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“PSYCHOLOGIZED MORALITY”
AND ETHICAL THEORY, OR,
DO GOOD FENCES MAKE GOOD NEIGHBORS

NTRODUCT

AND NEIGHBORS

In this chapter we reconsider the boundary between ethics and moral development
- theery, and respond to recent challenges wo our call for 3 “psyehologized moral-
iy The boundary issue has a discernible historical are, When wuch of American
psychology was in the grips of behaviorism - during the first six or seven decades
cof the twentieth-century - its stance towards ethical terms was eatirely in keep-
- ing with the epistemology of logical positivisme, On this score ordinary moral lan.
ghage (Cgood”, “ought™ “values”) was useless for scientific investigation without

operational” translation indo the constructs of behavieral science M.,.ﬁémw:_ Ve e
Cforcement™). Behavioral psychology thus staked out its claims against metaphysics.,
erecting a fence and extending a boundary against i

But the autonomy of (behavioral) psyehology from ethies was challenged by the
< rise of Kohlbergs nyoral stage theory, Indeed, Kohibery's stage theory was a much
better neighbor to ethic zzwc& thar was behavioral theory. Kohlberg's embrace
of the formalist ethical tradition as the starting point of his nvestigation essentially
lowered the fence between ethical theory and moral development and effaced the
boundary between them, This affirmed the autonomy of morality, but at the expense
iwe argue) of the autonomy ol psychology. Our call for a psychologized morality is
qn gitempt 1o revisit the boundary between ethival theory and developmental stud-
ies of moral funetioning,

The boundary we have i mind calls for a greater sense of partnership acros
both sides of the fonce, rather than the one-sided. unilateral respect of developmen-
“tat stadies for ethical theory, We take aim at the autonomy of morality by our enm-
brace of ethical naturalism, and affirm the independence of psychological research,
but we do so convineed that a new understanding of the boundary will encourage
mutual respect and partnership and, indeed. make good nelghbors of us all,

A Poetic Metapdor: The Mesding Wl

h_“,, poetic metaphor best captures

Y _aa?rﬁ%;: of the partnership between oth-
s and developmental psyehaotogy.

s have inomdod the famous line from Robert
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: ¢ pert, Phe Memding Wall - “uood ferwes make good neighbors?
This n,é.,n%:.i ; Farliar 10 most Amerivans, even i they don’t always remernty
1ts source, Untortunately. the expression s ofien misundersiood. The line w_,.:&?

srterpreted W mean that 4 good neighbor i one that we keep at arm’s length, beld
a fence, The

cognitive sciences. Tnsoiar as we embrace naturatism in ethics, we clarity our inten-
s in this respect, and respond to recent eriticism of our approach. Our concluds
post-script brings us back to Kohibery. Here we will argue that the naturalizing
endencies endorsed by our perspective have deep roots in Kohlberg's own proje

Fo

ood neigh w:z B oone we tever see, who does not intrude on us an

minds s own business. The good neighbor leaves us alone. However, the actud

poem camnes (o 4 compleiely opposiie conclusion.
The poeny begins:

AT A CRORSROAD

Recently we argued that moral development research is at a crossroad {Lapsley &
arvaez, 2005). For nearly forry vears Kohlbera's paradigm defined the ierms of
wigrence for the study of moral reasoning, vet there are unmistakabie v,.ﬁma that it
ow sits on the margins of cognitive and sociat developmental research. The debates
and issues that once swirled around the moral stage theory, and which provided an
exditing momentum to research, now seem to hold linke inter
thequestions have been answered (Lapsley, 2006).
Certainly part of the story of the declining influence of Kolitberg's moral stage
theory can be traced (o the general decline of Plaget's approach in developmental
svchology (Lapsley, eemav ?civﬁm,m (1969) “cognitive developimental approach
lo-socialization” traded on the prestige of the Plagetian paradigm, so that when
laget’s theory waned in influence. or was eclipsed by alternative ¢ conceptualiza-
fions of inteflectual development, Kohiberg's theary became deprived of much of
st paradigmatic support,
“Inretrospect the preoceupations of Kobhibery's research program seemed (ar re-
noved from what is the overriding concern of parents and educators, which is how
dovaise children of a certain Kind, that is, children who possess important moral
dispositions, who possess traits that are desirable and praiseworthy and whose P
sanalities are imbued with a strony ethical compass (Lapsley, in press). On these
matters moral stage theory surprisingly is silent. It has relatively little to say about
o rase maoral childeen. I provides listde puidance Tor parents, let alone educa-
iors; {or how morally-crucial dispositions are to be encouraged in voung childeen,
and, indeed, provides only a shight framework for understanding moral behavior in
mg children more generally (Lapsley & Narvaez, 20063,
OF course, this was not Kohlberg's project. He actively rejected any claim to ad-
dress issues of character. Insiead, his was an atlempi (o chart ontogenetic variation
e how individuals resolve bard-case moral dilemmas. With increasing develop-
ment individuals will call upon increasingly complex sets of sociomoral operations
3 sort out questions of fairness, adjudicate conttict, and justify decisions. They
0Me to appreciate with incre ing transparency and articulacy the moral point of
few as it is understood by Tormalist ethics

These are not unimportant developmental achievements, yet it seoms 1o pass
the ordinary moral aéﬁ.mm;na of children and the overriding concerns of their
ents. Moral stages do not, after all, classify individuals but rather the structural
ropettics of reasoning. They permit no aretaic evaluation nor prompt reflection
about the moral qualities of personhood. They say nothing about virtue or charac-
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Fhe povin explaing that no one has seen or heard the gaps being made, but there they

are “al spoing mending time.” The narvator informs his neighbor (“heyond the il
hout the gaps inthe wall. The neighbor comes down and together they walk the H
“and 8 :_a wal between us once again.” They go about repairing the wall, weariag
their M_ ngors rough E.x_a:zx e boulders. And it amazes the nareator because aj E
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The poem reminds us that we need cecasions to be and feel like neighbors, to work

tant ?m because the oCeusion of ??:m g it gives :_ﬁ: reason to zo_,w togeths
pactneriinp. A wood tenve does pot keep people separated but brin

gs them togethe

ably w0 some moral sense of good,

The point of the wall. then, is thai it brings
it needs mending and we must cooperate in a common project, Tt s in this spirit th
developmenial psychodogists walk the mending wall with ethicists, as we handle th
rough stones repaiving the gaps that have emerged in the boundary between ethie
and pevohology. Although the disciplines enjoy relative autonomy ("H
and Tam all apple orchard”™y, there are occasions for ethicists and psyel
watk the tne together for muotual benetit,

Ta the next section we provide the background argument that motivated our cab
tor a psvehologized morality, and then note its kev claims, We claim, for xamplg
i a psycholoyized morality and naturalized ethics are “fellow travelers.” boum
by a stmdiny understanding of (the mending wall between ethics and the social ang

-

together and does not separate us;

By
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wer. They do ot even deseribe moral stage development m childfood. indeed, ¢hil
drea rarely encounter the sort of poral dilemmas used in the typical assessments
and parents would find it odd w fearn that the reasonabie goal of muoral socializatio
beld 0wl by mioral stage theory s for adolescents 1o m::w about dilemmas (the

woniled Bardly i,wnm.:::a_,.; 16 conventionsl way

wied ca

v commerce with contemporary psychological research. To see thas con-
sider what 15 arguably Kohlberg's greatest accomplishment: Kohlberg quite sime
ly moralized psychology with his

stage theory. He brought ethics o ﬁmv\m?u:ﬁb
dreating a Reld of study in the process. He used ethical theory to set the teoms of
weference for s mvestigations. Indeed. Kohlberg argued that the study of moral
development must begin with certain metacthical assumptions that define s moral
mdgment (Kehlberg, Lovine & Flewer, 1983). Kohiberg’s embrace of Kantian for
gratisim allowed him to carve out a domain of study against the backdiop of psy-
choanalysis and behaviorism: and it provided a way o articulate and define the
einerging cognitive developmental alternative (Kohifberg et al., 1983)
And from Kohlberg we leurned s lesson about the division of labor between eth-
4es and psychology: First, make certain ethical assumptions: use ethical theory to
detine the terms of reference, 1o define the domain of inguiry; and then, once this
is done., get on with vour psychological work, Kohiberg's instruction on this was
S50 successful that i s now part of the received view that philosophical analysis
tmust precede psychological work. Psychulogical explanations must be grounded by
philosophical explanations seee.g. Tuy wi, 19985 Put tendentioushy, while ethics is
awtorromous psychology is not. Psychological research on moral functioning is to be
vonstrained by ethical theory,
© This cognitive developmental rapprochement with ethics raised many suspicions
on both sides of the disciplinary boundary. Although philosophers seemed pleased
hat Kohiberg at least ger his priorities straight - first come to terms with ethical
heory then do psychology - they nonetheless wondered i he was committing the
maturalistic fallacy or else got his formalist ethics wrong. Psychologists worrled that
by accepting a particular philosophical delinition of mosality as a starting point,
e mrvight be tempted 1) o narrow the scope of inguiry, 2) resolve philosophical
problems with empirical data; or 3) use strictly philosoplical criticism to trump the
sempirical claims of a theory (e.g., Blasi, 1990; Laps! 5 & Narvaez, 2003),
We think the Kohiberg paradigio succumbed to the temptations of (1 and {2, but
was fargely the victim of {33 The scope of inguiry certainly was narrowly fixed on
mstice alone. it did attempt to resolve philosophical problents with empirteal data,
in this case the problem of ethical refativism (gee below), And there were many who
seemed to think that Kohlberg's developmental theory was wrong solely because
of doubis sbout the adeguacy of his philosophical commitments - a move we think
ilegitimate but perhaps inevitable given Kohiberg's moralization of psychology.
Kohiberg moralized psye wa_.cmv,._ thern, i a double sense, not just by using for-
smalist ethical theory (o set the terms of reference, but to establish the very purpose
of investigation. The purpese of Kohlberg's work was to provide the psychological
resources to defeat ethical relativism. Ethical velativism s defeated at the highest
stages ol development, where the moral point of view commits us 1o seek moral
sonsensus around ratdonably-grounded universal imperatives
© Bat it was the commitment to the anti-relativism project that fed vitimately o the
marginalization of moral stage theory. in our view. Kohlberg's attempt o transform

This 15 not inany way o diminish the extraordinary significance of Kohlberg’s
theory. As we will note below, Rohtberg's remarkable contribution first raised the
visthility of the moral domain, imdeed, made u possible, in an era that was hostike:
o potions of cogniive structure and stage development, What's more. Kohtbery
research wam scored significant empirical successes in its pursuit of moral stages;
10 its restrictive donwm ot application {e.g.. Colby, Kohlberg, Gibbs & Lieberman;
1983). Rest {19871 wermed the validation results “spectacular”™ (p. 466) and noted;
that " or no othey ieasurement procedurs in the field have such strong confirmatory
trefds been reported” (p. 4644, Moreover, the addition of moral discussion and jug
communiles o e arsenal of te moral education is an enduring contribution of thel
Rohiberg team .., Power, Higgins & Kohibery, 19863,

Yol gven on s own lerms the mord §

> theory seemed 1o turn in on itselfq
it wrestied with revaleitrant data. On ?.%mwﬁm,.m account the construct vakidity o
moral stages rested on positive evidence regarding the holistic consistency of mor
reasoning {straciure J easembley and its “invariant sequence” of development. Bug
sarly ovidence was nol encowraging. Indeed, data generated by carly scoring sys.
ey presenied Kohiberg with a prima facie refutation of the moral stage theor
Yhe research program did regroup and evolve new scoring systems to resobve
anomatous data. but at the price of purging Stage 6 as the endpoint, larding the se
quence with sib-stages, and restricting the range of extension of a moral structure
Lo something narrow Ewa cramped - [0 oniy those data obtained from spoantancous
mterviews and not in any other way, and onty on hypothetical justice dilemmas and
ok thisse thas pull for other tvpes of moral issues {Lapsley. 20063,

OF course. every research program must proceed in the face of anomalies, and
there s always recaleitrant data with which to contend, “Al theories are born refued
and die refuted,” as (Lakaos, 1978, p. 3) put i, But progressive research programs
deal with anvmalies in content-increasing ways. Degenerating research programs da
not. Degenerating research prograims assume 4 sirictly defensive posture by wmomm:m..
a series of ad hoe stratagems that do more to protect its core ¢laims than to anticipate:
povel facts {Lakatos. 1978). By these eriteria it

sems clear that we are met here at the
crossroad with a degenerating research program in moral stage theory.

MORALLARD PRYCHOD OGY AND PSYCHOLOGIZED MORALITY

Progressive research programs thas siruggle with unruly evidence often ook to
other theories, constructs and raditions o explore the resources that meaningty
integration might altord, But this option was not easily available to the Kohibery
paradigm, largely because iy core assumptions and philosophical commitments res
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stady of moral behavior by appealing to a set of philosophical assumptions and
Ainitions imported rom ethis, atone with his pursuit of an empirical basis to
defeat refativivin, had the unintended o@:i;cmzan of isolating moral psychologi-
cal research from advances i other domains of psychology, effectivety pushing i
to the marging of contemporary psychologieal re

of morat functioning. It jettizons a priori philosophical constraings and secks Une-
“grative possibilities between moral psyvehology and vther human sciences, includ-
ing the neurosciences

the
de

Moreover, we argued that the movemant towards a psychologized morality cons
verges with the “naturalized ethics™ perspective that attempts to stake normative
eshics to a defensible account of human nature. Indeed, psvehologised morality and
saturalized ethics are “fellow travelers” wellanet at the crossroad of our disciphines,
“and pointing wwards a comumon problemaiic. which 13 how to account for moral
personality, selfhood and agency.

,.,.m_,&,r Entive lines of research.
were ruled E: of bowirts not for the usual scientific reasons but on the grounds that
they might. i some way, give aid or comlort w ethical relativism. Hence research
o selfhood and personatity, the study of traits and dispositions, the language of .
virtues and character, and moral emotions, - all were deemed suspect, tangential |
arirrelevan 10 what was wanted most, which was a way w resobve the question of
stiical relativism on empirical grounds.

ETHECAL

THALISM
We have complined, wo, about other moral philosophic starting poiats, such

as Boblberg's insmstence on o principle of phenomenalism for am:nﬁm moral phe-
nomena (Lapsiey & Narvaee, 2008% This principle asserts that "moral reasoning,
is the conscions process of using ordinary moral language” (Kohlberg, Levine &
Hewer, 1983, p. 691 U this view the moral quality of behavior hinges solely on the
subiective perspective, jJudgment and intention of the sgem. A behavior has no par-.
ticudar moral status adess s 1 motivated by an explicit moral judgment. It implies
Uretgrence @ conscions processes” (Rohlberg et al, 1983, p. 8). Phenomenalism i
so deeply rooted in ihe vognitive am,\.a_%zz,_:ﬁz tradifion that Blasi (1990 could
assert that morality "y defmirion, depends on the agent’s subjective perspective”
{39 our emphisisg,

But the principle of phenomenallsm s 1 mixed blessing, Kohlberg used i as a
cudgel against bebaviorism (which denied cognitivism) and psychoanalysis Mérm%
asserted the pramacy of emotions and the unconscious). Moreover, it seems the grare
nbor of radicut moral froecom (o ihe extent that i Hrees behavior from ..ﬁ.:zmmum cons
wol™ and places 1 nstead under the command of rational caleulation, Yet the principle
of phenomenalism abso closed ofF recourse 1o rick veins of contemporary research in
soctab cognition ~ ruling out the legitimacy. for example. of recent research on taci,
automatic and imphcit cognition tor the moral domain. These philosophical road-
blocks have exsenttally isolated moral development from the resources of other do-
mains of psychology. As a result the study of moral development has been unafiected
by nwm.{un%wwzza_mu i cognitive prychology, nearoscience and personality, although
there ae encouraging signs that this is now changing (e.g., Killen & Smetana, 2008
Narvagz, i pr arvaey & Lapskey. 2005; Walker & Hennig, 1998},

Our remedy jor the margmalization of moral development s for more psvoind-
oy (hapskey & Narvaer, 20050 Thoat is, we suggested that the next geaeration of

We invoked the notion of a "psychologized morality™ in the contexi of an historical
reconstruction of the Kohlberg paradigm. We did so 1o call sttention 1o the prob.

FEEwc,.u.sa,,ﬁpvr:,.mw:ﬁ?.:i?fro_:(;?aw:wr?m&:,Fn.éam
“division of Tabor that not only respected the autonomy of morality but gave i cer-
tain prepogatives o constrain the psychological agenda - to establish #ts boundary,
~define its starting points, and rein in ity explanations, Our call for a psychologized
morality was a way to register our objection to this extraordinary arrangement. it

Twas a wiay 0 assert the awtonomy of psychology (W keep the wall befween s a5

0ry

swe go') as we walk the mending wall with ethical theory,

What is new, however, is the very notion that ethical theorists ever need w walk
- the mending wall with psvchologists in the first place. The astonomy of maorality,
swhich is a presumption of the ethical tradition from Kant to Moore to Hare, renders
“such effort pointless. Morality is sui generis, it is asserted, and there is nothing
~about it that depends upon satural or socisl scientilic knowledge. Bthical naturalism
_challenges this view. 1t asserts that the human sciences are not irrelevant for ethics,
At its core ethical naturalism asserts that we live In a single natural world (Wang,
©2006), Consequently normative ethics can make no appeal to non-natural ontities or
.. phenomena - no appeal 10 gods, to noumenal metaphysics, souls, free wills, rational
Smoral agents, epistetnic subjects, Platonic forms, and so o

OF course, apart from its

wnmitment 1o & “single natural world™ ethical natural-
ism s not univocad, and different positions are possible with respeet to it (e, For

categorizing the different approaches 1o naturalized cthics. Indeed, a recent paper
by Maswell (2007) has eriticized us fornot spectiving the sort of ethieal naturatism
that is most copgenial 1o a psychologized moralily, so getting this right s a matter
of some M:Mua:msg [0 us.

ket

research would do well to payehologize morality, rather than pursue the morabized
psychology advocated by the cognitive developmental tradition. By “psychotogized
morabiny” we mean an ﬁx:?x Hanquiry that avalls usell of the full range of
psveholonical Hieratures, including personahity and cognitive psychology, social
cognition and motivation, evolutionary psyehology and the aeurosciences, among
czﬁﬁ,_,»m&.arzcm,.,ﬁ.pi”?,,«i_x,,,:,.ﬁm:5um::ﬁxzwﬁ‘ﬁﬁ;vom%5@5%:&

Varieties of Bihical Naturalism

Casebeer (2003) skerches out three possible positions with respect (o the relation
between ethics and science. There are Tivst of all “Separatists” who advocate ab-

rest, 2000; Garfield, 2000; Railton, 19891 Moreover, there are a number of ways of
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teutation of ciliical norms, What 1isi is irrelevant 1o whal joughti to be, from th “ratity? Maxwell (2007) is correct to note that our psychologized morality draws in-
ﬁﬁ;..2m.,_;,y@ﬁ;:w?:E.irm79:&8@gmsﬁm_w@x:mwmma#?m?bm:ﬁ_ ,

; pivation from all three of his varieties, but that it is ?ﬁmn ntial naturatism that is the
ficd. and the fence is high and guarded. Then there are IConfederatesi who ag best fit. Indeed, we admit to gwmm Contederates (but with Unionist sympathies) and
“mildhy promiscuous”. Contederates allow the 8 m%zmm of science 1o place Hmits o find Wong's (2006) methodological naturalism congenial with our own perspective
ihe demands that norms can place upon us; or eise rule out some moral theories B dbont boundary issues.
nconsistent with our best nutural knowiedge. Put differently, Confederates insis .
that ethical theory satisfy strong {William, 1981) or weak (Flanagan., 1991) criterig
of psychological realism. Confederates are mindful of the naturalistic fallacy by

clarm 1o evade i and they are likely 10 make good neighbors insofar as they ag
knowledpe the existence of & boundary wall that needs mending.
¥ ms;:, thote are Unionists. Unionises demand not simply that ethical theory b
consistent with natural knowledyge but that it reduces to more fundamental naturals
fzed theories. They assert that the methodelogical and epistemological 555?5@
of'the natural sciences should serve as the standard of ethical inguiry. Unionists a
dismissive of the {so-called”) naturalistic fallacy; and see no need for a wall juy
because there are not two sides - there are not all pines on the one side and apples
on the other- 103 just one big orchard of natural science. :
Wong (2006} is a good Confederate. He argues that there are multiple true mos
ralities, although theve are natural limits on what can count as a true morality, given
the realities of buman needs, desires and purposes. His methodological natural
s committed to an ntegration of morality “with the most relevant empirical
theuries about buman beings and society, such as evolutionary theory and develops
mental psychology™ it Wong. 2006, p. xiv). Indeed, psychology’s role looms large i
fany accounts of ethical naturalism. As Flanagan put i, ~ _scientific psychology
has the potential for destabilizing, as well as for developing %E ofining cerain as
sumptions underty ing traditional moral theoryi (1991, p. 21, :
Wong (2006) emphasizes two methodological %ﬁ:?,. One is that philosoph
“should not employ a distinetive a priori method for vielding substantive tru
shiekded from empirical testing” {p. 303 Another is that :%im is no sharp boundary
between epistemology and the science of psychology™ (p. 30). His methodologic
naturalism does not rile out claims asserted on the basis of non-natural analytical
logical or conceptual analysis, or by non-empirical methods. just that “the delives
ances of such methods cannot be taken as self-evident or permanent™ (p, 30),
Muanwell (2007) wentifies three varicties of ethical nateralism: normative, neos
Avistotelian and evidential, Natuealized normative ethics, following Flanagan
{19913, 15 one that satisfies criteria of psvehological reatism. The norms and stan.
chards :x; ethics holds out st be a possibility for osdinary human beings. Neo
Aristotelian naturadism, following Hursthouse, (1999, 2003) and McKinnon (2003)
Justilios ethical proscriptions from the Esansrm of the essential features of huma
nature. Dvidental nauralism, following Doris {2002 Doris & Strich, 2605, is &
rethodoiogical naturabism (Hke (f:ff. i that ncmﬁ?—x? ethical theory by the em
piricat findings ol the K:.,E_ SCHRCES,

in our view the findings of the human sciences alveady cast grave doubt on the
plausibility of certain cthical notions, We nominate the “unity of the virtues™ and
“Avdstotle’s conception of an ides! virtuous agent as two notions that run counier to
the requirement of psychelogical realism. F r:xxjé: (1991} nominated the putative
.&.,::r:o: between character and moral character and the accuracy of first-person
ports as philosophical notions (among others) made implausible by psychotogical
gatism. But we hasten to add that psychological research lends empirical support
several aspects of classical ethical theory, too. For example. that moral sensibifity
st be cultivated in context: that moral education requires the yyidance of men-
tors until self-guidance takes over: that virtue cannot be taught like history but must
emerge from lived experience, among others. these claims are wetl-grounded by
developmental and educational psychology.

s "Psveholagized Morddity™ Based on o Fullac

But does psychologized morality run afoul of the “is-ought problem™ (in violation of
Hhame’s Law™)? Does it commit the “naturalistic fadlacy” (Moore, 1903/1993) The
w-ought problem is raced to a section of Hume's (1740720001 Treatise Hmcox 3, Part
1, Section 1) that cautions against nioving from descriptive statements (Mis™ or “is
oty to preseriptive statements (“ought™ or “ought not'); or, alternatively, from non-
meral premises 1o moral conclusions - . for what seems aliogether inconceivable,
wow this new wcw:am can be a deduction from others, which are entirely different
Jrom i (p. 302). The “natvealistic fallacy™ i ﬂm?a 0 G B Moore™s (1903/1993)
aim that ethical terms (“good”) point 1o non-natural, indefinable properties (al-

shough we will recognize it when we encounter it) that cannot, on pain of incoher-
ence, be reduced to natural properties (such as human needs, desires, emotions). For
example, we can always ask of something: “Is x good?” - which suggests therefore
“ihat the property of being x and the property of being good are not identical. Insofar
1 the property of being good cannot be identified with natural propertics, it is an
adefinable sui generis concept. For Moore, it is an “open question” for any natural
property as to whether it is good (Casebeer, 2005, And 1o conflate good with natural
properties is to fall prey to the naturalistic faliacy.

Taken together, "Hume's Law” and G. . Moore’s naturatistic fallacy appear 1o
Aorbid grounding morality on non-moral foundations; or explicating ethical terms
with natural properties. This builds a high wall between ethics and science angd
makes Separatists of us all

The naturalistic fallacy is a specter that haunts ethical naturalism, although &

oS-




DAMITE k LAPSLEY & DARCIA NARYAEY

PEYCHOLOGILED MORALITYY AND FFHICAL THEORY
seerms 1o {righten psychologists the most. The debate between ethical naturabisn
and anti-naturalism s longstanding and beyond our competence to resofve. Bubw
wotdd stnply vote here that ethical nasaralism is not helpless in this debate. M
Intrye (1939 argued, for example. that Hume was not. in any event, asserting e
autonomy or moraks (because hie did not believe in it); nor was he making a poil
about fogical entailment of ought by is, because he never mentions it. In fact Hom
whole Treatise §s an extended example of how to violate HHumeis Law.” As Mag bix
trye (19593 aoted. if Hume does affirm the impossibility of deriving an “ougl

frome an 157 then he s the fiest peeson to perform this particaiar impossibility™
433} bn Macintyre’s (1939 view, the movemeni from is to ought is a fallacy o
il one believes that rationad inference 1akes ondy one form, which is the form of
deductive syllogism, Morcover, as McKinnon (1999) points out, while %wnlw,u,.w
Facts may not determing frlormative prescriptions, they can certainly constrainthem
What's more. the is-ought distinction and Moore's “open question™ argument may
be speeiat cases of the analytical-synthetic distinction that Ouine (1951) denounesi
as oue of the dogmas of empiricism. - a “metaphysical article of faith” that canot
be sustained {Casebeer, 20033 Finally, Dewey's ethical theory provides a number
of options for understanding the distinetion between the desived and the dosirgh
bult in a way compatible with a broad commitment to naturalism. As Dewey (1922
put it a morads based on the study of human nature instead of upon %&.mwﬁ&,.‘,&
it would find the facts of man continuous with those of the rest of nature and wouli
thereby aily ethics with physics and biology™ (p. 12).

ohinson, 1993). I rejects the notion that morality is suf peneris: that moral proper-
s are an trreducible part of the fabric of reality: or grounded by a priori methods or
sif-evident foundations { Wong, 2006), It rejects philosophical assumptions, such as
e principle of phenomenalism, which chokes off access to the empirical literatures
of psychology. [t affirms that moral norms have regulative and funclional work 1o do
at s explicable in terms of the cubturai evoiutionary history of the species and the
goretical and empirical literatures of the human sciences.
We have only hinted at what the content of a psychologized morality might look
like. Indeed, we are not wedded to the term. and we are e eading 3 movement,
s 18 a discernible movement only in the sense that investigators are reflective
about their commitment 1o naturalism in social science research on moral function-
ing. Our own work has explored the tacit. imphicit and automatic aspects of moral
havior (Narvaez & Lapsley, 2005 invoked the language of cognitive schemas
o-understand phronesis and the expertise literature to understand moral skill de-
elopment (Narvaez, 2006, and linked moral dispositions to neurobiologically-
ivoted motivational tendencies afforded by the evolutionary development of the
vafin {(Narvacz, in press). Those interested in moral development, whether theg-
researchers, or practitioners, ought to attend 1o the breadth of extam empirical
search bearing on moral behavior and development,
~But we would Hke 1o close by returning 1o Kohlberg's seminal contribution o
noral development. We are mindful that our reconstruction of the historical evoli-
ion of moral stage theory and our diagnosis of the current state of things, indeed.
sur embrace of ethical naturalism as 2 remedy, will be controversial, Yet we are
confident that our naturalizing tendencies are in keeping with Kohlberg's own best
nsights about boundary issues {kohlberg, 1971).
Kohtberg, too, was a Confederate and he embraced a kind of philosophical natu-
fism. He understood, for example, the implications of Piaget’s genetic epistemol-
agy---that the empirical data of child development is relevant for discerning criteria
for evaluating progress in science, philosophy and mathematics (Piaget), or for de-
iding when some moral phitosophies are inadequate or unworthy of us { Kohiberg).
Just as Plaget appealed to developmentat criteria to dispense with unstable and in-
sdequate epistemological positions (empivicistn, rationalism?, so o did Kobilberg
1969) press developmental claims against inadequate meta-theoretical pOSHions
e psychology (maturationism, associationism). And he understood that the siudy
of development necessarily conflates descriptive claims sbout what is the case and
evatuative claims about “good” development,
These features of

St

Bt we think much of this controversy ehides our present concerns. As Confeds
erates we walk the mending wall with cthical naturalists in our joint attempty
expiain moral behavior, The expranation of moral behavior will retain the tanguage
of standards, norms and reasons, so there is no intention {or possibility) of eliming
ing evaluative language and replacing with non-evaluative terms {Wong, 2006}
For example, Wong’s {2006} shows how it is possible tw explain moral evaluati
“through evaduative terms that are sof lreeducibly moral thowgh stilf evaiuative i
nermative in character” {p. 36, emphasis in original). ln other words, we seek g
explanation of morality in lerms of norms, standards and reasons but as these relan
to human socal and psychological needs, interests and purposes (Wong, 2006
As Wong (20063 puts it “Such an explanation. in accordance with methodologiva
maturalism. witt be responsive to our best theories of human beings. It will noty
oit & priori moral raths ken as self-evident and foundationat or as derived purely
trom togical or conceptuat analysis™ (p, 361, :

o

Kohiberg's work are congenial with our understandin i of natu-
lism and psychologized morality, and in this respect we claim him as a fellow
traveder. Although there are surely features of owr work that Kohlberg could not
gard with favor, we don't think our embrace of naturalism is one of them.
“Something there is that does not love o wail” the poet says.Hal wans @t down,
is “spring mending time™ in moral psychology, and we are confident of good negh-

bors as we walk the line of the commonboundary between elics and pychology.

ACONCLUBING ROHLBERGIAN POSTSCRIPYT

v

A psyvehologized moradity stands. then, with a methodological naturatism that attempts
1o ground sthical theory by what is known about “human motivation, the nature of
the self, the nature of human concepts, how our reason works, how we are sociall
constituted. and a host of other facts about who we are and how the mind operate

m
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