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ABSTRACT . )

NHethodology related to Lawrence. Kohlberg's theory of {, -
moral development has been continuously refined by creation and 2
evaluation of additional research instruments. Instruments have been e
tested at summer.scoring workshops presented by ‘Kohlberg:and his’ ' *
staff at the Center for Moral Education, Harvard University, in 1972,

1973, and 1976. Instruments include: (1) a standard-form scoring - -
system to redefine the stages of moral development at a structural R
* level and distinguish more clearly between i:sues and concerns; (2) a
structural intervieving system which penetrates beyopd a subject's

. opinions, attitudes, and beliefs to basic reasoning.or justification
patterns; and (3) a standard moral-interview format, which directs -
the subject ‘to make the choice at the beginning of each dilemma. Many ' .-
problems related to interviever misperception of values placed by the

. subject on a particular issue have been alleviated by asking the:
subject to weight the values. Other problems encountered by
participants at scoring workshops relate to dosminant-issue scoring.
participants should have fever problems with ‘scoring if they refer to
Kohlberg's 1977 manual, average acroag etements within the governing

‘norm, and consider unso¥icited reasoning responses by the subject ~ A

. Auring 'the intverview. The conclu;%on is that Kohlberg's moral - ’ I 9
development theory is constantly being improved as Kohlberg and other

scholars work to ‘make it 'more reiewant to moral’ dilellas.
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Lica Kuhmerker, Hunter Collége ~CUNY,,’ here makes an up*to—
date analysis of the methodology developed by Lawrence Kohlberg
.and colleagues’ to measure his. stages of moral develoment. As
most educators are‘aware, Kohlberg, Difector of the Center for
Moral Education at Harvard University, is-a leading theoreﬁician,
adyocate, and pﬂactitioner of the developmental approach to- moral

education. Dr. Kuhmerker, the -editor “of Moral Educatipn Forum

»

and President of the Association for Moral Educat!on—Eastern O

Region, has been a partic1pant in many of the Kohlbexg activities.
In this paper the® author traces the development of a standard-

form scor1ng system for the analysis of the moralhjudgment fnter—

view developed by the Kohlberg team. She then moves on''to des—

cribe and highlight thé inCErview and scoring process, including .

[

con81deration of the purpos”\of "ﬁfructufal" intervIewing, issues,

normd and’elements in the Kohlber terminology, aubstages with-
in stages, and guidelines ﬁor dominant issue scorin . Fiu?lly,'\
Dr. Kuhmerker sketches several new directionsﬁ chiefly modifi-
cations of the Kohlberg theory proposed by Kohlberg himself and

» . .- -

by his colleagues. , ., .
lnadiscussing thesé recent trends in Kohlberg methbdblogy and
(content Dr. Kohmerker brings us abreast of a fertilé and impor-

tant approaéh to moral _education.

L
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aPproach real,epd hypothetical dilemmas. His staging of sequential leveis

14

= Developments in Kohlhérg’s Theory and .

o o - "Scoring»of ho}al Dilemmas .
. 'Lise Kuhmerker \
e ' -: Hunter College -‘

\ _}? ' ; City-Universihy of New\iork 4
’introduction . (
-.The'sequencing of mooes of reasoniqggabout oorel dilemmas has repre-
sented the‘study of half a lifetjme for Lawrence-Kohlbergk s The refinement

of a methodology for the measurement. of th1s sequentlal‘development has been

a strenuous ‘and frustragﬁng task for Kohlberg and his co-workers aa well as

for the philosophers, psychologists, and practitioners who have tnﬂe@ to
@ . A o “

understand and apply his techniqgues. : B ) .X
\

Kohlberg discovered structure and sequence in the way hyman beings

[ 2

-

-~
of moral h?asoning linked moral-development research to the theory and
research of John Dewey and Jean Piaget. .It showed that moral development,
like all learning,\d:z;nded'on interaction between the organism and the

environment. It showed that moral learning was not a matter of sgcial

imitation, tut that each person const}gcted and recgnstructed his/her view

£}

of the world, Ehat the cognition of one phase of a person's life experience

-

bedeme "re-cognized" with each emerging level of maturity.
These powerful ideas have-given & tremendous stimulus to researchers

in all aspects of social {easoning and behavior. Just as Freud's place

‘K. \ -
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"in the field of psychoanalysis’is assured,whether or not many of his

. ideas have been djscarded or transformed Bi subsequent research, so

Kohlberg's place as "the father of modern moral-development theory" is-

N . »

. assured whether or not his stage théory becomes modified in the future,

.

and whethéé dr not a new generation of researchers finds better (and

simpler) wdks of tuning in to the structwte of people's reasoning or . .,

€ -

. , o ]

L behavior. h )

Still, the refinem#nt of methodology for the measurement of moral
(5

R ' development is. the primdary means through which Kohlberg.éhn validate

this thepr&a Hgﬂaf?ers three research instruments for this purpose:
, ) ! . (
a standard moralffﬁ%erview format, "structural" interviewing techniques,

- M "

and a standard-fgrm scoring étstem.

-

The JDevelopment''of Scoring Systems . ’
~ -

. The newly cieve.],dpecf "Standard Scoring«System,'
. [

' also identifiable as

L]

“the "Concern Scorihg'ﬁystﬁm,".ié the third structural method for the
q bt -—
. . . : . M ‘ [ 3
analysis of ‘the moral-judgmént interview that has been developed by

\

.

Kohlberg and his staff at-the Center for Moral Education.
'

Each yea?,,in preparation for the summer ‘scoring workshops, th!.
Center's staff brings together éhe current Interview and Scoring Guide

* ~ (such as Kohlberg, 1971, and Kohlberg; 1976) with sample protocols) scoring -

A .
.

sheets and other auxiliary material. Sold to each participant as a total -

P

+packet, this m%&erial is generally referred to as "The Man*al" or the

.

i

. . ]
J"Scoring Manual" ¥or- that year. L There is some overlap in éontent from
. . year to year,-but the 1972 Manual and the 1976, Manual reférred to in this

grnlysis reflect distinct differences. in the scoring technique.

The earliest method, the "Ideal Type Rating" published.{n 1958,

N .

-

s, »
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combined the use of'story scoring and senténce scoring. It was based on

" equating the centent bf responses and attitudes toward each of the dilemmas,

~
.

%ookiné at the ﬁatkerns of responses within each stage as if they~constitut§d
"an ideal type or composite photogrdph. When Kohlberg applied this nfethod
to the scoring of longitudinal cases, he found a number of deviations from

.the notion of invariant sequenge.

%

'This led Kohlberg and his.aqsociatés to make two basic changes. First

they did some redefining of the stages at a structural’ level, Second, the

s

_ rating was also made mbre structural; that is, the rater did not Qrient

. so much to the content. The method systepftically trieg;to control for
i

N

4

content by scoring iﬁ‘terms of eac T the 10 moral issues but left it to

-

the rater to pool material from a number of stories on a given issue.

The second phase of development in the scoring technique (1971} ana-

lyzed resfmnse units that were smaller than the story of the mof* dil

but larger:than single sentegnces. (For example‘éf structural-issuefrg ing,
see Porter, N.,'&:belor, N., 1972.)" This "Structural Issue Reting" yielded

stage-consistent responses, but the descriptions of typical stage-specific

responseé in the 1972 Manual were very general. Scorers could not match

L]

the responses they elicited to specific statements in the 1972 Manual. Thus

>
2
2

the system took a year or more to.learn, and it was still difficult for

independent scorers to reach agreement, )

e
N

The "Standard Scoring System" limits itself to the scoring of two

issues pef dilemma. Thus the Heinz ' dilemma, for example, is néw,séored

only on the issues of life and law.‘/jThq Heinz dilemma poses ‘the guestion

. ?
4 .
of whether & man should steal an overpriced drug he cannot afford to save

\
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hig-wife's life.) The question‘of whéther Heinz should be punished if )
' . [ L . '
he steals the drug has been made into a separate story whose two issues

are law and punishment.

Y ’

The new scoring system takes cognizance of subsidiary issues within
~a story, In the Heinz story, for example, fﬁg’love of the husband for ~

the wife (affiligtion) is a concern. But in the actual scoring, the sub-

sidiary issue of affiliation is scored with the 1ifé issue.-

o -

While the neﬁ scoring system includes onl wo issues per story, the

- Y

., . *
, X ‘\?76 Manual makes a new and sharp distinction between issues and concerns.

Responses to the Heinz story can serve as examples. A'subjegt might say,

.

"He should save his wife and maybe later she'll save him."  The issue in
. - - ’ ®
~ . this case is.life, the concern is positive recipropity. If a subject were

to say, "He shouldn't steal the drug because he'll get punished," the

issue would again be life, but this time combined with concern for sanctionms.
L - 1y

.

The content of the moral interviews has undergone relatively'little
change in the last 20 years. Kohlberg ibyented dilemmas that pos
hypotheticaL'conflict sitfiations in which the subject must make one of

two choices. (For exampie, in the Heinz dilemma, Heinz must either steal a

drug to save his wife's life or obey the law.)* The interview question is

- 13

phrased so the subject must coordinate and weigh -the importance of one set

of walues (such as life) in relation to another set of va%ues.(such as
law) and apply these values to‘:~specific situation. /

-

Kohlberg still uses many of the dilemmas he posed to subjects in the
1950s.. Changes and additions in the dilemmas selected for interview have
had a triple purpose: _(a), sharpening of the need for choice between ’

two, and only two,”alternative values; (b) selecting dilemmas that represent

()
rd




moral conflicts about which preadolescents, adolescents, and adults are

. ‘ \ -
concermed in every culture; (c) selecting dilemmas that .tap issies that

are significant to persons at the higher levels of moral development ,

It is the structure behind -the conten?N\that has absorbed ¥e atten-
P }
" tion of 'Kohlberg and his associates. What instrument, what scoriné technique,

& [

will measure moral reasoning most effectifely? How can the teaching of
. A AN

-

structural 1nterviewing‘techniques becohe more standardized and simplified?
' 3 .,

Aq@, finally, as the issues, norms, and elements are classified most accurate-

-

ly, what dimensions .of moral reasoning, concern, and commitment are screened

'
.

out by this selective process?
.Manuscripts publis?ed by Kohlberé, his supporters, and his critics

often have an air of finaTity that is absent in the free give—anﬁ—take of l
all moral—developﬁent'workshops'ah of the sc?ring workshops in particular. !
In addition, theré is'always some lag betwégﬁ the ?utfi;é'gégeyof a re- }I
. séarch fieid and thf publication of data that enable others to evaluate the
'_geshlﬁs and build on them. In the moral—developmegt field, the literature
aéout the theory is vast and rich, but detailed data about the scoring \u
methodology have been dificult to obtain except br researchers wha have had
4n mpportunity to study at the Center for Moral Fducation. v
Thus this article is an éﬁ?smpt to describe and highlight the intef- 1T
view and scoring process, not from the perspective of a specialist in ) E
scoripg, but from that of an educator who has had the goed fortune t; take '
part in many.of ;he'conferences and workshops at the Cent 2r over the last I

s
-
.
.
'

six years.
. 1 .
Yost of the date that follow come from notes and tapes collected at

0
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the scorlng workshops at Harvard Un1vers1ty in the - summers of 1972 1973,

and 1976. ‘An 1nterV1ew with Lawrende Kohlberg followlng the scoring ' :i

workshops helped to sharpen my awareness of the continuities and changes
T~

in ¥he theory and practice and toteliéit'ﬁfom Kohlberg some comments about

neL directions'in their apﬁlication .

* Daniel Candee, Anne Colby, and Jehn Gibbs hgve w%;ked closely with *”
Kohlberg on’ the development of definitive scoring manuals, they ‘assume
. - - major rolesrln thesr workshops. Their Unpnbllshed manuscrlpt Assessment of
~Moral Judgment Stages (1977) is helpful in sharpenlng the definitions of
* ) the interrelationships betweenvdllenmas,,lssues, norms, and elements The
term -elements is new and 1ncorporates some of the protocol materlal categor-
o . ized under concerns in the 1976 Mantal. (Candee, D.,\golby, A., & Gibbs, -
J., 1977, pp. 2-3). . “ ‘
-~ ) . Structural Interv}ewing . ' . ,
‘ What\is the purpose of ~structural interviewing?_ It is_to penetrate
beyond a~subject's opinions, attttudes, or beliefs to the reasoning or
jusﬁificetzon which difects them. Thug it should: S .
‘ .
’ . i. explain to the subject the interview goal of tnying to understand
and bring out his or'her'underlying thinking on moral dilehpas;
2. ascertain that the subject fully understands a given dilekma ‘ o
- . before proceeding with questions on it; ’
- 3. encourage the subject to enswer prescriptively rather than
descriptively (&Do:yoé think Heinz should steal the drug?");
f \ 4, enable the subject td reflect on her or his' moral supposit%ons

»
4

through probing ("What_.do you mean by jhsticé‘ys'(Candee, Colby., & -

Gibbs, 197T). - ey v

128
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What charaqﬁerizes a good dilemma? The f%rst requirement is that ..

. -

the dilemma foous on &n important issue which will.elicit\a "pro" or "con"

action thoice (e.g., 'in the Heinz dilemma tfe issue of life leads to a -

.
»

1" n "

pro" choice; and the issue of law to a "con" choice, in~the’matter of

. - L . 1] AR

stealing a drug). In standardizing dilemmas and probe questions and con-
. . K

7

étructing;parallel forms, thele is“deliﬁerate focus on two issues even
§

~

~ -~
~

when a third must be de-emphasized.’

. . . .
» This séparation of content into two units per story is somewhat * ‘

arbitrary, since choice involves & cluster of values or issues for ‘most

v

subjects. " In order to reflect this and still maintain the basic two-issue:
. s . - . . , .
organization, the scoring system recognizes minqQr or subsidiary issues.

Values as issues can be distingyished from yalues as norms in several

.
-

ways. The cloice or gg?q;al value being‘éupported is the.issue; the values

" .

-

brought to bear on the choice (ﬁroperty, authority, contract) are norms.

Another means for clarifying the distinction is to’'see norms as values

‘that are "in!' the person. Issues, on' the other hand, are external, "out

N

there." Thaey are social dﬁjects, institutions, -or events that are relevant

to the dilemma rather than the internal valyes (norms) of the individual

(Candee, Colby, & Gibbs, 1977). . !

/ " : .

Issues, Norms, and Elements ) L

Row globally -- vs. how differgntially- -+ should ope analyze subjects'
moral thinking? . The strgtegj of Kohlberg, Candee, Colby, and Gibbs is to
start very globally in the approach.to the interview data and then become

-

- more refined. In practical terms'this means that at the beginning of each
* T
dilemma, the subject is required to make a choice,

e
) S N S
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Analysis begins~b¥ grouping together the responses addressed to:
) one or the other 1ssue er the dllemma Within the issue materi&l;'the e

. . 3

partlcular values or objects of concern ‘must be 1dent1f1ed For example, )

e . \ 1 b ’ "

: a subject who Jdﬁgﬁs that Heinz should steal the drug may have as Ais

obJect of concern the values of human life (llfe nqrm) . fThe life norm
. . Y
~-is>not the only possible object of cencern, however.y Primary value might
R - - 3
.. be placed on love (affiliation norm), the velue of’ obeying.one's cogséienée

'
.

‘ (moralityfnorm), or the'recognitiod that the druggist misuses his discovery

(property norm) QCandee, Colby, & 'Gibbs 1977). . Fol
N Thus withln{the response materlal under a given 1ssue, such as the
’ . . o

.life issue iq the Heinz dilemmd, a subjé&tt may yoice a single norm or as

many as feur. ~To but it another yay, in supporting en issue the subject

brings norms, such as proberty, authority or contract, to bear on that

' v - s

choice. Issues'inyolve;something external .or "out there," that is, values
. p . .
as a social institution or events, but’the normg that' are brought to Bear

on the issues are largely a function of the values and beliefs "in" the

subject. A subject must choose between two issues (law or life)'but
. 6 - - i = R

need not choose between either love or life, or love or 7ontract as norms,
« . ’ <

because norms are.always, in some sense, terminal values. However- while
-

norms are terminal valies in relation to issues, they are still in some

¥
v

gense instrumental va%ues. Elements, in contrést are terminel in felatidn

to norms. They are the leitmotifs, the prlncip;es, on which—our moral
Al

Judgments'rest. It is’the pr1nc1ple (elepent) that gives value to the

]
- >

institution or norm, we value the principle of Justice), not the Department

- . v

of Justice. . - ) o o . ’




Elements (principles) aré general across, situations and types of

action. Property fights may be & -nofm in one situation‘and not in another;
3ustice or‘humén rights, the welfare element, are ‘values in any'situa{ién‘
b " (Candee, Colby, & Gibbs, 19'{7’); , . ' ¢ ‘
,Subsltg.ges B - ] . ~ .

Y . Within each stage there are qualitative differences in subject

P

- responselthat VErranF the subdivision of stagé% inta A and B*subst
: Whil; Yoth substages have‘fhe gémé social perspective, judgments a
. sub;tage B are more equilibriati? and reversible than tqéir A counterJ}

pa;fé.' Central to all the B eiements is the fairness orientatidn,}ﬁ;

.
. .
f

-

(‘s..

definition of rights in terms of what the self would expecg in the role
- ‘ »”

of the gther, or in terms of the ideal of what should be expected.

The prototype of all B elements is the fairness 6riéntation: uwhat
the self would'?xpect in tﬁe role of the other, 6r hndzrﬁs‘of.tﬁe ideal
<. of what should be expecféd. .The justice onientaéron always presupposes ‘
taking the role of a pe;;Z% potentially‘being-treéted urtfairly, of a
personFEEking, "Why me?" e

Judgments at substage B-are concerned that perspectives and demgnas

»

Q

) aré balanced §6th among the ﬁarties involved and between authority groups
: . . L -~ .
| aﬁg‘subordiﬁate individuals. While~éub%tage1A recognizes 'the thy as
T - résbébt;né“a societaily Rrotectsd right to property, $ubspgée B balances '
>+ - that duty with potential. benefits. . e " ‘f}t 1N
. ;Not onli does substageiB,make reciprocai the considerét?gns at -,
N ' . b -4

substége A, but comsiderations at substage B of a lower stage often -

become formalized at A of the qe%t higher stage. Forbéxample, the

hl h < -
- .

2, . ) ( 13 )
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- - ..t‘ < ' ’ - ° -
4 * ~( -‘
N B . "» . N v . -
) .
idea that an individual's affection for & loved one can generalize to all %
L Y . hd 1 . N , L - - {
- ! human beings (bénce, an individual can "have a relatiénship" with all human
L beings) ié“i}st-developed at stage 3B.’ g ' : . ]
, . q ;. . L4 v ] ’ . |
.- WyuoULD TTad AS RIGHT TO STEAL IT FOR A STRANGER AS FOR HIS-WIFE?, 7~ °
. Ye e is like love,. fou-can love ‘people who are not
- R f even close to you, strangérs as well as those close to you. To ) ( b
g give life is beautiful, to save life is the same. . .

‘(Stage: 3B; Issue: life; autonomy) )

P *

However, what was &an éktendgd feeling'of affect at Stage 3B

* becomes codified value thé% should be recognized by law and éociety

-
-

at Stage LA:

.
P .

SHOULD THE DOCTOR GIVE THE WOMAN THE DRUG THAT WOULD‘MAKE HER DIE

. - SOONER? . . / ' " ) .
: | _ |
. . ? .

- The doctor should not give' her the drug because it is always

o N

wrong to take a life. Human life is the'highest value we have.
| -It is sacred.: : -

. (stage: LA; Isste: life/having a right)" (Candee, Colby, & Gibbs, 1977,

- o
- .

pp. 2Q-21). , N

Grouped under substage B-are ai\\the elements of fairness orientation

that affirm the "individual®s aytonomy and~un1queness. The other drientation |

4 ¢ .

.7 whiqh constitutes the B substage is mode C, the "Ide31121ng and Perfection-

. istic"” mode. The key concepts here are that right actlons are mhose which

- lead to the 1mprovement or ppllfting of the actor's own personality or are
- S L 5 #* . .
° K those which foster improvement in the quality of relations between groups

f B . .
'
-

ef igéividuais.

" ' . ' ﬁ: “"} . y oo ’ '
,. 14 | . 4
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Sp far there ié no definitive proéedure for rating a person's entire

. protocol to 'determine a substage score. Tﬁeii6ét reasonable technique would

-

< seem to be to characterize an individual according to his or her most fre-

quently used substage, perhaps standardizing each substage response: for the -
probability of its occurence across all subjects.

-~

A Summary of “Guidelines £3r Dominant-Issue Scoring

. Participants at scoring workshops find dominant-issue scoring the

most complex aspect of-the interview-scoring technique. This is not -
necessarily the fault of the scéring instrument. Where ambiguity exists
it is often the result of an-incomplete exploration of the subject's be-

liefs during the interview.. When the scorer is limited to working with

the transcript of such an interviéw, Cardee, Colﬁ&, and Gibbs (197T7) .

B . L4
suggest various strategies for scoring:

v

o, Stage-score only the_norm/element moral Jjudgment. This

) scoring is done by compari interview reasoning with the criterion
€ 1s, paring 3

L]

Judgment in the 1977 Manual, consfdering the structural descriptions

-

given in the criterion-judgment explications, and-using the distjinctipns

" between parallel ideas at differemt stages to avoid ﬁiématches.

, 2. In computing dominant-issue score, average acroscs elements

v
¢

* i . . X . '
within governing norm and give the whole norm morgesweight. On .| .
. ' .

the ﬁonchosen.issue, no choice-governing norm is identified, gince

most subhgcts do not(ﬁfeéent reasohs in support of a choice they

-

do not favor. Even those cases whex’*ﬂoice-i‘elated and general

reasoning can be identified on the nonchosen issue, no gfeater weight

N «

is given to the choice-related material.

3

1
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P

‘stahdard issu#és and in order to prevent raters“from:labeling‘as unscorable .

3. Sometimes the subject does‘ngt“give the highest reasoning he/she  —
L] ’ (Y )

-

is'capable of to questions that are posed in the interview. When BN

the subject raises an issue unsolicited,. by c%ptrast, the reasoning

A

-

¢ .is generally at his/her highest stage.

Because of the importance of obtaining a_score for each qf the

v -

. -
-

the material which does not fit their theoretical preconceptions about

structural moral-judgment stages, a "guess categbry" has been 1nst1tuted

for scorlng issues whiéh mlght otherwlse seem unstorable by the standard

- 5 N

form of the Manual (Candee, Colbx, & Gibbs, 1977, pp. 29-30).
« 2 - - ' N 4
New D1rectlons

o, -

How does Kohlberg view the growth and change of his moral development
.. -

theory? First of all, he can general;y be {ound in the mldst of endless

'

dialogues, examining, defending, and criticisghg ideas and strategies. He

- is absorbed in thé’dialogue rather than‘defensive about a position. This

%s a mental stance that theorlsts looking in from the outside often find ) L
N

a

unexpected and puzzllng. They attack Kohlberg's ideas l1ke soldlers fling-

e

ing themselves against ap impregnable castle. But inside the Center for
Moral Education, the atmosphere is informal and only partially organized.
Visitors and nov;ce staff yho'hqxe dohe the homework of studying the

L

A ’ ' .
published literature are egcouraged to Join in the kind of mental "messing

\‘- b e
around” that is the prerequisite for creative thought. Thus it is no

surprlse that some of the most persuaslve suggestions for modifications .

-
1

in the theory have come from researchers and practltloners who work in or

3
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‘finding out how a person construes a real-iife dilemma.

’ ) ) . - ‘ (
near the Center. ‘

[
@

.Those who have struggled hardest/fgﬂéraép.the complexity of Kohlberg's
theory and develépment of the hypothetical dilemmas are.the very omes who -

finally conclude that new research must pay attention to aatual ‘dec¢ision- J\
b : .

ae

making. Crisis intervention in particular is a very ‘important way of .
Furthermore, help-
ing-the person to reconstruct the problem cah become & significant means

s :

for personal grot;rth. ’ . . .
r " ! . ) -
* Carol Gilligan, a collaborator with Kohlberg in some publications

I

-

_ énd a faculty membef at the” Harvard Graduate School of Education, is

» -

gathering data on crises in women's live. These lead her to question ’

© the universality of the issues Kohlberg employs in hisistage definitions;

she also questions whether the eonsistent structure revealed by her small
» 7 - e - PR
sample il‘Eharbcteriﬂtic of a feminine or a human response, and whether, -

¥ .

- ) b
her data point toward a different moral—devepopment stage theory or

uncover some broader truths about ego and peréonality development. .

. e .
s hd *

Gilligan's early data came from a study of 29 women caught in the

» -

real —ife dilemma of choosing hwtween abortion and raising a baby. The

spontaneous responses of the preghant women revealedﬁan absolutely con-
. [29% N [Y .

-7 N .
sistent structure. :The issue at the precoanventional level was survival --
. . . ;

there seemed to be no choicé; focus was on the self, with others con-

’ sidbréd in the decision-makinqkprocess only wheén they impinged on the

- i

self, - Selfis ss and responsibi were the key words in the transition

‘ +

to codventional morality, with conventional .women defining themselves in

’

terms of their capacity to care for other pebple. In the transition




-«

’\J::i7t directly questiors Kohlberg's justice framework. Far from being

-

. concern begins to be made. When the ‘'self is included among.the pegple - @ .

to-principled morali%y, a distinction between selfishness and self-

. 1

for whom it is good ‘to, care, the issue becomes equality and the abortion

e '

. dllemma\becomes an issue of llfe versus llfe. - S .

James Fowler, formerly a,professor of religion at Boston College and
‘ o

" now at Emory University , ‘Atlanta , questions the agstmption of _
D - N

at areas of shared commitment to a tacit covenant of expectations. In
< 3 :

KohIberg and Rawls that everyone acts out of «rational self-lpterest._vﬁe_f

~

affirms that there is a tacit fiduciary-covenant Etrueture. * When™ we
* »

meet others we 150k at not only their specii}c~eharacteristics but also
- .

interviews he asks both children and adults to respond to Qpen-eﬁded

questlons(rather than hypothetical dilemmas. . He, concludes that there is

b
an eplstemologlcal identification of what is good and bad at every age

level. Evenrthe five-year-old already has an ethos of goodneSS. _Fowler

~

postulates that faith can be staged in much the same way as moral judgmen@.

Bill Puka, now teaching om the faculty of Trinitymeollege (Connecticut),

%

-~

he ultimate value, Puka charactérizes Justice as. the midpoint between

worst and best. It is the miplm&l condition, it sets lower llmits on the

Y -

civil treatment we give other people;— it does not give advice on the best
~ r .
or most virtuous way to behave. Justice deals only with the morally ver-
missible, not with the loving and enhancing.

- . . o® - .
Puka postulates that love can be staged, starting with a physical

orientation where the person is attached to another in terms of the

.nurturance received, progressing to a midleyel‘where people are loved,

9>
’

Y

3
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*

— for wmt they do, and leading to a principled level based on understand- .

- . . {
' ing and responsibility. Puka's view is Kohlberg's view "with somethin

about vi}tueg ppt in." He says that it is better to love peoﬁle than =N
gespect them, that there,is more to life than ;olving conflicts. While s
Justité mygt be two—diféctiopal, ;n Puka's view, loveréan be onquirectﬁonal. )
- Kohlberg himself may ﬁodij& his use of the’six—st;gé framework for ;
. ch_g.rting moral d.evelopment.fl*!In his 1976 Manual he has c';ollapg,éd St.ages 7"

% M .

. 5%nd 6 and does no try to score Stage 6. With the Standardized Scoring .

.
-

Manual (1977) and its validation on the longitudinal data, Kéhlberé?has
» R ’
o .. v
completed a task that has taken over 20 years: ‘defining structural

moral stages and empirically demonstrating their'existencéfas pometﬁing_

. M . :
culturally universal. In the meantime, one important use of these concepts ,

- -

- ) and methods is'to agsess educational change.

In the last five or six years, Kohlberg has begun to lodk at moral

) b
edudatlon néi 51mply in terms of what stagés in moral reasonlng have to
‘aa -

say about it but, also, so to spgak, in terms of all the godls and processes

that are involwved in moral q"du'c'a.tion. He is now concerned with taking

*e

«

A

i dealing with social environments in a more adequate way, deallng with the
I ‘ R 1]
. moral atmosphere or moral cllmate &{ institutions. . !

A

.- up issues of content as well as of structure. ﬁF iS'interestea in ! f

-

In S?e past few years the major difference in ﬁorkshops/from one

year to the next has been in terms of improVEments«and changes in the /

method of scoring. It is hoped that the 1977 woff%hop will have clari-
fied all the final details and that theré will be no further- changes

thereafter. From that point on, Kohlberg foresees new directions for 'his

work:sassessing moral education and moral climate in schools, prisons, and ' L

H

other settings, rather than continuing with moral-judgment scoring as the ,

-

) Q focus. 7 ' , 19 . . A
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