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Cross-Cultural Universality of Social-Moral Development: A Critical Review of Kohlbergian Research John R. Snarey Laboratory of Human Development Harvard University Over the past 15 years, children and adults around the world have been asked if Heinz should steal a drug to save his dying wife, if Njoroge should disobey the rules to help a lost child, or some other similar moral dilemma. These crosscultural studies have been undertaken to test Lawrence Kohlberg's theory, which posits a universal model of moral development. This review identifies the major empirical assumptions underlying Kohlberg's claim for cross-cultural universality, including culturally diverse samplings, universal moral questions, invariant stage sequence, full range of stages, and general applicability of the stages. It then reviews the cross-cultural research literature, much of which has not been previously published, and evaluates the support for each assumption. In addition to providing striking support for the underlying assumptions, the 45 studies examined here also identify some major caveats regarding the range and general applicability of the stages across cultures. In particular, biases in favor of complex urban societies and middle-class populations are identified. Based on these findings, the conclusion presents an alternative to Kohlberg's perspective on the relation between culture and moral development.



Lawrence Kohlberg's stage model of moral development, briefly summarized in Table 1, has attracted a great deal of positive attention from psychologists and educators. Not surprisingly, however, his work has also inspired considerable criticism and revisionism (cf. Gibbs, 1977; Gilligan, 1982; Kurtines & Grief, 1974; Rest, 1983). The aspect of Kohlberg's theory that has been most difficult for many social scientists to accept is the claim that the development of moral reasoning about the social environment follows a universal invariant sequence, toward the same universal ethical principles, in all cultural settings (cf. Bloom, 1977; Buck-Morss, 1975; Edwards, 1975, 1982; Guidon, 1978; Shweder,



1982a, 1982b; Simpson, 1974; Sullivan, 1977). This article identifies the primary empirical assumptions underlying Kohlberg's claim of cross-cultural universality and clarifies the appropriate evidence necessary to judge the claim. It then presents a comprehensive examination of the available empirical evidence that has accumulated over the last 15 years and evaluates the support or lack of support indicated. The assumptions are discussed in evaluative order, from those that receive the most support to those that receive the least support.



Assumptions and Hypotheses Kohlberg (1971) stated his claim for the cross-cultural universality of moral development as follows: "All individuals in all culPreparation of this review was supported in part by tures use the same thirty basic moral cateNational Institute of Mental Health Grant MH14088. I gories, concepts, or principles, and all indigratefully thank Agusto Blasi, John Broughton, John viduals in all cultures go through the same Gibbs, Lawrence Kohlberg, Stuart Hauser, Betty J. House, Harry Lasker, Robert LeVine, Joseph Reimer, Richard order or sequence of gross stage development, Shweder, and Carol Snarey for their helpful comments though they vary in rate and terminal point on a preliminary draft of this article. Special thanks to of development" (1971, p. 175). I believe that Carolyn Edwards for her extensive and careful comments. Kohlberg's claim implies at least five empirRequests for reprints should be sent to John Snarey, Laboratory of Human Development, Harvard University, ical assumptions, each of which may be unLarsen Hall 300, Appian Way, Cambridge, Massachusetts derstood as a testable hypothesis. 02138. The first assumption is that moral devel202
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Table 1 Stages of Moral Development According to Kohlberg (1981) Stage



What is considered to be right



Stage 1: Obedience and punishment orientation Stage 2: Instrumental purpose and exchange



To avoid breaking rules backed by punishment, obedience for its own sake, avoiding physical damage to persons and property Following rules only when it is to someone's immediate personal interest; acting to meet one's own interests and letting others do the same; right is an equal exchange, a good deal Living up to what is expected by people close to you or what people generally expect of people in your role; being good is important Fulfilling the actual duties to which you have agreed; laws are always to be upheld except in extreme cases where they conflict with other fixed social duties; right is also contributing to society, the group, or institution Being aware that people hold a variety of values and opinions, that most values and rules are relative to your group but should usually be upheld because they are the social contract; some nonrelative values and rights like life and liberty, however, must be upheld in any society regardless of the majority opinion Following self-chosen ethical principles; particular laws or social agreements are usually valid because they rest on such principles; when laws violate these principles, one acts in accordance with the principle; principles are universal principles of justice: the equality of human rights and respect for the dignity of human beings as individual persons; the reason for doing right is the belief, as a rational person, in the validity of universal moral principles and a sense of personal commitment to them



Stage 3: Interpersonal accord and conformity Stage 4: Social accord and system maintenance Stage 5: Social contract, utility, individual rights



Stage 6: Universal ethical principles



Note. Stages 5 and 6 are not distinguished for research purposes; there is also a transition stage (e.g., 2/3) between each of the stages.



opment research has been conducted in a sufficiently wide range of sociocultural settings to jeopardize adequately the claim. It is not possible to conduct research in all cultures, of course, and one does not need to test all possible cultures to accept the claim as solidly based. How many cultures need to be studied to arrive at a reasonable degree of certainty is not easy to decide; the usual criteria of chance error may be misleading in this case. More important than number are the type and variety of cultural settings that are studied. The minimal requirement might be that research must be done in several non-Western and nonindustrialized traditional cultural groups in addition to Western European countries. Ideally, the cultural groups should be historically independent if each society is to serve as an independent unit of analysis (cf. Naroll & D'Andrade, 1963; Whiting, 1968). Further, the samples ideally should be internally diverse: They should include children, adolescents, and mature adults—both males and females—and all major levels of social stratification. The second assumption is that all persons in all cultures inquire about the moral domain



and, in doing so, ask the same basic kinds of questions or resort to the same basic issues. Kohlberg's model of moral development was constructed by presenting people with specific moral dilemmas and by asking specific moral questions. Do Kohlberg's dilemmas and the accompanying questions adequately sample the universe of moral dilemmas and questions? Do they reflect the general moral issues that people universally tend to set for themselves? Because the dilemmas and questions included in Kohlberg's interview obviously were not randomly selected, but reflect a prior understanding of moral issues, it is not obvious that these questions are universally shared. The empirical data relevant to this second assumption include individual researchers' attempts to adapt the interview dilemmas and questions into a culturally or functionally equivalent form. This includes the relative success of adapted versus nonadapted dilemmas, such as an interviewer's reported observations regarding the salience for subjects of the general issues contained within a particular dilemma. Further, because each dilemma essentially requires subjects to make a choice
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between two competing issues (e.g., life vs. law), culturally denned patterns in issue choices are important criteria for evaluating the degree to which Kohlbergian dilemmas adapt themselves to cultures that stress different issues. To the extent that the way the dilemmas and questions are understood parallels the stages of moral development, however, this proposition is closely related to the next assumption. The third assumption is that stage development among individuals is found to be upwardly invariant in sequence and without significant regressions, regardless of cultural settings. In other words, all individuals in all cultures will follow the same stage sequence in a step-wise order, provided that their moral reasoning undergoes change. This particular assumption concerns only the order of appearance of the stages in individual development and not the presence of any one of the stages other than the first (cf. Kohlberg & Kramer, 1969). It does not state, for instance, that Stage 5 or any other stage will be achieved by every individual sooner or later, nor does it state that it will be found in every culture. The hypothesis of a universal sequence would be supported if longitudinal testing reveals the same sequence, regardless of the cultural setting. Stage regressions and stage skipping would be evidence against the hypothesis. However, these empirical requirements cannot be understood as an absolute requirement, even for longitudinal studies. One reason is that Kohlberg has not constructed an error-free instrument, and regressions could be accounted for by measurement error if the frequency of regression is less than measurement error. Second, the time interval required for moving from one stage to the next varies between individuals, and probably between cultural groups and stages. Thus, data that suggest a skipped stage may in fact hide stage change if the interval between interview times was long enough to encompass two stage changes. Kuhn and Angeleu (1976) showed that 1 year was the minimum interval for observing clear changes in moral reasoning in a sample of children in the United States. In contrast, intervals of 3 years or less have also shown stage skipping to be extremely rare for adolescents and adults in the United States (Colby, Kohlberg, Gibbs, & Lieberman, 1983).



Cross-sectional testing can also provide valuable, although not conclusive, evidence if a properly selected sample is used (e.g., moderately large samples of age groups at approximately 3-year age intervals). Evidence in support of the proposition would be finding that all stages below the highest stage observed are also found in a particular cultural group and that, in each cultural group, higher stages correspond to older age groups. Evidence against this proposition would include nonordered or nonsequential relations between stage and age or the complete absence of a stage between the lowest and highest stages represented in the sample. The fourth assumption is one to which Kohlberg himself is reluctant to assent, that the full range of moral stages, including the highest, should be found in all types of cultures. To be part of an empirical claim, all stages including the postconventional need to be present somewhere at some time. If this condition is met, however, Kohlberg and some of his developmentalist colleagues would claim that the overall stage model would be affirmed to be universal, and that only the rate and terminal point of development is culturally defined (cf. Broughton, 1978; Kohlberg, 1971; Lickona, 1969, 1976). Cross-cultural researchers, however, more often claim that the consistent absence of some stages in some types of cultures would indicate that the missing stages are culturally relative, the opposite of universal (Edwards, 1981; Simpson, 1974). Can one logically require that all cultural groups demonstrate all levels of moral reasoning in Kohlberg's model to establish its universality? The claim here is not that every individual should reach the highest stage, and it is not even that the highest stage should be found in every society studied. Rather, this proposition requires that all types of cultural groups (e.g., Western versus nonWestern, urban versus folk) must demonstrate all levels of moral reasoning in Kohlberg's model to establish its universality. The failure to find a particular stage in all studies of a particular type of cultural group could indicate that the stage is culture specific, not universal. Of course, studies that include only adults cannot be required to find examples of the earliest stages, just as studies that include only children cannot be required to find the most mature stages present. One of
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the best test cases for the postconventional stages would be samples of adult subjects from non-Western, nonurban populations chosen because the other adult members of their society deemed them to be examples of unusual moral maturity. If the postconventional stages were absent among this last type of sample, then there would be grounds for doubting the universality of the full range of stages as they are presently denned. The fifth assumption is that all instances of genuine moral reasoning in all cultures will correspond to one of the modes or stages of moral reasoning described by Kohlberg. This final proposition extends Kohlberg's set of stages to the most general applicability. Whereas some moral statements may fit more than one type, because later stages hierarchically incorporate earlier ones, no moral reasoning should be found for which none of the available stages or stage transitions is pertinent, because Kohlberg originally claimed that all individuals use the same basic concepts or principles. In other words, there is no wastebasket category. It is, of course, possible that moral statements may be found for which either the subject gives no explanation or the explanation is vague and brief. In this case, the available categories cannot be applied, not because they are inadequate as a set but because there is no clear or genuine moral judgment that can be interpreted. It is necessary, however, that clear criteria be provided to determine if the information given is inadequate or whether the available stage categories are insufficient. Otherwise, the meaning of vague or incomplete may be interpreted in such a way that Kohlberg's set of categories could never be proven false. With this preface, the above proposition can be considered to be supported empirically if all moral judgments of a sample—regardless of culture (e.g., Western or non-Western) or of subculture (e.g., age, sex, and social-class subgroups)—are classifiable in one of the nine stages or stage transitions. In other words, all genuine moral responses given to Kohlberg's moral judgment interview can be scored according to the standardized scoring manual. Counterevidence to the hypothesis would be reports of moral judgments that are unscorable. If examples are reported from different studies, patterns in the various researchers'
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observations would be helpful in precisely defining areas of inadequacy in Kohlberg's theory. If the interview material in a particular study was usually readily scorable, however, the evidence of some unscorable material would necessarily jeopardize only this particular assumption. Any general theory can be valid and solidly supported and, at the same time, incomplete and open to modifications and additions. Review Method To evaluate the empirical support for the primary empirical assumptions underlying Kohlberg's claim, all available cross-cultural studies of moral reasoning that had used Kohlberg's model and method were systematically reviewed. Many of these studies are as yet unpublished, and thus a debt of gratitude is owed to their authors for granting access to their findings. Because of the considerable variation in the research methods and reporting formats used by various researchers, I first attempted to make the studies as comparable as possible over four problem areas: scoring system, scoring algorithm, stage range, and stage scale. The scoring system has evolved over the years, as Anne Colby described (1978). The earliest studies used the Sentence and Story Scoring method (Kohlberg, 1958) or the Global Rating Guide (Kohlberg, 1968), both of which were subjective and often unreliable content-analysis approaches that inflated the presence of the higher stages. These approaches evolved into the Structural Issue Scoring Manual (Kohlberg, 1972), a substantial advance over earlier systems but one that was overly abstract and more susceptible to ideological and cultural bias. The current Standardized Scoring Manual (Colby et al., 1978) has achieved greater objectivity and reliability in scoring by specifying clear and concrete stage criteria, defining the developmental sequences of specific moral concepts and the general structures of each stage, and focusing on operative moral judgments rather than on ethical assumptions. Most important, the 10 longitudinal cases used to construct the standardized manual included 3 Turkish subjects and 2 working-class subjects in addition to 5 upper middle-class subjects. Along with the more stringent scoring criteria provided by each successive system,
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there has been a marked increase in scoring reliability. It is thus necessary to consider the different scoring systems used when evaluating cross-cultural research. To handle this problem, the studies were coded as follows: A or acceptable scoring for studies that used the 1978 standardized manual, B or borderline acceptability for studies that used the 1972 structural issue approach, and C or caution for studies that used the earlier 1958 and 1968 content-analysis approach. A second source of variation between the studies is the method of calculating and reporting global stage scores, which has become standardized in recent years. It was originally common to report only the percentage of a group of subjects' reasoning at all stages, with no cutoff to control for scoring error, or to report only mean scores. The current approach is to report individual scores as well as group means and to use a more refined scoring algorithm. The current method of calculating an interview's global stage score requires that 25% of a person's reasoning be at a particular stage for that stage to be included in the subject's global stage score. Thus, if a subject's reasoning was 50% at Stage 3, 45% at Stage 4, and 5% at Stage 5, the interview will now be given a global stage score of 3/4 rather than 3/4/5. This change also affects the range of stages reported to be present in a sample because, in the past, if one subject out of the entire sample used Stage 4 reasoning only 5% of the time, then Stage 4 would be reported as present in the population even if all other subjects used only Stage 1 to 3 reasoning. This proved to be an unreliable scoring method, and it also made it difficult to interpret the finding meaningfully without having access to the raw data. For those studies that did not use the current scoring algorithm, the scores were reestimated, on the basis of the data that were published or made available to me, so that the stage range that is reported here for the study is more comparable with the other studies that have used the standardized algorithm. The stage range could still be somewhat distorted, however, if a less reliable C scoring manual was used. A third change that contributes to the unevenness of the research data is that the range of stages has been reduced. The current scoring manual does not score for Stage 6;



rather, Stages 5 and 6 are not distinguished for scoring purposes, and potential Stage 6 responses are now scored as Stage 5 to establish acceptable scoring reliability. Although Stage 6 apparently remains as a philosophical claim, its quiet disappearance from the scoring system has removed it from the status of an empirical claim. To handle this change, when studies reported Stage 6 interviews, they were receded as Stage 5. This procedure of rolling in the end of the distribution is not perfectly adequate, because the Stage 6 scores might also be rescored even lower by the current standardized scoring manual. Thus, when appropriate, the analyses are also presented for only those studies that used standardized scoring. A final area of diversity is in the stage scale that researchers use to report their findings. The current convention is to use a 9-point scale (e.g., 1, Vi, 2 . . .), whereas studies in the past have sometimes used a 5point scale ( 1 , 2 , . . .), a 13-point scale, for example, 1, 1(2), 2(1), 2, and so on, or some idiosyncratic scale. An obvious problem with the 5-point scale is that it was not able to handle cases of transition between stages. The 13-point scale made overly fine distinctions between types of transition stages and lowered scoring reliability. Thus, for studies that used the 13-point scale, I recalculated the scores on a 9-point scale, for example, 2(3) and 3(2) were both receded as Stage 2/3. For studies that used the 5-point scale, I recalculated the scores when it was possible to obtain the raw data necessary to make this transformation. Otherwise, the 5-point scale is reported. Although the preceding standardization procedures make it possible to compare meaningfully the various studies, these methodological caveats must also be kept in mind in the following examination of the correspondence between the empirical findings and the assumptions underlying Kohlberg's claim of cross-cultural universality. Findings and Discussion Culturally Diverse Samples Elizabeth Simpson was one of the first to point out a lack of cross-cultural diversity in moral development research: In his prolific writing [Kohlberg] does not make clear the empirical sources of his claims to universality in the
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CROSS-CULTURAL MORAL DEVELOPMENT empirical realm. . . . The evidence is suggestive but hardly conclusive enough for the use of those firm dogmatic "all's." Not that much work has been done. In one article, work in five cultures is referred to; in later work, still only twelve cultures are given as the basis for generalizing to mankind as a whole (1974, pp. 83, 86).



Kohlberg based his original claim of universality on the empirical findings of his research among children in five cultural settings—the United States, Taiwan, Turkey, urban Mexico, and a Yucatan village in Mexico. Although he presented graphs of the cross-sectional age trends from his research (1969), the details regarding sample size, interview translation procedure, or the means and range of scores have not been published prior to this present review. This free-wheeling approach to crosscultural research thus, understandably, made it difficult for the claim to be evaluated or accepted. The number of studies, however, has grown considerably. At present, 44 studies have been completed in 26 cultural areas (45 studies in 27 cultural areas if one includes, for comparative purposes, Kohlberg's original United States research). Longitudinal research has been carried out in the following countries: Bahamas, Canada (French), India, Indonesia, Israel (kibbutz), Turkey, and the United States. The remaining 20 cultural areas are represented only by cross-sectional studies: Alaska (Eskimos), England, Finland, Germany, Guatemala, Honduras, Hong Kong, Iran, Japan, Kenya, Mexico, New Zealand, Nigeria, New Guinea, Pakistan, Puerto Rico, Taiwan, Thailand, Yucatan, and Zambia. All 45 studies are listed in Table 2. Not surprisingly, the types of samples represented and the research methodology used within each study vary considerably. The 27 cultural areas vary in the degree to which they represent non-Western cultures: Approximately 22% of the cultural areas represent primarily Western European populations (e.g., Finland, Germany, New Zealand), 44% are non-European populations that have been influenced by the West (e.g., India, Japan, Taiwan), and 33% include tribal or village folk populations (e.g., Ladakh Indians, rural Guatemalan Indians, Kalskagamuit Eskimos, rural Kenyan Kipsigis). The age groups studied also vary considerably: Approximately 30% of the 27 cultural areas included children, adolescents, and adults in the research, 18%
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included children and adolescents or adolescents and adults, and 52% included only children or adolescents or adults. Approximately 56% of the 27 cultural areas included both male and female subjects in at least one of the samples studied in that country. If this research were begun from scratch, one might have selected 27 somewhat different countries to obtain a larger representation of non-Western traditional folk societies, including hunter-gatherer groups, and of noncapitalist societies, including Eastern European countries. The samples also do not necessarily represent societies that are historically independent (e.g., there is no longer a society that has not been influenced by the West to some degree). One also would prefer larger sample sizes, broader age ranges, and more uniformity in the scoring systems. Nevertheless, this being an imperfect world where cultural diversity is infinite and research time and money are finite, it seems reasonable to conclude that the diversity and number of cultures in which Kohlberg's model and measure have been applied are sufficient to evaluate the claim of cultural universality. The array generally compares favorably with crosscultural research on other developmental theories, such as those of Erik Erikson, Jane Loevinger, and Jean Piaget (cf. Ashton, 1975; Dasen, 1972; Snarey & Blasi, 1980; Snarey, Kohlberg, & Noam, 1983). Universal Moral Questions Do Kohlberg's moral dilemmas and the accompanying questions adequately sample the universe of moral dilemmas or are they so culture-bound that they do not elicit a subject's best performance when the subject is from another culture? Do the moral issues contained in the dilemmas reflect the general issues that people, universally, tend to see as ethically relevant? Kohlberg argued that because the dilemmas focus on universal issues such as life, property, authority, and trust, they will represent real moral conflicts to anyone anywhere if suitable modifications are made in the content details of the dilemmas. Researchers have addressed this question on a number of levels to ensure that the interviews were culturally fair. First, Kohlberg himself created three alternative forms of the standard interview. Each (text continues on page 213)
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Table 2 Cross-Cultural Studies of Moral Development



Study



Sample, design, & procedure



Scoring system & interrater reliability



Moral stage scores



n



Age (years)



Mode



Range



8" 7" 7 7



8-10 11-15 16-20 21-25



1 2 2 2



1-2° 1-2 1-3 1-4



182 252 170 44 8 19



7-8 9-10 11-12 13-14 15-16 57-95



1/2 1/2 1/2 2 2 2



1-1/2 1/2-2 1/2-2/3 1/2-2/3 1/2-2/3 1-2/3



40 40 40 208



12 14 17 Adult



2/3 3 4 5



1/2-3/4 2-4/5 3-4/5 3-5



Alaskan Eskimos Saxe(1970)



Kalskagamuit Eskimos; cross sectional"



C, r = NR



Bahamas White (1975, 1983); White, Bushnell, & Regnemer (1978)



Bahamian rural school children on the Island of Eleuthera; 2-year longitudinal"1



A, r = .89



White (1977, 1983)



Elderly adults on the Island of Eleuthera; cross sectionald



A, r = .90



Canada Sullivan, McCullough, & Stager (1970) Sullivan & Quarter (1972) Sullivan & Beck (1975); Sullivan, Beck, Joy, & Pagliuso(1975) Marchand-Jodoin & Samson (1982); Samson (1983) Saadatmand (1972)



School children; cross sectional'



C, r = NR



Male university students in a study of student activists; cross sectional1 School children; 2-year longitudinal'



C, r = NR



C, r = NR



51 45 41



9-10 10-11 11-12



1 3 3



1-3 1-4 1-4



French Canadian adolescents; 2-year longitudinal" Rural Canadian Hutterites; cross sectional11



B, r = .68



39 75 60 13 26



12-14 15-16 17-18 9-12 13-16 Adult



3 3 4 4 4 4



1-4C 2-4 2-5 3-4 3-4 3-4



75" 75"



11 14



2 2



1-4C 1-4



75" 75"



11 14



3 3



1-4 1-5



30 30 30 19



10 13 15 19+



3 3 4 3/4



1-4C 2-4



2-5 2/3-5



110



Adult



3/4



3-5



C, r = .70



22



England Simpson & Graham (1971)



Weinreich-Haste (1977)



Working-class male and female students; cross sectional' Middle-class male and female students; cross sectional School boys in Sussex; cross sectional*1



C, r = .86



C, r = NR



Grimley (1973, 1974)



Lower, middle, and upper class males; cross sectional'



B, r = .87



Helkama(1981)



Male and female students Helsinki University; cross sectional*1



NR, r = .86"



Finland
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Table 2 (continued) Study



Sample, design, & procedure



Scoring system & interrater reliability



Moral stage scores n



Age (years)



Mode



B, r = .85



91



21-28"



4



B, r = NR



16



Adult



3



2-3



9 5 4 6 40



9-10 11-12 13-14 15-16 Adult



3 4 4 4 3



1-4 2-4 3-4 3-4 2-4



19 34 18



10-11 12-14 15-16



1 1/2 2



1-2



12



19+



4



3-5



20 19 78



12-13 15-16 26-50



2/3 3 3



2-3



16 16 16 16 16 14 18 9 10 10 10



11-13 15-17 21-23 24-28 30-35 40^15



2/3 3 3/4 3/4 3 3/4 4 1 1 3 1



1/2-3 2/3-3/4 3-4/5



20 20 20 20 20 28 28



8 9 10 11 12



2 2 2 2 2 2/3 2/3



1-2 1-3 2-3 1-3 2-3



Range



Germany Gielen (1982)



Villenave-Cremer & Eckensberger (1983; cf. Eckensberger, 1983)



West German radical and nonradical male and female students at the University of Cologne; cross sectional* German mothers; cross sectional'



2/3-5



Guatemala Saadatmand (1972)



Rural Guatemalan Indian boys, girls, and adults; cross sectionald



C, r = .53



Honduras Gorsuch & Barnes (1973)



Black Caribbean boys from villages and from town of Punta Gorda; cross sectional



C, r = .48"



1-2C 1-2/3



Hong Kong Grimley (1973, 1974)



College students; cross sectional



B, r = .87 India



Parikh (1975, 1980)



Vasudev (1981, 1983)



Gielen & Kelly (1983)



Saraswathi (1977)



Saraswathi & Sundaresan (1982)



Jain and Hindu upper middle-class families in Ahmedabad; cross sectional"1 Hindu, Jain, and Sikh upper middle-class children and adults; cross sectional'



Children, adults, and Buddhist monks from Tibetan Ladakh, India; cross sectional" Middle-class children; cross sectionald



Upper middle-class Indian boys; 1-year longitudinal11



B, r = .87



A, r = NR



A, r = NR



B, r = NR



B, r = .88



50+ 10-12 14-16 Adult Monks



10-13 12-15



2-3/4 2-4/5



3-5 3-5 3-5 3-5 1 1-2/3



2-3 1-3



1/2-2/3 1/2-3/4



(table continued)



This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.



210



JOHN R. SNAREY



Table 2 (continued)



Study



Sample, design, & procedure



Scoring system & interrater reliability



Moral stage scores



Age



n



(years)



Mode



Range



27



10-13 12-15



1/2 2



1/2-2/3 1/2-2/3



India (continued) Working-class Indian boys; 1-year longitudinal



27



Indonesia Setiono (1982)



Indonesian university students; 1-year longitudinal'



NR, r = NR



160 160



Adult Adult



3 4



2-4 2-4



30 16 21 22 64



9-10 11-12 13-14 15-16 Adult



4 4 4 4 4



2-4 2-5 2-5 2-5



20 16 24



12-14 15-17 18-26



3 3 3/4



2/3-3/4 2/3-3/4 3/4-4/5



45 29 35



12-14 15-17 18-26



2/3 3 3/4



2-3/4 2/3-3/4 2/3-4/5



Iran Saadatmand (1972)



Middle-class Muslim families; cross sectional11



C, r = .85



2-4c



Israel Snarey, Reimer, & Kohlberg (in press); Snarey (1982); Reimer (1977); Kohlberg & Bar- Yam (1971)



Snarey (1982)



Bar-Yam & Abrahami (1982)



Kibbutz born and educated male and female adolescents; 5- to 9-year longitudinald City-born but kibbutzeducated Middle Eastern lower class males and females; 5- to 9-year longitudinal City-born and cityeducated upper middle-class Israeli youth; crosssectional City-born and cityeducated Middle Eastern youth; cross sectional Kibbutz founders, senior male and female residents of Israel; cross sectional' Adult kibbutz residents, male and female adult members, and senior founders; cross sectional'



A, r = .89



2/3-3/4



15-17



2/3



10



15-17



2/3-3/4



A, r = .92



39



51-55



A, r = .88



12 12



20-30 45-56



4/5 4/5



3/4-5 3/4-5



26



19+



3/4



3-4



3-5



Japan Grimley (1973, 1974)



College students; cross sectional'



B, r = .87
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Table 2 (continued)



Study



Sample, design, & procedure



Scoring system & interrater reliability



Moral stage scores



Age



n



(years)



Mode



Range



B, r = .84



25" 52 36



17-27 19-31 23-75



2/3 2/3 2/3



1/2-4 2-4/5 2-3/4



B, r = .86



40



16-21



2/3



1/2-3/4



A, r = .77



12



28-74



2/3



2/3-3/4



6 6 6 6 6 6



10 13 16 10 13 16



1 3 3 1 1 1



1-4C 1-4 1-5 1-4C 1-4



Kenya Edwards (1974, 1975)



Edwards (1978) Harkness et al. (1981)



Secondary school and Nairobi Univ. students; adult community leaders; cross sectionald Kikuyu secondary school students; cross sectional" Kipsigis adults from rural Kotwet; cross sectional"1



Mexico Kohlberg(1969)



Middle-class boys in Merida; cross sectional*1 Lower class Mayan boys in Merida; cross sectional



C, r = NR



1-4



New Guinea Tietjen & Walker (1984)



Male leaders and nonleaders in the Maisin villages of Ulakuand and Ganjiga, Papua New Guinea; cross sectional6



A, r = .75



22



40-70"



2/3



1/2-3



New Zealand Moir(1974)



Middle-class elementary school girls; cross sectional'



C, r = .82



40



11



60 135 210 60



12-13 12-14 12-14 14-15



30



12-13



20 20 20



10-12 13-15 16-18



1-4C



Nigeria Maqsud (1976, 1977a, 1977b, 1979)



Middle-class Muslim Hausa and Yoruba boys in Kano City; cross sectional11



C, r = .94, .87



Maqsud (1977b)



Punjabi Pakistani Muslim boys residing in Nigeria; cross sectional*1



C, r = .93



Pacheco-Maldonado (1972)



Puerto Rican male and female children in San Juan; cross sectional11



4b



4 4 4



1-4 1-5 2-4



Pakistan



1-5°



Puerto Rico C, r = .93"



1/2 3/4 4/5



l/2-2/3c 2/3-4 3/4-5 (table continued)
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Table 2 (continued)



Study



Sample, design, & procedure



Scoring system & interrater reliability



Moral stage scores



Age Mode



Range



1-2/3 1/2-3 2/3-3/4 1/2-3/4 3-4/5 3-4/5 3/4-4/5 1-4C



16



2 2/3 3 3 3/4 3/4 4/5 1 3 3 1 3 3 2 3 3 3



28



26-65



3



2-4



56



26-65



3



2-5



17 14 16



10-12 13-15 16-18 19-28 10-12 13-15 16-18 19-28



1/2 2/3 2/3 3 2 2/3 2/3 3/4



1-2/3 1/2-2/3 1/2-2/3 2/3-3/4 1/2-3 1/2-2/3 2/3-3/4 2/3-4/5



10



10



17



13-14 16-18 20-22 24-26 28-36



1-2/3 1/2-3 1/2-3/4 2/3-3/4 2/3-4/5 3-4/5 1/2-3 1/2-3/4 2/3-3/4 2/3-4 3-4/5 3-4/5



1-4 1-4



n



(years)



Taiwan Lei (1980, 1981); Lei & Cheng (1984)



Elementary, junior high, senior high, college, and graduate students in Taipei; cross sectional1*



A, r = .91



Kohlberg(1969)



Lower class boys; cross sectionald



C, r = NR



Middle-class boys; cross sectional Chern (1978)



Chinese school students; N = 490; cross sectional"



C, r = NR



30 30 30 40 29 43 10 4 3 3 4 4 3 NR NR NR NR



7 9 12 14 18 23 Adult



10 13 16 10 13 16 8-9 11-12 13-14



1-5 1-5 1-4 1-5 1-5 1-3 1-3 1-4 1-4



Thailand Batt(1974, 1975)



Lower class adults; cross sectional' Middle-class adults; cross sectional



C, r = NR



Village males; 10-year longitudinal and cross sectionald



A, r = .83



Turkey Turiel, Edwards, & Kohlberg(1978); Nisan & Kohlberg(1982)



16 11 9 6 20



City males, middle and working class; 10year longitudinal and cross-sectional United States Kohlberg(1958); Colby et al. (1983)



Working-class males; 20-year longitudinal



A, r = .98



Upper middle-class males; 20-year longitudinal



22 22 20 16 11 21 25 30 21 24



13-14 16-18 20-22 24-26 28-36



1/2 2/3 3 3/4 3/4 3/4 2 2/3 3/4 3/4 3/4 4



6 6 5



10 13 16



1 1 2



10



Yucatan Kohlberg (1969)



Village boys in Pustunich; cross sectional1*



C, r = NR



1-3C
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Table 2 (continued)



Study



Sample, design, & procedure



Scoring system & interrater reliability



Moral stage scores n



Age (years)



Mode



Range



3 3 3



1/2-3/4 2/3-3/4 2/3-5



Zambia Grimley (1973, 1974)



Lower, middle, and upper class males; cross sectional'



B, r = .87



22 24 23



13 15 17



Note. A indicates that the more acceptable standardized scoring manual was used (Colby et al., 1978). B indicates that the borderline scoring manual was used (Kohlberg, 1972). C indicates that a cautionary scoring manual was used (Kohlberg, 1958, 1968). NR = information not reported. The stage range and modal stage, rather than the actual age X stage frequency distribution, are presented because virtually none of the early studies reported this information. This information is presented in a later table, however, for those recent studies that used the standardized scoring manual and reported the age X stage frequency distribution. * Used a culturally adapted interview, but did not report that the interviews were conducted in native language. b Figure given is an approximation. c Stage scores were recalculated by converting to a 9-point scale, receding Stage 6 to Stage 5, or by using the current scoring algorithm. d Used a culturally adapted interview and interviewed in native language if appropriate. ' Conducted interview in native language, but did not report that a culturally adapted interview was used. ' Did not report that interview was adapted and did not report that subjects were interviewed in their native language.



of the three forms contains three dilemmas. In each form, the first dilemma is based on the issues of life versus law, the second is based on the issues of conscience versus punishment, and the third dilemma is based on the issues of contract versus authority. The alternate interview reliability is quite high, and thus a researcher can choose which of the three different dilemmas for each of the three sets of moral issues will be included in a complete protocol. Although many researchers have simply used the three bestknown dilemmas in the Form A interview, others have taken advantage of the alternative forms to select dilemmas that seemed to be the most relevant or most easily adapted to the culture in which they were conducting research. As Table 2 indicates, most researchers have also adapted the interview by translating it into the native language rather than attempting to interview subjects in English. Only six of the 45 studies clearly failed to make this minimal level of cultural adjustment (cf. Awa, 1979; Berry & Dasen, 1974; Cole & Scribner, 1974). Beyond literal translation, the majority of the studies also attempted to adapt the dilemmas so that the content was culturally relevant and the moral conflict was felt to be real. For instance, the names of the actors in



the dilemmas have been changed to indigenous ones, the problem of stealing a drug to save a life has been changed to the problem of stealing food, and numerous other functional-equivalent translations have been undertaken (cf. Bredemeier, 1955; Mayers, 1974). Rachel Okonkuo (1983), for instance, found it necessary to adapt Dilemma III involving a father who unfairly asks his son for his savings so that the father can go on a fishing trip. Okonkuo's Nigerian subjects did not understand a fishing trip as a form of recreation but rather as a form of work by which to support one's family. Table 3 presents three different versions of the same dilemma to illustrate this adaptation process. With the exception of 9 of the 45 studies, all researchers made this type of cultural adaptation when appropriate. Although researchers do not commonly comment on the perceived effectiveness of this adaptation process, they have been consistently positive when they do. Gorsuch and Barnes (1973) stated that "Carib children appeared to experience no more difficulty in formulating answers to most of the stories than did U.S. children of a similar age" (1973, p. 287). Vasudev (1983) similarly observed that "although the Heinz dilemma is posed as a hypothetical dilemma, for many Indians it is an immediate and real dilemma.
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Heinz's predicament parallels mass deprivation, poverty and social injustice suffered by an overwhelming number of individuals" in India (1983, p. 5). Because of the open-ended or semiclinical nature of the interview, researchers also did not report that they encountered the typical problems found when administering a structured task or test to people who were not accustomed to interviews or tests. Another area of possible testing bias involves the moral issues contained within each dilemma. Even if one selects the three seemingly most culturally relevant dilemmas from Kohlberg's set of nine, and even if one carefully translates and adapts the dilemmas to the culture, the underlying moral issues on which the dilemmas are based remain the same. This is both a weakness and a strength of Kohlberg's approach. On the one hand, as Simpson suggested, rather than constructing dilemmas "according to a series of issues



which have been selected because they are deemed to have universal applicability" (1974, p. 96), the issues should grow more spontaneously out of the culture under study to ensure that they are truly salient issues in that particular society. On the other hand, a subject's score is not based on the issue chosen (e.g., life: "Steal the drug," or law: "Don't steal the drug"), but rather on the reasons given for why a choice is preferable. This allows subjects in a society that stresses the law issue more commonly to choose that issue without their stage score being penalized, whereas subjects from a society that stresses the life issue have the same freedom from penalty. Studies that have examined the actual issue choices made by their subjects have often found that the choices are culturally patterned. Lei, for instance, found that his Taiwanese subjects chose the punishment issue twice as often as the conscience issue (Lei,



Table 3 Three Versions of the Classic "Heinz and the Drug" Dilemma Original United States Version (Kohlberg, 1969) In Europe, a woman was near death from a special kind of cancer. There was one drug that the doctors thought might save her. It was a form of radium that a druggist in the same town had recently discovered. The drug was expensive to make, but the druggist was charging 10 times what the drug cost him to make. He paid $200 for the radium and charged $2,000 for a small dose of the drug. The sick woman's husband, Heinz, went to everyone he knew to borrow the money, but he could only get together about $1,000, which is half of what it cost. He told the druggist that his wife was dying, and asked him to sell it cheaper or let him pay later. But the druggist said, "No, I discovered the drug and I'm going to make money from it." So Heinz got desperate and broke into the man's store to steal the drug for his wife. Should Heinz have done that? Why or why not? Adapted Kenyan Version (Edwards, 1974) In a rural area of Kenya, a woman was near death from a special kind of heart disease. There was one kind of medicine that the doctors at the government hospital thought might save her. It was a form of medicine that a chemist in Nairobi had recently invented. The drug was expensive to make, but the chemist was charging 10 times what the drug cost him to make. He paid 80 shillings for the drug, and then charged 800 shillings for a small dose of the drug. The sick woman's husband, Joseph, went to everyone he knew to borrow the money, but he could only get together 400 shillings, which was half of what it cost. He told the chemist that his wife was dying, and asked him to sell it cheaper or let him pay the rest later. But the chemist said, "No, I'm the one who invented this medicine, and I'm going to make money from it." So Joseph got desperate and broke into the store to steal the drug for his wife. Should Joseph have done that, broken into the store to take the drug? Why or why not? Adapted Turkish Version (Turiel, et al., 1978) A man and wife have just migrated from the high mountains. They started to farm, but there was no rain and no crops grew. No one had enough food. The wife became sick from having little food and could only sleep. Finally, she was close to dying from having no food. The husband could not get any work and the wife could not move to another town. There was only one grocery store in the village, and the storekeeper charged a very high price for the food because there was no other store and people had no place else to go to buy food. The husband asked the storekeeper for some food for his wife, and said he would pay for it later. The storekeeper said, "No, I won't give you any food unless you pay first." The husband went to all the people in the village to ask for food, but no one had food to spare. So he got desperate and broke into the store to steal food for his wife. Should the husband have done that? Why or why not?
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1980, p. 8). I found that kibbutz youth nearly always chose the life rather than the law issue in the husband-wife dilemma compared with a more even distribution in the United States, and that the kibbutz-born youth nearly always made the contract rather than the law choice in the father-son dilemma compared with Middle Eastern youths, who usually chose the authority issue and argued that the son should give his father the money (Snarey, 1982, pp. 288-316). Harkness similarly reported that the elders in a rural Kipsigis community in Kenya invariably responded to the father-son story by stating that the boy should give up the money to his father (Harkness, Edwards, & Super, 1981, p. 599). Nisan and Kohlberg (1982) also found that Turkish city subjects were more likely than Turkish village subjects to decide that one should not steal even if it was to save a human life. In each case, the differences in the issues choice appear to be attributable to cultural differences. For instance, in the kibbutz research it seemed predictable that kibbutz adolescents, who are raised communally, would be more likely than Middle Eastern youth, who are raised in patriarchal families, to question parental authority and to consider the father's request to be unfair. Thus, the issue choice contained within each dilemma seems to allow for cultural variation in the stress placed on particular issues while still searching for universals in the way people reason about the issues. The most radical form of adjustment that has been attempted is to create completely new dilemmas in which both the content and issues are derived from the population under study. As admirable as this approach appears, the results of such nonstandardized interviews have not been reported to be significantly different from those of culturally adapted standardized dilemmas. To examine the possible cultural bias of the dilemmas, for instance, White created "a moral dilemma based upon the experiences directly relevant to the outislanders . . . and administered [it] to a portion of the sample" (White, Bushnell, & Regnemer, 1978, p. 63). He concluded that "it was apparent upon inspection of the participants' responses that there were no stage differences in their responses to that Bahamian dilemma and their responses to
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the standard Kohlberg dilemmas" (1978, p. 63). Although Kohlberg's interview cannot be culture free, it does appear to be reasonably culture fair when the content is creatively adapted and the subject is interviewed in the native language. Testing bias is still possible, however, and future researchers should pay closer attention to this general issue. Invariant Sequence This proposition requires that stage development be upwardly invariant in sequence, with stage regressions and skipping no greater than what can be accounted for by measurement error. Table 2 also summarizes the relation of age with the modal stage and stage range for all 45 studies. Examining the cross-sectional stage distributions, the increase in modal stage, and in the upper limits of the stage range, with a parallel increase in the age of the subjects is usually clear and sometimes dramatic. In the 20 cultural areas in which only, cross-sectional studies have been completed, 85% of the cases indicated an increase in modal stage, and an increase in the upper extreme of the stage range, with increases in age. The remaining 15% of the cases (India, Guatemala, Kenya) showed a regression in either the modal stage or the stage range, but never in both. Further, all three of these cross-sectional cases of apparent regression involved adult subjects in which one could expect to find greater variation, because development has slowed and individuals with different terminal points in development accumulate in the same adult-age cohorts. Regarding the issue of stage skipping, 100% of the cross-sectional studies found all major stages present between the lowest and highest stage in their distribution. Despite the supportive nature of these cross-sectional findings, they are not adequate to test the hypothesis of invariant sequence. The hypothesis of invariant sequence can only be tested adequately by longitudinal research because it involves testing the same persons over time. The seven longitudinal studies reported strikingly similar findings. No regressions were reported in the three 1to-2 year longitudinal studies (Bahamas, Canada, Indonesia). The three 9-to-20 year Ion-



This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.



216



JOHN R. SNAREY



gitudinal studies (Israel, United States, Turkey) and the one 2-year longitudinal study (India) reported some regressions, and each is now examined. In the Israeli kibbutz longitudinal study, which included both kibbutz-born and Middle-Eastern Israeli youths and adults, regressions occurred in 6.3% (6) of 96 longitudinal changes, using the customary 9-point scale, and in 7.3% (7) of the 96 cases using the most differentiated 13-point scale. In the United States study, which included both middle-class and working-class subjects, longitudinal regressions occurred in 5.2% (11) of the 209 longitudinal interviews using the 9-point scale and in 7.2% (14) using the 13point scale. Saraswathi and Sundaresan's (1982) 2-year longitudinal study of boys in India reported that 12.7% (7) of the 55 longitudinal cases regressed in moral stage. Of these 7 cases, only 1 subject regressed a full stage, whereas the other 6 had half-stage or smaller regressions. Are these regressions significant? Colby, Kohlberg, Gibbs, and Lieberman (1983) reported test-retest error to be 19%, using the 9-point scale. Because testretest reversals are always much higher than each case of longitudinal reversals, one could attribute the violations of longitudinal sequence to measurement error. Of course, some of the nonreversals might also be due to measurement error, but measurement error would not account for the overwhelming evidence of nonreversal. This conclusion is also supported by three additional findings. First, in nearly every individual case of regression in all four studies, the downward change was only at one interview time and was only a half-stage or onethird-stage regression. Second, in no case did a longitudinal subject skip a stage (i.e., each subject reached his or her highest stage at the last interview time by going through each of the preceding intermediate stages between their first and last interview stage scores). Third, it is difficult to accept the argument that the invariant sequence evidence is due simply to differing moral norms that adults hold for children of differing ages in the process of socialization (e.g., Denny & Duffy, 1974), given that cultures are so different from each other, and that there has been a consistent failure to find empirical evidence



supporting the socialization-learning interpretation of moral stage structures (cf. Gorsuch & Barnes, 1973; Pacheco-Maldonado, 1972). Despite the lack of empirical support for a simple socialization-learning explanation of developmental stages, future research may well demonstrate that culturally defined variations in the socialization process provide a partial and complementary explanation of cultural variations in the developmental rate and cognitive style of moral reasoning. Cultural groups do accommodate themselves to the process of individual development by socializing their members through a series of age-graded periods. These age-graded periods, I have previously argued, are correlated with modal stage changes in development in a manner that clearly builds on and probably facilitates development (Rogoff, Sellers, Pirrotta, Fox, & White, 1975; Snarey et al., 1983). In the area of cognitive development, for instance, the academic subject of algebra in North American public schools is generally synchronized with the early adolescent years when the students are first able to make use of formal operational thought. In the area of moral development, the results of the kibbutz longitudinal research indicated that gains in a group's mean level of moral development were loosely parallel to shifts in the culturally defined age periods of socialization in the kibbutz life cycle (Snarey, 1982). Of course, this phenomenon is not inconsistent with Kohlberg's theory. Although he did not link moral development to changes in the content of socialization, he did link it to the equilibration of new social role-taking experiences and to general cognitive development (e.g., the construction of reciprocity in both social and nonsocial senses). Full Stage Range The fourth proposition requires that the full range of stages—including the preconventional (1, 1/2, 2), conventional 2/3, 3, 3/4, 4), and postconventional (4/5, 5)—be present in all types of cultures. It is often assumed that Stage 5, for instance, is common among middle-class men in the United States but absent among non-Westerners, the lower classes, and women. The following findings indicate that this belief is not fully correct.
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A survey of Table 2 indicates that in 67% of the 27 cross-cultural sample areas, some subjects were found reasoning at Stage 1; in 89% of the cultural samples, some subjects were found reasoning at Stage 2; in 100% of the cases, subjects were reported at Stage 2/3 or 3; in 89% of the cases, subjects were reported at Stage 3/4 or 4; and in 67% of the cases, some subjects were reported at Stage 4/5 or 5. Stages 2 to 4 are thus virtually universal but Stages 1 and 5 are represented in only 67% of the samples. Before drawing any conclusions, however, it is necessary to control for the age range of the sample, and for the types of samples, to combine the studies meaningfully (cf. Light & Pillemer, 1982; Light & Smith, 1971). Table 4 reports the presence or absence of Stage 1 or 1/2 in those studies that included children aged 10 or younger and the presence or absence of Stage 4/5 or 5 in those samples



that included subjects aged 18 or older. The studies are further stratified according to a variant of Robert Redfield's fold-urban continuum (1955, 1956), an approach similar to one previously applied to Kohlberg's work by Carolyn Edwards (1975). The continuum, as I have modified it, includes: 1. complex urban societies that are also Western European; 2. complex urban societies that are non-European but Westernized to some degree; 3. tribal or village folk societies of Western European origin; and 4. tribal or village folk societies that are non-Western. When one controls for age, Stage 1 is present in 100% of the Western urban samples, in 86% of the Westernized non-European urban societies, and in 86% of the folk societies. Presumably, if younger Iranian and Hutterite children were interviewed, Stage 1 would also be found in these two exceptions. Thus, Stage 1 or 1/2, along with Stages 2 to



Table 4 Association Between Folk-Urban Societies and Stage 1 or 5, Controlling for Age Is Stage 1 or 1/2 reported as present among subjects aged 10 or younger? Type of society



No



No



Urban complex societies (Westernized, nonEuropean)



Iran



Folk tribal or village societies (Western European)



Hutterite



Honduras India Mexico (city) Puerto Rico Taiwan Turkey (city)



Indonesia



Hutterite



Alaskan Eskimos Bahamas Guatemala Turkey (village) Yucatan (village) Zambia



Yes Canada (French) Canada (English) Finland Germany USA (middle class) USA (lower class)



Canada (English) England New Zealand USA (middle class) USA (lower class)



Urban complex societies (Western European)



Folk tribal or village societies (nonWestern, nonEuropean)



Yes



Is Stage 4/5 or 5 reported as present among subjects aged 18 or older?



Alaskan Eskimos Bahamas Guatemala India (Ladakh) Kenya (rural) New Guinea Turkey (village)



Hong Kong India Iran Israel Japan Kenya (urban) Puerto Rico Taiwan Thailand Turkey (city)
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4, seems to be represented in a wide range of cultural groups. Stage 4/5 or 5 is also more commonly present when one controls for age, but the distribution is significantly and strongly associated with the type of society under study and the frequency within any particular sample is seldom high. On the other hand, Stage 4/5 or 5 was present to some degree in 100% of the urban Western samples and in 91% of the urban non-Western societies. It was quite common, although the actual number of individuals within any particular sample was often low, ranging from 1 out of 20 Turkish city residents (5%) to 10 out of 12 subject in a selective sample of senior kibbutz members (83%). On the other hand, Stage 4/5 or 5 was absent in 100% of the 8 traditional tribal or village folk societies, both non-Western and Western. The available data thus suggest that the significant difference lies between folk versus urban societies rather than between Western versus nonWestern societies (cf. Edwards, 1975; Redfield, 1956, 1962). Another approach to the question of the full range of stages is to examine subcultures within the various societies studied and ask if the subgroups differ significantly. Data were available from a number of studies on social class and sex. Table 5 summarizes those studies that include both middle-class and non-middle-class populations or included both males and females. Thirteen cross-cultural studies in 11 countries included both middle class and lower or working-class subjects. In nine cases statistically significant social-class differences were reported. Only one case reported finding no class effects (Taiwan); and in one case two studies reported class differences, whereas a third study did not (England). Because one of the English studies that reported differences had used a superior scoring system, it is possible to conclude that samples from 10 of the 11 countries showed significant class differences in moral development. Of the 10 cases in which class differences were reported, 100% found that upper middle- or middleclass subjects scored higher than lower class or working-class subjects. These findings are similar to the results of other research in the United States; class differences were common and virtually always favored the middle class (DeVos, 1983).



Seventeen cross-cultural studies in 15 countries included both male and female subjects. In 14 studies there were no significant sex differences. In the remaining 3 studies, a clear sex difference favoring males was found in only one case (England). The German study (Gielen, 1982) did not find any significant overall difference, but it was reported that females were more likely than males to score at Stage 3. In India, two studies did not find any significant sex differences and one did; because the latter study used a less reliable scoring system than the first two studies, it seems appropriate to conclude that the evidence against sex differences in moral judgment in India is stronger. Table 5 Distribution of Social Class and Sex in Moral Development Social class differences?



Differences



Sex differences?



Countries for Which Studies Reported Significant Differences England (Weinreich)" Taiwan11



Bahamas6 Canada, Hutterite* Finland1 Guatemala" Hong Kong"1 India (Gielen)b India (Vasudev)" Iran" Israel, kibbutzb Japan" Kenya"-" Puerto Rico8 Taiwan" Zambia"



Countries for Which Studies Did Not Report Statistically Significant Differences England (Simpson)" England (Grimley)" Hong Kong" India (Saraswathi)d Israel" Japan" Mexico" Thailand" Turkey" United States" Zambia"



England (Simpson)" Germany (Gielen)" India (Parikh)"



° A cautionary scoring manual was used (Kohlberg, 1958, 1968). The more acceptable standardized scoring manual was used (Colby et al., 1978). c The scoring system was not reported. "The borderline scoring manuual was used (Kohlberg, 1972). b
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Thus, to summarize, 3 of the 17 studies reported significant sex differences, only 1 of these 3 studies reported a clear sex difference, and no study that used the most reliable scoring system reported any significant sex differences. These cross-cultural findings are also similar to the results of other research in the United States. Walker (1984) reviewed 54 North American studies that had used Kohlberg's moral judgment interview and found that only eight cases of significant sex differences were reported. Walker concluded that sex differences in moral reasoning are found only in a minority of studies, and in each of these cases sex differences are confounded with differences in levels of education and occupation (i.e., indexes of social class). Sex differences were also less frequent when the current standardized scoring manual was used. However, in those few studies where sex differences were reported, they virtually always favored men. The most impressive argument for women's voices being incompletely represented in Kohlberg's scheme has been made by Carol Gilligan (1982). She cautioned, however, against generalizing her perspective to other cultures. To clarify these associations between moral development and social setting or social class, it is important to examine more closely only those studies that used the standardized scoring manual. It is also important to compare the actual age-by-stage distributions for each study to determine the cultural variation in the age of onset of each stage in the range. This approach allows one to control for scoring reliability and to consider individual subjects as the unit of analysis, because these more recent studies, unlike most of the earlier studies, also reported the actual number of individuals at each stage. Taken together, research in 8 cultures (12 subcultures) makes use of the 1978 standardized scoring manual. These include the Bahamas, India (Tibetan and upper middle class), Israel (kibbutz and city), Kenya, New Guinea, Taiwan, Turkey (city and village), and the United States (working class and upper middle class). Table 6 presents the age-by-stage distribution for each of these 12 populations; within each age range, the populations are ranked in order of their moral maturity scores, a continuous rather than categorical measure of moral development.
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Overall, the full range of stages is represented—from 100% of the 10-to-11-year-old Tibetan children at Stage 1 to 83% of a selected sample of senior kibbutzniks at Stage 4/5 or 5. One can also note that, as the age ranges increase, the stage scores also consistently increase. Stages 1/2 to 3/4 are quite common. Stage 4 first appears among 4 Taiwanese high-school students and becomes common in most populations in the 19-to28 age range. Stage 4/5 is first seen in an 18year-old Taiwanese high-school student, but it is represented in 7 of the 8 populations in the 19-to-28 age range and by 6 of the 10 populations in the 28-to-60+ age range. No subjects were scored as fully Stage 5 until after age 30; these included only 2 subjects in India and 8 kibbutz founders or adult members. Interestingly, no subjects in the United States were scored as fully Stage 5 on the Form A interview, although six interviews from upper middle class subjects and two interviews from working-class subjects were scored at Stage 4/5, which indicates that Stage 5 was represented in 25% or more of their moral judgments. Although a competitive comparison of the samples would be extremely inappropriate, it is interesting that the United States sample did not rank first in even one of the five age divisions. Taiwanese, kibbutzniks, and Indians all ranked higher in one or more age divisions than even upper middle class Americans, and Turkish urban subjects also often ranked higher than working-class subjects in the United States. In contrast, the cultural distribution of the stages within each age range continued to confirm that subjects in urban societies have a faster rate and higher terminal point of development than do subjects from traditional folk societies. The data also confirm a socialclass difference: Upper middle and middleclass subjects always have a faster rate of development than working- or lower class subjects within the same society, although their terminal points of development can be the same. Why is Stage 5 a rare empirical phenomenon, and why is its distribution skewed toward particular types of societies and classes? Part of the answer may lie with the size of the adult samples; 6 of the 11 populations in the 28-60+ age range included fewer than 20 subjects each. It might be
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Table 6 Cross-Cultural Samples in Rank Order by Mean Moral Maturity Score, Controlling for Age Global moral stage score Sample"/age range (years)



N



1



1/2



3/4



4



4/5



5



M



8.3 31.7



8.3 33.3



66.7 25.0



16.7 5.0



25.0



41.7



25.0



30.0 31.3 68.8



20.0 27.1 18.8



50.0 8.3 6.2



458 396 391 370 363 363 265b 238" 238" 190" 153"



9.3 15.7 23.2 14.3 31.3 35.0 56.3



16.7 66.7 55.8 47.1 46.2 68.6 53.1 40.0 12.5



25.0 29.2 27.9 23.5 20.6 8.6 3.1



33.3 4.2 6.9 9.8 9.9 5.7 3.1 5.0



17.2 50.0 66.7 36.0 75.0 61.1 50.0 31.8 16.7



65.5 43.8 22.2 44.0 18.8 22.2 10.0 27.3 16.7



13.7



3.4



50.0 60.3 34.7 19.0



41.7 30.0



20.0



8.3 7.5 56.5 66.7 88.9 52.9 42.9 NR 10.0



54.5 18.2 30.0 17.6 NR



10.0 37.5 68.8 18.2 36.4 10.0 5.9 NR



73.0 62.5 25.0 18.2 9.1



2



2/3



Kibbutz, selected seniors/45-56 Kibbutz, founders/51-54 USA, upper middle class/28-36 Taiwan, graduate students/adult India, upper middle class/30-50 USA, working class/28-36 India, Tibetan adults/adult Kenya, rural/28-74 Papua New Guinea/40-70 India, Tibetan monks/adult Bahamas, lower class/57-95



12 39 24 10 48 16 10 12 22 10 19



Kibbutz, selected adults/20-30 Kibbutz, kibbutz born/ 18-26 Taiwan, college/23 USA, upper middle class/20-26 India, upper middle class/21-28 Kibbutz, Middle Eastern/ 18-26 USA, working class/20-26 Turkey, city/ 19-28 Turkey, village/ 19-28



12 24 43 51 32 35 32 20 16



2.9 9.4 20.0 31.3



Taiwan, high school/ 18 Kibbutz, kibbutz born/ 15- 17 Israel, upper-middle city/ 15- 17 USA, upper middle class/ 16- 18 India, upper middle class/ 15- 17 Kibbutz, Middle Eastern/ 15- 17 Israel, lower class city/ 15- 17 USA, working class/ 16- 18 Turkey, city/ 16- 18 Turkey, village/ 16- 18 Bahamas, lower class/ 15- 16



29 16 9 25 16 18 10 22 6 16 8



6.2 11.1 20.0 6.2 16.6 40.0 27.3 66.7 75.0 NR



Kibbutz, kibbutz born/ 13- 14 Taiwan, junior high/ 14 Kibbutz, Middle Eastern/ 13- 14 USA, upper middle class/ 13- 14 Turkey, city/ 13- 15 USA, working class/ 13- 14 Turkey, village/ 13- 15 Bahamas, lower class/ 13- 14 India, Tibetan children/ 14- 16



12 40 23 21 9



Taiwan, elementary school/ 12 Kibbutz, kibbutz born/ 12 India, upper middle class/ 1 1-13 USA, upper middle class/ 10 Turkey, city/ 10- 12 USA, working class/ 10 Turkey, village/ 10- 12 Bahamas, lower class/ 1 1-12 India, Tibetan children/ 10-1 1



30 8 16 11 11 10



5.0 8.3



4.5



40.0 NR



4.5



9.0



12.5 NR



12.5 NR



2.5 4.8 11.1 17.6 35.7 NR



14 44



17 170 8



30.0 8.3 13.6 30.0 NR



10.0 33.3 68.2 NR



3.9



17



10



3



70.0



10.0 5.9 100.0



6.2 9.1 36.4 50.0 70.6 NR



8.6 4.8



11.8 21.4 NR



29.2 6.2 60.0 25.0 13.6 30.0 NR



4.2



33.3



4.8



17.6



17.0



25.0



433 366 365 361 355 349 332 313 279 348 322 312 312 309 306 286 284 275 229 194" 316 308 264 259 243 237 203 176b 135b 301 281 258 229 207 176 167 140" 112b



Note. NR = exact figures not reported. " Samples include all studies that used a more reliable standardized scoring manual. b Mean moral maturity score has been estimated or recalculated.
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unreasonable to expect such small samples letting his wife die or stealing something to of adult moral reasoning to represent the save her life. population of moral reasoning instances. Example 1: However, 6 of the 11 populations in the oldest Q. Should the husband have stolen the food? age range were selected because they were A. Yes. Because his wife was hungry . . . otherwise she ' thought to have a higher probability of in- will die. cluding some subjects at the higher stages. Of Q. Suppose it wasn't his wife who was starving but his best friend. Should he steal the food for his friend? these six, three did in fact include a substantial A. Yes, because one day when he is hungry his friend number of subjects at Stage 4/5 or 5 (India, would help. . . . kibbutz, Taiwan), but the other three selected Q. What if he doesn't love his friend? populations did not go beyond Stage 3 or A. No, [then he should not steal] because when he doesn't love him it means that his friend will not help 3/4 (Kenyan village leaders, Tibetan monks, him later. New Guinea village leaders). It is important Example 2: to note that all three of the samples that Q. Should the husband have stolen the food? included subjects scoring at the postconven- A. Yes. Because his wife is starving. Because they need tional level were modern societies and two of food, they never eat. Q. If the husband doesn't love his wife, should he still them were urban, and all three of the selected steal the food? samples that failed to score beyond the con- A. Yes. Because [otherwise] nobody will cut fish for him. ventional level were traditional folk societies. Example 3: Village leaders in Kenya and New Guinea Q. If the husband doesn't love his wife, should he steal drug for her? did score significantly higher than nonleaders, the A. No. Because he could get caught and put in jail and suggesting that their fellow villagers recognized he can get married again and he could collect money them as more morally mature; Tibetan from her death from the insurance company and get monks, however, usually scored lower than away on top. Suppose it was a stranger? lay Tibetans. However, the failure of all mem- Q. A. ... What did the stranger ever do for him? bers of traditional folk societies, including Example 4: leaders, to use Stage 4/5 or 5 reasoning Q. Should the husband steal the drug? suggests the additional possibility of a bias in A. Yes, because he should save the life of his wife. . . . the scoring system. Specific possible scoring Because he should protect the life of his wife so he doesn't have to stay alone in life. biases are considered under Assumption 5 in Q. Should you steal the drug to save your wife's life? the next section. A. Yes, because she is the only one that I have. The law General Applicability This final proposition suggests that all instances of moral reasoning, regardless of culture, will correspond to one of the finite modes of moral reasoning described by Kohlberg. It is important to note that Kohlberg's stages rely on the notion of structure or internal cognitive operations and on the distinction between structure and content. The process of matching interview responses to examples in the scoring manual, therefore, does not consist of finding elements that are literally identical. The reasoning by which different people arrive at a moral conclusion can be structurally the same even though the specific issues attended to, the circumstances modifying the problem, and the concrete details may be different. The following responses were given by five different individuals to the classic dilemma in which a husband has a choice between



says that one can't have more than one wife, so I have to save her life because she is the only one. Example 5: Q. Should the husband steal the food? A. He should steal the food for his wife because if she dies he'll have to pay for the furneral, and that costs a lot.



The five subjects who gave these responses are all from different cultural groups (1. Turkey, 2. Kalskagamuit Eskimos in Alaska, 3. United States, 4. Puerto Rico, and 5. Chinese in Taiwan). They made different choices, and their responses were sensitive to different elements of the situation: the advantages of having a wife; the importance of jail; or the cost of funerals. Some of these sensitivities may be the result of specific social conditions, cultural values, or the individual's personal history, and as such they constitute appropriate objects of study. Despite the differences, however, the five responses seem to be constructed by the same structures of
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moral reasoning: Action is motivated by a self-interested conception of relations, an appreciation of the instrumental value that stealing may have for the husband in terms of a quid pro quo exchange, punishment is similarly seen as something to be instrumentally avoided, and love is contingent upon and relative to the husband's wishes rather than being a shared normative value. All of the responses can thus be scored as primarily Stage 2 modes of reasoning, the stage of individual instrumental purpose and exchange, because their deeper meaning or underlying structure is similar. Although examples of data that could be easily scored were common, Mordechai Nisan suggested, "It is possible that, in other cultures, principles are held which are distinct from ours, and moral reasoning is used that does not fit the structures defined by Kohlberg" (Nisan & Kohlberg, 1982, p. 874). Being in agreement with Nisan, I reviewed all studies for empirical observations and specific examples of moral judgments that were difficult to score, because the presence of such material could call this final assumption into question. It was rare for authors to report difficult-to-score material or to document empirically a specific problem area that they observed, even though Kohlberg's openended testing method allows one to gather such material. This rarity may have been due to the fact that few authors seem to have systematically examined judgments that were not scorable. Recently, however, samples have been successively reported from research in the Israeli kibbutz (Snarey, 1982), India (Vasudev, 1983), Taiwan (Lei & Cheng, 1984), Papua New Guinea (Tietjen & Walker, 1984), and Kenya (Edwards, in press). Kibbutz. In the longitudinal study of moral development among kibbutz-born kibbutz members in Israel, I reported a postconventional communal equality and collective happiness principle which was missing from Kohlberg's theoretical model and scoring manual. My findings indicated that all Kohlberg's stages, including the postconventional, were present among kibbutz members, but that Kohlberg's scoring manual failed to capture some elements of kibbutz postconventional reasoning. To identify what might be missing from the model and manual, I ex-



amined clinically all interview judgments on which the blinded scorers had given a "guess" score, indicating that the material was a genuine moral judgment but not easily scored according to the standardized manual. I found that the lower stage statements were usually difficult to score because of the incompleteness of that particular judgment by the subject. I also found that the higher stage judgments that were difficult to score were usually complete, but that they reflected the cooperative working-class values of the kibbutz. Some judgments scored as guess Stage 4 or guess Stage 4/5 could be understood as full postconventional Stage 5 judgments if one took a socialist kibbutz rather than a middleclass capitalist perspective to the data. The following brief excerpts from two kibbutzborn subjects' interviews illustrate some of these elements of kibbutz principled reasoning: Excerpt 1 (kibbutz female): Q. It is against the law for Moshe to steal the drug. Does that make it morally wrong? A. It will be illegal or against the formal law, but not against the law which is the moral law. Again, if we were in a Utopian society, my hierarchy of values, and the hierarchy of others, through consensus, would be realized. Q. What are those values? A. Socialism. But (laughter) don't ask me to explain it. Q. What is wrong with a nonsocialistic society that makes it unjust? A. In a Utopia . . . everyone will be equal. . . . It is our dream, our ideal. In one way it is ridiculous since this Utopia will never be achieved, of course. . . . Q. Should people still do everything they can to obey the law in an imperfect world? A. Yes, unless it will endanger or hurt another important value. . . . But generally speaking, people should obey the law. The law was created in order to protect . . . from killing, robbery, and other unjust uses of power. . . . I believe everyone has the right to self-growth and the right to reach happiness. . . . People are not born equally genetically and it is not fair that one who is stronger physically should reach his happiness by whatever means at the expense of one who is weaker because the right to happiness is a basic human right of everyone, equal to all. A nonkibbutz society that is based on power negates the right and possibility of those who are weaker to get their happiness. . . . Excerpt 2 (kibbutz male): Q. Should Moshe steal the drug? Why or why not? A. Yes. . . . I think that the community should be responsible for controlling this kind of situation. The medicine should be made available to all in need; the druggist should not have the right to decide on his own . . . the whole community or society should have the control of the drug. Q. Is it important for people to do everything they can to save another's life? Why or why not?
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CROSS-CULTURAL MORAL A. If I want to create a better community, a nice and beautiful one, an ideal world, the only way we can do it is by cooperation between people. . . . We need this cooperation among ourselves in order to achieve this better world. . . . The happiness . . . principle underlies this cooperation—the greatest happiness for the greatest number of people in the society. Q. Should people try to do everything they can to obey the law? A. In principle, yes. It is impossible to have any kind of state, country, society without laws. [Otherwise,] it will be complete anarchy and those who have the power will dominate the weaker. Q. Why is that wrong? A. I am [not] strong. (Laughter.) But really, you can see in the totalitarian countries today in contrast to, for example, the kibbutz. You damage the principle of democracy and, most importantly, you destroy the principle of equality. Which is why I [have chosen to] live on a kibbutz. (Snarey, 1982, pp. 295-298)



There is a sense in which the collective equality and happiness principle common to these interviews is more mature than Kohlberg's definition of Stage 4 but is missing from Kohlberg's definition of Stage 5. The kibbutz functions for some subjects as an imperfect embodiment of a more Utopian ideal. In raising the kibbutz as a moral argument, they are making a Stage 5 rather than a Stage 4 judgment to the extent that they view kibbutz membership as based on a commitment to cooperative equality and the equal right to happiness by all persons. Allusions in some interviews to the system falling apart or becoming dysfunctional are also not necessarily conventional systemmaintenance judgments when the reason they are protecting the social system is to protect the principle of collective equality and happiness. Although Poland's Lech Walesa would perhaps recognize this, Kohlberg's scoring manual does not. India. Jyotsna Vasudev found that all of Kohlberg's modes of moral reasoning were present in India, but that all Indian modes of moral reasoning were not reflected in Kohlberg's scheme. In the West, as one of Vasudev's subjects points out, "An ethical problem usually involves another conscious human being," but in some traditions in India it is reasoned that "any action that involves any form of life, any creature which cannot react towards your own action as would a human being, should still be considered a valued life. . . . Moral situations are not limited to relations between humans alone
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but are extended to other forms of life" (1983, p. 7). Vasudev offered the following excerpt from an interview with a 50-year-old Indian to illustrate how Indians may use a different conception of the moral sphere and a different postconventional principle to resolve moral conflicts: Q. What if Heinz was stealing to save the life of his pet animal [instead of his wife's life]? A. If Heinz saves an animal's life his action will be commendable. The right use of the drug is to administer it to the needy. There is some difference, of course— human life is more evolved and hence of greater importance in the scheme of nature—but an animal's life is not altogether bereft of importance. . . . Life is known, understood and felt by everyone. It is [just] a matter of fact whether it is manifest in man or animal. The basic unity of life and its importance cannot be denied. . . . All of life, human or nonhuman, is divine, sacred, and a manifestation of the Supreme reality. . . . We in India are vegetarians; the principle of vegetarianism is that life should not be destroyed. If it must be destroyed then the lower forms of life such as plants may be destroyed to preserve the higher forms. One makes choices between many forms of life but the overall guiding or spiritual principle should be that all forms of life are of value. In the spiritual tradition, for example, carelessly or needlessly breaking a leaf on a flower is also construed as an act of violence. Whenever possible, minimize violence. Man as a realized being should appreciate and defend not only his life and that of other human beings but should be responsible for other forms of life. Power, physical or mental, should not be a reason for destruction. Spiritual consciousness is for enlightenment. It should propel one towards recognising the unity of all life [italics added] rather than selecting victims that are powerless. It is only in very special conditions that life survives and evolves to the standards known to us. (Vasudev, 1983, pp. 7-8)



This interview illustrates how the moral principle of the unity of all life informs some Indian subjects' decision making. Yet it only became fully evident in the interview when the subject was asked about a domain that does not commonly concern Westerners (i.e., non-human animal life). Vasudev concluded that Indian moral reasoning, in addition to illustrating all modes of moral reasoning in Kohlberg's scheme, also reflects other moral values at the postconventional or Stage 5 level. She further concluded, on the basis of her own Indian background, that these principles have emerged from the characteristics of Indian philosophical, spiritual, and religious traditions. Vasudev's conclusions are supported by Uwe Gielen's (1983) study of Buddhist monks from Ladakh, a Tibetan culture in India.
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"Surprisingly," stated Gielen, "monks received lower moral reasoning scores than laymen" (p. 1). He concluded that, although Kohlberg's scheme was sufficient to score the preconventional and conventional elements of Buddhist reasoning, it was not sufficient for an understanding of their cooperative and nonviolent principles. His data also suggested that it is possible to do mature moral reasoning about animal life, the gods, respect for the caste system, and the issues of purity, sanctity, and chastity. Such reasoning may be so antithetical to North American moral values, however, that it is not scorable using Kohlberg's model. Other Indian research in progress by Richard Shweder also lends support to this contention (personal communication, February, 1984). Because Kohlberg's measure is open ended or semiclinical in nature, subjects occasionally respond in a narrative style (i.e., by telling a parable or story). Shweder found this type of response to be more common in India because, as he noted, a major mode of moral discourse in traditional Hindu society is narrative. When his informants responded to a Kohlbergian probe question by saying "Let me tell you a story" and proceeded to tell a moral tale from which the listener was expected to draw a lesson, Shweder indicated that highly trained Kohlbergian scorers were unable to score the interview material. This may be due in part to the fact that the storyteller had shifted from the role of respondent explaining personal reasoning to the role of teacher trying to stimulate the interviewer's reasoning. It may also be due in part, however, to a possible overlap between the moral principles addressed by their narrative material and the moral principles not addressed by Kohlberg's scoring system. As Kohlberg himself acknowledged to Shweder, "This material fits our scoring manual much less easily than other cross-cultural interviews on which I have personally worked" (personal communication, February, 1984). Taiwan. Ting Lei and Shall-way Cheng (1984) studied Chinese children and adults living in Taiwan. Their research findings are generally quite supportive of the assumptions underlying Kohlberg's theory, and their Taiwanese sample did include subjects reasoning at each one of Kohlberg's stages up to Stage 4/5. Yet the infrequency with which inter-



views were scored as using postconventional reasoning prompted Lei to question if Taiwanese were usually missing the higher levels of moral maturity or if Kohlberg's scoring manual was missing Taiwanese expressions of principled reasoning. To answer this question, Lei examined the frequency with which Taiwanese subjects used the different criterion judgments in the scoring manual. (Criterion judgments are basically different types of examples of reasoning at a particular stage and are used as the criterion by which to match interview judgments in the scoring process.) Lei found that the use of the various criterion judgments was far from equally distributed; some of the criterion examples were matched to Taiwanese judgments unusually frequently, whereas many others were rarely or never illustrated in the interviews. As he stated, "Though many of the Chinese subjects' interview judgments can be scored by matching with the criterion judgments in the Standard Form Scoring Manual, a considerable number of subjects' moral concerns were hard to give scores to due to the lack of appropriate criterion judgments to match with" (1984, p. 3). More interestingly, Lei found that the most frequently matched criterion judgments were those related to the Chinese traditional values of filial piety and collective utility. He concluded that this selection of scorable interview judgments "tended to centralize subjects' responses into conventional levels" (p. 11) because examples of these values were absent in the criterion judgments given for the higher stages. Filial piety, for instance, is represented in criterion judgments given for Stage 3—affiliation—but no examples are given under Stage 5. Lei had not yet systematically analyzed those moral judgments that were unscorable, however, and thus felt it premature to make specific claims about the cultural patterning of the unscorable responses. He did, however, offer the following example from the father-son dilemma: Q. Should Joe refuse to give his father the money? Why or why not? A. No. In terms of parent-child relations, he has the role as father, and the son should fulfill whatever his father wants. This is because the father has reared Joe for such a long time and given him affection and protection. So Joe should give his father the money to show how much he appreciates his father's caring.
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end points to moral development in these two different cultural systems. New Guinea. Most recently, Tietjen and Walker (1984) applied my method of reanalyzing guess-scored material for cultural patterns in their study of Maisin village leaders in Papua New Guinea. They found that the difficult-to-score material was not random, but rather reflected particular cultural concepts. In particular, their examination of the interviews and related ethnographic material indicated "that the issue of the relationship of the individual to the community is a moral issue of central importance to the collectivistic [and egalitarian] oriented Maisin" (Tietjen & Walker, 1984, p. 1). Some village leaders, for instance, placed blame for the dilemma on the community: "If nobody helped him [save his dying wife] and so he [stole to save her], Lei pointed out that the judgments changed I would say we had caused that problem" (p. over the course of the three questions. In 21). Tietjen and Walker concluded that "there response to the first question the subject took is nothing in the scoring manual that deals the role of the son and gave a filial pious with maintaining human relationships beanswer that Kohlberg's manual would score tween the level of individual interpersonal at Stage 3. By taking the role of the father, and the level of society in general" (1984, the subject answered the second question pp. 1, 24). with a more principled, but also more WestKenya. Although culturally patterned difern-sounding, response. In the third question, ficult-to-score material usually occurs at the when the two ideas confronted each other, Stage 4/5 transition, Carolyn Edwards' rethe subject solved the dilemma by maintain- analysis of her Kenyan interviews found exing both values within a hierarchy. Lei noted amples at the Stage 3/4 transition among the that "this type of judgment which resolves adult community moral leaders in her sample. the dilemma between the fulfillment of filial Edwards offered the following example from piety and the commitment of personal prin- an interview with a 55-year-old unschooled ciples has not appeared in the scoring man- Kipsigis villager; the excerpt is from an ual" (Lei & Chung, 1984, p. 13). Note that adapted version of Dilemma I: this interview ends with the word happiness, but on a sad note. Lei suggested that, under Q. Should the father always direct the son? influence of a Western education, this subject A. For the son to refuse to take his father's advice shows is losing the collective perspective of Chinese that he is not well cared for. . . . But when you [a father] cultural values. As we saw in the kibbutz convince him [your son] by telling him, "Do this sort of thing because this will earn us our living. \bu didn't do data, the equal right to happiness is itself a it this time, but do it next time," then the child will principle, but one that can only be reasonably comply since you did not command [shout at] him . . . achieved within a communitarian setting. and so both of you will be in good unity and understanding The Chinese collectivist perspective has been of each other. Which is worse, for a father to break his promise or presented more fully in Dien's (1982) non- Q. for a son? empirical critique of Kohlberg's work. Her A. [If a father breaks his word] it will cause hatred comparison of Judeo-Christian and Confucian because the son will be angry, saying, "I wanted to follow moral thought also concluded that Kohlberg's my own intentions, but my father cheated: he permitted description misses some elements of collec- me and then refused me. Now I don't want to hear more of his words. He can't love me and is unable to protect tivist moral principles and modes of conflict me." So it is bad. [However,] the one for the son is worse. resolution. In particular, Dien suggested that Imagine a child disobeying my own words, is he really there may be different but equally principled normal? . . . Rules are mine and I want him to follow, Q. The father promised Joe he could go to camp if he earned the money. Is the fact that the father promised the most important thing in the situation? Why or why not? A. Yes, though Joe is just a kid, he has his own rights and should be respected. The father should not treat his son as a means to fulfill his own wishes. Q. What do you think is the most important thing a son should be concerned about in his relationship to his father? Why? A. Understanding his parents' intent. Parents' expectations for their child are derived out of their own experiences, and with the purpose for the child's own good. Though the child need not do everything his parents demand, considering their intention and affection, the child should eliminate conflict with parents to as few as possible by standing up on his own position [only] if he truly believes he is right. But later on he should compensate his parents' loss in other respects. . . . Camping is not an important thing. [What] I am talking about [is that] one should not sacrifice one's basic principles for other people's happiness. (Lei & Chung, 1984, pp. 12-13)
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[e.g.,] "Do this thing to earn you a living," as I did follow my father's rules also. . . . Father's bad deeds are revealed when he does not care for his children . . . that man is like a drunkard whose children do not sleep at home because he drives them away when not sober. The man does not have rules which work and so it is bad. But if he has good functioning rules, he is able to keep his family. The maize will be growing because of his good work. Then it is clear that his family is well looked after. (Edwards, in press, pp. 12-13).



Edwards suggested that this excerpt raises questions about Kohlberg's requirement that Stage 4 include "a full-blown understanding of organizational aspects of a social structure and the operation of a legal system" (p. 11). Perhaps, she argued, Stage 4 should properly require only "a rough appreciation of society's need for institutionalized roles." From this perspective, the Kenyan leaders would qualify in that they have a "clear and elaborated vision of fair and reasonable rules for running a prosperous extended family based on [the values of] unity, respect, and understanding" (in press, p. 11). In sum, the evidence from the Israeli kibbutz, India, Taiwan, New Guinea, and Kenya suggests that some culturally unique moral judgments do not appear in the theory or scoring manual. Collective or communalistic principled reasoning, in particular, is missing or misunderstood. Conclusion Forty-five studies of moral development (38 cross sectional and 7 longitudinal) have been carried out in 27 countries. The range of cultural diversity was considered sufficient to evaluate with acceptable confidence the validity of Kohlberg's claim for the crosscultural universality of his model and method. The evidence suggests that Kohlberg's interview is reasonably culture fair when the content is creatively adapted and the subject is interviewed in his or her native language. The invariant sequence proposition was also found to be well supported, because stage skipping and stage regressions were rare and always below the level that could be attributed to measurement error. The combined cross-sectional and longitudinal data indicated that Stage 1 to Stage 3/4 or 4 were in evidence virtually universally when one took into consideration the age



range and sample size of the population under study. Although the presence of Stage 4/5 or 5 was extremely rare in all populations, it was evident to some degree in approximately two thirds of the subcultures sampled that included subjects in the 18-to-60+ age range. An examination of the presence or absence of the higher stages in different types of cultural groups and social classes, however, indicated that nearly all samples from urban cultural groups or middle-class populations exhibited some principled reasoning but that all folk cultural groups failed to exhibit any postconventional reasoning. This near perfect association was further supported by the data on the general applicability of the stages. Although strongly supportive of the stage structures currently identified, these findings also indicated that other values, such as collective solidarity, that are commonly stressed in either traditional folk cultures or in working-class communities are missing from the theory's explication and the scoring manual's examples of reasoning at the higher stages. Because the only clearly problematic area of the data, in terms of its empirical support for Kohlberg's universality claim, involves the relative absence of postconventional reasoning in many populations, I now wish to consider some of the more general possible conclusions that one might draw. One possible interpretation is that the present definitions of the higher stages are completely culture bound and ethnocentric. Such radical cultural relativism could even be extended to challenge the possibility of valid cross-cultural comparisons. However, this perspective is difficult to accept in view of the research that has been reviewed. Although postconventional reasoning is not found in all studies, it is found in many, including several non-Western societies. People in diverse cultures have come to maintain structurally similar principles of human dignity, equality, and the value of life. To draw a conclusion of complete ethnocentrism would seem to require that one confuse cultural relativity with ethical relativity (cf. Brandt, 1961; Mayers, 1974). As Kohlberg suggested, the accurate understanding that "moral principles are culturally variable in a fundamental way" (i.e., cultural relativism) is fundamentally distinct from the conclusion "that there are no rational principles . . .
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that could reconcile observed divergencies of moral beliefs" (i.e., ethical relativity; 1981, p. 106). The former can be accepted without the latter. Another possible interpretation is that the data support a doctrine of social evolution with so-called primitive societies at the bottom of the hierarchy and the United States at the top. Such radical cultural ethnocentrism is not seriously presented in the literature, but Kohlberg sometimes seemed to present a mild version of this position: Not only are the moral stages culturally universal, but they also correspond to a progression in cultural history. Principled moral thinking appeared first in human history in the period 600-400 B.C., when universal human ideas and rational criticism of customary morality developed in Greece, Palestine, India, and China. . . . My findings that the two highest stages are absent in preliterate or semiliterate village culture also suggests a mild doctrine of social evolutionism, such as was elaborated in the classic work by Hobhouse in 1906. (Kohlberg, 1981, pp. 128, 378, 383)



Kohlberg qualified these remarks by stating that "although cultures differ in most frequent or modal stages, a culture cannot be located at a single stage, and the individual's moral stage cannot be derived directly from his or her culture's [modal] stage" (1981, p. 129). Kohlberg's qualifier and his remarks elsewhere (1981, pp. 107ff) make it clear that he did not wish to endorse a doctrine of extreme social evolutionism, and that he did not believe that one can rank an entire culture on a moral hierarchy. Yet, his essential argument is still that individuals in some societies should not be expected to develop Stage 5 reasoning because they do not possess or experience the cognitive and social prerequisites for such mature reasoning. On a cognitive level, according to Kohlberg, individuals need to have achieved formal operations to develop postconventional reasoning. Socially, individuals need to be aware of conflict between two societies to generate a need for universal principles that transcend the conflict. I believe that Kohlberg's postulate of even a mild doctrine of social evolutionism is misguided on three grounds. First, the research of Claude Levi-Strauss has persuasively demonstrated that preliterate peoples of the world possess the ability to use formal struc-
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tures to make sense of their world (1962, 1963). As Levi-Strauss stated: This thirst for knowledge is one of the most neglected aspects of the thought of people we call "primitive." Even if it is rarely directed towards facts of the same level as those with which modern science is concerned, it implies comparable intellectual application and methods of observation. In both cases the universe is an object of thought at least as much as it is a means of satisfying needs. (1962, p. 3)



Although the question of cognitive development in preliterate folk societies has not been fully settled (cf. Sharp, Cole, & Lave, 1979), individuals in folk societies often do possess the cognitive abilities that Kohlberg defined as prerequisites for mature moral reasoning (cf. Feldman, Lee, McLean, Pillemer, & Murray, 1974). Their thinking is so complexly differentiated that Western psychologists are often not equal to the task of comprehending its complexity. Further, as Malinowski demonstrated in his pioneering field research, individuals in traditional societies clearly use these intellectual abilities to reason about their customs and norms rather than blindly conforming to them (1926a, 1926b, 1944). Second, it is not at all clear why the social prerequisites of postconventional moral reasoning are not experienced by the members of tribal or village folk societies. They experience conflict, for instance, between neighboring villages or tribal groups, and the leaders of their communities must be able to resolve these conflicts in a manner that recognizes the needs and rights of both groups. Kohlberg also argued that the experience of dealing with ultimate or religious issues, such as life and death, are a necessary condition for, and an integral part of, Stage 6 reasoning (1981). Here again, however, villagers certainly have to make meaning of such issues and may do so more frequently and directly than individuals in Western urban communities. Whereas recent research does support the understanding that there are both cognitive and social prerequisites for the development of mature moral reasoning (Snarey, 1982, in press), many individual members of folk communities achieve or experience these prerequisites and, thus, one would expect that at least a few of them would also achieve the higher stages of moral judgment. Third, this present review of the empirical studies does not
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support a supremacist view of North America. The United States sample did not rank first in mean moral maturity scores in any one of the five age divisions in Table 6; Taiwanese, kibbutzniks, Indians, and Turkish subjects all ranked higher than parallel groups from the United States at one or more points in the life cycle. Claims that Kohlberg's theory is completely ethnocentric and universal are not consistent with the empirical research. So, why do subjects from traditional folk societies never score at Stage 5? I would suggest a third perspective that avoids the extremes of the two previous positions, but also assimilates important aspects of these arguments. In brief, sociocultural systems should be expected to vary in modal stage of usage and should also be understood as fully equal. A key to this position is to distinguish between society and culture and to bring a developmental perspective to both. This classic distinction (Linton, 1945) has implicitly underlied the strongest previous critiques of Kohlberg's universality claim: Susan Buck-Morss' socioeconomic critique (1975) and Carolyn Edwards' social complexity critique (1975). The social features of sociocultural systems (e.g., demographics, sociotechnical complexity) vary tremendously, not only when comparisons are made between societies, but also within one society over time. As the distribution of age groups varies, for instance, one would expect the modal stage to vary accordingly. Further, even if some individuals in a society espouse principled morality, the social structure may hinder its acceptance or operationalization. For example, the social structure of most prisons is so inadequate that it makes it dangerous to reason beyond Stage 2, just as the social structure of the United States made it dangerous for Martin Luther King to reason beyond Stage 4 (cf. Kohlberg, 1981). Thus, social systems should be expected to differ in their modal stage or level of moral reasoning. In contrast, a society's culture or world view provides each member with a rich pool of cultural values to digest cognitively. Cultural world views can, in fact, be reasoned about on any stage level. This phenomenon is visible, for instance, with regard to religious world views. The pool of cultural content is



sufficiently rich in Judaism, Christianity, Hinduism, and other traditions that varying levels of sophistication within any particular tradition are possible despite important differences between it and other religions. Thus, one finds children making sense of God as a concrete person and theologians who make meaning within the same religious tradition by referring to a transcendent reality or the Ground of Being. An appealing counterargument to the position that cultural world views cannot be placed at a particular stage is to point to Nazi Germany as a clearly morally inferior culture. However, this misses the point. One can reason about one's nation on a Stage 4 or 5 level, as many citizens of modern Germany apparently do (Gielen, 1982) and as some German citizens did during Hitler's reign of terror (cf. Bonhoeffer, 1953; London, 1970), or one can reason about it on a Stage 2 level, as many Nazis obviously did (cf. Garbarino & Bronfenbrenner, 1976). Thus, although every society may not have a significant proportion of its population reasoning at the higher stages, every culture is capable of supporting higher stage reasoning. When this third perspective is brought to bear on the previously reviewed research, one of the methodological problems is highlighted—the stage definitions and scoring manual are incomplete, especially for Stage 5. Although Kohlberg's preconventional and conventional stages are well based on empirical operative judgments rather than on philosophical ethical systems, this is only weakly true of the postconventional stages. Descriptions of higher stage reasoning are primarily based upon Kant, Rawls, and other Western philosophers. Of course, a system of philosophy common to the entire world does not exist, and the integration of all existing systems is not feasible. Thus, it is not surprising that Kohlberg's postconventional stage descriptions are incomplete. The stage model and scoring manual, nevertheless, should draw examples of reasoning at the higher stages from a wider range of cultural world views. As Elizabeth Simpson (1974) suggested regarding the value of life in Hindu philosophy, for instance, "It is not that life is not valued . . . but that it is valued situationally in highly culturally specific ways" (p. 97). The
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cultural specificity of principled moral reasoning has not been adequately explored, and thus Kohlberg's stage schema and scoring system appear to misinterpret the presence of higher stage reasoning in some types of cultural groups. In sum, there is a need for a more pluralistic stage theory and for a scoring manual that is elaborated with culturally specific examples of formal principles from diverse cultures. The cross-cultural elaboration of postconventional principles could, I believe, reveal Stage 5 to be a more common empirical phenomenon. Future researchers should seek to find negative results and alternative structures; future research needs to be maximally open to the possibility of discovering additional modes of moral reasoning, especially at the postconventional level (cf. Price-Williams, 1975). Such a constructive approach to future cross-cultural moral development research will result in a more adequate arid pluralistic understanding of universality and variation in social-moral development. The current problems and future research strategies suggested by this review, of course, simply highlight the natural limitations of any scheme, including Kohlberg's. The significant shortcomings of Kohlberg's work should not overshadow its remarkable achievements. References Ashton, P. (1975). Cross-cultural research: An experimental perspective. Harvard Educational Review, 45(4), 475-505. Awa, N. (1979). Ethnocentric bias in development research. In M. Asante, E. Newmark, & C. Blake (Eds.), Handbook of intercultwal communication (pp. 263282). London: Sage. Bar-Yam, M., & Abrahami, A. (1982). Sex and age differences in moral reasoning of kibbutz adults. Unpublished manuscript, School of Education, Boston University. Batt, H. W. (1974). Obligation and decision in Thai administration: From patrimonial to rational-legal bureaucracy. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, State University of New York at Albany. Batt, H. W. (1975). Thai conceptions of justice on Kohlberg's moral development scale. Unpublished manuscript, State University of New York at Albany. Berry, J., & Dasen, P. (1974). Culture and cognition. London: Methuen. Bloom, A. H. (1977). Two dimensions of moral reasoning: Social principledness and social humanism in crosscultural perspective. Journal of Social Psychology, 707(1), 29-44.
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