INTRODUCTION o« o v i v e e v o v o e
Chapters ‘ o
’ - JOHN WILSON. ON MORAL EDUCATION . '+ o oo v e e e e e v 5
’I'heCarponents ..... e e e e e e e 15
T PHIL & v v v ee ere e ... 16
] ) ) .
(a) Having the Concept of a 'Person’ . . . . . .. . &. 17
. ( (b) ClaJJni.ng the Concept of the Cther T,
a.saMoralPrincip-e.......... ....... 19
(c) Rule-supporting Feeldngs . . « « v v v v v o v o & . 21 -
COID OB L. e 25
(a\Having the'Goﬁcept of Bmotions . . . ... .. . 25
(b) Being Able to'Identify One's . . '
and Other's Emotions . . v v « « v ¢ o+ o+ o 29
ITT GIG o v v v v e e v v e e s 31
(a) GIG (1) (K¥): Knowing That' . . . v o o wie o . . !
(b) GIG (1) (KS): Wnowing How' . . . v oo h v L. 3R
, . IV KRAT .o v v e e e e e . 035
2 LAWRENCE KGHLBERG ON I’DRAL EEVEI.DPMENT e o h e e e . B0
° 3 A CRITIQUE OF KOHLBERG'S covcm oF
" MORAL DEVELOPMENT . . . . . e e e e et e 86
* I Cognitive Dimensions of Morality . . . . . (\ cLL, 88
. - II Non-Cognitive Dimensions of Morality . . . . . . . . 109
L ) A (a) The Affective Dimensions of Morality . . . .. ... 109
‘ : ‘ . (1) The Positive Motivating Concept, ’
, Consideration For,Others . . . . « « « « & 110
‘ o (11) Negative Motivations . . . . e v v v v & o o 112
Co .%(b) The Volitional Dim!ansion of ©
- Morality . . . . . .. . . e R V)|
‘ . 4" A CRITIQUE OF THE CRITIQUE « « + « & = « ms o = v « o oo 129
BIBLIOGRAPHY . # o'u % o v v v e o u o v o o oo e e et e e o 148
j 3
' ’ -
\

. ) y . N - a e,

[




. mxmnucrldN

. K.nowing how a person develops morally 1s equal]y as 1rrportant as
lmoucing that he log;lcally ought to develop this way rather than that
. way So in‘this study which begins f‘r‘dn-and' endS*With ‘the conceptual .
point of view, both an enpirical account (dealj.ng with how the person
develops) ard a conceptual account (dealing with Ehe logical r-equire-
ments which the person nust fulfill %n order to be moral) of.‘ the moral
domaih Fw.';.'ll be explored.

The enpir'ical acecount 1s that of a social-psycmlogi~a1 educator
Lawr'ence Kohlberg. Kohlberg has delineated a three level, ‘six stage
developmental theory of moral gmwt?x 'I‘he three levels edch have two
ﬁages

(a) The Pr'econventional

. 1, *The Punishment and Obedience Orientation
— 2, rg'he Inétrumahtal Relativistic Orientation
'(S) Tﬁe Conventional ‘
) 3, 'I'he Interpersoral Concorda.nce of "Good Boy—Ni\,e Girl" ‘
. .. Orlentation | |
oy,

4, The [aw and Order Orientation

(e) Postconventional, Autonomous, or Rr_incipled Level

5." The Social Contract (Legalistic) Orientation ; -
* '6. The Universal Ethical Principle Orientation

- For his psychological suppont Kohlberg turns to Plagetian psychology,

« -
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" of the formalistic philosophical tradition which spans Inmanuel Ka p(to \
© % Jobn Rawls. With the ald of these traditions, Kohlberg classifies the
¢hild's thinking, moral reasoning about moral dilemms, in terms of the
above stages. That "i's, the person's moral thoughts on some highly spét-
N cific moral’ situation are classified and categorized in terms of those |
fundamental features of moral judgments which Kohlberg claims to have .
g | extfﬁcted from the above traditions to which he turns for support. hIn
| both his theoretical and scientific studies Kohlberg clafms to have dls-

covered these six levels of moral reasoning which increase in camplexity

v

from stage one to stage six.” )

To determine the con‘ceptual ccherency of this description of ‘
developrent in the mr;l dorraln,tJohn Wilson's description of the
logical requirements a the‘or'y of moral educationﬂ ought to

' er;conpass wil; be used. Wilson attempts to conceive a 'non-subst;antive
procedqrélistic theory which cove.rs the vast but expansive area between
moral thou@at; and moral action. 'I'ﬁis theory specifies the difficulty
of moral thougxt‘bein'g translated into moral action. To overc‘on‘; this

- ‘difficulty it specjifies the development of same fundamental skills,

abilitles and attitudes in the moral domain. The theory restricts
itself to I‘our basic skills: (1) mnifesting concern for others as
equals, (2) awar'eness of other's feelings and emotions (3) knowledge'
of facts fundamental to moral decisions, and finally (fl) the ability to
act upon personal decisions. Wilson is preoccupled with developiﬁg and
comunicating to the person a content-free method which will help the

person to make moral decisions better, It is a theory which explicates
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the 1ogipcal requirements which any person must fulfill before it can be
sald that he is developed. Coneequently, w1lson's_conceptuai daif f‘eren-p ‘ ‘. .
¢ tiatiens will be used on the conceptual level to test the coherency c;f
' Kohlberg's empirical findings. Wilson was chosen because of the <am-
: | prehensiveness of his theory. He elaims that before 1t.can be sa_td
that any person is morally educated {(morally developed) educators need
to know what. the person knows (and/or thmks) feels and does. All
three elements. of conduet are j_rrportant 1n the moral domain because
they can significantly determine how moral thought is tmnslated into
moral aetion. 'In being “<oncerned with thoughts emotions and actions,
. .\{Jilson's canceptual differentiations go beyond Kohlberg's empirical '
. ~ 'distinctions, for Kohlberg focuses hie theory' on thoughts in the form
of reasons given for moral choices, ) ‘
This study then yill'enconpé‘ss a philosbphical analydils and &
psychological analyeis of the moral dom:j.n. In Chapter 1, w11§on's
" ratlonally based theory of moral education will be explicated.” An ‘
attenpt will be made to summarize how he derives all aspects of his
theory from and by means, of his seconc} *ord‘er }priqci'ple of rationality
conceived to'be f\.u‘ﬁdamental in the; meral doméin. In C}uapter 25
Kohlberg's explication of how the person develops morally w;ll be
covered., The discussion will focus on his six st‘age theory and some °
eight generalizations which may be drawn f‘mm that stage sequernce/. '
The diScuseioﬁ will also focus on the formal aspects of how the person | ﬂ
‘ develops mral_iy. Ip’Chgf)ter 3, Kohlberg will be measured againsi\wnson. .
And then In the final chapter, Chapter 4, I will criticize both Wilson

and Kohlberg‘fbut Wilson especlally) ‘by arguing for the 'bag of virtue' -
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approach toward mor-a.l education throug;r(\pmsenting the case for the

teaching of specific virtues 1ike concern f‘or and r'espect for qtfhers

. L
In sum, this study will examine throug'x a philosophical analysis, a .
psychological ar‘p a philosophical account of the moral d%qain. ' JEe
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‘ o JOHN WILSON ON MDRAL EDUCATION , . \
[ . ’ " ‘ D . .
3_ My most basic doncerm in this chapter will be to map out in a

gensr"al way Jc;hn Wilson's theory of moral education Briefly, moral
education for Wilson "... is emphatically not a rratt:er of persuading
people to behave in certain ways laid down by other people. it is a
matter of helping the individual to decide and act more reasonab]_y nl
Wilson, a professor of Educational Studie?at Oxford University,

England has written extensively on this use of maral edu\.atien Some

. Q}) b‘ s . N
2 . ' of Qis more inportant works for nmy pur'poses are 'Ihe Assessment of

Morality (NFER Publishing Co.: England 1'972) Moral Thinking
* (Heinemamn Books: England, 1973), Moral Education’and the Curriculum

(Per'gsmon Press: England, 1969), and A Teacher's Guide to Moral’ f ¢
) Education:(deoff‘ry Chapman: England, 19735. Basically, the theory is -
_ concerned with helping the person think for h}mself (fle., be reasoni :
; able) in'the realm of morality. The morally educated person for Wilson
- ‘nust cmsistentiy“nanife,st a unif,igation ‘of sction, feelings, belief
and reflection as contained in the following character camponents:
. PHIL (HC) Having the concept of a person (that is, of a consclous

‘and rational language-using aredture,’ with a will,
intentions, desires and emotions).

[

1, inems
J. Wilson, Moral lh__:l.__ngg (England Heinemann, 1973),.p. 71.
Hereinaf'ter calle:i m‘ oo T _" oo
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PHIL (CC) -~

T

v

PHIL (RSF)

» ¢

. EMP (HC)
EMP (CS)-

GIG (1) (KF)
GIG (1) (KS)

’ GIG (2) (VC)
GIG (2) (NVC)
KRAT (‘l) (RA)
KRAT (1) ('fT)
KRAT (1) (OPU)

@
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Claiming to use this coricept as the criterion for form-

iog and acting on principles of action; that is,

accepting that the wants and interests of other ‘people
and himself, regarded as equal, are relevant reasons in
moral thought and action.

Having the feelings which support this general prin-
ciple, at least to some extent: feelings attached to
the notion of- 'duty' or 'benevolence'.

Having the concept of various emotions and moods.

Being able, in practice, 'to identify emotions in one-

. self and other's when these are at a conscious level.

(Wilson also makes distinctions here regarding the-
unconscious emotions in oneself‘ and others, which I
omit.)

Knowing thard' facts relevant to moral decisions.
Knowing sources of facts (i.e. where to find out the

‘facts) .

'Knowing hoWw' — a 'skill' element In moral situations;”
as evidenced in verbal commnication with others.

Ditto, in non-verbal communicatior.

Being in practice 'relevantly alert' t& (notice)*moral
situations, and seeing them as such under the right
descriptions (in terms of PHIL, ete.) |

Thinking thoroughly about such situations, bringing to
bear whatever PHIL, EMP or GIG he has.

As a result of the foregoing, making overriding, pre-
scriptive and universalized decisions to act.

Being sufficlently whole-hearted, free from uneons 2ious
counter-motivation, etc. to_carry out (when able) the
above decision in practice.

These components are a phenomenoloﬁcal description of the condi-

| tlons of character which, for w:llson, must be possessed and used before

i - ~
- character treits,

it can be said that the person is morally educated. The components, as

is logicalLy derived f‘rom and dependent upon the
e

second order principle of /;ationality which marw moral educators agree

r

are crucial in their field.

R4

27. Harrison, "Review Article: John Wilson as Moral Eduaator," -

These conponents are logical px'erequisites extracted from what

Journal of Moral Education, No 1 (1977), pp. 51-52., Hereinafter
T ’_-1—

, called JW.
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_people’ 1n similar circumstances.> bﬂomlity then is "... defined

..7_ . : »

Wilson understands to be realm of interpersonal morality-at the

heart of which is a second|order principle of rationality. This prin-

ciple 1s, in point of fact,|a principle of procedures based updn the

three following rules: '

5
.

1) stick to the laws! of logié¢, listen to arguments, and so on
2). use language cor'réctly by attending to the meaning of words
3) attend to the facts.> N

Such a pr'ocedural pr;inciple has two aspects: first, it examines human

actions.and human thinking to see what is applied overridingly; pre-
, \ . .

scriptively and universally. In,other words, it attempts to establish: .

... the criterion of what ... the person commits himself to’
(prescriptive), what is of central .importance to him (over-
riding), and what he thinks applies to all ﬁther pecple in.
a relevantly similar situation (universal).

It's main concern is to determine the good reasons given f‘01r aéting one
way rather than another, without ratiénalizations, and getit;ixxg‘at
intentions. Secondly, both the procedures basic to this\ﬁrin.ciple' and
the principle itself." are intermal to Wilson's cor;cept of mrélity.
Wilson defines a person's morality as that to which 'the person com-

mits himself', is 'of tentral importance® and 1applies to all other

.

a
» »

37, Wilson, et al, Introduction to Moral Education -(England: ° .
Penguin Books, 1967) p. 7F Hereinafter called IME; J. Wilson, A
Teacher's Guide to Moral Education (England: GeofTrey Chapman, 1373), .

" -P. 27. Herelrafter called A 'Ibacher's.

by, Wiison, The Asses&nt of Mm—allt (Phgland NFER Publish-
ing Co., 1973), p 31. “Herelnafter called _Kﬁ )
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f‘orml’ly rather than in tems of a content. "6 ,This content-free inter-

.personal mor'ality rest:s on a principle of r-a\;ionality

" PHIL ig then taken\as the central e:cmponent of and starting point /

for this non-partisan rational morality. And given the central import- |

H - ’
-

ance ‘of PHILY

. 1t 1s clear enough that the other 'camponents' are logically
required. We must know what other people feel (EMP), know the
facts (GIG), and be able and willing to bring this knowledge and

a0ur attuLde of concemn to bear on actual situations so that we
decide and 4ct in the right way (KRAT).7

These' camponents do not appeal to ay partlcular moral content er moral
authority, any 'ethic' or 'way of lif'e' instead they follow logically
from PHIL and the procedural pri.nciple of rationality. No additional
Justificatory 'basis' is requirved because both the components and the

"8 Both

r-atiorﬁl—intellectual—procedural principle n.. are the basis.
are the means Yof. extracting, expucating and testing what logically-

oug’xt to be done. Neither the components nor the principle lead up to

"\

' mtibrﬁlity in human activity, they are what constitute rationality in

hurman activity
If moral educators can agree upon this second 'ordQ princ(ip'le of
morality, and that, noral conduct 15 rational,. then moral education will

be dinected to 1npart1ng the skills and traits of character (like the ®

. carpments ) which underlie ard contribute to the rational moral beliers

© and the fom of reason behind.them, In other words, the task of moral -

. ‘ @
o ' \

'6 ’ . ) '
E,p' 76. . s . . “.‘

Ta Teacher's, p. 3L.
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theory 15 to explicate the components of a rational morality. .’ Educat-
ing a person in that rational morality thérefore

L+

% ... lmplies iniélating him into 'Justified or rational beliefs and
their modes of reasoning by which such beliefs are established,
and thus] ... moral education involves,'at the minimm, initia-
tion into rational moral beliefs and the modes of reasoning by
which moral judgments are justified. And because the point of
moral bellefs is to guide conduct, moral education involves, at-
least indirectly, initiation into rational modes of conduct,?

The balance of this chapter will outline first, some general ques;
tions regarding the components, and second, each of the individual com-
ponents. For the latter, a type of task analysis will be conducted where
each component basic to the ski11s , abilitles and attitudes of rational
moral conduct will be isolated, analyzed and sequenced. An analysis of
PHIL and so on, for instance, will-show that ;theﬁjcor}rponents do not Just

lead up to rationality, that the componentsk lead up to and are what

" constitute rationality in humag activity. >
3 . )
. / “ First, the components:
Where do they come from, what are their authorization, how ape they

defénded as the logical and right choice? Are they derived-fram
general agreement as to what comprises the morally educatg@-ag]an,
are they implicit in and derivable from social arrangemerits’ are
they dependent ultimately on some' kind of transcendental argument
. . , , ++.3 Or are they the result of empirical testing? What precisely
- © 1s their nature? Are they meant -as a‘cong%ete list, as a list of
terms’ that do not overlap, ds a taxonomy? R

I will now consider some of these questions, taking the last first:
Wilson has no intention of giving a taxonamy of moral character traits
%y , like a psychologist would give, if only because such a list is the psy-

. chologist's role., Neither are the conponent; a 1ist of developmental

LY

1
) 9J . R. Coombs,-"Concertiing the Nature of Moral‘Competence,"
Yearbook; The Teaching of Values in Canadian Education, 2 (Alberta:r

A Y

University of Alberta, 19757, D. 8. BHerelnafter called TV. -
1O_J_w_',. p" 59- ¢ ’ ‘

e* .
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stages where gach stage operates as both an achievement from and growth

. ' *
from, but dependent upon, tHe previous stage in the sequence. He stops'
short of offering a taxonamy; yet he does (occasivnally in a confused
manner) speak of "... taxonomizing the logical requirements f‘or" suc-
cess" in the moral area.11 KFAT, however, depends upon the pmper and
collective gperation of all components; and all components are pre-
occupled with the development of a rationally aware moral consclousness.
Overall the list '

L. i refers to different aspects which by and large do not overlap
« . and which in.their differentiation avold the mistake of depicting
virtue as holistic, partisan creed, intultion, or a matter of
sensitivity, commitment or concern which imetheir imprecision
allow almost anything to be pushed in the back door. And they
* are different, so they require different educational means to
.~ achieve them or to improve our perfarmance in them,l2
As a pedagogical device “the components' separateness rests on
their being able to be taken and taught individually; tHat is, if it is
discovered that a child lacks adequate EMP then through the pedagogical
. it
means basic to the communication of EMP, the educator can work on the Z}

a 43 ’ .
child's EMP and so on. And EXP, as a concern with the emotions, 1is
different from GIG, as a concern with knowing, but both are inter-- .
dependent and related in that they aré logically derived from and con-
cerned with the internalization of the rational ard moral coricerns
! o’ . ’ '

expressed in the principle ‘of rationality. Collectively, the com

" ponents attempt to integrate moral thought and action through the

N o

N

17, Wilson, Values and Moral Develdpment in Higher Education °

" (London:  Crom Helm, 1978), p. 10. Hereinafter called VOM.

. 12Jw'3 p- 59-

—
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rational motivational basis on which this principle rests. In a word,
theli' concem‘ 1s to foster the rational principle to the extent that
the holder becomes more rational by holdin.g it.

Since the corrpc;nents are not féunded on empirical research,
Wilson Ju§tifies them theoreticaily thréugh his use of his principle of
r'ationalj.‘ty. He posits this principle, which he wants the person to ‘
possess and use, as 'an axiomatic own good'. It is through this sare
pr'inc_iple that he 'dérives hié five conpo;lents.n All components foster
this principle bec;;use they help to camplement the attairiment of both
, the rational method through which they are derived and the ‘pr'inciple
from which they are derived.  oral success then depeﬁds upon tl';e
application of these principles and others like "... facing the facts;
getting to know yourself and other pecple, self-control, [and] being
able; to act on one's own decisions ...." ' ForWilson these principles
are essential for any rational person concerned about morality, but any
ratiqnal person, by definition, takes morality seriously. Rationality
‘ motivétes acceptance of and action upon these 'princiﬁles beéause as a
principle it establishes the rational requirements rega.riiing what the |
person logically and morally must think and do. f ‘

'Ihese_prinpiples, though ‘they are the contenlt of Wilson's:i:hebry
of moral gducatz,ion,“am unlike an education 1n parl;isan' principles like .
'make ‘good Christians', 'make good Commumnists', and so ‘on because, " as
rational principles, they a?'e ". .. seoond order values which are :

- - ! ‘ oo 2
Bpye, T SRR IR S

luv_’gli., p. 8.
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conceptually connected to the notions of being human and bei.r‘# edu~

cated 15 and’ this very rational and conceptual derivation gives'them

the f‘om’al or procedural character necessary to make them mor
neutral and thereby useful to all moral educators, fnis moral|
ity also helps w1lson avoid a charge of indoctrination Furt

when he of‘fers the conponents as an :erpartial Qrocedure for

inooci;‘r!irwaﬁion further. The procedures \}irtually ‘appeer to be
clear since they are based on the J\usti'fic;tion given, but more
importantly, they are not forced on en,yone They are Just off‘e d as
a procedure for' arr'iVing at a .morally (rationally) educated per-son who
cames to use his mor‘al intelligence in con,junction with the corrponents
P}{IL EMP, GIG" and KRAT, Collectively, the concern is to help all{ 3 o -‘ ‘ ,
people be moral in a rational—scientific manner. He wants the person - v
to be able to isolate analyze and sequence moral events cormetently
Wilson's r,'ational and humanistic thecry of mQr'al education and
conception of man is expr-essed through a concept of reason and com- ' T
‘ ponents which are: ‘ . ‘ -
... cognitive, comative, affective, and are united in a logical
- 8cheme which does not rest on any partjcular creed, faith, axiam
o metaphysic, or pretend to offer moral salvation through .
appropriate genuflection to any authority religious or ot:her-wise.16 f l

The theory has a hmranistic ard loglcal structure expressive of a uni'cy

of action, belief f‘eeling and reflection entailing the developmerit of‘

[y eI
“ -

15N " ' o
Toid.; M., p. 59. . o~ ;== L : -
B5., p. 50. o S o :
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an ... aitoncmous rationality with respect to the unconscious, motiva-
,tion, day-to-day moral decisi'on'-nak.mg, and tfle. emotions ... ."17 < And &
sinpe the morally educated person myst consistently manifest both the

eonponents and the critical judgment in a coherent and harmonious
.

ma.nner, the components have a functional character: PHIL is

called an attitude, EMP an ability, and both GIG and 'KRAT are attain-
‘mem;s, and DIK (a separ'ate component in an earlier f‘or'rm.lation of the .
theory is now) a mode of thirﬂdng in KRAT which aids KRAT formulate’ .
‘ principled decisions, 18 Wilson then offers

.. a 1og,ical structure of concepts which, as conponents
delineates the moral man., Thesé concepts ... make the
ratiocnalist phllosopher's point that seelng and formulat-
ing these lineaments clearly and acting in accordance with
them is essential to the morally educated person. It is
also essential 1if we are to programme learning in this
field. The emphasis is on rational procedufes rather-than
* on content, although the latter plays a part. Morality is T s
samething that we must work at with intelligence, and out o ’
of  emotional fullness and knowledge; and it requires life-
long ‘labour in order to fully comprehend and enact the
_ideal moral features of the man.l ' '

. Wilsor's theory of moral education therefore is an education in a
concept of mrality’confined : ' 1

. to morality-as pr'ocedure i €., as a formal matter for ‘
the purpose of education. It is devoted to the enablement . .o
of various kinds — the attitude of PHIL, the non-substantive ‘
skills of EMP, the non-moral attainments Tof k:r218w1edge GIG,

the 'modé of thought' that is DIK (now KRAT). .

11, o a £

8mp44., p. 51,

"B1bid., p. s2.

201b1¢;} pp. 59-60.- . . — . %
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) Morality as procedure is free of any specific content. like a 'Christian '
morality', or a 'Camunist morality'. Morality in éhis case 1s moreapf
a 'moral attitude'.fhan anything else for it ié preoccupied'with how to D
go about acting and deciding;ﬁpo moral dilemms in a rational way.
His concern is to help the person improve his' relevant empirical know-
ledge 1n the area of morality, to foster his understanding of normative
principles, and finally, to improve his understanding of how to dgfend‘
and Justify his moral evaluations. As a proceduralist then, Willson
advocates the ’ he .
... communication of procedures which, although perhaps-minim-
‘ally substantive, do.not prejudge the issues in particular
moral contexts ... [for] the accent is upon children gradually
being introduced to a set of procedures which will equip them
to approach meral problems critically and to resvlve them
without. recourse to authority.2l
It is a proceduralism preoccupied with the development of a moral char-
acter expressive of aﬁd based on a use of a moral reason or moral ”?
intelligence. ’ r ‘ ’\.\
Wilson's most basic concern is: if it is underStood what it @ '
means to be moral and what the area of morality entails, then there is.
a better chance of helping a person to become morally educated (and by
consequence more likely tc be a better) moral -person. However, it 1s
not guaranteed that because youwshow someone what it means to be moral
that they will automatically beccme a moral person. But as educators,
although we can help bring about the first point (i.e., the mofally

educated person) w% can only provide the best opportunities to foster

>

2lg . Dixon, "On Teaching Moral Procedures,” British Journal of
. Educatlonal Studies 16 (1968), p. 17. Hereinafter called MP,
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» i .the second (i.e:, the moral person). To show how Wilson isolates,

- ]_5_

analyzes and sequences the most important procedural aspects of an
interpersonal r'ational morality to overcome this difficulty will be

_the topic oI‘ the baIa.hce of this chapter

The Components -
1) Key Points Considered -~ -\ . - Lo DR

Be}ore the components are cons'idercgi some points need mentionin@
first, morality -- 1.e., the peréch's morality or.his feelingé, ,actions,’
principles and judgments -- means ". . the priterion of what ... the . ¢
person comiits himself to (prescriptive), what is of central importance '

5 " " to him (over'riding) and What ‘he thinks applies to all other people in ' : ,‘ ' {
- a relevant:ly similar sitwtion (universal)"’z‘? This conception of = .+
morality is .rhinﬂnally substantive in that it is preoccupied with the
use uf‘reason and the formal manner ‘in which one applies one's prin-. . . )
o ciples T o ' : ' : i '
AT Second, the conponents are a symbolic and phenomenological C
‘ description and breakdown of concepts lo lly required by the apove
definition or mrality. Taey follod frém céﬁtrél conponent PHIL
'cbncept of a person' and are presented as what 1s hecessary and
sufficient 1f we are ever to know into what and how the person. develups\

‘ morallv 23 Here I will treat each. of the components individually and o \f "

1

. ! } .
22AM s b 31 For a g:xxl discussion of the area of and the use
of forality, see pp. 1-12. And for an explanation of the manner in T e
. which these principles are.derived; see MI, pp., 60ff = . ;
BoE., p292. . 4, - . o

.
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[ . !
reénlloub them at the end under the headings: A. Knowing, B. Daing, and

‘C P*eeling Collectively, the cmponénts ‘are conicerned with the

. deveeopment of d11 dimensions of the’ person's mor'al being, that 1s,

with| the establishment of a precisif connection between the person's

'mpr 1 thinking' and 'rrnral.actior}'" . The concern is to avoid restrict-
ing the person's morality to some{pr'edef‘ined morality like 'public :
norms' or' 'Christian morality®. YCollectively, the components attempt

to' cl cunscribe an aréa of mrality such that‘i/t encompasses the many
possétbze different types of moral thought %d moral action, In the

end they.are concerned with helping the person know what it means to

act upon various syllogisms (1like the syllogism material ga.in) in
24 ,
~ ¢

.

morally different ways.

2) Components Explicated

L. PHIL

PHIL, anh attitude or a ﬁ'ame of mind, consists of three part

\

and covers-that area of concern commonly expressed 1n phrases like

‘concern for others!', 'taking notice.of others', and so on. 2 p

. begins here because of .the importance both caring and how people co

. f
to care take on in moral eduqation.zs. Unless the person has a clear

*

7

EI‘A_&., p. 35 (his emphasis), o

.25Ib1d. s P. U1,

26

education; but see specifically R. S. Peter's remarks on the importance
of beginning with caring in moral education in "Moral Development: A
Plea for Pluralism" (T.. Mischel, ed.) in Cog%.tive Development and
Epistemology (New York: Academic Press, 1971), p. 262.

]

5
o

Many moral educatars agree on this as a starting point in moral

#3
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(a) Having the Concept of a 'Person’
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concept:” of tl;we other as a person, it is assured ttﬂﬁt his caring ’for' the
c;ther wlll be'restr;ctéd. That is‘ to saiy, until the othér is seen in
the same-light as I, as a person with equal 'rights’, 'feelings' and

50 on, concern for him will be, to say the ieast, confined. A clear
concept, of the other 1is of primary importance in this theory of moral
education, because of the importance that is given to the second order ‘
prinoiple,‘ concern for the cther. The three distinctions here are:

(a) having the concept of a 'perscn', (b) clalming the concept as a

moral principle, ,and (¢) rule-supporting, feelings.

-~
. 1

o

.This division is conhcerned with cne person's concept of another

'person' It'is essential that every person have a clea.r concept of
the 'other' especially” in the sense that the definition of morality

demands 1t and the principle 'soncern for others' requires. 'Having

- the concept ...' refers baslcally to the person's ‘cz;pacity to conceive

all people as rational creatures who use a language, have a "consci:;us—
- . o =

ness', 'emotions', 'intentions', 'will', ‘'purpouse' and so on.27 'Other

person' then dbes not just refer to human beings who have one head and

two legs, instead it refers to all features like emotions and ration-

'a.lity which separat:e man ﬁ‘ag the lower animals The significance of

this point rests on the assumption that many people "... seem‘to assume

that some other criterion is whatﬂreally counts -- e.g. whether they

have white skins, or speak English, or come from a similar social class,

« B

27AM., p. 42. 'Ihe connection between the 'emotions' and the
cother comporents and what the 'emotions' mean here will be discussed
in the second _camponent EMP,

b
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‘or are mermbers of the same gang."?a The necessary sufficient
{ - ., .

s Criterion accepted here‘is all tpeople'. And the maln' concern at

\

-1

.

a person like himself having mtentions and so on. This attitude 1s
s

this stage of the theory is with the person's concept of the person-
or people and not just some element like the emotiuns. PHIL is a con-

cern with how one person conceives another person, It is an attitude,

but it 1s not a particular attitude toward certain types of pepple;

. ‘
. _ . , Vs
rather. it 4s a general attitude -toward all people. If a person.con-

celves Jews as people with devioué;' intentions towards fentiles, then
it could not bé sald that he h:'a/s a clear concept of a person for he
restricts his usage to certain conditions which violates the criterion
established here regarding a person and the limits of morality.

A person's atti'tudes about tthers can be recognized througﬁ
things liké what he states about what counts for him insofar as others'
needs and wants are concerned, ! Varymg respcnses are u;maccept;able;
when the person is being examlned for his concept of the other; he must
glve consistent responses like "because I perceive the;n to be distinct,
unique, equal,* and so on', When it can be shown thét the perscn has a
clgar‘ conceét of or attitude toward the 9ther as a unique and distinct
perscn, then it can be sgid that he has a clear cdncept of the other as

’

called PHIL (HC)..— And since PHIL (HC) is restricted to what the persen

~

' 8J Wj.lson, Moral Education and the Cm'riculum (England
Pergamorl Press, 1969), p. 3. Hereinafter called IEC.

*For a discussion of the use of equality here, see the pext
section, . -4

¢

,,,,, 4 v e s - - B
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does (i.e., how he identifies others), it 13 called anwbility.’

f o

T (b) Claiming the Concept of the Other as a Moral Principle

- ‘ . Interest in.this second subdivision within PHIL is restricted
| e exclusively to the person's general tendency to take this criterion
(1.e., this attitude Gi‘gguanty,{am so on) and claim it as a
reason which motivateg ‘R to act. Equality, however, neither. here
nor elsewhere in this study means that ‘ever'y person must be c?nceived
as having equal intelligence, weight, wealth and so on. It is possible
that they might have these common features and more besides; rather
o equality 1S taken to mean an "... equality of statis as moral and con-
| sclous beings, each of whose wills and desires count as much as his
crm."BO In this sense there is an Important truth in the stgaterf\ent
which says th:at "all men are eqv.z.sbl:"3l Yet the person 1s‘not required
* .+ to see others of such importance that he will not stand up for his own
rights, wants and interests. Since the request is confined to the
glving of equal importance to the other, the personis able to act

on his own behalf and/ér abandon his own personal interests for the

! il
: . other, In fact the latter is expected insofar as one can actually feel -

»”

love and unselfishness. Care, however, must be taken here because of
the dangers of:pseudo-unselfishness jand pseudo—alf;ruism. | (1 discyss
the latter in more detail in note 33 under (b) intense feeling.) PHIL,

ZQE_M_') p' 65- ' a
e, p. 3. . . ’
A ° | - o .
,‘ . 1966 3t1d. And see also J. Wilson, Equality (England: Hutchinson,

*

o

*

. .
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does not entall genuine altruism because genuine altrulsm entalls a \
stage of moral education which goeé beyond our concerns here with

 As an attitude in which one fust loglcally

equality and Jtlst:ice.3
believe, PHIL 1shgiven the status of an overriding, prescriptive and
univer's:al pf'inciple And this belief dimension 1s the cognitive side
of PHIL which 1s open to scruti.ny for its authenticity 3

" To be concerned about the other entails personal thinking about
the other. The clarity of this thought and the extent to which 1t 1s
brought to bear In real life situations.determines the degree to ‘vghi.ch
the person can be said to claim the concept as a principle and to

understand 1ts implications. " The thinking must be personal thougnt

32ME s D. 3.

334 belief should be accompanied with an emotlon or feeling —

i.e., with something like caring for others there should be associated
some enotions The nature of these emctions will be described in the
next@pmponent, And since both the belief and the feeling should merge
in the attitude adopted toward tAé other, the third distinction RSF is
made within PHIL. Of primary importance here, however, is to avoid mis-
interpreting PHIL In two ways: (a) it must not be seen as just a matter
of a belief, that is, 1f the person says he belleves that "everyone :
should be equal, it will not do. For it is possible for a person, to say
(and in some sense really think) that he does not have a prejudice
against Jews say, but yet he expresses the very opposite in both his
feelings and actions.. (b) It is not an intense feeling like love,
brotherhood, strong synpathy, ard so on, because 1t is not negessary
that such feelings be regarded as part of PHIL. The desirability of
such feelings are questionable here, since they are more the concern of
mental health than they are the concerr of the moral educator. There-
fore the person is required to no more than "... feel sufficlently to
act on his bellef in equality, but need not feel more" (MEC., pP. 2). .
Put another way, it is adequate that if a person feels a " nervous

. stranger needs help, actually helping him will do rather than neglect-
ing him as crazy or a nervous wreck, etc.; it 1s not necessary for the

\person to actually go through a parallel nervousness. ’

3am., pp. 65-66.

b
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" and not\what a friend or some authority ‘thlnks ought to be done.  One"
of ‘the best weys to determine the belief in the principle claimed is to

i _Witnjess) the persan in action, for in action the pe“rsorg is more likely
to expr'ess his real intentions and meanings. ' It 1s for reasons like
the. above that this distinction is'called PHIL (cc). ’ « ‘ .
(c) Rule-swoortin& ’Feelimgs e ‘ ’

PHLL (RSF), the third subdivision within PHIL, is concerned with °
the possession of or having of the feelings to support the principle ’ »
claimed as part of ao moral theory. It is not a question about the )
person' s elther having or wanting rules to support his feelings for the -
other, it is, however, a question of the persgn's feelings being a part
of a;d based in his own thinking and not somecne else's thinkirg.' A
person who claim that his concern for equality‘ derives from what a\

friend thinks he ought to feel would be very suspicious because he tloes

) what another stat:es should be done: The key peint here 1is that the
feeling must be ingrainec_% in oersonal Jthinking that is, if the person' s -

own rulgs are deriyed a;_‘ten some careful thinking. “ '

. N
0 . X } . «

"Feelings" Bere 1s used in the sense of emotions, not as sensa- . .

3

tions, and-are 1 é?lly camposed of distinctive actidns.' tendencies,

symptans and be11efs.35 Brotions have three basie Peatures: ( 1) the
" mental component . which occursqin conscious experiences like happiness, ) i

(2) the pm/siological changes like rmscular enlargements in a state of: '

'ahger and I‘.‘Lnally, (3) the motive component which mmifests itself in - l

the a’ctenpt to accammodate to a changing envirorment, e.g., the .

’

-

2 ' .
Ibid., p. 66. . , T . . : ’ . .
. & .
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-~ . . - - -
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concerned per"son desires to act on behalf of another when in need.

Concelved in this manner, feelings are not antithetical to elther reason
. } / . .

or thinking for they have both the rational and the physical dimension.

Although all f‘eel;inés ar“e situated in the body, and although there may

be some emotions which have a rational cor'e, that does not mean that the

person always has conscious control of his emtions and can efther will
them 1nto or out of consciouanss at his pleasure, But it does mean,
however, that emotions 'iik,e 'treating others as. equal' which have a
rational core and which are rationally held can motivate people to act
upon it. Feelings In short, serve to move us fmm mere cognitive
assent to action in line with the principle. ]

Given the distinction of 'having a concept' and rule—supporting
f‘eelings, it is plausible to differentiate and ana.lyze separately the
person s\a>tions ahd feelings. It is irr/pﬁr‘tant to lmow why a3 éerson
acts, i.e., whether he écts Just because the rules danand that he acts,
or because he feels i‘or the per-son on whose behalf he acts. There 1s a
huge difference between acting: because you must (1. e., becausg‘ you are
- campelled to)  and ‘because you feel an affinity to the person for whom
you a}ct. In cases of the latter type the rule a.nd the feelings merge
(because the affections and intentions, the two main motivating
elements within the concept of feeiing which fosters the discovery of
”the moral self, merge) whereas in the fomer case 1t is the rule alone

which motivates action (for the violation of the rule would bring '

'chastisement). According to the reasoning presented here, it is better -

to have a rule supported by a f.eeling\ than just a-rule alone as 2.

reason for-atting for another, if oﬁy because when feelings .enter the

. . . L N v
e

R T R
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‘ picture there is an Investment of the self to the -extent that 1t
» motivates actidn. In this type of action/b/:sed on feeling there 1is a
h coming together of reason and affection. \ :
Since subdivision 2 only expressed the importance of the persf)n 's . N
" 'moral theory!' Qr thinking abput what ought to- be' used, 'and sincde cases
may arise where a person thinks one thing and does enotherﬂ (something
‘ which obeying a rule unsupported by feelings allows), iﬁ 1s necessary to
. aceount for this possibility. And Wilson does this in terms of intro-
s ducing the conceptual requirement of what the person feels; that is to

"

say, a person may say he does something Just: because the r'ule says ‘he

v

must but yet because there is no emotlonal identity with the rule he.
Pyl ] ‘
) énay do'samething completely different. But:if he has feelings invested

e

.in what he does , 1t 15 more likely that he will have done the thing he

sald he did. For example, the person may act in a different way _.

L

because he either feels a 1oypalty to himself, his family, his f‘r-iends

or he ‘may feel a sense of duty to his eountry, his company, and so on.
. (‘I'he latter may also include. feelings for famtly, and so on.)3® The

distinction being mafde here is in terms of the different feelings that ’ |
- o © the person may have. There are, for instance, per-son—orientated' (PO) ‘
‘ and 'duty—orientated' (DO) feelings 37 In other words, if the person
has feelings in either of these forms and makes them part of his moral ‘
theory, then these 'feelings merge in the person's thinking and action; . 1
and thus feelings take on the conceptual role that reasonirg demands ' -

-

PR C . B, pl 9. A

37Ibid . B ) .
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here. For Wllson, both the examiner and the educator in this area must
*discovep how far agd to what extent and for what reasons the person
implements his criterion of moral judgments. By looking in this direc- o~
* tion, the person's 'rule-supporting feelings' of, ghe PO and DO nature
and personal thinking are discovered. ' <
‘The concern here is with how the person bases his f‘eelings in his
. concept of the other. "The feelings must be for the other' as for a’
gei_gwith r'ights interests, needs, etc. It is about the other's
interests that he must feel (and act), not the other under some other
description or in same other fight."38 Anéi these feelings must be con-
sistently and universally applied. Unlike subdivision 2, one of the . .
best ways to see how the person reacts In this regard is to see how he
acts in 'real-life' situations. . If the person 1s examined in 'real-
life! situations, it can be seen to what exteht; he manifests some of
»the following 'r'ule-supporting feelings!': (a) 'self-approbation'] or
fpleasure when the rule 1s applied (b) 'sorrow! or- 'regret' or 'pity‘ .
for the fallure of another's needs and wants to be: satisf‘ied, and so ;
39

on.

how many people the person ihclud in his attitudes of equality, con-

. 3

In sum then there are two dimensions to PHIL: (a) the scope or Y i .
1

cem, and respect; that is, are the yople of the same age, sex, race, ;

group, ete, or are they of dif‘ferent ages and s0 on? (b) The amount:

of time or the consistency with which PHIL appears in the person s ;

381bid.,’ p. ’48. . : / .. N R

"39mp14., p. 50.

3 _‘_' - . - - T T e—— T
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range of PHIL as given in (a). This point has nothing‘ to do with the
intensity of the person's feelings. A per‘sor; would not have PHIL if he.
used it only ten percent of the time towar'd Jews . 4o Overall the com-
ponent is concemed with questions which také the following fom

Does the perscn ever say that all other human beings have
rights of equal importance with his own? Or does he
consciously belleve that coloured people, Jews, those
of a different social class, etc. really are 'inferior'?

. ‘\ L] - . ’

Does he make some effort to find out what other people's
wants and feelings actually are, however good or bad
his ability to discern this (EMP) may pe?dl

PHIL, in all 1ts subdivisions then, 1s a general feeling or attitude,

and not an ability to recognize that other's interests count But it

is coex*ens:.ve with the abi‘ity that is EMP (the second component) s

I will soon show, » )
I R

(a) Having the Concept of Emotions

Wnere PHIL is a concern for others, 1.e., the attitude that

other's interests count, EMP is p

... simply the ability to know what oneself and other people are
feeling, or would feel, or have felt in particular sltuations.
Rough definitions might be 'awareness' of one's ouwn and other
people's 'feelings', 'insights', 'the ability to understand what
other people's: interests are', 'lmcwledge of human emotions
desires, etc,'42

(In this way EMP coextends with PHIL,) EMP, bowever, is nbt sympa _}_11

4

., p. 53,

Mr1d., pp. 53-54.

Y2Ip1a., p. 5k, Attitude as used here ami elsewhére in this study

".has three features: "1) Like emotions, attitudes are conceptually linked

with appraisals; while attitudes may be neutral they are more commonly
pro or ¢on, and can*be these in varying degrees. 2) Attitudes neces—
sarily have a (formal) object. 3) An attitude is a relative]y enduring
feature of a person." Coanmbs, ™., p. 29.

Ao ol em
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because sgx_rg:itbx 1s a feeling and not an ability. There are five points
basic to thé distinction made about having a concept of the emotions.
First, it has already been ’s'aid that EMP, an ability, mdy in prin-
ciple be separated fram PHIL for the purposes of discussion. This is
- possi‘ble because of the assumptlon made here that it’ "is possible for -
someone to know what others are feeling, or would be 1likely to feel,
with a very high degree of awareness or insight, ard yet not': to _<_:;a.r_'e_
about. them."u3 ‘ (A pérson, say a husbaind who manipulates his wife's
emotions for the f\dfillment of his sexual phantas?:es operates inr this
way.) . _ : .
Second, because EMP is an ability a per-son can possess an exten—
slve amount of EMP but yet never make use of thls ability in practice
For instance, a person's nervousness around others may prevent him (in
*his daily life) from sbserving thelr behaviour édequatel{r so that he
can act 'appropriately on their behalf, when he must. But that failure
and others 1like it do.not prevent him from having the ability to tell
how others feel. (The fact that the person may be either too lazy or
Just nervous could prevent the complete developmen’c of,&nuch EMP, but
these features will not terminate all E¥P. The distinction, however,
is important because it shows the possibility of the person's having
an ability even though he never uses it. )
Third, EMP 1s not restricted to an awareness of feelings for
others within a.restricted context like peoi:le within one's immedlate

—

u3_ML, p.. 54, -

) \
Y., p. 0.
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contact. It is concerned with that and with the ability to predict the

feelings of those whom he has never met in other areas of the globe in

the past, present and future. L

k3
Fourth, the concern with feelings 1s not .restricted to sensations,
but it also concerns emotions and desires. NGV Emotions are dis'ﬁ_inct from-
analogous phenomena like 'needs', 'wants', and 'moods' both because they
‘are characterized by their targets and because they have a 'cognitive o
core! based upon a belief, 'Moods' like 'depression' and 'elation' and
the like do not have a knowing element which the pr'esent use of feeling
em:a:Lls.u7 There are then three elements to the concept of an emofion L |
" used here: o : | |
’ (a) ‘a belief (that X is dangerous) ’
(b) involuntary or semi-voluhtary symptoms (trembling, going p,ale),
including certain postures, gestures, faclal expressions, e‘cc£18 o |
(¢) intentional action (running away, tr:ying to avold attention}, A j
And there are four ways through wh:Lch these emotions may be recognized: o " \
(1) By ybat a person-says he f‘eels e.g. 'I'm frightened’.
( 11) By characteristic symptoms: e.g. trembling at the knees, : :
sweating, etc. - t

(114) By characteristic action: e. g running away fram the er”, ) .
(1v) By characteristic circumstances: e.g. dangerous things. . ! ;

The person who has much EMP will know all or Jnost of these things, and
N ‘ .
3
Y. L SR
. ~ ) ; ‘

\?6ﬂ', p-'55-f . . “ : . e s

“Tav., p.. 51 - &
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will be able to correctly integrate’ the dimensions of the emotions into
his 1ife. It 1s possible to see the degree of EMP possessed by a
\person by confronting him with different cases wherein something must
be done on behalf of the other. By means of such cases the features
may be detectea' if the _person neither' knows that stammering a.nd blush-
ing are featwres of anxlety nor that.a person might say unusual things
‘while displaying such symptoms when in a situation which provokes these
- features, then 1t 1s difficult to say that he has a complete and -
adequate knowledge of‘ another's emotions (or even his own for that
matter).
Having the concept of other'e specific wants then entails the

ability te classify all cases where othérs are encountered in terms

of (a), (b), and (¢). (This is what makes EMP an ability and not an
attitude.) Grasping the concept of an emotiOn does not Just mean
being able to say the ‘right words 1ike 'I'm ei‘r'aid' when fear
-provoking dilemmas are encountered. It also requiresq. when in a
pertinent situation being sympathetic to the other as a person and
responding to him according to the criter'ia given here. However',
there is another point that r-egujres mentioning: the person may have
fearful feelings (or whatever'), be eble to identify them in both him-
self and others, but never be able to say 'I now experience fear'.
’. But this does not mean that the person neither has the concept of the
emotion in particular nor the ability to recognize the emotion. This
_ possibility arises from a basic assumption made here, namely, having
the concept of something does not entaill the prerequisite of having to

or being able to express that concept in the exact words. A person

JRvaTR
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may have the ability to act sympathet'ically when sﬁmathy is demanded
of him, but never be able to say the word sympathy.so Yet thils does
not mean that the- person may also be able to say 'T now exverience sym-
pathy' or 'I can identif‘y with this person who 5 in tr‘ouble The
point is, that being able to 1dentify an emotion does not center on just
‘saying the word 1t goes beyond that to the ability to exper'ience and
i urderstand the dimensions of the reallty to which the words. point This
subdivision Wilson calls EMP (HC). -

(b) iBeiggLAble to ‘Identify One's own and Other's Emotions

’I'his 1s the second part of EMP. Interest here 1; restricted to
the person's ability, in vractice, to recognlze and 'coﬂi}'r:elate the dif- '
ferent data swrounding the variéus emotions in himself and other‘s; The
caoficern is to answer questions: like: 'ban fhe person say (elther
directly & in so rany yaords) I am feeling fear, insecurity, etc.',{'she
" is angry' and so on? The person way have this ability, but not use it
(1.e., he may fail to' think adequateiy about the person, “the ﬁiitwtion,
and so on, and either prescribe or universalize his decisions). All
inquiries ‘into the person's character here attempt to get at not how
the person knows he and others f‘eel', but if he knows that the”y feel.”t

Neither must the ability be restricted to face-to~-face circumstances,

L

LI S

4

SOF‘OI‘ an exce¥lent study in the area of the use of concepts, see
J. Wilson, Thinking With Coricepts (England: Cambridge University Press,
1963) and Philosophy and Edugational Research (England: NFER Publishing
Co., 1972). Ehapter 7 is especially noteworthy in the latter. And see
also, J. F. Soltis, An Introduction to the Analysis of Educational Con-
cepts, 2nd ed. (New York: -Addison-Wesly Publishing Co., 1978).

2lam,, p. 51.
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because if 1t were, an ﬁnc'ompietg idea of the person would probably 1';16
presented. Rather it entails the ability to imagine and see the others’
emotions, real or ihaginary, in the past, present and future. This
dimension 1s not in'any way connected to the person's actually doing
this because the Interest expressed is just in the possession of the

' ability. The actual doing or the incentive to do is .comnected to and

will be studied later in the fourth component KRAT (1). EMP therefore

1s just the possession of the concept and the gbility, in practice, to

identify both hiS own and other's emotions.52

In this component then a differentiation has been made.between

having a 'consclousness of some emotion' ard 'bringing that conscious- i

ness to bear!' upon real-life situatiohs (Any further discussion of
this distinction will have to wait until the final component: KRAT (1)
and KRAT (2) are discussed,) Like PI{EL, then, EMP is concerned about

much the éame thing, except that it 1s precccupied with the emotions.

_/ EMP has the same two dimensions as PHIL: (a) its scope 1is. concerned’

with the number of other peoplé‘s feelings the person has the ability

to be conscious of; ard (b) the degree of EMP deals with the precision '

and the profourdness of the consciousness of these feelings. In par-
ticular EMP is concerned with questions that take the f‘ollowmg form:

Can the person give a r'easonably good account of the feelings
of (say) a new boy at the school,-or his own teacher,
or his classmates in particular situations"

Does he find it difficult or eésy with reference to people
In past history? With reference to characters in plays
or novels? o

i

%Ipid., p. 53.
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Whatever his ability, is he interested in his own and other  'w
people's feellngs and behavior, or are his ideas about
them based on no observation and thinking at all?°3

P

III GIG
PP i Wilson makes two main divisions and one subdivision in ‘this com-
. {

ponent: - T,

(a) GIG (1) (KF): 'Knowing That'

1

The t rd component GIG 1s an attainment because of its concern
"with whether- a person actually knows certain facts (npt with whether
he has the ability to learn them): namely, those facts most relevant

/ - to moral SIt'uations."Su Overall GIG refers to a mastery of factual and

non—f‘atui"l kr'lowledge, i.e., 1t speaks to the possible differentiation '

betiﬂeen tnowing that' 5nd 'knowing hdw'. These two di ctions are
represented as GIG (KF) (1) and GIG (1) (KS) And GIG is concer'ned
with ser;sations andunot emotions. For instance, an,y person who does
- - not recognize that you cause a person considerable pain when you hit
’ him unawares on the back of the head, lacks this quality. Even though
EMP enters the picture it is excluded because 'lqa.r"d facts' (i.e., fact-
uwal knowledge like the punch) dc; rnot concern the awareness of emotions
;o ‘ . or moods. 'Relevant ha.rd facts' concermns® an awareness of such sub-
categories as: _jna) f'acts about safety, and health; (b) laws and.con-
Lo vention; and (c¢) facts about persoﬁal and collective wants or nee‘ds. ~

However, iﬁ is not easy to make a clear distinction between

1 ‘ < GIG (1) (KS) and EMP. . EMP may entatl awareness of both wants and

5@., p. 56.
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emotions, and it is possible to argue that this merges with (b), L.e.,
laws and convention® 1like the law of the land and a soclety's etiquetté.

Nevertheless, knowledge of laws, conventions and expectations can’
be roughly distinguished fram awareness' of wants. In practice we
can reascnably confine ourselves to the 'hard' facts relating to
needs or r‘equirements «

Ir a person wants an emotlonally stable relationship, then he will have®

' to arrive at some so_r'&of‘ agreement with his partner as to what 1s.

needed for emotional stability..
(b) GIG (1) (KS): 'Knowing How' ™"

This c'listinctionn is afnon—propogitional skill imbox'tarit in one's
inter'éctions w#with others, I't is a.social skill that "may be present or
absent independently of the propositlional knowledge of'ﬂvﬂé, or of the
'hard-fact' )mowledge"56 basic to GIG (1) (KF). And it is a skili‘
developed through interactions ard dealings with others. Skills like

-

apologizing, expressing sympathy and so on are skills that are picked

| up either through practice and imitation or learned through the truth

or the use of reason which 1s expressed in relevantly stated proposi- -

" tions. However, knowlng how to do something does not necessarily entail

the latter polnt; but neither does it exclude it, for pr-opositiéna}.

55AM p. 56. To be sure almost any facts are relevant in moral
decisions, But people like lawyers and doctors are expected to have a
more extensive array of particular facts at their disposal than other
people, As I will soon show GIG 1s actually divided into three areas.
And when 1t 1s considered or examined in an actual instance allowance
must not be made for I.Q., home envirorment, etc., because the interest
here 1s in how many relevant facts that person knows. There 1s no con-
cern with either fault (i.e., as to why thé person knows very few facts)
or moral blame or guilt. This is true of all components and not only
GIG for the concern 1s in establishing the moral education of the

' person, (MEC.,p 5).

! 56@_' 2 p n‘ 57 . ! ‘\
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things like sympathy better.

o~ .,
'skill', both elements of "knowledge" and "motivation" (il.e.,

mist be held ‘Eonstant. XY

If a person has and uses all of the above camonents, i.e., PHIL,

. knowledge may stimulate the person's ability to experience and express

Since the main concern here is with

Cend

[P

[ ]

N,

. o

KRAT (1))

o /——

$

P

EMP, and GIG (1), and fails to effectively implement his moral decisions,

there are at least two reasons as to why he failed: (a) He may lack the’

adequate courage or resolution, and motivation (But this cannot be

) pr'operly considered until the last component is. explalned.) (b) He may ‘ : )

not have what 1is called the 'know how' or- the necessary social skill.

The person may'decide to be nice to his lover, may have the adequate

motivation or resolution to Inplement his decision; but he may Jﬁst not . .

know how to ;na.ke the lover happy or feel at rease

Perhaps he knows

neither what to do nor what to say. For Wilson then Lsoc:ial sld.lls'

are all of those general abilities basic for ef‘f‘ectiviaction.
'social skillsY:

He makes three baslc points about
exampie, a person 1s expected to say and do the pProper t
they also entail abilities essential for all _person-to-person \encounters.
In this sense the person can fail to treat his lover properly fd{' lack

of the essential’ socia.l skill,

Secmd, to be sure, social skills are closely related in actior
to EMP (_lmowledge of, the other's féelings) and ' GIG (kﬁowledge of all

facts like social norms and conventions), but more importantly it is

a

“heC., p. 5.

.ekills are not restricted to any particular group-situation where, for

57

+

First, social
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an ability to act effectively on behalf of or towards others that

entails more than this. Wilson explains:
The kind of knowledge is different: 1t is more like knowing how
to swim, or how to play a particular game -- not just a matter
‘of knowing facts, but a matter of being sufficlently practised
. and skilful to perform well. It is a kind of adeptness rather
than‘a cognitive mastery of f‘acts.58

Third, social skills cover many areas, and the skill required aﬁd

.used depend§ upon the context. Things like talking with equals and

giving orders- are two different things, and so on. Wilscn's chief con-

_ eerns are "those contexts and soclal relationships in wﬁich it is likely

that most people will be called upon tc perform, e.g. with~groups of

friends, as an errployee, as a member of a committee, and so on. w53 J

’

This part of the component may' be subdivided into two (2) types:

verbal (represented by GIG (2) (VC)), and non-verbal (represented by

GIG (2) (NVC)). Verbal skills concern the saylng of the right thing at .
&

~

the right time (i.e., when apologizing, expressing sympathy, ete.).
Non-verbal skills concern the proper manner at the appropriate time
(1.e., tone of ‘Yoice, stance, gesture, sincerity, etc.) assumed to

express the message. Both subdlvisions are concerned with what the

" person actually does in real 1ife situations. . It is a fine distinction .

“+.. but [1t] may be drawn well enough in practice. We have.to
draw it in order to demarcate this quality at all: for it is’
samething in respect of which pecple can be trained or educated; d
and we exclude cases where ... [the person] may be more or less
acceptable fér quite diff‘eren r-easons. (Being an attractive
blond 1s not a social skill.)®0 ' ) o

58ma. . | - I
91nia. | |
GOIbid‘: p. 58. . ) K " .
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In sumary, the dimenslons of GIG (1) cover laws and those actlons

which threaten the interests of others. And 1t atterpts to answer ques-
' 61 ‘ L T

P

tions that take the following form:
A) Does he have a reasonable knowledge of others' interests:
. . IS L . L. )

(1) What is dangerous and not dangerous to standard An
: interests of other people — e.g. putting things on
railway lines, excessively fast driving, effects of
certain drugs, etc.; also relevant hard facts in -
human blology .and physiology - e.g. first ald, facts
about pregnancy ard other sexual matters, etc. 262

B) Is heeapable of playing the role of leader, of‘ issuing e .
k instructions and orders" ‘ .

rd vy
. . N . !. ‘
(1) Can he behave efficiently in soclal situations ! . -!
involving (a) adults, (bj people much younger than| -
R himself?

(11) Does he in general use language adequately in | ‘ !
social  situations?63 P ‘ i

-

IV KRAT: S T
r I will now review Wilson's most complex ccmponent KRAT. But
f‘irst soine 1ntroductor'y remarks, are necessa.r'y When PHIL wa$ con-

sidered, ‘interest centered on the possession of the concept of a person ¥
- r .
(PHIL *(HC)) and whether the concept was "claimed’ as a.moral principle

-
- L

\. » ® ' ¢

i Slub., pp. 57-58.

C 62n14., . 59. . : - .

63PHIL beglns here because {as 11: was said earlier) 1t 1s assumed o
(a) that the most basic concern in moral education should be concern .
_for the-other, and (b) that until there is a clear concept of a person '
-— l.e.,a concept free of all forms of prejudice — held by everyone
it will be difficult for adequate caring to occur not ‘only in general . .Y
but possibly even in situation-specific instances like caring for one's ‘ -
peer growp oOr ethnic gmup . .

of
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. in datly life (PHTL (CC)) 64 Both dimensions are cognitive because |,

, they concer'n the: person s knowing, 1. e., the 'knowing that' all people

are equal and are hune.n regardless of their color, ete., rather- than

‘ either his I‘eelings or actlans However, there is a close conceptual

tie between PHIL (HC), ﬂPHIL (cc) and the person s f‘eelings and detions
in real-life situations. 65 This coﬁe@tual connection-comes out
stropgest- 1n the additional distinction rrade Py between the »
two ruleS/suppor'ted by a f‘eeling, 1. e., PHIL (RSF‘) (II)) and (PO) or™
'rule-supporting feelings of a duty and a person orientated' nature

Yet PHIL (RSF) r‘emains ‘a cognitive component in spite of its emotive
dimensions becaus\its main c¢oncern is with whether or not the ‘persan ‘
knows both the emotions‘ and - the rules accepted ard claimed as supports
‘for his moral principle (This emotive—cum—cognitive dimension-of PHIL
helps br'idge the cognitive component PHIL and the second component the
emotive component EMP. The RSF distinction does this specifically, I‘or

through its cognitive a.nd emotlve concerns it is a"means of enter'ing

-

- ‘

It#can be said then that, the more intensely a person knows his
l »
feelings and rules, the greater the odds that these rules -amnd feelings -
will be both held in high regard and acted won. But in spite of this

1

possibility there are two reasons why there may be no conceptual con-

'nection between them: first, although the person may. possess the
)
' necessary re%lings, he rray still fail to use these f‘eelings, in

14
° (S ‘
s .
% . N M

< %, p. 59. Co

‘. - 65 ’
.
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gl réc'tice, as rule-supporting feelings; second, it 1s possible 4f‘qr a. 5
person to have the feelings aé rule-supporting feelings but they may ‘
lack tHe strength to became overriding in zvaLction.66

To account for this bossibility, Wilson finds it necessary to

introduce the distinet component I{RAT.67

]<3AT is pr'eoccdpied with the
.appearaﬁce -of all prior corrpoﬁents (PHIL, EMP, and -GIG) in all the
person's decisions to act upon behalf of another's interests. But it
uis di}‘f'er'ent. KRAT's difference arises from its concern vﬁrth action ér
. behavior. It entalls anything required for ratlional moral action that |
the other components doc not encémpass. A partial Qe{‘inition fnight be:
"behavioral traits necessary for mra]ity."[\/‘{et it must be remembered

that KRAT stands for many and not just one thing required for the o

-

: '66KRA’I‘ in its present form is.a cambination of Wilson's old com-
‘ponent DIK and KRAT. DIK is a stage of thought now entailed in KRAT.

It occurs in the process of formulating principled decisions in KRAT.
Speaking of DIK in the old way, Wilson puts it this way: "A person

with a high degree of* DIK, ‘when faced up to a moral situation (various

Kinds of fallure o face up to such situations may be caused by lack

- of KRAT), will consider that situation primarily in terms of other

people's interest. He will bring the appropriate attitude (PHIL), his
ability to discern other people's feelings (EMP), and hls knowledge of

*hard facts' (GIG) to bear on that situation: and as a result he will

make a prescriptive moral chojce dictated by cother people's interests, fe
which he regards as committing him and anyone else in a similar situa-

tion to action" (MEC., p. 6). The person who has these moral prin- .
ciples will have derived them in the three ways listed in MT., pp. 60-63..,
And as you read onward these same three ways appear in KRAT (1) as three
ways to fail: 1.e., KRAT (1) (RA) (TT) (OPU). It seems that by means of
this new formulatien, Wilson felt he could elaborate upon KRAT in a much
more articulate manner by including all these features in the new com- .
ponents KRAT (1) and KRAT (2). I take this to be his intention because

in the main source taken here AM, Wilson does not list or discusg DIK. °
And AM is a more recent publication. So,.taking his lead, I subsume DIK
and all it entails under KRAT (1) for it is concerned like DIK with DIK

like thinking. KRAT (2) is:the behavioral dimensions of the thinking

that was once preserted as DIK and now KRAT (1); and KRAT (2) 1s the old =
KRAT, that 1is, KRAT (2) is now the implementation of KRAT (1).

>

$Tvec,, p. 7. : o
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proper moral action.
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‘There are three things in particular that may be 'sald about KRAT:
first, there are two basic ways in which KRAT's features enter a '
person's moral thinking and acting:

(a) A person must have the alertness and sensitivity actually to
use the other components in his moral thinking, as opposed
to having the abilities, etc., but not actually uslng them
(KRAT (1)). ’

(b) When a person has réached a rational moral decision, he must

“ have the motlvation and rwggolution to translate that decision

into actlon. (KRAT (2)). .

Second, KRAT is not will power because there are many reasens why

a person does not use his ability to act in moral situations or fails
. to iImplement a ‘moral decision. He could be forgetful, incampetent,

< T lazy, tir'ed frightened, etc. All of these are not what are usually
| called mor'al f‘ailuref. (What WilZon se:s\;s moral failures will soon .
be cénsidereq; they nurber three.) 1

| Third, KRAT's complexities are numerots, but only four will be
considered here:.' : ' 1

(a) " A person should have a sufficient sentiment or love for other
people: this Is at least one kind of motivation which should
enable®him both to think and act rationally in the moral ‘
sphere. .

_(b) A person should have *good habits', or a settled disposition
to think and act in a rational manner; also seem well
,  motivated, One'cannot perhaps feel sentiments towards other
' people all the time, and this kind of motivation geems of
o very great practical importance.- .

(e)' A person must possess independence of judgment, the ability '
to think and act autonomously (as opposed simply to follow-
Ing other people like sheep), ard sufficient courage to act

, : on his judgment;. this seems a necessary quality, since there
' o Wwill be plenty of cases where rational morality goes againsp
ro “what 1is publicly accepta?le.

)
T 7a T
gy T w3

b
5§‘Ib1d., pp. 7-8.
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(d) |A person must be reflective or thoughtful enough not to be
carried away by particular situations, and not to be for- .

' getful of other people. He needs fiked habits, but he

' also must be able to stop and think yhen required. He

eeds, as it were, some kind of ; system which
perates, in him and tells him to think about what he is
K doing before he does arxything.69 ‘ v

\KRAT, the?, is conceived upon the assumption that; a ;Serson may have an
adequate moral theory (i.e., may’ fcnow, feel and act in the appropriate
ways) but stili may fail to use the theory when called upor}.70

In fact there are two possiﬁle instances of failure: (a) the
f‘ailﬁre to reach a proper decision making stage KRAT (1). There are
three possible ways to fail in this stage or mode of thinking.’* And

(b) the person may decide to act in a particular way; but he may still

fail to act, even though he could. This is called KRAT (2) because of -

1ts specific concern with action or behavior. i

The problem in Kl'«;AT (1) is not a matter of thinking that a spe-
cific. thing ou;ght to be done 'in principle'; it 1s a matter of com- '
‘mitting oneself to act upon the moral decision made. | The person with
much KRAT (l‘), when confronted by a moral situation, will examine the
dilemma in terms of the other's interests. Thanés like PHIL (the

proper attitude), EMP (the abllity to discern the other's.feelings),

and GIG (1) (knowledge of the 'hard' facts) will be used to arrive at

a proper decision, The results will be a “pr"escriptive“mral choice,

S
dictated by other people's interests, which he regards as committing

. 695_1'{[_., p. 60. .

0144,

Tlvr., p. 0. A
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nim and anyone elsé in a similar situation to action,"!°

However, even though the principles may be derived and appl'ied in ’
a rational manner, .they may fail in at least three ways: first, when
it 1s time to decide about a moral dilemma, the person may fail to be
alert to or fail to notice that he must dec,ide on e'ither part or allu’of

what he should consider.. This failure Wilson calls the failure to be

'relevantly alert,' Krat gj;b(m).n o

The secord failure 1s the failure not, to 'think thoroughly' about
the moral ;iilerrma. This £ ur‘; 1s closely connected to the first, but
1t 1s dstinguishabl® from it because this dimeﬁsion entails t'he‘
improper use of PHIL, EMP, and GIG. Careful thinking itself includes a

e T

concern with some of the following questions: what ‘Eioes the perscn
really want? Do I really feel E;. desire to help? It 1s not necessary
that the per"son“ always be consciously in tune with what he does, but it
-1s'Important that thdnking oceur whenever €he need arises arid that it
be the person's own thinking., For Wiis§n this ‘1s KRAT (1) (’I'I‘).m
Even though the person might be both alert and think about His

decision, there are at léast three’ other possible ways to fall within ‘
this last distinction:!’ (1) some other overriding syllogisrr}‘ based upon

something like self-interest or, guilt may prevent the decision from

t
r

72A_ﬂ., p. 6Q.
4., p. 61.

T4 b1,

~
~

751 will soon show that three aspects fall urder the same sub-
category OPU, i.e., overriding, prescriptive, and universal category. -
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becoming 'overriding';76 (ii{ the péq§on may fail to commit himself to
his decision, that is, he may fdil to make the decision 'prescrippive .

(11i) He may not 'universalize' either his rules or his decisions,78

that’
{s, no account may be made of the fact that both himself and others ought
to be co&cerned about other's interests. égllectively, Wilson includes
all three possibilities in the element KRAT (1) (POU).79

KRAT (1) then has two dimensions: (a) right reasons concerns the

appropriate type of reasons that may be used.‘ Those reasons cover things

like other's interests; even though &any philosophers neither think this
1s nor take it as a reaéon, it 1s takep as the primary‘reason here
because the realm of mofaliﬁy 1s.aésumed to be -precccupied with a con-
cern for the other. People who do not accept this brinciple as a

reason for ﬁotivating action use, as their reésons, such modes of
thought as obedience to authority, fear, gullt, and so on. In short,
they use non-KRAT types of thinking like sexual behavior in their realm
of moral choice. However,,tﬂe person with a high degree of KRAT (1) -
will always place other's interests first, that is, a special type of
'good'reason', namely other's iﬁterest, will»be used in his moral

cholices rather than other reasons.80

(b) The second dimension concerns the sincerity of the decision

?

76AM., p. 6L.

bta, v
781114,
"91p14.

8OMT., p. 61. N
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made. Some people just pay lip-ser'vicé to their thinking and do not
commit themselves to their thoughts. Something is called 'good' or'said
that one 'nght;' to do it f)ut of the i)lue, as 1t were, and therefore
their thoughts are not used in al prescrigative way. ('Good' for example
may be used as 'what is cammonly supposed to be good'.) But the person
with high KRAT (1) evaluates moral dilemmas, makes a moral choice and

decision and comnit.s himself in terms of other's interests. In short,

all choices a_r'e' un:Lver*salized.81

Some questlons that this componemt seeks answers for in both the
developing person and the educated person are;

Does he think that morals are ',just a matter of taste', 'all
relative'’, etc., or does he belleve that there are
right and wrong answers to moral questions?

. . S

When he uses words like 'good', 'bad’', 'right', 'wrong'
'ought', etc. does he use them in such a wady as r'eally
to comit himself to acting in a certain way, or does
he just mean what other people (perhaps Just adults)
think is good (... right, etc.): 1i.e., to what extent
does he really have a prescriptive moral vocabulary
at all?

Does he have a reasonably coherent set of moral principles --

not necessarily completely fixed and certain, but at
any rate serlously held f‘or obvious cases (murder',

stealing, lying, etc.)?82
There are many problems regarding the overlap between KRAT (1)

and PHIL (CC), i.e., problems like what goes on in the person's head.
No maJor difficulties may arise with the context in which a person
'cla.ims his concept', but there may be dif‘ficulties about t:he intermal

+

8114,

814, pp. 61-62.
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context in which the person Judgeé. And where PHIL (CC) concerns such
things like social separation (i.e., class, famlly, ard so on),\.KRAT (1)
deals with things like potent others (i.e., family, friends, peers,

‘. str'a.ﬁger‘s, etc.), prior experience, and influences of ‘tienporary moods
upon‘a decision. Thus when assessments are belng made for a p_gr-son's
development, controls and allowances nmust be ’made for these potential ‘
Interferences .‘83 Efforts must be made to distingulsh them so-.when ‘one ‘
1s being determined one is assured that it is not the other that is
being disc;tssed. But whatever 1s done it is difficult to distinguish

. between the two.

_The person then that passes through KRAT (1) and does not err -
can make the 'correct' decision. Once this level of thinking and act-
ing is reached, decisiohs.wifl generally be made in terms of the
others' interests: However, even though the cgr‘r‘ect decision may be
made, there 1s stfll a‘cohceivable way that fallure may occur. The
as:smpﬁiorl here‘is that 1t 'is b9£h logically and empirically possible’
for a person to decide to act in a reasonable and sincere way, but still
not éct upon that décision when called upoﬁ. If the use of words like
’ 'éincerity', 'prescr'iptivityi', '"bringing to bear' and so on are strongly
emphasized, the chances of samething like this happening would be over-
ruled., But In doing that a very concelvable and realistic area of cases
which are of importance and interest here would be over’mled.au And it
is these cases that KRAT (2) attempts to account for,

B, p. 62
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These cases.inclgde pecple who decide in a proper way to act
(i.e., through'the procedure delineated here in terms of the overriding,
prescriptive and urdversal principles) on behalf of others but f‘éiil to
do so. A failure of thi:s sort occurs not becaﬁse of same extemai
force(s) (as if the person had a gun pointed at his head) but it is due
to the presence of some overriding unconscious counter-syllogism or ‘
counter-motivation which has not been contro‘lled.es Wilson bases this

86

reasoning upon hls view of the unconscilous: it :\Ls a view that con-

ceives the berson as having a part of himself following different rules,

that 1s so wﬂmown‘even to the conscious self that it cannot be properly
'sa’id that the person's decis}onsare not sincere, The person. (uncon-
sciously) follows different rules because of these unconscious beliefs
arid emotj.ons.87 And 1t 1s t\hét yery unconscious activity which prevents
the implementation of the decision ‘c‘o act. To repeat: the faillure to

act is not a case of not beihg able to act; rather it's an instance of

. hot_wanting to aﬁt. No doubt an area of this sort is both closely

comnected to and different from KRAT (1). Both features revolve around
the fact that one 1s the logical extensioh of the other; KRAT (2) is a

measure of the extent to which KRAT (1) is actually accepted, and

5 J

Bma, | : \

86’I'he view of the unconscious, Wilson counters, is defined by him
. a3 a clumsy way of talking about conditioned reflexes, 'imprir}ting'

. etc «..." Furthermore ".., the unconscious is ... in principle

educable, and ... there is a sense ... in which ... [the person] is
reSponsible and perhaps 'to blame' for the rules he unoonsciously ,

.. follows ...." (AM., p. 63).

87p1a. , o | *
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'operates as a motivating force for it tells how well the person's
thought is clarified and becomes the appropriate action. The assess—
ment procedures then can help us tell the alertness and the resolution
of the consequent translation of moral Judgment into action. (w1léon a i
_admits’ thaF it is very difficult f‘of the philosopher to work in this
area. And he suggests that even though the pHhilosopher might be able
to offer a taxonomy of unconscious cPunter-sy}logisnjs , the best that
he can really do is to identify the existencé of this class of cases
and leave the rest of the work up to the clinical psychqlogist and the ¢
Psychoanalysﬁ.) This cémponent then encompasses the person's alert- ‘
ness and the resolution of his mor'a11 theory; it deals with the person's

motivationsand his bebgvior. Some of the questions that fall within

o s ot bt bt 8~ Bt

this component are:

N Does he feel strongly and favourably enough towards other
- . people for him to be adequately motivated in thinking
s morally and in actually carrying out his moral
principles? .
Does he have good settled habits which enable him to
translate his moral principles into action without
difficulty? - ‘
Does he have sufficient independence of judgment or 'conscience!
to make up his own mind and act & moral situations,: .
regardless of what other people think?
: , Does he have sufficlent sensitivity for situations %nvolving
- other pedple to stop and think before acting?® ‘

( Before coficluding my review of the componénts basic to Wilson's

¢
)
f
A

concept of the morally'educated man (and the pedagogical means of
_&rTiving at that state of character) I will glve /ithe grouping of the 1
components that Wilson glves under the headings knowing, feeling, and

dotrg. . ’




- 46 -
, The regrouping 1s given to show the extent of what they cover.

' Wllson attempts to encompass all that is' relevant in the moral being's
morali?:y, i.e., all that the person knows, feels and does. These areas
must be considere}tn «Order to clearly demarcate some of the relevant
concerns in moral education and moral de;zelopment .J A failure to inclﬁde
all three dimensions of morallty In an assessment of morality ié to .
overlook much that is-influential in the realm of morality. If it is '
not determined or if ‘a pef‘son is now shown, for instance, the import- °
ance of having the factg stralght, and knowing, that yom:' feelings for
the other are crucial £o be moral, it is uniikely that the person will
ever think ér act in any manner that resembles moral thought and moral
acﬁ;on.' Moreover, if‘ major dimgnsions are overlooked, important
reasons and important areas within. the entire realm of morality may ge
unnoticed. Nwa assumption here is (l.e., as it 1% derived I‘t'qn the
above perception of the hwnaﬁ mind) that a person may have dif‘f‘er:t;nt
mental states for ciiffererﬁ: things, i.e., he‘may. have ;ne state for his’
feeling toward blacks and another for Jews, and that unless he learns -
the irrationality of such differentlations, he may never learn what it
means’ to really care for another; this is true especially’in the sense

caring has been discussed here. In other words, 1t. is' assumed that if

e m———————

the dlfferent mental states in this case ére not seen for what they
are, i.e., their unreasonabler;eés, the person will bz able to cio | o
. | different things at different, times and be in no way affected by what
he does and knows. In such cases the dangers of self-interestedlness
‘* enters thé picture. But .if the person is inst;ucted in the ir'?atién-

ality of an unprineipled life style, then there is a better chance,

4 !
L}

) ' -
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although 1t must be admitted that there is no absolute guarantee, of

i

A Knowling::

PHIL (HC)

EMP (HC)

BMP (D0) & (PO)
o1 (1) (KF)

CGIG (1) (ks)

4

GIG (2) (VC)
GIG (2) (NVC)

Dolng:
PHIL (CC)

AT (1) (RA)

AT (1) (TD)

KRAT (1) (OPU)
KRAT (2)

g

 Feellng:

PHIL (RSF)

‘having a more aware moral person.
Each component falls under one of the above headings:

These components deal specifically wi'ch various

types of knowing.

Knowing what a person is ....
Knowing what counts as wants like security.
‘Knowlng when one and others .feel insecure.

" Knowing that some actions ald needs (safe

environment) and that others hinder needs,
and knowing how to discover this fact.

‘Knowing how to make people feel canfortable,

happy, how to apologlse, welcome and so on.
These cefponents concern what the person does.

What the person does with the prineiple
¢laimed.

The person is relevantly. alert to the other.
The person thinks thoroughly about the other.

The person makes the correct decision to act.

The person acts 'properly' uport his principles.

This concerns what the pefson feels and about
what he knows and does. .

Having EMP is to have a feeling, and, 1n part,
to have a Jbellef and the 1nclination to act on
that belief. It is to this extent that a con-

sideration of what the person does enters here.

This demands a separate section because there
1s a conceptual requirement for particular
symptams, 1i.e., the key elements needs ard
wants (feelings).

known or done when we support a pﬁinciple
covering others' needs and wants

Emotions are things suffered
. or things that happen to.us and not the things

o

s

vy
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That, 1n sum, is mv csnsidemtion of Wizson's study of moral edu- |
cation. Basically 1t is precceupied with helping the person to ration- -
ally decide and develop r'ationally into a morally aware human being
All components are based -on and derived through a principle of r'ation—
ality. The camponents also attempt to foster both the principle of
r:;z’cional.ity in the person and the rational unific/:ation‘c;f moral thOL:ght“
and Lmoral éction The ‘principl'e of rationality itself‘fs conceived
such that, if 1t i§ rationally explained to and mtemalized by the

per‘son, 1t will motlvate the person to think and act morally. The

claim of motivation 1s made through an implicit assumption made abou{: o

the internal comnection of ratlonality to morallty, because of the

- connection between the raticnal and the volitional dimensions inherent

‘ in the principle of rationality which the person internalizes, and ;

P
’

finally,. bécause of the serv'ious‘manner in which the person\racceptzs
ratiocnality and marality.” Furthermore, in this theory of moral '
education, fhe relat\iqnship between action, rationaliey and morality
is bolstered more by the fact that all the character traits which go
to make up’ the person are loglically derived and Justified through
this same principle of rationality. That is to say, the traits that
the person possesses are fostered by and foster (in the person) the
principle of rationallty. In this way Wilson's moral being becomes a
rational meral being who attempts to do what s rationally required
of him Since he knows what he (logically) ought to Jnow, '
feels what e (logically) ought to feel, and does what he (logicaJJy)
ought to do (because of‘ his awareness of how to correlate

" all dimensions of his being in any real-life situation requiring

N e s 1 S T
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moral thought and moral action), he tries to be moral in the most
complete manner possible.
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. LAWRENCE KOHLEERG ON MORAL DEVELOPMENT

, , ﬁawrence Kohlberg

-~ - ) . has developed his stage theory of vu;?d/ew;lopment with a .
" i cohsider'able amount of philoscphical sophistication and with a

‘ .7+ .broad understan®ing of the place of his work in modern psychol-

* .. ogy. The power of his analysis stems from his ability to com-

v : bine philosophy,.pgychology, political science, and related . -~ '-
S disciplines wit the perview of his extensive ‘empirical work. : ’

' +For these reasons, but especially because ofj the empirical work, Kohlberg

’

. B S has been chosen é.s‘one of the major researchers in the area of moral

- . LN \ : .
develophment. ‘But in this chapter, I can only briefly touch upon the ‘.
& .
. ’ . immensity of this innovative eppirical study of moral development. ,Thus

?her‘chapt;er will restrict itself to an outline of the six stages-basic

' -

N K to the theor?f of moral deveiopment and some eight generalizations which
. W " - - i . g / {

°

’ w ) .may be made about thése stages.

o

. ( . . ‘b‘p £ ~
Kohlberg, an educational soclal psychologigh a “Harvard University,
has studied the 1ndiv.idua.l ] reasoning about moral concems for some

'

- tWenty-three ~§ears He caonducted studies every three years on seveq,ty- ‘

s
N\

N
- ——— -y'ﬂﬂ""-‘""’;"" “
. .s 1 N
Ed
L)
-
an
o e ian e e

't‘ive Arr,erican (Chicago a.rea) middle and working ciass males; and he also
) conducted mternati,onal studies in such places as Tm:key, Cana{

'Britain Israel, Yucata.n, Taiwan, India and Honduras ’I'he results e

.
. ‘ il N ¢ d R_/ -
, : ‘ 7—‘-—-—— - .
« N . r
\ . Y
’ e ‘. ‘
.

e Lc, V. Sulliven, Kohlberg's Strigturalism: A Critlcal Appralsal,
" No..15 (Toronto:  The e or Studles in Educat: 1%0:1, ,
¢+ p. b Hereinafter called KS. - ..
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showed,, according to Kohlberg \ < .
.. that human thinking goes through stages of development .
[a process which] occur in all cultures. The theory represents
a unlversal explanation of how people devélop their thinking
about sociil and moral problems 2
/ b
Stage developmez‘it here withih the realm of morality and moral_
reasoning refers to the clear-cut afnd‘9 orderly growth that the pef*son
traverses as he gdes from moral /irmatm'ity to moral maturity. There -

are a total of six 1nter'r'elated and integmted stages which intensify

-
P in complexity and comprehensivenass as they progr'ess from stage /

; stage 6. Although all stages have a necessatry logical connection to.
| each other, each stage operates through a distinct ofientation to
moral problems and each stage is r;ep’re@ér{tative of an invariant, and

universal developmental progression. Logically necessary as used here

" means that there is a direct, intermal and inherent connection

between all stages. St‘a.ge' 2 will fot be reached until stagf 1 1s first
carpleteci, andkso on. Wiﬁhin the Korglbergian typology, then, moral

. concepts and moral reasoning develcop in a distinctive and interconnected
"order', an order expressive of an interdependent L}hiversal and Internal
logical harmomr

L4

Before 1 give any further explanation of. these stages of think- .

. ing there are some points that, by way of introduction, need mention—,.'

1ng: first something needs to be said about Kohlberg's backgr‘ound
At the University of Chicago, Kohlberg began to study the work that

L 4

2L Kohlberg, "'Ihe Cognitive-Developmental Approach to Moral
Education," Values Conce ts ard Techni es (Washington, D. C." NEA
Publication,. 1976), pp. er called VCT. '

'S’ " ‘ ) »
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both John Dewey and Jean Plaget completed on,vmoral gr'owtlm3 Plaget

elaborated Dewey's three theoretical levels of moral behavior‘u {viz.

the conventional, pr'émoral, and autondmous) into the premoral, heter-

nomous. and autonor;xous stages of thinking.s_ Kohlberg in turn came up

with the preccnventional, conventlonal, and postconventional or prin-

cipled level of moral tmm. Where Piaget performed a minimal

[ amoupk* of empirical research (on Dewey's conceptual distinctions)’and

‘- . .saw that ethical judgents develqp much like' logical and rréthematical
structures, Kohlberg perf"ormed much more elaborate empirical testd.’
He saw a developgxer;tal sequence w_hieh revealed a restruct:uririg of

** thought about moral ard soclal questions at the same time that

cognifive thought structures moved from the ‘more concrete to the more

abstract .‘6 Like Plaget, Xohlberg attempted to "... show that the

y , « - * 35 Dewey, "Wnat Psychology Can Do for the Teacher," in John Dewey
On Education: Selected Writings, ed. R. Archambault (New York: Random
_House, 1964). Hereinafter called PC.; J. Plaget, The Moral Judgement of
the Child (1932) (New York: Penguin Books 1976) " Herelnafter calledTC

u’Ihe premoral level is a level of "behavior motiyated by biological
. and social impulses with the results for morals." The conventional level
of action is the level where "the individual accepts with little critical
reflection the standards of his group." At the autonomous level, "con-
. duct 1s gulded by individual thinking and judging for himself whether' a
~ purposé 1s good, and does not accept the standard of his group without
* reflection." J. Dewey, PC; 'see also VCT., pp. 18-19.

5Piaget's findings are based upon some empirical evidence of the
stages he stated: (1) no sense of obligatlon to rules occurs in the
premoral stage. (2) In the heternomous stage right is literal obedience
to rules with a concurrent submission to both power ard obedience —
this occurs approximately arcund ages 4 to 8. (3) The purpose and con-
sequences of accepting rules is considered, and obligation 1s centered
on reciprocity and exchange In the autonomous stage. JC; VCT, pp. 18-19.

T . , 6T. M. Jones Moral Reasoning: A Teaching Handbook for %am
. Kohlberg to the Classroan (U. S.A7: Greenhaven Press Tnec., 1976), p. 10.
He: ﬁ:lter ca.lled
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develcpment of moral judgments can be studied to a considerable extent

by a 'genetic epistemologlcal! mode. " Although both studies are an

[ extension of ’ghe German philosopher Immapuel Kant's studles on 'prac-

“tical reason', the Kohlbergian six stage "... developmental theory of
~ moral reasoning ls a more sophisticated and articulate extension of

- Plaget's earlier inquiry into the inderstanding of moral r'easacfning."8

But both studies‘ are alike in that they are preoccupied with épistém—
ologic:al categories.9

Second, Kohlbergian research techniques themselves consist of
conf?onfingt: mﬁerviewee with hypothetical moral dilemmas which are
expresseq tk ugh a \s\eries of short stories (an example of which will
be givgn shor'tly).‘ The storles are a wﬁtten account of same situation
when:ein another person's concerns are‘at issue and about which the
reader 1s’ asked{ to reason and declare what. should be done. The iaim of
the research technique 1s to get at the person's 'real' reasons for
his recomendations. Thus it is the underlying moral thinking which is

of concern. The written accounts are characterized by the, following
0

there 1s (a) a particular focus on some genuine real-life

issue like theft or the value of human life, (b) expressed through an

active central characfer or group of characters on whose actions the
’ R A

7@., p. 16.\

U 8ha.

\

It this point Sullivan states: '"We might well question.this
type of preoccupation, since it may lock us into a specific direction
that may have unintended consequences.” Ibld.

m_Mﬁ. » Pp. 38-40.
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g

interviewee must make moral Judgments, and (c) the choice itself which
the interviewee must make must be a choice that both the primary par- . ;

ticipants must make and the interviewee must confront. A’choice (like

"informing on the thief or siding with him) should not be merely repre-

sentative of a cultura_lly accepted (1.e,, 'the correct' 'right!)

answer or -what someone else thinks, but, 1t should be what the inter-

- Viewee thinks about the genuine conflict that the central characters

face, (d) The moral dile;rmas themselves also concem central moral
issues like truth, punishment life sex, social norms, authority,

property, perscnal consclence, contract, Justice, and so on. And

rf‘.‘t.nal'ly, '(e‘) all moral dilemmas termlnate with a particular type of

question, i.e., a "should" question about v%at course of action the

character should take in this instance. It is not a question of -

"would do," for that is a question of speculation; "would" questions,

generally speaking, are more of a concern of psychology' than mor?lity.
To rg¢capitulate, the interviewee is asked to;read , think and reason
abouy, in short to justify, what he thinks should be done in the given

situation. A serles of questions were asked and the'lr answers analyzed

. to reveal, in the most systematic manner possible, the person's reasons !

. |
for what should be done.ll . |
The storles selected take the form of the following of'tén quoted
I
Heinz dilemma: 4 .

A European woman was suffering from a special type terminal
cancer, It was possible that a druggist, “of her town, had <
. recently invented a drug (a type of radium) which might save

Winia., p. 10, ; f N
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her 1ife. But he charged ten times (1.e., $2,000.) what it cost
him to make a small amount of the drug, simply because he wanted
to get rich on his discovery. Helnz, the sick woman's husband,
went to everyone he knew attempting to borrow the necessary
amount, but he cculd only raise a half of the required amount,
$1,000. He both explained this situation to the druggist and
appealed to him to do one of two things: elther sell the drug
cheaper or jb him pay the remaining $1,000 later. The druggist
refused. Sg, out of desperatlon Helnz entered the drug store
1llegally and stole the drug.l2

Kohlberg asked the followlng sorts of questions: was Hein? right or
wrong In stealing the drug? Was the druggist right or wrong in

refusing to cooperate with Heinz? ~What is more serious, stealing or
letting a human being die? : Why? How do you feel about the value of
(humap)*1ife? If Heinz does not love his wife, does he have a 'g§od"

reason' to steal the drug? Should Heinz do for a stranger what he did

'for his wife? Should Heinz be made to stand trial, if he is caught? |

Should he go to prison? To whom should the Judge be responsible,

‘Heinz, the druggist, society or someone else?13

This methodology also consists of a scoring system which would
glve an accurate picture of the person's level of moral reasoning.

from the correlation of many
14

Accuracy for Kohlberg can only be deriv

The rationale for the

use of both the highly situation-specific othetical moral dilemmas

- and this scoring system rests on the assurmption that different people

have different reasons for saying different moral things; and that it

" 12R. Duskha and M. Whelan, Moral Developmént: A Guide to Plaget

ard Kohlberg (New York: Paulist Press, I975), p. W4. Herelnafter
called MD. ‘ ,
3m1d., pp. 44, 121-122; WCT., p. 24, ) '
' Y., p. . -
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is by examini_né the reasons given for what should bé done more tl’ﬁn .
an.ything else that these differences.can be arrived at
In a word then, Kohlberg differentiates between process and
form: Drocess refers to the forward, purposive and systematic develop-
ment of the person's moral reasoning from stage 1 to stage 6. And the
character of the intelligible structure chQ,%onstitutes the substance
of a.nd/or the specles of that moral reasoning is its.form. The moral
reasoning characteristic of this orderly growth is formal because of
' its features (which it shares with mathematical and scientific reason-
ing): reversibility (and its two subfeatures) consistency and
univer':?alizability.l5 Put another way, moral reasoning 1s formal
‘bgcause; thrpugh reversibility, it fulfills the main criterion of
formalism, Reversible roral logiéai thinldng, like that rever§ible
logical thought in both the domain of logigal and physical facts, is
qthat type of thinking which permits free movement,’withbut distortion,
’between‘ premises and conclusions., Reversibllity, the keystone of
logic, may be expressed mathematically: A + B is dentical to B + A,
and X + Y = Z 1s the same as X = Z - Y. Both operations permit
undistorted, free movement between the premise and the concluslon. In
the realm of more{l thought ; the elements of reversible moral thinking
may be applied, without distortion and free movement, in the move from’
rights to duties and from dutles to rights. In morality reversibility
begins from the slogan "Put yourself in the other person's position

| o
' 151, Konlberg, "Me Claim to Moral Adequacy of the Highest Stage
of Moral Development," Journal of Philosophy 70 (1973), pp. 6l1-642,

Hereinafter called MA.

‘

e w1 van




- 57 - ~

when you decide," and is fulfilled through a prescriptive act pre-
occupied with both consistency and miversafizability.

Consilstericy, the first criterion of formalism, 1s met through
failrness as impartiallty; and the extent to whilch the starting point of
reversibility is i'.mplemented that is the extent to which consistency 1s
pré.c‘ticed. For instance, i1f all concerned parties in a moral dilemma
start from the accepted slogan, go through an impartial, deliberating
moral thought process and declde upon a course of actioﬁ which 1s

fairly applied to everyone, it can be séid that a consistent and
16 ) '

*

reversible solution was deriv‘ed.
Universalizability, the second criterion of formalism, on the
other hand, begix{s from the slogan "What 4f everyone did it; what 1f
ever'y.one used thls principle of choice?" Universalizability concerns
itself with the applicability of the decision and/or moral judgments

to everyone in all sifnilar situations.lT

To concelve of unlversallz-
ability in this way is t\o imply that universalizability is Internal:
to reversibility. Reversibility goes beyond universalizability for
Kohlberg because it tells mox’e.18 | ' .

- Moral judgments within Kohlberg's typology are formal and

logical then because of the characteristics, reversibility, conslst-

ency, and universalizability. He emphasizes these three formal

e

aspects of moral thinking as against the content or meaning of the

60014, : ' .

14,

18n14.
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N
moral thought which they characteri'\ze. Thus, both prqé: ss amd form are
related for they demarcate the essence;'of‘ or the sensé Of, the Judg-
ments each pér'sonlrrakes as he systenatiéal]yand purposefully g;r‘éws
from stage to stage. ‘ v :

It 1s this distipction between process and form that glves
Kohlberg's classifactory system of structural thinking its character,
It i; for this reason that he can claim that his structure is content
free and universal:lg And furthermore, this reaso pe;wnits him to
describe his distinctions as a ... typology of definite and unjversal .
ievels of development of moral thought ... fi.e.,] levels or stages ‘
which may be considered separate moral philosophies, distinct‘ views of
the social-moral view."®d , L

The threey main levels of moral tm are: the precon;enticr;al s
the conventional, and the pbstconventiohal.' I will now outline each
level and its accompanylng stage of reasoning. , ~

> .
Preconventional -

Here cultural standards of 'gobd' and 'bad', 'right!’and 'wrong'

-
are percelved in terms of the results of actlons performed (i.e.,

A

rewards, punishments, favours), and the physical contrel which the law

exercises over actions. The two stages are:

Stage 1: The Punishment ard Ovedience Orlentation
The goodness or badness of actions is determined by their physical

~

L)
Y 19L. Kohlberg, "Moral Development and the Educatlon of the Adoles- -
. cent," in Adolescents and the American School, ed. R, F. Purnell

(New York:™ Holt, Rheinhart and Winston, 19703, pp. 164-165. Hereinafter
called AA. , ‘

y
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effects. Results of such actio;\s are not given any human value.
Phu:ishment and power are val;ied in terms of t@emselves ; there 1s no
respect paid to any underlying mor;a\l value or order as a reason for
either avoiding punishtment and/or’ having an umquestioning deference to
power (stage 4).

Stage 2: The Instrumental Relativist Orientation

Righ;c acts are conceived in terms of thelr ir;stmmental satis- ‘
faction for oneself (and occasionally others). Human interactions are P
experienced as a barter affair, i.e., as exéhanges occur in a market
place:. Every exchaqge is seen in 1light of the phrase 'You scratck‘x my

back and I'll scratch yours'. All sharing, falrness, and ‘reciprocal . Lo

exchanges are viewed in terms of personal gain. There is no roam in

these reciprocal interchanges’ for Justice, loyalty or gratitude.

Conventional Level ' /

The value of the family, the group and the nation is upheld as
useful 'in its own right. No reference 1s made to the consequences of
actions. This is not just a conformity to what others and soclety

‘expects of one, but it 1is a loyalty, support, justificatlon, and .

et i

identity with the péople and their role in society. The two stages’

here are:

Stage 3: The Integbersonal Concordance of "Good Boy-Nice Girl"

i
|
I
|

Orientation

Good behavior 1s percelved as whatever pleases and is abproved
by the group. The person conf&ms to all é.cceptedf 'natural behavior!
or 'stereotypical images'. Actions are generally judged in terms of

intentions which are of'fen expressed in phrases like "the person meant

H
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well," Thinking of this sort becomes important here f‘or the first time.
Approval is earned by being nice to others’ \

Stage 4: The Law and Order Orientation

Here the person orients himself toward keeping social peace,
established rules, authority, and so on. Now keeping the peace 1s an

expression of respect for authority. Behaving properly consists of

1

T. : TN

doing one's duty for the sake of doihg 1t

Postconventicnal, Autonomous, or Princfpled level |

Distinct attempts are now made "tC'J define moral ’values and prin-
ciples which have validity and applicatj:‘on apart from the authority of
the group or persons holding these principles and apart ﬁ:vom the

individual's own identification with these g;r'ohups."21

'I;he two stages
here are:

Stage 5: The Social-Contract (Legalistic) Orientation

Utilitarian overtones appear here: righthess and wrongness ‘are
expressed through overall particular rights and standards which the -
entire soclety examines amd chooses. The per;son r'écognizes the

relativity of personal opinions, valués, and the use of procedural

‘rules to derive a consensus of opinion in a dispute. ' Rightness is per-.

celved as'a matter of personal values and opinions, apart from the con-
' stitutionally ard dernocraticaily agreed upogn facts. The person comes
to realize both the usefulness of the legal point of view and hcw |
changes can be made in that procedure through a .rationa‘l examination. of
. 1t by all parties (or representatives of them) concerned. Thinking of

—r2

Up. 46; AA., p. 167; \EI‘_., p. 20.
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this sort sets stage 5. apart from the rigicgt;y of stage 4 law, Obliga~

tion outside of the legal realm is now the rational free agr'eementjnL

coniractual consensus on which all interested parties agr'ee.22

Stage 6: The Universal Ethical Principle Orfentation

Right 1is now defined in terms of a personal conscience which is

- based upon logically comprehensive, consistent and universally chosen ‘&

ethical principles. These principles are not concrete moral precepts
1lke the ten commandments, but they are abstract ethical principles

like the golden rulﬁe) ard the categorical imperative. All such prin-

‘ciples here are "universal principles of justice, of the reciprocity

. and equallty of human rights and respect for the dignity of human beings

13

as individual persons."3- .
That this stage progression implies somethiné more thagj chance for

Kohlberg can be séen in the eiéht generalizations which he draws from

his stage concept. I will now direct my discussion to these generaliza- .

tions -~ which oftentimes operate as assurptions for the theory.

¢

Fii‘st, -the stages are defined as "structured wholes." They are

preséntgd as complete and structural ways of .,thin]d.ng.zl} Kohlberg

)

explains that concept this way

22114,

23 mp1d.

2ul{ohlberg's use of the word structure indicates his affinity with
Plaget's structurallsm. At this point, I want no more than to mention
Plaget's methodological approach to data. I will explain h_is use-of

. structuralism later in n, 42. el J
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‘Each stage in the concept of life is more differentiated, more
integrated and more universalized than the stage before. This
1nner‘ logic of differentiation and integration s ts one
. reason why there are universal moral stages. Basic{moral

Y . values® like the value of life and like the concept ¢f recipro-
city or justice are there at the start, at stage 1.\ The ‘
child's experience of the value of his parental 1life, of a pet
dog's life is the result of primary empathy with other living
things, of the projection of consclousness into others.
Reciprocity, too, i1s of the primary experience of soclal inter-
action .... The dominance of the value of life over property,
t en, anises in the course of differenti%%ion and integration

these basic and 'natural tendencies' ' '

b

In short, each stage entalls "a wider and more adequate pereeption of -
the social system and an abilit:;; to think . \e abstractly. ..25 “The
stage above accounts for the inadequacies of rits previous stage because
(as 1t both includes and goes beyond it's predégessor) 1t encompasses
morehabstrac.t and less concrete thinking. From a structural polnt of
view this conpc?sition relates but also set;s all stages apart. The
process of new abstnact thinking makes moral events more intelligible )
“‘more transparent. Stage 6 1s more advanced str'ucturally because it
dep'endé upon more advanced moral reasoning which stage 1 cannot
eneompass. . The more adyanced a person thinks logically, the more
advanced his stage: concrete and operational thix:ﬂdng confines the
thinker to a preconventional moral stage (1.e., stage 1 or 2); and
formal opez:a‘cional thinking carriles tbﬂe person to a conventio;qal moral

stage (1.e., stage 3 or 4), and so on.27 This means that each

I3

.

. 2L, Kohlberg, "The Relation Between Moral Judgment and Moral
Action: A Developmental View" (unpublished essay presented at The

mstizute of Human Development of UCLA, Berkley, U. S. A., 1969),
PP 1. vls

-

26114,

2Tyer. , pp. 21-22.
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"structured whole" then can resolve mor'al conflicts in a different
manngr from its predecessor because of the more advanced mode of think-

/ngiﬂ; enCOmpaSSeS Stmcturally they are not separated by a quan-

titat¥e difference of thought but by a qualitative difference. 28 .

The use of the phrase "mode of thinking" refers, then, specific- S
ally to the "structural whole" or the form that arw stage of moral "
thinking assumes 1n the overall process. Each stage implies distinct
thought structures ornrthéught organizations and not just a collection

»n of quahtitive experiences which some psychologists would characterize
as stimulus—response models.29 It is-a complete entity unto itself ) .
which 1s different f‘rom, but dependent upon, an extension of its pr'e— ~ '
decessor ' )

This leads directly into the secord generalization the stages K
imply an "invariant seguence." All stages (structures) must be

. entered and their requirements fulfilled before any movement to another

stage occurs. Every person moves through each stage o;' structural
moral judgment order'ly." Thé next higher stage cannot be reached until

the first stage 1s mastered, that 1s, before the person can get to

i
i
i
i
i
{
!

stage U, he must,ﬁ;rst move through stages 1, 2, and 3. Developmental

I s \ ‘ \*\r— ,
285etty Sichel, "Theé Relation Between Moral Judgment and Moral °

* . Behaviour 1n Kohlberg's Theory of the Development of Moral Judgments," . .
Educational Philos ard Theory 8 (1976), p. 57. Hereinafter called '
T0. Comenting "on this point, she states: "Though Kohlberg
stresses the qualitative difference in the mode of thinking at diffeg-
ent stages, I believe that a case can be made that thesé are concam-
itant quantitative chariges. However, what would seem tb be cruclal
for Kohlberg would be the primacy of the qualitative differénces in
determining the differences between the stases or the mvenent frcm : :
one stage to ancther." Ibid. ) ‘ ol
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stages 'cannot be skipped because each sﬁep presupposes the reasoning of

, . the Other Mental readjustrrents must occur as the ,p\ rSon moves” I‘rcm
, stage to stage Moral dilemas are confrmted fram the perspective of !

}present moral cognitiVe stage: And (to anticipate generalization 6

o -

‘a little) all jud,gnents will reflect that stage un;ess thek dilemma pro-
vokes ‘cognitive dissbnance' ard the t';linker attempts to. resolvethe '
dilemma from another stage antal reacljustments are nade in the
adaptative process in order to get f:r-om a view of good as personal

pleasure “toa view of good as an abstraét unity of obligation and

A WA A e et S S

. rights, the person s reasoning must grow. That growth always occurs

VSR

mé’ predeterml.ned sequence forward to the next highest stage, and
never backwards 30 But this does not mean that peoole do not progress
at varying speeds and stop at various stages or even at dif‘feren’c
\ points In a, stage; 1ndeed, both th:lngs \oceur — however, whatever occurs,
soccurs in accordance with the way the séages. are defined here, "Ihe ’
- actual gr‘owth occurs natl,u-ally in a purpcsive aml systemtic upward
‘direction.’ The invariant na.tural development occurs in this way
"because eaéh stage stems from the previous one and prepares the way
for the subsequent stage. "31 However, because Kohlberg st;;tes that
' .  there is an invariant- de,velopment hrough all levels it does not mean

that he claims growth must necessarily terd towatd stage 6. In fact,

he emphaslzes ver'y much the fact that gmwt& can tnmcate at any stage

k]

' '3°VCT p. 197 M D. , pp. 47-48.

3]'[. Kohlberg and R. Mayer, "Developwnt as: the Aim of.‘ Education," ,
Harvard Educational Review, 42 (1971), p. s,

¢
¢ : L
» . . .
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prior to stage 6. 32

Gener'ally spea.ld.ng although both children and adolescents move
at va.r-y:tng rates'of speed through the stages, pre-adolescents move
through the preconventional level, adclescents usually achleve: the
conventional level and adults move toward the postconvenl;ional level
o:f r‘easoning. But less than twenty percent (per-haps not even five per-

, cent) of the adult population reach the fzostconventional level, 33 The
most carmon adult stage 1s stage U, the law and order orientation .
Actual movement through the stages parallels movements through
Piaget's logical s’cages Kohiberg in fact claims "o s
sive hiatlg ca.nnot exist between ‘the highest cognitive st:age and the
highest ‘moraLstage reached by the individual w34 A person can
posslbly reach Piagetls formal level of logleal thought bgb never
reecn Kohlbefg's stage 5 or 6.. And it 1s i.mpo‘ssib]:e insofar a’s he's

conderned P? a.person who has either a’ low stage of cognitive ‘think-

_ing or low IQ to ever réach stage 6. 3% ' .o

' Thir'd.- development is loglcally necessary. But it riqt‘the

. &

v

x

3Sichel, ™., p. 58. . oL

2 Brota,; m. Jpp. B3 &

"
31‘Sichel 0., p. 58 .Kohlberg maintains this position even
thbugh present day research shows that about fifty percent of Américans

reach’ Pilaget's level of formal operations but only f‘ive percent reach-
his stage 6. - ‘

L

350q this point, Sichel states: "Though Kohlberg insists that
.the stage at which the individual functions will not indigate the -

“moral worth of the individual, we must wonder whether this might not
become the. case." Tobid., p. 66. . )

that an exces- c .

H
B
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errf)irica; nec‘i”gssity evident in the physical dévelopnent of the human *

»

© +  being from infancy to adolescence and adulthood, In actual fact
Kohlberg rejects énpirical necessity.. And thus his invariant logically -

Nt necessary sequence

-t ... represents a universal lnner logical order of moral concepts,
not a universal order found in the educational practices of all
cultures or an.order wired into the nervous system. Since each
new basic differentiation.at each stage loglcally depends upon
the'differentiation before it, ‘the order 8f‘ differentiations
could net logically be other than it is.3 -

In sum, the connection between all the stages is a logicél and not an

empirical -fact. Tlaé moi'al developmental process is a formal and

: "+ loglcal development which logically must occur in the manner gielinéated

¢ W =

'I'h'eu fou;’th gener'al‘i"zat‘iox:al'co,ncems what Kohlbca:;g g:ailsﬂthe'
universal dimensions-ef the stages. Although the middle class' child -
in all countr;‘Les (like the United States, Canada, Taiwannguc'a[ﬂcan,«“
Turkey and Mexico) clearly has a more déveloped mor'-a.‘L Jjudgment than
- "those Of the lower class child, both classes & through the sane

‘sequence. Kohlberg explains: | |

| ' This sequenge 1s not dependent upcn a particular region, or any
' : . ‘ reglon at all in the usual sénse. .1 found no important diffgr-

‘.ence in the development of moral thinking among Catholics,

- Protestants, Jews, Buddhists, Moslems, and athelsts. . Religlous
values seem to go through the same stages as all other. values.

»

3

3L, Kohlberg, "Stages of Moral Development as a Basls for Moral

S L Equeation," in Moral Education: An mtemsciglg% Approach, C. .M,
o1 . Béck, et al, ed. (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1971), p. 36.

o 37It is difficult-to tell exactly what Kohlberg has in mind when
o he uses this term, In fact, not every person agrees on ‘exactly what
. it entalls; -usage ranges from arbitrary-illusory meanings to the

. absolute exlstence of that to which the word speaks. In a word, we.
' nee‘)d an explination fram .Kohlberg as to what the word entails,

-

'
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In summary, the nature of our sequence is not significantly
affected by widely varying social, cultural or religious con- * .
ditions., The only thing that is affected is the rate at which -
individuals progress through this sequence.38

: A claim of this nature carries with it the implication that

- ... moral development is not merely a matter of the child's
‘ learning the verbal values as rules of the culture; rather .
moral development reflects something more universal, and its ]
sequential stages would occur in any culture. In short,
- Kohlberg's stages in moral Judgnent imply a cultural
universal.

Although these conclusions are baseq upon research conducted 1n divergent
N cultures, societies ard religlous creeds, and although the concept df
universal moral developmental stages cilearly emerge, they also indicate
(somewhat unclearly and confusedly) that some cultures 1ike the American
and 5(_3anadian culture develop ﬁmore rapidly than cultures like those of
4o e '

Taiwan and Yucatan.

s

\

Fifthly, Kohlberg does not believe that his stages are cultural
bellefs which can be taught to children, The stages are not represen-

. ' tative of moral maxims which adults are expected to teach children or

e

o

that children can learn. Iﬁstead the _
, . " e stages represent abstractions which children and later adults = |
| ' . develop on their own as their intelligence matures and they

] ‘ attempt to cope in a consistent way with dilemmas that arise and

‘ y arguments they have. 41

As structura'l thinking the stages are forms of practical reasoning.

: ' ‘ 38AA-, pp.. 171-172,

:, ' 39!(8',p.6.,

uo@., p. 32.
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42 The development which-the stages

which 1is mainly abstract in nature.
are expressive of 1s a systematic, progressive and abstract-cwn-logicai
thought str'tlciture which goes beyond any particular cultural belief,
But because of 3the structuré's formal and logical dimensions, the
stages are evident in all cultures. .
| The sixth lgeneralization deals with éognitive dissonance. The
‘ amaturing person is ",.. cognitively attracted to reéson:lng on.e_ Jevel
about [his] ... ow'n\ predominant lev;el."u3 A stage 1 person is at,tracted.
to a stage iihinld.ng, ard so on in a natural manner,-éven though the .
reasoning of the higher stage may not be E:ompletely compreﬁended
Movement tends upward beca.uSe of the necessary logica.l connection ‘
between the stages. Attraction is restricted to the next highest stage -
because the Jperson's present }evel of reasqning can only allow him to
deal with the stage ad,jaéent to hls present level of reasoning. But
the movement that éoes oécur is a cognitive and progressively upward
development . A J
Cognitive dissonance concerns the means ty ‘which this‘attr'éction

is Initiated and accelerated. Cognitive dissonance or intellectual

.

{

uzAs a structuralist, Plaget believes in a universal order wherein

."all things and systems (organic and inorganic) are either unified or are
merging in their psychological, social, biological ard ideational
dimensions. Sclence -- for this methodology ~ 1s interrelated to the
point that if one branch establishes a theorem then it 1is relevant to
the principles and laws of all branches. And the basis of all prevail-
ing logic and natural harmony is the spontaneous coherence of all
activities. Those intellectual functions that attempt to create some
universal state of equilibrium or.order out of the world are conceived
as 1f they were carrying out their inherent, unal’cgrable and evolution-
ary role in the cosmic process,

. “3r_'«n_>.', p. 8. n

.
«
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anxiety motivates (how it does s0 will be considered ur}der a separate
heading): (a) a search for more adequate answers to moral dilemmas,
and (b) either a r‘nore‘conpiete camprehension of the present stage or
movement onto the next stage. Sichel comments: . ' : ‘

If the situation [i.e., the moral dilemma encountered] presents ;
some cognitive dissonance, but not such excessive cognitive
dlssonance as to cause confusion, the child may accammodate the
resolution of-the problem within the framework of a new struc-
ture, that structure reflecting the next higher stage, ' This
higher stage 1s not merely achieved through addition to the - 44
previous stage(s), but rather is a qualitatively different stage.
. ) \ : _ :

As change occurs the thought. structure of the. lower stage is integrateﬁ\
into the structure of the newer sta.ée. The new structure makes the )

corplexities of moral dilemmas more transparent, more intelligible, o !

more sensible than when viewed from the per§pebtive of a lower mode of

F ]
reasoning. However,

. cognitive development is not merely vertical in terms of an

ascending hierarchy, but also involves horlzonta development

within any particular stage, what Kohlberg terms 'decalage'. ,
~ For Kohlber-p; development from one stage to the next does not

merely occur in one single swoop. Rather, when a child first i
- enters a particular higher stage he will make a number of judg- - c

ments in a manner consistent with the standards of that higher i,

stage., However, not all of the child's moral judgments will be, : o

consistent with the requirements of that stage. Only as the oo

child confronts repeated moral problems and makes moral judg- ‘ ‘

ments at the higher stage does decalage occur. In other words,

as the child continues to be confronted by a variety of differ-

ent moral problems within the structure of the new, higher

stage, does horlzontal movement within the structure of,the

new, higher stage occur and with horizontal movement within the

stage, an Increasing number of maral pﬁoblems are resolved at

the higher stage or moral development.

How then does this cognitive dissonance occur? The seventh

“‘smhel, ., p. 58.

.usn;id- » DP. 58-59,
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generalization concerns the creatlon of this cognitive disscnance, or
cognitive disequilibrium. The amount of growth from cne stage to
another depends’ upon the nature of the cognitive ‘disequilibrium cre-
ated. I'Mhen a person finds himself in a state of disequilibrium, the
move ‘t;)ward équilibriwn or harmony within the thought structure begins.
The motivation to create equilibrium is inherent to the purposive and
systematlc upward mobility of the (mQral deveiopmental) process. .The
move to create equilibrium begins when the person confronts a moral:
dilemma f‘o'r' wﬁich, he has no Immedlate solution bht which he knows
(because of what the present stage permits him to know) ucan be
resolved in a mQr'all& more reasonable manner, So, the search begins.
(1n the manner that the latter part of the sixth generalization
specifies) for the most adequate and advanced stage of reasoning.

For instance, when the person begins to realize elther that good
r .

-and bad are not Just a matter of personal pleasure, or 'better'-is not

. b
Just what is 'better for me' because he sees that there are others

around him, he realizes the inherent difficulties within his stage 2

‘moral reasoning, Thus an inquiry or interral debate like the following

_might begin: Is there a difference between me (say my good) and them

(say their use of good)? Is that a better way of looking at good?

Should I change my view of good? Can I change my concept of good?

group's use of good without any consideration. .The person does not
understand the stage U4 moral mgxim ‘It is better to glve than to

recelve' but he does understand that*good as personal pleasure 1s not

what pleases the group or what it approves. A change will occur if
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" only because it pleases the group.

It ‘is at this peint that tl';e seventh generélization, an extension
of the sixth, may be introduced: 1t states that moral growth can be °
fostered in the classroam through the creation of cognitive dissonance.
Kohlberg and his fellow researchers have éhown that when students, who
operate at different but adjacent levels of mor'a} reasoning, are
brought together in the classroom (where they discuss, in depth, moral .

L6

dilemmas), they stimulate moral growth in each other. Communication '

-of thié nature contributes to moralsmaturity because it involves a

process of reconsideration and restructuring of moral thought. In
fact, tﬁe primary aim of cognitive dissonance for Kohlberg is moral
maturity. Moreover, he claims, if no reflective thought 1s evident
within the moral reasoning process, then there is no reason to expect
development to occur beyond the stage in which the person f‘in‘ds him-

self presently. Only by Interacting with others will the person

. realize that his thought structure cannot resolve sophisticated moral

dilemmas. For Kohlberg, this should be the schoql's role; that 1s the
dual. role of showing that moral tho@t muist be develcped and providing
the facilities; to foster that de\}eloping maturity. ‘
When a persen beglns to resolve mqral conflicts in a morally
sophlsticated manner, the systematic development towa;rd moral maturity

has begun. Moral natuﬁity itself consists of a purposive progression

through the stages until stage 6, the quintessence of maturity, ﬂ{(

°* reached.

{

s
~ > ;

uem;_-: p. 35.
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With maturity the individual is able to empathize with a greater
number of Individuals in various dilemma situations. At
higher levels of moral development, more perspecﬁives are taken
into account in reasoning apout moral conflicts. 7 . /
The eighth generalization I have left for last because of 1ts )
extensive nature and its overall implications not only for Kohlberg's
theory of moral development but any theory of moral development. This
<L _ generallzation concerns the connection between moral judgments and
moral aétion. But first by way of introduction scme general statements '
need mentioning: it is natural for any study of morality to postulate
| 48

a connection between moral judgments and moral actlcn, In fact, con-

gt e 2"

celving moral judgments without any relationship to moral-&ction 1s
difficult (though not impossible) ‘to lmagine. Though Kohlberg

»~
PP

... would shy -away ivum 3 claim that particular forms of moral

Judgments will provide the necessary and sufficlent conditions Yy
for specific moral behavior, Kohlberg dces not ignore the ) /
existence of relationship between moral judgmént and moral '
behavior. At the very best, Kohlberg does claim that moral

behavior will parallﬁl a darticular moral judgment at a par- . '
ticylar moral stage."d -

My concern here therefore will be to explore, the extent of this rela- f
tionship in }(ohlberg's cognitive developmental stage theory of moral

development.

.
< A bttt &= A

‘In connedt\iggn witeh the above, Kohlberg states:

If logical reasoning is a necessary but .not sufficient condition
for mature moral judgment, mature moral judgment is a necessary . ‘
but not sufficient. conditick for mature moral action, 20 : 2

YT1p4., p. 3. . S L 3
- *Bstone1, ., p. 59. | - '

. g,

Soy_cr___- s P S23.
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In a worcl, Kohlberg expects scome relationship between the moral judg-
: ments made and the moral action manifested. Even though he bases this
upon’the limited research he has conducted in this area on student
activism and obedience, he states that there 1s a relationship between
what the person says, does and his particular-stage of morel reasoning.
The morally mature person, for him, is the person who makes mature
moral Judgnents“and acts in ac%a.nce with trfese statements. In
shor't _for Kohlber'g, there will be some sort of parallel or correlation
between the individual's moral judgments and moral actlons. 51
For the present afscussion I will draw upon three differentia-
tions which Betty A Sichel has made in an excellent study on "The
Relation Between Moral Judgement and Moral Behaviour in Kohlberg s
. Theory of the Development of Moral Judgements."5 These three dis-
tinctions (which will be considered in the order of pr‘esentation given
here) are: (a) "1dentical moral behaviour at different stages of moral
development," (b) "The use of .the model of logical cognitive thought . .I."
‘and (c) "The question of influence of behaviour on moral judgement."”
(a) Since moral action alone for Kohlberg may not be a good

Indication of the level of a person'e moral cognitive development
(because the same action like stealing or not stealing may be performed

by the same or different persorl,(s) at different levels), he confronts

51@3_. s P. 34,

5281chel TD., pp. 6=65. I will not discuss these point as
Sichel does as criticism, but rather as points fundamenhtal not only
to Kohlberg's theory of mora.l development but any theor'y of moral
* development,

231b14, L
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the problem (of how to differentiate between those 1dentical actions)

in two ways: first, by rejecting the "bag of‘ virtue" aporoach toward
moral education, and secohd, by pref‘erring the formal dimensions of
moral judgments to thelr content in his distinction between the content
;and theh structure of moral judgments. The formalr aspect of moral judg-
ménts (w:hich have the features reversibility, consistency and univer:'sal-

A

izability) are chosen, since content-laden épproéchés toward Judgments

(like the "bag of virtue" authoritarianism, ethical dogmatism, and
indoctrination) are minimized ahd rej ected Furthemor'e, the emphasis
upon the\for'mal dimension of moral judgments is consistent with both
his acceptance of and use of ethical pluralism.

Kohlberg rejects the "bag of vir'fcﬁes" anproach (i .e,, the teaching ) i
for ‘the acquisition of épecific” virtues like honesty, cquragé and so ‘on)
for two reasons: (1) for him, moral virtues do not"exist: "The
obj:ection- of the psychologist to the 'bag of virtues' is that there are ;_.
no such things."su‘ Besides "i have no idea what virtue really is."55 , -
(2) That this approach just dgesl not work in the realm of moral (
education seems to imply two things for him: (a) he seems to suggest . * Lo

. that virtues cannot be tauéht when he states: ‘"... if [there] were |

[moral virtues], they couldn't be taught or at least we [wouldn't]

' 5ul’... Kohlberg, "Education for Justice: A Modern Statement of
the Platonic View," in N. F. and T. R, Sizers, eds., Moral Education:
Five Lectures (New York: Harvard University .Press, 1970), p. 63.
Hereinafter called MV. See also C. M. Hamm, "The Content of Moral
Education or 'The Bag of Virtues' "1in TV., pp. 37-38.

Pwr.,p.57. 0 - a
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know how oJr who could teach them,">° (b) Even though there s some-
thing that can be called virtue which can indeed be taught, this is not
moral education becduse it; content-laden dimension prevents the person
from or stifles him from progures‘sing purposively toward the principled ’
autonomous stagé 6. ’A teécher', far 1nsté.nce, who adopts honesty as a
virtﬁe » acts as a fnodel of honesty, and expects the chlld to pattern
hiinéelf after the teacher and intermalize the virtué honesty, is
demanding a blind. acceptance of (1.e., indoctrinating the student into) ~

a dublous virtue, "Kohlberg calls this dogratic acceptance of virtue | S

learning conformity-learning, a learning which detracts from the . !

Ao 4
—

person's integrity and autonomy.

.

[ , , _ To explaln how the "same" action can have different moral |

qualities when done 'l:;y different persons, Kohlberg points to the form

of the moral j'fidg;nents‘made. . That is to say he accepts the distinction
made earlier between the fon;'al dimensions and the content dimensions .

of moral Juggnen'ts. To recapitulate, he places the level of a persdn's

.

_..,..,._~.__.....

7 . .
moral rea@dning in terms of the three criteria of formalism, revers-
ibility, consistency, and mﬁversaliéability: the more the
person's moral judgments conform to these‘criteria, the more advaneed

"y -

i

. . : .

E . ( ormore abstract the person's moral thought is. Kohlberg expresses
the difference between the form and content of a cholce through the, N

- Heinz dilemma. The cholce td elther steal or not steal if it is made

1}
i
. in terms of honesty is called the content of the moral judgment; and,
. _how the cholce is reasoned about (1.e., 1f the mode of .thinking or

®mia., g, 69. . - oo e
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the structured whole in whith the Judgment falls is rade in temms of
the criterion of formalism) is the forth of the judgment. The more the’
cholce is made by means of the formal criterion, and the moral values
(1ike lif‘é, law, property, truth, and so/on) which may gntéf into the
‘ persgn's concrete real-lifea-situatﬁ,z{'/;ljl_e more abstrac‘t and less con-
‘cre;t»e the cholce 1s, The stage or the structure of the judgment is
defined in terms of (a) what the person finds valusble in the dilemma
(1.e., 1f emphasis is placed upon values like life, law, Justice, and
so on); (b) why the thing is valuable (1.e., the reasons glven for the
valuing it:self‘),57 and (c) how the person applies the cholce (1.e.,
the extent towhlch the formal criteria are' applied to personal

' thinking). Thinking of this sort can progress anywhere from a stage 1

' reasoning where Helnz may perceive his wife as a material possession

U SNSRI

to a stage where the wife is percelved as a unique being having her -

own intr'insic value like himself. For Kohlberg, once the priorities
are estabiished the’ moral judgnent nay become a basls for action.- 58
' But the primry concern for him is the process through which the . ;

person goes thrOugh in order to arrive at his choice,

Consequently, although both the stage 6 person and the stage 1
person may both act identically, they will be s@parated by the reason-

mg proéess used to act that same way. For Instance, a stage 6, adult

and a stage 1 young chlld may both resist stealing (i.e., they may

&

STyar. , p. 22%

58Kohlberg glves some of the dmplications of these sta’eements in -
his second generalization about moral actions in MJ., pp. 23-213 .

v . hY
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‘manifest the same behavior) H but the child nay not steal for fear of

punishment from his teacher a.fter wham he 1s supposed to pattern his f
(honest) behavior; whereas the adult, after going through an elgaborate,
forwmal reasoning process wherein he made use of the criter%n of

formalism; may decide not to steal because Sf the consequence such an

e b e

act ma,y have upon soclety 1n general. A mere obserfvation of -actions,
then, cannot tell the reasons (1 .“e.,'t'hcy“ carnot place a person in the L i
proper stage) for not shoplif‘ting Instead, it is necéssary to detér-
mine the process by means of which each person de¢ldes; for one' pérscn
may not do scmethjng because another says so and another may not do it d
because he thinks it is not Just, Theref‘ore, it is the process of‘ |
., declding and not the conclusions which are cructal for Kohlberg 59
(b) Sincé Kohlberg follows the logical cognitive develobmental

*, Stage “bheory of.moral judgment deireldpmc}lt, he 1s toncerned about the
60 '

b i 4 Sl T—— o WAt e 8T T2

+ loglcal cognitive caimensions of moral judgments.”~ This concern with
logical cognition appears in the conceptual si@ifica.nce given to . i
‘ aspects of the theory lj.ke s‘cage, process ard form.* Also, as a person

who seeks the t;heoretical Justif‘ication of his ‘method in the fom)alist

PRSP S

tradition which runs f‘rcm Kant to Rawls. Kohlberg claims mrther that

the logical Judgments made at stage 6 are characterized by ‘the

featm'.es of rever'sibility, consistency, and universaliza‘5—~ 1ty. _’Ihus

»
¢

. in his agsessinent pr%cedures, Kohlberg "s concerns with the person's

Ly

o~ . g

- 5¥nere are problems in fhis area of Kohlberg which car only be |
noted 1n passing: that is, what 1s the relati ‘Between (a) moral———— - 7
development, moral action, and moral education; (b the expressed
nature of his logical cognitive Judgments and operational.behavior,
. and (c) the relationship between méral judgments and nm'al action?,

]
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responses to ﬁhe question "Should\I do X?" in‘the form of moral judgi-=-=>-

- |

N ts a.nd Justifications like "I should do X and "Tt's -Just to do X"

spectively rest with the logical cognitive din\xe_}ns of those
\ responses, that is, he 1s preoccupied with the extent to which the .
z?'espmses display the three acceptable crlteria of formalism.

s (e) ’.Ihough Kohlberg 1s concer,ned /with moral judgments (or the S ‘
1?gtcal sequence of moral actions, I.e., whether a moral Judgment pre-
cedes moral actim.or vice \/ersa) there is an area dJf moral develop-
. ment having to do with moral action with which he should concern him-
selr. , This is tr\m (a) esgﬁecially because of the repeated stress he

| . ‘ places upcn the rel\a,tionship between his moral theory of development

/ .
and moral education and (b) because 1t Séems that it is reasonable

to state that 1f amr one expresses an interest in moral -education,
that both roral actions and moral judgments are of Aimportance. A
prinary*ﬁuestion here then 1s To what extent does Kohlberg examine
the connection between moral Judgnents and morgl action? )

" Put briefly, Kohlberg does not concgrn himself with moral
action, i.e., the relationShip between moral action and moral thought.
Not even.the lowest stages of the preconventional level deal with the e

. perspn s Actions; Kohlberg is precccupled instead with the ektent to’ 1

which the child" can verbalize his J fications for his moral actions.

"It is a concern wi;chxgnral thin}dng mode of ﬁ:holghtl)abbut moral . L

e

dﬂarmas 'Ihere is no explicit dlscussim of ‘moral behavi r. .

®
S |
!
\
°

L3

v \% C. Kohlberg, rx:wever, cites three reasans for this choice, as he v,
\ ‘admits that mature mo réasonjng may be only one of the many factors
Jin moral Judgments: (a) moral judgments are the most infliential *

t
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thﬁngs' in moral behavior; (b) moral judgments are the most distinct

\‘ morél factors in moral behavior, and finally, (¢) moral Judgments rarely

-

hange once a person’ has reached the highest stage because ‘the sophis-
ticated reasoning ability once attayned is rarely 1ost.61~ In short, he
' g feel\s' that it much information on either moral development or moral ,ﬁ} E
: rhaturi_ty can be derived from studying moral behavior. Actlons do not

\\,__,—.. . 'reveal, by themselves, the reasohs ‘behind .them. Moral maturity is best ;

' determined when the different roasons glven are examined in detail.

' It is more informative to look at the reasons a persen thinks n -
" action is wrong than to look at the person's action (behavior) 62
?\" or even to listen to what the person says is wrong (statement).
,;‘ ' . Moral maturity theh is defined in i:ehns of the abilit,% to ‘m‘anioulat\e j
. the criterton of formalism. : > D L
Before concluding this chapter', I would like to ne.ke scme general
points about Kohlberg's use of‘ the following: moral principle, moral .
K% T obligation, Justice, and the area of philosophy to which he tums to
‘ Justif‘y his aMoac ' - ; ct
‘* Ta.king the last point first: to Justi‘f‘y his empirically based ‘.
o . moral psychology, Kohlber'g turns to the "formalistic" or "deontological" |

O,

. mgral philosophical tradition which runs from ixnnanuel Kant to John . Lo

A .
-~ , 3
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Ra.wls.63 Meral philosophy is important for Kohlberg bé‘cause it "s'érives

to tell us what mpalfcé/el;pnent 1dea11y ought to be, nb This tradi-

* /

tion 1s consulted in particular to help verify the advanced nature of
and the quality of the stages of moral reasoning. (Tne tradition itself
, - 1n general claims that the most adeguate morality is a principled
mor'ality which "makes Judgments in terms of universal principles
applicable to all rranld&"éS Principles as defined by this tradit:ion
(like Kant's categerical principle) have two basic features:
(a) respect for human beings, i.e., the call to ™act always toward the
other as an end, 'not as a mea%s," and (b) the universalization M,

' i, "lchoqse only as yoni would be willing to have everygne-choose in
) 66

your situation,"”” A principle then sets the formal conditions on ~N

which action should be based, for it s a . ‘ v

. ) . ' mi N
s T '
" . . { o,

L]
+

f' 4 63But I think, partly because of his interest:to make his con-
cept of Justice synonymous with Rawls's concept of Justice, and partly -~
because of the fact that Rawls attempts to go beyond the formallstic
traditions which he accepts in part, 'Konlberg appeals more to Rawls's
principles of moral psychology than any cther philosopher's moral psy-
chology. In his discussion of his pripciples of moral psychology (see
John Rawls, A Theory of Justice [Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
19711, pp. ’ 450219 ; herelnafter called A Theory), Rayls ‘conteris that
these pr-inciples can be given a place-in his princip es oﬁJustice

, And the principles themselves are formulated such that there would be

no difficulty combining t with different conceptions of Justice. '
_ 6:L“_J_c_i‘_.,',pt 24, SR \ k‘/\&' L e
65mia, . . .
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claims, you versus me, you versus a third party.- There 1s only
one principled basis for resolving claims, justice.or %%uality.
Treat every man's claim impartially regardless of men.

Recognizing that principles may be reasoned about but never used .
in real-life situations, Kohlberg avows that there are additional
aspects of moral judgments which "are necessary for principled moral

reasoning to be translated into 'moral action'.."68

Apart from the
. strength of the cognitive disposition which influences the stability of
a principle's application, there are three other factors Ybasic to the
manifestation of a moral principle: ' (1) the pressure of the situatien,
(2) th; person's émotions and motives, ar; (3) what tt‘ne person uses'as
. aoper:sonellwill or his personality ,streng‘th.@ But the primary 4
motivating factor in the 1mp1emeﬁtat;on of a principle is the extent N
to which the person comprehends the 1ogical-cogn?.tive diimension of the
principle. A person who knows a principle ensures its appearance in
ac‘tion: The pérson who ’mderstands hls principles will (Epply them ,/é
appropriately when call?d Upon to do so. ‘ !
: | - Kohlberg also makes a distinction between rules and principles )
in the. following manner: rules, mainly like conventionai morality, pre-

" scribe types of actions tmt are to be done, and they are grounded 1in

things 11ke the "Thou sha/lt nots" of the Ten Conmandmentb and soon. A
rule tells Heinz not to steal the drug; r'ules protect rights to both

1
. \ :
[N i

671*11__.,‘pp. 22-23.

6%@3;, pL23.

9miq.
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protection from theft and the right to become rich. But the_principle
ds defined here ‘states that the druggist 1s immoral becduse he views
the woman as a means to his rictness, and because of the refusal to
cooperate with Heinz. - Principlres state that the druggist ig immoral,
even though in both instances no conventional r'ules are broken. The
principle of Justice and equality Justifies Heinz ] actions but these
acts become Justified ;ir and only if Heinz accepts the prirciple of
reversibility, i.e‘. , agreeing to the same thing being done to him were
he ever in similar cirecumstances. Principles then, unlike rules,
allow exceptions; principl'es allow the contrevention of conventional

rules.like "Thou shatt not steal" to save a human life 5 but rules

(which derive théu;ﬁ%iort f’rom social authority) permit no excep-
70"

v

tions.

Kohlberg alse differentiates between a moral principle ard a
moral obliglation. "A moral obligation is an cbligation to'res.pect
thg rights and claims of anocther per"som"71 A moral principle is °

a means of settling conflicting claims, Moral principles help pecple

,‘make moral judgments (and ultix:fv‘ml acts) on whose behalf
they must think (or act) in o1 to pay that respect (1.e., on whose

behalf the moral obligation is brought‘ to bear 1n elther thoﬁght or

action). Heinz's moral obligation is to act for his dying wife; and
‘. A -

the druggist's moral obligatibn 1s to uphold the commlitment to get

rich and protect his and other's pights like the right to secwrity
= - 9

r 1

™ Al ‘ ) ’ ( . t
- 70&.’1). 17!".1 . - . ' " » .

Mmia.; W, p, 23,
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from theft and so on when they are violated {y individuals like Heihg.
And the moral principles, respect for others, and the primacy of human

\ ’ ’
life, are means.of settling the dispute by Justifying the latter's

GéBehavlor over the former's:
» v
rule of action but a4 reason

fies, glves Heinz a reason,

both the dr'uggist in particular and the society in general, to maintaln

- 83 -

"A moral principle [then] is not always a -

n12

for action.

Here the principle justi-

for contravening his social obligation to

his moral obligatj:on to hls wife.

For Kohlberg the most comprehensive of these moral principles for

action 1s Justice; where justice

’

The most important moral principles are actually principles of justlce

. 1s the essence of worality at the principled level and its
two manifestations are treating others equally, equality and
maintaining reciprocal expectations, reciprocity ....[3

for they are the best universal guldes for moral decision making and

claims, the best choice 1s made through a moral px:inciplé like a prin-
ciple of/ Justice (1l.e., Justice based upon conditior’is of liperty,

equality and reciprocity) '71{ ‘
like honesty because as a universal choiceﬁwhich can be applied to all -

pecple in all situations (i.e., as a principle that transcends all

T2pq,
T31p44,

Ther., p. 25.

R4

* moral act¥on. Where a moral cholce must be made between competing

L
L7

Justice is not a concrete rule of actlion - —

/ ' ¢

4

societies, cultures and history) it goes bayond the situation-specific

i ot o et s o s &
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applicabllity fundamental to a ruie or a set of r'ules.75 Jus’qice is a

principle t‘hat: everyone would freely choose to meximlze and make Ol

-patible everyone's liberties, Justice 1is preoccupied with overruling .

all "... inequalities of goods and respect which are not to the benefit .
¢ .

of all, Including the least advantaged."’® In a wordy justice is the

best way to settle moral conflicts.

For Kohlberg this concept of Justice appears in various forms

‘throughout all of his six stages of moral reasoning. Its meaning

intensifies as the stages progress from stage 1 to stage 6. P}mishment

in stage 1 is viewed in terms of "an eye for an eye and‘ a tooth for a

tooth," but at stage 6 (where all principles are personally chosen and .
universally applied) it is viewed on the basts of what 1s best for Q

everycne, others and oneself included. Justi-ce here b%eoxnes. an' ideal

principle. 1

. ¢ :
It~is a concep,‘t' of Justice that Kohlberg finds in Rawls.

Kohlberg explains T

The concept of reversibility explains the intuitive
plausibility of Rawls's conceptlon of- justice ...\as a rational
choice in an original position in which one is r a vell of
lgnorance as to one's role or identity. Rawls es that this ,
conception leads to the cholce of a Justice principle of

¢ ! - . !

& . . N

75A_A_. s P. 174,

75v__q., p. 25.

Kohlberg's adaptation could be considered for its accuracy.
Justice 1is buff one of the many virtues, it is possible to ¢
excessive.rol Koh]berg glves Justice.

- . . . .
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equality, with inequalities accepted only when it is to the {
benefit of the least advantaged. This conception of choice .
in the vell of ignorance is a formalization of,the concep- -
tion of falrness involved in having one person cut the cake
gnd a secord person distribute it. This conception leads tcfy\
a mini-maximization solution in the sense that the division {
must be such that the least advantaged person is better off,
- 1.e., that the/caXe 1s 30 cut that the person cutting the .
cake i1s willing to live with getting the smallest piece.78 : .

i ‘ Justice for Kohlberg theg is Rawlsién Justice, a utilita.r-ian concept of

. Justice pr'eoccupied with social equality.

. ' i,
N ’ ‘ v Y
. + . ‘ R N ' N
. * . .
. . ‘
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78MA., p. 6l2. This passage also makes use of .scme Rawlsian con-
cepts which need to be explained, To administer justice in the most
adequate marner possible Rawls chooses one out of three possibidities .
. .. that he gees at his disposal. (a) Perfect procedural justice (whlch '
‘ \.  Kohlberg ‘explains here) represented by an equal portioning of the cake ' S
by the cake cutter so.that ev gets an. equal share. -(b) Imperfect ° :
g Procedural Judtice represented by a trial by jury is rejected because | -
of the possibility of the innocent being -found gullty, and the gullty .
innocent. And finally, (c) pure procedural justice prepresented by
. gambling or a fair lottery. (a) and (b) are rejected because of the
L, - room for error, and (¢) 1is accepted because ‘1t's absence of error.
" ‘ . (c) 1s.1n existence dnly when 1t is genuinely applied in action; in .
" other ‘words, if same action begins purporting to be (c) but ends up _° ' ..
e beinganmrair lottery then 1t 1s not called a case of (c), whatever £
C - . the detion is in the case of an error i%.is not, (c). See A Theo .
‘ . ' Pp. 83-90. Kohlberg's adaptation and explication of this Raa‘i% .
~concept could be explored for :tts acctmacy. . oo
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nitions because for him both derive from a cmﬁ”grourﬁ.
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CHAPTER 3

’
[

o A CRITIQUE OF KOHLBERG'S CONCEPT OF MORAL DEVELOPMENT

Kohlberg's theory of moral development will now be considered: in

- 1light of those conceptual dimensions Wilson claims any theory “of moral

education sho’ulbd loglcally encompass. To expect moral reasoning to
entail a ::ognitive dimension 18 reas'oriable, but ;co assume that moral
development 1is singularly a cognitive cor}cem 1s not so reasonable;

for even if‘aa study of moral development is confined to mo;'al thought,
1t 1s very conceivable that things 1lke personality, emotions and
ima@nation will influe;e that 41ought.‘ HoweVer, IIr hls preoccupation
with the rational aspeét of moraiity as opposed to the emotional realm
of mérality, Kohlberg singles-out the cognitive (;'ational) dimension of

N .
morality. But even here he does not clearly d cate the extent to

o LA
which he regards moral development to be co ve; at times he r'eJects .

any hard and fast dlfferentiation between the emoticns and the cog-
' 1

: 11,. ¥onlberg, "From 1s to Ought: How to Commit. the Naturalistic

Fallacy and Get Away With it in the Study of Moral Develcpment," in

Cognitive Development and istemol , ed, T, Mischel (New York:

Ac ¢ Press, %9%5,'55’. - tages of Moral Development. as a

Basis f‘or Moral Education," in Moral Education: Interdiscig%

% ches, ed, C. M. Beck et al (Toronto: University o onto
971), p. 44. Hereinafter.called IA.; "Stage and Sequence:

The Cogﬂtive—Developmntal, Approach to Socialisation," in Theo
Research, ed. D. A. Goslin ’(Chicago ' Rand MeNally, 1969), Pp. %9‘917

mer called ss.
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» . -
refusal arises from the assumption that the emotional dimension is

' determined by the cognitive camponent because trfe "o coa?gtlitive-

- 4 structural fea’éures are the core of moral development."2 This restric--
tion which views moral development as cognitive development will~ be my
concerﬁ here; thus in a two-part chapter, I will consider the'cogniti'\}e
and the non—éoénitive dimensions of moral education; where the former
will' deal with those knowlhg elemaesé?fn morality llke ratior;ality,
mfentions, ard so :m,z the latter will encempass the affective and the
volitional aspects of morality. Through this approach, I will show
how Wilson's theory goe.s beyord the Kor;lbergian concern with develop-~

= | i ment; for in his theory Wilson éxplicates both how the per'son' learns

y to‘become 5.1 moral person and how the persén's own autonomous e?fOI'tﬂ .

maximizes -1n himself the operation of reason in relation to concepts 4
like justlce and equality. In short, wﬂsm, unlike Kéhlberg, informs
( us how thg person as 'a unique moral being becomes moral; hencé the
Wilsonian emphasié upon the cdgnitive and the noncognitive aspects of
morality.. In his consideraéion 6f the latter, Wilso;x shows how the

b person becomes an autonomous moral being in terms of attairments,

: i B . attitudes and skills.3 Kohlberg's examinaﬁon of the cognitions (which
éppear in the educational détmension of his theory) attempts to

", attain the levé} of sophisticatiory invested in KRAT; KRAT entails,

) besides the 'c'ogqitive element, both the. affective and the volitional .

4

.
.
. .
) . -
{ .7 - ’ . ?
B . * . '
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\ aspects of mora.lity.l4 A predorninant cognitive preoccupation for Wilson

would Jeopardizé KRAT's concern with all of those factors (like the
emotions and actions)' influential to the motivational and behavioural
tralts of KRAT. But in the concern with KRAT they both agree ".., that
the direction of bellefs mist be. concentrated on formal q%u' mt-;ubf
stantive aspects of those bellefs ....;'5

' Baslcally, Wilson attempts to work out a clear area within moral

development between moral thought and moral action., There is a problem

with Kohlberg's stage theory in this regard because
: . 3
... there need be no direct cornection between moral thought and
moral action, though the difference between the two 1is regularly |
Obscured by amblguous talk of 'moral development! and 'moral
stage'. Hence there is no theoretical guarantee 6that improvement
in one will lead to an lmprovement in the other. ’
In his concern to get the person to do what he morally ough do,
Wilson addresses the difficulties of bridging the gap between oral -,

thought and moral action. - " ,

I Cognitive Dimensicns of Moralitl

Those cognitlive aspects of morality that will be'discussed here ’

are rationallty, intentions, moral Judgments, linguistic expressions,
ard so on, ’ C }
Both Kohlberg 8 concept of morality and the features of‘ mor-al

Judgnents made in terms of that concept are lnfluen/ced by the

Hta, , _ .

o

(]

Smnig, S g : -

ép. Locke, "Cognitive Stages or Developmental Phases?” A . -
Critique of Kphlberg's Stage~Structural Theory of Moral Reasoning,"
The Journal or Moral Education, 9 (1979), p. 179.
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formalistic traditiori_to which he turns for his theoretical justifica-
tions. As previously stated, he defines

... morality In terms ‘of _the farmal character of a maral Judgment
-or a moral point of view, her than in terms of its content.
Impersonality, ideallty, uni rsalizability, and pre-emptiveness
are amon.g the formal characteristics of a moral judgment. ’

Unlike. Judgments of‘ prudence or aesthet;lcs, moral Judgments tend o
to be universal, inclusive, gonsistent and gr'ounded on objective,
impersonal or ideal grounds. .

And thus a moral judgment can be defined as ' *
... moral without considering 1ts content. (the action judged) and |
without considering whether 1t agrees with our judgments or
standards.

Put simply, Kohlberg claims to define moral Judgments independent of a

content like some social principle of Justice, and independent of‘any

ag;'eetnent with the standards or judgements made.lo
The validity of Kohlberg's reasoning may now be questioned; that

is, the regsoning on wiich his evaluation of the person's moral judg- .

 ments 1s based may be quest';ohed. In other words, if Kohlberg cldims

to examine the perspp's Judénents from a formal standpoint whlch upon

‘close inspection turns out to be content;-laden, then it can be said

that he has a criterion problem. When moral judgnents dike the follow- S

ing are rejected, Kohlberg's cr}terion of evaluation becames suspicious:-

It's not right to steal because you'll get put in jail.’’ Furthermore,

+

7_I£_" p- 55.
: 8Ib:!.d.,'p. 56\; : ' .
9b1d., p. 5. o . S

loIbid. l R ) e

NS p. 105; I8, p. 56. N
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. position at. the post-conventional step rather than his monist’ic ethfcal

‘position. o Toa

. Put simply, Kohlbérg does not substantiate.hls claim that the
. . i
’stages and the Judgments basic to them are logically necessary and

35 mat 15, "he never

w37

di fferentiated by a greater formal sophistication..
shows that his stages form a loéically hierarchical sequence.

+ So far the study has cover-ed by means of Wilson's conceptual

' - requir'ements, some aspects, 1n Kchlberg, of the cognitive di:rhension of

' | morality 1ike moral Judgments and loglcal necessity. At this point I

will reflect upon the role of intentions in the cognitive domain of b
‘morality. L 'f ) )

| An examination of intentions 1s irpor'tant f‘or' Wilson, because

through a study of a person's purposg Of doing X rather than Y, it is o

‘possible to get at a person's real, reasons -for doing whit. he does; i.e., Lo

through a study of intentions 1t can be determined whether or not
counter-syllogisms entered his th.inking and actions. To study inten-

“tions "then is to study what mot’ivates actions; knowing intentions is-

ot

knowing the Teasons a person holds for acting on behalf of‘ the other,
. having PHIL, and so,on. Conceptually, the intention to care=for .

another may be determined by assessing whether or not the person ml-

¢ ”

fills the ‘following loglcal requirements

hd - e * {(a) He must have the concept of a person (know what a person is),
\ . © -otherwise he cannot use the requisite descriptlon and reason ,
- ' for action. Actually, a firm and clear grasp of this. concept ‘

4

Y. © 3., p. 201 . -
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. 1s not common even amongst adults. ’
1 (b) He must, 'in theory' at least, claim to use (think he oughﬁ:
to use) this concept (description) as against"%fher con- .

' cepts, as his overriding reason for acting. That 4s, he *
must believe that 'because he's a person' ought to take
precedence over, e.g. 'because he's an alien', 'because he's
my enemy', etc.

(¢) He must have some kind of Teeling attached to this concept
as a principle of action. That is,. e must have scme’emotion
invested in the idea of something's 'being a persor': this
is to be. contr-asted with. various feelings, affections,
sentirents, etc. which are (ds- 1t were, accidentally)
directed towards people, but not towards peofle as such’

: (e.g. towards attractive blondes, 'appealing' infants, etec.).
. " (d) He must bring (a)-(c) to bear on practical situati,\ons, sg
that he makes firm decisions to act in a concern way.

(e) He must in fact act this way (unless prevented)

Kohlberg at no point in his study d/eals with these conceptual require-
ments of intentlons. Again this speai(s to the advanced nature of‘
w1lson S theory over Kohlberg s; in that moral deecision making process
leading from KRAT (1) to KRAT (2) Wilson attempts to account for any
counter-syllogisms, nténtions that might enter the persen's thinking
and prevent him frgm acting upon his decision. The fulfillment of the.
above loglcal r'equirements of PHIL ensure good intentions or a caring h
for the other as an equal, and hence a life of mora; sophistication.
Y’{chlberg quite often talks'about a ;rmcipled use of ratlonality,
but He never clearly delineates 'the use of nor the limitations of that
fationality. For instance, it is never totaily clear if he neansv' by

rationality any of the following: (a) inductive inference and more -

38111 AM., Wilson states (d) "His clalm-to the principle based
on the concept (b), and his feelings attached to 1t (c¢), must over-
'ride other syllogisms in practice, so that he actually makes a decision
to act in a considerate way" (p. 28). ..

.. -
! . 4

395 Teachers, p. 39. ] .

4

PR gy ek b s e




- 99 - '
/o

generally reasoning about what the facts are; (b) deductive inference,

i.e., calculations as it is found in mathematics and logic; (e¢) con-

ceptual analysis, i.e., the analytical process making use of reason in

the first two senses; (d) prudential r'easonixgg br intentional inf‘or'med

il S
Judgment about acts; or finally (e) as a pr@a@e of reasonable
behaviour. Sometimes he uses r-ationality in the first three senses, at

other times he uses it or forbids 1ts use as (d) and at other times he
refers to its (e) form as fundamental to stage 5 and 6 reasoning. But
if he is going to accept a certain use of‘ rationality from his 1nter-
viewees, then it will be necessary to give a better olarification of

reason than he has given. He also needs to outline the limitation/ of

reason in the reahn of mot‘ality Taking Wilson's distinctions as an

_ example, Kohlberg might do something like the following:,

" (1) ,We are not sayirig : ‘
"(a) that all roral (or. other) decisicns should be ‘worked out
» by a consclous precess':of ratiocination.
- - (b) that showing 4 persen how to act or Ehink reasonably will,
in itself, actually get him to do so. )
- (e¢)-that human beings always act or think reasonably.
(2) We are saying
) (a) that there are some criter‘ia ofL success (good reasons,
grounds, evidence, ways' of Justifying) for moral thought and

action, i.e., that there is such a thing as 'being reasonable{

or 'behav:mg Justiflably' in morality,

* (b) that people ought to be reasonable about moral matters
since this only means that their thought and action should be
Jjustifiable — that is, it must measure up to the reasons in
which the Justification consists.

(c) that, although a person can dct virtuously -or well with-
out being able to give a clear account of the reasons for his
action, it is plain that part of what is-meant by a person
'acting well' i1s that certaln reasons (e.g. others! interests)
operated in him, and not certain other reasons (e.g. to make
the other person look bad). -

(d) that to be educated in an area means fat least) to be more
aware of what reasons are to 88 used 1n that area, and .how to
use them in partlicular cases. -

"Omid., pp. 33-34.
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'Sound reasouing' is a fundamental methodOlogical pr'inciple within
. the rea]m of moral discourse.: But the recognition and accept‘ance of
- this eonclusion must be more than a mere aceeptance of the principle of

moral reasoning; there is the definite need of the’ affirmation and

4

explication of some use of rationality, The latter could entail sigial— .

’ . / 'ing out ‘and explaining some general and specific pr-inpiple of reasoning

like a; b, ¢, and 0 on in the above. Kohlberg Suggests that the |

N

exercise of reason is a necessary condition of. morality, but

5

_unfortunately ‘he does not clarify, his. position adequately Beck

- -

‘explains mrthen L

‘e Pt

. Kohlberg may see r’easoning as a necessary condition oft moral value
simply, because, as a matter of fact, one cannot -achieve the.
peculiar values of morality without thé exercise of. r-eason. It

) ‘ would then be’an ‘answerable empirical. question whether of* not
' r'easoning 1s always necessary. Alternatively, Kohlberg.may see
: moral behavfour as involving reasoning by definition: we. simply
would not call behaviour 'moral' if it did not involve redsoning
in a central way.
This is not a case of piltting words like 'rule' and 'rational' on
v s - the one hand, against 'feeling' and 'emotions' on thefgt\her as if-
- there were to be a conflict between the emotions and reason. To be
: committed to a pr-inciple of rationality does not entail a disregard for
one's feelings; it does, howeve}, involve ah attempt to assess, guide,
and direct them in same coherent fashion: To gulde them properly.
requires a reference to soame principle like a clearly delineated prin-
ciple of rationality. . But Kohlberg has falled terribly in-thls regard;

and thus 1t is difficult po understand how he could everraccount for

v the effect of the emotions upon our ratfonal moral choices. - (More'will:

"1-‘2&. > P. 13.
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[ |
be _sald about this area lateré\) S o ‘ \\

' point of view (i.e., the economic, safety, aesthetic, etc.) must be:

~ ‘
.

Another pr'oblem within the cognitive dimension of Kohlberg's use
of morality and development 1nto that rr%r'ality deals ‘with the language
used 'I'his does not refer to the person used to write the dilemnas
(1.e., whether 1ts’ f‘ir‘st second or third person), the Lnter'viewee ]
verbal abilities or other similar methodological (and not conceptual) -
problems, but” it r'ef'ers to “how the 1ntex_'viewee uses, or what he knows .
'qught', ) Ur‘ﬁ.l it is

lmown how these words are used neither a’ 's’cage por- 2 type of reason-

v .. A

. 4
abOut words like 'r‘ight' *should', and so,on.

ing can pr'operly bg assigned to the pelj'son.- “ .
‘For instante, one person may use 'right' as 'what adults
apbmve“’ 'my comtr'y approves' (EMP (DO)),, or 'what my friends ' . ’
, approve (E'VIP (PQ)), another may claim that 'ought' means 'what serves |
rrw advantage s A prudential reason and yet another' might see 'good' .

as what costs $lO 000 an economic reason. So, if a penson is asked

*7

as to what,‘is right, what ought to be done, ‘what is good, each person's”

pr'eQetemi.ned responses from whatever type of reasoning or' particular

| s "
arrived at. It is important to get at the: personds own thinking and

personal use_ of these 'words

... for there is no necessary connection {as Wilson argues]
,between what any [person] ... means by [say] 'ought' and
'right',. on the one hard, a what his own moral values
. actually are on the other.

-
4

In shor't a per'son rrey glve acceptable answers to questions regardirg -
right;' ard b@t' from the point of view of the demands of stage 5

—— , ’ .
%

HZM., o, 16. ] .
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and 6 standards but if he were quizzed I‘urther might only have given *

these answers he lmew he logically ought to give%n’“the test. Instead 4

¢ Of 'right' and 'ought' be:lng 'what sophisticated people tqll me' it

v

out that once his intentions are known, they mean what 1s ‘*cool’

or 'groovy'. The problem here then derives fran the restricted con-

teption of moraliﬁy, for in terms of it only a certain type of.reason

1s acceptable.

" Thus when the person 1s intepviewed to derive what 'wrong' means

for h:l_m” and he responds 'Because ...' Kohlber-g needs to overcome

ambiguities which he has not allowed for first, Wilson contends that

'the person may conceive and underst:and '.wrong' in at least Lgéays. >

1) what other people think or say is wrong or ought to be vone;
11) what other people actually aveld doing; 1ii) what he

actually avoilds doing; iv) what he thinks (in a general way) 1s

wrong or ought ngt to be done; v) what he thinks he himself
ought not to do.H3 ‘ -

v

Secord, when the person claims 'because ety

-

it may appear to be

a reason on the surface but on closer inspection it tirns out to be one

- or many of the following types of reasons;

a)
b)

c)

d)

a good reason, or just a (possibly bad) reason

a reason which is 'ultimate' (stands on its dwn feet), or whiéh
assumes a background of higher-level reasons.

a reason which he would use_(have in mind) when acting, or
which he lmows of but would not use. )

a reason which would be also the cause of his behaviour and
which he approves of, or a'reason which would cause his
behaviour and which he does not approve of (a reason or causEu
which, 1n some sense, operates against his better Jjudgment).

d) Indicates the need to distinguish between responses given as

>
;

- by

o

43m14., pp. 16-17.

Ibld., p. 17.

L TR R teeey

I’

ek



s e gy o 0 &

against'J’ews (KR'AT (1)), but another part of him may compel him to act

. mecy’not occur, The po?mt then 1is that & person's responses cannot be .

- 103 -

'reasons' or justifications and responses.meant merely to explain

. (1.e., descriptions of a'ctiéns) or- 'causes'. Both distinctions are _

interrelated in complex ways, ; . \ A%
. but many responses do not, prima facle, ‘even look like h
reasons in the sense of attenp’cs to Justify. They look more

like admissions of psychologleal campulsion; descriptions of

emotions or feeling-states, or attempts to render intellig- )

ible the ldrds of 'pulls' which . . (a persoen) is moved by.
Differences of this #ype are related in the various implicaticns that : .

o
various words (like 'ought', 'wrong', etc.) have for different people;

mw based on things like cultural beliefs and so on
N . -

(KRAT (1) tional complications may enter due in part to the fact. .
that various syllogisms may operate in the person's mind and motivate

him to act diff‘ereni:ly. The pefscn may think he ought not discrinﬂnate\ ,

. differently when he must act; that is, he may discriminate against red<

haired Jews (KRAT (2)), and on anothér occasion such discrimination

accur'ately evaluated until it 1s definiteély clear what the person means
by words he uses in response to questlons. .

. Kohlberg's use of the term 'moral judgmént' alsb seems quest;on—
abie. Not all the responses the person glves may be elther a belief

- - R

or a Judgment, for example', if a person talks about' Helnz's theft by
saying 'How’terr)i,ble!', or sbrrlethirlg of that.sort, he may not necessarily
be making a (mordl) judgment, for 1t could be the expression of a

feeling, or a safety or an intellectual or an economic statement. Or,

Bmia. oo -
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if from a linguistic poimt of view, the person distinguishes between
It's disgusting' and 'It disgusts me', and 'It's wrong', 'It's right',
'T like it', he may mean one distinction when he says another, That

is, he may confuse points of view. . v ’
We cohfront two types of diffyculties with linguistic expres-

sions within the realm of morality: first, many statements are not - "

representative of a supposed truth which connects the speaker to the

4 Such expressions as 'It’s not right' may represent feel-

evidence,

ings.or fantasies which the personfimﬂ,y believes in; but it might be

some emotion (like f‘ea.r' ‘and so on) that made the per'son believe in the
P
statement and not arw examination of the evidence Many responses to

questions expressed in notions like 'taboo' 'disapprbval' 'dislikes‘

and so on, although they may appear to indicate ] udg;nent, are not judg-

ments. -Much more extenslve investigation is’ needed than Kohlberg has -
giveri in fhis regard; for, what one person rfay say is a moralj‘er’ror or
"unreasonable to do (say, steal), fram the moral point of vie;/w; another
may say the same thing but mean that 'It's wrong for me', the pruden-

tial point of view. . _— -

Secondly, if the interest in the assessment procedures are wha}:

might be called the persoi's "... r;nral comnitments, then‘it is fairly
. Clear that we cannot satisfactorily determine these -without adequate
data about ... [the person's] f‘eelings and behaviour." ol “There 1s a
need to determine the person's PHIL (RSF), and EMP (p0), -EMP (PO),

i &3 -

Ibid., p. 19.
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and KRAT (2). These.components can be derived by focusing on the use

i - v 10? - )
of words like 'wrong', 'ought' and the like which entall elther the
tendency to act or the commitment to act on another! s behalf.
Expressions can only be accepted as fully seant or sincere funder normal a )‘
elrcumstances' when the perscn acts as the commitment stipulates. ‘It is ’
only when the person's Judgnents regarding things like 'right', 'wrong', / "
etc. are checked against his behaviour on more than one occasion that
these expressions canrbe takeh as truly over'riding, prescriptive, and
universal. 48 ¢« ‘

Some of Kohlberg s problems in this regard stem from his social .

utilitarian definition of morality, and his sinplistic vikw of what

,makes'a moral judgment. Other difficulties arise from his treatment

of moral action, and his. 1nadequate é'nd simplistic dlstinction betw%‘en,

'moral actlon' and 'moral thought' The Kohlbergian distinctions like
'structural* whole or mode of moral thought of moral action, and stage .
of moral development Just cannot account for the conceptual].y distinct ,

v

spectmma of phenomena within the realm of morality having to do with '
inte?xtions, prattical syllogisms, and oyerriding,.prescriptix;e ad
miversa} principles which may Interfere with the person's action, Tq .
adequately -bridge the gap between his empirical.findings. and his prac- -

tical assbssments a.nd the difference between what might be called

moral thought and moral, ac'cion, Kohlberg (again) needs to get at the

-perscn s‘intentions_and reasons and not just his descriptions. He

reeds to determine aspects likejthe following which-Wilson makes:

-

3 ‘ *
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a) The person's concepts (for instance of 'other people' 'honour',
Thonesty' and so on), i.e., PHIIL, (HC), PHIL (CC), EMP (HC),
GIG (1) ard GIG (2).

b) The concepts he thinks ought to be used in his action, that-is,
the pr'inciples or rules he thinks that he ought’ to follow. For
instance, the person may have the concept of horiesty but thinks
he ought not use it when he decides to -act..

c) Those emotions oy feelings used under normal circumstances to
support the belief that both these concepts and principles
should be used. (A person may havé the concept of honesty,
think -- theoretically speakirig —- that he ought to use 1it, and
so on, but may attach no feeling to it. For example, no remorse
may be felt when a principle is not applied.)

Q The person’'s knowledge of the surr‘ounding circumstance which
would include:

1) the person'scability to identify both his own and other's
emotions.
i1) personal knowledge pertinent about the ‘hard' facts .funda-

‘ mental to the decisions made. .

e) The person's 'social-skills' or 'know-how' because they are
influential in the person's moral actions.

£) It is also Important to determine whether the person brings to
bear the above in all those 'real»life' situations actually
encountered. This entails determining things:

1) the person's alertness t@ the situation and whether he
describes. it in a way connected in some way or other to the
. concepts in both a) and b).

°11) The person's partial or full use of knowledge and awareness

. listed in d) and e).

111) What principles the person actualiy uses: what he actually
does with the principles claimed as right b) he supports by
his feelings ¢) 'so h4, can make the sincere decision to act
in the particular way. The point here is to determine
whether the person uses the principles or same other |
principles.

g) It is necessary to detemiﬂe what the person does in actual f‘act

., acedrding to his decision.

)

These aeonsiderations do not rerpresent an a priori hiéra:;chy of one

3
aspect over another', i1f only because all aspects are in an important .

way cmula’cive, a person may have a concept think t ought to be used,
feels 1t ought to be used has all the necessary sld.lls a.nd knowledge

nelevant to its use, brings them all to bear within a 'real life!

¢

ugIbid.), p. 36. =,
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‘dilerm% and acts in terms of the process. But because differences may ‘ :
. . ' . ;

occur here, care must be taken. Asking about the importance of such
differences is.to adopt some viewpoint toward the value of speeific
modes of résearch. If the researeher"decides topbnfine his study to
what the person, does in partidylar overt actfon (i.e., concentrate om ,
8)),.fthat would be a mistake; for moraLthobght and‘ moral action are
too closely related empirically and logJicaltly for such a method to be
ade’quate. It is absolutely essential to get at the person's real
reasons, -inteptions, the fulfillment of the logical reduiranenté.of‘?
P!iIL-, what actually appears in real life qnd not juét personal cogni—.
tions.
) ?{‘his may be a simplistic typology or classification of.some
important concerns within the area of moral development, but they are
more adequate than those that Kohlberg has'given,, He does not give a .
clear critérion of how to categorize'people’ except~by giving the smie

L) *
distinction in tems of description and causes. And becausedhls dis-

|

tinctions at times become blur'red it 18 difficult to know what his

’

criteria of classification are. “His’ talk of 'mode’, 'stmct:ures' and \\)

'logical necessity' are not exactly dlear, as a few distinctions

e B a2
’

indicate: first, it 1s possible to c.:ategoriz{-';V children in terms of
thelr expressed judgments regarding tﬁe sorts of thmgs that ... are’
good or bad, right or wrong either (2) A7 they d1d them or (b) 1 other
- people did them, n0 Second, it is pessible to categorize the person's

stated reasons. "Third, the per‘scn s gemeral attitude toward particular:

0Ibid., pp. 20-21.
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- tiated from the persor’s stated reasorts. Fifth, there's the acjua,lr

< - 108 -

orinciples rules or actions may ‘be listed in terms of how ’chey con- J

ceive them (L.e., as sacr'ed unbreakable or alterable by a mutual and

rationally decided upon process). Fourth, the person may be ‘class-

© ifted 1n}te/ms of the power source they accept for their rules (i.e.,

God, authority, friends, etﬁc.)'; r’eaéons of this typé may be differen-

influences. upon the person's morality (like friends, God, and s OI:I) .51
Kohlberg has no/t aded,uately" dealt with problems of this sort. To
be adequate, his resgarch on humnan action and human thought must
explore those dimenslons like description}, rationa}ity,l intentions,
reasoné, ling’uistic expression that are 1;1f1uential within the cog~
nitive realm of morality. Wilson's five componerits attempt to_
encorpass all of thesé aspects of cognition. These corrrponepts , to
Irecapitulat;e, are PHIL (HC), EMP (HC), EMP (DO), EMP (PO), GIG (1) (XKF¥),
GIG (1) (Xs), GIG, (2) (Jvc) and GIG (2) (ch“) all components soeak to
these aspects basic to that vital but complex gap between moral thought
1ar}d moral action. In their concern with mqral development they deal
wlth the probler{{syof motivation and intentiocnality. Collectively, they
attempt to show what ‘mig,ht nbbivate a person to act as he does, what
thoyghts are moral intentior;s and what thoughts are not moral inten-
tions. Raticnality is a primary farce here becéuse rationality 1s
assumed to be intermal to morahty. In fz;tct, the development of a

3

rational intelligence is what the cognitive dimensions of thé cam- -
. ‘ “
ponents aim at, i.e., a rational intelligence preoccupied with doing

Slmia, - \
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what one rationally morally ought to' do.
. : ‘ \

IT Non-Cognitive Dimensions of Moralty

' (a) The Affective Dimensions of Morallty

This section will attempt to answer the questien: VIs the affec-

tive dimension of morality excluded from or included in Kohlberg? If

4

the connhection between the emotions and the rational, the passions and

" reason or the affective and the ‘cognitive 1s examined, how does he

examine 1t?
Even in his early writings Kohlberg claims to reject the dichoct-

ony between the cognitive and the affective or the raticnal and the

emotional.52 To claim that the/fognitive process, cognitiire develop-

ment and cognitive judgments entail 'the affectlve, creates the need :
to offer an analysis of that rela’cior_xship.S} But apart from the claim:
itself Kohlberg do'es not offer any examinafion of the area.

R..S. Peters criticizes Kohiberg gtrongly for this omission of-

" any adequate treatment of the affective aspects of moral development

and its'connéction to moral cognition-' Peters shows how Kohlberg's
".L‘. system does not deal [with] ... the affective aspects of develoo-
t" by focusing on two key mtivational factors :Ln moral development 5

'I‘hese are important factors whith Kohlberg s principle of justice

[N

H

52L Kohlberg, "Early Education: A Cognitive-Developmental

" Approach,” Child Development, 39 (1968), pp. 1014-1016. See B.?A.

Sichel, "Can Kohlberg Respord to His Critics"" Educational Theory, 4
(1976),‘ p. 342, Hereinafter called CK.

53(_3&., p. 3h2. ‘ ’ o . - .

Shex., p. 150.
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.the exchange is their' goods (whatever form they take)

2110 - .

!

overlooks aid which will be covered here because of their hnpor'tance

The two points are: (1) the positive motivating virtue 'consideration

for others', and (11): the negative mctivations 'shame and ‘guilt!®.

(1) 'The Positive Motivating Concept,
Consideration For Otheps

It has been repeatedly stated that Justice 1s the prlnciple of‘

principles for Kohlberg But if we reflect upon that princiole for a

’

moment, 1t can be seen that this principle has at 1east two forms.

The minimal form as impaz‘tiality states that without relevant r'easons,

9
a principle 1s to have no exceptions; and the maximal form, according
to Peters, c¢alls for the " impartial consider'ation of people's

claims and interests ,.."'which medns in a wor'd that justice "... can~

not be employed unless scmething else of value 1s at stake. n53 -But to

» determine relevance or questions of justice entails another' ‘eriterion

of value and the exchange or distribution of something valuable - That

[

criterion of value quite often is cther's interests or welfare wher'e

e

To talk so
much in the higher stages as he does of Justice, Kohlberg must, and .

occasionally does, talk of the other's welfare. And whén he does that,

another fundamental .pf'inciple, the consideration of other's interests,
enters his system. However, this principle (which many moral educator-s

claim to be as fundamental in morality as Justice) 1s not discussed.

‘This failure may be due to his Kantlan ancestry; but whatever’the

reason he nevex" shows 'us how the chlld comes to. care or why he should

——

g

¢ OIhid., p. 15, , | £
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3

care about the other's perspective he tal;es.56' An extensive analysis

is needed here, stat;es Peters, for "... affect doés not float about in
. o ) us unattaened but is dependenf upon our ihtérpr-etation of fc\he wor'ld
and ot’her: people ... ."57 Kohlberg can in f;é:t over:come same of his 4
difficulties in this area by glving an account of the positive 4
motivating emotions like sympatrw qgﬁsideration t‘orl, otheré .

" To be cOerletelKOh.lberg's aZ:i'nt'.of moral development needs to '
give details: (a) on how the child comes to co;lsider' thé’ needs ,
feelings, and interests of others in morality, jand (b) the importance N
of rationality (or the developrﬁent of a moral — rational — -
mtelhgence;) to the@eveloping chi}d. He needs to get at ‘what

v motiVatés these concerns, and how intentions develop. KKok.‘llberg cou?_d

~ begin wit;h a clear analysis of concepts like saltruism', 'concern',

'empathy', and so on. Of primary importance is to get at the person's
“and thé societiés! descriptions and reasons for what motivates the
_person to act on behalf of the other, Someth_‘mé like the fulfillment
of the logical r“equir‘ement;s listed on pages 97-98 would suffice . B;r way
of sumary, ﬁhen, to have 'altruism', 'ccncern' or 'care' and the like,
t.k:e person would need: (a) the concept of the person, (b) claim in
theory at least to use the concepts, (c¢) attach some feeling to tile
concept used as a principle of actio}m, (@) both (b) and (c¢) must over-

B ' rule all syllogisms which could prevent the decision to act consider-

ateiy, and (e) unless something beyond his control prevents him, he

- 1b1a. ‘ _

STmi4., p. 153. -
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logically must act this way. |
| At no podnt in his theoretical writings does Kohlberg consider
the developmental aspect of this principle (considera‘cior; for other;s)
and other's like empath&, sympathy and concern; that 1is, he neither
shows how the pz;r‘som comes to care f;or others as equals, as people nor
what requirements must be fulfilled to do so. He does not s\how how
"... emotional responses depend on a cognitive coré, on how the

sltuation 1is percelved, especially other people in 1t. "58 This fallure

. (which will be considered in greatér detail later) rests on the failure

to show the influence of the emotions upon the cognitions and how the
cognitions Influence the emotions. The difficulty here.m tu:;n arisés
from the assumption that actiors like altruism are independent o{
reasons or descriptions ard that motivation (in whatever form) 1s

logically separate from human action.'59

(11) Negative Motivations

Since the negative emotions 1like gui.lt and shame may be as Influ-
ential within the ar'ea of morality as the positive emotions, Kohlberg

\
would do well to consider their camposition and effects.

Peters
indicates how Kohlberg might proceed. Guilt, the most straightforward

of emotions, - @ : )

58;b1d., p. 152 -
59&., p. 28. ot

$0ek., p. 153.
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. 15 the emotion most characteristic of transgressors at

0 1s consclous that he has let the side down, or nof lived up

y —/éile 'good boy' stage of morality. It is felt by the indlvidual

+

.

to what 1s expected of hjm in the sight of his peers
Rawls clearly demarcated th_e close relationsh;ip_ between self‘-respectw
and shame; thef‘e‘s the natural shame felt either because of one's
physical disposition or because of one's slow-wittedness; and there's
the moral shame experienced whem one fails to attain the virbues
encouraged by one's mode of lif‘e.62 Peters puts it this way: "The
self 1s diminished and usually other people; who draw attention to
such shortcoininés, abe the main agents of t s feeling of selg‘—
dtmind shrént "3 Kohiberg could-have included shame in elther stage 3
or 4 but_shamé as a motivating force 1s not glven 1n his chart of
Mitives for Engaging in Moral Action,"OH ‘

Gullt, on the other hand is a much more difficult concept to deal

with. As an emotion, it 1s exper'ienced very early by children who,
“once they have Ln’cermlized r'ules, break nﬂes ; 1t also takes various
forms; as Peters explains, there's 'author'ity guilt' xgerienced ‘

because the prohibitions, on account of their source, are
likely to be tinged with other natural emotions such as fear

and anxlety, on account gf the possibility of punishient or e

. the withdrawal of love.

Also, continues Petérs, there's the humanistic conscience having its

P

~
Slpia,
62 '8

A Theory, p. 4k,

63px., p. 153.

641, Kohlberg, "From is to Ought: How to Commit the Naturalistic

Fallacy and Get Away With it in the Study of Moral Development ;" PK.,
P 153.

.

Sﬂ{_u p. 153.
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origins "... in the guilt experienced in hating and hurting the mother,

66

the first object of the child's love."™  ~Although it would be

Inaccurate to say that the ygung child experiences guilt,67 it would

" not be incorrect to say (a) that altruism and other concepts lke it

are learned and not innate, and (b) that

others and on injuries done to them, whereas in shame we are
more sensitive to our own loss of self-esteem amd our gis-
appointment in being unable to live up to our ideals.6 ‘ -

... In guilt we tend to focus on the infringement of claims of ' \

This means, then, that besides the experiences of fear of punishment .'

and anxlety derived fram doing wrong in authority gullt, there must

'also be the straightforward guilt which has no such association and _

which 1s experienced when the person injures or infringes upon‘the
rights of others (as in the fallure to be honest or keep a promise).
Whether 1t's shame'cr guilt that is experienced, the intersity of the
concept is deteminéd\by the person’'s percebtion of same overriding
principle like Justice. For this reason remorse may be felt ".,. which
seems to be a mixture of guilt at wrong-doing an:i shame that we could
be the sort of perso;fl to do such a wrong."69 ‘ )

| The discussion so Vfar has confined itselfl to motlvation, reasons,

descriptions and the loglcal requirements that must be fulfilled to

66 pia. ’ - )

6 - ’/’g‘y.,
7’I'o say this would not be accurate for guilt presupposes actions

contrary to concepts like justice and right; infants can barely be

credited with ha¢ing these concepts.

Zt

58x., pp. 153-154, P B
9Imi4., p. 154.
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measure up to the demands of principles ustice, concern, empathy,
altr'uism, and so on. None of these aspects ére adequately covered in
Kohlberg's stage theory of moral development. The Kohlberglan failure
1tself, hovever, 1s still in need of further explanation. But first,
£1 needs.to be said that what is called a fallure here may not be a -

fallure for Kohlberg; for him the difficulty may be explainable in his

bellef that his theory has adequately dealjc wilth these motivational
dimensions of the affective domain of moral development. To make a
claim like this acceptableff;ough, he would have to answer such que{
tions regarding moral development moral judgments or mor‘ality as
, those posed by Sichel: ’
b What does it mean when an individual usé's a ccgncept at any
, single stage of [his] ... theory of moral cognitive
development? What does 1t mean when an individual f‘inally
makes a moral cognitive Judgment‘>7
Accurate answers frop any @essment procedure are derivable only
& ‘ : . through an éxélm_mtion of the person's language, actions and emotions,
" +in other words, it is necessary to look at thesperson's eptire con-
ceptual framework adopted as a way of life, H:enc;e there 1is need ‘to
examine the use and meaning of words like 'right', 'wrong', 'duty’,
and so on not'o inftergs of their cognitive and loglcal use put': also
in terms of thelr emotional and vo]i‘tional implications; for bokh the
affective ard the cognitive (not to neglect the volitional which will
\be covered in the next section) are furdamental aépects of any con-
ceptual framewark. Put another way, since both the a:%‘fective and the

cognitive aspécts of concepts are basic aspects of any conceptual

-

.
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framework, the pgrson’s moral (and/ér other) use of words and Judg-
ments made through the ‘use of these words will not be understood until
both the affective and the cognitive meanings and use of words are-
understood and determined. Sichel makes the poipt that the affective
and the cognitive dimensions of morality are not separate, for Jjust
. as the affective must affect the cognitive , reflexively the

cog\it_’cve must af{a{p‘% the affectlve. As the child progresses
. through developmental stages, not only is there transformation

of the cognitive, bu %‘jl’his tr'ansforma’cion also changes elements

within the affective.

“The meani_ng here may be shown by means of”the Heinz dilemma. The
real life conflict centers on Helnz's wife's r-ight to 1life and the
druggist's right to wealth and property. Any person at any stage who
relatesl to Heinz in terms of the affective concepts like consideration,
respect, love, etc. is wlikely to do so solely as a matter of how the
words are known at this stage. Furthermore, as the person develops,
the emotional dimensions of these concepts are not eliminated but
rather 1ike th? cognitive dimensions of the concepts they are trans-
formed. 72 A person a’c stage two who expresses, from the prudential

( point of view, the judgment "If Heinz loves his wife, he should steal
the drug; but if he does not love her, he should forget 1t," leaves
the realm of '‘morality and enters the realm of the enot%om‘because of
the meaning given to morality. And within the realm of ;rxorality
because of that same definition the gErSQn may make a c@tive Judg~

ment that appears to bear no relationship .to his emotions under these

Tpia., p. 345, ° o

Temi4., p. 346.
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circumstances, for the cognitive judgments, as expressed, may be N

grounded in the concept§ and principles mn:lamental to the requirements
of the moral dilemma and the developmentai stages. In shoi"t, as the
person's ¥nowirg (expressed in the camponents PHIL and-GIG (1) and
GIG (2)) éha.nges, so do his feelings change (as expressed in EMP, the
‘ emotioﬁal aspect of both PHIL and GIG). I |

A possible auestion at this point is "Can the person reject orn

negate his emot':ions in his use of cognitive judgmehts?" Of course,
there ar; cases which may arise where the emdtions are suspended and
subserved to the cognitions. But if the interchange between the
emotions, rea;'c;“h and moralityv is accep{:ed as delineated earlier, then
it 1s possible that.(even though the emot'%ons may b'e suspended, laid
aside on one océasion), because of their mndamental place in any

conceptual framework, they may"'. .. return to affect the intenéity
~ Qith which something iis perceived to be a’mor;al problem and judged
good or right.“73 Helnz may, for example, reject the threat ofégoing
to Jall because for him t{here nis a higher concern, duty, and love
than concern, love and duty to one's neilghbours; there's the concern,
love, and duty to ;ane's wife. This does not mean that his love is a
romantic love, for in his acts of love he can transfom 1t so that it
1s consistent with the Kantlan categorical i:rpaerative, ‘and the golden

rule he accepts. 'Heinz may appear to have rejected the af‘f‘ective, or

. L4
that the affective 1s overruled by the cognitive; yet it does not seem

to be inconceivable to present the argument that the affective (EMP)
» R

{
[
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can be transformed to be consistent with the cognitive (GIG);m . )

'I'he failure to analyze adequately the connection between EMP (the
. af‘f‘ective) and GIG (the cogqitive) may be some of the reasons for
) Kohlberg s difficulties with the relationship between moral Judg;ments
and moral action, Some of his problems would be overcome if he gave a
more comlete amalysis of EMP, the affective aspect of morality. 'i‘he
individual whose verbal Judghents have been c‘lassifi‘ed and placed et,
the stage 6' level of .r-easoning, cog;rmitiVely speald.ng, just may not have
a camplete EMP,ﬂ af‘f‘ectively speaking. An advanced cognitive stage may ',_ Lo
be attained, 'but the same concepts( Iprinciples or Judgments nay'not,be |
i | Jglven the concomitant affective (EMP) sophistication which is required
"7t make the (EMP) affective ,judgments carry into action (EGRAT (2)).
This means that in order for a person to have complete ccmprehension
| and corrma.nd of his judg;ments concepts, rules, and principles he must

make both the affective and the COghitive aspects of his congéptual

structure consistent with each other, 1.e,, EMP and GIG must be logle-

. . ally consistent. 5 Inconsistent movement between cognitive Judg;nents . . fi
and poral action may indicate an inconsistent relationship between the % {
affective strucjure (EMP) and the moral cognition.(GIG). ' ' i‘

But the ’rson who attains a level of corisistency b'etweer{ EMP, :},

" GIG, PHIL, and KRAT (1) ad. KRAT (2) and makes moral judgments, will

act upon his Judgments. And this 1s why in any assessment procedures

b R R W

\ it 1s essential to get at the person's intentiond and motivations; for

[

Tmid., pp. 346-347.
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(through an examination of such components) 1t is possible to determine
whether or,ndt the person acts afd feels altruistically , and so on.
When it is known that the person's real intentions are :expresse?i- in
Judgments like "I am caring for other people" and not same other
counter-syllogiem, then and oniy then will it be possible to say an'y-
thing about the, pér'son'-s tognitive and affective sophistication. As -
Sichel avows, 1t must be the person's genuine description of his
actions and

../ an Intention accepted by the individual with the knGwledge of

what the concept 'intention! implies. Connected with the con ept

'intention' is the lmowledge that if the ihdividual actually

in the stated maral sityation, or in an analogous %tuation, e

will act in a manner consistent with the .judgment k

e
Personal descriptions may be determined by having the per"son Eivle?
his-reasons for doing what he does. If the person acts considerat;fy )

or’ helpfully toward superior's friends, “enemies, relatives QI‘ dangerous

cr':Lminals it may be questionable as to whether he responds to them as

elther people qua peodple or as entities which he sees as means t\q an
end, dangerous, 'sexw;a.l objects, and so oh. For He could %e two fund- -
a:penté.l types of reasons which are co-extensive with two deso.r;ptions
here. One takes the form "\Becéx‘,}se‘this is another: human being having
needs and wants like J do', and the other"Because she's power

beautiful ” dangerous, etc.' ! To know if these are the person's

_ reasons (and descriptions) ard not scme other persoﬁ's reasons (for

they must be his) is to know his éenuine intentions, Intentions can be

1
.




| ‘@certaineg_i through thea c;bse‘r'vation of statements and actions. The
fulfillment of the previous listed (pages 97-98) logical requiréments
ensure the best of intentions in the area of altrutsm and care and con- .
cern, i.e., in the realm of cognitive and emotional maturity. Ang’

. these requirements show that in Sichel's wobds though
¢ . Y
.. 1t may be possible for the individual to claim that at the
last moment prior to the moral action, he changed his mind and N
’ , made’ a different moral judgment, it would be unintelligible and :
odd for the individual to assert that he did not know the mean-
ing nor understand the initial moral judgment. Fundamental to
the moral judgment is the intention of the individual teo act-
Y according to the judgment and to understand the meaning of the .
] Judgment. This intention must involve an affective component. = - : ‘
_ ffMe intention could involve courage in the face-of fear, |
- terest to carry out the judgment in action, the hope to have .
- Mwife's 1ffe spared .... In addition, the notion of Antention
must carry with it a force and an energy that does not have to
¥ ' exist with a mathematical fact such as in 'base ten plus one
- equals two'.78 _ . .

-

To get af; real Intentidéns 1s to begin to a,;cértain the person's
" masterydn the avea covering PHIL (HC) to KRAT (2). .4 Thé failure to g0

) ’ “beyond sn}gie and simple observations, and the failure to make dis~

tinctions in the realm that'PHIL to KRAT cover, mean that Kohlberg's

assessment procedures const;.tuﬁe an incomplete study of moral growth,

Furthel:more, this is primarily becauSZe‘ he nade 1id effort, to deal with ¢

IV the affective dimension within his cognitive deve;lopfner‘lqtal theory, and

| | because he sees ﬁx;»tivation {in 1its negative"énd positive Jerlicatic;ns)

- " as loglcally separate from human actiOn (for he éives none of the

, agent's reasons or descriptions for being Just or altruistic).

RN

“The distincl:ions between the affective and the cognitive are by

“+

<

T8ex., pp. 347, 304.
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no means easy; in fact the interchange between them 1is quite complex.
What is needed 1s care and clarity about moral phenomena. Since ‘the
distinction on many occasions between the emotions and the rational

will be cloudy, and perhaps make such a differentiation impossible to
pursde‘ , 1t 1s esse;gﬁ{al to get at the person's motivation in any action;
.and to really get at that it is ﬁecessary to know the person's cog-
nitj.,ve process. The coglitivé process will remain unknown until a cleaz\‘
‘understandi;ng 61‘ fhe per§on's conceptual framework is lknown. - Put

another way, 1f it is to be known what a person's motivation for 'having

. concern, respect and so on' is, then 1t wlll be necessary to know the

place of‘ the af‘fective and the rational within the person's overall

Larans

conceptual scheme of 1ife. Cognitive and affective reasons become
known when they are seen‘ir\x relation to the person's pr;inciples and
‘r'ul‘es and pérception of those principles and rules as established by
his mode of 1ife. Thus éi‘nce it 15 often true that the 'motivation’ |
c¢omes with some concepts (like conslderation f‘o:- others and concern),
since the examination of a person's concern and altrulsm does: not oceur
\-:.j.‘rhﬁsolation, and since much depends upon how the person perceiveé‘ the
c‘f‘r-cwn'stances s & very e}abomte phenomenological brea.kdoim 1s necessary,
i.e.,a breakdov:m like the compone\nts PHIL, EMP, GIG, ‘?and KRAT.
‘Collectively, these components attempt to deal with all that is’ ‘
relevant within the realm of the emotions and-the rational, and the

volitions which w% now be my concern.

(b) The Volitional Dimension: of Morality

. The discussion will now direct itself to the following two points
listed in Chapter 2: (1) "The use of the model of logical cognitive -

P L T T
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thought and operational behavicur as a means of characterisiﬁé moral
thought anc; behaviowr"; and (2) "The question of thetiniluence of
+  behaviour or mo;r'al behaviour on moral judgnent;"79
| .1) Since\Kogl\nggl_ﬁaqc;apts the cognitive developmental model of
moral Judgmeﬁts, he. must analyze thé nature of cognitive judgments qua
Judgments, That is to say he needs to explicate the criterién regard- '
ing the translation of judgments Into actidn. I'Th.e translation of.
+ Judgments into action 1is a)ver'y irrpo;;tant concern’ in morality,. since ) QY
rm.[ch of morality has to do with action. Logic¢al or mathematical
‘;op‘er'atioixs do not need to be translated int;a action. In this section,
through a comparison of logical cognitive judgrents and logical'cog— a ‘ .
nitive behéviomr: (or. operations) with moral ,juc%gments and moral action,
the point will be made that (unlike a mathematical judgnent) because a
moral Judgment is made that is nefther the necessary nor the sufficient s
conditic‘in'vfbr that moral thought to become moral action.80 By means
of a distinction between mathematical and moral judgments, it w‘lll.be
shown that, where mathematical judgments require only that they be‘
made, clzorrliti'ons other than mere expression are r-equifed before a moral
Judgment 1is translated into moral action. The argument will claim
‘ further that Kohlberg examines moral judgments as if they were mathe- ' )
3 ‘matical judgnents and moral problems as 1f they ‘were mathematical -
/& - ~ problems without showing how logic motivates moral ;ction, how 10gic

" 1s comnected to morality, and the difference between moral Jjudgments

RETRPN " 2R T

79@. > p. 62.
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‘which the choice is'made into some real-1lif€ situation where the choice
1s translated into action. In sum, moral action.requires more than

‘logical (intellectual) action, it requires (in addition to logical

- 123 - ‘ ‘ O . N

and logical judgments.. \

'Logical cognitive action' refers to those thought processes whiah \L~, )
are logical in nature, which the person knows how to perform.correctf§
and which remain on the intellectual conceptual level., For instance, in |
the mathematical problem "Find the sum total of X and Y," the person |
responds correctly when he says X + ¥ = Z, Involved In this operatioq,is
a knowledge of and an ability to perform correctly all operations liké‘
addition, subtraction, and equallty which are fundamental to mathe-
matics, These operations are completed with the ald of the syﬁbols'X,x
, ¥, and Z.( There 1is no need to franslate'these symbols into any
other form of ac%ion than the action required to complete that probBlem

on the intellectual leQel. '"Moral action', on the A;ger hand may.pass §

* through the same formal process where the person says 'I have a choice

between X -and Y', 'I choose X'; but that choltce as a moral cholce 1is

not complete until the person moves from the intellectual level on

N
Eyp wu—&;ﬂm -
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analysis) a public test, appXication to people.

Judgments made about, for instance, some mathematical logical

- e,

problem then have the following features: (1) légical pri¥lems entall ]
two particylar types of action: first, the verbal and symbollc act;on
ba§ic to development and the manifestation of the judgmewt; that is, in
the maihematical problem X + Y = Z, there are -involved thoée verbal ‘\

]

actions detalling (by means,ﬁf'the symbols X, Y, 4+, ;, and Z) the sym-

bolic act expressed in the sequence X + Y = Z. And second, all'actlons

e
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ch 3

which are required to complete the logical problem are called operational

3

~

‘ bebaviour.

2) This ope'r'ationa\l behaviour is Internal to the logical Judgments
themselves; that is to say, that a }ogicali Judgrent about some mathe-.-
madcal problem is the final expression of that problem. There is no-
need for any other form of action other than the final statement. And
that statement is the logical operational beha:ij}:r spoken of earlier

_and internal to the statements theméelves. ' In the question "What is the
sum .total\n of X, Y and 2?", the problém is resolved either when the
person says, writes or thinks "X + Y = Z"

3) "No action other than the Judgment 1is r;equirec.l. The possl- o~
bility of an inqu\iry to validate the judgment is not eliminated; however, |
once the solution is expressed no a/ctioﬁ other than the operational

J

L4 !

act}on internal to the ,j\g&grrent itself is required.
Moral judgments, on the other hand, are dist’inct An the following
' manner: where no further action is required of t};e lgé;cal Judgment
| ;Dnce it is expressed, a moral ‘Judg;me‘nt would not be m’ora; wefe it not
.followed by moral action. (Even as Kohlberg's étage’s of moral judg—‘
ments éta.nd now, to be complete they loglcally must be associated with
various types of action, for this dimension is a n'ec-essary condition
.which must be determined before the person may be placed properly. How
éperson ac,:ts upon his use of WOrds like 'right', 'wrong', ‘'good’,
'bad' and so oﬂ, can play a significant role in the placement of the
person. Kohlberg, however, does not examine this 1rrportant'area in r{is
theory of moral development.) Moral action and Joglcal cognitive

, S
action are differentlated then: Loglcal action, prior to the judgment,
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entails a thought sequernce something like 'what data 1s glven', 'what
1s known', 'what-is unknown'; 'Let X equal the unknown #nd Y the
unknown', and so on. ‘“"However, it would be ridiculous to concelve of
) someone first asking himself 'Should I do X'?, then manifesting
behaﬁour, and only then following with a moral ,judgnent."Bl Generally
speaking, moral judgments and moral action are logically connected:
(1) the question 'Should I do 2'?, (i1) the judgment 'I should do 2',
(111) the justification 'It is right to do Z', and finally, (iv) the
action manifesting 7. Sichel explains:
In other words, after confrontation with a moral prcblem, the
moral judgment precedes the moral behaviour (consciously or
unconsciously); whereas in the case of logical cognitive
problems the 1ogical behavicur is embedded within the logical
Judgment or is a component of the logical Judgmegt (as in the
case of the soluticn of a mathematical problem).
The complexities of thls problem are not dealt wi£h in Kohlberg.
Apart fram-some scant testing for PHIL (CC) and the continual emphasis
upon ‘the connection between moral educatlon and his stage theory of
moral development, Kohlberg does hot test for this area. But both
- moral Judgments and moral action are essential f‘f:r any theory of moral
education; it is para;nount, more especially in the Kohlbergian-cum-<
Piagetian stage theo?:‘y of moral thought. The element of action is
absent fram the relationship between a logical cognitive Judgment and
its operational behaviour. However, no cognitive developmental theory
of moral Judgments claiming to deal with the problems of moral action

can avold considering this complex relationship between moral thought

8lp1a., p. 63.
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and moral actiox“z, i.e., PHIL (CC), KRAT (1), ard KRAT (2). There is
no guarantee that because the 'argaa is covered the prbblems will be
solved, but to ignore the area will not make the problems go away.
One final area needs to be covered briefly: the influence of
mpral action upon moral thought. Not only may mora],‘actions and moral
thought have that logical'sequence (1.e., where moral thought precedes
moral actior"l)‘ but it Is also possible to concelve of a élass 6f action
which might take the name 'embryonic moral action'. ‘'Embryonic moral
behaviour' refers to that class of action performed independent of: any .
consclously expressed mordl and/or cognitive jiudgmen’cs but which may
be called moral acts.83 In spite of this l:;ossibility,Kohlberg, even
at the lowest stages 1 ard 2, studles the child ohly in relation to
the proficlency with which he can verbalize his justifications for his
moral judgments. He ignores cgmﬁletely those cases whe'r'e'the child
may be able to act morally but not be able to gi\’e reasons for his

»

doing what he did. It may be that most of what 1s meant by moz‘r'glity
’ & . !
1s reason giving, but that does not rule out the possibility of cases
arising where the person cannot glve his reasons, and still be moral.
& .

Furthermore, prior to the age where the child can speak, he may . R’

encounter many dilemmas which may have moral implications for future

84

growth, . It 1s understandable and acceptable that one would not .

speak of the infant's }morality; however, that does not mean that

because thils person cannot be easily classified that hils actions are
s :

814, ,7p. 6. .

'SuIbid .
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neither moral nor influential in his later development, Such early

experiences as Sichel explains may conceivably be influential.
E)cpoéure to certain types of siti,uatiqns and manifestations of a
variety of behaviour together with verbal communication which
| may exist in these situations may determine the rate of moral
\Lz‘ Sg;:lﬁipréﬁnr’:p igci gZehagliaéﬁ'fgsof the child t'fo follow moral Judg-.
This 1s not to say that action causes growth; rather 1t is to say
" that action may influence moral growth. Fﬁrthermore, it 1s being
" postulated that the connection bet;ween moral g'rmrth, moral thought and
moral action is more extensive than Kohlberg has explored. Moral
thought -and moral L/action are part and parcel of the entire realm of
human 1ife and h&nan action and cannot be divorced from it. Without a B
consideration of the entire conceptual framework and background
against which that is set, much that is influential in this vast
expanse between’ moral action amd moralﬂ thought may be‘by—passed.
Kor&érg's exclusive concem with the verbal and the f:ognitive lead to
- the sidestepping of the role of action upon moral maturity. In any
complete theory of moral development no aspect of actlon (which can-

ceivébly may be_inﬁuentia.l) can, betignored. But Kohlberg has done

o

such a thing, and Ihence the stakes he must pay are high.

 That in sum is Wilson'é rational-intellectualistic view of moral
education. He has shown that to be complete a theory of moral educa-
tion must get at those motivations and intentions which are influential.
in that vast area between moral ‘thought and moral action. The cog-

nitions, the emotions and the volitions must be bracketed out, not in

85 1114,
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isolation, but explored in terms of that gestalt, that conceptual
* framework of which' they are so much a part. To pursue such an approa

is by no means an eaéy task; but that difficulty and that challenge
¥ should not be taken a§ ins unitable barriers, Wilson'is the first to

admit that, though Kohlberg i misguided in narw ways, he (Kohlberg)
has done moral education a great service throug;h h:Ls cog;ni'cive develop~
mental approach, But to be conplete, any theory of moral education
must conce\rp itself 'with all of those aspects of being' humn, such as
human knowing, hunan feeling, and human acting, that are influential

in the realm of morality.




CHAPTER 4

A CRITIQUE OF THE CRITIQUE
- -

1 4

This study has examined two perspectives of the moral domain: a

phllosophical analysis and a psychological analysis. The philosoph-
ical analysis, ' non-substantive proceduralistic account, consisted of
a rational metli d composed of five' rationally derived components of ‘

moral thought and moral action treated as specific skills,. abilities,
and attitudes c nterb%:the four basic skills (1) mapif‘s?sting
, ,

concern for others as e s, (2) awareness -of others' f‘eeli’ s and

emotions, (3) kngwledge of facts fundamental to moral decisi ns, and
finally, (4) the dbility to act upoh personal decisions. ’I‘kie psychol-
,pgical analysis on\ther other hand, confined itself to how the person

developed morally in te of the moral Judgnents expressed thajc is,

.in 1ts concern with moral re ning and moral judgments, 'thé\ psychol-

ogical analysis did not go héyond the cognitive aspects of tP\\e moral

domain. It claims that mopal reasoning develops In six logic@lly

necessary and universally variant stages.

Wilson's concept\ial analyslis admits the need for and the\slg-
¢
nificance of such an empirical inquiry as it attempts to give due con-

sideration to both the psychological and sociological aspects of moral

education; but the study remains philosophical in orientation, 1.e,

1t never leaves the realm of conceptual analys}s and its

L4
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< approach toward education. The reascons others give will be covered
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rational-intellectualistic point of view. Analytical philosophy offers

* important descriptions of the directions that moral education lo cally

should take; but there Is still the need, however, to have not only a
philosophical, psychological and socilologlceal a;ccount; of moral educa-
tion, but historical, anthropologieal, economic, religious‘ , educatiocnal
planningh curriculum planning, and literature “accounts also, Criticism
of Wilson in this regard cannot be too severe, 1f only because this

study does,not g0 beyond the realm of conceptual analysis and combine

the above-mentioned empirical and non-emp;lrical realms of‘ mor'al educa- N

tlon. "-Conceptually speaking, Wilson S ceduralism rray.be criticized
for its sidestepping of the 'bag of vijtue'! approach toward moral
education.

Wilson rejects the Aristoflean~Platonic approach toward education
(which «distinguishes virtues from each other‘ and advocates the teaching
of those diff‘erentiated Virtues concelived to be teulturally-free') and
p0si'cs his logically derived moral intellectual proceduralism.l This -
proceduralism is preoccupied with principles of reason, understanding
ard action; and it 1s based on the well-known R. S. Peters' criteria
of education: (1) teaching thddgerson to think,» (5) urderstanding,
(3) care for such understanding. There are two aspects to this Apr'o-

‘ , : 7 o
ceduralism: morality,. essentially a form of raticnal discourse, -

. ) : BN
examines human action fhrough an overall overriding, prescriptive and\

- . ) o

J Wilson, et al, Values and Moral Development in Higher

- Education (London: Croom Helm, 1970), p. 9. wilson, however, does not

spell out here his reasons for the rejection of the bag of vir'tue
shortly. : _ : -
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universal principle of rationality. This principle attempts to-give
'good! reasons for acting one way rather 'than. ancther, Secondly, this
~high-leve1 principle of rationality, assumed to be internal to moral-
ity, preclude; the need to appeal to authority because it is the means
of deriving and testing what logically ought to be done.
Wilson's moral education programme calls for: (1) a commitment -
to this principle of rationality (or the need tc give reasons for *
actions) , (2) a.corrmitment to the formal aspects of this princlple Y
(L.e., the over'rf_Lding, presériptive and universal features of this high
level\gene‘ral principle which) (3) presupposes equality, freedom and
lrrpartiality'to be aspects of moral éi\iscour-se; (4) a preoccupation with,
ﬁ'\xe socilal and‘ psychological dimensions of‘n'man; and finally > (5) the
need to have a clear 1deal of and concept of man. Wllson' assumes that
once t;he moral (ratio}lally-oriented) Intelligence is learned the person
Will be able to pick out all of those morally relevant aspects of any ”
situation; that is to'say, that this methodological intelligence helps
to determine how to have concern, respect, considerateness and the 1lilke
‘ for others. Development into these logical reqﬁirements of ‘mor'alitgy is
7 a matter Of becoming a proficlent moral person; that 1s, development is
an’'evolving competency in the skills, abilities and attitudes (gulded
by a Justifying process based on maéofm) of this concept of morality.
To be suré children and adults should be taught to be reasonable
and to apply their principles in an overriding, prgscriptive, and
}miversal mamner; but to go from phildsophica.l and conceptual clarity
(where 1t 1s known what 1s to count as altruism, kiminess, equality,

concern and reasonablenéss) to complex morél and social ,elrcumstances

-
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, (where moral action and real life arguments occur) is a different matter,
The conceptual and empirical difficulties of 5 go beyond either psy-
chology and sociology to things like economics, histor'y and so on. Apd'
(3)‘and (4) require something more than philosophical analysis,
errpir'ical evidence is’ also required. And on the philosophical level
several difficulties will arise over the acquisition of the principle of < .
rationallity, and over the degree of moral.weighting that O\gqt to be |
glven to data; also, differences are bound to occur over

.. the relevant differences between people in any glven moral ' .

situation;-over what are the facts of the case; and more funda- S :
tally, over individuals' differing concepts (or ideals) of

man.2 o ‘ .

Furthermore, will everyone be able.to attain the requisite proficlency {
in this use of rationality? ‘

There are several dif‘f‘iculties with this prin le of ration- .
ality: what about the person who r'emses to be rational" What would
«Wilson do in this case? Har'r'ison comments

Wnat Wilson would advise for a classroom situation in which a
'sizable group of students, after 1istening to and discussing 3
the second order principles, rejected them, we do not, know.

Loglcally, he would have to abandon the attempt at moral edu-

- cation, perhaps after’trying to get 1t in the back door by
awakening interest with work on EMP and PHIL situations.3

And secondly, what about the person who cannot leam this fomal pro- N

cedural moral attitude or can never reach the :Lntellectual campetency ,
necessary to manipulate such a princip;Le? What happens to the ‘person”
who experiences dfficulty learning such highly abstract concepts as

M., p. 21, ’

3'£W__-, p. 59. 0
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t/Ms principle of rationality? Since it 1s very 'concei‘vablé that
wi

, of same dif‘f‘érentiations D ‘Attfield %@s in the area of virtue teach-

T - 133 - 0;*1 Y
thin the realm c;f practical day-to-day aijf;air-s) in the classroom his -
goﬁheni with fétionality,'integrity'énd autonomy will be difficult to b Y
teach, I present' the case for the teaching of vi:;'tues ‘ N
Since this is merely a concern (at this stage of my study) to
sumnarize an approach toward moral education different f‘rom Wilson's,. I

s b
will J.ist some reasons for the accep’cance of this approach and make use

ing. - Attf‘ield's dif‘f‘erentiations are made in te s Ar Yefti~track and
A

single-track Vir'tues A . , )

Much of the opposition to the 'bag of virtues!' approach toward

' _moral education cent’ers on four problem areas: (l) that, virtues cannot

be satisfactorily claasified i.e., there's no way of showing how some

virtues are central and others are secondary in a mor'al life; (2) that '
" virtues are indoctrinatory; (3) that virtues pr‘esu;?pose rules; and
' ﬁ_nally , (4) that virt{xes are not actlon-gulding, they are assessments

which appear n testimonia.ls and r'eferences.s

~ However, these problems do not go unchallenged, R. S. Peters in
fact responds to these charges in' a very s%phisticated mamer, while
giving thmeygow@;easms for the teaching of a content: (a) much
pedagogical usemlness is derived from learning the content of
morality and/or virtues, (b) there is sdme loglecal truth in suggesﬁing :
that Sener'alizations cannot be made about moral concerns tntil |

e

+

uD G. Attg‘ield’ "Problems With Virtueé," Journal of Moral

~ Education, 7 (1979), pp. 75ff. Hereinafter called BV. 4

‘5Thid,
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° ) ) partig:ulapﬁgr*e écciuired; (¢) since a child must act long before he has ’

- . elther undérstood the validity of rules or made sense of ,r'ules, the

.‘teaching of a content seems all thevmoi‘e 1mporta.nt.6 Put another way.;ﬁ . -
rules must be learned before other rules can be explored; rules ard o
principleé must be lc;xown before thinking can cceur in terms of them, oo

- ' and propositions must be applied as examples of moral rules for later ~

¢+ ' use in moral debates.’

(a) Reseéarch has shown, that children grésp principles like jus-
C - : .

.- L4

tice only after having first mastered situation-specific rules of
- "'actio"n. Moreover, it

T ... 1s not difficult ... to surmise why the most consisgent
" findings from studies of child-rearing practices are that
- sensible children, who are capable of reasoning }ater* on, | .
emerge from homes in which there is a warm attitude of »
. 4 .acceptance toward children, together with a firm and con- '
‘ sistent insistence on rules, without much in the way of
, - punishment.t = ‘ c —rt~

, ' The child, influenced by some prominent person, makes that person's
“e .. actions habitual features of his character. The reasons for the

L. patterning are only learnt and understood ,la'cer.g .
N ’ g

~ s+ ® - - *
e .

. A .
5 - \ )
: 6R._ S. Peters, Reason and Compassion (Londén: ‘Routledge & Kegan -
Paul, .1973), pp. 57-61. Herelnafter called RC. See also his "Moral ‘
Development: A Plea for Pluralism," im-.Cognitive Development and : e
cade

>

TR Epistemology, ed. T. Mischel {New York: ~Academlc Press, 1971); C. M.
S Hamm discusses these same points in "The Content of Moral Education or ‘
'"The-Bag of Virtues'," in TV., pp. 40-42. ‘ L »
.- . 7;1'}1_., pp. 77-78. . S Q !
N Syt A ; L “ i

, 8. s. Peters, "Moral Development and Moral Learning," in Psy-  , _
chology and Ethical Development (London: Gearge Allen and Unwin, 1974),
P 370; Harm, TV., p. U1, (E!phasis\is Ham's).

.o EI'V.,.p. 41, ' »
: ‘ . ., . .
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(b) Loglcally speaking, 1t islab§urd to claim that a-child can
make general statements about principles (like jué"tice ard concern for
others) until the content of the pfinciple is learnt; it may be pos-

’ ¢ '3* sible to make éeneral statements while 1t's being learnt but not before, .
for that's‘ much like asking to have the legal mind prior to going ’
through thé process that makes that legal mind, To understand a prin-
ciple ‘entalls the ccmprehéinsion (on more than one occasion) of N
instances having common features, I‘z;_lling in the same category. Without

: ‘ a concretg content, principles of morality are tnoperative,'? Peters
explaihs further: ‘ i
... by calling samething like respect for a oerson%a 'orinciple’
. we mean that it embodles a consideration to which appeal: is made
< ' when criticizing, justifying, or explaining some deterfininate
content of behaviour or belief,
e Logiéally it seems difficult, if not impossibie, to learn the formal

- overriding, prescriptive and universal aspeQ;i of a principle and the

abstract principle of rationaiity on which it is baégd, and by means of
which 1!3 is derived, without learning the content of same priné:iple
1like respect for others i‘irst. Onlce the content is learnt, 1t seems |
general s‘sa'tements; wlll be n‘iadé more easily. .

(c) Rirthermore, until the child learns the content of a prin-
eiple ]e(e\rempect for others, it is difficult to see how. lhe cén act
respé‘ctfully,‘ i.e., a child mist act before he understands rules and
tpeir Justification and validity. In fact the lgea.n:ﬁng of a content

may be more important for that group of thé population which never

~

. '- 1014,

llf_i_C_‘., pp. 60-’6‘1; Hamm, TV., p. 41.
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moves bevond any level of ugderstanding other than rule conformity;
hence social reasoné dictate why both moral habits and moral rules must
be conmuﬁicated; for they are the way of overcoming those difficulties
encountered in soclety when pecple -can do nothing other than that which
is morally dictated. Ehfore'either children or some adults learn how

"to reason themselves (1f they ever do), rules must be established for

[

~r, - »
conduct. Hamm comments further:

' their and other's safety, security and protection from (their own) mis-

Ideally, of course, one would hcpe that most. people could reach
the autonomous stage where they would do the mgrally right thing
for the morally right reason. That 1s indeed how one might
define the morally educated person. Failing that, it is still
better, for socially desirable reasons, that veople do the right
thing for the wrong reason rather than the wrong thing for the
wrong reason. (I take it that doin% the wrong thing for the
right reason is an impossibility.)l

The point of teacﬁing rules. then is not to just memorize the rules.but
to intermalize and became habltuated to them with an eye to learning
the reasons behind their derivation and éhe Just%factory process on
which they are based as a life worth living. In other words,
If 1t 1is the case, as is comonly held, that bad tabit militates
agalnst good hablt, then we have a very good reason to instill
reasonable habits in children in their heterncmous stage so that
they can cash in or capitalize on their training when they reach

the autonomous stage of morallty and come to realize that the
hablts they have are indeed reasonable.l3

By means of habit and £he teaching of a centent based on reasoﬁ, then, .

the person can co

to learn the significance of and the operational

e e vt o s S
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So far I have summarized Wilson's proceduralism, noted his rejec-
&

tion of the 'bag of virtue! approach toward moral education, cited four |

&

other problems (i.e., virtues cannot be satisfactorily classffied,
virtues are 1ndoctrinator'y‘ s virtues presuppose rules, virtues are ‘not
action-guidirg), which other writers marshal against this approach, and
evxplained three reasons for ad'op(:ing‘ this approach. Since the latter,
approach 1s my concern here, the all-ﬁimportarit question now is: what
are t'he contents of this 'bag of virtue! which\—'are to be taught? And
how are they to be coﬁnected\to the conceiveg concept of rationality so
that they overcame some of Wilson's difficulties?
To answer this‘questlion (by means of some .tentative suggest.ions)‘
I call upon a distinction D. Attfield makes in the area of virtués '1Ll
And to support this move,n I will make use of an addiﬁional differen-
tiation Peters makes in terms of the types of virtues. B\oth,distinc—
tions will then be combined. Te;.ld.ng the Peters' classification first,
.he'gives four types of Virtues:lS (a) those highly specific v:lrtqes
which have no intemaf reason ‘(i.e. , motive) to act in the way pre-
scribec} but which are related to spetific types of acts, e.g. puncé- ’
tuality, tidiness, and honesty, (b) those virtues, which have inter'nal
motives to act, like compassion, and concern for others; (¢c) those
artificial virtues entailing general consideratians having to do with
arights and institutions like Justice and tolerance; (d) those high

arder virtues like courage, perseverence and integrity which are

o o y

PV., p. T76.

L 15]!2., pPp. 2U7-248, -
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‘practiced in the face of counter-inclinations. - In terms of the

Attfleld differentiations of multi-track and single-track virtues the
above may be regrouped as follows:

First there are the overarching, high-level virtues that embrace
the entire moral 1ife and involve every area of moral endeavour
goodnegs, consclentiousness, dutifulness, respact for persons;
then the more particular, low-level virtues of falrmneds (the
virtue connected.with justice), truthfulness (as opposed to the
academic natural virtue of truth-seeking), fidelity, honesty,’
kindness, chastity, respect for life, respect for property,
fraternity, respect for parents, humility.l? .

Peters' (a) and (c) distinction falls in the low-level category, and
his (b) and (d) types fall in the high-level distinction,

2

The primary aim of any moral education programme teachingsvirtues

wéuld be to teach those high-level ﬁoh-contmvepsiai virtues which can
respond to the four problems_withliteachjng virtues (i.e., virtues are
Indoctrinatory, virtues presuppose rules, virtues are not action
guidmé, and virtues cannot be sgtisf‘actor‘ily‘ classified). But as it
has been shown, there will be cases when this will not be poésible;
thus "1t will be necessary té) teach low-level virtues. Before exploring
this poséibility, however, .};here is a need to glve some additional
detaiis on low-level and high-level virtues. High-level virtues, like
consider’at.ene/s,s, are non-controverslal because they are what everybody
would wa’.nt',\the amoralist included. Such virtues do not presuppose a
moral principle; they are not typlcally action-guiding like rules; and,
they are generally open-erded. Whereas a single-track virtue like

truthfulness 18 closed-ended ard action-specifying in that it calls for

i @

, s
16014, ‘

Y., p. 76,
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action which tells the truth and eschews lies, But in those cases
where 1t 1s difficult for a person to attain the necessary initiative.
and imagmtion to acquire a high-order virtué like conslderateness, it
seems reasonable to teach for the acquisition of the‘high—level virtue
by teaching for the acquisition of the fow-level virtue respect for
parents or respect for life. Sineé nelther consider'ateness‘nor sen-
sitivity, as high-level virtues issue in any specific rule or deed
which generally speaking low-le:/el virtues do, and since, as a low-
level virtue, they are conceptually corfnected '(by means of the elements
considerateness) to a high-level virtues considerateness, they may be
taught as a means of acquiring the non-controversial high—alevel virtues
like considerateness.

A move of this nature my r;o'g satisfy every critic and it may ‘not
" overcome all of the above difficulties, but it does not seem unreason-
able to use something like this y}hen the appr‘opriate ocgasion' arises.
Since both Peters and Wilson admit that multi-track virtues like'
‘concern for others' arre fundamental in moral educatibn, and since
Peters shows that virtues like this have internal to them the motiva-
tion to act in the way prescribed, I will attempt to work out here an
area and/or dir'ectioi'x which future research might go Insofar as the
teaching of virtues.and the acquisition of ru}es and rational}ty is
concerned.}d T will achieve this aim by ‘suggesting that the low-level

virtue Justice may_ be taught as a means of cvercoming the above

814, - . ' .

- 9am,, p. 31. I discussed this further in Chapter 3 of this
S . ~ .
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)ﬁroblems and' acquiring'practical reason, autonomy, motivation to be
moral and rational, and so on. Thus far the suggestions are merely
thoughts to be explored in mfure studies on content teaching.

A ‘moral education progra}rme concerned with a skillful use cof
., rationality may teach for rrastér'y in a rational proceduralism (i.e., a
Justification process concerned with glving reasons for acfpiqns) by
teaching for the single-track virtue just;ice as a means to the over-
arching virtue 'concern for others'. Teaching itself c;an ta}ke the
form of a cage study approach, where the Heinz dilemma cited in Chapter” , \ '
2 could operate as an ideal case. Besldes, it~1g a concrete example
thrpugh which the student could came to ‘k:now what it means to be

20 Such

respectful toward others and to hawL&hgpconcept Justice.
reasoning could encompass three stages: first, questions are.asked —
after the student 1is requested to put himself in the shoes of all \
parties concerned — whether either person could have taken alternate
“action to ;-esolve their difficulties. Second, what moral reasons may
5e brought f‘or'ward to account for (perhaps, kexcuse) both partles'

actions, ard what reasons may be raised as counter-arguments. Third,
as a means of te"sting (1) and .(2), it may be asked what a ‘'reasonable
public' (if it can be found and/or defined) might say about both

persons' acts. The aim is to teach for the rules broken, the rules

b ,
20

Justice as used here 1s synonymous with fairness and as
Aristotle used it in his Nichimachean Ethics (1130). It entails the
distribution of fairness, and the rectifying of disproportion or wrong;
and as a result,. it concerns autonomy, liberty and equality. Where
equality is conceived as viewing others as having needs and wants like
oneself and being able to put yourself in the shoes of others.

3
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recogniz'ed, the rules acquired or the content-laden principle assoclated
with such rules 1ike' Justice, as some content-free principle like
ratiohality or practical reasoning is used to examine the r-ules.21
To talk of the acquisition of the \(irtue of ,j.usticé in this way
is to talk of the thinés that one must learn how to do before one can
do ‘ther properly; that is, it is‘assumed virtues like justice are learnt
best by doing them, by practice. And to learn by practice those virtues
which have rationality internal to them is to learn rationality in
pr‘actipe. Furthermore, to teach for the acquisition of reason and the
virtues by means of the practice of Justice and rationality in this way
is to engége ini the practice of p;ractical reason In two ways: first,
when actions are examined, reflected upon \;dth the a;id of rational
tocls like consistency ana deductién, practical reason 1s practiced.
Anci ;econd, as A. Gewlirth expiains, "... the iogical consequence of
this imposition is that reason, thr'ough its criterion of logical
necessity shows what is Justified and what is unjustified in the moralk

22

Judgrents that purport to gulde actions."“® This use of practical

reason i's the reasoning fundamental to-the case study approach described
on page 140.  Participation in this way of learnifig 1s leamin;’ how to

reason properly as one reasons. (Howey{%r; there 1s no guarantee that
¢ A - ‘.;/

2]“Ihis case study approach concerns 1tself with the action, the
emotions and the cognitions in the’same way that Wilson's study deals
with these elements of the moral domain. The difference between the
two centers on the fact that this study teaches for these elements
through a content and the Wilson study teaches for them independent,
of a content, )

. 224, Gewlrth, Reason and Morality (Chicago:  University of ’

_Chicago Press, 19785, P. 362. Herelnafter called FM.
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because the person 1s taught to reason in this way that he will auto-
mat}caily learn how to reason practically; but to teach for the acqpi—- ,
‘sition of an abstract skill like practical ;‘eason by means of a content
and a practice of that content is to move closer .toward the acquisition
of’ that; skill than if the leérrﬂng were not taught for by means of
practice.) " ‘ g
Teaching for the acquisition of this practical reasoning skill,
'the requlsite Imagination and motivation to be mqral- not ohly respects
the integrity and autonomy of the §tudent but it also overcomes the
charge of Indoctrination. As it teaches the very lyoung for the acquli-
sition of a content (1ike Justice) without gilving reasons for being
Just, honest, courageous and so on (1f only because the person is too
young to understand reasons and how to reason), this methodology '(in
its concer?ms with indoctrination) pays particular attention to the
problems of the.two for'ms'éf the) principle of non-indoctrination or
indoctrination. First, the congern with rationality is a concern
with teaching samething as true by neanhs of‘a concrete content with
which most people .can ':Ldel*{tify and in terms of which they can learn.
When the long range interest of the programme .is to have rationally
aware people or pepplé who have skill in the use of ratlonality, it
¢ camot be' sald that its meané dé not respect tﬁeh person's integrity and
autonomy, or that the means weré wrong. In 1ts second form the prin-
ciple refers to those cases where there is .no complete consénsus on
either the credibility or truth of the subject matter. The principie
at this point requires the teaching of and about the existence of

difference of opinions or different moral and/or religi‘pus perspectives,

e,




'-iu3;

’ Studente must be taught that different informed opinions exist on the
moral Iacceptability of war, of euthanasia, the truth of different doc-
‘trines (like Christian and Buddhist), and so on. The clear principle
of non-indoctrination is important In the concern with the education in
the virtues because that principle operates as an educational crit_erion
for selecting those educatienally relevant data which are acceptable,
Once everyone 1is clear about what can and what cannot be done educa-
tiordxally, all parties in education will be in a better position and
more able to arrive-at and expla.iri their educational objectives like
having better i'ationally aware and Just people. Adherence to the
principle of non—indoctrination helps assure, calm the fears of those
who' doubt . and questi(on the procedures of what 1s belng done.

‘ As a low level virtue, justice 1s subject to the difficulties
fundamental to that class of virtue; but to teach it in corijunction
with a rational justifying process preoccupled with getting the persen
to t g and do sone‘ching to choose to act in one way rather than
another, ard to giVe reascns for those cholces 1s to confront head on
aTnd over'c_cme some of these problems. The concrete dimension of the
principle tells the person to be falr arnd treai: pecple equally; and ~
when ﬁhese rules are reasoned about, the brinciple of rationality
enters the picture. The r'ules motivate action and a cholce, ard
"reason" analyzes the cholce for its praJ’cicality, its consistency,’
prescriptivity, am universality. When actions and choices are.
examined in terms of the canons of deductive ard inductive 1ogic,

practica.l‘ reasodng as a skill 1s under development. &o, v,;Lr'tues (‘ti'zen,

by virtue of their content and their form, offer guldance to the ‘
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learner,, guldance which dictates a rule and how to validate that rule.
It 'is guidance which goes beyond the indoctrinatix{@ diff‘iculties
single—track virtues entail.

' 7 Virtue teaghing has 1its difficulties, but that 1s ;10 reason to
exclude virtue$ from any moral education programme. They may Just be
a means of guiding and mot;'vating action in the realm of morality. B
Guidance suggests that dec:ltsions must be made between kno% possible
actions. Mﬁlti-—,tmck virtues in particular give the person that aware-
ness of the choices he must make in any moral situation; then they I
guide the person through the action particular to his choicg. And that
action is f“ocused and graspeéi with the aid of that insight and imagin-

ation derived from the high-level virtues. These virtues then \mspire
23

the person to act in new and different ways.
" These virtues also mptivate and gulde the person to be moral and
rational because of the close connection befween morality, rationglity,

practical reason, and the virtues.” Gewirth explains:

' S Rationality 1s internal to morality, not external to it. Moral
Judgments apgﬁal to reasons ard lay claims to justification or
‘ correctness.

E ] . .
And to participate in an educational process preoccupied with the
acquisition of this use of rationality through virtues like justice is
to fulfill the raticnal requirements.morality (as a form of human dis-

course) sets far rational agents. Gewlrth explicates that rational

R : requirements:
‘\ o
2 ' ‘
,%E_V_., p. 90.,
2Ry, p. 361, * : :
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... a rational agent (logically must do what he) ought to do ...
what he is ratlonally Justified in thinking he ought to do. But
what he 'is rationally justified in thinking he ought to do 1s
what he logically must accept that he ought to do. For what he
logically must accept is such that he contradicts himself if he
falls to accept it, and by contradicting himgelf he loses a
necessary conditlon of rational Justification,25
Failure to fulfill these rational requirements is a fallure to be ,j~uét
ang moral. These requirements are unfulfflled in any act which does
" not mcognize the other as an equal or treat the other f‘airly NOt to
be rational abbut one's actions and choices is to cease being a just
and a rational agent, and to fall outside of the justiflcatlon process
basic to the process of practical reasoning, rationality and morallty
delineated here; it is to guide oneself by something other ’chan‘moral—"

“1ty. (This applies equally well tq any process of indoctrination; but

" 1f the process can be shown to be guided by and performed on behalf of .

the ratiorﬁl requirements of rational agency, then some of these

requirements established here will have been net.j

N

1ow-1eve1 single—track virtues (like Justice) based upon a three stage

rat:i{rgl Justifying process is to educate in practical reason (based .

upon a principle of rationality guided by the canong of deductive and
inductive logic) through a concrete approach. }t is an education in
‘ traits of character (i.e., the virtues), critical Judgment (i.e.,
_practical reason), and the mo’civation to act‘ rationally.

| 'Ihat,‘in sum, is the case for the teaching of virtues. All

difficultie's to be sure havé not been overcome, The concern has been
t

251v1d., pp. 153-154. .
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to suggest that multi-track virtues may be taught and fostered by the

teaching of single-track virtues, and the process.called indoctrination

on occasion may be used as‘a means to the mastery of practical reason. -

But if the virtues are taught ux;der the guise of rationality ‘and for
the purpose of attaining the insight and imagination basic to the pro-
cedural high-level virtues and the use of ratlonallty, then ‘some of
these difficulties will be safeguarded againsqf; Because of human
shortcomings like apathy, laziness and the like, some browbeating and
prescriptive r'ules are necessary ' Even S0, there is stiJ,l the need to
respect that person's autonorrw and integr-ity s hence- the need conceptu-
ally and practically, for the multi-track viartues and the principle of

rationality‘ t\g glve the person the requisite insight and imagination

" to deliberately reflect upon thé character and the critlcal Juggment .

o

"attained. Such teaching might be shown in the lomg run, as it makes =

use of some fzmn 61‘ browbeating, to be, free of‘any serious charges of
anti-educational practices. Social security itself might justify a
use of such ‘techniques, techniques preoccupied with getting the person
to be rational and moral. Teaching‘ for social security by means of
the virtues, practical reason, rationality, and individual autonomy

" may be reason enough to teéch on eccasion by means of browbeating f‘oxj

the virtues. . s N

To browbeat the student into'the acceptance of rules bresuppésed
by the low-level virtues is unsatisfactory; but to use them as a means
to the high-level v:irtues and practical reasoning does not seem s0 bad.
The aim of any moral education programne - should be to help the student
deve?op the insight to learn how to decide to act and how to arrive at

3 2 '
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tiated. The aim of such\a9 effort is not only to teach rules, but
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his»pwmreasohed moral cholces and how to be rationally aware. The

best way to arrive at thi&gga%as Attfield explains’is the high-level

virtuds; he states: ' | : o

. the key virtues for moral education are of.the milti-track
variety .... [They] do not presuppose simple rules and whole ' ~
areas of moral 1life and action are opened by them, With regard i
to the criticisms that virtues do.not guide it mafy be replied
that single-track virtues do gulde via the underlying prin-
ciples, whereas multi-tracks do not, but glve imagination and
insight “intd ethics f‘ar beyond the scope of Tules. 2 !
As virtues they mo‘tiv&te and inspire the person to ac_:t r}'omlly in
mltiple’ vqayé, perhaps even to be rational-moral in muitiple ways.. ,8

* Thus if moralreducation is to occur in terms of a content, on

moral grounds someﬁbody%f virtues like the above have to be differen-

excep’cions to these rules and How to validate the r'ules and the ' “
exceptions to the mles. ‘I‘he child must learn what and how virtues

»
are to be accepted on mor‘al grounds. * Disagreement will apise over

the v:lrtues and how they are ‘to be classif‘iad but that is no reason

. . . »
. to reject them from the area of mqral .\educatiqn. . ®
*
—u ) - .
. _ * . o
S .
N ~ -
. \ &é’ ;
N . 2 .
¢ B ﬁ
l' \ ¢ ! :
R !
'S * © *
PN ! o

s, e iiat,
+




A

a2
-]
[ : , o

o BIBLIOGRAPHY -

' Attrield, D. C. "Problems With virtues " Journal o’f‘ Moral Education,

7(1979) , Pp. 75-80.

Beck, C. M., Crittenden, B, S., and Sullivan, E., V. Eds. Moral Educa-
tlon: Interdisciplihary Approaches. Toronto: Universityj
Toronto; Press, 1971. .

/ } .‘) - .
Beck, Clive. Moral Fducation in the Schools. Toronto: Ontario
Institute For Studies ¥n Edusation, 1971.

Beck, C. M, 'Ethics: . An Introduction, Toronto: McGraw-Hill Ryersoﬁ, ‘
1972. .

'

Coombs, J. R. "Concerning the Nature of Moral Competence." Capadi

i Soclety For the Study of Education. ‘Yearbook: The Tea¢hi £
P ~ Values in Canadian Education. Alberta: University o bert

2 (1975), pp. 7-20. - |
Dagenals, J. J. Models of Man. The Hague:™ Martinis, 1972.

P4

Daniels N. Ed Reading Rawls: Critical Studies of A Theary of
‘Justice New York: Basic Books, 1974.

Dewey, J. "What Psychology Can Do For ‘the Teacher." John Dewe, @
Educatioh: Selected Writings. Ed., R. Archambault. ~New York:
Random, 1964, ‘

. . . ' 3 '
Dixon, K. "On Teaching Moral Procedure." British Journal of Educational
Studies, 16 {(1968), pp. 17-29. «

. Duskha, R. et al, Moral Development: A Guide to Piaget and Kohlberg.’

New York: Paulfst Press, 1975.

) Gewlirth, A Reason and 1ity. Chicago University of Chicago Press, )

.. 1978,

Harrison, J. "Revlew Article: John Wilson As Morgl Educator." Journal -
of‘ Moral Education, 7, 1 (1977), pp. 50-63.

Jones, T. M. Moral Reasoning: A Teac Handbook For Adagting
Kohlbegg to the Classroom, U. 5. A.: Greenhaven 83, Inc.,
197

- 148 - o xS

FERE R




- 1lg - ' ..

[V U N

Kohlberg, L. ™Development of Moral Character and Moral Ideolog;y ">
Review of Child Development Research, Vol. 1, eds. M. L. Hoffman
and L. W. Hofﬁnan New York: Russell Sage, "1964,

- Kohlberg, L., "Early Education: A Cognitive-Developmental Appm@ch."
' Child Development 39 (1968), pp. 1014-1024.

" Kohlberg, L. et al. "Comtinuities and Discortinuities in Childhood and
Adult Moral Development "' Human Develcpment, 12 (1969), pp. 93-
120,

Kohlberg, L, "Stage and Sequence: The Cognitive-Develcpmental. Approach
to Socialization." Handpook of Socialisation Theory and Research,
Ed. D. A, Goslin. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1969, pp. 3u47-U80.

Kohlberg, L.  “The Relation Between Moral Judgment and Moral Action:. A
Developmental View." Ber'k.ley, U. S. A.: Unpublished essay pre-
serfted at the Institute of Human Development of UCLA Berkley,

1969.

" Kohlperg, L. "Moral Developrent and the Education of the Adolescent /'’
Adolescents and the American High School., Ed. R. F, Purnell,
Jew York: Ho.t, Rnierhart and Jinston, 1970, pp. 162-178.
Kohlber-g, , "’“ducation for Justice: A Modern Statement of the N 3
Platenic View." Moral Education: Five.Lectures. Zd, ¥, F, and
’_g. R. Sizers. New York: Harvard Unlversity Press, 1970, pp. 70~
2. , o : )

Kohlperg, L..et al.‘. "Development as the Aim of Education." Harvard
S Educational Revisw, 42 (1971), pp. 44996,

Kohlverg, L, "Stages of Moral Develcpment as a Basls for Moral
Education." Moral Education: An Interdisciplinary Approach.
Ed. C, M, Beck et al. Toronto: University of Toronto Press,

(1971, pp. 23-92. ~ : . :

Kohlberg L. "From Is to Ought: How to Commit the Naturalistic Fallacy
' and Get Away With it in the Study of Moral Development," Cognitive

Development and Epistemology. Ed. T. Mischel. New York: ~Academic
¢ Press, 1971, pp. 151-235. ,

deﬂ.berg, . "Contimuties in Childhood and Adult Moral Development
" Revisited." Lifespan Developmerital Psychology: Personality and
Socialization. Ed. P. B, Baltes and K. W. Schale. New York:
Academic Press, 1973, pp. 180-204. .

- -Kdllberg, ‘L. "The.Claim to Moral Adequacy of the Highest Stage of Moral -
Development," Journal of Philoscphy, 70 (1973), pp. 630-646.

s ="
T e e ———



- 150 -

-Kohloerg, L. Collected Papers on iloral Development and Moral Education.

Cambridge: The Center f‘or woral Education, 1973.

Kohlberg, L. "Moral 3tages and Vloralization The Cognitive DeVelopmental

\

Approach.”" Moral Development and Behaviour: Theory, Research and
Social Issues. Zd. T. Leckona. New York: Holt, °1nehart and
Winston, 1976, pp. 31-53. '

Kohlberg, L. '"The Cognitive-Developmental Approach to Mor'al Education.”
’ Values Concepts and Techniques. Washington, D. C.: NEA

Publication, 1976, pp. 18-35. \

Kenlberg, L. et al. Assessing Moral Stages: A Manual, U. S, A
. Harvard University, unpublished, 1977.

;Tocxe YCognitive Stages or Tevelcpmental Phases? A Critique of
Kohlberv’s Stage~Structural. Theory of rloral Reasching." 'I_"’_l?_
Journal of Mora® Zducation, 9 (1979), pp. 163-181. -

Jdschel, T. Ed. Cognizive Development and Epistemolcgy. llew York:
Academic Press, 197.. '

Peters, R. S. "The Place of Kohlberg's Theory in oral Education."

The Jeurnal o oral Zducation, 7 (1978), pp. 147-157.

\ . AN
| .
Peters,\R. S. Feason and Compassion. London: ' “outladge & Xegan Faul,
. 1973, ‘
Peters, R, S. "Moral Development and Joral Learmning." Psychology and
Ethical Jevelopmenz. London: George Allen ard Unwin, 1974,
po. 360-385 : ’ N

Peters, R. S "Moral Development: ‘A Plea for Pluralism." Cognitive
Developnent and Epistemology. Ed. T. Mischel. England: Academic
Press, 1971, pp. 303-335. .

Pnillips, D. et al. "Kohlbergian Mcral Development: A Progressing or

Degenerating Research Program." Educational ”‘heor'y, 28 (1978),
pp. 286-301.

\
Piaget, J. The Moral Judgment of the Child. New York: Penguin Book
(1934)7, 1975. ‘

Rawls, J. A Theor'y of Justice. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard
Universi by Press 1971.

Sichel, B. A. "Can Kohlberg Respond to His Critics"" Educational -
Theory, 26 (1976), pp. 337-347. ‘ "

Sichel B. '"he Relation Betweeri Moral Judgment and Moral Behaviour in
. Kohlberg s Theory of the Development of Moral Judgments."
Educational Philosophy and Theony, 8 (1976), pp. 55-67.




