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8 » Moral development

[Introduction ]

i i ; ories

Moral development refers to our understanding of right .and v:;rong ZI:ak;
of moral development usually focus on our moral reasoning —h‘lcc;w wdemIo
judgements about whether something is right or wrong. Af‘ children - mo;:e
they become less dependent on external rewards and [;ums:mfnts ;ect ik

i ight and wrong. This is thought to re
reliant on a personal sense of rig et ol
i isati iety’ This shift from external to in
internalisation of society’s moral code. e .
code has been the main focus of a lot of the research and theory in this area

:E Revision checklist R ——

Essential points to revise are:

Ul Piaget and Kohlberg's theories of moral reasoning
[ Domain theory

[ The development of pro-social reasoning

[ Moral reasoning and theory of mind

Assessment advice

® In any assessment you do about moral development, it is importe:(nt trial
be aware that most of the literature concerns the development of mo
reasoning, not moral behaviour. :

® Therefore, the most common question that most of the hteraturfa afﬂcf]t;esszs
is ‘What do children and young people understand about what is frng daWnith
wrong?' not "How do young people decide how to behave when face
a moral dilemma?’

i [ n

® This distinction is not always made clear and, in the past, it I;as .c>ft1.enh$t::d
assumed that one follows from the other: you understand what is rig
wrong so you behave accordingly.

e However, as you will know if you have studied social psychology, our :
behaviours do not always reflect our attitudes. There are rmany r?ca‘_soﬁsar'wn {e
someone might not behave the way they say is .the right” way — for example,
peer pressure — and this might be different at different ages. o

® You must therefore be careful that you interpret the evidence a.c;curate y -“ :1 .
a study only shows a child's ability to reason then say so —and i yout;:ndes
to evidence from social psychology about the d:fferences betv\re;a:i a |a|;d
and behaviour, then you will be showing synthesis of your knowledge
understanding of psychology.

|

Cognitive-developmental theories of moral reasoning
Sample question

Could you answer this question? Below is a

typical essay question that could
arise on this topic.

e A

Samble question

ey EIITL

Essay "

Critically evaluate the factors that influence the

development of moral
reasoning,

J

Guidelines on answering this questio
whilst further guidance on tackling o
companion website at:

n are included at the end of this chapter,
ther exam questions can be found on the
www.pearsoned.co.uk/psychologyexpress

LCognitive-developmental theories of moral reasoning j}

Jean Piaget

According to Piaget (1932), an understanding of right and wrong reflects
increasing sophistication in a child's thinking processes.

® Children under five years of age have no understanding of morality,

® Between the ages of five and seven years children believe rules and justice
are unchangeable and beyond our control. They also judge whether an action
is right or wrong by its consequences (heteronomous morality).

® From around seven to ten years of age children are in transition, showing

some features of heteronomous morality and autonomous morality.
® Ataround the age of 1012 years children’s understanding shifts to
autonomous morality, recognising that rules are created by people and
intentions are as important as consequences.
Piaget believed that the shift from h

eteronomous to autonomous morality
depended upon three things.

® Changes in cognitive skills as described in Chapter 7 (see Table 8.1).

® He believed that the decline in egocentrism and increase in operational

thinking allowed children to view problems from different perspectives and so
understand how their actions might affect others,

® Peer interactions — in particular, playing games.

® Through the give and take of social interactions and playing games,
children experience disagreements that have to be solved.
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a game, thereby recognising that

n to negotiate the rules of :
A : down from a greater authority.

rules are man-made rather than handed

; . h
e In this way, children learn that social rules make co-operation wit

others possible. -
e Piaget believed that games act as models of society. .

e Rule-based games stay the same as they are passed' from |one Sen:e‘:e;w 4
to the next; in the same way, social institutions provide rules abou
behave in certain social situations.

e Rule-based games only exist if people agree
social institutions only exist because people
those institutions.

e According to Piaget, children shift from judging ri
on cause to judging it based on intention as they

(Cushman, 2008).

to participate in them;
want to be members of

ght and wrong based
move into adolescence

Table 8.1 Piaget's stages of cognitive and moral development

)

m a.' reasoning g 5 ag (o] gar itive devefopmet
Level o or. T Age t e co
e-mora ]Udge ent 0—5 yea S Sensorin otol Stage ] d p e-

operational stage (symbolic
functioning)

Pre—operat’nonal stage (intuitive

Feterenomous merelly e thinking) and concrete operational
stage
| operational stage
LAutonomous morality 10-12 years Formal op §
ﬂHSan:lpl-e éwestion Information p_roya_;_ie_r

m about morality through games in .the

playground. Your local schools are thinking of cu;ktmg zzil;oilily;r?ael
: i isi d bullying. As a

because of worries about supemswn.an ng ! ;

psychologist you are worried about the impact this might have on children's

According to Piaget, children lea

L importance of playtime for the development 0 i

Lawrence Kohlberg

Piaget's theory of moral development was developec.i further by]/bLawrtir;crz .
Kohlberg during the 1950s (Kohlberg, 1958). Accorc‘hr.\g to .Koh erg;ta -
three universal levels of moral development, each divided into two stag

(see Table 8.2).
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Cognitive-developmental theories of moral reasoning

® Initially children make judgements about right or wrong based solely on how
actions will affect them.

@ Over time they recognise that they may need to take others needs into
account when determining what is right or wrong.

® Eventually it is recognised that morality concerns a set of standards and
principles that account for human rights, not individual needs.

® Kohlberg suggested that most adolescents reach Level Il and most of us stay
at this level of reasoning during adulthood.

® Only a few individuals reach the post-conventional level of reasoning, Level Il
® Stage 6 is so rare that it has since been removed.

Evidence supports the view that children and adolescents progress through
the stages Kohlberg suggested, even if they may not reach the level of post-
conventional reasoning (Flavell, Miller, & Miller, 1993; Walker, 1989). Cross-
cultural studies also provide some evidence for the universality of Kohlberg's
first four stages (Snarey, 1985). However, this theory is not without criticism and
Kohlberg's model has been accused of both cultural and gender biases.

® Kohlberg's theory is said to be culturally biased because it emphasises ideals
such as individual rights and social justice found mainly in Western cultures
(Shweder, 1994).

® Some cultures (for example, American) have been found to place greater
value on a justice orientation (Stage 4); other cultures (for example, Indian)
place a greater weight on interpersonal responsibilities, such as upholding
obligations to others and being responsive to other people’s needs (Stage 3)
(Miller & Bersoff, 1992).

® |t has also been observed that women are more likely to use Stage 3 than
Stage 4 reasoning.

® According to Gilligan (1982; 1996) the ordering of the stages reflects a
gender bias: placing abstract principles of justice (Stage 4) above relationships
and concern for others (Stage 3) is based on a male norm and reflects the fact
that most of Kohlberg's research used male participants.

@ Gilligan argues that these orientations are different, but one is not necessarily
better than the other.

® However, there is some debate about the extent of the evidence to support
Gilligan’s claims of gender differences in moral reasoning. Jaffee and Hyde
(2000) found that gender differences in reasoning were small and usually
better explained by the nature of the dilemma than by gender.

® The evidence now seems to suggest that care-based reasoning is used by
both males and females to evaluate interpersonal dilemmas, while justice
reasoning is applied to societal dilemmas.

® Kohlberg has also been criticised by proponents of domain theory for
not differentiating reasoning about morality from reasoning about social
conventions (Turiel, 1983).
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)
. ) KEY STUDY

Jaffee and Hyde (2000). G ¢ ;
R meta—analyiis ). Gender differences in moral orientation:

Cognitive-developmental theories of moral reasoning

dged

i

, even
der.
|

| or

Thi :
; ;:’;:iyn\;;z; ir:eta-anélys:s of 11 3.studies of gender differences in moral reasonin
e stuziztsa::ft;crzletetc:r;ic\q/:e that coml;ines the findings from a numbg;
| : a more robust answer to a specifi
Z:Jizset:;r;. sta:fe;ﬁzgdemyde Jore |nter('a§ted in finding out the extenF; to Ii'l:?sﬁagz
il Claimf:tahat ‘usﬁ| |gar;ls (1982). cnthue of Kohlberg's theory of moral reasoning
S eﬁ;ct S.<:e afn care or*ehtat;ons are strongly gender differentiated. The
s 1cavolzpT or{gender d'rffergnces in care reasoning was -.28, indicatiny
bl ?;nngdgméles. erew;sg, the effect size for gender differences i?l
il str’Ongg 2 5. r-t,fm aﬁatlng'a small difference favouring males. Therefore they
by women and theﬂigticeo;;eit:;g: ti:aLfsi-lj kcJ:are Orie;tation ool
men.
type of moral reasoning an individual uses is high?; sensitivaettc?rt‘htehsgnst:itg::;T;r:tt:i
£

' Fairness means treating

‘s duty. A law should be obeyed

Reciprocity is viewed as a necessity;
hey are needed to maintain socia

thing to do. Behaviour is therefore ju
for you if you do something good for me.

doing one
d upon. The validity of laws is evaluated and it is
if they do not preserve and protect fundamenta
conscience will be followed even though this may

| standards of their parents in order to be seen as a
dence over social rules and laws. When faced with a

Moral behaviour is tied to punishment. Whatever is rewarded is good; whatever is punished
Trust, caring and loyalty are valued and seen as the basis for moral judgements. Children
Values, rights and principles transcend the law. Good is understood in terms of the values
At this stage the individual has developed an internal moral code based on universal values

o
= =
E| = 4 2
= L +— "5
[z} o9
L =D ]
c A (o]
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8  Moral development

(‘Test yourr;_'llc_-_n.ov.\f_{éldge_ e

; ; . . 3 h.s
8.1 How do the stages of moral development outlined by Piaget link to hi
; g !
theory of cognitive development: : :
8.2 What are the two main factors thought to influence the development o
moral reasoning? .
8.3 Does the evidence support Kohlberg's stages of moral development?

i ite at:
| Answers to these questions can be found on the companion websit
[ www.pearsoned.co.uk/psychologyexpress

L A AT S ol 0

LR

e —————————

rFurther reading Cognitive-developmental theories

Topic Key reading

2 - 2
Culture and morality  Shweder, R. A. (1 994). Are moral intuitions self-evident truths
o Criminal Justice Ethics, 13(2), 24-31.

i ishment: Distinguishing the roles
i i Cushman, F. (2008). Crime and purns : e
b ofucausal and intentional analyses in moral judgement. Cognition,
} 108(2), 353-380.

|

| .

i"-___._J

LDomain theory

ild’ i cial
e Turiel (1983) argues that the child’s concepts of mo'rahty gnd S?, o
convention develop from the recognition that certain actions o e e
are intrinsically harmful and these are therefore different from othe
having only social consequences. .
e For example, hitting another person has intrinsic effects (the harm
caused) on the well-being of the other person. .
i orm
e Such intrinsic effects occur regardless of any social rules that may y
be in place concerning hitting.
iti nd
@ The core features of moral cognition are therefore. centr(cejd aror;“ty .
considerations of the impact of actions on we!l—.belng and mo
structured by concepts of harm, welfare and faimess. .
i i insi
e In contrast, actions that are matters of social convention have no intr
interpersonal consequences. - o
e For instance, in school, children usually address their teacher using
i ‘Mr Smith').
title and sumame (for example, |
is i ressin
» However, there is no intrinsic reason that this is a‘ny better than add g
the teacher by their first name (for example, 'Joe'). - .
i = the use O
e Only social convention — a socially agreed upon rule — makes
Smith’ more appropriate than ‘Joe'.
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Pro-social reasoning

® These conventions are arbitrary, in the sense that they have no intrinsic status,
but they are important to the smooth functioning of the social group as they
provide a way for members of society to co-ordinate their social exchanges.

¢ Understanding of convention is therefore linked to the child's
understanding of social organisation.

® Recent research that has looked at children’s beliefs about social exclusion
suggests children are able to separate these two aspects of moral reasoning,
but their ability to differentiate morality and social convention increases
during adolescence (Killen, 2007; Killen & Stangor, 2001).

('Testyc'{qr'knovﬂed_gé : ., — : ' -

8.4 What is the difference between social convention and morality?

Answers to this question can be found on the companion website at:
www.pearsoned.co.uk/psychologyexpress

= J
) - &

Further reading Domain theory

Topic Key reading

Social exclusion Killen, M. (2007). Children's social and moral reasoning about !
exclusion. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 16, 32-36. |
\. = = o
[Pro-social reasoning !
e

® This refers to the thinking involved in deciding whether or not to engage in

pro-social behaviours — in other words to share or help others ~ when doing
so may be costly to oneself.

® It has been suggested that this type of reasoning also goes through stage-like
developmental changes (Eisenberg & Fabes, 2006).

® Eisenberg used stories that presented a dilemma contrasting self-interest
and the interst of another child. For example, a child has to choose between

going to a birthday party and stopping to help someone who has hurt
themselves.

® Younger children focus on the gains to themselves by helping, whereas older
children express more empathy for the injured person.

® Alink has been found between more empathetic reasoning and higher pro-
social behaviour: children with high levels of pro-social reasoning are less
likely to cheat than those who score at lower levels (Eisenberg et al. 2003).

® It is possible that the changes seen in pro-social behaviour link to the
development of another cognitive and social skill: theory of mind.
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8 « Moral development

{Theory of mind (TOM) !

e This refers to the understanding that other people may have different mental
states from us — that is, different thoughts, knowledge, desires, feelings and
beliefs (Harris, 2006).

e TOM develops mainly over the first seven years of life, but is not fully
complete until adolescence (see Table 8.3).

e TOM is important for social and emotional functioning: if you have TOM you
are able to put yourself in somebody else’s shoes, to imagine what it is they
are feeling. It is therefore a part of empathy — our ability to understand and
identify with another person’s feelings.

@ It has been noted that children with autism lack a TOM and this is thought to
help explain the difficulty they have with social functioning (Baron Cohen, 2001).

e TOM is thought to be important for the development of moral reasoning
because it allows us to think about other people’s mental states and answer
questions about wrongdoing, such as:

« Did that person intentionally do wrong?
e Was their behaviour premeditated?

These sorts of questions are key in a criminal case where questions of intention
and premeditation are important.

Table 8.3 Development of theory of mind (TOM)

—

18 months-3 years  Recognise that other people see what is in front of their eyes, not what}
is in front of the child's eyes
Can distinguish between positive and negative emotions and
recognise those emotions in others
Recognise that others have different desires

3-5 years Realisation of false beliefs
5-7 years Recognise that behaviours may not reflect thoughts and feelings
L7+ years Recognition of ambivalence occurs during adolescence
_J
Development of TOM

e Although preschoolers try to attribute knowledge and mental states to
others, it is not until around the age of four years that children demonstrate a
coherent TOM (Gopnik, 1993).

e TOM is suggested to demonstrate a qualitative shift in children’s thinking (for
example, Wellman & Gelman, 1998).

156

Theory of mind [TOM])

® |t is most commonly assessed by the 'false belief task’ (Wimmer & Perne
1983), such as lthe Sally Anne task shown in see Figure 8.1. TOM is "
Se]rrlonstrated if th? child answers that Sally will look in the basket for her
all as they recognise that Sally has a different mental representation of th
situation from them — they possess knowledge Sally does not e

® Most typically, developing childr
' e 3
years old. R n do not answer correctly until they are four

® However, it has been su
wever, ggested that the TOM tasks und i i !
abilities (Siegal & Peterson, 1994) for two reasons. nderestimate chidren's
® go;rnger cP?iIdren misinterpret the key false belief question — ‘Where will
Ti y look?' — to mean 'Where should Sally look?’ (Siegal & Peterson, 1994)
ree-year-olds have been found to perform better when the questi’on is .

reworded in a less ambiguous form — for
. = example, 'W
first of all’ (Siegal & Beattie, 1991). ple, Where should Sally look

-
-\
Sally Anne
Start @ h %}
Sally puts her ball in the basket © h
Sally goes away e . ‘ %
Anne moves the ball to her box 6 j %
Where will Sally look for her ball? Q g ; i
-
w,

Figure 8.1 The Sally Anne task
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Chapter summary - pulling it all together
8 « Moral development

e The burden on immature processing skills suchhas r;emotry :n;:l L?ats}:):ir;glse
i 1998). This has been teste :
are also too great (Flavell & Miller, .
photograph’ task (Leslie & Thaiss, 1992), which has_the s§me burdenn:f;der
terms of memory and inference, but does not require children to co
another’s mind.

[? Sample questron 7 Essar

ST e e R Y

A DR T e

To what extent does the evidence support cognitive developmental theories
of moral reasoning?

=
ild i wn a doll placed sitting on a box. ) | :
— The child is sho B d to take a photo. Further reading Theory of mind
— They are given an instant camera and asked to ta p ]
iti itti t). L & i
The doll is moved to a new position (for example, sitting on a ma ) sile ——
— . . f)f ‘ | . -
_ The child is asked "Where will the doll be in the developing photo? Development of TOM Ltisehc?ronf(:n?r?;) ,E;iir:!i ;r;(;l,li:s\;?esin;a;{f;.41‘;2?4(}229_]”8 of
ble to answer this question correctly - three-year-olds
- Four-year-olds aiea he t the three-year-olds’ inability to answer the false Moral reasoning and TOM  Sokol, B. W., Chandler, M. J., & Jones, C. (2004). From
are not, suggesting that the E

. ) mechanical to autonomous agency: The relationship between
belief task is related to poorer processing skills. children’s moral judgments and their developing thearies of

mind. New directions for child and adolescent development.
. Special Issue: Connections between theories of mind and
TOM and moral reasoning

sociomoral development, 103, 19-36.
@ Sokol, Chandler and Jones (2004) explored the idea that TOM and moral \__
reaso;‘ling were linked by showing children Punch and Judy shJov(\;s. -lni:::ere
scenario Punch pushes a box off the stage because he thinks Judy is

and he will be rid of her — she is not and no one is hurt. In the other scene [Chapter T e v }
Punch goes to help Judy, but accidentally knocks her off the stage. k
i [ more likely to make , 7
s ngdr?n Wlth moregzz\;?:giﬁilﬁiair:” empathy and => Can you tick all the points from the revision checklist at the beginning of
judgements based on intention, su . ey b
understanding of right and wrong

7 => Attempt the sample question from the beginning of this chapter using the
e e E————. “ answer guidelines below.
Test your knowledge

i ol

=2 Go to the companion website at www.pearsoned.co.uk/psychologyexpress
to access more revision support online, including interactive quizzes,
flashcards, You be the marker exercises as well as answer guidance for the

16 these questions can be found on the companion website at: ' Test your knowledge and Sample questions from this chapter.

Answers to these

| www.pearsoned.co.uk/psychologyexpress

8.5 What are the developmental phases of theory of mind?
8.6 How are TOM and moral reasoning related?

PRI

Answer guidelines

" problem-based learning

M Sample question

-

Essay
John is studying GCSE history. He reads the chgpters and, at tglgtvegei:(iis '
the chapter, there is a URL for the book’s website. On ti;; Wi:e :tl ; g e
i : before a class test. 1The

ractice quiz. He takes one of these : ! e
fhe sameqas the practice quiz and he gotan A 1-n the tgst. He 111(0\1:; g:a::l;zfs ;he |
! teacher must take the questions from the online quiz to make ! B ... ..
other students do not know this, as they got Cs and Ds. g

; . Your answer should aim to provide an analysis of how different factors determine
| p 2 : 1d he do? How might . .
| | Should John feel guilty? Is this cheatmgt 1’aind “‘;iztsfi};?:? how children make decisions about what is right or wrong. You should aim to
- -old answer these !
a 7-year-old and a 12-year-o

Critically evaluate the factors that influence the development of moral
reasoning.

e

\ - 158
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8 « Moral development

consider as many different factors as possible and draw upon your knowledge
from other areas such as play and cognitive development, as well as the
information in this chapter.

Important points to include

® Begin by defining the main issue that governs the debate about moral
reasoning and whether or not it develops in a stage-like manner.

e Critically evaluate the evidence for a range of different factors thought to
influence moral reasoning, including:

e social factors such as peer relationships and play

e cognitive factors such as Piagetian stage and TOM

e gender differences

e contextual factors, such as the nature of the dilemma.

Make your answer stand out

It is really easy just to discuss Piaget and Kohlberg’s theories. A good

answer will take other theories into account and will debate the merits of
differentiating between social convention and moral behaviour. It will also
consider whether there are differences in reasoning and behaviour. Linking
your evaluation to other areas of psychology (for example, social psychology),
as well as to a range of topics within developmental psychology, will
demonstrate your ability to synthesise the information you have learnt and
make your answer stand out.

~
Explore the accompanying website at www.pearsoned.co.uk/psychologyexpress
=2 Prepare more effectively for exams and assignments using the answer
guidelines for questions from this chapter.
=> Test your knowledge using multiple choice questions and flashcards.
=2 Improve your essay skills by exploring the You be the marker exercises.
\ i
f_ N
Notes
E S
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