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This paper has examined three major approaches in moral development and proposed the new paradigm, an

interpretive developmental approach. Social learning theory has been less useful in accounting for the develop-

ment of both behavior and self-regulatory systems, neglecting affect-related concepts in the context of moral

action. The Freudian model is recognized as severely limiting when applied to the totality of mental life.

Kohlberg's work based on cognitive-developmental theory lacks any necessary connection with moral action

and overlooks human feelings. Even though these three approaches differ in their methed and view of morality,

they are basically adhered to the same paradigm. They regard mind and body belonged to two parallel but fun-

damentally different realm and adopt the empirical method. Moral development are not the results of solitary

construction by individual minds but are organized by the social interchange that people are constantly engaged

in together. In hermeneutic approach, moral development can be understood as a sequence of forms of practical

activity, and as motivated by a search for meaningfulness and fluency in practical action.

Reviews of morality research typically divide the
field into behavior, affect and cognition. According
to this scheme, behaviorists study behavior, cognitive
develomentalists study cognition and psychoanalysts
study é.ffect. It is often presumed that different psy-

" chological mechanisms govern these three facets of
morality ; conditioning and modeling govern behav-
ior ; cognitive conflict and equilibration govern think-
ing ; and the vicissitudes of libido and the superego

govern feelings. These three approaches have by-

passed one another in attending to different aspects
of morality None of the three theoretical approaches
offers an adequately comprehensive view of the psy-
chology of morality.

Even though these three approaches differ marked-
ly in their method and view of morality, they are ba-
sically adhered to the same paradigm (Capra, 1982).
They are all based not only on the Cartesian para-
digm but also on Newtonian concepts of reality. They
regard mind and body belonged to two parallel but
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fundamentally different realm, each of which could
be studied without reference to the other. They all
adopt the experimental and empirical methods.

Moral development are not the results of solitary
construction by individual minds, but are organized
by the social interchanges that people are constantly
engaged in together. This social interaction (indeed,
human .action) has certain unique and peculiar char-
acteristics that require a method of research investi-
gation that is radically different from the empiricist
and exprimental approaches psychologists generally
employ. This is the purpose of this paper to search
for the new paradigm in moral development--inter-

pretative developmental approach.

Historical background of the
psychology of moral development

The major dividing line in the history of psycholo-
gy in the United States is probably the introduction
of scientific approach to the study of man, an ap-
proach imported from the newly founded discipline in
Germany at the end of the nineteenth century. At
.about same time that Wundt was founding his labo-
ratory at Leipzig, William James was moving on the
direction of the scientific study of psychology from
his position in the philosophy department at Harvard.

The early American universities were originally es-
tablished to provide local training ground for the po-
litical, religious, educational, and medical needs of
the emerging country. Even on relatively scholarly
and academic disciplines, particularly philosophy de-

partment from which the early psychology depart-

ment emerged, a practical and applied emphasis was
clearly evident. Many of universities, like Harvard
and Princeton, had long traditions as divinity schools
which produced clergy for a rapidly growing society.
Because of Protestant emphasis of these universities,
the philosphical perspective of England tended to pre-
vail. Thus the psychology that was in evidence before
the impact of the new German scientific emphasis
was essentially philosophical in its methodology,
pragmatic in its values and based on empirical foun-
dations.

Another important influence on the emergence of
the psychology of moral development was the scien-
tific enthusiasm that followed the impact of the evo-
lutionary theory of Darwin. The new insights on biol-
ogy, and through them, the development of sociology
and related fields were to have a profound influence
on the way the psychology of moral development
was conceptualized. The new point of veiw which
emerged from this biological foundation drew its dy-
namism and functionalism from an evolutionary per-
spective, took a scientific approach based on the ex-
perimental method and was shaped by the prevailing
pragmatic perspectives.

The theological and moral perspectives which pre-
viously encouraged a definite adherence to tradition
now looked to the new technology to understand and

promote the character development of the youth.

The influence of the experimental method
In the last decade of the 19th and the first decade
of the 20th century, the scientific innovations began

in Germany by Wundt were being imported into
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North America with impressive vigor. Within the
next few years, dozens of laboratories were estab-
lished.

In this context, an important division among psy-
chologists developed —one maintaining the method of
study of Wundt, and the other following in the
American tradition of James and Dewey and empha-
sizing individual differences, with a focus on behav-
ior and a Darwinian evolutionary perspective. The
latter position was generally labelled functionalism,
and the former was called structualism.

Because of its American emphasis, functionalism
became the predominant posture of American psy-
chology. It had a definite and emerging scientific
methodology and was able to articulate theoretical
conceptualizations.

These factors led to the rapid development of the
science of psychology in North America. This devel-
opment embodied the combination of the rigorous ex-
perimental method of the German laboratories with
emphasis on individual difference and application to
the practical problems of the day. These included
those associated with the education of the young and
was accomplished by an emphasis on moral develop-
ment.

The testing movement following World War I, with
its emphasis on rigor of observation, quantification,
and the development of concepts in a highly empiri-
cal and at the same time functional context, was to
lead the development of behaviorism in the early
20th century. This approach served to reduce moral
behavior to a complex set of mechanistic reflexes

which have been acquired through conditioning. Be-

haviorism involved total determinism. There was no
room for self-direction or moral choice. There was
also an extreme emphasis on the role of the environ-
ment. Individual differences were attributed to differ-
ences in the individual’s experience with environ-
ment. While this position was rather extreme, it be-

came a dominant force in American psychology.

The influence of dynamic psychology

The clinical movement shaped by the development
of dynamic psychology and the clinical method have
had a major impact on thinking about moral develop-
ment. Freud was foremost a practitioner and clini-
cian in this movement. He had little regard for the
experimental method as an appropriate source of in-

formation about human behavior. Freud placed a

. great deal of emphasis on the unconsciousness and ’

its role in determining behavior and moral choice.
His theory is one of intrapsychic conflict between the
deeply unconscious components of the personality :
The id, a residue of primodial instinctual impulses
which are basically sexual in nature, and the super-
ego, a repressed but very active suppressor mecha-
nism derived from the limits imposed on impulse ex-
pression by those in environment. Through a process
of identification with parent figures, the superego is
formed. Its function in terms of psychoanalytic the-
ory is similar to that of the conscience, although it 15
an unconscious component of the personality.
Through its theory of personality development,
psychoanalysis provides a highly organized and de-

veloped formulation of the origin of morality.
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The influence of recent experimental psychology

In the 1930’s behaviorism began to develop more
refined approaches to theorizing. Behaviorist began
to move toward developing hypothetical constructs
that to some extent went beyond the range of observ-
able behavior. The experiments were designed with
very great care and, although much of the research
was conducted on lower organisms, by extending to
more complex sequences of behavior these theories
made possible a more sophisticated and
experimentally relevant theory which did not clash
with everyday experience. This theory assumes that
behavior is the product of patterns of reinforcement
and has no reference to any moral quality.

With the development of more theoretically orient-
ed learning systems, researchers began to turn their
attention to more complex patterns of human behav-
ior, including cognition, social interaction and person-
ality. Much of the empirical research on moral behav-
ior is being done by investigators who can be classi-
fied under the category of social learning theorists.
They embrace moral development as a product of
learning énd reject cognitive structures as meaning-
less. They utilize experimental approaches to
research, and much of their data comes from the lab-
oratory. Their approach is generally that of some-
what molecular studies of discrete or specific behav-
ior. Typically, children are studied and a developmen-
tal approach is taken.

From these early positions of psychology three
major perspectives in moral development theory are

emerged.

Three major approaches

in moral development

Social learning approach

The behavioral and social learning theories find
their philosophical framework in the empiricist tradi-
tion of John Lock, who used association as the mech-
anism to explain the acquisition of ideas, knowledge
and cognitive skills.

The essential notion of this approach is that all be-
havior can be adequately explained in terms of the
associative bonds between stimuli(that is, an environ-
mental event that has an effect on the response of an
individual) and response (that is, a movement on the
part of the individual under the control of environ-
mental stimuli). Stimulus-response connections (S-
R) are made through reinforcement. Thus, S-R units
form the molecules of behavior. Very complex pat-
terns of behavior can be built up on the basis of care-
fully worked out S-R patterns. This approach lends
itself well to careful and meticulously designed
research, modeled after Newtonian physics, a factor
which has enhanced its appeal to scientifically mind-
ed researchers. They saw no essential difference be-
tween human and animal. Man is an animal different
from other animals only in types of behavior he or
she displays (Watson, 1970). They regard human as
a complex machine reactiong to external stimuli. So
any notion of unlearned structures, schemata, or cat-
egories is rejected. The whole concept of conscious-
ness which resulted from introspection, and all the
related terms, like ‘mind’, ‘thinking’ and ‘feeling’,

were eliminated from the theory.
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An important aspect of learning theories is the
general position that social factors are responsible
for the acquisition of moral concepts and moral
judgement processes. They propose that much of our
social behavior is learned through observing the be-
havior of others. Learning is controlled by the proc-
ess of attention and retention. Performance of a be-
havior is influenced by response consequences (e.g.,
reinforcement) to the model and/or to the observer.
Three types of behavior related to morality—
prosocial behavior, resistance to temptation, and
delay of gratification--also can be acquired by the
same process. They can be learned either through di-
rect instruction, through visual observation of the be-
havior of others, or through hearing a verbal descrip-
tion of a behavior. Once these behaviors are learned,
positive reinforcement will increase the likelihood of
their occurence. Complex processes, such as imita-
tion, modeling and role-playing, are invoked to ex-
plain the ways in which the environment shapes the
behavior of and individual(Bandura, 1977 ; Hoff-
man, 1971).

However, the status of social learning theory as an
adequate explanation of development has been ques-
tioned recently(Perry & Bussey, 1977). Social learn-
ing theorists have tended to adopt a process orienta-
tion in order to account for social behavior, including
moral action. This process orientation produced an
interest in identifying principles of learning that
.were universally applicable to a wide variety of so-
cial behaviors across a broad range of persons. Con-
sequently, social learning explanations have general-

ly ignored developmental influence. The lack of at-

tention given to these influences by social learning
theorists is, in some respects, suprising. Given its
strong emphasis on the cognitive capacities of the
person as a determinant of social behavior, at least
those developmental influences related to cognition
would seem readily amenable to social learning anal-
yses(Yando et al, 1978).

The limited theoretical and empirical attention
given to developmental factors by social learning the-
orists is not without its consequences for moral
action and character. Social learning theory provides
an insightful account of the relationship between
moral action and the moral person. In particular, so-
cial learning theory provides a vehicle for under-
standing how various behavioral capacities, expec-
tancies, and values are initially acquired by linking

these facets of the person to the individual social

‘learning history. Yet little is known regarding the de-

velopmental course of these behaviors and processes.

A related weakness shaped by social learning ap-
proach concerns the regulation of social action. That
behavior is under the influence of exiernal control
systems (e.g., parents) during early phases of devel-
opment and that behavior becomes increasingly sub-
ject 1o self-regulation as we mature and develop
seems agreed upon. But the processes that underlie
the transition from externally to internally located
systems of control have not received the explicit at-
tention by social learning theory. They largely ig-
nored the mutual interplay and interdependence be-
tween a living organism and its natural environment,
which is itself an organism.

The most serious limitation of social learning ex-
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planations of all types of human behavior involves
the conceptual status of affect. Affect seems to be a
pervasive and fundamental component in much psy-
chological functioning(Lazarus, 1984). Yet, these af-
fect-related concepts are not well integrated into the
nomological network of social learning theory. These
theorists only saw human being as a machine, whose
activity is limited to conditioned response to environ-
mental stimuli. This neglect of affect by social learn-
g theory is especially problematic in the context of
moral action and moral character. It has been sug-
gested that affect is central to an adequate under-
.standing of the moral person (Ellord & McLean,
1986).

In sum, social learning theory has been most pro-
ductive in explaining the way in which behavior is
acquired. It has, however, been less useful in account-
ing for the development of both behavior and self-
regulatory systems. This neglect has important con-
sequences for a social learning perspective on moral
action and moral character. Current social learning
formulations seem to portray persons as ‘bloodless’

information processors.

Psychoanalytic approach

Psychoanalysis was a method, designed and
utilized as a ireatment for neurosis and emotional
disorders. It was a treatment method that Freud de-
rived from his practical experience and reflections on
this experience. Psychoanalysis is also a major theo-
retical system which has a great deal to say about
humén development in general and moral develop-

ment-in particular.

Freud(1853—1966) emphasized the centrality of
sexuality and the dynamism of sexual energy in all
of human behavior, the presence and importance of
infantile sexuality, and the universal significance of
the unconscious. These ideas were perceived to con-
flict directly with the prevalent religious teaching
only hightened their controversial characters, partic-
ularly as applied to moral development.

Freud had little regard for the experimental meth-
od as an appropriate source of information about
human behavior. He felt the insights derived from
psychoanlytic treatment were so rich that their com-
plexity could never be achieved in laboratory ana-
logues. This position put him into conflict with the
scientific community.

Freud placed a great deal of emphasis on the un-
conscious and its role in determining behavior and
moral choices. His theory is one of intrapsychic con-
flict between the deeply unconscious components of
the personality ; the id, ego, superego. The id repre-
sents the animal-like instinctual impulses (largely of
an unconscious sexual nature), the very core of
human being and the repository for primary thought -
process. The id signifies what we premordially desire
to do if there were in fact no restrictions in our de-
sires. These desires are most clearly demonstrable in
dreams, fantasies, and similar unconscious thought
phenomena. Freud hypothesizes that the id plays a
predominant role in infancy and early childhood de-
velopment, a period he considers most crucial in the
overall development of the individual.

To counter-balance the id, ego signifies self-regu-

lating product of secondary {moere conscious and ra-
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tional) thought process which serves to bring the id
under some tenuous executory control. However, ego
functions are refined only slowly and gradually, as
the child grows and matures.

The superego, most important for moral develop-
ment in Freud psychology is the inhibiting,
restraining, prohibiting standards imposed on the
child by outside social forces, initially and primarily
by one’s parents and later by teachers and other
adult authority figures. From these parental and
other external social sources, the child develops an
ego-ideal and conscious. For Freud, guilt operating
via the conscience is a form of ‘social glue' which ce-
ments the cultural bonds of any society. Without
guilt and conscience, life would degenerate into a so-
cietal chaos.

Freud casts the foundation stones of morality in
the parable of the primal horde and the tragedy of
‘Oedipus and Electra. In the Primal horde parable, the
sons of clan commit patricide in order to replace the
feared, dominating father figure. In terms of Oedipus
and Electra, Freud hypothesizes that young boys fear
castration and thus internalize and identify with fa-
ther. It is fear of castration which permits growth in
morality in the male child’s youthful development.
But, on Freud terms, it becomes a psychological
impossibility for girls to achieve a strong sense of
morality because of what he assumes to be weaker
superego development in female.

As a depth psychologist who ‘pried open’ the pri-
macy of sexuality and the unconscious in a relatively
closed Victorian world, Freud also carried on a battle

similar to that waged by Durkheim in the sociological

sphere. That is, Freud, like Durkheim, was interested
principally in balancing the often irreconcilable de-
mands of individual versus social life. Given his own
theoretical constructs, Freud admits that the task of
morality is ridden with unpleasant, almost impenetra-
ble, conflict. But he was unable to view the social
context surrounding woman dilemma. He viewed
woman as the temptress and scorner of civilization,
the Eve-like character who squanders men’s attempt
to sublimate their psychic energy, which is not limit-

less, into higher cultural task.

The neat discord is caused by women, who scon
become antithetical to cultural trends, and spread
around the their conservative influence--the woman
who at them beginning laid the foundation of culture
by the appeal of their love, Women represent the in-
terests of the family and sexual life ; the work of
civilization has become more and more men's busi-
ness ; it confronts them with even harder tasks, com-
pels them to sublimation of instinct which women are
not easily able to achieve. Since man has not an un-
limited amount of mental energy at his disposal, he
must accomplish his tasks by distributing his libide to
the best advantage. What he employs for cultural
purposes he withdraws to a great extent from

women and his sexual life.(Freud, 1961, p.73)

In above quotation, Rich and Devitis (1985) found
the troublesome features in Freudian thought ;

(a) It’s superimposition of an outmoded Newtoni-
an (energy) model of physics onto psychic life.

To formulate a scientific theory of the psyche and
human behavior, Freud tried to use the basic con--

cepts of classical physics in his description of psycho-
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logical phenomena and establish a conceptual rela-
tionship between psyc-hoanalysis and Newtonian me-

chanics. The  close between

relationship
psychoanalysis and classical physics are well ex-
plained by Capra (1982, pp. 180-187). According to
Capra, Freud established psychological space as a
frame of reference for the structures of the mental
apparatus as Newton established absolute Euclidean
space as the frame of reference in which material ob-
jects are extended and located. The psychological
structures which Freud based his theory of human
personality--id, ego, and superego-- are seen as
some kind of internal ‘objects’, located and extended
in psychological space. Spatial metaphors, such as
‘depth psychology’, ‘deep unconscious’ and ‘subcon-
scious’, are prominent throughout the Freudian
system.

The dynamic aspect of psychoanalysis, like the dy-
namic¢ aspect of Newtonian physics, consists in de-
scribing how the ‘material objects’ interact with one
anoi.her through forces that are essentially different
from ‘matter’, The most fundamentals among them
are instinctual drives, in particular sexual drive. The
nature of the libido had always been a problematic
and controversial issue in Freud’s theory as the na-
ture of the force of gravity was in Newton's.

As'in Newtonian physics so also in psychoanalysis,
the mechanistic view of reality implies a rigorous de-
terminism. Every psychological event has a definite
cause and gives rise to a definite effect, and the
whole psychological states of an individual is unique-
ly determined by ‘initial conditions’ in early child-
hood.

{b) a bifurcation of the instincts and rationality in
another classic western formulation of ‘lower’ and
‘higher’ thought functions, assuming those functions
can be so easily divided.

(c) a resultant positing of frustration for both
men and women, the locus of that frustration resting
on the roles assigned to the players.

In our society, an exaggerated importance is at-
tached to masculinity, and the inferiority of the fe-
male sex is assumed as a generally established princi-
ple. From the earliest days, the child is led to believe
that the male is the more valuable sex.

(d) Freud’s almost imperceptible admission that
those roles may be more or less changeable, after all.
(that is, “that civilization has become more and more
men’s business”.)

Hogan (1975) argues that the dominant thrust of
contemporary psychological theory has tended to
wed to western thought to an ‘individualistic’ per-
spective, thereby submerging such issues as ‘coopera-
tion’ and ‘social equality’. These dominant models
focus primarily on internal, individual, and differen-
tial measures of men and morality in their reliance
as such constructs as ‘genetic difference’, ‘weak su-
perego’ and ‘pre/post conventional personalities’. As
a result of such theoretical construction, a certain set
of preconceptions about the nature of human beings,
their  morality, and the possibilities (or
imposstbilities)of socio-educational change begins to
emerge. The formulations tend to ‘blame the victims',
rather than the larger social order, for any obstacle
or difficulty that the individual cannot overcome.

These shortcomings in Freud's approach are due
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partly to the limitation inherent in the Cartesian-
Newtonian framework and in part to Freud’s own
cultural conditioning. Recent development in psychol-
ogy has begun to produce a new view of the human
psyche, one in which the Freudian model is recog-
nized as exiremely useful for dealing with certain as-
pects or levels of the unconscious but as severely lim-
iting when applied to the totality of mental life. The
situation is not unlike that in physics, where the
Newtonian model is extremely useful for the deserip-
tion of a certain range of phenomena but has to be
extended, and often radically changed, when we go

beyond that range.

Cognitive-developmental approach

In the cognitive theory, the study of moral develop-
ment is just an approach to the study of intellectual
development as it bears on the specific topic of ethi-
cal cognition. Since intellectual growth proceeds
through a specific sequence of stages, moral judge-
ments will also advance in stages related to the
changes in the child’s general cognitive development.

The cognitive structural theorist who have had a
considerable impact on the field are Piaget and
Kohlberg. Piaget(1932) conceived of people as indi-
viduals who are acting instrumentally in the world.
He viewed the endpoint to cognitive development as
achieving knowledge about the world similar in form
to the operational intelligence that he took physicists
to have ; the result of planned operation upon ob-
jects, guided by theory and by the generation of
hypotheses.

Piaget, like Kant, regarded knowledge as having

an epistemological priority over action. As a result,
his account of the relationship between person and
the world has troublesome aspect. Piaget’s world
alternates unhappily between an unknowable realm
of things in themselves and a concrete objective uni-
verse, a naive scientific realm. This epistemic split
between subject and object explains the difficulty of
extending Piaget’s theory to social understanding
and action.

In cognitive-developmental scheme, there is a par-
alle] ambiguity to the development of knowledge. De-
velopment is the progressive construction of repre-
sentations of reality. Although nominally this is both
a logical and an empirical process, at the same time
it frequently has the connotation of a movement to-
ward reconstruction of a fixed, objective reality
(Bruner, 1986 ; Shweder, 1982). Adequately equili-
brated cognitive constructions are, paradoxically,
representations of an autonomous and defined real
world. Piaget emphasized the development of reversi-
bly applied cognitive operations, which he saw grow-
ing out of a reflexive abstraction from the instru-
mental nature of interaction with the material world.
The mature form of representation of the world seen
from the cognitive-developmental perspective explic-
itly parallels that of physical or biological scientist.

Kohlberg, indebted to Piaget's pioneering work, is
the most prominent scholar in the contemporary
moral education whose works dominate the discus-
sion of moral education in the university world, semi-
nar and journals. His work is in the tradition of
Piaget, but in more elaborate delineation of the stag-

es of moral development. His fundamental assump-
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tion is that moral reasoning is limited by cognitive
development in general. He postulates a kind of ‘logi-
cal universality’ of moral development. His theory is
a stage sequential theory in which moral develop-
ment follows a fixed and invariant pattern.

Kohlberg's(1966, 1984) study yields six develop-
mental stages alloted three moral levels.

1. Preconventional level

Stage 1 : Orientation to punishment, obedience,
and physical and material power. Rules are obeyed
to avoid punishment.

Stage 2: Naive instrumental hedonistic orienta-

tion. The child conforms to obtain rewards.

2. Conventional lsvel

Stage 3 : ‘Good boy’ orientation designed to win
approval and maintain expectations of one's immedi-
ate group. The child conforms to avoid disapproval.
bne earns approval by being ‘nice’

Stage 4 : Orientation to authority, law, and duty,
1o maintain a fixed order, whether social or religious.
Right behavior consists of doing one’s duty and abid-

ing by the social order.

3. Postconventional, autonomous, or principled
level

Stage 5 : Social contract orientation, in which du-
ties are defined in terms of contract and the respect
of other’s rights. Emphasis is upon equality and mu-
tual obligation within a democratic order. There is an
awareness of relativism of personal values and the

use of procedural rules in reaching consensus.

Stage 6 : The morality of individual principles of
conscience that have logical comprehensiveness and
universality. Rightness of acts is determined by con-
science in accord with ethical principles that appeal
to comprehensiveness, universality, and consistency.
These principles are not concrete (like the Ten Com-
mandments) but general and abstract (like the Gold-
en Rule, the categorical imperative).

Stages are defined according to response to moral
dilemmas classified in terms of a scoring scheme.
Validating studies include a twenty-five-year study
of 50 Chicago area boys, middle and working
class ; a six-year study of Turkish village and city
boys of the same age and various cross-sectional
studies in Britain, Canada, India, Israel, Honduras,
Taiwan, and Yucatan.

As seen above, the stages have three
charateristics. First, the stages are organized
systems which imply qualitatively different mode of
thinking. This means that children are different from
the adults by their sizes and also by their qualities.
Second, stages form an invariant sequence. All
movement is forward and does not omit steps even
though children move through the stages at varying
speeds. Third, the stages are hierachical insofar as
thinking at a higher stage comprehends within it
thinking at lower stages. Individuals prefer the high-
est stage available to them in their thinking because
higher stages can more adequately organize the mul-
tiplicity of data, interests, and possibilities open to
each person. The higher stages are not only more so-
cially adaptive but are philosophically superior be-

cause they move the individual closer to basing
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moral decisions upon a concept of justice (stage 6).
This is the level of principles which can be universa-
lized (i.e., applied to all person everywhere), where
the individual views moral judgement not from his or
her individual perspective or society’s values, but
from the perpectives of any human being. Thus, fol-
lowing Kant, highest stage universalizes moral prin-
ciples.

Kohlberg searches for the objective foundation of
moral judgements in an abstract-formal logical
realm far removed from everyday thoughtful talk.
He tries to establish that moral disputes could be
resolved by the mothods assocated with genuine sci-
ence, by inductive inference from indisputable facts
or by deductive reasoning from undeniable premises.
As a cognitive moral theorist, his goal 1s to build an
abstract aintght m.oral systems whose rational appeal
will be universally obvious to any competent thinker
whether a Hindu priest, an African bushman, a Ko-
rean, or a Radcliffe undergraduate.

His work ultimatlely reflects the search of late
twentieth century American education and psycholo-
gy for a definitive value gospel and faith as a
response to the value relativism and malaise of mid-
century America (Sullivan, 1977). He is singular
among recent theorists of moral education in his
quest for a synthesis of the spheres of philosophy,
psychology, sociology, and education into a integrat-
ed theory and practice of moral education.
Philosophically, his work represents a reaction to the
analytic direction of much of twentieth centrury edu-
cational philosophy. Psychologically, he attempts to

replace the alleged control of moral education by

Freudians and Skinnerians with an alternative psy-
chological basis (Kohlberg, 1966). Sociologically,
Kohlberg proposes a new universalism of the modern
age. Educationally, he presents a practice of moral
education that teachers can understand and imple-
ment.

The cognitive—developmental theory has attracted
scholarly attention internationally, but numerous
critics emerged. Williams and Williams (1970) argue
that the stages lack any necessary connection with
moral action and therefore what has been provided
are stages of general cognitive, rather than moral,
development. Although Kohlberg (1971) insists per-
sons at a higher level of moral development not only
reason better, but they act in accordance with their
judgement, he still is considered to overlook human
feelings——sympathy, compassion and human concerns
which interplay with moral action on the behalf of
Kantian right and impartiality.

The most severe criticism on the cognitive-devel-
opmental theory comes from the feminist
researchers. Gilligan (1977, 1982) notes that
Kohlberg finds women, in light of their strong inter-
personal orientation, to favor stage 3, a stage he held
to be functional and adeqate for them. She laments
that the traits that have conventionally defined to the
goodness of women--their care and sensibility to the
need of others--are those that mark them as defi-
cient in moral development. The focus in this society
on individuation and individual achievement has led
to devaluing the relational, careteking roles of
women. The ability to achieve intimacy maintains re-

lationships and acts as caretakers, though valued,
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typically have been considered ‘intuitive’ or ‘instine-
tive’, the function of anatomy coupled with destiny
(Gilligan, 1977, 1982).

Rest and others (1978) point that historical events
that individuals encounter as they develop may con-

tribute to their view of morality.

Consider the subject tested in Kohlberg's twenty-
year longitudinal study, initiated in the mid 1950s.
Over the period in which these subjects have been
assessed for moral judgement, Americans have ex-
perienced the civil rights struggle, student protests,
the Vietnam war, Watergate and the women'’s move-
ment. All of these events have raised issues of jus-
tice and have focused attention on moral concerns.
It seems highly likely that these social events have
had a general impact on people’s concepts of fair-
ness, and would cause them to have differing con-
cepts of moral and social justice from those of other
generations developed during different social times
such as the Depression in the 1930s or World War
I in the 1940s. Changes in moral judgement scores
over the past 20 years, therefore, may reflect cultur-

al change as well as individual ontogenesis.(p.272)

Kohlberg’s paradigm may be explained in part by
its tendency to reinforce current dominant views
about pluralistic democracy and justice as fairness.
In other words, Kohlberg’s model of justice may be
part and parcel of that strong core of ‘liberal

individualism’ so popular in western culture.

Toward a new paradigm
Hermeneutic-developmental approach
Social and moral development are not the results

of solitary construction by individual minds, but are

fostered and organized by the social interchanges
that people are constantly engaged in together. For
the past 30 years, social and moral thinking have
been the focus of developmental research, as this has
been defined by the cognitive-developmental para-
digm. Reasoning about moral and social situations
and issues has been the most frequent object of in-
quiry, with moral and social beliefs and attitudes a
close second. But, if social processes influence devel-
opment, then we need to conduct research on people’
s action together as well as their reasoning and
knowledge. However, there is much confusion as to
just what this means. Blasi (1980) describes two dis-
tinct approaches to the study of action ; a behavior-
ist and a formalist, cognitive-developmental one.
Parker (1985) argued that these are both inade-
quate ; the limitations of behaviorist approaches to
human behavior are well known, and there are also
many difficulties in conceptualizing human action
within  the

(Locke, 1983).

cognitive-developmental  paradigm

Social interaction(indeed, human action in gener-
al)has certain unique and peculiar characteristics
that require a method of research investigation (and
an understanding of the research enterprise) that is
radically different from the empiriclst and experi-
mental approaches psychologists generally employ,
different from the formalist program that character-
izes much of cognitive science (Gardner, 1985), and
different. from the methods of cognitive-developmen-
tal study of social and moral thinking.

Social action has a special ontological status. Un-

like biological processes, it has a semantic level of or-
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ganization to it. Social events and actions have influ-
ence and significance by virtue of the meanings peo-
ple find in them, not by virtue of material causation,
or logical necessity. Consequently, practical activity
is different from the formal, logical organization that
characterizes abstract system of systematic reason-
mg Practical activity is intrinsically ambiguous.
Every social act can be understood in a variety of
different ways, depending on the perspective from
which one views it, and the context in which one en-
counters it. This does not mean that any interpreta-
tion can be made of an action. But, in general, any
human action or event is open to being understood in
a range of possible ways. Yet these central charac-
teristics of human behavior is denied or ignored by
the majority of methodologies currently employed in
psychological research.

Social actions and events gain their meaning in a
specific context or social setting that cannot be cap-
tured by operationalized coding schemes. Social ex-
changes are complex, intricate and confusing. We
can make sense of them, only progressively, in an in-
ductive manner that is ruled out of court by the tra-
ditional hypothetico-deductive research canon.

That social action is a practical activity means
that it involves a certain kind of involvement be-
tween people. Heidegger (1962) distinguished be-
tween modes of engagement people have with the
world ; the ready-to-hand, the unready-to-hand and
the present-at-hand. In everyday practical activity
people are in the ready-to-hand and the unready-to-
<hand modes. When we reason about abstract moral

or social problems, when we speculate about

hypothetical dilemmas, we are in a distinct detached
mode, the present-at-hand.

Herme.neutic approach takes this ready-to-hand
practical activity to be the primary origin of our un-
derstanding of the social world. People’s spontaneous
everyday practical involvement with other people,
with equipment and social artifacts, provides the
foundation for all our organized knowledge about so-
ciety, psychological development, history and so on.
This approach avoids the decontextualization that
positivist and formalist methods produce, as they
abstract behavior from their historical and personal
situation.

How shall this approach understand the interaction
between people and their social world? People are re-
flective practitioners(Schon, 1983) ; they are always
engaged in practical activity of a variety of kinds,
and this is the primary mode of engagement in the
world. Social reality is not an objective matter. It
rests on and is constituted by the beliefs, wishes, in-
terpretations, and actions of its members. Yet at the

same time, it has an objective aspect.

An institutional world is experienced as an objec-
tive reality. It was there before the individual was
born, and it will be there after his death. He must go
out and learn about it, just as he must learn about
nature. This remains true even though the social
world, as a humanly produced reality, is potentially
understandable in a way not possible in the case of
natural world. (Berger & Luckmann, 1967, p.60)

We can contrast the sorts of conflicts that arise on

the practical level, for someone engaged in practical
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social projects, with those experienced by a Kantian
or Piagetian intellectual subject. As a social agent,
we cannot simply construct our world in the way a
‘transcendental ego could. The social world resists in
tangible ways our efforts to impose structure on it,
because it is a joint social construction that we as in-
dividuals are partly able to structure but that also
structures us (Giddens, 1976).

Then in what direction do moral developments pro-
ceed in this practce? New approach should emphasize
that of becoming increasingly fluent in social practi-
cal activity. This social fluency is important for so-
cial moral development as is the formation of explicit
theories, principles and hypotheses about social world
(Schutz & Luckmann, 1974).

Fluency in practical activity occurs when one's
practices are meaningfully connected. It is a value-
laden concept, and a value-laden phenomenaon; to
achieve fluency is to know how it is to do things
right.

But, this fluency must not be confused with a final
endpoint. Human development is historically open-
ended; its highest achievements change over history.
Development cannot anticipate its ending ; it cannot
even anticipate a specific historically grounded final
form. Development on a process can only deal with
local improvements and with proximal change. So to
say the telos of development is fluency is to say not
that this fully defines the outcome, but that this is
what is proximally sought.

We are socially fluent when our actions form a co-
herent unity, when they are organized by an underly-

ing concern. A persisting concern gives us a project,

structure, or organization to our actions, and enables
a clear identification of the facts, precisely because
they are always aspects of a perspectival frame of
understanding that has not been uncovered as the
basis for action. Fluent action is action structured by
a concern. A variety of different kinds of concern
arise in practical social activity; concerns over moral
responsibility, intimacy, and many others (Schutz,
1970).

Concerns become addressed and uncovered by
practical deliberation. Deliberation led to an
articulation and explicit entering into discourse of
the concerns manifest in action, and of other com-
ponents of the framework organizing that action. So,
young children do develop forms of expert conduct
not in a deliberate and planful manner but, first, be-
cause they found themselves already invelved in
meaningful social practices; the culture’s forms of
conduct that accomplish the myriad of everyday so-
cial tasks. It is impossible for a child not to be caught
up and engaged in social praxis. Children ultimately
take up and acquire some degree of control and guid-
ance over action they find themselves already doing.

In new paradigm, moral development also can be
understood as a sequence of forms of practical -
activity, and as motivated by a search for meaning-
fulness, expertise and fluency in practical action. The
moral development as the prognessive movement
through distinct way of living or ‘spheres’ can be un-
derstood by Kierkegaard's ethical development.

Kierkegaard (1968, 1971) distinguished four
spheres, which he named the Aesthetic, the Ethical,

Religiousness A and Religiousness B. In addition,
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there is a preliminary undifferentiated stage, the
Present Age. These four resemble stages that a
structuralist would recognize in that they form an or-
dered sequence of maturity, self-development, and
understanding are qualitatively distinct from one an-
other; each involving a reorganization and a loss of
the forms of activity of the previous ways of living.
But, there are several important differences be-
tween Kierkegaard’s and a structuralist characteriza-
tion of developmental progression. For Kierkegaard,
development is a matter of the struggle to form a
self, a praxis that is correlative with the search for a
meaningful way of living. Each sphere is a tempo-
rary solution to these problems. In Kierkegaard’s ac-
count, the move from one sphere to the next and pro-
gression within a sphere are emotional and valuative
movements. The impetus to move on is provided not
by logical contradiction or cognitive conflict, but by
a learning out; a meaningfulness and loss of signifi-
cance to the world that is experienced as despair,
‘and that renders action impossible. At the end of
each sphere, a form of life whose telos was finding a
coherent scheme of meaning to the world and to
active results, instead, is a breakdown of coherence.
Each sphere ends in despair, when it is discovered
that the way of organizing one’s life that it entails
has to fail to fulfill the search for coherent and
meaningful social relations. The transition to the
next sphere requires a leap, with associated anxiety
and fear, rather than being a smooth and logically
necessary transition. Each leap is intrinsically unrea-
sonable, since reasons are always defined by a

sphere, and the sphere that one must leap out of has

ceased to provide good reasons. And since it is a leap
into a new form of ready-to-hand action, one has no
reflective awareness of what it is to come. A further
difference from the cognitivist stage progression
view of development we have come to take for grant-
ed is Kierkegaard’s view that the fourth sphere-—-Re-
ligiousness A--can itself fail, and the only move then
is a return to the superficialities of the Present Age.
As an example of a nonformal account of ethical de-
velopment, Kierkegaard's work could well bear fur-
ther examination by developmental psychologists.

Interpreted in this light, Kierkegaard's spheres rep-
resent a series of distinct forms of social fluency of
coherent and meaningful practice. Each involves a
central project that provides a point of view within
which situations are coherently understood. Each
sphere is, at its best, a coherent way of living, a style
of acting, that is fluent and meaningful. Each has its
own unique central concern, providing focus and
clarity to the world and enabling action to be con-
ducted in an unproblematic manner. Fluency of
action is the telos each sphere pursues, and action is
fluent when it is organized as a whole project, as a
coherent style of practical activity. The achievement
of this fluency is what makes each of spheres; the ul-
timate failure to sustain fluency leads to despair and
the leap to a new sphere and life-style.

Kiekegaard’s account claims that when it comes to
moral development and moral action, fluency can be
achieved only temporarily. No matter which of his
spheres we find ourselves trying to live fully, there is .
always the possibility that meaningfulness will be

lost and expertise will collapse. This may seem a pes-
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simistic account of morality. It realistically reflects
our sense that moral development is unlike cognitive
development. Its accomplishments are not
automatically sustained. Both individuals and cul-
tures are unlikely to regress in their level of cogni-
tion, but the same is not true of their ethical status.
Loss of commitment, failure of nerve, weakness of
the will, all these are phenomena of moral reversal,
dechine and even collapse.

Kohlberg(1971) made the claim that a philosophi-
cal theory of the adequacy of one form of ethical rea-
soning over another and a psychological theory of
the development from one stage to the next were
“one and the same theory extended in different direc-
tions” (p. 154). The parallel we want to point out is
between hermeneutic inquiry, as a form of philosophi-
cal activity and a basis for a psychological method,
and practical deliberation, something people do with
their own actions. In other words, interpretation, the
articulation of accounts of one’s own unreflective
actions, is, rather than logical reasoning, what unites
psychology and philosophy, as we are interpreting
them- and ordinary everyday human activity. We
need to look beyond ideals of rationality, confront
the complexity of everyday acivity in our various so-
cial world, and begin our psychological study there.
The approach to moral development should focus our
attention not on the acquisition of knowledge of so-
cial phenomena, or on patterns of thinking about the
world, but, first of all, on the development of skillful

social practices.
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