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academics. In our studies we found that this relation is not due only
to university socialization; these differences exist in part even before
people enter the university. Likewise, the differences in moral judg-
ment competence among soldiers, officers, and conscientious objec-
tors seem to be linked only partly to the effects of their social envi-
ronment. In part the differences exist even before they enter into
these environments (Lind, 1984a; see also Lippert, 1981). In any
case, important questions are hinted at that concern the working
together of socialization and selection processes.

CONCLUSIONS

After enjoying a euphoric and uncritical initial reception, the theory
of cognitive development, as formulated by Jean Piaget and
Lawrence Kohlberg, has in recent years come up against opposition
of an often undifferentiated and irrational nature. Especially in
Kohlberg’s work-typical of new, creative research paradigms-there
are more than a few contradictions and inaccuracies that offer critics
abundant points of attack.

The analysis presented here of the basic assumptions in cognitive-
developmental theory and of the current findings to date show that
we are concerned with an approach which should, in fact, be taken
seriously. In several respects the tendency to immunize the theory
has been rightly criticized. We do not, however, see any scientific
reason that would justify referring to the cognitive-developmental
approach as a “degenerating research program” or as a sterile
approach. On the contrary, as the body of accumulated empirical
research shows, the cognitive-developmental approach has very infor-
mative hypotheses at its center that are-with some exceptions—
verifiable and wverified. Therefore, we should regard the cognitive-
developmental approach on the whole as a very “courageous
speculation” which has proved to be of great significance for prog-
ress in moral psychology, even in the areas where it fails.

The most important innovation of the cognitive-developmental
theory, in my view, is of a conceptual nature. It renders the concept
of behavior more psychological by recourse to its affective and
cognitive qualities, and it renders the cognitive aspect of moral judg-
ment assessable in practice. I view as its core assumption a cognitive-
affective parallelism in the development of moral thought and
action, which presupposes a two-dimensional model of development.
The differentiation of the developmental model into two dimensions
or aspects should, however, be strictly distinguished from a bifurca-
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tion of cognitive-moral development, in which both aspects are
conceived of (and operationalized) as separate faculties of mind.
Moral content and moral structure are not composed of insulated
behavioral acts which are accessible in an isolated state. Instead they
are, as the concept of structural wholeness indicates, characteristics
of a behavioral totality and thus have to be dealt with as an insepa-
rable entity.

The methodological and pedagogical consequences of this theory
have hitherto not received the attention they deserve. Two such
consequences seem especially noteworthy. First, in the field of moral
psychology we have to think about a new psychometrics which takes
into account simultaneously both the affective and the cognitive
aspects of behavior rather than interpreting cognitive characteristics
as “errors” of the measurement instrument. We have dealt with this
elsewhere in this volume, as well as in Lind (1982b; 1985e). Second,
in the field of education, the distinction of the two aspects may help
us better understand the cognitive nature of within-stage develop-
ment and the best ways to foster this. Although modern pedagogy
wants to refrain from the indoctrination of moral contents, it is seen
to be responsible for stimulating the cognitive aspect of moral
growth, that is, for the development of integrated and differentiated

judgment.

NOTES

1. See also Moers (1930), who stated that behavior “becomes good or
bad only through its motivation” (p. 441), because “the act that is
without real insight and conforms to ethical norms only because of
chance events in one’s education or adaptation is not yet a truly good
act” (p. 440). Similarly, Hartshorne and May (1928) postulated that
“the essence of an act is its pretense” (p. 101), though this remained a
play on words which had no real consequences for their research
methods.

2. Piaget is exempted from this critique by Pittel and Mendelsohn
(1966). Kohlberg's work was not included.

3. See Habermas, 1976a; Schluchter, 1979; Hartmann, in this volume.

4. For an overview and critical evaluation of recent moral judgment
research we refer primarily to Bergling, 1981; Bertram, 1980; Blasi,
1983; Broughton, 1978; Colby et al., 1983; Eckensberger, 1983;
Habermas, in this volume; Kohlberg et al., 1983; Lempert, 1982;
Portele, 1978; Rest, 1979a.

5. Piaget's approach to the relationship of morality and environment
has been revived by Bertram, in this volume, and Oser, 1981b.
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See, above all, the complex “spiral model” by Eckensberger (1984;
also Eckensberger & Reinshagen, 1980), the “two-factor model” by
Nisan (1984), and the two-component model by Lempert (1982). 1
cannot discuss these sophisticated models as extensively as they
deserve, but I should mention my concern that they also tend to
multiply entities and thus to view content and structure-affect and
cognition-as separate things rather than as two aspects of one and
the same behavior (see also Lind, 1985e).

“Factor analysis indicates a single ‘stage’ factor cutting across all
moral situations and all aspects of morality on which the individual is
assessed” (Kohlberg, 1971b, p. 177). See also Kohlberg, 1958, pp. 11,
338; 1969, pp. 368, 389; 1976, p. 47: 1979, p. 21; Rest, 1979a, pp.
50-51.

Kohlberg, 1958, p. 104; 1969, p. 387; 1979, p. 21; Turiel, 1969;
Rest, 1973,

Piaget, 1976, pp. 69-76, 1977; Kohlberg, 1969, p. 348.

See also Kohlberg, 1969, p. 434; 1971b, p. 186; Piaget, 1977; Lind,
1985e.





