purpose a be taken s expl 1ning the behaviour. In order to 
an er this que tion Nebor introduced the notion or 
ypgeratand1pS ( veretehen) which is conceived ~ as something 
di:t:ferent f1•om explanation. In his explication of this 
concept he d1 t1ngu1sh e two sorta of yarstlbm}. The 
understanding of an action can be ei thor rati12n11J,, where the 
reasons jUst1fy1ng it are cont 1ned within a ah rca context 

of meaning• oz.• emotionalll empath,g, \lhere the observer can 
11 gr sp the e motiona1 context ill which the action took place" 
by m an of a comp risen dr from his n oxperlence ie 
he 1 able to say "'l'h t :i e hat I \ ould do 1:f' I tel t th t ay" 
(of' tri e, 1972, pp 28-33) . e Stike shows, Weber 
di t1ngu1sh .-..i;ailll.aa.~u and 

r or not 
8 B 

dist on 1n n t1on 
Whio ThJ. l b a, 

1'1 1 t1cn. d 

C 1 n hi comp ll 

a. 



reasona ( 8• those vth1eh ariee cut of attitud or bel1et) 
are di t1ngu1ehe4 :f''N>lll logically ju ttf1able reasons such 
that the former can cause e.et1one whereas the latter c nnot. 

Toulmin (1971, P • 5) makee this kind of category mistake 
when he diff~.rent1at€ between talking directly about 'having 
reasons • and talking indirectly about •recognizing reasons• 
in the eenee that they will be compelling or c use the 
person to act. If wa ask the agent for hi.I. re sone , surely 
these 111 be both what he holds as justifiable and what he 
recognizes as having compelled llim. Reasons and causes 
must be held eateeorioally separate. 

In the moral sphere w·e are concerned 1th having reasons 
i11 the sense tbat a) our actions are goal""'Oirected , 
purposive, or 1.ntentio."lftl , and (b) our actions are 
justifiable. Two further ccnsiderntions are i mportant . 
Firstly, :r:.;: :isons need to be held within a context of ' wha t 
i s to oount as a reason.' 9 neasons are embodied in 
langunge and , as ,'Jittsenstein hae argued , the 1den of a 

' private language' is unintelligible. It is also true that 
there ai·~ certain eubstantive c ons1clerotions which cannot 
be avoided because any theo1 .. y of.' r·eaaorrn for action 

10 presupposee col'"ta1n aseumotions about human nature . 
Secondly, statements about a raan ' s reasons :for his actions 
are not in competition vii th statements about the cauaes of 
his behaviour. 'l'he two sorts of statements a.re on quite 

t?\ie point wh he t tee : 

/ 

nature• 

ot 
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different levels and the latter may be impol'tant ln 
excusing rather than jUst1:ty1ng an action. It behaviour 
oan be eo exaueed le. the agent held not responsible, then 
moral cona1derot1ona do not count. An acceptance ot 
Weber's position would force ue to conclude then that 
moral action , by its very nature, could not be explained; 
it could only be understood. Th13 onomnly can be over­
come, honever, by conceiving ~ ycrat;n;.n as a mode o:t 

exx,lannt1on 1n 1teeU'. It is explanation i'rom ths agent's 
viewpoint . 

One criterion tor ~cral aot1on 1a that it nhould be 
justifiable. However, juetU'1c-ation can only be done by 

appealing to so.ne aocepte. criteria or x-ules 1e what m~· t 
people nro to count aa re aeons •11 It the obaervm• 1B able 
to sny tP.at ~ reason wby the agent aotod is something 
different from .!1J.i (the agent's) reoeon tor aoting (at 
Pet~re , 1953, p.8) then moral juotifioation 1e not 
appropriate . "hon _QI reason \1hy someone acts is aleo 
JlU re3son then we are able to say that the aot1on is 
autono::ioue and , provided it meote certain othez.o formal 
criteria to ca consider ed l ntor , also moral. 

( 11) ~~oJ.ar ex21anat1on 
There ie on 1,n:portant dist 1nct1on to be c1rawn 1n 

paycholoiJ1cal oxplanotio:1 botweon ' part prooessee• and 
' -.1hole processes• or botween what ie sO!Ilot11nea called 

molo$clllV g;,mlangtion and mo1ar sm,plana,t!on. 
Charles Taylor {1970) hae claimed that bahav1o\U'1em 

1e the parad1gm case at • 'molec:rular' or 'oentraliet• 
approach to %l)lanat1on. It tends to 'be ncurophye1ol.og1cal, 
reductionist and mechan1at1c-and, 1n orc.1ei- to auatain 
explanntol';r power, the l~•Y eoncepta of • et1!11Ulua I and 
•rcapon£e1 have to be extended to the point whe210 they 

11 • '!'here ie a 1'ul'ther problem here 1n det1ning what we 
mean b7 •moat peofl•' - perhaps a further 
01a1tt1cat1on ea moat ro:\1opl!jl people' eho\il~ be 
added. 'l'hla point 1a ome1derecJ again, howner, 
1n Cha,pter 5 ot the preeent theela, 
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lose precise mean1ng.12 (Taylor, 1970, p 64 ). In 
expl 1n1ns human act1on , ho ever, e must al aye be con­
cerned with • the person ' a11d hence with explen tion at the 
molar level. Thie 1111 always be purpo ive d c 1t1ve. 

The beh viour1st assumes that explanation t the 
molecular level will ult1m tely develop , as it owe in 
comprehensiveness or expands 1n empiric 1· richness, into 
explanation at the molar level . But this sumption 
cannot be jU tified. The hole 1s more than the sum of 
the p rts . At he molar level, hich is the only level 
at 1hich e can epeak of human acts encl the i'eaturc of 

situntions w 1ch provide their context, expl n tion 1e 
1rretr1ev bly teleologic land purposive. There is no way 
of bu1ld1n the blocks ors connections into a structure 
which h the capacity to per.form ct ions for roe.sons. A 
psychology of morality must start , therefore, with 
concept of ' person ' at a molar level. 

Failure to come to terms with t he concept of ' person' 
has led to undue emphasis in psychological theory on ' part 
functions ' eg help ing behaviour, altruism, other-directed 
life-style, ;here the object of study shifts to some 
conceptual entity which exists as separate from , though 
belonging to 'the person• viz. the behaviour , the trait, 
the 111.'e- style . In the study of moral behnviour auch p rt 
f'unct1 on re not enough to meet the requ1remente of 
expl n tion. One can al ys describe the specific 
behnviouro , define the traits or tll' cter or xpl1cate the 
eiement t 11.te- tyle yet till sk th qu st1on °But. WhY 
did he ct h did?" 

It 1 po elble de er1b ' helpin b Vi 
tton ln ppl a p1rin to oth 1 1n 

P n. H ever, h (1) 1 1t to 4 
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intend to kill (11) :rear punishment 11' he does not do 1t 
(111) hope to be pra1oed by othere for hie act ot kindness 

.QJ! , feel genuine concern for the other'a suffering. It is 
important, therei'ore to consider the <lescr1ption under \"l'hich 
the agent sees hle action and the reason why he acts or 
t'ails to ect. 

Uolar explanation will 1nvol ve not only what the person 
does but thP renoono whiah he holds for doing it. The 
methodological difficulty 1n uncovering t he latter must not 
lead uo into discounting its lmportonce. 

,'le cannot explain moral behaviour Without considering 
the thought processes of the subject nnd we can only come at 
these by 'asking h1m'. Kohl berg, for instance, asks the 
child or adolescent Why he hos judged a course of action (in 
reeponee to a moral canf'lict story) ae right or good . 
Preeumnbly the child's anew~r begins ' Eecauee •••• . •••••• •. 
Inferences ore thm made about t :t>e judgment which enable the 

level oi' moral maturity to be established . There are many 
dU't1cult1es 1n this mei;hod of asseesment,13 but the 
theoretical concern with 'the person ' and with a molar level 
ot description and understanding 1a demQJ'lded by tho nature 
of what is being studied. 

Treating the moral agent as a subject for science meons 
accepting hie own commentary upon his action as authentic , 
though revisable , reports or mental states, subject to 
empirical study. Thie position needs to be defended 
against those who would argue that ( 1) the reports A£.§ the 

13. WUeon (197.3, pp 15-19) glvea a penetlt ting account ot 
the lansuage problem involved 1n euch aeaeeements ie 
the d1tt1cult1ea ot knoWing what the subject means When 
he uaea ouch words ae 'right' 'ought' 'ehoul<.1' or even 
what eort ot reason he la proterr1ng when he eays 
" cause ••••• ". He lfJ8'( be s1v1ns (a) a~ reason, 
er juat A (poaaib-17 bad) reason (b) a reason Which 1e 
•u1t1mate' {atonde on 1ta own f'eet), or Which assumes 
a backgl'ound or hiaher-level reasons ( c) a reason which 
he Would use (have 1n inc!) when act1ns. or 1'h1ch he 
knows ot but would not use (a) a reason which would 
compel h1m nd which be would approve ot or a reason 
Which would compel him but \thicb he would not approve or. 
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pheno ena an no t t enta bout ph omen (11) th e 1e 
no 1ndepend nt • :, of V8l'ify1ng hether the report d t te 
exist (111) the tat.a • re only p1phenomen nd only the 
neurophy 1olog1cal dhangee can be id to exW. The 
det ce, h1cb 1 well argued by Harre and s cord ( 1972), 
empha 1 es th t mental stat ( eg belief and oode) are 
§h9& 1n both the oontent and armer ot what :1 said and 
provide the co on s nee mans of aocountin8 tor certain 
pheno:men uch •st te of readinea ' or 'diepo 1t1one 
to act•. 

In ans er to th quo tion "Why is it eo important to 
t ke the reports of state of mind ond the expressions of 

intention so eer1ously?" they state: 
11 It is p rtly because the systems of rules and meanings 
under which oc1al 11~e 1e lived can only be grasped 
by studying the reports and commentaries of social 
actors. It is partly because we wish to pl ce con­
siderable emph s1e on the changes 1n people's powers 
and capacities t h t re affected by changes 1n their 
psychic states . " (Harre and Secord, 1972. p . 1u8) 

An appropriate method for the study of mor 1 action 
will• therefore, rely on thle kind of data and in o doing 
permit explanation at the molar level. 
C11&) q,,01gg 

An explanatory model for moral behaviour must come to 
term th t~o logical problems; firstly, it must provide 
a r ationale for regardi ome human action as both freely 

oaen and ration lly ~licable or non-arb1tr YJ and , 
eoondly, it et cl lty th conoeptu l r l ttonshipa 

b tw en nd o · r ev t or occurreno e uch s 
ppr 1 t., d 1 ion and action. h l examine 
h rt ly. 
• o~ n ctlon to b rreely cbo en or u ono ou ther 

mu t be certain t tur e re ent both 1n the be iei-e or 
........ , ....... ,.,.(1 e whloh v rf.ee to 1 d 1D th ,,,n,"-••e Ol' o 

ioh it i d1reo eo.14 e e •111 conat1~te the 
cr1 1 t~ eutono • 

au tOhOUl0\18 it in ht ct1one 
law 

ae oppo d to 



Krimerman (1972, pp 334-35) e t cr1ter1 for 
identifying ca e of aptons;>mqqe bel!" and d • 
He ould eeo determining the autonomy of 
con 1derat1ons as (1) hether it 1 underetood (11) whether 
it can be teated (111) whether it resists change under 
condition of reward nd punishment . The autonomy of a 
de ire would rel te to (1) whether the agent could state 
hat tta.1n1ng the oal consisted 1n (11) whether it as 

compatible with other adopted goals (111) whether 
temporary pravent1a1 from pursuing or attaining the goal 
prevented the pursuing or ttaining of other goals. 

An examination ot' the concept of utonomy shm s that 
freedom is not a sutf 1oiont condition for say that 
person is autonomous in some respect.15 Other important 
criteria auch as self- kno ledge, i mp rtiality , independence­
ot'-mind, may also need to be considered. Dearden (1 972, P• 
451) makes the point that ' relevant freedoms are a necessary 
condition of the exercise of autonomy' aoo he ~ui-ther stotcs 
that 'a person ie utonomous to the degree that what he 
thinks and does 1n 1moortant areas of hi life cannot be 
explained without reference to his own activ1ty of mind' 
(p . 453) . 

There is a sense {le. the notion of unavo1dab111ty) in 
h1ch it become contradictory to speak at necess ry and 
utf1c1ent conditions for autonomy other than in the enae 

of ' freedom fro• re tra1nts, both internal and extern 1, 
hich 1ould h.Ut the bo 1 of explan tion a from the 

a ent•e ' o ct1v1ty of mind'. It 1 theretora ueet\11 to 
aopt Kr r ' notion at t • 

15. ts 1 port t point Will b di 
ch.apt r 6 here a oept ot 

nalder • 

fur er in 
uton 1• 
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R1 expl etOl'Y oael involve tht' ele ente: 
an autonomou ot. • the . xplanandum. 
n ob t cle, o, which h deterred or -,;,r~vented A, 

or acts ot the 8llle type trom occurrL"'CQ 
en ena bl1ng oon<l 1 t1 on• E , by which o i overcome 

(Krimerman, ,972, P • 342) 
To preserve the existence of oho1ce, 1t mu t be 

possible for 1, to exist yet for A not to follow. 
1.f we eeelt to ,mower the question 11Why did oeour?", 

w•hich see an expl n tion f'or an autonomous act, Krimerman 
~ould say that t le st two interpretations re possible 
(p. 345): 
1. Given that some obstacle has blocked the perf'or nee 

of A 1n the past, what is t hat obat cle, and by .at 
was 1t overcome 1n the present case? 

2 . ·.:w-hy was A per:formed , rather than B or c when enabling 
conditions tor 11 three 1ere available? 
In order to preserve a notion of predict bil1ty with 

respect to the second interpretation, KrimermR.n introduces 
the concept of ®AA.line cc.pdit:!gn goyer1ng la a, which have 
the status 0£ general laws because they can make predictions 
yet are an$1slglc§f!llWlet1St because they do not set 'boundary 
conditions on choice. t this point , it seems Krimerman • s 
p radigm loses clarity. 

These laws , according to Krimerman, establish the 
factors by which the r nge of choice a person has is extended. 
They pre uppo e cho1ge d render no option unavoid ble and 
non inaooe 1ble. They are t ctor whloh ( ) enable a 
per on to report ccurately on his f li , de ire, 

t1one eto •, or (b) ble person' jud nt to be 
ncl free trom intluenc at h es na bi ti one. 

hey are 1net1, h e ant1<1eterm1n1 tic or r e-
ext ding' un1tor S.tte are only s.netanc ot 
th 1 • which 

C 11 
It woa1a 
p a1lel 

de t ly eo er 
estton. There l no ju title tion for 

la •• in t ct it beoo a con i to do o. 
e th t h1 •t pt to dev1 e el which 

the cov in -lew model hae l to inappro rt te 



58 

use at tbe term 1&1• 16 However, the prtnotple at 
epAlzl&M oonA1\10DJ 1e that b7 removing obtltaolff and 
roatra1nte inereaae the rango ot choice open to the agent 
ond therel,Jr 1nareaoe hia autonomy, 1a a vwy uoef'u.1 
contribution to th problem ~ explaining action. From 
th1o 1t follo· e, not only that autonomy is a matter of 
aegrea rather tho.n eomethlns abeolute , but nlao that e 
can empirically cseeea the extent to which it existe.17 

In the domain of moral action, Kohl.b01"8' a test ot 
judgment prov1dee an empirical meano ot aseese.1ng t he extent 
to which autonomy 1a impeded by developmental immaturity. 
The further up the hierarcbicol stage structure the person 
progreoeoe the g'reoter the enabling cmditione for autonomouo 
choice to operate . 
~- . e come now to a cona1clerat1on of whrit constitutes 
choice and how it relntee to the logic ot moral action. 

!he problem or exolnnetion is 1ncreneed by the obv1ouo 
differences which exist between actions under various 
circumetanees . Cho1ceo and decieicnG to oot nre not 
necessarily preceded ey eell'-conacious ox mining, comparing 
nnd evaluating ot Alternntivea and ccnscguontly tte tormnl 
olemento are not all present f er ev~ry action . 

There nro cases ~here the Rct1on ts epontaneous and 
others Where it arises out of hoblt such that tho proceoaco 
or evaluation ano judgment are very much curtailed U- not 
el1m1neted . Furthermore. Gouthier 1 1963, P • 26) has argued 
that, tor a pereon to have acted f'or reasons (of' an¥ kind) , 

16. Thia poin? hae been made tn a reoent rovlew ar 
blmerJDen • peu,or bT Seltil! (1973) mo eug eete 
that lt 1• oontradloto17 to talk of 1••• which 
b7 thetr •er7 nature oannot be ver1t1ec1 or ralattied. 

Note that 1n th1• eonten •• are uea.na tutono1111n 
the non-11ort1 •••• ct 'ranee ot Qholoe • Later 
(obapter 6) we wlll oonalcSer 'aoral futono~• 
Whee obo1c• beoo••• 11a1 ,.a not by obtttaale•' 
but bt oo•1taent to pr1no1P1•• 



it 1 not required th t the re ona in question actually 
were considered pr1or to the action . or that ny r son1ng 
process necessarily occ:urred. The per on may ell h ve 
acted eponteneou lY or out of habit but i t hi hole way 
of life 1e rational then he will h ve aotea f or reasons (cf 

O eehott , 1962, pp 80-1 09) . 
In ca es of moral ot1on, however , e mor•e ot'te.n find 

that a11 the tormal elements of decision aking are present , 
In u.cb 1n te.ncee the s i tuat1on pre ents 

1 
&roblem and the 

act1on become a solution to that problem. 
The guestion is, t hat point doe 'cholo • logically 

enter ? t which one of the following five t gs 1n the 
d c1eion-making process does • choosing' t kc pl ce": 

{1) Evaluating and defining the problem. 
(11) Deliberating on t e p rticul r ltern -t1ve 

actions which are vailable. 
(111) Judging h1ch ie th be~t course of action , 
(iv) Deciding to take that course or action . 
(v) J\ct1ng . 
An ~x1stent1al1et position l'101-. d ascribe cho1cc to ench 

or the e stages , including the firet where :ve \Vould £bOQ§e 
to perceive eomething s problem in the fir t pl ce. 
Thie requires ua to hold a c~iterionlesa notion ctr choice 
other iiae we become involved 1n a regress of needing to 
h ve criteria by which to ohooee our cr1ter1a etc . (cf . 
Dearden , 1972 . P • L,-57). ost would argue that •choice' 
t ll somewhere bet een judging and acting . 

ho who would a choice belongi 
g .s. Peter nd R • D 81'~ would r gu 

1 C ~ of ev 1u tion ( cod, b d , r tio 

1 • 

1th judgment 

t h t o1oe 
1, tupi d) 1n 
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the same we e judgment 1. o cr1 eric,n or t nd d 
1 involved such th t what 1 cho en 1e thought to tulfil 

ome aim or end 1n view wh1oh gu1c!!e the choice. Peters , 
therefore, di t1ngu1shee between chooe1ns an alternative 
and merely 'plumping' tor it. (Peters, 1966, p . 122). 
lf alternative are not con leered then one merely decide 
without 0 choosing .. 1n the eenee th tones ttmind 1s made up." 
By det1n1tion, therefor, one oannot W9&\D bitrarily. 

Tbe c e for pl eing 'ohoo 1ng' and 'deciding' on the 
eame logical level hae been made by w.n. 01 eg (1957J 
1960) who see both as ( 1) connoting previous judgment at 
lternat1ves, (11) implying that their object ts wtth1n the 

agent's capability, (111) related to action , (iv) cap ble 

of evalu t1on, and (v) having eorre ponding noun tunct1ons. 
ffe also goes further th n Peters bys ying that choice must 
involve commitment 1n addition to consider tione of 
lternatives. 

A third position on the logic of choice equates it with 
ct1on per s • ..Jo ell-Smith (1958), ror instance, argues 

that there are not only linguistic reasons for identifying 
'choosing ' w1 th ' doing' but also ••deeper philosophical 
reasons :f'or inei ting on t hiau. '.rheee are not explio ted 
but the sugge tion eeeme to be th t ascription of moral 
respons1b111ty can be given only to an action and not to 
some prior• ental event'. How ver, we cannot escape the 
logical tact th t • choo ins not to et' c be s mor 
position, nd th 11 1 tic taet that 'choo 1nS a• 
1 not the a m h d • oni'id inn 
ee01 t • oo pt! help, or any o h of. 

On th 
ctio 

• bu 

er 
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rational judgment. Where commitment/choice ie brought 
closer to ,Udgment, such that •hat a person 3J&dsag he 
becomes comm1 tted to ~, ,.,e have, not only concU tions 1n 

which moral praise or blame become appropriate , but we 
have enhanced outonomy. 20 

Whe:re enabling oond1t1one tor chcico are :;,axim1zed, 
theretore, the pereon•a ,Udgment or what he ought to ~o 
becomes a reliable guide to h1s subsequtmt action. The 
higher one moves up the scale of moral mnturity the further 
the notion ot choice moves trom a simple manifestation in 
action towards a rational basis 1n judgment. Accepting 
this concept o£ choice, however, raieeo the 1mmenae problem 
or the rela tionship between cognitive p~ocoesca and action , 
or the place of judgment 1n the explanation or moral 
behav 1 our . 21 

{ 1v) Cogni tt V§ ,Proceeaea 
F.xplanntion of behaviour at a mechan1at1c level does 

not ontn11 the problems of agency. It t endn to be molecular 
rather than molnr end becauee a spectator viowpoint is 
adopted the not1c,n of choice cE\ll be nvnided . It 13 a mode 

of expl~n~tion ot n level ~h1ch does not rcqu1~e the 
postulation of mediating cognit i ve prooesseo a~ch as judgment 
and appraisal. It 1e, therefore , n code wrieh is 
inappropriate f or the explnnation of action. 

It has already been ergued th~t moral action cannot be 
exploinad wi thout reference to the aeent's viewpoint and his 
verbo.l report of priv te mc.,ntal l'tctes whieh accompar..y the 
eet1 vi ty of prnctiee.l problem-solving and 'choosing ' behnviour . 
It follows trom this that any e:ttorte to develop theory 1n 

th1e area will comprise propoeJt 1one about the nature ~ 
cogntt1ve processes. 

20. We need to recognize that choice and judgment ma7 be 
DPD-!DQ{M but this raises the problem ot detining 
morali y and th1a 1e to be cona14erea 1n chapter 5. . . 

21 • Thie pt-oblern Wil.1 be discussed in chapter 4. 
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Prom t1me to time t ho statue ot cosnl tl ve procosses 
ond structures 1n psychological theory 1e queat1oned. In 
a r ecent paper, Ualcol.m (1971) uses the example ot 'pattern 
recognition• to euggest that the term ptgceu ot 
recognition 1a unneceoeary. He states: 

"We teel that when a person recognizes something, 
1n aad1t1on to the various man1t'eetat1one or 
charactar1ot1o eccompan1menta or recognition 
something muet go on 1ns1~e. ~ i s ie the 
'inner proceoa' of recognition." (p. 387) 

Malcolc proceeds to argue that there 1e no need to 
pootulate anything above the tacts or t he o1rcu.mstancee 
surrounC.,1ng the behaviour which we underetand es expreasing 
recognition. Furthermore, he claims that th1e applies to 
the proceeeee ar memory, thinking, problem-solving, under­
etanding eto. He then relates his nrgun1ent to the notion 
of "structure" ae contained 1n the theories of PiNret and 
Chomak:r. 

Howeve1~, while thie position may be tenable 1n simple 
coses ot perception, it loeeo all t orce 1n providing adequate 
explanat1one fo1• rule-governed actions. In arguing thot 
appeal to inner ~roceesee ie a philosophical mistake the 
alternative which Malcolm adopts 1s not strict behaviouris~ 
but a deacr1pt1on of 'oppropr1ote behaviour 1n oertain 
circumstancee' (n view which owes mu.oh to ,Jtttgeneteln) . 
However. it is not conceivable how 'nppropriateneae' can be 
defined without reference to the prior mental events 
experienced by the agent . Ualcolm does not a4eqUately 
diat1ngu1eh between the • achievement eense' ot a term nnd 
the 'prooeaa aenoe' ( at Martin , 1973). 'l'he term 'lefll'ning' , 
tor example, aometimea rater• to certain aohlevemente ot 
people and eometillee to thet proceee leaOlng up to euoh 
achievement&. e cannot equato these uaee. It would 
eeem th.at aloolm would take a cmoept auoh •• moral jUdgment 

~ 

•• clenot1na mly the verbil utterance. ait tbia oannot have 
any e~lanatory power. A eo1ent1t1o explanai1on ot the 
~enomenon at moral ~pent woul.d need to take account o-r the 
inner prooesae• lea41ng up to that utterance. 

Martin (1973, P • 87) point■ out that llaloolm'e 
argwaen t la baaed on a tl:aae d1ohotomy. 

V 
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"1th () an xplanation or h1' p opl cm how 
to do o ethtng le 1n terms of FU.lee they lcnow how 
to ue, o~ (b) n explanation or ti.11 people kn 
bow to do so ethin 1 'They ju know how'•" 

?n moral conduct t h e xplanat1on 111 involve ne1 ther 
n s1mple description ot uh t the subject saye or doe , nor 
a second-order analysis of the rule which are invoked 1n 
wh t he 1.u:iytt 01• do c. or essent1 relevance 1 the 
per on' a account of h he movoo f rorn the ab tx•act rulee 
or princ1ples to the epcoit'ic judgm nt. i"hia involvee a 
study of his elf-oonecioun re eons and motives 1e both 
cognitive and oonative prooea e. It ie not utf'icient 
to ee moral principles aa having a pu:re1y action-guiding 
1'unction. 22 They Qlle built into the cognitive process 
of judgment in euch a way as to med i ate between the 
perceived problem no the nction-aolut1on by onernting a 
decision. The developmental peychologiet states t.his as 
f'ollowe: 

" •••• moral Principles are not peo1f'1c l"ul.en for 
guiding actions, but are modes of making judgmenta 
anC: dec1sionn. This rnoans that a I·otie,n l p1•ocees 
1a involved in the moral judgment, rather than a 
rneehan1eal application of int rnal i zed ru1ee. 
t!ort\l pr1nc1ples nre mcdos or handling .!I!oral 
oonf'li cts, tor resolving the competing claims or 
more than one pez•son.ii (Kohlberg and Turiel, 1971, 

P• 44 7) 
The ccnc pt of moral matur1 ty, h ch ili central to 

tl e eogni tive-dev lopment liat appro .ch, h menning only 

in relation to 1nn procees ar.d truetw·e • Th verb 1zed 
judgment and ju tUic ory epGech- ct e int rpreted s 

1denoe or tb pr ot underly ,oo 1 1ve tructure, 
It 1 not eno t eed judgment 
en lt own b ' 8 me nt or deal 10n aye a e 
trom 1tt r D CJ-1bing auch 

• 
nt as or lly m tur 1e 1~1~ 

u de c~1birtg a ju tl:tlcatory 
aet· • mo~al.11' ture 1 to t the re ■on iven 

2i • though tbla funot1on l 7'1,.Y as will be. 
arpad 1n · t s. 
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a a1n t canons of corre t cec!iure nd to 1nt the 
existence of a cognitive tructure relating to certain 
level in the logic l truoture of th t procedure. 

U mor 1 motur1 ty le defined in terms of cert 1n 

arts of actions , 1t obv1ou ly doe not expl 1n the e actions 
If, however , it 1s defined 1n term of certain sorts of 

re on, it may be seen as explan tory • cJepending on the 
lo 1cal grounds for ccept1ng the re eone as r-tionnl and 
the empirical evidence for esu.m1ng th t the 1.nferred 
structure provides enabling conditions for the ction to 
h ve occurred autonomously. In short , tlloral matur1 ty 1a 
explan tory to the extent that 1t en bles us tom ke 
oosumpt1ons about the conditions ul'k1er which human 
ct1on occurred. 

There hae been disagreement recently ( see Brainerd • 
1973) as to vh1.1t is to count aa minimum evidence for the 
existence of various Piagetian cof.&ll.1t1ve etruoturos (eg. 
conservation, transitivity, olaae-inclueion) and processes 
(eg . inversion, reciprocity). By tak,.ng the subjects 
verbalized judgment on 1ts own some h ve argued t at one 
hae a more valid index of the underlying proces or 
structure than if one takes the subject•s exp1anation of 
the judgments ( ie posos the t'urther question of t e form 
0 Why?" 0 How do you know that?" ) . 

It must be admitted thnt the 1 tt ,.,r introduces more 
souroe of extraneous rror, but th1e ,as the "c in1c _ 
m thod' h1ch Pl et nd his colleagues u • · he 
justlf 1 tlon tor th1 od 1n the study of r:; tiral 
atruot\We 1 1 ply that 1t 1 the subjetot' a .lMll~u. ~:..:.a 

which J& the Ueo t t1on or the level or 
not the 311 · nt r e. 

nte tor e~ 
el 1.e pro eea, 

ct ex.pl t1on o e oh other . 
YchOlogloal th ory. 
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theoretical context 1n Which the explanation occurs . 
At the mgchanistig level explanation proceeds through 

the toll owing eta.gee: 

STIMULUS 
CON~ITIONS 

INTERVENING RESPONSE 
VAR I ABLES ----- CC?IDITIONS 
( S-R Conditions) 

Such expl anation is found in Behaviouristic Theories 
end can be used to occount tor l!APITS and NON-VOLUNTARY 
actions. These may occur 1n moral contexts but because 
agency and responsibility ere not ascribed to the subject, 
it is not ueetul to ap ~ly such a model to moral behaviour , 
except in social learning t h eories of ' part functions ' 
such ae role- taking . 

~ t t,1-;c purposi ve/o,ffect1ve level explanation 
proceeds through the following otages: 

Volition 
~·ITU 'l 'rION 

COGJ., I'l I ., 

Perception< t ~ " .• ... V ~.., ------ \CTI ON 
. 'OTION/ needs 

wants 

such explanation 1e found in Feychoanalytic Theories 
ana can be used to account r or C· ·.' '.,. rv •, or GO L- DI RE.CTED 

actions. These fr~quently occur in moral contexts where 
a ction ie spontaneous eg oases where inhibitory controls 
operate or where guilt is generated or where action is 
motivated by neede ard wante. Psychopathic states and 
normal peychoaftect1ve behaTiour might be explained 1n th111 
mode. In moral peychology it hao relevance to conao1ence 
development (ct rontreed, 1968) and character formation 
(er Peck and Havighuret, 1960) . 

t the tat1onal'2gm1t1ye level explanation proceed• 
through the tollowing atagee: 

( OTIV S) 

Perception ~ 
OBJECT---__,., ?ONI'.rION~ ·~ :.ASON, ➔JUDO 
(Moral (Appraisal, 
Contlict) Deliberation) 

(H JUTS) 

~~ 
.NT- ➔ ACTION 0 (Reaolution) 

I 

C 

E 

Verba 11zat1 on 
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Such explanation is found 1n the Cognitive-Developmental 
Theories and can be uaed to account tor AU'l'0N0tJCUS and 
FRACTICAL PROBLEU-SOLVING actions where agency and 
respone1b111ty are ascribed to the subject. Thia le the 
mode of explanation appropriate to the study of moral 
maturity but 1t ie not altogether independent from the two 
previous modes. Uoral action 1e frequently 1.ntluenced by 

habit and moral judgment le frequent:ty 1m'luencec1 by motive. 
These sources of interaction :t'rom one explanatory level to 
another create some ot the most dU'1'1eult problems for the 
psychology ot morality and in Chapter 4 we turn to a 
consideration or the determinants ot judgment o.nd action 
1n order to explicote some of these problems. 

CONCLUSION 

The explanation of purposive action hae demanded n 
ditterent paradigm :t'rom the deductive covering law model 
employed in the natura1 so1encee. 

Tho un1queneee of human beings as 8Ubjecte tor science 
ie found 1n euch phenomena ae t language, conceptual1zgti on, 
ooneciousneeo, and capacity for choice. Explanation con be 

on ditterent levels• such ae: agent vs apect tor J 

mechaniotic vs teleological; molecular ve molar. 
Accepting the principle of different modes or explonation 

for d1:t't'erent purposes appears to have resolvea the 
traditional paradox. ot ooncetvins of man both as rational 
belnS capable of choice and ae a legltlmate subject tor 
ac1ence. In a1stlngl.l1ab1ng between various kinda ot 
behaviour accordin8 to the degree ot autonomy lnvol ved l t 1e 
possible to make uae or both mechanistic and teleolostcal 
models. Veretehen explanations are 1n terms ot motives , 
belief's. emotions , reaaone and other oommonsenee psycholog1co1 
cate~tea. 

ln the atudy ot moral behaviour lt ie important to 
recognise that man ie a rule-governed creature and an agent 
ot action. 'J.'bere le a c5ltterenoe between bod111 movement 
and human aotlana . The latter require• concepts , 
cleacriptlona, rulee under Wb1ch behaviour beoomee aot1on . 
Explanation neeae to be from the agent ' e viewpoint as well 
aa from the observer• e and 1 t neede to provide anal:vela at 
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the molar level With the object ot etudy being the person . 
Data Will comprise the agent• a self-report on his mental 
etotea end hie reasons for action . 

It can be argued that whenever we appeAl to desires , 
pleasures, emotions, motives , purposes and reaeone we are 
mo.king o moral explanation (Louch, 1966, P• 50). Thie 1s 
because describing aometh1ng from the v1eWpo1nt of an 
agent 1nvol vee placing who t we call t eta wi thin an 
appraising context . Louch makes the point that explaining 
human action necessarily invokes evnluative criteriaa 

"the man or situation is not seen anc then appraised, 
or aopraieed and then seen in distortion• it is 
seen morally. Value and :feet merge. " !1966, :h 54) 

Thie meens that explanation of moral action involves 
two eets of criteria: thoso of the agent and those af the 
observer . Assumptions about the nature of morality aI•e 
unavoidable. 

Theories in moral psychology will explicate the enabli ng 
con~1t1one tor choice nnd provide o rationale for judgment, 
decision end action in terms at underlying cognitive 
processes and structures. 

The cogn1tive-~evelopmental npproach ie esaentielly 
an action theory in which the agent/spectator problem is 
overcome by appeal to a morRlity which makes claim to a 
universal formal structure despite substantive variations . 
The view of man is essentially Kantian in choraoter1z1ns 
the rational agent as one who 1e able to establish reasons 
for acting , to deliberote on these reasons 1n relation to 
rulee, and to act on hie ae11beret1one. As a consequence , 
judgment has a place~ paramount importance Within the 
conceptual tramework ot thia theory. 

There are, however , 1.nadeqUote det1n1t1ona or what 1e 
meant by judgment , how it relates to octton, and bow it 1s 
1ntlueno~ by the internal a1't'eot1 ve determ1nante ot 
behaviour. Chapter 4 will explore eome or t heae 
dUticultiea. 

1'he oonoept or moral maturity ie uso very important 
in thta theory and le explained in terms or the teleological 
model . Cognitive etructure ts manltosted 1n the verbal 
reports ot aub3eote and la assumed to produce tbe enabling 
oonditione ~or autonomoue and 3Uett.r1able action. Too 
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ot'ten, however, the assumptions underlying the View ot 
cognitive development and autonomy remain unstated. 

There ie a need for greater recognition on the part 
of developmental psychologists or the explanatory problems 
which their theories entail, end the ph1loeoph1ca1 
aasumpt±cne about the nature of morality and human 
action which underlie their or1entat1oo.. 



CHAPTER Q 

THE CONCEPT OF JUDGMENT 

The cognitive-developmental approach in moral pa7chology 
involves the analyaie at thought structure■ underlying the 
moral concepts ot persona at ditterent age levels auch that a 
general direction or movement is discovered. In hie original 
work, Kohlberg stated thatr 

"The tooue ot our stud7 1a not on behavioural 
pred1cti on, but on analysis at children' a thinking 
and attitudes about verbal con:t'lict a1tuat1ona ot 
clear moral import." { 1 958 • p. 1 6) • 

The central concept taken in this approach to morality 
ie that at active judgment. The meaning at this concept, 
however, within the explanatory paradigm which ia adopted, 
1a rarely given explicit expreaeion. The tollowing state­
ment ie as tar ae Kohlberg seems prepared to go in mapping 
the logical geography or this term: 

"Judgment ie neither the expreseion ot, nor the 
description of, emotional or volitional states, it 
1e a di!'terent kind ot function with a det'inite 
cognitive structure. Ne have studied this structure 
ot judgment as the child's use and interpretation ot 
rules in oon:t'11ct situations, and h1a reasons for 
moral aot1on, rather than ae correct knowledge ot 
rules or conventional beliet' in them." 

( Kohl berg, 1971 b, :p . 185-6). 
The main point here 1a that judgment involves a verbal 

response (reasons for moral action) to a practical problem 
(conflict situation). The reeponee, however, 18 not 
aetermined by the situation but by the relationship ar t hie 
'input 1ntormat1on' to criteria {or rulee) which exist 1n 
the individual's 'stored experiences'. Neither , 1• the 
reaponae detG'm1ned b7 some kind ot action-governing rule•. 

0 There.tore, moral principle• are not apecitio rule• 
tor guiding action•, but are aodea ot making 3U,4g­
menta and deciaiona. 'l"h1a ■eana that a rational 
prooeaa 1• involved ln the moral judgment, rather 
than• ••ohanioal application ot internalized 
rule• • " ( Kohl bera and Tur1el , 1971 , p. 44 7) • 

Thia brinaa ua no cloeer to the 'det1n1te cognitive 
atructul'e' ot 3Udpent and it would aeem that ltohlbera avoid• 
aolna •111' rurther than an identitication ot judpent with 
ao• kind ot (undet1nec1) 'rational procea,.• 
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It ie d1tt 1cul t to und ratan h an irioal 
pa7oholoa ot cognition can be credible when 1ta bae1 con­
e pte are permitted to remain ao elu 1ve, thoulh Kohl berg 
ie not the only paychologiat to be caught in thia pr d1cament. 
In a recent etudy at the n ture ot adole cent jud ent (where 
the concern 1s with non-moral 1 sues) the author, E. A. Peel, 
goea no tu.rther than ohlberg in providing a ~e1'1n1t1on ot 
jutSs ants 

" •••• Judging ie a .rorm ot thinking and 1a theretor 
invoked whenever we e in aitu tion for which we 
have no ready-made answer learned ott pat •••• judgment 
retere to a situation tor which there 1 no alngl 
tinal correct response to be discovered, but rather 
a pectrum o~ reaponeea tiatying ditterent 
criteria." (Peel, 1971, p . 19). 

THE PLACE OF JUDGMENT IN fRACTICAL REASONING 

Because judgment involves "going beyond the information 
givenu, to use Bruner'e phrase , there is always an ele ent 
Which deties precise prediction trom a definition of the 
situation. There is always the possibility at a non-rational 
element because the process ot selection 1e only guided by 

relevant reasons-never governed by them. The proceaa at 
judgment (aa selection at reasons tor action) ia independent, 
not being extended in time with phases, stages, eubproceaeea 
etc. ( see Newell , 1 968, pp 4-5) It such occur, they belong 
more at thelevels ot cognitive appra1e 1 or deliberation. 
Thia 11 not to eay that judg ent muat occur at .mt point in 

the problena-aolving proc • tor there 1a good evidence to 
show that the• lective ele nt be ins t the pro ptual 
lev 1. Abercrombie (1960) hae drawn togeth r the 
paycholo 1cal evid ce which •howa that: 

"In reoe1vina into a ton tro · a1v n et1aul.ue 
p tt rn ea leot troa t total 01U1t or into etion 

va11able ( that t tro the c plex or the tl ua 
p itern 1n 1 ta can text) and trom our own a tore ot 
inter ation. 11 ( 1 O, p, 142). 

Th •election or 3',lOpent 1• independent only tn the 
•en•• that it 11 d1at1nct ir the preced1ng proc • ot : 
naluatina al terna 1 vea, aet m1n1na tact• anc:11 e t1aat1ng 
oonaequencea, aubaua1ng 1n tanoe1 ot action UM general 
rule• ot conduct, or juatitytng · 1nten4 · actiona 1n t 
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rundamental principle•. Judgment ia an outeome ot theae 
proceeaea.1 At the same time it ia logically distinct trom 

the aubaequent events of decision (oho1ce/comm1tment/ 
resolution) and acting. It ie therefore poeeible to judge 
X, decide Y, and do z , with respect to a single practical 

problem. 
When we consider moral judgment the distinction between 

rational appraieal and dec1a1on is very 1mPortant. 
D.P. Gauthier makes this clear 1n his d1sO\leB1on cf 

practical judgments. 
"There ia no formal relationship between practical 

judgment and reaolvee. Two judgments may be 
mutually contradictory, as may two resolves, but, 
ae Hare rightly observes, an imperative can be 
entailed by (and hence contradictory to) only 
another imperative •••• ! may convince you that 
you ought to do X, but, strictly, I cannot convince 
you to decide to do X." (196.3, P• 17). 

Action is determined by much more than judgment if we 
conceive of man as a conative and dea1derat1ve be ing subject 

1. In an examination ot the logic ot teaching judgment, 
,; . Hare (1971) mi.kea the point that "Going through a 
preliminary 'weighing up' proceae therefore ie not a 
autticient cond1 tion ot having a aenee ot judgment. 
But neither ia it a necessary condition." He goea 
on t!l argue that, although the aenae ot ju4pent doe■ 
not enable any prediction ot outcomea , 1t 1• atill 
colllpatible with the notion flt teaching. · 
"The teature ~ open-endedneea neceaearily means that 
there 1• aometh1ng vague about the notion ot a aenae 
ot 3udgaent 1e •• cannot a97 in general what a man 
ot judsment will do. Notice , however , that other 
cmcepta are e1■1larly -.ague , tor example ' •k111'ul 
boxer.' such a deaor1pt1on will apply to ■en ~ 
"fff'T di:t.terent atylea ana varying ablli tie■• It 
1■ Yaaue but not empty." (w. Hara, 1971 , P• 248) 
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to the intluence ot reelin e and neede 1n dd1 tion to rea ona 
tor acting in certain waye.2 

R. M. Hare expreseee contemporary interpretation ot 
the Socratic view which can be roughly state~ as: to lmow 
ie to do. For Hare , judgment and decision are lor ically 
connected nd the test or whether someone ie using the 
judgment 'I ought to do x• as o value judgment or not ie, 
"Doee he or does he not recognize that it he a sente to the 
judgment, he must also assent to the command Let me do X?,. 
(Hare, 1952, P• 168-9).3 Nowell-Smith (1954) takes a very 
similar position to Hare 's in reducing judgments to 
expressions at decision. 

However , there are important conceptual problem in 
equating judgments with imperatives. One of these relates 
to the question of moral justification (to be discussed in 
greater detail 1n the next chapter). To give an imperative 
ot the form 'You shall do X' or a self-addressed command 
of th e rorm 'Let me do X' does not logically entail the 
need :f"or reasons to justify such an action. ?.w. Taylor 

2. Scheffler (1 960) brings out this distinction in relation 
to moral education where the aim or teaching ie not to 
get the pupil to behave in certain ways but, rather to 
act in certain waye out ot conviction. The tollowing 
ex mple 1a used to illustrate hi point: 
"Three people may all have learned to be honest, yet 

the t irat ay be unref'lect1 v 17 hon t b c u e he h 
b n reared in a protected environment where the 
option ot acting 1'1 honestly haa n verb n allowed 
to pre ent 1 teelt • the aecon4 •7 b honeat becauae 
he believ • honesty to b e1eent1a1 tor advanc ent 
1n hi voo tion or becau h t'inda di honest7 
emotion llY t•xinS, while th third y be honea 
becaua h be11 v that on ought to be hone t." 

( ch ttl r, 1960, P• 94) 

-'• Har ia not bau.rdly euggeeting that a peraon alwaya 
do utte uch an imper t1ve to h1meelt betor 
actings rather e olai to be eluoid ting the 
tor al atructure ot pr•otioal re on1n1. 
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( ho 1n many- re pects dopt Hare ' moral posi t1on) 
explieetes the logical rel tion between pre cribing nd 
evaluating. 

"To prescribe an act to someone, then, is not to give 
a reason for hi doing 1t, whereas to express a 
positive value judgment bout an alternative open 
to hi is to give a reason for choosing it. Value 
judgments serve to justify acts, prescriptions do 
not. Value judgments may in f ct serve to justiff 
prescriptions themaelvee.tt (Taylor, 1961, p . 231). 

/1nother problem which Hare' s prescriptivist theory of 

moral judgment does not eatisfnctorily deal vii.th is that 
of 'akrasia' or ' weakneee of will.' How do we explain 
the case of.' the moral agent who is unable to carry out the 

mornl principle to whi ch he verbally assents? Rare 
attempts to include all such instances under the general 
case of non-eogn1 ti ve psychological f orees pr venting the 

agent from acting in a way analogous to physical compulsion. 
'rhi e position has, however, bf'en usti:f iably criticized 
o logical _,. 'Junds. ( cf' c. c • .• ':.'aylor, 1970). 

If \ e adopt t h e prescriptivist rio ~ion of judgment 

within n cognitive evelopment nl t heory of morality, more-
over, th<~ re nre emp ir 1~'11 proble:ns . fl ow do we account :for 

discrepancies between verbalized judgment and observed 

behaviour. 'I'hat this difference exiets is a basic claim 

of: the theory and is even given as evidence for the 

independence of cognitive structure. Zohlberg stntes 

this as follows: 

"Judgment does not appear to become 'mor l' until 
early adolescence, while 'mor lity' ot conduct 
appears to d velop early . Individu l ditforences 
in level of oral judgment ore quite eneral and 
a table; mor 11 ty ot conduct is more spec1:t'1c to 
the itu tion and more unetabl over time. Uoral 
judgment ppear to develop in the e direction 
regnrdle ot soc1 l groups; oral conduct 

ppear to develop in line 1th p c1:t'ic social 
olae n p r- oup nor • " (K hlb r , 1 964, p. 40 ) • 

e e dift rence bet een jud ent nd conducts t 
th pr ctio 1 juc,g nt need to be cone iv d of 

ction-gu1d1 r th r than ot1on-d t m1ning. 
h n jud nt d conduct re equi alent there 

1 no u:tt 1o1 t idenc th t on e d tcr 1n d the o her. 
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However, this doee not preclude the pos11b111ty or explaining 
human action by reference to moral judgment.4 

NON-COGNITIVE INFLUENCES 

Action 1a also 1ntluenced by hebits and motives. 
A habit is a behaviour pattern which ie conditioned by 
previous experiences such that deliberation and judgment 
are circumvented. A motive can be an object at desire 
or an inner drive arising from organiemic or personality 
needs. Reasons can elso !'unction as motives but not all 
motives need be reasons and it is not possibl e to balance 
reasons with motivee in such a way that action would alwaya 
be predictable. 

Experimental psychology has shown that both perceptual 
and cognitive judgment are Affected by personality 
variables such as impulsivity, ego-strength, risk-taking 
capacity etc. 1'his has acquired greater e1gn11'1cance 
since the movement away from typol ogy theories of personality 
( ci- Freud, Jmig) to dimcnaionali ty theories ( ct Eysenck, 
Cattell) suggesting that factors which may distort 
perception or cognition (eg. persecution feelings, 

4. Thie point hae been expreaaed in a recent paper , 
thuaz 
"The poa11b111ty ot explaining a peraon'a action 
1a then relevant to the practical 1 ty ot moral 
Judamenta in the tollowing way: it a pereon 
holds a moral judgment that he ought to do X, 
then the moral 3udpent can be aaid to be 
practical 1n that case only U" he doee X (which 
ia not to dell1' that 1t might etill be aaid to 
be practical in some 41apoa1tional eenae). 
But doing X 1a clearl7 not au1"t1c1ent tor the 
practicality~ moral judgments, tor the judgment 
m1Sht play no role 1n hie ao acting". 

(Boatright, 1973, P• 325) 
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ntbori to1an1sm) ay be present 1n v ying de ee1 1n 
so-c lled 'nor al• people (at. Berkowitz, 1960) • 5 

Because moral judgm nt may be ett'eoted by motive as 
well a impelled by reasons, nd becauee there may be a 
discrepancy b een judgment and ubeequent action ,6 the 
thesis hae been put that one c n expl in what moral 
jud ent is only by invoking the notion of expressing a 
mor 1 att1 tud • 7 

lston {1968) however, argues tor the conceptual 
ind pendence ~ moral judgment and moral attitude, though 
he doe ackn ledge that an attitude can di poee one 
toward the sep rate states of emotion, judgment or action. 
Judgment is thus subsumed under the wider concept of moral 
attitude and H re'e problem of having action dependent on 
judgment 1e overcome. person may judge something 
ditterently trom the action to which hie underlying attitude 
disposes him. 

One cannot necessarily infer from a justificatory 
speech-act of the type which comprises the data tor Kohlberg'a 

5. Bruner (1957) cite• experiments which have ehown that 
distorted expectancies arise wlen the desirability 
or undesirability ot events distorts the learning 
of their probability ~ occurrence. Such tindings 
contirm that the cognitive/aftective dichotomy 1a 
an rt1t1c1al one. The individual' atruaturing 
or a situ t1on 1e to some extent in:t'luenc d by 
hie need nd desires. 

6. In the moral phere one can speak ot ( i) 't 1lur 
ot will' h in the judgment doe not l d to a 
r solve to t, and (11) 'weaknea ot will'• or 
wh t Arietotl oall 4 'akr 1 •• wherein on tile 
to act ven a:tt reeolving to do o. In e ch 
c e th re are li el1 to b non-voluntary, art ctive 
tactore producing th oral turp1tud • 

7. Thie 1 t e po 1t1on t ken by the odern • ool ot 
ot1v1 t ethic repr ented 1n the work 0'f 

a.L. st ven on. 
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theory anything more than the cognitive etructure which 
gives it meaning. Inferences about attitude, diapo 1t1on 
to ct, affective and motivational states-all o:t which may 
be more relevant to @O£al bebay10Jlt• must depend on 
separate data. 

ASSUMPI'IONS 

There are two assumpti on , generally unstated, which 
give 'judgment' its central place in the cognitive­
developmental theory or morali ty 
A. Mo;:al Poe i t19n 
This is t he sseumption that Kantian ethics or a f orm of 
moral r6tionaliam is superior to emotivism. This is the 
view that there 1s a 'true morality' (objective and 
universal) which can be uncovered by reaeon or discovered 
'in t he nature of things'. Judgment is the process 
where' y the Reason legislates over the Nill in discerning 
the Good and therefore determining what a person desires. 

Ri chard Taylor (1970) is one modern philosopher who 
opposes this Kant ian position. He argues for a theory of 
moral voluntarism, whereby man is conceived of as having the 
natural capacity tor sympathetic projection and 1s motivated 
by two opposing force: the incentive or compassion and the 
incentive of malice. Cut of these arises the distinction 
between good and evil which are qualities scribed to objects 
by men but not inherent 1n the objects themselves. 

Taylor denounce oasuietry (the determin tion or the 
moral qu lity ot particular actions by the ub umption ot 
them under true general rule or principle ot morality) as 
a torm or r t1onal1z tion. 

"oral principle are nothing but convention, but 
they have th real and enormou valu to life that 
con entions in enel'al posses • They h lp en to 
get Wher th '1' want to go." (p. 172). 

In hie theory ot or l voluntari Tylor plac a the 
conativ c pac1 y bcv the cognitive nd eert th t th 
end or o 1 of a an'• act1v1 ~ 1 set by th ill. Thus, 
to ay that anything 11 a an' a oal or th obJ eot ~ hie 
de ire ia ai ply to a 7th tit 1a Will d. ason 1a 
subj ct to ill an , th etor , judg t h a a v y 
ubordin te position in explanationa of aot1on within oral 
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theories ot the type which TaY].or eepoueea. 
The cogn1t1ve-developmentaliet, in giving a paramount 

place to judgment, commite himself to a conception at 
morality which lies within a particular tradition and to 
which there are well-argued philosophical alternati ves. 
B. Ep1etemo1os1ca1 Interence 

Thie is the assumption that a verbal expression at 
judgment can represent an internal cognitive structure 
wi t hin which a person' e conception a or a moral order are 
held. This includes the :further assumption that the 

quality or t h is structure retleots a stage of moral maturity 
and hence the degree ot moral superiority or the reasoning 
which lies behind overt conduc't. 

Kohlberg justifies his own acceptance ot these 
assumpt1one by 

(1) admitting that his 'scientific' theory has built 
into it claim& about the relat1 ve worth ot the various 
a t aaea of devel~pmont in judgmAnt. (Kohlberg, 1971b, 
p. 181). 

(2) claiming tha t there is empirical evidence tor 
psychological development of moral thinking paralleling 
a logical hierarchy of t he t houghts expreased 1n 
justiticatory speech-acts. (1971b, pp 183-185). 

(3) giving at"tect1ve-vol1tional components a subordinate 
place to cognitive components 1n moral judgment. 
He states that: 

"In contrast to irrational emotive theories or moral 
development such ae those of Durkheim end Freud, the 
cogn1t1ve-developmental view holds that 'cognition' 
and 'street' are rlitterent aspects, or perapectivee, 
on the same mental events •••••• moral ju4gmenta 
often involve etrong emotional components, but thia 
in no way reduces the cognitive component ot moral 
judgment •••••• Just aa the quantitative atrength 
r4 the emotional component ie irrelevant to the 
theoretical importance ot cognitive atructure tor 
understanding the development ot acientitic judgment, 
so the quantitative role or affect 1a relatively 
irrelevant tor underatand1ng the structure and 
development ot moral judgment ••••••• the guality 
(na opposed to the quantity) ot ~ecta 1nvo1Yed 1n 
moral judgment 1e determined b7 1ta cogn1t1ve­
atructural development, and is part F-d paroel at 
the general development of the child a conception• 
ot a moral order•" (Kohlbera, 1971b, pp 188-t 89). 

'l'he view that emotion enta111 eome kind ~ 'cognit1Ye 
appraiaal' and 1a, theret'ore. eaaent1ally paaa1v•• ha• been 
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d·vanoecl by everal pbilo opheNS (Kenny, 1963; w11aon , 

19711 Peters , 1972). It is not clear, how ver, what 
Kohl.berg can ean by reterring to 'cognition' and 'affect' 
as two d1:fterent aspect; of a 'mental event' which exists 
presumably at some level above (or removed :t'rom) t he level 
of verbalized judgment. 

There ie a con'f'Usion here as to what 1e to count as 
the meaning of a moral judgment. Is it the expressed 
statement "Heinz ought to have stolen the drug" or 1a it 
some presumably prior mental event, having both cognitive 
and fll1"fect1ve aspects which can vary 1n both quantity and 
quality? The implication is that we accept the verbal 
expression as repreeenting the internal structure but the 
only way of arriving at the quality of the latter 18 by 

aslcing the agent the further question ' Why?' and evaluating 
8 the response. It might be asked whether this method does 

involve an aocees to the phenomenological world of the 
subject or whether euch notions of judgment which postulate 
mental events having both cognitive and emotional components, 
to use Kohlberg's terms, introduce a dualistic 'ghost in the 
machine' concept which Ryle (1~9) hes rigorously argued 9 

eteme from a category mistake in the use of language. 

8. Kohlberg 1e not at all clear about what ie to count 
as the observable representation of inner --· structure 
and 1e led into m king perplexing at te ente, sueh 

e "attempting to observe thought process" in the 
tollowing paes e: 
"The pro rea ive or cogn1t1ve---developmental v1ew 
att rupta to integr te both behaviour and internal 
tatea in. a tunotional epiete oloa ot m1no. It 

takes inner experience eriouely by ttempt1ng to 
obeerve thought proce . rather th n 1 u e 
beha•1ou nd by c>b erving ·Valuing pi-ocessea rather 
than re1ntoroe bell viour." (Kohlb i,ig and Meyei-, 

i 972, P• 461) • 

9. In R,'1 • vi • ps:,oholo 1c 1 · t ·.t ent r ·e n()t 
reporta of ental eta but are hn,oth t1c l or 

mi-hypothetical atat ent bout ove:rt eh vtour-. 
Howev , not all ph1loeophe1" are wi ti\ R11e sn4 
• well de'1elopeO. caee for th log1ca1 status ~ ­
ment 1 Qts has b n gued by G Qb (1957). 
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The source at Kohlber«' e contu ion a to th 

peyaholog1oal locue ~ moral judgment 1 1n the ori teria 
which he ta up tor d1atingu1ah1ng and comparing mor 1 
judgments. Thee criteria cannot be PP11ed to the 
judgmental speech-act "Heinz ought to have stolen the drug" 
because t he level of moral maturity depends on the kind at 
reasoning the individual typically uses. Two people ay 

agree on what should be done but if the rea one given by 

one are in term of the instrumental satisfact ion of needs, 
he will be ascribed to Stage 2, whereas the other may give 
reasons relating to individual rights and social standard 
end therefore be ascribed to s tage 5. The assumption ia 
t hat the judgment (as speech-act) is the product ot a 
reasoning proc ess occurring ithin a cognitive structure 
which can be represented by further speech-acts or a 
juetificatory nature. ~bnt can be meant by the judgment 
as a mental act is not at all clear. :1or is it clear 
that the justificatory utterances elicited by the ,Thy? 

question represent some cognitive proces which preceded 
this mental act. 
gives a number of 

in the hierarchy. 

Further con.fusion arises when the subject 
dU'ferent reasons all at ditrerent stages 

On which one would the judgment be based? 

CONCLUSI ON 

The concept of judgment has a central explanatory 
status in the cogn1tive-developmenta1 theory. However, 
h nit appear in th psychological literature, thi 

wor lacks the pr c1eion of ueage snd clarity or meaning 
one ehould xpect in a theory at moral action. 

The p1r1oal data on wh1oh Kohlber • res arch i 

baaed, hen vi ed ae obaervabl pheno ena, oomprieea a 
nu~ r or ju titicatory ap ech- cte or 're on tor ction' 
iv in r aponae to ' ' que tion. 1 e 1r1cal 

do a1n cont in no r beh viour l ele nt unle 
uba quent &ct1on 1 r c0l'4ed. The int'erent1 1 do in 

co i-1 co n1 tive truoture 1n which mOl'al jud nt 

are ror l tea a prooeae 1nvolvin pr 1 1 or the 
a1tuat1onal ccm.tent 1n t tor cr1ter1 • 
~ ct1on or oral pr1no1pl • Deci ion to lao 
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within thia inferential domain, though it ma7 be mantteeted 
in a epeech-act. Conceptuall7, then, within the prooeea 
or practical reasoning, judgment, reeolution and action are 
independent and subject to med1ational, non-cognitive 
intluenoes such ae motive and habit. The problem ror the 
empir1o1st 1e to detine the precise operation which will 
give meaning to the notion of judgment in more than a merely 
nominal sense. 

Prescriptivism is not a solution because it does not 
explain the logical connection ' etween reasons for action 
and the universalized imperative. t or does it adequately 
account for diacrepanciee between verbalized judpent and 
subsequent action. It is therefore not clear what kind ot 
relationship exists in cognitive-developmental theory 
between wh1t is observed ond what ia interred. 

There are elements of prescriptivism 1n the theory but 
also elements of naturalism (the cognitive structure 
deter;r.ines a certain ' moral sense' or disposition to judge 

in certai n more or less justifiable ways) . It would seem 
then that the ambivalence in the way the concept of 
judgment is used ie part of the larger meta-ethical 
probleme of defining morality and justifying ultimate 

principles. Theee problems are the f ocue ot the 
following chapter. 



One at the most ~ommonplace aeeertions 1n the debate about 
the definition of mwa11 ty ia that moral terms are ueed in 
many ditf crent waye at different times and by ditterent people. 
Defining the moral domain. tberetore, hae been one at the 
most challenging taeke facing psychologiete intet'eated in 

moral behaviour, and it is one which can be achieved only 
under the scrutiny o£ ph1losoph1eal debate. ( ct Wallace 
and Walker, 1 970) • 

Traditionally, the social scientist haB viewed morality 
simply as a social code ( c:r Durkheim, 1 925) using the term 
in a purely descriptive sense, ae when sociologists talk 
about "the mora11 ty" of a p rticular society or social group. 
Frankena ( 1 963, p . 9) describee such morel ' poei tion as those 
which •1holt'i that ou:r judging and decid 1ng is moral if and 
only if it 1a done from a certain point of view which is not 
definable in purely formal terms; 1ts definition may include 
purely formal features but it must also inolude a material 
one." These positions, therefore, wt ll assert "some 
reference to the welfare of others, the security of social 
life, etc, as part of the meaning of words like 'moral' and 
' morality ' when used ae second-order terms" (:F'rankena, 1963, 
P • 9) . It ie often assumed that formal features are 
relative and the perplexing questions of ultimate justification 
for moral principles ere avoided by identityi n _ such principles 
with the culture-bound norma 01'" mores of a particular group. 

Soc1olog1ste and social anthropologists adopting such a 
re1 t1v1st position will tend to study the maniteet and l tent 
tunctionQ of p rticular oral beliefs in maint ining the 
aoeial. order r group p~operties ct a defined collective ot 
human being. 

Some psyohologt et , however, h ve i'ound a co on s::roun4 
W1 th those philosophers who h ve emphasi.aed the formal 
cr1 ter1 ot moral jud menta and statements. Kohl erg 
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peak tor th cognitive-develop tali te when he assert: 
0 
•••• like most mer l philoaoph re tro Kant to Hare, 
Baier, Aiken, to., we define morality in terms Cit 
the formal char cter a£ moral judgment or a mor 1 
point ot view, rather than 1n terms of its content. 
Impersonality, ideal1ty, universalizability, and 
pre-emptivene e are mong the formal characteristics 
at moral judgment. These are best seen in the 
reasons given for a mor&l judgment, a moral reason 
being one which hes such properties as these." 

(Kohl berg, 1971 a, p . 55). 
It is, therefore, significant that Kohlberg's original 

the is begins with an examination or the criteria of moral 
judgments (Kohlberg, 1958, pp 8-13). However , the 
limitations of these criteria can be re dily shown . 

Firstly, ·' ohlberg de:f'ines 'r'hot he calls 11 motivet1onal 
character1et1cs of a nora.1 orientation'' ss follows: 
(i) t{ oral '1 ct1on ie oriented to or preceded by a value 

judgment. ( 1'he implicit problems contained 1n 

this view were discussed in t 1 previous chapter). 
(ii) t or el judgments are v1 ewea by the judge as taking 

priority over other value judgments. (Thie 
a~sumes that there are criteria for diet1ngu.1ehing 
the morf!l from other value are -: s such as aesthetic, 
political, or religious. It is not valid to hold 
the notion of priority as a criterion when it is 
itself an evaluative concept necessitating further 
criteria). 

(111) Moral actions and judgments are associated with judg­
ments of the selt a good or bad. ( '"l:h1a cri t on 
clearly contain an implicit c1r~-'Ular1ty. It 1 
hardly a distinguishing criterion of a value atate-

nt or action tor it to be a subjective expression 
ot approval or die pprov l on the part ot the g nt). 

(iv) or l judg nta t nd to b juetitied orb aed on r a on 
hich are not 11 it d to con equ.encee of that 

p ticular aot in that itu tion. (It do a not 
lo 1call7 ~o w that n incl in tion o de 
ju tit ic tion in t of en ral pr1nc1plee w ev 
t obeer tion th t opl do not r tr1ct th ir 
r on tot itu t1on 1 cont nt 1 urt1c1ent to 
ahow th t th1 1 conceptually n o a y. 
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Secondly, Kohlberg eets up What he oalle "cognitive 

criteria ot moral judgments" ae :tollowe: 
(1) Moral judgments tend toward a high degree of 

generality, universality, cone1etency and 1nclue1ve­
nese. 

(11) Moral judgments tend to be considered as objective 
by their makers 1.e. to be agreed to independently 
of differenc es ot' personality and interest. 

From these two sets of criteria, which were initially 
advanced by Kohl berg in 1 958 , we ,-night inter that he 
conceives moral judgment as being exolueively cognitive 
(given a basic motivational orientation) and definable 1n 
terms which are completely independent or content. 

SUbeequent writings, howev er, reflect a lack of consistency 
with regard to his position on this basic philosophical issue. 

:iithin the context or one recent paper he initially 
asserts: 

"?allowing formalist philosophers from Kant to Hare 
I 9Ve claimed that only the higher eta.gee of moral 
thought h ave the formal features of distinctively 
moral judgment" (Yohlberg, 1971a, p . 57) . 

L-.:re Kohlberg seems to be referring to the post­

o onvent1011al stages of principled morality. However , a 
11 ttle f urther in t h e same paper we :t'inO the :f' ollowi ng point: 

"Now it is clear that our conception ot moral 
principle impliee that one c annot ultimately 
s epar ote f orm and content in moral analysis" 

( 1 971 e , p • 60) • 
The confus ion arises beoauee of a failure to provide a 

means f or d1stingu1ehing the morel domain. 
It is assumed that the paychologist-obeerver will 1Swl! 

when t he agent 1a proferring moral reasons, and 1t ie 
con11dered unnece1eary to explain why the moral dilemmas 
lll'e held to be moral 1n kind. Perhaps there would be ll~tle · 
disagreement with the particular situations Kohlberg baa 
ohoaen, but one could envisage other e1tuations contatnin, 
unreaolve~ conflicting claims where the domain might be 
better described in non-moral terms (man1 disputes, tor 
instance, are described as purely legal or pol1 t1cal or 
eoonom1o). 

. 

Furthermore, Xohlbers asserts that the higher atagea 
o:t moral judgment conatitute a morality which ie more 'moral', 
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in a logical sens , trolb that of the lower. stage : 
"Thus the :responses at lowet' level aubjecte 
concerning moral judgment matters tail to be 
moral re ponees 1n somewhat the same sense that 
the value judgments of high level subjects 
concerning aesthetics or morally neutral matters 
tail to be moral. In this sense, we can define 
a moral judgment se. 'moral' without ooneidering 
its content (the otion judged ) and without 
considering whether it agrees with our own judg-

. mente or standards" (1971a, p. 57). 
This is clearly a rormel1st claim, yet the criteria 

for d_i etinguishing the method of reasoning :f'rom the 
substance or content have only recently been attempted 
to be explicated by Kohlber g (1973) in response to 
considerable dialectical pressure (cf Di scussion section 
in Beck , Crittenden and SUllivan, 1971). The argument 
which is advanced, however, is weakened by lack of consis­
tency in the adoption of a clear moral pos ition. 

Y.OHLPERG' S h. ORAL PClS ITI C'N 

Arguments concerning the nature of moral principles 
advenced from t he traditional posi t io;is of the 1ntui tioniets, 
naturalists and r.lon-naturalists (cf. Hospers, 1961; Peters, 
1966; Warnock, 1 967) are all, in a sense, reducible to 
disagreement about the nature of the difference between 
propositions of the type 'Xis the case' and propositions 
of the type ' X ought to be the case.' 

The nat\ll'aliat argues that normative claims and moral 
issues can be settled by empirically or seientifi eally 
ascertainable facts such that 'X ought to be the oase because 
X has property Y.• Max Black, tor instance, has rgu that 
certain tactual tatemanta about ches game ent 11 · th t • 
player ahou1d {ot- ought to) move the qu,een 1 nd further that 
the same may holO 1n some moral . ca s { 1 969, pp 99-113}. 
How•veP, , Moope hae arped as inst then tural1 t's view 
with hie t•moua 'open aue~t1on' : 'I know that thia act baa 
propert1 X but •~111, 1 it ri ·t ?' The intu1tion1at'e 

. ' .. .. .. . 
reply ie that, 1J1 the tinal analys1e, ~ kno.w a. p1:91or1 that 
it la rt t, while the emotivtat repliea that the ueation 
1• empty because 1ta ri htne e ie 'a atter. ct our ttitude 

~ .. . 
, or teellng ot approval and therctore not verU'iable 1n the . . ••Y. tactual •••ert1ona are. th••· 



poa1t1ona rate on the logical character or the proposition 
'X 1e right.' Does it have the same logical statue as 'X 
ie green' or 'Do x• or 'Rurrah ror x• for 'I approve of X'? 

A further problem, which was re~erred to in the previous 
chapter, concerns the relations.hip between moral language 
and moral conduct. Views which claim that moral judgments 
express statements are often called 'cogn1t1v1st.• (Both 
'1ntu1t1on1sm', whidl eees them ae a priori statements, and 
'naturalism', which sees them as a posteriori, are co nitiviet 
positions). Views according to ,vhich moral judgments are 
considered to be commands , wiehee or expressions or attitude 
are usually called 'non-cognitivist'. (Both 'emotivism' 
and ' prescriptivism' take t l is view). 1on-cognitiviete 
typically hold th At the pr·acticali ty of moral judgments 
requires that there be a logical relation between moral 
judgments and actions such that a person's moral conduct 
and hie reasons for justifying that conduct must be included 
in the analysis of moi.> al judgments. On the other hand, 
cognitivists typically hold that moral judgments have only 
a contingent ana not a logical relation with mornl actions 
and '::: ' - refore the analysis of moral judgments does not 
necessarily entail a reference to either reasons for acting 
or ,,,oral ac tion per se. Clearly, the position one takes 
will be fundamental in determining whether the analysis ot 
moral judgments can (a) include empirical data about the 
agent, such as his level of moral maturity, and (b) explain 
the subsequent moral conduct or the agent. 

These problems lie at the heart of ~oral philo oph)' and 
it is not surprising, thPrefore, that philo ophera are not 
eaeUy convinced when a development 1 psychologist advance• 
a metaeth1o view which tt mpta to bridge the gap between 
natur 11et1c and non-natura.11 t1c theoriee of mor 1 judgment 
and 3uet11'1c tion (Kohlberg. 1971b, P• 223; ohlb g, 1973). 

Firstly, Kohlber adopts what ppeara to be co 1t1v1at 
po ition by argu th t both logic and mor 11ty de~elop 
throu t e and . th teach t g$ is a structure which, 



when 1ta formal a p cte ar con id red is 1n better 
equilibriu than ite predec asor. 
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"Our theory ae u es that new moral structur e 
presuppose new logical structure, ie., that a 
new logical atage (or substa e) is a necee ar~ 
but not uf'f1cient condition for a new moral tage. 
It sumea, however, that moral judgments (or 
moral equilibrium) involves two related processes 
or condition absent 1n the logical domain. 
Fir t, moral judgments involve role-t king, taking 
the point of view of others conceived as subjects 
and coordinating tho e points of view, hereas 
logic involves only coor in ting points of view 
upon object. Beoond, equilibrated moral judg­
ments involve principles of ju tice or fairness. 
~ moral situ tion in disequilibrium is one in 
which there ore unresolved conflicting claims." 

(?Cohl berg, 1973, p. 633). 
One would infer from this account that a moral judg­

ment 1s a statement concerning the resolution of thee 

conflicting claims and that the governing ' principles of 
justice or f ~irnese ' ~re either known intuitively or 
emerp because 'that is the way a pereon ' s thinking develops.' 
~lthough one mi ht describe this as a purely cognitive 
position , it is not enough to ex.pl in moral action. .,~ile 
role-taking is sufficient to en ble the extension of view­
points, it involves merely conceiving of the ituation from 
another person ' s point-of-view and this 1s not enough to 
explain the mor·'ll ei tuation. It is necess ry, 1n the full 
moral sense ot 'concern for others' to be committed to the 
worth nd importance of that view. Role-takin m y be a 
neceea ry condition for the human states of ympathy Rnd 
comp e ion, bu~ 1t is h dly utficient. Indeed, uch 
po rt'ul components of m tur or 1 conduct eem to 
co pl tely tr nscend the 1 v l of cogni ive jud ment and 

a e eh more p rv e1v d perh pa or sign1~1cant 
place 1n th whole p ttern of or 1 11f'e. oco in to 

•• P te 
idfers tro 

• 



87 

Thi ra1 ee again the problems inherent in the concept 
of judgment s an explanatory ba 1 tor moral acticn which 
were treated 1n the two previous chaptere. But let ue, et 
thi point , return to Kohlberg' moral position. 

He argue that moral stages constitute a hierorchy of 
forms of moral integration and an order of moral adequacy. 
Since they develop naturally, not as a result of the 
individual modelling himself on his environment, but ae a 
result of interaction with it, Kohlberg claims to have 
bridged the logical gap bet een 'ie' and 'ought'. 

This claim reate on the assumption that there is an 
isomorphism of psychologie 1 and normative theory leading 
to the bold assertion that an empirical sequence can entail 
a logical sequence and eo rejecting the long-standing Hu.mean 
defence of t he "autonomy of ethice. 11 He states that: 

"The eoientif ie theory -,9 to why people _g_g move upward 
from tage to stage, and why they factu lly ~ prefer 
a higher stage to a lower, is broadly the same ae a 
·noral t heory as to why p eople should prefer a higher 
stage to a lower" (Kohlberg, 1971b, p . 223). 

But Kohlberg nowhere shows how it is conceptually 
possibl e to equate "wha t is deaired 11 1th "what is desirable." 
The following statement is neither a logical argument nor is 
it complete: 

"Our assumption of isomorphism i mplies first the 
assumption of continuity between t he context of 
discovery of moral viewpoints (studied by the 
peyahology of moral development) and the context o~ 
justification of moral viewpoints (studied by formal 
moral philosophy) . Thie implies that the 
philos0pher'e just1f1ca~12ll of a higher stage o£ 
moral re oning maps into the psychologist• 
exp1gnat19n of movement to that stags, and vice V ••• 
The i omorphis as umption is plausible if one 
believe th t the developing hum n being and the 
mor l philosopher r en ed 1n run a ~nt lly tt. 

e o t k. ( oblb g, 1973, P• 633) • ~ 
Thie con titutes o e kind of t tement of bel1et nd 

it cannot be .t'ul1y under tood 1thout a cle r xplic tion 
of what ie meant in this con~ext by' p into• or, mor 
import nt etill, jus~ ht kind or mor l t k 1 here being 
re:terr d to. I:t" 1~ is th t a of an e:1ng th gue tion 
.,. at ought I t o do" then so would argue that :this 1 not 
the aim 6t oral philoeophy and repr &enta only con:ruaion 

I 
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at analytic ethica w1 th substantive eth1oa ( cf Aiken , 
1 H.D. 1955). Even conjecture on what Kohlberg aeea aa 

the taek of the moral philosopher ie not likely to render 
an explanation of the isomorphism aeeumption while the 
ethical position on which cognitive-developmentalism ia 
based remains so confused. 

The claim that moral theories are derivative from the 
natural processes af development ia clearly a 'naturalist' 
position which has to be so:nehoH wedded to his claim t hat 
the '"egu1libration" assumptions of our psychological 
theory are naturally alliec1 to the formalistic trndi tion 
in philosophic ethics from Kant to ,-.aVlls ' (:' ohlberg, 1973, 

2 P • 633) . ,,bat develops naturally, according to Kohlberg, 
is not merely the capacity to reason about moral issues, 
but t ~e necessity to espouse certain substantive moral 
principles. 

"Our not ions of moral philosophic adequacy derive, 
then, ' rom the notion that ~oral theories are 
derivative from the natural structures we term "stages." 
The structures are 11natural 11

, not in the sense of 
being innate, but in th~ sense of being the sequential 
results of processing mor~l exp~rience , not derivative 
from particular teachings or ~o. ticular moral ideolo­
gies or t ~eoriee. In th1o sense notions ot natural 
rights, social contract, and util1 ty are "natural 
structures" emerging in nonphilosophers from reflection 
upon the 11m1 ts of customary rnorali ty in very varied 
cultural and educational circumstances. 

(Yohlberg , 1973, P • 634) • 

1. Thia position is strongly argued by Nowell-Smith (1954) 
ond he concludes with the following atatement 
(er Rare, 1952, P• 77t)s 
"The moat a moral philoaopher can do ie to paint a 
picture or various types ot lite •••• ant1 ask which type 
of lite you reallf want to lead. The questions 'what 
shall I do?' and what moral principles should I adoptf' 
must be answered by' each man tor h1moelt; that at 
least is part ot the connotation ot• the word 'moral.'" 
(pp 319-20) 

2. Rawle 1a tar leee in the rormal1at1c tradition than 
R. M. Hare . HoweYer, he does ahare •1th Kohlbers 
the ·neo-Platon1c view that inan ha~ the innate 
capa~1t7 to recognize juatice anO to aeek 1t 

(Rawle, 1971). 
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'rhe cog_nit1ve-developtn ntal theory, as it is preeente4 
by Kohlb$rg, rests on the assumption that there 1 greater 
agreement among philosophers on the nature o~ moral rea on­
ing than ie, in fact, the case. For this reason it appears, 
Kohlbergfails to maintain a consistent 1nterpretet1on of 
morality. At the highest moral stage there 1s a combination 
of the prescriptivist account of moral language with a 
cognitive naturalistic position regarding the justit1cat1on 
of ~oral principles . 

"What e are claiming is t h'1 t developmental theory 
assumes formalistic criteria of adequacy, the 
criteria of levels or oif'f'ere:gt1ation and ipt;m:1t1on. 
In the moral domain, these criteria are porallel to 
formalistic moral philosophy ' s criteria of 
Qrescrintiyit;v and uniyersalitY.'1 

t· ·ohlberg, 1~71b, p . 216) • 

Al though he a.ff iliates himself -.vi th the :formalistic 

tradition in ethics from Kant to Ba.re, Kohlberg explains 

the highest stage of development in terms of' a "moral sense" 

( 1. 0 . moral mnturi ty cf cog.ni tion in the processing of 

experience) which ensures thnt judgments are rational , 
universnlizable imperatives derived from freely chosen 
pr1nc1T'll es and resolving conflicts of' interests. 

This "moral sense" component is clearly a naturalistic 
notion and , as will be later argued, is basic to Kohlberg'e 
concept o.r development . In essence, from this view morality 
is justified on the grounds that man , if he develops 
naturally , w,m~ to act according to reason. Th1o approach, 
which is basically Platonic, has been taken, 1n dit'fering 
form&, by Sidgwick (1907), Baier (1958), and or recently 
b7 ~asel (1970), R1chai-de (1971) and Rawle (1971). However . 
in detining the mor l realm and the logic let tu ot moral 
3ud nt, Kohlberg o e much to the preecr1pt1v1st theor1 
ot moral languag dvanced by R. u. Har (1952, 1963) which 

w e briefly d1ecu ed 1n the previous ch pte:r. The extent . . 
to h'-ch this theor1' ucceeds 1n etting up inirely tormel 
11.nauietio eri teri.a tor the definition ot moral judgmfi~t• , . . 

, r uire i'urther cone1der t1on t thie ·point . 
~ 
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THE JJ.. GUAGE OF ORALITY 

Let us consider in what ways a statement like, .,Never y 
what is f'alae" is ditterent f'rom a statement like "All men 
need oxygen." Clearly, the first is preacr1pt1v or 
imperative and functions to guide conduct, while the second 
ie descriptive or indicative and functions to state some­
thing about reality. According to P.are (1952), language 
functions at two different levels. There are speech-acts 
where the substance being oommun cated depends largely on 
rules governing sense 'lnd reference or criteria of' 

applicati r:1 1.e. 'deecripti ve discour•se ,' and there are 
apeech-~cta where the main substance is the performative 
f orca i.e. i:n.f or mi~, warning , ordering etc. Any single 
sentence may contain elements of both traditional 
reference mean ing, or phrastic , to use Pare's term, and 
of performat i ve force , or neustic. In a descriptive 
sentePc~ the phrastic is ell-importnnt and the neustic is 
merely 'to inform', wheres in a prescriptive sentence the 
neustic predominates . '.{ oral langu?.ge 1s of the latter 
form. 

In moral reasoning, Pare maintains , we begin with at 

le':let one premise which is a prescriptive principle , but 
the subsequent logic is deductive and analytic. Frovided 
we acknowledge that we cannot araw a prescriptive conclusion 
from purely factual premises (sometimes rererred to as the 
'conceptual autonomy of ethics' J we can, nevertheless, 
regard practical reasoning as a rational activity concerning 
"m tters at eubst nee" and having ae its end 
1 perat1ve of the tor 'Do so-and-so.' 

roduat an 

In dd1t1on to b 1ng an imperative, ther 
condition to be mt, in re' view, betore w 

1 another 
can res r~ 

pr1nei ple as m r- • 
pre cript1on. 1 

or l r1nc1:Pl 
com 1 tt to doi 

ody, 1nclud1n 
et in this w 
Th robl 

to 

ht 1 

• 

It must be a univer aliz bl 
an th t anyone ho ccepte the 

X 1 lo 1cally 

r 

1 ted to the vi w t 
e circrum tance Ol.lght 

for 11 t, 1 

th1c l Vi , 

not 
but 

one to defin rul ae 
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a moral rule without assuming a particular c ommitment to an 

ethicql position. That such rules should govern humnn 

action as it af'fects self or others is clearly not 

suf:ficient, as this would not preclude such rules as might 

r,,overn q boxinp conteet or a rucbjr r1n tch •3 Likewise , 

rules cannot be defined ns distinctly 1:ioral when they 

~ovcrn situ8tions involvin~ the considerin~ of Alternntives. 

(.ne if, therefore pushed further bncl{ in defence of a f'ormal 

cri teri en to·:mrds ri clnim th-,t ::-.orql rules qre iurtifi ea by 

rPference to riD'}7,,r orf.er nrL ,•i-les . Tris , ro,.ever, 

produces a oroble~ cf repress for t~cre renains then the 

need to P::>tnblisr cri teri 9 by which to define moral 

·1ri. ci . .,les rind it iE or['"U.Rble ,/hetrer pres cripti vity and 

uni vers·il i ty nre suff ic i c::-: t • 
~en Ne co ne to apnl~ the criterion of universalizaLility, 

:nor.,1: cuntont enters Rlinost unnotice(1 for it rcouires , for 

exi:,rr. •le , t:r; t All bunrnns '1re to be t1·c.rited ns being of' the 

same , L.d. 'l'rir r:it,ans tr ·1t , for :.1ornl purposes , the ar:ent 

assurwf_; t; ·,t his 'eelinp;s nre the t,'",-~c as anyone else's in 

Put human nnture .rrny not hrive the 

co .• nirt,-n c.v whicr 1·,lre assumes artc , in any cnre , .• rie trer 

or :iot it has , ie Fl substRntive mntter . 4 It '-i1S been 

3. or ~aier ( 1 c_:5d) t:ie 'Doral point of' view consists in 
followin~ r'..1les .v'•i ch 0re designed to over-ride self'­
interest in favour of t~e interest of all . He has 
thus introduced content to def'ine morality a1 a Ba ier 
Nould not told that his is a formalist position . 

4. ~are is aware of this pr oblem in hi e theory-especi lly 
~here p rescriptions include the desires of the agent . 

Ee a cknowledges that: 

" e hove not •••••• expl ined ,... ow we are to compare 
the inten ities of de ire h d t different 
times or by different p eople. " 

(Hare , 1972, P • 104). 
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argued ( cintyre, 1971, pp 96-1 08) th t the univers 11zable 
criterion ie not trictly necee nry :for a judgment to be 
moral . Thie would be particularly true for principles o:t' 

supererogation. ivben a person decides to act in a way 
hich clearly goes beyon~ the level of common duty, he may 

claim t ha t this deci ion arises from certain characteristics 
or his own life which would not be common to all men. He 
may consider thnt these unique featu1•es of experience 
provide him with relevant moral reasons, but would not need 
to be univerealizable except in the very weak sense that 

anyone else exactly like himee]J' should make the same 
judgment in the situation. 

It becomes apparent then thot there are ma jor problems 
in setting up purely formal criter ia for deciding whether 
or not a judgment is a moral one. Crittenden (1972, p . 4) 
has recently pointed out that: 

"The judgment that settles what a per on ehoul<.'! do 
(end on which he acts) may satisfy the prescriptive 
and universaliz ble conditions, but still be of 
the kind that many would call say, ae thetic or 
prudential rather than moral. People sometimes 
do recognize certain reasons and judgments as 
moral and as relevant to what they should do if 
they were disposed to act morally. However, in 
making a decision, they give greater weight to 
various kinds of non-moral reasons.•• 

Nhile there may be a large amount of general agreement 
about the kind o-£ problems which call for moral ju(1gment 
and the kind ot reason that are morally relevant, it ie 
not enough to take purely formal criteria ae de:t1n1ng these. 

Crittenden argues tor an ultimately aubetantive 

criterion: 
" •••• we recognize that so one ie ra1a1n a moral 
caueetion, etating a moral problem, and aking a 

judgment about what should be don , trom 
t e sub tant1v concepts in which he 4e cribea or 
arguea bout th 1tuat1on. R ardles ot a 
perean' inc rltf • logt.cal tcm ot voi Wh 
uain orda like ought', eone1et 07 to 
ot ar nt, w cannot eay that h 1a ens ed in 

OJtal Jnqu1ry unleae h 1s uein the aubat nti•e 
lan1Uase of oral ractice." (1972, P• 33) 

e ld.nd ot 11t7 to be tou.ncS t Kohl era' 
h1 eat atase 1 1n bl ei 17 1n tel'• or wh ther 
or not th j · g nta c b shown to be univ a11sab1 
1 per t1vea. A ~betantiv oral compon nt ie quire • 
It 1a ·th1 which enable• to be cert in th t the 
dilemmas uae4 1n hia e11piricil work are preeenttng valid 
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oral probl and will be recognized by h1 subject a 
u.oh. 'l'heee dilemmas ar oral, not beoau e they employ 

worde such ae 'right', 'wrong', 'duty•, •should' and 
•ought', but because these words ar used in a context 
which involve conflict between practices and hu an 

ct1v1t1ee which are recognized as moral because they 
involve the content or substance which one accepts as having 
moral meaning. Kohlberg would agree that this eubetance, 
in terms of the praoticee, 1a culturally rel tive, but he 
would want to claim that the principles creating the 
contlict are universally recognizable as being moral 
principles. Crittenden point out the tallacy contained 
in 1h1s cl aim: 

"There is Heinz - to take one example trom Kohl berg' e 
storie - who steals an expensive drug in an ertort 
to save his dying wite. We eee this as a moral 
problem, perhaps even a dilemma, because on the one 
hand respect for life and the special moral 
relationehip of hueband and wife are involved, and 
on the other the institution of personal owners hip 
and the moral notion ot stealing. But suppose 
someone does not recognize or has no warenes ot 
the moral aspect ot property. ' Ste ling' for him 
does not describe a moral act; it ie simply more 
or less synonymous with ' taking'. He will not see 
Heinz's problem ae a moral one. Perhaps he will 
be interested in the pr ctical problem ot how 
Heinz can acquire the drug or money neceeeary to 
buy it without being caught. The ca e would also 
be radically changed ae a moral proble tor anyone 
who did not believe that the moral concern tor life 
extended to the use of extraordinary means, or who 
could not appreciate why a man ahould teel he had 
to make a speci 1 .a-tort when the dying person wu 
hi wite. 11 (1972, p. 34). 

The 1ncons1 tenc7 in Kohlberg's po it1on 1a that, while 
pou ing a tor alist approach like Hare'a, h lq>lic1tl; 

argue• that orality 1a anony oua 1th th principle ar 
ju tic ( ohlberg, 1971 a, pp 62 6; and '.l'ul'-1 l, 
1971, P• 447). Atta1nm tot co l t tur1ty, 
accord1ng to Kohlb r , 18 not onl:, qulvalant, therefore, 
to the oap c to appl analyt1oal r eonln to 
un1v rs ieabl imper tiv •• or to n co t nc 1n the 
lansua ot or lity; lt aleo 1nclud e 'atural' 
die 1 t1 to re ard th$ interest · oth a • or equ 1 
•alue to on a own. al con. t hae • ther ore• not en 

xolu e4. 



MORAL UNIVERSALITr 

The cognit1ve-developm ntal theory assumes moral 
univer■ality by implying univereality of atage sequence 
under varying cultural conditions. Moral devalopment 
ia a natural process and not merely a matter of learning 
the substantive values or rules ar a culture. It 111 not 
relative to aocio-oultural environment but 1a universal 
to human development.5 

Kohlberg diat1ngu1ehee two types ot moral relativism. 
ttExtreme relativism denies t h t there 1a a 
culturally un1ver al meaning to moral terms 
and implies that {a) duterencee in value 
atandarde between 1ndividuale or groups cannot 
be legitimately eyaluatfd aa more or lees 
moral or adequate, andb) that value ditterencee 
cannot be explaineg by a theory ot morality, but 
mu t be explaine~ by a theory of psychological 
need, or ot culture and subculture." {1971b, P• 174). 

A more popular view among social scientiete ie what 
Kohlberg calla moderate or sociological relativism(~ 
Brandt, 1959} and he cites t he theories or Sumner (1906) 
and Durkheim { 1925) as examples or t h is approach in which 

a sharp d1et1nct1on is made between a culturally universal 
moral torm and culturally variable moral content. 

In contrast to both of t hese views, Kohlberg aaeerta 
thati 

11not only ia there a universal moral torm, but the 
basic content principles ot morality are 
universal" {1971b, P• 177). 

The plrioal support tor thie claim wa critically 
examined 1n Chapter 2 and 1 t has led to the concluaion that: 

,. 

"There ia a universal aet of moral pr1nc1t>le■ held by 
en 1n various ~ltur • • our stag 6. ('lbeae pr1nc1pl •• 

we •hall ar,ue, coul4 1011cally and coneietentl7 be hel4 
b1 all men in all oc1et1eaJ th y would 1n flact be 
univeraal to 11 ank1n4 it t eond1t1one tor aooio­
moral development w re optimal tor all 1nd1v1duala 1n 
all cul tu.res.) At lower level than atasea 5 or 6 
mora11,7 1• not held 1n a tull7 pr1nc1p1 a ror■• 
Aocordin&lY, it 1e more eubjeot to apeoU-1o content 
1nt1uenoe by group 4et1n1t1on ot the e1tuat1on than 
1• principled morality." (19711,, P• 178). 

" 
Hare h•• ar111e4 that a naturaliet cannot avo14 beinl 
a unlve~eal1et (Bare , 1963, P• 19}. 
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What we are to consider here, is the problem of 
justifyin~ these conclusions, not on empirical, but on 
logical grounds. 

Firstly, let us see how far it might be possible to 
go in establishing formal criteria for justifying moral 
judgments. SU.ch a position would hold that the process 
of justification is a method of reasoning and is logically 
separate from the substance of what ie to be justified. 
Thie does not mean that people cannot be convinced about 
moral principles without being able to state explicitly 
how they can be justified (ct Oakeshott, 1962) but it 
places an onus on the philosopher or psychologist who is 
maintaining that there is a logical necessity that they 
should be convinced. The problem rests on the extent to 
which we can define the principles governing moral discourse 
per ae as distinct from the principles contained in the 
subject-matter of that discourse (cf Kerner, 1966, p. 175). 
A universal justification of such principles is not aimed 
at the discovery of 'moral truth', but at the discovery 
of a 'morally reasonable' procedure for arriving at judg­
ments which will meet formal criteria by being reversible, 
consistent, univerealizable and prescriptive. Kohlberg 
claims (1973, P• 641) that only the substantive moral 
judgments made at stage 6 fully meet these conditions 
because at stage 6 moral structures are ultimately 
equilibrated. 

This attempt to justify stage 6 principles is based 

on the assumption that meeting the formal conditions of 
moral judgment (reversibility• consistency universalizabUity 
and prescriptivity) is parallel with the equilibration of 
fully logical thought in the realm o~ physical or logical 
facts. However, while we can recognize that moral reason~ 
ing follows certain logical conditions, it ts s fallacy to 
suppose that reasoning of this kind 'stands in the same 
relation to the practice ot evaluating and morally judging 
as reasoning in mathematics or formal logic stands to the 

solution o~ mathematical or logical problema' (Crittenden, 
1972, P• 37). This distinction between evaluative 
reasoning and reasoning in mathematics and the empirical 
sciences haa been elaborated in the theory ot Paul Taylor 



(1961) which der1-,ea DLUah trom Hare'• approach. TQ1or 
arguee that value judgments are d1at1nct trom non-evaluative 
aesertione in that the former are juat1t1ed by the giving 
of reaaon•• whereas the latter are verified by giving 
criteria tor their truth. 

0 We veri:t'y ( or conf 1rm) a proposition by showing that 
it 1e true, that is, by giving the evidence tor it, 
or by o.f:tering rea one in support ot 1 t, or by 
proving it, or by specifying the grounds on which 
it r ests and showing that they Sl'e good grounds. 
Re ju tif'y a ~ee1e1on, an act, or a d1epos1t1on by 
giving reaeona tor making the decision, t or doing 
t he ct, or tor hayin' the d1epoa1t1on." 

{ aylor, 1961 , P• 70). 
On this view , then, if there 1e to be universal 

agreement on st e 6 judgments, t here muet be univereal 
agreement on what eorte of reasons ar e good reasons in 
justifying such value judgments. 

The process of moral reasoning, according to Taylor, 
begins with relating the single act or judgment to a 
general rule or social practice (verif icntion). When we 
seek to juetity the social practice itsel f we appeal to 
higher principles (validation} which, arr angeo in a hierarchy 
and i deally be i ng relevant to our conduct, :tree from 
exceptione and free f rom internal conflict, constitute our 
particuJ.ar moral value system. Ne do hold other value 
eystema {eg aesthetic, religious) which combine to constitute 
our total way of life but what differentiates a mor 1 value 
sys tem trom any other kind 18 the moral point ot view and 
' what defines the point at view is t he canons ot' re soning 
t hat govern the justification o:t the aseertt OmF ade 

trom 1 t' (Taylor, 1961 , P• 109) • 
Then xt step in Ta1lor'• procedure, beyond v l1dat1on, 

is the ju. titication ot our aupr me principles thellaelvea, 
tor wb1ch •• must use the method ot v1nd1c t1on. A-value 
eyatem 1a v1nd1cete4 b7 reference to • a eet ot value a7eteu 
each ot which belongs to d1tterent point or view ant! al1 
or whioh are arrang~ in an order ~ relative precedeno • 
(1961, P• 135). In auoh a wa7, living in accordance with 

the . value e7atem 1• ehown to be ·• meana to and part ot, 
a rationally ohoeen way ot lite. Thia meane, :r1ra,1y, 
that th •87 of lite must be chosen among alternat1Ye waya 

~ lite all4, ••condly, the ohoine 1t rational to the extent 
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th tit 1 tr , enlightened dip rtial. Thi u •• 
ot couree, th t e are committed to th ideal ot rationality 

nd it is not neces ary to incorporate this ideal into a way 

of life because there 1 no possible context for th 
converse (ie 1rrotional1ty).6 

The sim11 rity with Hare'e uoeition becomes obvious s 
he also argues thnt our decision to accept a moral principle , 
1a rationally arrived at . 
been challenged. 

Po, ever, ot this oint he hae 

"Hare does not explain how the more momentous and 
ultimate decisions - the accisiona of principles -
can themselves be defended by reasons. From Pnre's 
vritings we get inevitably the impression that they 
really cannot be defenaea ~t nll ana that mor 11ty 
rests on decisions and commitments for which 
r'.'t; onal justi.ficntion is out o-" T)lace•· 

\, erner, 1966, p . 177). 
!Arnock (1967) questions the effectiveness of 

universnlizability 10 a me,:ws of ju,...tif'ication (p. 43) and , 

111-ce l' c->rncr, --ee an ul ti mnte "'rbi trrir ineaa in 1· are ' s 
'1onit1,.,n, maintaining: th'1t 'he is snyine, not only t hat it 
1s for us to deci~e w ~tour moral opinions re, but al o 
thqt it is for u to decide whot to take as ~ounde for or 
ng inrt any moral opinion' (p. 47). 

It is rit this ~oint thnt we begin to see the limits of 

for~al criteriA in the justific~tion of noral jua~mente. 
If we continue to pursue Fnre ' s -r gu.'ncnt rvond this 

point "le find him Arguing that justif1cRtion carr ies weight 

only if the person in question is in A .., ood position to make 
the decision or p ss the judgme nt. Pis vi ew begins to 
mere wi th t 'Ide 1 0b erver ,...heory' (ct !'ospcrs, 1961, 
pp 546-551) ae e gues that while in cience we te t 

in 1 r t tement oft ct by gener lizin and observing 
cone u enoes; 1n mor 1 we test 1ngul r pre cription or 
1 per tiv by univer al1z1ng nd inf ring coneequenoea. 

6. 

erute cien 1t1c l w7 by sho in that it 1 

hi 1 r 

to 

ome way 
ao ,i1 e 
ceJ. 

or lU e view th 
th only hu an th 1n 

7. Popper' fal 1 1 b111ty crit r1on. 



98 

1ncona1etent with ~acte1 •• retute a moral principle b7 
showing that it ie 1ncona1atent With 1ncl1natione (Hare, 
1963, 6 •3). Moral reaeoning, theretore, conaiste or 
'exploring what singular preacr1pt1ona the agent is willing 
to universalize on the baaie ot the inclination• which he 
has as an informed, imaginative, and sympathetic individual' 
(Kerner, 1966, p . 188). Agreement is possible because 
'people's inclinations about 
in lite tend to be the eame' 

Ta7lor rinds himaelt 1n 

moet ot the important matters 
(Hare, 1963, P • 97). 

a e1m1lar poe1t1on to Hare when 
pushed on the fundamental question ot what 1e to count ae a 

rule tor the relevance of reasons in moral judgment. The 
best he can do is speak 1n general terms of these rules aa 
the ones which we would follow if we were being fully 
rational 1n our moral thinking. He takes a Platonic 
stand : x 1e the rational thing to do means x ought to be done.' 

" No reasons can be given f or living a rnt1onal lite 
but ao reaeone ,nm to be g1 ven. For knowing that 
a certain way of lif'e is rational 1s knowing t hat 8 one is wholly juatif'ied in comm1 tting oneeeU to it" 

(Taylor, 1961, p . 188) 
The question we must ask, however, 1s whether it is 

euttioient juetification for a moral position to argue that 
'people's inclinations tend to be the same' or that most 
would agree to holding as the supreme value principle of 
human life something like •Always act ae rationally as 
poeaible.' 

The posi t1ona or Hare ano 'l'aylor, wh1oh represent 

ethical theories ot particular relevance to Kohlberg'a 
claima or univeraallty, ret'lect that ultimately any Iiloral 
view reeta on a commitment to a particular view ot man. 
One baa only to delve below the eurtace ot any ethical 
theory to tlnd aa1umptiona about human nature. 

8. er Hare (1952, P• 69)s 
"Far t'rom being arb1trarf t auch a deci11on (to commit 
one■elt to a wq ot lU'eJ woulc1 be the moat well• 
toun4ed ot cSeo111ona, becau.e 1 t would be b••ed 
upon a con11derat1on ct everything upon which 1 t 
ooulc! poaa1bly be rounded." 



It r etui-n now to con id tion at how the ol 1 
ot moral univ ality can be juat1f1 d e mu t conclud 
th t formal criteria a.r not ultimately utf1o1ent and 
merel:, produce a problem or r gre e. {.hen p raon 
produces reasons to justify hie udgment then sure y it 
1 r elevant to seek further rea ons 1n ju tif 1c tion c,f 

the relevance ot" t}1e :first rea on nd so on . Yohlber 
cannot look to forrml cri ter111 in order to establish 

ground a for- th moral relevnnce of re eone. 
• kee this point 1n the followjnrY w y: 

Crittenden 

11 'The rosponsee to he moral problems ex mined in 
.. ohlberg' s ntudy often do not i:..~o beyond rea ons 
th Pt ee:n to be i:,1rectly moral , but ometimes 
they extend to just1:f ic<1tions of the oral reasons 
P-•~"'lselvea 11 (1 972, p . ?.2) . 

r. person ma.'.{ · ... 1ve a tLc re!ason for his judgment that 

'humar life is sacred and one should treat every ind1v1du l 
as hnvin:· e0ual hurnn.n worth' nna on the bs.sie ct this 
' princi:-le• · e may be ascribed to stage 6. 1·owever, wh t 
"1!1~t b r -P,,r more eignif ico.n t fro:r. the moral ~oint of vie is 
the reason 1 and it may not be lli reason) for is holding 
this a~ g r rinci ,le. He may . for instqnce, be ~ltimately 

governed t·,r self-interest ( etnt-~e 2) nnd have rationally 

Arriv~·d at thi r)r inoiple as o mer-ds of securing self ­

interest i n uncert~in social crn1dition; or, he may be 

theist ( ctnge I. J and hol l1 the princi ple becau o t is 

deri '1 ti ve f'rorn the 'l w of 1od '; or, the pr1nc1pl y be 

arrived --t ae the best ractic-::-1 ,z..1 i de fo r i euring that the 

greatest degree cf hap 1nesa i s vail ble to the -~e test 
nu ber (st ge 5. Crittend~~ conelud t h t: 

" re a ons , it l 

the 
;Jud 
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the purely orm 
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i dea ls are a l s o goinp t o i nfluec e t he wei h t given to 
cons 1der8t i ons of justice , welfar e , benevolence,ut111ty 

ond other substnntive moral conc ep ts . f t r awson ( 1 9(6 ) 

has expl a i ned t his i n t er ms of a potenti a l c onflic t 
bet ween soci al noral ity ana i ndi vidunl i dea l s . 

Pe recogni zes t hat trer e are s ome un ive r s nl s of s oci a l 

moro.li t y such a s : '"The abstr act virtu e of j u stice , s ome 

for ra of ob li:--, 'l t ion t o -:iu tun l o i c nnr t o mutua l abstenti on 

f r om i njury nnd , i n s ome f or m ond i n some degr ee , t he 

vir t u e of hon e s t y" ( ,'tr<1ws on , 1 966 , p . 291 ) . '"he 

r e cognit i on th 'l t such r,r inci1 l es exist i s viewed as a 
" correcti vc to t he i dea of unbounded f r eedom of choice of 

such prin ci•;l e s or, trc :nr t of t r·e i n dividual " ( • 292 J . 

Tr.e ar·~:nen t i s th:-i t it i o en t a iled i n trc VPr y noti on of .. 
a s oc i e t y t }·a t 1nd iv1du nl ~- wi ll a c c ept t he t rut h of a nu:ab cr 

of uniV(' l'Sf'll : r c c cnts . ·f' t er i n c h ( 1972, p . 59) has sni a 

t r '1 t 11 ~1orAl c onc ent i ons r:r i E,e ou t of n.ny com. •0n l if'c b r• t ·.vecn 

r.icn 01,c d o nc. t pr .--- nunpor c or,y :1'lr ticu1 ,- r f c·1··: r of '1 c t i v i t y 

~·ert'1in t rL.ci les r.:u ch 

ns 01;" 1 rcr,~r d f o ~ t ell i nt· tr C' truth , i ntegrity in f'.. lfillini; 

soc inl rc-l c-P '1r.a :::-c'.Ile r:0 t i on o:f ,iu r tic e •1re not con ceived o:' 

n£ r r r. l ~· c0nv e11tion···l :7''1 ' t , rs rn.,;, t qr c ncce$r-,.,r y .oral 

f t~"'tu1· N, c.· '1ny s ociety . 

•• Jr~~son ' c vi e~ nllows '1 pl ~ce for t · e i ndi v i ~unl ' s 

i deal i mn r·0n of l i fP- , 11 A r erion i n which ::1anN suc h inco'.1!)n t i bl e 

p ictur-ee ·.:o.y secur e n t l e.,c t t h e imar;inr:tiv e , t h oun;h a oubtlesE· 

n ot often the nr acticE1 l , ql l ef'i '1.nce of a s inis l e 'ier s on" 
( 1 9(6 , :, . 283) . Thi s mea n s thAt a c ontrns t can exi s t 

b e t ween 11 our conflicting vi s i ons 01' the ends of lif e and the 

systems of moral d emand wh ich make s ocial l i ving pos sible" 

(p. 297). The p oint ot t h is view i s that t he prin cip1es of 
social morality do not ~etermine ·wh tis morally right a ction 

in any situation they merely erieure, t hnt when we p roffer 

reasons f or our a ctions we w111 know a ·e a result of our 

socia l experi ence which •~ea t ur es of the situation or e moral . 
ln nature. The princ~ples det er mine the relevance of our 
reaeone but the just1f1cat 1on r or such reasons is ~ound in 
t he ,. 1ndi v1dual ' s i deal s or values and these ere not only 

· cultur·auy relative but , in a p lurali etio society, 

individua l in nature . 
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If there is to be a oaee for universality in the moral 
domain , therefore, a clear distinction needs to be made 
between principles and reasons for action . Kohlberg does 

not consistently recognize such a d istinction. At one 

point he states:-
" In our empirical work , we considered the term 

•
1principles11 to ref er to considerations in moral 
choice, or to r•easone justif'ying morel action • 11 

( 1 971 b , p • 21 9) 
- while , a 11 ttle further on, he makes the 

distinction: 
"mature J?rinciples a.re neither rules (meane) nor 
values {ends) , but are guides to percei ving and 
integrating all the morally relevant elements in 
concrete situations." 

If principles ~re identified with reasons, as it 
appears they are in the first statement, then they will 

certainly be relative to particular contexts and situations . 
Pov1ever , if they provide the criteria for giving relevance 
to reasons and enable us to place reasons into nn order of 

priority, it is possible to consider t ~eir universal aspects. 
f: . f: . Peters expresses t~e distinction clearly when he 

writes: 

"1''undamental princi ples of morality such as fairness 
and the consideration of interests only give us 
general criteriA of relevance f'or deterr::iining moral 
issues . They prescribe what sort of considerations 
are to count as reasons •••• fu ch p rinciples have to be 
interpreted in terms of concrete traditions; they 
cannot prescribe precisely whnt we ou~ht to do, but 
at least they rule out certain courses of action and 
sensitize us to features of a situation which are 
morally relevant . They function more as signposts 
than as guidebooks." (Peters, 1970 , pp 33-35). 

Peters argues that such principles as impartiality , 
the consideration of interests , t'reedom , respect . for persons, 

and probably truth telling are presupnosed in ny situation 

where the que tion is seriously ked: 'wn1 do t h1 r ther 
thnn th t ? ' such principles h ve a transcendental 
ju tit'ication (ie they act a · pre uppositions of •. the orm 
of discourse 1n which th question " hat are there reason . . , .. 
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tor do1na, 0 1• aake4 aerioualy. 9 One ot the potential 
■trengtha ot th1a kind ot argument 1a that 1 t doea not 
reat on any empirical description or the rationality or 
human nature in the wq that a natural1et1c argument would. 
It simply atatee that tor there to be human comprehenaion, 
awareness, understanding and experience of moral phenomena, 
these principles are presupposed ae constituting the logical 
echemas which make such awareneea, comprehension, under­
etand1ng or experience possible. 

Thie argument ie probably the strongest that can be 
made tor the universality of the basic content principles 
ot morality and constitutes the most coherent juetitication 
ot stage 6 morality that might be presented. It seems 
regretable, theretore, that Kohlberg does not give greater 
attention to the tranecendental argument but merely mentions 
it ae though 1t were a trivial philosophical coneideration. 

" Nor does our formalist metaethic answer questions 
like ' ,i'by be moral'?' or ' ,,bat good is justice?' 
Buch gueatione cannot be answered by a normative 
ethical theory or by using moral canoepto. Just 
as a theory of formal logic 1s a theory or what 
logical interence is and ought to be, but does not 
answer the question ' 'i"ihat good is logic?' or ' 'Nhy be 
logical? ' so answers to these metaethical questions 
are not given by a stage 6 normative ethical theory. 
A formaliatic normative theory says, ' s tage 6 1s what 
1 t means to judge morall.y. It you want to play the 
moral game, it you want to make decisions which anyone 
could agree upon 1n resolving social con.tlicta, Stage 
6 1a it.• It cannot give a juat1t1cat1on ot atage 6 
maral1ty in nonmoral terms." (Kohlberg, 1971b, p. 218). 

9. A atrona caae has been made by Kle1nig ( 1972) 1n an 
attempt to expose the logical 1nadeQuac1ea ot Peter■' 
uae or the tranaoendental argument - eapecially in 
relation to the principle ot justice. (White (1973, 
pp 78-82) alao queationa the uae ~ the tranacendental 
argument 1n pr<Yf1d1na a juatttioation tor educati onil 
act1-.1tiea. It 1a not intended, howne, 1n the 
context~ thia theaia, to enaaae in a d1acuaaion ot 
the val1~1t7 or tranaoendental arsumenta beoauae 
Kohl berg doea not juatU'7. hie poai tion wt th thl■ kind 
ot arpment • 
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,.lthough he makes thia point, however, lCohlberg doeo 
imply that stage 6 morality is justified and the essence at 
hie eaee has been taken ne support for those who express a 
modern form or ethical naturalism. The b~Bis or stnge 6 
morality and the evidence for ite superior Adequacy is taken 
from an ePsumption of normative psycholo~y which holds that 
it is in accordance with the nature of man to be a rational 
being inevitably concerned with eociomoral nction . 

"The cri terio of adequacy used by stoEe E. are 1mplici t 
in "stage 511 structures , since these are trying to do 
the enme job as stare 6 . Both eim at determining 
moral decisions and judgments on which all rotional 
men involved in eociomoral action could ideally 
agree. f tnge 6 can do tris better thnn ftoge ~ ." 

(¥ ohlberg , 1973, p . 635) . 

~he relationship between moral form ond content at the 
highest stRge of development is coneistcnt with the most 
bnsic asr,u:nption on wrich cogni ti ve-developmentnl tr:.cory 

rests. This assumption 1s that the rel~t1onahip between 
psycholog ical laws one logicol necessity is ouch th~t they 

nre r:ru t unlly inter-dependent a .. a cne just11"1es the other . 
In t h e :,:oral domain , this means that the fully mature person 

is r ntional (by definition) an0 to be rational 1a both a 
neccns ~ry nnd a sufficient cond ition ror being moral . 

Inherent in this view is n con1'us1on bet~een moral 
reasoning :-ind moral reasons. Tr.i e means that the processes 
by which a person arrives ~ta judgment about what ought to 
be ~one are sufficient to justify the judgment provided it 
can be ahann that auch processes involve rational choice 
within the diapos1t1ons or attitudes or mature human nature . 

This position baa been recently expounded by D. A. J . 
Richards (1971} in~a book which is concerne~ with decision 
theory and with the principles of rational ohoico, whereby 
pre:terences are ordered, Oesiree (both aelt-regarding and 
other-regarding) are expressed ond satisfactions are 
maximized . Richards takes a naturalistic position which 
gives logical substance to Kohl berg's theory . h is basic 
claim is that the practical eyllogism can naturally lead 
into moral philosophy, especially as it rel tee to social 
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ieeues. R t1on lity 1s ch racter1zed int rm of variou 
principles or rational choice (euch a justice, t 1rness 
and duty) which forge close links between morality and 
rationality: 

" •••• what ie megnt by my saying 'X is what you ou t 
to do' 1e not thot I am impartially disposed to 
desire X, but that the principles of rational choice 
require X" (Richards, 1 971 , n. 64) 

He argues that t his propositional account: 
" •••• is neturolistic in the sense that it explains 

the concept of ration lity in terms of certain 
principles which have a logical relation to the 
natural facts of self-regarding desires" (p. 64) 

The principles of rational choice are rela ted to the 
natural :f'actr r,f' self -regarding de ires which constitute 
the rationnl nttitude, such that: 

11 The rational man believes that the principles at 
rational cl"oice defines what are self-regarding 
reasons for action." (p. 68) 

The natural atti tude or morality is analogous to the 
natural attitude of rationality (p. 245f). It comprises: 
(a) Having the thoughts and beliefs that the concept of 

morality implies. This means holding a set of 
principles which can define a lRrge class of reasons 
f or action. 

(b) Favin~ the capacity and desire to be moral . This 
means that in addition to holding the moral imperative 
as a concept the person must have the inclination to 
act on it. This desire to be moral includes 
associated desires for (1) reasonableness and (11) 
sympathy. 

(c) Having a disposition to certain sorta off lings 
(r tionol guilt nd eh e) and 1ntentiqne to act, 
1~ ones ctions culpably viol te mor l principles. 
It is not eurpriein th t ioh rds m ke consider ble 

reterence to the work ot Piaget nd Kohlberg (a w 11 a 
the ot~v t1on 1 theory of • • th1 te) in °_tryin to show · 
that th re are w 11-evidenced n plauaible psychological . ' 
ccounte, which can be ueed to ·aupport ' the ·v1 of th 

n tur~l tti tude ot morality•; {p. 267). He hold that the 
·evelopm.ental · theories concentrate 

the : 'evolu~1on ·or c rtain natural 
as .a· re ponee to certain kind ot 

.. 

and concept1ona, 
erience" (p. 273). 
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SUoh condit1ona feater "th• internal capac1t1ea ot teeling 
and judgment 1nvolve4 1n auch attitudes aa love, truat, and 
a aenae ot right" (p. 274). As this 1a taken to be an 
empirical aatter concerning the emergence ot rational 
morality, it leada Riobard■ to formulate what he calla 
'The Principle ot Moral Development': 

" People are to expoee themselves and be expoaed 
by others to those pa7chological conditions •hich 
will caueally facilitate the develofment ot the 
desire to act on moral principles" p. 276). 

It this principle ie accepted, it 1s implied that the 
motivational problem of stage 6 morality ie solved. The 
j~gaente derived from principled reasoning are compelling 
because ultimately thia 1• the way ot human nature, al 

defined by the empiricist. Furthermore, the natural 
attitude at morality will ensure the pre-eminence ot the 

principle at juetice 1n such reasoning. However, 
paradoxically, Kohlberg doea not claim to have provided 
empirical evidence t or identifying justice as the core~ 
principled morality. Ria case rests on the assertion that 
t1no one hae propoeed a eati st actory al ternat1 ve ( 1 971 b, 

P• 222). 
At stage 6, justice ie conceived as applying to (a) 

d1atr1but1on , 1e principles should be impartially applied 
to all, (b) equity , ie the treatment af persona ae morally 
equal and , (o) reciprocity, ie involving contract and trust. 
But, Kohlberg makes the point that ttwe cannot show that the 
moral torm or universality, tied to the notion that 
obligations are to persona, logically impliea the pr1no1ple 
ot juet1ce ••• • we simply point to the tact that no principle 
other than juet1ce haa been ahown to meet the t'ormal 
oonoept1on or a universal preacr1pt1Ye principle." ( 1971 b, 

P• 221) • 
What •• have 1• a perplezing o1roular1 ty, with 

phlloeophera, euch a• Rioharda, who advocate a natura11at1o 
morality, clailling empirical aupport troa XoblbergJ and, 1n 

turn, Kohlbera 3U1t1t71ng hia adYocacy ot a aubatantlve moral 
pr1no1ple on the ,rounda that it haa phUoaoJjl1cal aupport. 
The aoat recent theor7 to ha•• proY1de4 Jtoblbel'I with auch 
aupport 1• that which ha• been ad'Yancecl J>7 John Rawle ( 1 971 ) • 
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Rawl ba ea hi theo y on the cl 1 th t en live in a 
world here principles of right and justice are nece for 
the con titution and regulation of those co-operative !lld 
mutually benefiting arrangement which are required tor 
society of individunle with common ae 1011 as competing 
interests. (at s traweon, 1966) . In essence, he advocates 
n social contract theory h1ch holds that particular 
principles ·ouJ,d be chosen by rational persons under 
anpropriate conditions f or assessing the various alternatives . 

Kohlberg eeee this theory as the logic 1 bas i s tor hi 
advocacy at justice as the central principle ~ moral1 ty at 
sto e 6 and for his claim th t stage 6 represents a ore 
adequate structure of moral judgment then stage 5: 

"Ra :rls' s theory, when traced bnck to its natural 
structural roote 1 ie not merely a 'generalization' 
and 'abstraction of the theory of soci 1 contract, 
but derives from a new way of thought, a new system 
o~ aaeumptiona, a ne decision-oaking proces •••• we 
vi w nawla'e theory as further elabor tin a natural 
decision-makint:1 structure only partly specified by 
Kant and that Jawls ' s theory can be further 
elaborated 11.nd specU'ied as a deoision-etructure 
appl i r-able to r esolving individual moral dilemnJaB 0 

(Kohl berg, 1 {]/3 , p • 635) • 
In explaining how individual s acqu ire whnt he calls 

'the sense o:f justice' Rawls (1S71) distinguishes three 
stages in the sequence of moral devoloument . The tirat 
stage represents the 'morality of authority' a.nd correepondo 
to ~ohlberg's pre-conventional level. The econd stage , 
or e 'morali ty of association' is parallel to his etagee 
three to five, ~bile the fin 1 tage, t · ~ 'mor lity of 
principle • correspond to stage ix . It noted that 
Ra l do the prinoipl ot 
justice a 
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However, that his poaition is basically a naturalist 
one cannot be doubted , ae the following extract ehowa: 

"One may say then that a peraon who lacks a senae at 
justice, and who would ne~er act as justice requires 
except ae se1f-1nterest and expediency prompt , not 
only ie without ties or friendship, affection and 
mutual truet, but is incapable ot experiencing 
resentment and indignation. Pe lacks certain 
natural attitudes and moral feelings of a 
particularly elementary kind. fut another way, 
one wro lacks a sense ot justice lacks certain 
fundamental attitudes and capacities included under 
the notion of hwnani ty" (.:,awls, 1 971 , p. 488) 

By introducing the affective and motivational components 
ot jUPtice in this way , Rowls achieves a comprehenaiveneea in 
hie theory which Y.ohlberg has precluded because of his 
cognitive emphasis . It is much harder to hold up a 
universal prescriptive principle for rntionally deciding 
between competing claims as the supreme :nornl principle 
~vi thout including naturnl atti tuoes and .!!oral feelings. 
Surely , the t'orm,gl principle of justice ::iay not be 

considered the most fundamental pr i nciple in :=-or;e moral 
syetems. Other orinciples , such as f1·eedom, couality , 
fraternity may count for more . ~,.urtherr.1ore , i.!' we tnke 

the principle of justice as being a strictly proce·ural one 
for resolving conflicts between general nnd special rir,hta , 
ho:t Hre we to resolve .:ioral problems where the coni'li cting 
clqim. re nt the same level? ,,'h~t plnce will non-moral 
considerati ons have 1n arriving at a juEt decioion. !~ore 
important, whnt place will other principles have' Indeed, 
as •etere has argued, justice may need to be subordinated 
to the principle of respect for persons, which as a concept 
can far more credibly be extended to include questions~ 
courage, prudence, temperance, love, generosity, compaea1on, 
and so on. 

"Lack or respect tor persona seems ooneietent with 
treating people fairly. C1v11 aervanta can be 
scrupulously t'air in dealing with cases; but they 
can think ot the people whose ettoira they 
administer merely ae 'tbe :Public' • They can 
consider people's interests with ~ine impartiality 
and with a genuine regard t.or hat 10 good for them. 
But they m~ have contem1>t ~or them ae persona" 

(Peters , 1966, P • 142) . 
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Kohlberg has claimed thGt the only principle~ content, 
other than justice, which hae been oeriously advanced ae 
hov1ng equivalent status, 1s the principle which has been 
termed utility or benevolence (1971b, p . 220) . Although 
it is univereal1zable, however, it ia limited, according to 
Kohlberg, because 1t cannot resolve conflicts. 

"Concern for the welfare or other beings, 'empathy', 
or 'role-taking', is the precondition tor experiencing 
a ~oral conf'lict rather than a mec' ~niem for ite 
reeolution11 (1971b, p . 220) 

This argument rests on a very narrowly restricted notion 
of what is to count as a mor:il pro'bler.i . hy must moral 
problems always take the form of a conflict between competing 
moral demands ~urthermore, why must a conflict always be 
resolved on the basis of justice·. Surely the claim t· ,ot it 
shoula ie contrary to nnother princi~le, namely freedom , 
which many would hold is n precondition for r;:oral judgment. 
Such freedom is not the freedom to decide per se; it is the 
freedora to decide which principles we will give priority to or, 
indeed, it may include freedom to adopt reneons wlich are 
r,,rudential or utilitarian or concerned, not with principlee,but 
with some ideal of wh11 t constitutes the good 11.J.e (ct" ,.>traweon, 
196l) . Berlin (1969 , p . 61) plP.cea freedom as only one among 
many other values. Pe would say th3t to speak of freed om as 

an end 1n itself is much too general; it exiete alongside 
other values such as justice, happineoe, love, the discovery 
of truth. ..·e might even say that the moral nepect ar 
freedom is the relationship which it bears to these other 
values. Having the choices open to us becomes leas 
important than the way 1n which other values 11m1 t the 
alternatives which e would willingly take• eo thot one'• 
course or action becomes aat1stying ond eelt-determined aa 
well aa rot1onally juatitiable. Berlin ex»reeeee it thuas 

11 te are compelled to adjuat cleime, compromise, 
establish priorities , engage in all those practical 
operations that social and even individual lite hea, 
in tact, lwaya t'equired. •• ( 1969, p . 61). 

Perhaps, 1n the light at euch consider tiona, Kohlberg'a 
whole e ~asie on preacriptive principles 1n morality ie 
unsattstactory. He a ta tea that ".mature principles nre 
neither rulee (means) nor values (en~a), but are guides to 
perceiving and integrating all the morally relevftnt element• 
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1n concrete e1tuat1ons •••• theY tell us how to resolve claim 
which compete in a situation." (1971b, P• 219). But au.rely, 
t his is only a very small thread in the total fabric ot the 
moral life and acting justly, enjoying freedom, showing 

generosity, being compassionate and tolerant are among the 
sort of activities which canet1 tute tt-e wider domain of 

raorali ty • In this sense both justice an.., freedom have the 

. acaning of values or ends rother thnn guiding r rinciples . 
But when Kohlberg refers to the 1Jrinci:,le of justice as a 
guiding principle , it is always directed towerda ~n ultimate 

value such as human welfare . ':he problem ie, however, that 

we can only give meaning to a notion such as ' ~uman welfare' 
by invoking certain .. ,oral beliefs or etnnd3rds . Because such 

beliefs are f'or removed from t e formal i'eotures of noral 

judgment, they are not defined, nnc: for this reason l' ohlberg 

is unable to show that the princi .,,le of just ice is alwo.ye meet 

effective in pro□oting human \'1el.f<:ire . 7o illustrnte this we 
need only consider the exaraplc of t~e just torturer which is 
u~ed by :i:'etere to ehow th:it a purely fcrr.ial ririnciple of 

.iuE:tioc cnn be .aorn.lly detestnble in the lirht of other 

c r nsiderotions . 
"a torturer could exercise hi c r:irt on his victims w1 th 
fine cJiecrinin'l tion rnd inp 1rtiqlity. Fe would be 
just, thou?'h, torturer" 1 <>ters , 19(.(. n . 124). 

'ITF CLU!,! TO LOGIC: :-., ::··c ~2 rTY 

?robably the moat contentious claim 1n f ohlberg' s whole 
theory, and one which appears to have little support from 

moral philosophy , is that his stages are ordered 1n terms~ 

increasing differentiation , 1ntegrat1on, and capacity to give 
definitive reaolut1one to moral problems, such that each 
later etage is "objectively" preferable or more adequate by 

certain moral criteria. 
The aesuraption ie that cognitive complexity equates 

with greater moral adequacy: 
"A more d1:f:t'erent1atetd l.lild integrated moral structure 
handles more moral problems, contlicts or points o:t' 
view in a more stable or self-consistent way" 

(1971b, P • 185) • 
Furthermore, the sequence is governed by logical 
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neceosity: 
"The sequence represents a universal inner logical 
order or moral concepts •••• each new basic 
dit'terentiation made by each stage logically depends 
upon the ditterentiation before 1tJ t he order ot 
d1:N'erent1ot1one oould not logically be other than 
1 t i au ( 1 971 b , p • 1 8 7) • 

Per haps the mos t obvious ob j ection t o thi s clai m 1s 
what mi ght b e called the c ommon- sense one , but i t is al■o 
very pereuaeive. Thi s i e the argument that many 
philosophers who woul d be a t l eaet as conceptually 
sophistica t ed ae Kohl berg ' s stage 6 subjecte take positions 
1n mor al philosophy that refl ect the dominant r easoning ot 
e ta.gee 4 or 5. Is it credible to consider someone of t he 
sta ture ot Paul Tillich as a stage 4 person becaus e he 
espouses a subject1on- to- the- w111-of- '1od rnorali ty'? 1 O To 
pass judgment on t r e rel Ative quality of moral reasons in 
thi~ way is a t least~ reflecti on of philosophicAl naivete. 
crittcncen exposes t hic fundamental probl em in an amusing 
but conv inc ing woy : 

" A general diff iculty I f itd ,;1th ohl b cr ,.. ' s types of 
~oral judgment is t h3t most , if not ol l , do find a 
eophisticatec expr ession in syGtems or L~eoriee that 
a t lena t mnke ch1 i :ns t o bein · jr.or:il . 0f co~rse , 
some morol oyste~s combi ne ~evernl of the t ypes , and 
the relative i.1:portance give n t hem r e:t'lccts the over­
all structure or the systeri . I sup os~ t he cult ot 
honour in Gevent eenth and ei ghteent h century England 
\lould have to be pl a ced as type 3 or 4 . Thei stic 
mor al systems presumabl y belonr to type 4 (so much 
f or Augusti ne snd !\qu inas) . Kohl berg h i mself speaks 
of Bentham as proposing a stage 2 ~orality and 
Durkheim a stage 4. <ne suopects that somet hing has 
gone wrong wi th a scheme 1n which theoe people are 
graded at the s ame level of moral judgment as J i mmy, 
Andy , Tommy , J ohn, and t hose other 13-1 6 year-ol4a 1n 
Kohl berg' e eample" ( 1972, p . 16 ). 

10. How are we to evaluate the sooial morality~ 
traditionalist and collectivis t t ypes or eociety 
(eg USSR ) ? (ct Peters, 1973a , p . 47). le wou1d 
need stronger grounds than a developmental theory 
to aay that t h e dominant mode or t hinltirt ot a 
whole society such as the USS!\ ts orally inferior 
(stage 4) when one· or the a1n pr1nc1~lea o:f" eocial 
philoeophy on which such a &oc1 · t y 1a baaed is 
t hat autonomy 1s but an aberration~ indiv1dual1at1o 
aoc1et1es. 
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It would eeem that these anomaloua example• ariae trom 
the claim that there 1s a paallel1am between the 
dltterentiation o:t conceptual :tields and the adequacy ot the 
moral reaeon1ng which is moc:!al at each etage. The question 
can be poeed aa tollowas Does the cognitive auperiority ~ 
a more elaborate conceptual scheme imply the moral superiority 
~ the associated mode ot re■olving moral pro'blema? (ct 
Alston, 1971, P • 276). Koh1berg answers this td't1rmat1•ely 
(Kohl berg, 1 973) but hie aupporting argument i a hardly 

eatietactory. 
The oogni ti ve dU':terentiation and integration or stage 6 

is explained 1n term.a or two separate logical :tunotione ot 
moral judgments. Firstly, Kohlborg tll'guee that only at 

stage 6 sre rights and duties completely correlatiye 1e only 
at th1e point 1n cognitive development does the propoeition 
"A hae a duty to B11 anslytically i mply "B hoa a right against 
A". This means that because Heinz's wife has a right to 
live, 1t logically follows that not only Heinz, but anyone, 
has a duty to steal the lire- giving drug . The notion is 
perplexing. Surely there are inetanoee in which rights are 
held in rolat1on to a particular person by vi ~ue of the role 
they ocaupy . Consider , tor example, the right of the human 
in:!'ant to protection and nurturance. Furthermore , Kohl berg 
is claiming that complete oorrelat1vity means that there ia a 
morally right decision for P.einz to make . However, there 
are moral probleme involving rights and obligations , where 
notions of reciprocity do not provide a moral solution. 
Crittenden cites two well-known example&: 

"In war time, the Occupation torcea may d and that 11' 
a reeietance leader, mown to be hiding 1n a town, 1a 
not handed over :tor execution within a certain timo, 
ten villager• chosen at random will be killed. A 
doctor may be taced with the choice o:t killing an 
unborn oh11c.1 to•••• the mother or allowing the 
mother to die and delivering the child alive by a 
Caesarian opc,rat1 on" ( 1972, p. 19) 11 

11 • There 11 aleo the t"amoue example ot" Sartre ( 1957, 
pp 28-29) concerning the etudent who waa :tacecl 
w1 th ahooe1ns between joining the French Resistance 
to avens• bi• brother'• death or remaining with hia 
mother an~ belpip.s her to oarr7 on. 
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One ie forced to the conclusion that by avoiding such 
oontrovere1al moral ~1lemmas as these. Kohlberg has somewhat 
'etaoked the cards ' of his ergu.ment. 

The second logical function of moral ju~gment which is 
comrylete only at etoge 6 is rcvers1bilitz. tccording to 
1' ohlberg: 

"J;everaibility of moral judgment is what ia ultimately 
meant by the criterion of the fairness of a moral 
decision" ( 1 973, p . Cl11) • 

~'his is very close to the Ideal Observer 7heory (Hospere. 
1961 , pp 546- 5~1) <1nd , os ohl berg recognizes, !' orms the 
bnsis 01' .,avils • s concept 0 1· justice. 

" I-rocedurally, f nirnes s as importiali ty meo.ns 
reversibjlity in the sense cf a decision on which 
all intc1•..:uted port1ee could apree insofar as they 
con consider their own clai r:10 imparti'J.lly , as the 
just decider would ." (r:ohlberr; , 1Sl73 , P • £41). 

Yohlberg ex1,1n.ins reversibility as '' ideal role-ta}:1ng" : 

"In the rei nz c ile;nma , ,. einz .nur t imagine r1hether 
the druggist could put himself in the wife 's 
cosi tion nnci. still :naintnin hie claim and whether 
the wife could put herself in u~('> crugr;i nt' e 
poni tion nnd still :nnintnin her clnim.'' 

(· ohlberg , 1973, P • 61+3) . 
tgsi:-, , it i s not clear 1- ow t :-:.is cnn be a c1•1terion :f' or 

;1oral truth . .n en the decision is consiaered to be right 
by everyone invol v,,a, are tneir vi r,.;s all 

Do they need to be functionine at stnge 6 
claims con be held to be valid? 1•ven if 

tc count equ~lly? 
before their 
the moral judge 

were able to 1.1ssume rntional, pri nci ?led , autonomous mo1•nl 

maturity on the part of all parties , he is still faced with 
the problem of knowing exactly what thejr claims mi ght be. 

It may be p ossible to show - indeed, Koh1berg 'e 
empirical evidence supports the cla im - that a certain level 
at intellectual development must be attained be:tore certain 
kinds o-r reasoning about moral concepts such as rightn, ~ut1ee, 
just claims. equality etc. can be cone,.etently and logicall7 
undertaken. But this ia not the same as ahowing that the 
moral reasons given by an individual who poaaessea such 
intellectual development are superior reaaona 1n the •moral' 
sense. Thia issue 1s debated in the Diacus■ion Section 
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ar Beck et al (1971) where cr1ttenden arguea aa t'ollowa: 
"Certainly, I think that 1 t 1e impoaeible for him 

( ie the moral philosopher) to derive from the 
inner logic at moral concepts a rank order at 
responses into tive or six stages such that stage 
1 inoludee the least moral reasons you oen give 
and each succeeding stage morally be tter reasons, 
in a rigid, logically ascending order up to stage 
6 11 ( p • .360). 

Yohlberg's defence ot his pooition io to restate that 
thene are the atages that can be observed 1n moral reasoning 
when you look longitudinally at the same people over time . 
Essentially it is an assertion or the developmental1et 
doctrine ie that development always occurs in the same 
direction: from the oimple to the complex, f r om the general 
to the different1nted , from the diffuee to tho integrated, 
trom immaturity to maturity , from the in:!'erior to the 
superior. Almost imperceptibly the propositions move trom 
'1e ' to 'oupht'. rt does not follow, however, that because 
the developing individual becomes better able to denl With 
arguments nnd give increoeingly more univeranl, ~ore 
consistent, more revor•sible - even more rational judgments , 
that theeo judg,:ie: ts are going t o be more morally true. It 

is not contra~ictory, euroly, to SAY thnt aomeono ie following 
n self-nccepted outononous principle of conscience but 1s 
still acting ir:unorglly. llo do not need to look far 1n the 
contemporary world to see conscientious (perhaps even mature) 
people committing moral atrocities. 

Kohl berg :: sumes that "moral" nnd "r ational" are either 
synonymous or coextensive term,:;. I t ht r been the nurpoae or 
thie d1acuoe1on to chow that ouch an assumption hae not been 
adequately supported and 1a probably untenable. Margolia 
(1972) aeea the easential criterion of rationality ae beina 
conaiatenqs 

"a man who would be rational must reason conaietentlT, 
uae language and make judgments 9onsiatently, and act 
coneiatently with hie beliefs" (p. 287). 
ow ever, the moral man may or may not a_ct rationally 

and tbe rational _agent may be cona1etently immoral. In 
Uargolla' worda, 11 rnen may behave in morally acceptable •aYa 
without beha\'in,g rationally and, 1naotar aa they behave 
rationa1ly as well;, they will adhere to obl1gat1ona that 
are binding on agente, ,ma rational, whether those agent a 
are behaving aorilly, 1•orill.T, or amorally." Conal■tenq 



114 

1 contained in the n1 notion of or 1 cone rn, but 
it 1 not th only precept therein. ccord1ng to arsol1s , 
the moral agent 1s also oblig d to void arb1 trar1nees nd 

1rreoponsib111ty. By 1nclu~1ns thee additional cr1ter1 
(which are considered by Margoli to be formal) it 1 not 
enough for the moral agent to be rational. in the sense o«r 
being consi tent. Pare' ~an tic l N zi (1963 , pp 192-200) 
can thus b considered ration l (if his b sic bel1 1s 
accepted) in the sense of being consistent , y t still 
would be jud ed to be immor 1 . 

CONCLU ... ION 

The 1m of this chapter has been to explore the 
philosophic 1 problems hich are inherent in the cognitive­
developmental approach to mor lity. ,m examination of the 
moral concepts ent iled in the theory together with an 
appraisal of the underlying metaethical or1entRt1on, has 
made explicit the following problems: 
1 • The theory provides no adequate criteria for det'ining 

the oral domain and enabling the diet ,ction of moral 
dilemmas , judgments and re sons from those 0£ a non­
moral kind. 

2 . J:.: mphae1 on the cognitive aspects of moral judgment 
does not give due recognition to the affective and 

motivational re ture or morality. 
3. There 1 no dequate explanation o:£ the proposed 

isomorphism of p yeholo 1cal and norm 1ve tructure 
ao t t the is/ought probl m remain& unre ol d. 

4. The theory shift bet n ror l pre cr1pt1v1 d 

5. 

n tur _ 1 tic cl 1m ror h dev lop n t 
en n • 

el t1v qu lity ctr eon 
no jU ttti bl criteria 

1th r 

1t . 
de but it carmot 

1 d eor1ption 
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~ rality when the aubstantiYe principle ot ju tioe 
1 i ncluded 1n th clai • 

8 . The t h ory give supremacy to t he principl e ot 3Uatic 
1 thout con i der i ng the 1mportl!lnt pl ace of other 

pr 1nc1 pl ea such as ~r eedo nd concer n tor others. 
9. The tb ory places undue empha is on the place or 

prescriptive principl es in the domain or moral 
experience and neglects the major int'luencesof' moral 
beliefs , st ndarde and personal 1de ls 1n deter ining 

human conduct. 
10 . The theor y cannot upport the claim to pnralleliem 

between cognitive development and moral adequacy . 
Furthermore , its purported synthe i be tween cogn i t ive 
maturity , rationality snd moral truth r emaina unten ble . 

These problems embody the perenni l questions of moral 
philosop' y and , while the development 1 peyohologiet could 
not be expected to set t le such ieeuee from an empirical 
position , it is incumbent on him to support hi s t heoretical 
claims with cogent arguments nnd to mnke expl i cit hie 
metaethicnl assu mp tions . In thi e r~spect , it aru.st be 

concluded th t Yohlbu-g has been 1noon istent and equivoc al 
in contendin with the philosophical criticisms of hie theory. 

~ mRjor ehor toorning of this el aborate development 1 
theory i s that it is unable to clearly detine the domain at 
human experience to h1ch it relnte . Int king a 
fundamental ly cogn1t i v1at position , ohlberg xpoaes him eir 

t o el l the c:rit1c1 m whi ch have been ade of Kantian ethics, 
p ~ti cul rly 1n expl aining the connection betw n moral 
judgment and or c t 1on . Ho•••~ .... ,,. , Kohl ber g hitt hi 
ph 1lo op i c l ~oun . h dvanc thro th t ag ct 

x o 1 t i on. In do o e t hen nd def end the 
Oitf erent p t , th t ot theoretic 

ructur • In criteri a t or oral 
ju nt h 

~ l 
in dec1d1n 

pro ch, ther 1a 
t 1 orally 
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Th••• philoeophical ll■itation1 to the cosnlt1ve­
developmental account ot morality aboul.d not completely 
over-shadow the very uaerul expl.anatory !'unction Which 
the theory serves. It is only because there 1e a tendency 
among some psychologiata and (o.t greater concern) some 
educators to reify the whole atage-eequenoe approach to 
morality that it ie neceeaery to cr1t1cally examine the 
assumptions on which it is founded. A comment by 
n.s. Peters 1e particularly appropriate as a conclusion 
to this part or the present thesis. 

11Hia (Xohlberg' e) findings are or unquestionable 
importance, but there is a grave danger that they 
may become exalted into a general theory ot moral 
development. Any euoh general theory preeupooees 
a general ethical theory, and Kohlberg himsel.1' 
l'urcly _·ould be the first to admi t that he hae 
~one little to develop the details ot such a 
general ethical theory. Yet without such a 
theory the notion or "moral development" is 
pretty 1nsubetant1al." ( Pet ers , 1971 , p . 264) • 



C HAP T ER 6 

THE DEVELOPML::.1T OF AUTONOMY : 
SOME EDUCATI C NAL H i1 LI CATI CNS 

The cogniti ve-de velopment al theOT"J of moralization has 

assumed a much wi der relevance t han t he mer el y expl anator y 
functi on with which we hove been primnrily c oncer ned in thi s 

analysi s . In its i mnli cations f or t ea chine i t has prov i ded 
an e moiricall y tested model wh ich has t he capac i ty to shape 

practice because it res t s within a prevni ling educati onal 

i deology . Kohl berg has cal l ed t h i s i deology 11 pr oeres s i vi sm" 
but i t can be reduced to a particul ar view of man wh ich has 

b een called 11 developmentalism. 11 

Kohlberg and ,:ayer (1 972) d i s tingui sh t his ideological 

positi on from "roman tic i sm" 'lnd "cul tural transmi ssion 11
, and 

t hey at tribut e i t s predomin~nt pos ition i n educ '1ti c-nal t hinking 

t o Dewey - dev el oping out ol' the "proema tic func tional - ~ene t ic 
pl· ilosoph i es of the l ot e ninet eent h nnd C'1rly twenti eth 

cent ur i es" (Kohl berg and ·.ayer , 1 972 , :p . ~5h) • In th is vi ew , 

the educo.ti onal 2oal " i s the e ventua l att1. i nmcnt of a h i r:her 

l evel or s tage of develon':lent in adulthood , not 'Jcrel~r the 
heolthy func tioninc o~ the cr ild nt a present l evel . " It 
r eciuires "o.n educ '1 ti onal env ir onment that ac t ively s ti r.ru.l o tes 
develoyrncnt t h rough the present a tion of resolvabl e but renu i ne 

!}r oblems or coni' l icts " because "the organi z i ng 'lnc'1 dev elop in[; 

force in t he child ' s exper i ence i s t he child ' s active t h i nkin~ , 
nnd t h inki ng i s sti mul a ted by the probl em1ti c , by cognitive 

c onflict . 11 ( p . 454) • 
Tw o f urther as sumptions , a ccord i ng to Kohl ber g , are 

ent ailed in t he applica t ion of cognitiv e developrnent al ism 

to the practice of moral education . 
" One •••• is the assumption t hat moral development has 

a cognitive core . This assump tion is central to any 
i n tellect iv e approach to moral educat ion and contrasts 
sh arply with irrational- emotive theories of moral 
development such as t hose of Durkheim and Freud. 
The other aRsumption is of the interactional origins 
of morality. This assumption is central to an 
intellective approach to moral education as not a 
process of transmission of fixed moral truth but 
rather a stimulation of the child's restructuring 
of h ie experience." (Kohlberg , 1 971 a , p . 43) . 

These assumptions r eflect a theoretical orientation to 

development which is based on the organismic model of man. 
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I n appl y i ng· .such model, · ohl er g , i a ~bi·• .. t o ' ake 
t . temente l i ke the :tollow1n· : , 

11 Sub j e c t s pr efer the st g e one ub ove t e:S.r own to t heir 
own s t ag e or t o al l t he lower s t a ges bec ause , in 
d evel pmento.l j ar•gon , i t repr e sent s a better 
equ il i br i um , becau s e it is more d iffer ent i a t ed and 
i ntegr tea t h an a lower s t age" ( Kohlbe:r , 1 971 , p . 47) . 

The i mpl ica t ion s of vi eWin , t h e d e velop1n ·.: or n ism in 

t h i s particular way h , ve r• e ce ntly b ee n di scu s s ed by s e v eral 

wri ters (e .c ., I,anger , 1 96 9 ; Re e s e nnd ' verton , 1 970 ) . 

The es s enti al point i s t !·o t man i conc eived of .:is a living , 

or g n i zed s ys tem wh i ch is i nher ently ~n d sp on t n eously a ctive 

such t hnt aualit~tiv e ch anges occur in t he str ucture of the 

or an i s m. _ e d ev e l o pm ~m t al i nt see lr..s t o exp l a i n t e n "! tur e 

of tl')f' pro c esses pr oducin t hese qus l i t r:i tive changes . 

'J'11 e con c ep t of ' s t a.ees ' ( cf ? l nve l l , 1963 ; Ke s sen , 1 , f .::, ) 

i mplies tha t d ev el c p, 1en t wi l l nro ceea thr ou gh an invar i ant 

se(itH::nc e wi th ea ch "' t o _, e r1ef ined b;/ th e c o i tiv e s t ruc t ure s 

of t ' P. or g rm i sm '1.nrl cxi s t in.n: i n a h ier ""l. r d"1i cal r e l r:. t i o . . sh i p to 

pr e c ed i nr: ri n ,~ f n t tu-•c s t ~rr es . :, ovcmc n t f rom s t a? e t c s t nGe 

r eaul ts f r om i n t ernal ·;o t i v 'l ti on ( cf' : unt , 1 ':,( 3 , 1 9G 5) whi ch 

is t r:e basis of c ev elopr.1e r,t nnd i n volv es t r an sf orma tion s of 

c o ni ti ve s tructu r ec due t o or gan i zn t i on of ystems of' int er r 11 1 

r e l 'l ti ons t h rou h intcr nc t i on be t ween t e s tru ctur•es of t h e 

or gn lis m rind otructures of t he envir onmct,t . "l'' e d i r e c t ion of 

develop,,1ent i s t ov,ar d ,;:re '.l ter e cui l i briu r,: in org n i sm­

e nvironment interac t i ons (F l avell, 1 96 3 ; Koh l ber g , 1 969 ) . 
Yowe v er • develo ,,rnent l i sm ver y of ten entail s what h as 

b een c a l led t he ' s u:ff ici enc y f ll a cy ' ( cf .R chn er, 1 970 ) . 

Th i s f a l l a cy i s t h t t he s tructu re. of A given t e in t he 

sequenc provides n ot on l y nece sary condi tion for the g ro t h 

of k:nowled e , but al so uff 1c1ent conditi ons . If t he re-1 tion­
s h~p be een cognitive structure a nd new 1.nfor tion or 

experience is of a cert in ty e· (eg op t i m l d1., on o or 
... 

mi - m t ) then develo ment mu t occur. e i1mpt1on is 
F • .. • 11 

al y th hi er l vel of kno ledge 1 lo 1o lly 
eu 

,,1 
t thee ence of P1 s etian: ep1ate olo y an~ . . 

Pi get in e follow! y: · . 
. . ~ 

"Th . . theory or knowl d e 1 therefore e .. ent1al1y a 
theory of ad pt tion oft ou t to · r alit1, even it . in 
the .'1 t ly 1 t is d pt tion (like 11 . 
de t t1on) revels t e xietenQe o~ an inextricabl 

inter ction between the ·subject ,na the . objects of • 
stud~" ( 1 et, 1972, P • 18).· 
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The dnelopaental thee la thua invol vet not onl.7 a 
particular concept ot man, but a theory ot knowledge and, 
in the moral domain, an emphaeia on the growth ot cognition 
aa being central to the whole notian ot moral maturation. 

The question ot whether the interactive cond1t1ona 
ex1at1ng between organism and environment are merely necessary 
tor development to occur, or whether they are alao eutt1o1ent 
tor developmental change in the tixed direction, 1a one that 
hae considerable educational relevance. 

THE DEVELO PllENT ALI ST F ALLAC'! 

It environmental conditions are autticient tor develop­
ment to occur then it tollowe in the view ot developmentalista 
that children will learn better the leas they are taught 
(ae they detine this concept). The teacher becomee a some­
What pesaive observer ensuring that conditions for cognitive 
atimulation exist. In many places, Kohlberg implies thie 
position. For example, 

''For the 1nteract1on1et, experience 1a essential to 
stage progreeaion, and more or richer stimulation 
leads to faster aC.vance through the series at stages" 

(Kohlberg and l!ayer, 1972, P• 459) 
He maintains that transition trom one level ot under­

atand1ng to another esn only be aided by cognitive 
stimulation and not 'brou~ht about by explicit teaching. 
Pet era ( 1 971 ) haa argued that this leads to an over-rigid 
conception ot what teaching 11, tor the oh1ld is never 
developing 1n a pre-determined direction - the environment 
1e alwaya manipulated in particular way15 b7 the teacher (who 
knowe in advance what he want• the child to learn). 

"sooratea ••• teaching the alave all right even thou.sh 
he wae not telling hia things. He••• aakinS him 
leading queatione, setttna him to oonoentrste on ■oae 
thinga ~ather than on others, putting question• in 
■equencea ao that the alave came gradually to make 
certain crucial connections" (Petera, 1971, p. 243). 

'l'he tendency tor aome dnelopmental1ete to aeaume that 
enTironmental oondl tiona can prOY1de wtfioient cond1 tiona 
tor growth ari••• from the tallaoy ot apply1ng the biological 
model 1n too literal a 1'aeh1on. Thia point haa been atrongl.7 
eaue4 by Nagel ( 1957) when he clai.rae that a misappropriation 
b7 aoo1al acientiata or the meohan1at1o concept ot dnelopment 
tound 1n biology haa led to the .,1ew that an 1ncompatibilit7 
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4 the er ence ot 
th t: 

"••••the a sumpt1on th t re ponalb1e cho1c na ct1on 
ar JnanU'est d ae proc2uct of develop nt l proc e 
which have condition~ for their u1 tenc , doe not 
convert th oral 11.t of man 1nto h nd 11lu ton" 

( gel , 1957, P • 23). 
'Ihe ee ential dltfer noe between e dev lop ental v:1 of 

men ona develo · ent .1 eJQ>lanation int natural sciences 1 
that man's developm nt doee not simply occur •natur 1 
unfolding' proce • It 1e, in part, brou t about th 

con cious deci ion o~ other people . Furthermore , it c 
lao be influenced by the indlvldual's c pac1ty tor reflection, 

for consideration ot future event, nd nt1o1pat1on of the 
consequence of ctions. Unlike the developing biologic 1 
organism, a an can choose and, "there is no bt.111 t-in 

guarantoo that only those decision hieh are in fact mo t 
advant eoue for the individual" will be m de. (cf Arc mbault , 
1966, P • 306f ) • 

Peters (1972a) hae argued that the biological model of 
a eimilntion nd ccommodation, used by Piaget, is only 
metaphorical 1n it& application to human co nitive development. 
He adds thatl 

"Furthermore, al though the physical environment of 
plant influences its develop ent, it ie 1n no sense 
constitutive of it. The plant does not become like 
the eotl or the sun hen it takes 1t into 1ts system . 
In them ntal case, on t he other h nd , much of the 
content of development 1a provided by the ooial. 
environment. Children model themselv on oth r •••• 
For human beings develop in part bee u of thelr 
decision nd o1cee • They make t hem elves to 
cert 1n extent. Th1e y t lkin 1 quite 
1nappropr1 te t the plan o an1 el level • tt 

(Peter•• 1 72a, P• 504). 
t, t n. c 1r1o l d t bout co 1t1ve d v lopment 

tell u ? It canno provtd th 1c1 t conditions but it 
t 11 u t t o environment 1· inter ctlon 111 en ble 

~e development ot cert 1n tbinkin n understanding. · 
In lo 10 y oond1t1one' le 

The oau al rel tionahi 

deter • 4nelopment 
tel olo 1 cal a.nae• 1 

' bll 
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Thia meana that a developm.entaliat position Oooe not 1n 
any wq reduee the reapona1 b111 t7 whioh the educator hae tor 
deciding what to teach, either in the t'orm ~ apec1t1o content 
or environmental manipulation. Developmentaliam belpa to 
answer the 'how? ' question, but we etill require juat1t1cat1on 
1n our answer to the questions ' Why c.1o this rather than that?' 

In applying his theory to education, Kohlberg takes 
little cognizance of this important cone1deration and ao 
elevates developmentalism trom the level of explanstion to a 
pos1 tion ot' ideological signi:ticance where 1 t can be 
presented to justU'y judgments about what ought to be adopted 
in educational practice. The t'ollowing statement la typical 
or this approach: 

"For the progressive, the problem or ottering a non­
indoctrinative education which 1a based on ethical 
and epistemological principles is partially resol~ed 
by a conception that these principles represent 
developmentally advanced or mature etagea ot reason­
ing, judgment, and action. Because there are 
culturally universal stages or sequences at moral 
development (Kohlberg & Turiel, 1971), stimulation 
ot the child's development to the next step 1n a 
natural direction is equivalent to a long range 
goal of teaching ethical principle■" 

(Kohlberg and Uayer , 1972, P • 475). 
The tacts ot human development do not enable the 

educator to avoid the ~estion or values so easily. In 
the previous chapter we aaw that Kohlberg'a own moral position 
1a con1'used and that h1a theory ot moral dovelopment reate 
on questionable ethical assumptions. A'e must, theretore, 
respond sceptically to a comment such aa: 

"The ~1et1nct1-.e feature ot the developrnental­
phllosoph1o approach 1e that a phUoaoph1c conception 
ot adequate principles ie coordinated with a 
paychological theor7 ~ development and with the 
t'act ot development" (Kohlberg and lfayer, 1972, p.48~). 

It ia alao a 11a1 tation ot any dnelopmental theory that 
it muat tocue on only one type or phenomenon at a time an'1 
it hae been claimed (Wilson, 1973, p .1t1) that, 1n theortea 
ot moral dnelopment, thle toroea euch phenomena •• 
"1dentU-1cation", "temptation-reaiatance," "oogni t1-.e 
conr11ct" into aeparate categories where they automatically 
beoome oompet1 tare, when in tact they mar weU be inter­
dependent and on the aame conceptual lnel in e2;1>laintng both 
mowle4se and beha•iour at any particular atage 1n the sequence. 
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The cognitive th or7 ot -' oentr tion c n explain the 
c.1ev lop tot ttconeid at1on or othere" but can it explain 
the emergence ot a 'Virtue like ttcompaa 1on" w1 thout 
introducing at'feotive elements? I it poeaible for children 
to care for others before they know what othere feel? Aa 
Wilson (op.cit.) points out, these are partly logic land 
partly empirical questions. The development list too 
of ten assumes that they are pur ly empirical. 

MORAL TRA I NING AND MORAL F.DUCATION 

The concept of moral character and the place ot habit 
in morality have been que tioned by the developmental 
psychologiets. 

The Hartshorne and May (1928) studies showed that 

behaviour such as cheating was both situ tionally speoU'1c 
and also not conaietent wi th how people were rated in terms 
or honesty or with their own verbally expressed moral values. 
Thie raised questions about the existence of stable character 
trai ta. However, Koh1berg goes further and makes a dichotomy 
between traits and principles. He refers to the "bag or 
virtue" conception or morality which he claims has no place 
in the psychology of morality. Thie claim, whioh runs counter 
to the research tindings or Peck and Havighurst ( 1960), seeme 
to arise becau e Kohlberg concludes that the crucial 
determinants of moral development are cognitive. 

However, the place of habit 1n the moral sphere has been 
well recognized by R.s. Peters (1963) and he haa criticized 
Koh1berg recently on thia point, atating that, 1n the latter's 
th or:,, the ttlack ot 1mportan aaa1gned to habit go• agatnat 
• whole tradition of thC'JUght about oral d velopment at 1n 

tro Ariatotl" (P ter • 1971, p. 249). 
One or the olaima which Kohl.berg akea tor what he calla 

"the leg1t1 cy ot the c!eYelo ntal ppro ch to moral 
c t1on' and, pr IJWDably, h 1e comparing 1t by implic t1on 

to o er · pproach • which t e p a1 e ch act r•tr 1n1ng 

or habit tor tion, 1a that "tb t1Diul tion oral 
evelop nt detin a eduo tlcn l proce re p ctlns th 
u\ono ., ot th ch1lc5 • her •• any otb d 1n1 t1on r tleot• 

1n4octr1nat1on.r ( ohl , 1971 , P • 72). 
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However, because true mc:rallty 1n Kohlbfll'g• e new only 
emerges at the poet-conventional level there le a oenee 1n 

\Yhlch morally 1mature children are less autonomous. They 
are constrained 1n their ,Udgmente by conditions of reward 
and pun1ehment or social approval, rather than guided by 
rationally choeen pr1no1ploe. It would follow, therefore, 
that some form or training or inculcation or habits would be 
juet1f1ed ineat"ar os 1 t prepares the child for the moral 
autonomy of the later stages ot development . It 1e 
just1f1e~ by the intentions of the teacher. ,1hether we call 
it 'teachtr,.g' or 'cognitive stimulation', it is the teacher's 
JAtention Which is important, 

Snook (1972a) argues that the 1ntent1on of t he teacher 
1s the crucial factor 1n determininr whether or not 
indoctrination tokes place. In this case 'intention' 1s 

used 1n the context of moral evaluation, and: 
"only if there io the intention to impart beliefs 
regardless of the evidence can we apply the term 
'1ndoctr1nat1on' ." (Snook, 1972a, P• 50) 

Early training 1n moral values is , the1•efore , as much 
'teaching' at the lower stages, es 'cognitive ot1mulat1on' 
1s at the higher stages. 

In oppa1·ent agreement with Kohlberg, J. P . nhite (1967, 

P• 177) states that young children are brou.-'111t up to obey 
moral rules largely out of conditions of' reward and punishment. 
They cannot be given reasons for following these rules because 
their level of development would not pora1t them to fully 
understand. lfax Black (1967, P • 102) ,vould call this the 
stage of •rule covering' behaviour and 1t ts tantamount to 
1ndoctr1nat1on 1t we define this concept on the cr1ter1on ot 
method. Hare (1964} hae argued that early moral education 
1a not 1ndoct1'1nat1on aa long ae tho teacher's aim 1s not to 
stop the growth 1n children ot the capacity to think for them­
eelvee about moral oueationa. ( er snook, 1972a) • However , 
the main point 1e that moral autonomy la tho end-point ~ a 
process whereby gratlually external rules develop into guiding 

prinolplea Which can turn1eb reaaone tor action. 
Moral tra1nlng leac!a to moral ec:1ucation but the two are 

quite d1et1nct ae concepts and the trenaltion fro~ one to the 
other :la made ae the ahlld'a moral und~standina cSevelope. 
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Peter• (1967, P• 16) mae• the tollowin .d1at1nct1ona 
"The notion at 'moral training• ae d1atinot from th t 
ot moral education eugge ta the learning ot mor l 
code which 1e t ied <!own to pecttiable r-ulee euch a• 
'Thou shalt not eteal.' Moral ectuoat1on 1uggeet1, 
1n addition, the passing on ot the underlying 
rntlnnale, the underat ncl1ng at pr1no1plea" 

It appears certain that the point Of transition is 1n 
some w y rela ted to the development or moral judgment but 
from Kohl berg• a ohema we have no way o:t knowing when the 
child has reached the stage of autonom011e judgment. Kant 
has stated that "judgment is particular talent which can 
be pr ctised only, and cannot be taught" (er \ • Har, 1971) 
and there is no evidence to show that cognitive et1mulat1on 
is the most import nt influence 1n t'acili t ting 1 ts 
emergence. John Passmore (1967, P• 197) make an important 
comment on the att1 tudinal factor: 

11 
•••• to exhibit a critical epiri t one must be alert 
to the pose1b111ty that the established norms ­
themeelvea ought to be rejected, that the r ules 
ought to be changed, the criter1 used 1n judging 
performances modified. Or perhapa even that the 
mode ot performance ought not t o take pl ace at all." 

In Kohl berg' a ter- .. 9 thie would be possible only at a 
stage 6 level or thinking. 

One must take issue, however, with Kohlberg for under­
valuing the role at habit in moral 111'e. It has an important 
place - even tor the fully autonomous person. Oakeshott 
(1962, p . 65) talk of the flexibility ot h bits and euggeata 
that habitual t'orma of behaviour can involve rea oning as well 

intelligence 1n adapting to e1 tuatione auch th t on can 
talk about the &1.1111--~ or reflecting on conduct. 

'l'her is another enae 1n which th cogn1ti~e-develop­
mental appro ch to oral clU.cation needs to be t mpered by 

other consider tiona. It implies tb t rational (or oral) 
conduct alwa7e entails rationa1 choice t t baa includ 4 
the proc e e ot 4eliberat1on and oon!lider t1on ct relevant 
reaaons. gain, Oakeehott ( 1962) bae re eon d a ainat th1a 
poe1t1on bY conceivin ot ration lit7 ae • ·tr 41t1on Qr an 
idiom ot activity 1~·tranecen4e all that we do one •• 
are cOIUlitted to it. He at t • th t, "an 1 ula1Ye action, 

• a 'epontaneoua outburat,' acttv1t1 tn ob di e to a ouetoa 
or to a rule, nd an action which ia receded bt a long 
retlecti•• proceea iaa,-, alike, be ':rational''' (p. 109). · 
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R tion 1ty 1 tt o:r the intention or. to use 
ord~ J.neltnatione, of conduct rather than the consequ nee • 

Two people y pert'or tbe eame action but wnerea one e 
bean rationally dispoeed towords 1t, the other may h ve had 
1rr tional mot1veo or BY have acted arbitrarily nd, by 

chance, perfor d the eame action s th rational person. 
It 1 Fl limitation of t he cognitive-developmental 

approach that it does not acknowledge this notion or 
rationality in its widest sense and is therefore unable to 
intei•pret mor 1 eonduet for what 1 t 1e 1n common experience. 
It is a f ot of experience that when we make mol'al decisions 
there is atten not time or pl ace for the ideal cognitive 
proceoaes which ould be said to typify the at e 5 or 6 
person . It cannot be denied that in moral situ tions the 
most mAture person often acts either ~rom h bit or on the 
basis of mere emotion yet is still cting ration lly in its 
widest sens . In both, however, he is acting in ocordanee 
with his d1cpc)s1 tion and t h ia 1n turn haa been engendered by 

his cnrr.ulutive experience, including 1is formal education. 
:Kohlberg does not deny tho importance to moral education 

of the moral atmosphere of the school. 
"To extend classroom discussions of justice to real 
life is to deal ii th issues ot justice 1n the 
schoole. Education r or justice, then, requires 
making schools mor•e just, and enecurag1ng students 
to take n active role 1n making t he echool more just." 

(1 971 a, P • 82) • 
Uu.vever, he explains the ef't'eots o-r such atmosphere in 

terms of rol -t king opportunities and the greater opportunity 
for cognitive timul tion by a ju tic truetur one sta 
above the chil • • Kohlbez.g pp e o overlook th t 
jut tmo pher 1 impoi-tant bee it a lo habit 
ju t1ce. n do not okJlo· l dge t mu ( c t inly not U) 
or conduct 1 not prece<l by r 1 1 t1f1c tion, y t 

1a not l »e◄:au,ee or t t, p .......... ~-1Y 1f our 
av !n idlo rationality. • • ter 

(1 3) 8\1bject tully m es th 'toll 1ng 

potnta 
e to1"11at1on ot ound 

tor 1n tanoe, hat I h 
1 t ell b a neca 
m- lity (p. 59) 



Th ai ot · or oation, th l'ero · 1• t o iroc!u a 
orally utono u 1nd1vidu l 1tho , when h 1 abl to , will 

juet1ty hi judgment oeording to th canon ot r t1onalit7, 
wh1le t other time , hen acting tro habit or ot1on , will 
be diapoaed towards conduct hich is con iatent w1th 
r tionality in its wide t sense . Whildt cognit1ve-
dev J.opmental pproach will go some of the way in providing 
the educ tional practices that ach.1 ve such a goal , it needs 
to be recognized that it baa limitations . Kohlberg and 
Mayer claim too much ror it when th y tate: 

"the stimul tion of' moral development through the 
stagee repre ents a rational and ethical tocu 
of education related to, but bro den1ng, an 
educational roaua upon cognitive develop nt 
such." (Kohlberg and Mayer , 1972, P • 491). 

The 'rational and ethical focus' to which these writers 
ret r ie not an outcome of n tural devel.opment which grows 
under the nurturance of' a neutral teacher. snook (1972b, 
~~ 283-4) cmnha !see the direct involvement of the duoator 
in producing the deeired outcome: 

1 

"It seems to me self-evident that Whenever we et out 
to educate people we are concerned to develop their 
rational 1 ty. • • • . Children are not born ration l and 
rationality does not develop as the bodily organs 
develop. It is the outcome of soci l living and 
the gradu l incorporation or minds into traditions 
of cri t1oal thought . Hence, the problem of 
developing ration lity is a twofold one . It 
involves t aching pupile those tradition in h1ch 
rationality 1 detined and it involves encouraging 
them to use their ekille and understanding in 
wider and more 1nclue1ve way • 11 

AND MORAL ATURI'fi 

hich bae to b equ rely t c by 

tu into the r1 ld of cor · it 1 

the concept of utono 
th t or l utono y i 
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Fr dom from both ph)reical and paycholog1cal coria traint 
of an adveree kind ie a necessary cond1t1on tor auoh oral 
autonomy. Aa Fromm ha• shown, there may be natural 
psychological forces preventing people trom desiring tre dom, 
but the ideal of the educator mu.at be the morally autono oua 
peraon who 1s (a) authentic (in that he adopts a way o:r lite 
for himsel.1.' ns distinct from one dictated by othera), (b) 
able to reflect rationally on rules, and (c) strong-willed 
(1n that he can hold steadfast 1n conduct against counter-
1ncl1nat1 one).( Peter a, 1973b, pp 123-5). He will be a per a on 
whoee t houghts and actions 1n important areas ot hi lite 
cannot be explained without reterence to "his own choices, 
deliberations, decisions, reflections, judgments, planninga 
or reasonings'' (Dearden, 1972, p. 453). It 1a doubttul, 
however, whether such autonomy can be achieved by simply 
stimulating a "natural11 developmental process in the way 
Kohlberg suggests. 

One of the qualitative differences between stage 1 and 
etage 6 morality is in the degree of autonomy exercised by 

the agent. At the lowest level of maturity the child does 
not have the cognitive apparatus for t°ull autonomy 1n that 
his sense of right and wrong comes from reaponding to the 
rules inculcated by adul te and older children. At some stage 
in his development, however, the child no longer needs some 
authority to order him or govern what he ~oea. The problem 
ie in recognizing at what point 1n the process of development 
autongrq hao emerged, because it 1a a concept which ie 
<11•t1nct trom both freedom and indepen«Sence (ct Dearcten, 
1972, P• 452) • 

Autonomy entaila treedom but it include• a notion ot 
ohooaing w1th re:terenc to certain oriteria (See Chapter :,, 
pp 59--60). Dearden arsuee that: 

"AutonoJQ' neltheit oea nor ooulc1 require the stepping 
outside or 1111 ci-1ta1a to enaaae 1n aome auppoeedl7 
Cl'1terlorileea ohooatna" (Dearden, 1972, P• 458). 

Kohlbera' • theory hold• that the eri t•l• tor Ohooaing 
( in moral e1 tuationa) change tro• one at ge at c!evelopnaent to 
anothe, b\tt the 1n4tvldual ha• no d1Nct control over the 
proo•••. Trana.1 tion trom one a taae to 1Dotber 1• u:plained 
~ ter• or the Piagetian • aoneept ~t equ111brat1on which la not 
• 
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aub3eot to either explicit teaching or 1.U-<letermination. 
Al though the de"Yelopmenta1 process 1a determined by the 

cond1t1ona under which it occurs. the individual gradWllly 
attains a greater degree ot reaponaibility tor his own actiona. 
Thue the Oeterm1niam ot the developmental approach doe• not 
preclude reeponaibili ty tor action. The argument hae been 
put by Hagel : 

"The aeeumption or t he d1acovery that our acts and 
choices are determined in some fashion does not mean 
that we are being coerced when we are engaged 1n 
deliberation ond decision• nor does it mean that 
acts of deliberation and choice are irrelevant to 
what we may overtly do." ( ~agel . 1957, P• 23). 

It wae argued 1n Chapter 3 or the present theaie that 
o.n explanatory model ~or mora1 behaviour must be ant1-
determ1n1et and teleological. This is not inconsistent 
with the developmental approach provided the latter takee into 
account that, tor human behaviour, alternative explanatory 
modes fOT' the same phenomenon are not only possible but. in 
the case ot moral behaviour, also neceeaary. Ylhen the 

developmental conditions, as viewed by the observer, are not 
nly ~ reasons why a person acts, but also hie reasons for 

acting, then the person can be said to be autonomous (see 

Chapt9r 3, P • 52). 
At the lowest etnges of development, the pereon may be 

free from external c cns traintr but the capacity t or choice 
is stunted by limitations 1n the oogni t1ve oategoreal 
apparatue (c:t Peters , 1973b). The person at the higheet 
level of morality, on the other hand, ie autonomoua because 
he is f ree trom the internal peycholog1oal oonstra1nta ot 
developmental inadequacy. He may well, however• be governed 
by the moral principle• to Which he ie oolDDlitted, but thia ia 
not a neceaaary condition tor being autonomoua. Aa with the 
rational man• the autonomous man can choose to be 1mmo~al •1 

1 . Gvwil'th (1973) has argued that whUe oral goodne1a 
can bo ea1d to entail autonomy, it 1a not neceasary that 
autonoJll7 entail •oral soo4nesa. 
" • • • • even it' a person may be autonomous without being 
morally sood, he carmot be morally good without being 
autonomoue. For moral goOdneae cons1 ate not merely 
1n do1ns what 111 morally right , rut in c1o1ns it 
be91u11 it te 110rally right , ie, tro one's own 
independent or autonomous reoognition and aocept anoe 
tst the etan(1ard■ ot moral rightness." (p. 39). 
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'.mE CONDITIONS FOR lORAL AUTO OMY 

Freedo ie the abeence ot obstacle nd tore wh oh 
a,y limit the range of choices open to us in any one action 

or cour e of activities. To be tr to choose s.nd not to be 

. compelled trom w1 thin or fro without is an essential 
distinguishing characteristic or humanity. 2 The tr edom 1a 
in the choice but the choice is eldom purely rando • 3 Men 

act deliberately when they act tor reasons. Reaeona do not 
compel (in th sense defined abov) but they constitute the 
grounds on which action ie ba ed.4 ( See Chapter 3 pp 50-2). 
As was argued in the previous chapter, the concept of morality 
ie based on the assumption that there is a hierarch,y or reasons 
which may ju tify any action, that reasons are validoted 
according to principles which in turn are vindicated 1n the 
context of a rationally chosen way of life (ct P; n. Taylor , 
1961 , Chapter 6) • 

2. Although existentialists like S rtre would say that 
freedom is inevitable, one must at least acknowledge 
the existence of pathological compuleiona, even if one 
denies that external f oroee can deter•mine a particular 
choice. For this reason it seems logicelly tenable 
to talk about degrees ot freedom. 

3. "The notion or • choice' would seem to require s 
condition of its intelligible application th t 
there hould be criteria by reterence to which the 
choice i made, and which re not, tor the moment 
at lea t, brought into que tion11 (Dearden, 1972, 
P• 457). 

4. K.R. Ayer• 
_playing to 
co ~a1on 
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Liberty, or :treedom 1n t ·he senwal 1et1ae, ts the type 
o'£ freedom which ie environmental in the sense that soeial 
and physical restraints are absent. The emphasis 1s on 
the absence of compulsion rather than the grou.nds for cholee. 
Moral autonomy, however , 1a more than rreedomJ it 1mpl1e 
knowledge of the conditions within which freedom 1 exercised 
( ie a range of available reaeona on which to base choice) 
and knowledge of the outcomes of ohoosing 1n one way or 
another (1e the relative importance of reasons) - thia is 
freedom to decide not only what one ~ do, but what one 

gu@t or, conversely, gµght n2i to do. Thie is moral free­
dom 1n the Kantian sense and 1t ie ru,t simply the abeenoe 
of compulsion. It is a state in which a person egn 
ultimately decide to surrender the rreedom of nrbitrar1nese 
to the discipline of obeying the dictates of reason. 

Kenneth Strike (1972b, p. 274) has recently examined 
the concept of freedom and proposed that if a person is to 
be .free ( ie autonomous 1n the eense we have been using thie 
term) in that he will be disposed to do free acts, the 
~ollowing three properties must be t rue of him: . ' 

( 1) A person must be able to ao wha t he chooses. This 
includes possessing relevant abilities and ekille of 
execution as well aa not being prohibited or physically 
prevented from taking a chosen course of action. 

(2) A person must poeeeee those reasoning skills wnioh 
enable him to eva1uate various courses of action . 
Th1a is a matter of having learned to apply t hose 
criteria relevant to making various orts ot judgments . 

(3) A pe~son must be peychologionlly conat1tut d euch that 
1t 1e po sible tor the exerciee or au.oh rea oning eki11 
to come the ctual determina tee or oho 2.ce and ct1on. 

tt • ;pplJ the CJ'i ter1a to the JllOJ'a1 1 tuat1on, sn4 
con.alder uch a tate or f'reedota a being a prlJJ2ar-1 goal or 
moral :educe.ti Wl, e es1n to ee the 11Dll t ticns or the 
cognitive-develop enta1 ppro · ch in educ tins f Ol" tUtonC>mV. 

The ~iret ot trike•s or1teria ret re to 'libel'ty' or 
, •~reedom• 1n the general ,enae, def'1ned above; bu.t* lt 
lnoludea the acquisition ot 'P<elevant bil:l.tie nd · kill••. · 
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1• 1a aurel7 not just 4eTelop ntal notion, but would 
include, 1n th ral eitu tion, haTln ltnowl cSa about th 
world and b 1ng able to pr diet the canaeqttencea ot on '• 
actiona. 

The aeoond criterion could conceivably be 1dent11'1e4 
with cognitive development and might well be achieved, a• 
Kohlberg eugge t , in mor l education which involve• not 
direct teaching, but expolSUl'e ~ the child to cognitive 
contlict which will tac111tate development towards the stage 
ct pl'incipled autonomy. 

The third criterion, however, whid"' entablee the other 
two to become autt'ioient condi tions tor mor 1 utonomy, ie 
not embraced by cogn1t1 e-developmentalism, although it 
represent the major goal of the moral educator. 

It is one of the aims of moral education to develop the 
skill of reasoning 1n the domain or moral judgment 
(producing 'criterion-two' type freedom) J but at gre ter 
relevance to the moral lite itself, is the aim~ initiating 
young people into the conditions at mind whereby enlightened 
moral autonomy (producing 'criterion-three' type treedom) is 
poeeible . This is n initiation into a st teat knowledge 
which Stuart Hampehire calls 'inductive eelf-lmowledge' 
( 1 965b). Only when we are not only free from external 
forces and influences which are too strong tor ua, but alao 
tre from internal 11m1 ta ti one which prevent us trom even 
being aware ot the rang of choices open to ue, can we 
exercise full moral treedom. 

Thia liberation ot perception and awareneae, so that 
th axi or alt.-n t1vea 1 open to ua and our cho1c 1a 

· ble to b tre ot the oonatrainta ot peycbological 
inade a y\ rej11c11ce · or tgnorano , oonatit t . a the 41ettnguiah-
lns oh aoter1at1 or th uoated man. ·1, ta one thinS to 

ow what • intend to do, t 1t ie ditt ent kind.~ 

know d ·• which able• u to kn what t tollo • 
lnchotiY eneral1sation.a roa i ther the ext nal laws ot 

e, or rl'O our own eeione, 1 • a an4 1ncl1nat1one. 
( 196$1>, • .• 91) l'e-a aerta the conian dootrin 
01' a aan ·1cno ... ~ th 1 •• ~ n tur , the gr atel' 

ht• power and hie tree4om ot -oho1oe. 
,, 
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Ideally, Ramp h1r rgu.es el ewher ( 1 965a) , the 

r tional (educated) man 1 rree rro hi eu. 
''lie will count himself more rr e in hie thought when­

ever he ie ble experi ental.ly to detach himaelt 
from hie own habite and conventions of thought and 
to redescribe his own situation and conduct from a 
new point ~ view and in new terms." 

{Hampshire, 1965 , p . 213). 
1"his capacity to 'step back' enables the rational man 

to choose in the face 0£ the f orces which shape hie behaviour 

and consequently the correlation between his intention and 
h ie actual achievem nt ie greater . 5 He may hol cert in 

dispositions which he has not chosen, but he can choose 
whether or not to aot on them. Hampshire expreaaes this 
view ns f ollo 'I : 

" •••• an 1nd1 vidual who acquires more systematic 
kno\ ledge of the causes of s t o tee of mind, emotions, 
and desires, insofar as these are not the outcome of 
his decision , thereby becomes more free than he 
previously was to control and direct his own lite: 
more tree to control and direct his own life , in the 
sense that there will in general be a closer 
correlation between that hioh he sets himselr to do 
~nd that which he actually achieves in his life . 
Knowledge of his intentions wi ll be the more reliable 
guide to his actual future conduct." (1965b, P • 92). 

The man who is a chooser in the morally autonomous senee 
111 understand some or the c usal determinants of hie 

actions {ie have inductive self-knowledge), will be able to 
justti'y hie ctions {even when they arise out of habit or 
emotion) by the r~tional appeal to reasons , will have the 
power to exerc1 e critical judgment and to reflect on hie 
own conduct; 1n short, he 111 be free, •. 1th1n 11 1 , to 
decide h t kind ~ p rson he o ht to b • Thia 1a oral 
autonomy d, lthough an 1 born 1th the ca city o 
a pire to thi condition, it 1 not the h rit g or th 
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natural world. H t b 1n1t1 t into tht t t e 
conaoioue torts ~ hi tellow n. 6 It ie the und atanct­
ing ot this process which 1a the central concern or moral 
education. 

Towards the end of his paper on autonomy and e&io tion, 
De den makes the t'ollowing point: 

0 To become autonomous is not just n purely m turat1onal 
prooeae, since plainly many do not become so in any 
s1gn1r1cant degree. It 1 at least 1n part a learn­
ing task eet by a particular ideal~ human 
development" (Dearden, 1972, P • 464). 

This ideal of human dev lopment is omething quit 

ditterent :t'rom the developmental aim to which Kohlberg 1s 
committed. It is not something which results trom the 
stillilllation ar natural growth, but an educationsl objective 
which is rationally adopted and demands justification 1n the 
aame way a any other. 

The cogn1t1ve-developmental1sts, by identifying moral 
utonomy with moral maturity , have adopted a very nerrow 

definition or the moral educator's task in addition t o a 
question ble concept of utonomy. In concluding a lengthy 
discussion on moral development and moral eduction, Kohlberg 
and Turiel state: 

11 He have defined moral teaching as a process of open 
discussion which 1e aimed at stimulating the child 
to move to the next step in his de'\lelopment ••••• ~e 
cannot really teach internalized principles ot moral 
judgments /e can only stimulate development •••• the 
eventual go l o:r s timulat ing the development or 
structure or level of moral reasoning ie consistent 
wi th nlig'htened vi ewe of the moral content we would 
like our tutu.re adults to h ve.'' 

(Kohlberg nd Turiel, 1911, P• 461). 
Thi concept ot t ching aaa\Ullea th . it ie u:tt1c1 nt 

to provi th oon~1t1on which will en bl childr n to learn 
!um to re on out moral pro..,.. ... ,_. But Sch 1 r (1960, 
p. 93) haa eh an 1aportant 41 tinctlon "-'"'_ .. ,_n • e ch1n h ' 

6. 



which 1n olve the · oqul 1 tton o~ killl and • teaohins to' 
which involves t he o u1s1t1on ot nor an4 valu •• 

0 We talk o~ • c 1 tizenah 1p • a 1f 1 t ere et ot skill a, 
hcreas our educational ai 1a , 1n . f ot , not er 17 to 

teach pupUs .bs! to be good oi tizens but, in l)artioular, 
to be good citize.'ls" (Schetrler, 1960, P• 98). 

' Teaching how' is only one of the oale of th mor 1 
educator, nd 1t may well exist longside other go l •7 In 

di cusein the logical implications of aiming at t aching 
children to make moral decisions, I:rian f!ill writes: 

0 I~ •••• e grant that education should aim to :f' oater 
those higher capacities in individuals which re 

enable ton teacher' guid nee, then we must try 
to develop his valu powere . Thie ill mean 
teaching that cert 1n v lues ere widely espous d, 
ieach1DS how to make more rational evaluations, and 
teas;hing for the acceptance of' certain commi tmenta." 

(Hill, 1972, p . 52) 

The 'cognitive stimul tion' which Kohlberg discusse 
would contribute only to 'te ching ho to make more 
r tional evaluntiona.' 

cr-ncLUSION 

It has been the aim of this chapter to examine some of 
the limitations or the ecgn1t1ve-developmental approach to 
moral education. Thie is not , h~vever , to deny its 
positive contribution. There is surely, in any direct 
atte ts by teachers to r oster mor 1 develop nt, a pla~e 
for the techniques of cogn1 tive stimulation hich Kohl berg 
and 1 ooll gue have presented. (cf ckey 1973; 
Y. ."urker , 197.3). probl arieee when th e techn qu a 

r ted with educ t1on tor or l autono 1n it w1d t 
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eena • Cone ptual anal ~ utono (Hampabire, 1 965b; 
Deard n, 1972; P tera, 1973b) suggest th t thi ie not a 
condition which emerge through the natural prooe a ot 
develop ent. It is an educ tional ideal toward which 
educ tors may choose to aepire and their commitment to such 
an ideal will be consistent with a total ideological or 
met physical stance in the oonte~t of hich such an ideal 
mieht be justified . Kohlberg' ultimate position in this 
re pect is not clearly stated. 

e associates hie developmentalist poe1 tion ·•1th 
educntional theories on a grand scnle. 

In one place he states th t hie position is neo-Platonic: 
" •••• s I have tried to tr ce the eta es of 
development of moral i ty ~nd to use these stagee 
aa the basis of a moral educ~tion program, I 
hnve renlized more and more tha t its 1mplicnt1on 
~aa the reassertion of the Flatonic faith 1n the 
power of the rational good . " (Fohl berg , 1970, p . 57). 

In another place (}:ohlberg 14nd i'.ayer, 1972) 1-~ ohlberg 

contrasts his i deolo~ical or rnctaphyaical position i,i th the 

two ideologies of romanticism (as enshrined in the 
pPvchoanaly+ ic tradition) a.no cul tur '11 transmission ( es 

exemplified by behaviourism). le claime philosophical 
aft'iliation ,vi th Dewey in whnt he calls the "progressiv1st 
developmental ideology". /,s - m1ey strongly opposed the 

Platonist view , ha. ever, it is not at all clear how Kohlberg 
can link his theory to ea.ch of these differing views of man. 

In using hie theory to form a rationale for a pr<"J)oeed 

pproach to the pract ice of moral eduo3tion ( ~ohlberg, 1970; 
Kohlberg , 1971 ; Kohlberg, 19710; Kohl rg and Tu~i., 
1971 ) there app r to be confusions bout the places or f ct 
and value 1n due tion l practice d Kohlb ppe a to 
h ve over-n rro 1 d lineated the concept o~ te 1ng. 
kill of soning and th o paoit~ to tor rational 

judg nts due tor cannot overlook 
pl c at1on , oh r •tr inin, and oral 

w "to b 
r1nci le , o 

educ tional 1 • 
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Know1edge in i taelf ie not the eri terion ct beinS edu,oated I 
"the knowledge which a man must poesese to qualify a• being 
educated muet be built into his way of looking at th1nges 0 

(1967, P • 7) • 
Under auch a concept it 1s clearly not enough to 

identify the aims of education with development, both 
intellectual and moral, in the way that Kohlberg wou1d want 
to. This is not because the approach is altogether too 
cognitive because, as Peters (1972a) contends "the development 
of motives and emotions is inseparable from the development 
of modes of experience each of which has its distinctive 
cognitive stages" (p. 516). The limitations of the approach 
consist in the failux-e to recognize that 'development ' as an 
educational aim, if it can be justified, will more than likely 
be subordinate to a number of other aim~ to which many 
educators would want to give greater \7eight. This cannot 
be better sta.ts d than 1n the words of R. s . Peters: 

11 Creati vi ty w1 tho'..i t competence is cant; being 
critical without a mastery of some cont~.nt and 
without training in argument is just being 
captious ; autonomy without an informed awareness 
o~ possibilities ie merely a romanti c protest; 
and integrity without the discipline o:£ a moral 
tradition is empty uplif't." (Peters, 1972a, p. 51 9) • 
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OE!JJRAL QOlfCuVSJON 

Kohlberg'a work belongs Within the P1aget1an 

tradition ot developmental psychology. Thia tradition hae 
adopted the Kantian view et man as a being capable ot ration 1 
autonomy Who• through active reaeon, imposes order on the 
t'lux ot experience by forming a structure of concept and 
categor1e. The dopt1on, by psycholostata 1n the Pi etian 
tradition, of thie view ot man has co1nc1ded with ~da­
mental shift in the philosophy ot' social science enabling it 
to embrace new models ot expl nation. &uch models present 
alternatives to those employed in then tural science nd 
are ppropriate to the unique nature ot the social and 
p ychological knowledge which the social scientist pursues. 

The primary go 1 ot social science 1e to obtain organized 
knowledge of social and peychologioal re 11ty. ?his 
reality ie more than a sum total of object end events 
existing and occuring within the world of human conduct, 
culture and communication as it might be recorded by a 
detached observer. If we want to understand social reality; 
it we want to build theories which will enable ue to explain 
how men become What they are in the oc1al world which they 
have made; if we want to bring knowledge or enlightened 
purpose to our social practices; then, we must give 
attention to the spring of human actionJ we must ttempt 
to view a social 1tu tton trom t he viewpoint ot the 
participator 1n th t situation; w t recognize that 
1n commons nae thinking we aocept and um ratan4 our actu l 
or potential kn ledse ot the m aning ct hu an ctione 
th 1r product •~ro th 1n ic!le' in t ot 'the wq w • -
the world., an exp rienc p ro pt1ona, id a, e otione, 
tt1 tu~ , t ot at Popp r baa 

call 4 'th lo 10 ot tan th a 
ph a wen ed .t p ture 

oon olou a. 1 an4 th olo 7 
t such t k a n Pi et•• at 1 t1on o th 
aotence ot • 
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cognition, 
ea 'the 11 1t 

cogniaed 1n hi atudy ot bu 

what 1 t enate1n ha expresee4 1n th phr 

ot 1-!lo--e ean the 11m1 ta ot my world• 1 In eeenc , 1t 

that 1n learning al nguage or 1n developing concepta, ean 
our conecioueneea 1a progre aively tructured ccording tc 
rul a tor malting sens ot the world and relating oureelv a to 
a peote ot 1t in various ways. Understanding human 
beha iour, theretore, depends on th9 cognitive content that 
p" des particular form ot aoc1 l life. 

In Pi etian theory, the categories which provid tor 
'1t rule-conception are not, as Kant held, inn te olds into 
which spec11'1c experiences are titted, but th y evolve or 
develop ae a result ot interaction between the child and h1 
phy teal and social environment. Piaget poatulate that a 
child 1 born with an intellectual apparatus which he k pa 

modi.r7ing as result ot experience 1n diverse stages until 
he chieves the mature dult stage or the community - not a 
p rticular cultural community, but the 'human community' in 
its most general senee. His is a developmental theory, which 
is constructed as an explanation of how man comes to lmow the 
physical and social world during the cour e of cognitive 
epigeneei • But F'iaget has remained pri rily concerned 
with the development of logico-deduotive r aaoning and 
physical concept • The application or hie ppro ch, which 
has become known aa 'cogn1t1ve-developmental1sm', to other 
domalna or human knowledge is the major t alt unOertaken by 
d lo ental paychologiet in the Piagetian tra~1t1on. For 
titteen ye a, Kohlberg has orlte4 on the labor tion or 
co n1 ti v velop ntal approa to Ol'al1 ty. do 1n ot 

1. 
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• alhet1o 1 inning to at raot t ten on ot ot .. • 2 

The dnelo ent ot ot,h t ot kn.owl dge, eu ae ~ 
Which o riae Paul Hir t'e claaa1t1 tion ( rel1s1ont 
knowle4ge o't peraona tc.) w111 , no 4ou.bt, also eventually 
be eubj ct d to turther Piag tian investigation. 

The pre ent the 1a • 1 concerned wi tb an examination ot 
ao ot the philoaoph1oal probleme Which are inherent in th 

Piaget-Kohlber theory ot mor 1 development and 1ta 
1mp11cat1ona tor mor l eduction. 

The 1 portanoe ot th1 theor1 in oante porary social 
acienc 1■ not disputed and there is a large bocty ot empiric l 
reeearch hich gives eub t nee to the cogn1t1ve-dev lop ental 
theory or oral judgment. At the beginning ot the present 
theai • this research is review d, aynthe 1zed and evalu ted. 

It is recognized th t the empirical v lidation or 
Kohlberg'e theory is an ongoing enterprise which now h 
the attention ~ a 1 rge number of experimental paycholo 1 eta. 
There are ethodological probleme to be solved. There ar 
que tion to be asked bout the psychological independence 
O't moral judgment as a construct and the extent to which it 
might be correlated with other cognitive or peraonal1ty 
vari blee. There are theoretical problems eoncernin stage 
generality • horizontal nd vertical decalage , and m~tiv tion. 
which yet to be researched. There is etill much croea­
cultural validation required. But, 1n addition to theae 
empirical queetione, ther are a number ot unreaolv 
philo oph1oal qneatio.ne ar1a1ng out o-r the •• umptiona on 
which the theor7 reete and it haa been the aim ot the 
pre1en heai to conaider eo ot theae. 

It 1 rsu d that th cognl ttve-d vel n al or1 
ot • t an a proach t . th un4 

• ot •• a n who •• th po . ti 1 tor 
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r tionality 1n that he 1• able to conaider r aeone tor 
acting , to dol1ber ta on thoae r•a•on 1n relation to rul •• 
to ct on h1s deliberation• and to be reepon ibl tor hi 

action•. An. analy 1e ot the explan tory paradig which 1a 
1m:,pl1citly dopted in cognitive-developmentalis howa that 
thi paradig takes cognizance of ( 1) the agent•• viewpoint 

nd r eons tor acting, (11) a molar level ot behavioural 
analyeis, (111) enabling conditione ror choice, and (iv) 
cognitive proce e ot appraisal and judgment. Human 
behaviour can be xpla1ned ta mechanistic level, at a 
purposive/atfeotive level and at a r t1onal/eogn1t1v level. 
A consideration or the place of each o:t these par digms 1n 

the explan tion of behaviour indic tee that moral development 
ia most dequat ly explained at the third o.f the e level • 
But, becau e moral action is ttrequently influenced by habit 
and moral judgment 1e frequently influenced by motive, there 
1 a pl ce f or explanation at the other levels. An 
examination of the ph1loeoph1cel basis of the eXplanatory model 
which cognitive-developmentalia assumes suggests that the 
central concepts contained 1n th t model are not ut'ficiently 
explicated within the theory as whole . 

The concept of judgment 1a central to Kohlberg'e theory 
of moral development, yet a close reading of the expoaitory 
statements hich he ha mad 
what this cognitive procee 

ahowa lack ot olari~Y concerning 
entails and how it relates 

logically to other aspects ot practic 1 re aon1ng such aa 
choosing deciding nd acting. It 1e contended that Kohl berg 
doee not clear what 
do• h provld a t1et 
to non-c n1 ti e and at'£ 
habit. He appsars to 

i nt 111 th turth 

jud n .•1 h 1 lP at1 

le to be counted u ' juds ent' , nor 
ctory explanation ot ita relationship 
ct1v influence ch• tiv and 
opt a pr cript1v1at poaition bUt 

ot the lo qn tton 
1 otten 

exi • t.w n j""41!lMla~t and 
th t the 
th ba e 

iric 1 

I clai 
c,nt w: 

t 

ow 

• are 1n•• 
ol 1n •01' l 

3-c ........ nt are pr a o, 



141 

and mere adequate than, the earlier etuea ot judgment 
according to certain mara1 cri tu1a. The highest etage 
of moral maturl ty, which is the optimal outcome o:t nstural 
aevelopment, according to Kohlberg, ie o1a1med by him to 
involve principled autonomy, whereby ccn~l1cte are resolved 
1n accordance 111 th eelt'-ahoeen ethical principle.a having 
logical compreherusiveneea, universality, and consistency. 
Justice 1a oons1dered supreme among theae principles. 

However• tht're are a number of metaethical problems inherent 
in these claims, some cf which have been considered 1n th1a 
thea1a. 

It ie argued that the theory provides no adequate 
criteria tor d~1ning the moral domain or f or determining 
the re1at1ve quality or reasons wi thin the stage structure. 
Furthermore , there are no philosophically satisfactory 
criteria ~or deciding 1n every case what is to count ae a 

reason. 
Kohlberg 'e assumption that psychological development is 

parallel to logical or moral adequacy is not tenable under 
olose critical analyeie and, despite Kohlberg's claim to have 
bri~ged the gap between natural1et1o and non-naturalistic 
theories of moral judgment , examination of this claim ehows 
that the is/ought problem is not solved by hie theory. 

It appears that many ot these problema arise ·.," om the 
inconsistency 1n Rohl berg' e ethical position ae he &hit ts 
between formal prescriptivism and naturaliem, and claims alleg­
iance to phlloaopbere as far ranging in their ethical 
poe1 tione as Plato, Ho.re , Dewey and Bawle. A tundamental 
1ncona1atency would seem to lie 1n Kohlberg' a dual claim tor 
the tormal un1vereal1ty ot eth1oal pr1no1plee and tho natural 
supremacy ot' ;tuatioe ae a eubate.ntive pr1no1ple. He evades 
the important question ot ult.imat~ juatit1cat1on t~ moral. 
prtnoiplee. Purthermol"e • 1n eaphaeizins _the place or 
i,r•aCJtipt1ve principle• 1n moral <1nelopment, Kohl berg 
~egle~t• the l•portance er other teatur•• ot ~orality such 
aa hab1ta, bel1etta, att1 tudea and pei-aonal idea.le • . 

Kan7 or theae _ 1no0l'l61etenclee and probl·ema ar1ae 
because Kohlbers ola1• too muo!i tor h11 tlieory, 'I'o hole! 
that · a p17cbologtoal theor,7 ot moral OeYelopment 1a o@able : 

• s • 

· · or eel 'YinS man,.. ot . the p•renntal proble• ot moral phf.loaopbF. . . . 
" 
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reJ)lieaente tither an over-e1mpltt1ed tntm,prete:Uon or • 
auperf ioial awareness ot the natr.ll.re or 11.1cm proble •. 

Ia reoent years. KoblbC'g and his colleagues have 
attempted to translate thei:r cognitive-develop ental 
payohological theory lnto an educat1onal 1deolOl1'• In 
their view. the process of moral education 1a to f'acilitate 
development towards etase 6 b7 establielt1Jil the ohild's 
natural level and providing conditions which will brinS 
bout atimul. tion of the next step of development. 

"Development" ie eet up as an aim and 1 t 1s o1aimed that 
the uane1t1on trom one level or jUdgment to another can be 

aided by oogni tive stimulation but not brought about by 

explicit teaching. 
Thie approach to moral education is diacuseed in 

relation to its tundamental aaeumpticna about human deve1op-
ment and autonomy. It is contended that euch an approach 
18 baaed on a narrow and vaguely 4efined conception er the 
educator's role in that it assumes that the t1mul.at1on ot 
naturally untolding development will produce the emergence 
o:f autonomy and moral matu.ri ty. This conception ot 
education does not recognize the responsibility Whioh the 
educator has to justiry both autonomy and rationality as 
conscious1y chosen goals which involve the initiation of the 
ohild into a particular mode o:f aelf'-imderstand1ng and a 
particular view ot the worltt. While the development of moral 
reasoning capacities is important, it 1s but one aspect of the 
moral educator' t.aek. 

The pre ent theaia, while •clmowledgins t.he importer. e 
ot K.oh1ber1• a work. has endeavove"1 to ex.amine the oosn1 tive­
developmental approach to Dlora11ty ao a• to make exp11o1t · 
the un4er1Y108 aeeu,ap'tiona which it tn'I 11a. These 

"•aaaumpt1one flJ'e ot"ten no, cona1&Sere4 b1 thoae wbo accept the 
theory. w b1 thoee •ho ~ttempt to" apptv· it ill. the ectueat.lOl\al . . 
oontut. 

osa1b3.t ~oa~ e of Kob1bo1'• unoe 8U\.I ettorte to 
d1a•D1Jllate hi.a •ideu. an4 J)'Qah Jd• theol'J weU beyond the • 

t ,_ I "l;j • 

t i,,eetliticte4 'd4 .,dl•o•rning au.dlenff ~ acade 1c jovpal.a, . · . . tb•• h•• been a '!ideap»eal! •oc••J?tlnff o~ Ct• ap.w~•ob t _o 
mOl'al develo ent ·•htob hu net 'b en Q.llal.itie4 b7 a 

· -·c~aidel'atlon or 1t• 11.aitatlona •nd lUlP1'0V8l1 aaawapt1ena. -.; 
_ U ,l' • 1 .., I 
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The moral educntor can be cme1dered particularly wlnerable 
in thia respect. 

In a world which ia perplexed and anguished by groaa 
eooial problems, pol1 ti cal rorcea which can work tor good 
or evil, con:t"l1cta between cru.lturee ond individual waye ~ 
11:t'e, a great responsibility falls on the educator to decide 
how to prepnre children to enter such a world and, hopet'ully, 
to change 1 t t"or the better. Moral pluralism ie a tact ~ 
;.·es tern Cu1 ture ~nd indoctrination hoe pejorative 
connotations whioh are repuleive to most present-day 
educators. The question to be taced, theret'ore, ie ' How 
do we educate tor moral autonomy?' I t is not o new problem 
as the question of whether Yirtue can be taught has 
preoocupied educational thinkers from the time ot ~ocratea. 

In concluding t~e introauction to a volume which brings 
together a number of' concepts of the educated man (Nash 

et al, 1965) the writers make the following point: 
"J,.:oet would probably aqree that the educated man 
today ie a moral man . ;eatern educational thinkers 
from r1ato to Skinner have all affirmed this. 
But how do we educate a man to be mor 1, to be 
good, or at least to be a better per11on?11 ( p . 26) 

The question cannot yet be answered. It is not 
et.1·:., r ising, thoretore, that any new light which can be cast 
on this perenninl problem is likely to attract attontion. 
The danger is that under the illumination of that light we 
Will lose eight ot other perapectivea on the problem. To 

some extent, this 1a hat appears to have hnppened in the way 

the cognitive aevelopmental approach to morality has been 
received by educatora. 

In Canada, the Mackay report (1969) on religioua and 

ral education ha• been heavily influenced by Kohl berg'• 
work. It 1a eaa1J.y understood how thie ariaea hen one 
cana1dera the claims hich Kohlberg makea tor hia approach. 
He hold• that it ia tree ot 1ndoctr1nat1ve content . that 1t 
tao111tatea 'natural' development towards euton01:17, tbat it 
leade to an acceptance o~ justice•• a supreme governins 
principle, that lt encourage• action which 1a baaed on 
principled judgment. Theae are all clai which nee4 to 
be cloael7 exuined and Crittenaen (1972) hae produced an 
adiairable critique ot the llacka.7 report along theee lines. 
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Koblbers• e tbeOPJ' will eatainl.7 hold a 11CDU"io.nt 
plaoe both 1n our knowledge or ln.Unan 4evelopm«it an4 1n 

relation to our educational pt'aet1co • · It 1a • however• 
net a panaeea or grand •~lut1on, and like all theor1ee in 
the complex study ot man,, 1 t ra.ieee more problems than it 
is able to solve. It hae been the purpo e of this thea1a 
to reflect on some of these problems. 
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