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Abstract. By drawing on four foundational issues in the study of moral development — moral
definition, ontogeny, variation, and epistemology — this article offers a means for bounding
moral development controversies, in the sense of defining their parameters and clarifying the
conflicts. Numerous controversies are examined, to provide a sense of the robustness of the
analyses. These controversies include debates between character-education and social-cogni-
tive theorists concerning moral education, claims of gender differences and charges of sex bias
in moral development research, differing interpretations of cross-cultural data, tensions
embedded in anthropological theories of cultural relativism, and attempts to move from
empirical findings to statements of value. In addition, attention is paid to how the four
foundational issues can and often should be brought together in moral theory and research.

Presumably uncontroversial is the propo-
sition that the moral development literature
abounds in controversy. From some anthro-
pological accounts, for instance, we learn
that devout Hindus believe that it is immo-
ral for a widow to eat fish, or for a men-

1 Earlier parts of this paper were presented at the
1989 meeting of the Society for Research in Child
Development and the 1989 meeting of the California
Association for Philosophy of Education (CAPE).
Thanks are extended to Batya Friedman, Charles Hel-
wig, and participants in the CAPE meeting for their
comments.

struating women to sleep in the same bed
with her husband [Shweder et al., 1987].
Other accounts document that members of
the Yanomamo tribe of Brazil at times prac-
tice infanticide, and that the women are ‘oc-
casionally beaten, shot with barbed arrows,
chopped with machetes or axes, and burned
with firebrands’ [Hatch, 1983, p. 91]. Some
theorists use such illustrative accounts of
moral diversity to argue against the proposi-
tion, supported by others, that on important
dimensions the moral life is similar across
cultures. Some theorists also use such ac-
counts to argue against the proposition,
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again supported by others, that one culture
can morally judge another culture.

Many such controversies in the literature
(spanning the fields of psychology, anthropol-
ogy, sociology, philosophy, and education) re-
flect persistent and pervasive differences in
theoretical perspective. These differences can
neither be easily dismissed nor reconciled.
However, some of these controversies become
more complicated, if not muddled, than they
need be because they confuse what I will refer
to as foundational issues in the study of moral
development. In the first section of this arti-
cle, I briefly characterize four such issues. The
first entails the definition of morality, the sec-
ond moral ontogeny, the third individual and
cultural moral variation, and the fourth moral
epistemology. In the second section, I suggest
that while the content of moral development
controversies can vary widely, their sources
are often bounded by one or more of these is-
sues, and that moral theorists and researchers
have sometimes confused or confounded evi-
dence that pertains to two or more of these
issues. In addition, I pay attention to how
these issues can and often should be brought
together in moral theory and research.

Four Foundational Issues

Moral Definition

One fundamental issue in the study of
moral development is how to define the term
‘moral’. In philosophy, three broad ap-
proaches traditionally have been taken: con-
sequentialist, deontological, and virtue-
based. Briefly stated, consequentialist theo-
ries maintain that a moral agent must always
act so as to produce the best available out-
comes overall [Scheffler, 1982]. Utilitarian-
ism, dating from John Stuart Mills and more

recently defended by Smart and Williams
[1973], is the most common form of conse-
quentialism. In its simplest form, utilitarian-
ism proposes that a moral agent should act
so as to bring about the greatest amount of
utility (for example, happiness) for the great-
est number of people. In contrast, deontolog-
ical theories maintain that there are some
actions that a moral agent is forbidden to do,
or, in turn, must do, regardless of general
consequences or utility. Moral theories rang-
ing from Kant’s [1785/1984] work in ethics
to current work by Rawls [1971], Gewirth
[1978], and Dworkin {1978] are largely of
this type. For example, Kant’s maxim that a
moral agent should never treat another hu-
man being merely as a means but always as
an end develops the idea of a rationally
derived respect for person. Both consequen-
tialist and deontological theories are cen-
trally concerned with answering the funda-
mental question, ‘What ought I to do? In
contrast, virtue-based theories are centrally
concerned with answering the fundamental
question, “What sort of person ought I to
be?’, where the focus is on long-term charac-
ter traits and personality [Louden, 1984].
This tradition dates back to Aristotle’s delin-
eation in Nichomachean Ethics of the ethical
virtues (for example, courage, temperance,
wisdom, and justice), and is developed in
current work by, for instance, Maclntyre
[1984] and Foot [1978].

Moral Ontogeny

A second issue in the study of moral
development is how to explain moral ontog-
eny, or the developmental process. Drawing
on characterizations by Turiel [1983],
Piaget [1966], and Langer [1969], four gen-
eral types of explanations can be provided
for moral development. The first is an en-
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dogenous explanation — that moral develop-
ment occurs largely through internal mecha-
nisms. Included are innatist and matura-
tional theories [Rousseau, 1762/1979; Neill,
1960/1977], and sociobiological theories
[Dawkins, 1976; Trivers, 1971; Wilson,
1975]. The second is an exogenous explana-
tion - that moral development occurs largely
through external mechanisms. Included here
are behaviorist theories that focus on stimu-
lus-response mechanisms and operant condi-
tioning [Watson, 1924/1970; Skinner, 1974]
and social-learning theories that focus on
modeling and imitation [Bandura, 1977
Rushton, 1982]. The third type of explana-
tion is interactionist, involving both endoge-
nous and exogenous forces. For example
Freud [1923/1960] proposed that the condi-
tions for moral development arise when the
child’s instinctual desires come into conflict
with environmental constraints. Finally, the
fourth type of explanation reflects a struc-
tural interaction theory. As proposed by Pia-
get [1932/1969, 1983] and elaborated by
Kohlberg [1971], Turiel [1983], Langer
[1969], and others, moral development is
theorized to occur through the equilibration
of mental structures, driven by the interac-
tion of individual and environment. For
each of these types of explanations for moral
development, differing views can be taken
with respect to the extent, rate, sequence,
and invariance of development. Extent re-
fers to how far development proceeds, rate
refers to how fast development proceeds, se-
quence refers to the order of the develop-
mental progression, and invariance refers to
whether that order is necessarily sequential.

Moral Variation
A third issue in the study of moral devel-
opment is how to interpret moral variation

i.e., empirically-assessed differences in moral
practices and beliefs across individuals,
groups, or cultures. Documenting moral vari-
ation is part of the stock and trade of anthro-
pologists. A few examples were noted at the
outset of this article, involving Hindu beliefs
and Yanomamo practices that differ from
Western ones. Research of this sort directly
addresses the question of how the moral life
is similar or different across cultures or
among individuals within a culture.

Moral Epistemology

A fourth issue in the study of moral devel-
opment is how to conceptualize moral epis-
temology, i.e., the limits and validity of mo-
ral knowledge. Often at stake is whether it is
possible for a moral statement to be objec-
tively true or false, or for a moral value to be
objectively right or wrong, or good or bad. A
wide variety of positions have been taken.
For instance, some believe that moral knowl-
edge corresponds with or approaches a corre-
spondence with a moral reality that exists
independent of human means of knowing
[R.N. Boyd, 1988; Sturgeon, 1988]. Others
believe that moral knowledge can be objec-
tively grounded by constructing rational
principles that strive for coherence and con-
sistency while building on the common
ground and specific circumstances of a soci-
ety [Dworkin, 1978]. Still others believe that
the only thing that can be said of moral
knowledge is that it can be true subjectively
for an individual or culture depending on
that individual’s or group’s desires, prefer-
ences, and goals [Rorty, 1982; Dewey,
1929/1960; Ayer, 1952; Mackie, 1977]. Fi-
nally, some believe that any moral knowl-
edge is unattainable, even in a weak sense.
This is the full skeptic’s position (see Nagel,
1986, for a characterization).



328

Kahn

Bounding the Controversies

These four foundational issues — moral
definition, ontogeny, variation, and episte-
mology — can be combined in six distinct
paired combinations. Controversies con-
cerning moral development often involve
four of these combinations. In this section, I
show how this is the case by examining a
variety of controversies and highlighting
how the controversies can be clarified and at
times resolved by distinguishing between
foundational issues.

Controversies Involving Moral Definition

and Moral Ontogeny

In the opening to Plato’s [1956] Meno,
Menon asks Socrates:

Can you tell me, Socrates — can virtue be taught?
Or if not, does it come by practice? Or does it come
neither by practice nor by teaching, but do people get
it by nature, or in some other way? [p. 28].

In effect, Menon offers Socrates a choice
of developmental mechanisms. Menon asks if
virtue develops by exogenous forces (by prac-
tice or teaching), by endogenous forces (by
nature), or in some other way. In response,
Socrates says that he is in no position to
answer, as he does not know what virtue is.
Thus Socrates, as he is wont to do, embarks
on a dialogue that is centrally concerned with
the essence of a thing. In other words, So-
crates analytically distinguishes the ontoge-
netic question from the definitional one and
argues that the latter needs as much attention
as possible before addressing the former.

This distinction, let alone ranking of prio-
rities, is not always made in the current liter-
ature. For instance, the recent US Secretary
of Education, Bennett [Bennett and Delatree,
1978], has argued vigorously against the cog-

nitive-developmental approach to moral edu-
cation, as embodied in the work of Kohlberg
[1971]. Though it is not made explicit in his
writing, Bennett’s position differs from Kohl-
berg’s in two distinct ways. First, Bennett and
Delatree [1978] provide a different definition
of morality than does Kohlberg:

In fact, it must be doubted whether what Kohlberg
describes is really morality at all. Morality takes place
among human beings and not among disembodied bear-
ers of ‘rights’, who are incessantly engaged in squab-
bling about them. Morality is concerned with doing
good, with sacrifice, altruism, love, courage, honor, and
compassion, and with fidelity and large-mindedness
regarding one’s station, commitments, family, friends,
colleagues, and society in general [p. 97].

Without worrying about Bennett and De-
latree’s misunderstanding of what Kohlberg
means by rights [D. Boyd, 1979, 1986, 1989],
it is clear that while Kohlberg provides
largely a deontological definition of morality
that emphasizes rights and justice, Bennett
and Delatree provide largely a virtue-based
definition, including such virtues as sacrifice,
altruism, love, courage, honor, compassion,
and fidelity. Granted, to this list Bennett and
Delatree might add the virtue of justice. But
from their perspective, the justice construct
is conceived largely in terms of habits and
dispositions, rather than rational judgments
and decision-making processes. It is partly
for this reason that Bennett and Delatree dis-
agree with Kohlberg’s educational efforts in
creating a just community.

Second, Bennett and Delatree build on a
different explanation of developmental pro-
cess than does Kohlberg, one that is large-
ly exogenous. Moral development occurs
through the transmission of those who know
(adults) to those who do not (children). Ben-
nett and Delatree [1978], for instance, end
their essay as follows:
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Finally, according to ... Kohlberg, there is no place
for stories and lessons, no place for the passing on of
knowledge and experience. Children are invited to a
world where it is a travesty and an imposition for
anyone to tell them the truth [p. 98].

This exogenous view emphasizes the
transmission (‘passing on’) of moral knowl-
edge and is compatible with character-edu-
cation views. For example, Wynne [1986,
p. 4] argues that the ‘transmission of moral
values has beeri [dnd should be] the domi-
nant educational concern of most cultures’.
According to this view, transmission occurs
best through good role models [Wynne,
1989a], and by demanding from children
obedience to authority, while moral reasons
and justifications ‘merely serve as a form of
intellectual courtesy’ [Wynne, 1989b, p. 2].
In contrast, Kohlberg’s structural-interac-
tion view has led him and others to propose
pedagogy that involves students in critical
thinking about and active participation in
moral issues and problems.

This is not the place to discuss the
strengths or limitations of the views pro-
posed by these theorists. However, in such
discussions clarity can be achieved by inde-
pendently addressing issues and assessing ar-
guments that pertain to the two foundational
issues, moral definition and moral ontogeny.
Indeed, this is the tact partly taken in a
recent response to Wynne [Kahn, 1990} in
which I argue that one can accept the impor-
tance of role modells in shaping a child’s life
without accepting an exogenous develop-
mental theory.

A distinction between these two founda-
tional issues can also help to clarify a com-
plexity that has been part of extensive debate
regarding gender .and moral development
initiated by Gilligan [1982]. Here 1 wish
simply to point out that Gilligan has inter-

twined two fundamentally distinct claims.
The first claim is that Kohlberg has too nar-
rowly defined the moral domain in terms
largely of deontology, excluding an alterna-
tive definition based on an ethic of care.
Based on this dispute over moral definitions,
Gilligan’s second claim is that males and
females undergo different developmental
progressions. These two issues of definition
and ontogeny are independent since one
does not imply or contradict the other. One
could accept a different moral definition
than Kohlberg’s (or Gilligan’s), and find or
not find developmental differences between
males and females. Likewise, one could ac-
cept Kohlberg’s (or Gilligan’s) definition and
find or not find developmental differences.

If we accept that the same individual can
draw on different moral perspectives and
that such perspectives may develop by dif-
ferent means, a research approach is needed
that takes seriously the relations between
definitional and ontogenetic issues. One
such approach has been proposed by
Shweder [1990; Shweder et al., 1987], who
distinguishes three different codes of moral
discourse. Roughly characterized, code 1 fo-
cuses on justice, code 2 on duty, and code 3
on virtue. A strength of this approach is that
by distinguishing different moral defini-
tions, it allows for analyses of different mo-
ral development processes. While these pro-
cesses, in turn, have not yet been adequately
characterized by Shweder [see the critique
by Turiel et al., 1987, pp. 220-233], they do
reflect important considerations, for exam-
ple in the ways that constructed knowledge
may depend on socially transmitted beliefs,
customs, and taboos.

I have taken another approach to this
problem in a recent study of children’s obli-
gatory and discretionary moral judgments
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[Kahn, in press]. Obligatory judgments were
defined as generalizable requirements not
contingent on societal rules or laws and
largely justified on the basis of justice and
welfare. In turn, discretionary moral judg-
ments referred to those for which moral ac-
tion, while not required of an agent, is nev-
ertheless conceived of as morally worthy
based on concerns of welfare and virtue (for
example, benevolence, sacrifice, and super-
erogation). The point here is that by drawing
a distinction based on two different moral
definitions, deontological and virtue, it was
possible to analyze developmentally the in-
trapersonal coexistence and relations be-
tween different moral orientations. This
same approach is being used in a current
study. [Kahn, in preparation] on children’s
moral reasoning about environmental issues.
It is hypothesized that judgments about why
one should protect the natural environment
(for example, why one should protect Prince
William Sound from oil spills) can tap both
obligatory moral judgments (that an oil spill
harms individuals who are dependent on the
local fishing economy) and discretionary
moral judgments (that the consequences re-
flect a wrong, inharmonious relation be-
tween individuals and the land).

Controversies Involving Moral Definition

and Moral Variation

Anthropological accounts of the practices
and beliefs of various cultures provide im-
portant data that directly bear on the ques-
tion of whether the moral life is similar or
different across cultures. At first blush, it
may seem self-evident that cultures differ
morally. For instance, among the practices
van der Post [1958/1986] documents of the
Bushmen of the Kalahari Desert is that they
abandon their elderly, either to be attacked

by animals or to sure starvation. Such a prac-
tice differs sharply from the treatment ac-
corded the elderly in Western cultures. Like-
wise, in the case of the examples described
earlier, Westerners, unlike devout Hindus,
do not generally believe that it is immoral
for a widow to eat fish, or for a menstruating
woman to sleep in the same bed with her
husband. Nor do Western men engage in the
practice of shooting women with barbed ar-
rows, chopping them with machetes or axes,
or burning them with firebrands, practices
documented among the Yanomamo tribes.

Yet what is crucial in analyzing such an-
thropological data is to pay close attention to
varying moral definitions. A simple analogy
may prove helpful. Modifying an example
used by S. Langer [1937/1953], consider four
men’s suits. One is made of cotton, the sec-
ond wool, the third polyester, and the fourth
silk. Each is also cut to a different size. Now
we ask, are these four objects the same? If by
object we mean the material, then the answer
is no. If by object we mean their size, then
the answer is no. But if by object we mean
their function as a suit, then the answer is
yes. Thus the answer to whether there is vari-
ation or similarity between objects depends
on how we define what we mean by an
object.

So, too, with morality. Depending on how
morality is defined, and anthropological data
are collected, one is led to varying conclu-
sions about moral diversity. For instance, the
example of the Bushmen practice of leaving
their elderly to die appears fundamentally
different from Western practices. But as van
der Post [1958/1986] further describes the
Bushmen’s intentions, motivations, social
context, and environmental constraints, their
practice seems less foreign. The Bushmen are
a nomadic people that depend on physical
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the time one has identified a common moral
feature that cuts across cultures, one has so
disembodied the idea into an abstract form
that it loses virtually all meaning and utility.
For instance, consider once again the exam-
ple of devout Hindus who believe that by
eating fish a widow hurts her dead husband’s
spirit. Is the interesting moral phenomenon
that Hindus, like ourselves, are concerned
with not causing others harm? Or, as
Shweder might argue, is the interesting mo-
ral phenomenon that Hindus believe in spir-
its that can be harmed by earthly activity?

I believe that both questions have merit,
and that a middle ground offers a more sen-
sible and powerful approach, one that allows
for an analysis of universal moral constructs
(such as justice, rights, welfare, and virtue)
as well as allowing for the ways in which
these constructs are expressed in a particu-
lar culture at a particular point in time.
Granted, a particular construct may reflect a
high level of abstraction and yet not be uni-
versal. For example, the virtue of chastity
presumably does not apply to all cultures.
Yet it is precisely in the examination of such
phenomena that this approach is productive.
[For a further discussion of these issues, see
Dunker, 1939; Asch, 1952; Hatch, 1983; and
Spiro, 1986; for additional studies based on
this approach, see Friedman, 1989; Helwig,
1989; and Turiel et al., 1990.]

Consider as an illustration a study by
Hollos et al. [1986] examining social reason-
ing of Ijo children and adolescents in Niger-
ian communities, The study reports on var-
ious Ijo beliefs that differ from Western
ones, such as the belief that the spirit of
ancestors can be harmed by adultery, or by a
menstruating woman touching the food she
serves to her husband - not unlike the beliefs
of the devout Hindu reported by Shweder et

al. Such beliefs, in addition to those pros-
cribing such acts'as murder and stealing, are
termed in the Ijo language ‘ologho’ and
either have supernatural sanctions or are
considered to be of universal applicability.
In contrast, the term ‘miyen miyen ya’ refers
to ‘customary behaviors that are considered
normal by members of the community, such
as not eating with the left hand or greeting
older people first’ [p. 357]. Interviews with
Ijo children and adolescents established that
they, like children and adolescents in West-
ern countries [Davidson et al., 1983; Nucci
and Nucci, 1982a, b; Smetana, 1981, 1989],
distinguish between moral and conventional
concepts, where the former refer to prescrip-
tions of a noncontingent nature pertaining to
obligations in social relations and the latter
to regulations contingent on the constituted
system of social arrangements.

This research approach — one that is sen-
sitive to both universal and cultural in-
fluences - is applicable not only to cross-cul-
tural work, but to research within our own
culture as well. For example, in a study by
Friedman [1988], adolescents’ conceptions
of property rights pertaining to electronic
information were found to entail universal
abstract components alongside of specific
variation in the application of those rights.
The variation was, in part, found to depend on
assumptions about the social context. For
example, some students said that copying
computer software to give away did not vio-
late the author’s property rights because they
assumed that by publishing the program the
author implicitly gave consent to have the
program copied. Other students said that such
copying violated the author’s property rights
because they assumed explicit consent from
the author was required. Friedman proposed
that such varied assumptions were related in
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movement for their survival. Elderly people
are left behind only when they can no longer
keep up the nomadic pace and thereby jeop-
ardize the survival of the entire tribe. When
the tribe is thus forced to leave an elderly
person behind, they conduct parting cere-
monies and ritual dances that convey honor
and respect. The tribe also builds the elderly
a temporary shelter and provides a few token
days of food. All these additional practices
convey an attitude of care and concern for
the elderly, and felt loss at their impeding
death — a death that is unavoidable should
the tribe as a whole be able to survive.

Such an analysis does not negate differ-
ences between Bushmen and Western cul-
tures. On a behavioral level, both cultures do
engage in different practices regarding the
care of their elderly. But the analysis also
points to similarities. Both societies show
care and concern for their elderly. Both so-
cieties also balance that care with the well-
being of society as a whole. (Note, for in-
stance, that as some of our medical practices
become more extensive and extraordinarily
expensive, we face the problem of how to
weigh the benefits to elderly patients with
the corresponding costs to society.) Thus, if
morality is defined and analyzed in terms of
a deontic idea of respect for persons, or a
consequentialist idea of promoting the good
for the greatest number, then in some re-
spects Bushmen morality may well resemble
the morality reflected in Western culture.

It is this type of analysis that Turiel et al.
[1987] provide of the anthropological data of
Hindu culture collected by Shweder et al.
[1987]. For instance, Shweder et al. found
that devout Hindus believed that harmful
consequences would follow from a widow
who ate fish. (The act would offend her hus-
band’s spirit and cause the widow to suffer

greatly.) Similarly, harmful consequences
were believed to follow from a menstruating
woman who slept in the same bed with her
husband. (The menstrual blood is believed
poisonous and capable of hurting the hus-
band.) While such beliefs themselves differ
from those in Western culture, the underlying
concern for the welfare of others is similar.
If it is accepted that an analysis of moral
variation depends on but is analytically sep-
arate from moral definition, the following
generalization can be proposed. Definitions
of morality that entail abstract characteriza-
tions of justice and welfare tend to highlight
moral universals, while definitions that en-
tail specific behaviors or rigid moral rules
tend to highlight moral cross-cultural varia-
tion. Typically, theorists who strive to un-
cover moral universals believe they are wres-
tling with the essence of morality, with its
deepest and most meaningful attributes.
Thus, for instance, in the Meno, when Me-
non defines virtue in terms of many different
virtues depending on a person’s activities,
occupation, and age, Socrates asks:

If I asked you what a bee really is, and you
answered that there are many different kinds of bees,
what would you answer me if I asked you then: ‘Do
you say there are many different kinds of bees, differ-
ing from each other in being bees more or less? Or do
they differ in some other respect, for example in size,
or beauty, and so forth?” Tell me, how would you
answer that question? [p. 30].

Menon replies: ‘I should say that they are
not different at all one from another in bee-
hood’ [p. 30]. This is exactly what Socrates
wants to say about virtue, and what we could
say about the essence of ‘suits’ in the case of
the earlier analogy.

In contrast, theorists — and I take
Shweder to be of this position — who strive to
characterize moral variation argue that by
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part to cultural conventions that were not
well established for new technologically re-
lated property such as computer software.

Controversies Involving Moral Variation

and Moral Epistemology

In various critiques, Kohlberg’s theory
has been charged with sex bias. For instance,
Baumrind [1986] has argued that had Kohl-
berg’s research shown that higher stages of
moral reasoning are equally distributed
among sexes then ‘there could be no charge
of sexual ... bias against the Kohlberg sys-
tem’ [p. 520]. However, on Baumrind’s in-
terpretation the findings do show that men
score higher than women on Kohiberg’s mo-
ral reasoning dilemmas, and thus she con-
cludes sex bias exists in the theory.

An empirical finding for or against sex
differences cannot, however, by itself, estab-
lish sex bias. This fact can be illustrated by
considering six examples. In the first exam-
ple, identical to one used by Walker [1984],
it is assumed that sex differences are empiri-
cally shown to exist for body height (gener-
ally men are taller than women). In the sec-
ond, albeit trivial, example, it is assumed
that no sex differences are empirically shown
to exist for number of eyes (virtually all men
and women have two eyes). In both cases we
can say that no sex bias exists in our system
of measurement and counting. But this is not
a conclusion that can be empirically derived
from negative findings regarding sex differ-
ences; in the first example sex differences are
present, not absent. This same reasoning ap-
plies to Kohlberg’s work. If Kohlberg’s re-
search showed no sex differences, it could

follow that the theory was either sex-biased,

should it be that men (or women) were more
morally developed, or not sex-biased, should
it be that men and women were morally

equal. Similarly, if Kohlberg’s research
showed sex differences, it could follow that
the theory was either sex-biased, should it be
that men and women were morally equal, or
not sex-biased, should it be that men (or
women) were more morally developed. Thus
the fallacy should be clear. Baumrind as-
sumes there are no sex differences, and
charges bias if research finds them, and yet,
by her approach, prejudges an answer to pre-
cisely the research question. In other words,
empirical findings that pertain to moral vari-
ation are directly used to judge the validity
of Kohlberg’s theory (with respect to sex
bias), when instead judgments of validity
should be established by drawing on episte-
mological criteria, such as predicability, dis-
conformation, and coherence, in consort
with evidence.

A more distinct and pervasive confusion
between moral variation and epistemology
occurs in the often heated and confusing
controversy regarding cultural relativism.
This confusion can be highlighted by consid-
ering Herskovits’ theory. According to Hers-
kovits [1972]:

... cultural relativism is a philosophy that recog-
nizes the values set up by every society to guide its
own life and that understands their worth to those
who live by them, though they may differ from one’s
own. Instead of underscoring differences from abso-
lute norms that, however objectively arrived at, are
nonetheless the product of a given time or place, the
relativistic point of view brings into relief the validity
of every set of norms for the people who have them,
and the values these represent [p. 31].

In addition, Herskovits writes:

The very core of cultural relativism is the social
discipline that comes of respect for differences — of
mutual respect. Emphasis on the worth of many ways
of life, not one, is an affirmation of the values in each
culture [p. 33].
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Thus Herskovits puts forth the philosoph-
ical position that cross-cultural practices and
beliefs differing from one’s own deserve re-
spect and validation. Most notable, for pur-
poses here, is the explicit justification that
Herskovits provides for this view:

For it is difficult to conceive of a systematic the-
ory of cultural relativism — as against a generalized
idea of live-and-let-live - without the pre-existence of
the massive ethnographic documentation gathered by
anthropologists concerning the similarities and differ-
ences between cultures the world over. Out of these
data came the philosophical position, and with the
philosophical position came speculation as to its im-
plications for conduct [p. 33, emphasis added].

Note that it is the established empirical
claim of cultural variation that leads Hersko-
vits to the epistemic claim that every cul-
ture’s practices and beliefs are equally
valid.

At this time, at least two broad interpreta-
tions of Herskovits’ theory have been ad-
vanced. The more traditional interpretation
[Williams, 1972; Spiro, 1986; Turiel, 1989]
is that Herskovits asserts contradictory
propositions. By asserting that the values
and beliefs of different cultures are equally
valid and cannot be judged from the perspec-
tive of any single culture, Herskovits com-
mits himself to what he says cannot be done,
namely establishing a judgment that tran-
scends purported cultural biases. Said differ-
ently, the proposition that morality is subjec-
tive because different people hold different
moral beliefs inappropriately draws on a
statement of moral variation to support an
epistemic claim.

Another interpretation of Herskovits’ cul-
tural relativism has recently been advanced
by Fernandez [1990], although a good part of
his interpretation appears inadvertently con-

sonant with the more traditional one. Ac-
cording to Fernandez, Herskovits distin-
guished between cultural relativism and ethi-
cal relativism. Cultural relativism refers to
‘the way things are — facts learned by many
years of ethnographic fieldwork in a great
diversity of cultures’ [p. 144]. Ethical relativ-
ism refers to how things ought to be. Accord-
ing to Fernandez, Herskovits did not confuse
the two: ‘In short, it is a “logical distortion”
of the anthropological position to reword
into an implicit moral premise explicit prop-
ositions based on extensive ethnographic
knowledge of how cultures work’ [p. 144]. If
Fernandez stopped here, the interpretation
would be clear: Herskovits was only con-
cerned with documenting moral variation,
and his theory said nothing about how to
judge that variation, let alone about the epis-
temic standing of such a judgment. Yet such
a position is quite unsettling to many (is
their no objective basis by which to judge
Nazi Germany?), and was apparently unset-
tling to Herskovits. Thus, according to Fer-
nandez, Herkovits’ theory of cultural relativ-
ism was not, after all, a theory of ethical
indifference, but a ‘tough-minded’ theory
[p. 148] that did not condone ‘man’s inhu-
manity to man’ [p. 148]. At this point, of
course, a problem arises in that this added
proposition leads directly to the very contra-
diction noted by Herskovits’ critics. After
all, who decides and on what basis, what
counts as inhumanity in a different cul-
ture?

At the conclusion of his essay, Fernandez
offers a response to this problem. He sug-
gests that what has to date been character-
ized by critics such as Williams [1972] as a
naive contradiction should be reconceived
as, and thus transformed into, a meaningful
paradox:
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[IIn a discipline such as ours in which complex,
overdetermined creatures propose to study other
complex and overdetermined creatures by means of
an apparently absurd and surely paradoxical method,
participant-observation, perhaps the best we can do,
in the case of such overarching, virtually existential
issues as this one of how to treat ‘otherness,” is trans-
form dilemmas into paradoxes. And perhaps in that
transformation - the coming to a thoroughgoing ap-
prehension of the paradoxical in human affairs to
which it leads — lies the only true and lasting relief
from intolerance and the best remedy we can devise
for dealing with ‘man’s inhumanity to man’ [1990,
p. 160]. :

As far as I can understand, this provoca-
tive passage means that the paradox that
arises (given that a theory of cultural relativ-
ism is itself a non-relativistic theory) reflects
the human condition, and is part of that
with which people must struggle for there to
exist human consideration of divergent cul-
tures.

Naive contradiction or meaningful para-
dox? The point here is not to argue for or
against a theory of cultural relativism, but to
recognize that any stance partly hinges on
how one understands the relation between
the foundational issues of moral variation
and epistemology. Directly drawing on vari-
ation to establish a subjective epistemic
claim creates clear problems. Thus the chal-
lenge for those who seek to generate a con-
vincing theory of cultural relativism is to
provide a rich and compelling account that
can ease the tension that occurs when fusing
both foundational issues.

Controversies Involving Moral Ontogeny

and Moral Epistemology

In the FEmile, Rousseau [1762/1979]
presents paradigmatic examples of an episte-
mological fallacy. Consider the following
propositions:

Do you wish always to be well guided? Then
always follow nature’s indications [p. 363].

Everything that hinders and constrains nature is
in bad taste [p. 367].

I am persuaded that all the natural inclinations
are good and right in themselves [p. 370].

What is, is good ... [p. 371].

The fallacy inherent in these proposi-
tions, whose explication is sometimes cred-
ited to Hume [1751/1983] though more of-
ten to Moore [1903/1978], is that facts do
not logically imply value. Counterexamples
make this clear. A baby can be born with an
infection, a fact that describes the baby’s
condition; but that fact does not logically
imply that the infection is good, or that a
doctor’s efforts to hinder the infection is, in
Rousseau’s terms, in ‘bad taste’. Similarly, a
person can naturally acquire AIDS, but it
does not logically follow that the disease is
good. The fallacy is part of an epistemologi-
cal enterprise because it draws on empirical
evidence in an attempt to establish the valid-
ity of moral knowledge of the good and the
right.

Now and again, this fallacy pervades cur-
rent arguments. For example, Sperry [1988]
claims that inherent in the human cognitive
structure is an elaborate system of innate
value preferences, and that these preferences
are directly embodied in future preferences
and provide the basis for knowing the right-
ness of particular moral decisions. Thus
Sperry claims that current concepts of cogni-
tive processing make it possible not only to
explain mentalistic phenomena (such as mo-
ral and religious beliefs), ‘but to go from fact
to value and from perception of what “is” to
what “should” be’ [p. 610]. However, as
noted by Pirolli and Goel [1990], Sperry’s
claim still falls prey to the naturalistic falla-
cy. For example, it is often believed that our
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inherent nature includes not only, as Hume
proposed, a general sympathy for all human
kind, but some level of aggression as well, as
reflected in Freud’s [1930/1961] theory of an
original and self-subsisting aggressive in-
stinct. Assuming that all natural preferences
are not moral, it then becomes even clearer
that morally right preferences cannot logi-
cally be derived from the natural.

At times, Kohlberg comes close to com-
mitting the naturalistic fallacy as defined
here. In one essay, Kohlberg and Mayer
[1972] say that the moral principles underly-
ing stage 6 of his theory

represent developmentally advanced or mature stages
of reasoning, judgment, and action. Because there are
culturally universal stages or sequences of moral de-
velopment (Kohlberg and Turiel, 1971), stimulation
of the child’s development to the next stage in a nat-
ural direction is equivalent to a long-range goal of
teaching ethical principles [p. 475].

To the extent Kohlberg and Mayer mean
to say that because there are universal stages
of moral development it therefore follows
that the latter stages are more moral than the
earlier stages (thus providing long-range pe-
dagogical goals), they commit the fallacy.
After all, it could be claimed that as people
get older they, by and large, get more politi-
cally conservative; but it does not follow
from this proposed developmental progres-
sion that political conservatism is a more
adequate political theory than political liber-
alism. Hence, the claim for the more ad-
vanced status of the ‘higher’ stages is not
supported by establishing a developmental
progression.

Rather, such a claim is supported by
other philosophical considerations. For in-
stance, Kohlberg follows a view proposed
long ago by Baldwin [1899/1973] that a more

adequate moral theory will take into account
a larger group of people. Based on this philo-
sophical criterion, Kohlberg’s stages do in-
crease in moral adequacy. In stage 1 there is
moral consideration only for the self (pu-
nishment avoidance). In stage 2, there is
consideration for another person, but only
instrumentally (instrumental hedonism). In
stage 3, there is consideration for family
members and other personal relations (good
boy or good girl orientation). In stage 4,
there is consideration for society at large
(law and order orientation). And, finally, by
stages 5 and. 6, there is consideration for
humanity from a universal perspective. This
stage progression also highlights another cri-
terion, that of hierarchical integration. Kohl-
berg proposes that the higher stages subsume
the earlier stages. For instance, the legal cod-
ification emphasis of stage 4 includes con-
siderations for self, other, and family, but it
attempts to correct for the unfairness that
can arise from basing moral judgments
largely on interpersonal considerations (e.g.,
the unfairness of a judge who gives his
family member or friend preferential treat-
ment). It is in this sense — in which the cen-
tral organizing principle of an earlier stage
becomes an element in a more inclusive or-
ganizational framework — that stages repre-
sent transformations of moral knowledge,
rather than simple replacements of one mo-
ral view with another.

While these philosophical criteria are ar-
guably plausible criteria in helping to evalu-
ate the relative adequacy of various moral
theories, their plausibility does not follow
logically from the claim that they are ob-
served ontogenetically. In fact, Kohlberg
himself elsewhere says as much. In his 1971
article provocatively titled, ‘From is to
ought: How to commit the naturalistic fal-
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lacy and get away with it in the study of
moral development’, Kohlberg says that
there are forms of the naturalistic fallacy that
he does not commit. One of these is ‘assum-
ing that morality or moral maturity is part of
man’s biological nature’, and another is that
the ‘biologically older is necessarily the bet-
ter’ [p.222]. The first is the fallacy that
Sperry commits. The second is the fallacy I
characterized earlier using the analogy of the
progression from political liberalism to con-
servatism. Instead, Kohlberg says that the
‘form of the “naturalistic fallacy” which we
are committing is that of asserting that any
conception of what moral judgment ought to
be must rest on an adequate conception of
what it is’ [p. 222].

At this point Kohlberg moves beyond
what most theorists take to be the naturalis-
tic fallacy, and what I have in mind when
arguing for the distinction between moral
ontogeny and moral epistemology. Instead,
Kohlberg draws on Piaget’s [1971a, b, c] the-
ory of genetic epistemology. In this theory,
Piaget argues against the view that philoso-
phy can stand apart from psychology in iden-
tifying valid knowledge, for such knowledge
is tied to its psychological genesis and re-
quires scientific methods of verification.
Thus for Piaget [1971b] the ‘first rule of
genetic epistemology is therefore one of
collaboration [between philosophy and sci-
ence]’ [p. 8]. Now, as Piaget develops this
theory, I think he runs into problems. For
though he seeks collaboration, Piaget
[1971a] in fact sets psychology above philos-
ophy. While both are modes of knowledge,
the former ‘is higher than the other, because
it attains the essential, while the other is
“lower”, as it is either merely verbal or in-
complete knowledge ...” [p. 79]. But I do not
take Kohlberg to go this far. Rather Kohl-

berg seems to place psychology and philoso-
phy on an equal footing. To the extent that
Kohlberg is successful in bridging the two
disciplines, so does he successfully bridge
moral ontogeny and epistemology.

Conclusion

By drawing on four foundational issues —
moral definition, ontogeny, variation, and
epistemology — I have portrayed a means for
bounding moral development controversies,
in the sense of defining their parameters and
clarifying conflicts. Numerous controversies
have been examined to provide a sense of the
robustness of the analyses. I do not wish, how-
ever, to overstate my case. While it is true that
some of the controversies arise from straight-
forward conceptual mistakes (and need not
be perpetuated), others have for many de-
cades if not centuries resisted simple means
of dismissal, and I have offered no simple
means here. Rather, in these latter cases, the
foundational issues provide a means for un-
derstanding better the nature of the contro-
versies and what is at stake in varying ap-
proaches that strive to resolve them.

Indeed, in this regard it is worth noting
that the conceptual distinctions themselves
share common ground. For example, the
problems that arise from confusing moral
ontogeny and epistemology are often similar
to those that arise from confusing moral
variation and epistemology. In both cases, a
descriptive claim about how the world is
empirically can lead to an epistemic claim
about what ought to be and about the valid-
ity of such judgments. More generally, if we
accept that the issues of definition and epis-
temology entail a philosophical stance, and
variation and ontogeny a psychological
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stance (broadly conceived to include cross-
cultural psychology), then many of the con-
troversies in the moral development litera-
ture arise from differences in how to con-
ceive of the relation between philosophy and
psychology.

Toward conceptualizing this relationship,
we can draw on current philosophical theory
[Williams, 1981, 1985; Nagel, 1986; Scheft-
ler, 1982], which holds that since morality

. derives from social relations, an adequate
moral theory must take into account the na-
ture (including possible limitations) of hu-
man agents (‘ought implies can’). For in-
stance, Scheffler [1986] seeks a moral philo-
sophical theory in which ‘the content of mo-
rality is constrained by considerations of the
agent’s psychology and well-being, and of the
ways in which it is appropriate for morality
to enter into an agent’s life, and to impinge
on his or her thought, deliberations, feeling,
and action’ [p. 537]. Taking this position
more broadly, moral psychology and philos-
ophy - while distinct from one another in
the ways described in this article — are foun-
dationally interdependent. Moral psychol-
ogy cannot succeed unless it is situated
within a valid moral philosophical theory.
Moral philosophy cannot succeed unless it
takes seriously and accurately accounts for
the actual social and moral lives of human
beings. It is hoped that the conceptual analy-
ses presented here contribute to clear think-
ing in the difficult task of integrating both
disciplines substantively.

References

Asch, S.E. (1952). Social psychology. Englewood
Cliffs NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Ayer, AJ. (1952). Language truth and logic. New
York: Dover.

Baldwin, J.M. (1973). Social and ethical interpreta-
tions in mental development. New York: Arno.
(Original work published 1899).

Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. Engle-
wood Cliffs NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Baumrind, D. (1986). Sex differences in moral rea-
soning: Response to Walker’s (1984) conclusion
that there are none. Child Development, 57, 511-
521.

Bennett, W.J., & Delatree, E.J. (1978). Moral educa-
tion in the schools. The Public Interest, 50, 81—
98.

Boyd, D.R. (1979). An interpretation of principled
morality. Journal of Moral Education, 8, 110-123.

Boyd, D.R. (1986). Beyond Bennett. Paper presented
at the annual meeting of the American Educa-
tional Research Association, San Francisco.

Boyd, D.R. (1989). The character of moral develop-
ment. In L. Nucci (Ed.), Moral development and
character education: A dialogue (pp. 95-123). Ber-
keley CA: McCutchan.

Boyd, R.N. (1988). How to be a moral realist. In G.
Sayre-McCord (Ed.), Essays on moral realism (pp.
181-228). Ithaca NY: Cornell University Press.

Davidson, P., Turiel, E., & Black, A. (1983). The
effect of stimulus familiarity on the use of criteria
and justifications in children’s social reasoning.
British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 1,
49-65.

Dawkins, R. (1976). The selfish gene. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Dewey, J. (1960). The quest for certainty. New York:
Capricorn. (Original work published 1929).

Dunker, K. (1939). Ethical relativity? An enquiry into
the psychology of ethics. Mind, 48, 39-57.

Dworkin, R. (1978). Taking rights seriously. Cam-
bridge MA: Harvard University Press.

Fernandez, J.W. (1990). Tolerance in a repugnant
world and other dilemmas in the cultural relativ-
ism of Melville J. Herskovits. Ethos, 18, 140-
164.

Foot, P. (1978). Virtues and vices. Berkeley and Los
Angeles: University of California Press.

Freud, S. (1960). The ego and the id (J. Riviere,
trans.). New York: Norton. (Original work pub-
lished 1923).

Freud, S. (1961). Civilization and its discontents (J.
Strachey, trans.). New York: Norton. (Original
work published 1930).



Foundational Issues

339

Friedman, B. (1988). Adolescents’ conception of
computer piracy: An analysis of social-cognition
in the context of technological change. Paper pre-
sented at the annual meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, New Orleans.

Friedman, B. (1989). Social reasoning about com-
puter hacking, electronic information, and pri-
vacy in adolescence. Paper presented at the an-
nual meeting of the American Educational Re-
search Association, San Francisco.

Gewirth, A. (1978). Reason and morality. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Gilligan, C. (1982). In a different voice. Cambridge
MA: Harvard University Press.

Hatch, E. (1983). Culture and morality. New York:
Columbia University Press.

Helwig, C.C. (1989). Social context and moral judg-
ment: Children’s evaluations of psychological
harm in varied social settings. Paper presented at
the biennial meeting of the Society for Research
Development, Kansas City MO.

Herskovits, M.J. (1972). Cultural relativism: Perspec-
tives in cultural pluralism. New York: Random
House.

Hollos, M., Leis, P.E., & Turiel, E. (1986). Social rea-
soning in Ijo children and adolescents in Nigerian
communities. Journal of Cross Cultural Psycholo-
gy, 17, 352-374.

Hume, D. (1983). An enquiry concerning the princi-
ples of morals (J.B. Schneewind, ed.). Indianapolis
IN: Hackett. (Original work published 1751).

Kahn, P.H., Jr. (in press). Children’s obligatory and
discretionary moral judgements. Child Develop-
ment.

Kahn, P.H., Jr (1990). A social cognitive account of
role modelling: Responding to Wynne. Ethics in
Education, 9(5), 5-6.

Kant, I. (1964). Groundwork of the metaphysic of
morals (H.J. Paton, trans.). New York: Harper
Torchbooks. (Original work published 1785).

Kohlberg, L. (1971). From is to ought: How to com-
mit the naturalistic fallacy and get away with it in
the study of moral development. In T. Mischel
(Ed.), Psychology and genetic epistemology (pp.
151-235). New York: Academic Press.

Kohlberg, L., & Mayer, R.(1972). Development as the
aim of education. Harvard Educational Review,
42, 449-496.

Langer, J. (1969). Theories of development. New
York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.

Langer, S.K. (1953). An introduction to symbolic logic.
New York: Dover. (Original work published
1937).

Louden, R.B. (1984). On some vices of virtue ethics.
American Philosophical Quarterly, 21, 227-235.

Macintyre, A. (1984). After virtue. Notre Dame IN:
University of Notre Dame Press.

Mackie, J.L. (1977). Ethics: Inventing right and
wrong. New York: Penguin Books.

Moore, G.E. (1978). Principia ethica. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. (Original work pub-
lished 1903).

Nagel, T. (1986). The view from nowhere. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Neill, A.S. (1977). Summerhill. New York: Simon &
Schuster. (Original work published 1960).

Nucci, L. (Ed.). (1989). Moral development and char-
acter education: A dialogue. Berkeley CA: McCut-
chan.

Nucci, L.P., & Nucci, M.S. (1982a). Children’s social
interactions in the context of moral and conven-
tional transgressions. Child Development, 53,
403-412.

Nucci, L.P., & Nucci, M.S. (1982b). Children’s re-
sponses to moral and social conventional trans-
gressions in free-play settings. Child Development,
53, 1337-1342.

Piaget, J. (1966). Nécessité et signification des re-
cherches comparatives en psychologie génétique
[Need and meaning of comparative studies in
genetic psychologyl. International Journal of Psy-
chology, 1, 3-13.

Piaget, J. (1969). The moral judgment of the child.
Glencoe IL: Free Press. (Original work published
1932).

Piaget, J. (1971a). Insights and illusions of philosophy.
New York: World.

Piaget, J. (1971b). Psychology and epistemology. New
York: Viking.

Piaget, J. (1971c). Genetic epistemology. New York:
Norton,.

Piaget, J. (1983). Piaget’s theory. In P.H. Mussen (Se-
ries ed.), W. Kessen (Vol. ed.), Handbook of child
psychology: Vol. 1. History, theory, and methods
(4th ed., pp. 103-128). New York: Wiley.

Pirolli, P., & Guel, V. (1990). You can’t get there
from here: Comments on R.W. Sperry’s resolution
of science and ethics. American Psychologist, 45,
71-73.



340

Kahn

Ry

Pl;fto (1956). Meno. In E.H. Warmington & P.G.
Rouse (Eds.), Great dialogues of Plato (W.H.D.
Rouse, trans.) (pp. 28-68). New York: Signet.

Rawls, J. (1971). 4 theory of justice. Cambridge MA:
Harvard University Press.

Rorty, R. (1982). Consequences of pragmatism. Min-
neapolis: Umversny of Minnesota Press.

Rousseau; J.J. (1979). Emile (A.-Bloom, trans.). New
York: Basic Bbéks (Original work published
1762). . :

Rushton, J.P. (1982):.Social learning theory and the
development. of prosocial behavior. In N. Eisen-
berg (Ed.), The dévelopment of prosocial behavior
(pp. 77-105). New* York Academic Press.

Scheffler, S. (1982).. The rejection of consequentialism.
Oxford: Oxford Umversny Press.

Scheffler, S. (1986). Mqrallty s demands and their
limits. Journal of Philosophy, 10, 531-537.

Shweder, R.A. (1990). In defense of moral realism.
Child Development, 61, 2060-2067.

Shweder, R.A., Mahapatra, M., & Miller, J.B. (1987).
Culture and moral development. In J. Kagan & S.
Lamb (Eds.), The emergence of morality in young
children (pp. 1-82). Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press.

Skinner, B.F. (1974). About behaviorism. New York:
Knopf.

Smart, J.J.C., & Williams, B. (1973). Utilitarianism
for and against. Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press.

Smetana, J. (1981). Preschool children’s conceptions
of moral and social rules. Child Development, 52,
1333-1336.

Smetana, J.G. (1989). Adolescents’ and parents’ rea-
soning about actual family conflict. Child Devel-
opment, 60, 1052-1067.

Sperry, R.W. (1988). Psychology’s mentalist para-
digm and the religion/science tension. American
Psychologist, 43, 607-612. ‘

Spiro, M.E. (1986). Cultural relativism and the future
of anthropology. Cultural Anthropology, 1, 259-
286.

Sturgeon, N.L. (1988). Moral explanations. In G.
Sayre-McCord (Ed.), Essays on moral realism (pp.
229-255). Ithaca NY: Cornell University Press.

Trivers, R.L. (1971). The evolution of reciprocal al-
truism. The Quarterly Review of Biology, 46, 35—
39, 45-47.

Turiel, E. (1983). The development of social knowl-
edge. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Turiel, E. (1989). Multifacted social reasoning and
educating for character, culture, and develop-
ment. In L. Nucci-(Ed.), Moral development and
character education: A dialogue (pp. 161-182).

Berkeley CA: McCutchan.

Turiel, E., Hildebrandt, C., & Wainryb, C. (1990).
Inconsistency and consistency in reasoning about
social issues. Unpublished manuscript, University
of California, Berkeley.

Turiel, E., Killen, M., & Helwig, C.C. (1987). Morali-
ty: Its structure, functions and vagaries. In J. Ka-
gan & S. Lamb (Eds.), The emergence of morality
in young children (pp. 155-244), Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press.

van der Post, L. (1986). The lost world of the Kalahari.
New York: Harcourt Brace J ovanov1ch (Original
work published 1958).

Walker, L.J. (1984). Sex differences in the develop-
ment of moral reasoning: A critical réview. Child
Development, 55, 677-691.

Watson, J.B. (1970). Behaviorism. New York: Nor-
ton. (Original work published 1924).

Williams, B. (1972). Morality; An introduction to
ethics. New York: Harper Torchbooks.

Williams, B. (1981). Moral luck. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Williams, B. (1985). Ethics and the limits of philoso-
phy. Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press.

Wilson, E.O. (1975). Sociobiology. The new synthesis.
Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press.

Wrynne, E.A. (1986). The great tradition in education:
Transmitting moral values. Educational Leader-
ship, 43, 4-9.

Wynne, E.A. (1989a). Trying to teach morality. Ethics
in Education, 9, 12-13.

Wynne, E.A. (1989b). Obedience and morality. Ethics
in Education, 8, 2—4.

Peter H. Kahn, Jr., Department of Education
Colby College, Waterville, ME 04901 (USA)



